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30 Sep 93 
Memorandum for: Matt Behrmann 

Ben Borden 
Caroline Cimons 
Ed Brown 
Alex Yellin 
Bob Cook 

Thru: Frank Cirillo 

Subj: Visit by President, Lockheed Corp (Ft Worth Division) 
for Discussions on Public-Private Competition 

Mr Gordon Englund (President) and Mr Ben Carroll (Staff Assistant) of Lockheed Corporation, 
Fort Worth, TX, division (former General Dynamics facility across the runway from Carswell), 
will be in Washington on 5 Oct to address a meeting of the Aerospace Industry Association. 
Mr Englund and Mr Carroll have asked to stop by for a short visit to briefly discuss competition 
between private industry and Air Force depots (Lockheed recently lost a competition to Hill for 
an F-16 avionics upgrade package). This visit should provide an opportunity to hear private 
industry's side of the story. 

Since they have an early flight back to Texas, they have asked to meet at 0845 

Roger Houck 



ocument Separator 



Memorandum for: 

Thru: 

Matt Behr~nann 
Caroline Ci~nons 
Ben Borden 
Ed Brown 
Alex Yellin 
Bob Cook 

Frank Cirillo 

4 Oct 1993 

Subj: Update on 5 Oct, 0845, Visit by Lockheed, Ft Worth 

Mr. Englund (President, Lockheed-Ft Worth) and Ben Carroll (Staff Assistant) plan on arriving 
at the Commission NLT 0845. Enclosed for your review prior to the meeting is a copy of a fax 
Mr Carroll sent to me today--as you can see, their concerns are somewhat extensive. 

Roger Houck 
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PREMISE: 

A basis of Depot Coslsolidation and competition decisions (as part of the 
.Defense Industrid Base restructuring) should be the s o s t - e f f ' i  of 
delfvering the end product to the using Defense customer. 

These critical depot work decisions require comparable and accurate rord 
costs accumulated in accounting for the delivery of the final product 

ISSUES: 

I. What is a Depot? What does it cost to deliver Depot 
Produc t s 7  

11. How is it possible to identify all cost elemenrs 
(regardless of source or organization) needed to deliver each 
Depot's final product7 

111. What is the basis for quantifying (costing) the t o t d  of all 
of these elements for each product delivered by either Depots 
or Industry. Are "Depot" costs assigned to  these Products7 

N. Will B U C C  consider work dlocations to optimize depot 
and industry participation in satisfying user requirements? 



1. Depots have significant de~ign/engine&g/manufacmring/re~air 
capabilities which range from activities defined as Core Capabilities to 
a wide range of related support, management, and administrative 
infrastructure. 

1.1 what is a Depot? What is included in Depot costs? 
What i s  the actual cost of final products or services? 

@ o j  1 .I. 1 Functional (Supply, Maintenance, Manufacturing, erc.) 
1.1.2 Geographical (Base boundaries, real estate, facilities) 
1.1.3 Budget Sources (Appropriation Accounts) 
1.1.4 OrganlzaGonaI (Service, Command, Directorates, 

Agencies) 
1.1.5 Capabilities (Equipment, Cri 
1.1.6 Cost Categories and Costs h c l  
1.1.7 Others (Cost Accounting S Audi ring Practices) 

1.2 What are the Core Functions -- or Core bilities -- of each 
Depot? 

w O r  rw 

1.2.1 Does the def ini~on of "Core" differ between Services? 
1.2.2 Do certain Core Capabilities reside only hithin Depots ,h,b/-, l;z+ 

and not in the Private Sector? What are the CT- &,t c4pr17,\1.f7 e~knb 
differentiating criteria? ; j F ~ L ~ C  

1.2.3 What excess or undesired Core Capability duplication e, &YV\ G ' v J  

exists between Depots and Industry in specific 
categories of tasks to be performed? 

-- Engineering Design? EVS L I /  
\ A ' I L  -- Major Mods? 

-- Weapon System Main tenance/Repair? 
& 0 ~ C L '  / /@c 

(<<'.2 t 1 b ( p ,  , 
-- Component Repair? 
-- Item Management? 
-- Supply and Distribution? /// 

1.3 To what extent should the Public Defense Depot system and 4' 
the Private Defense lndustry maintain identical and 
duplicative rare capabflties -- business, technical, and 

go: dr 
function? 



1.4 From a national economic perspective, what overall level of 
nationalized Depot Industrial Capability is required or desired in 
the future from both a Defense as well as a national economic 
perspective? 

2. Structuring Depot Maintenance competition and developing a level 
playlng field for both the private and the public sectors remains a 
major challenge. Cost concerns impacting lndus try-Depot competitions 
include: / 

2.1 Can all true and complete associated with a Depot activity be 
defined in terms of all that is required to support each program 
or product 7 Will all costs of all of the Depots programs sum to 
equal the total "Depot Cost" (or "Depot Operating Expense)? 

2.2 How can the uncertainty in cost comparability -- and the 
ambiguity -- that currently exists in comparisons between Depots 
or in comparing Depot versus Industry costs be equalized? How 
can it be factored into decisions to optimize the Defense Lndush-ial 
Base? 

2.3 Does the current system of certification by the DCAA that 
each Depot's bid on each compeci rive project complies with the 
"Cost Cornparabili ty Handbook" of the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council result in a level "playing field" between the public and 
private sectors? How should Depot rates be revised to reflect 
differences in the structure, processes, accounting systems, and 
regulatory requirements of both sectors? 

2.4 An all-component definition of "What Is A Depot" is of critical 
importance in competitions, downsizing, or consolidation 
rationalization of the Defense Industrial Base 



3. The continuing discrepancies in the Defense Business Operacing Fund 
(DBOF) are an indication of problems of cost accountability and $!&, dLfq 

auditability in the Depot System (and DOD Product Support/Supply ri)bbl"l 
Sys tern) associated with mu1 tiple DOD organizations involved in the -&XLX" 

I ' fief Defense Maintenance sys tern. Y - , , ~  c G@{J p~<* 
I C.Lq~ ,~b '  /4*zc, *\ 3.1 How are costs allocated/assessed when multiple organizadons u ~ d  

are involved in receiving, producing, supporting, and delivering L d ~ r ~ + \ h c c d  
the Depot's product? ;$ \ k J  , ,d F fipc3 

3.1.1 Depot host (Includes base support, etc.) 
3.1.2 Major depot supporting tenants directly involved in the 

supply/main tenance workload (such as Dm, GSA, etc.) 
3.1.3 Secondary tenants or geographically separated DOD 

endties (such as DCAA, DPRO, Civil Engineering, Real 
Estate Management, Computer Services, Financial and 
Cost Systems , etc.) 

3 .I .4 How are DBOF transfers documented and reconciled? 

3.2 Is there an auditable process followed in determining cost 
impacts or cost-sharing contributions made by other tenants 
geographically located at the depot (e.g. Operational f l p g  units, 
other defense agencies, etc.)? 

3.3 Depot Costs must be segmented into major functions to 
properly identify costs associated with Depot Core competed 
and non-competed functions on a basis which permits 
comparisons with Industry in undertaking major casks: 

3.3.1 Depot maintenance (end i terns and components) 
3.3.2 Major Mods 
3.3.3 Engineering and Design Activities 
3.3.4 Depot Manufacturing Activities 
3.3.5 Product Support 
3.3.6 Ochers 

3.4 What changes Fn cost accounting visibility or cost information 
collection should be identfied now by the Defense Services in - 
order to provide objectivity in support of Defense h d u s  trial Base 
decisions in M 94-97? 



4. The JCS Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study (page E - 2 )  stated: 

"Closure of a significant number of depots will be necessary if we are to reduce 
excess capacity. We belleve the only effective way to close depots is through the 
BRACC process". L b n d  0Le4j11 i r  

Because substantial o _ u e r c  exists throughout the Depot system 
(estimated by the January 1993 JCS Depot Maintenance Study to be as 
much as SO%), what methodology bill the BRACC use to determine the 
priority in which Depot functions can be combined and Depots eliminated 
or downsized? 

4.1 What additional jnformation [on Costs, Industrial Capabilities, 
alternative publidprivate work splits, etc.] will be needed 
by BRACC in the future in their considerations of these 
Defense Industrial Base issues affecting optimization of the 
Depot sys tern? 

4.2 How can Lndustry assist in providing essentid comparable 
data? 

4.3 How many of the 37 major Army,  Navy, and Air  Force 
Depot activities locared in the Uniced States have . . 

(core) critical capabilities which support. unique military 
weapon system requirements -- and which capabilities cannot 
be provided by other Depots)? 



5. In BRACC comparisons between Government Depots and hdusny 
conu-actors, to what extent do you plan to reconcile the a 
a m  of data (cost information) supplied from fundamentally 
different accounting systems? Some of the particularly difficult issues 
include: 

5.1 Types of "overhead" which are readily identified in 
Industry (Government Contractor) costs but which are not 
acknowledged or identifled on an equivalent basis by Depot 
organizations in "cost of work" calculations: 

5.1.1 Employee fringe benefits and retirement 
5.1.2 Personnel management 
5.1.3 Depot "SeLfinsurance" (e.g. fxe loss, product Liability) 
5.1.4 Environmental Costs (current and future) 
5.1.5 Depreciation of equipment 
5.1.6 Others 

5.2 Means of reconciliation of budgetary and expense information 
from separate (but co-located) agencies? 

6. With the variety of tasks accomplished by both Industry and the 
different Depots (including current inter-sewice support), what measures 
of merit (e.g. Quality, Productivity, Cos t-Effec tiveness, ecc.) should be 
used in comparing the "value" of private and public output: 

6.1 Rank candidates and alternative Defense Industrial Base 
scenarios for evaluation of the future desired public-private 
mix of capabilities needed to perform depot maintenance and 
defense supply activities? 

6.2 Provide a common cost accounting baseline to insure 
competitiveness can be calculated for work performed by the 
total (Public and Private) Defense 
Industrial Base? 



7. How will the potential beneflts of competition to undertake various 
depot workloads be considered? 

7.1 Can the overall cost to DOD be minimized if duplicative Depot 
activities maintained by each Service in muldple depot 
locations be consolidated through w - s e r v h  support? Can 
other alternatives be regularly considered 7 

7.2 Can inter-service questions be addressed on a 
Service-by-Service basis and what level of decision-making 
should be involved? 

7.3 Will . . " between Depots and Private Contractors be 
"ground ruledUas a factor in BRACC assessments. To what 
extent will work activities requiring Depot "Core" capabilities 
also be competed ? 

7.4 Will private core capabilities (as well as public) be 
considered in the downsizing rationalization of the Defense 
Industrial Base? 

7.5 To what extent can BRACC consider the various alternative cost 
saving approaches that have been proposed for centralizing 
indirect support activities (alternatives such as combining 
support "functions" in a single agency depot system)l 

8. There are legislative restrictions that require specific 
considerations of the amount of work that can be competed/con trac ted 
out to industry (e.g. The FY 93 Authorization prohibits the military 
sexvices from contracting ou t  more than 40 percent of the depot-level 
"maintenance work" by -.)How will considerations 
of these mandated legislative restrictions be weighted in the BRACC 
analyses? 









WHAT IS A DEPOT? 

WHAT ARE TI+€ 

PRO JEGTS 

a: 

WHAT ARE . 
W 

I 
C 

WHAT SEGMENT OF DEPOT BUSINESS CAM INbUSTRY 00 





Aircraft Modifications: 
4 

Aircraft modifications encompasses research and engineering, kit 
fabrication and assembly, and installation (and testing?) of 
modifications to post-delivery aircraft which may be in or out of 
production. 

Modifications may be to structures, electronics, weapons, propulsion, 
and/or other systems. 

Modifications are intended to correct deficiencies and/or improve the 
.operational capabilities and/or reliability and maintainability of 
existing aircraft. The modification changes, as a minimum, the fit or 
function of the item. 

Modifications occasionally overlap with new aircraft production when a 
modification is incorporated in both pre- and post-delivery aircraft. 

D e ~ o t  Level Maintenance: 

Depot level maintenance encompasses the more complex maintenance and 
repair of aircraft at a depot-level maintenance facility or at an 
operating base by a field team. 

Complex maintenance and repair is the major overhaul or a complete 
rebuild of aircraft parts, assemblies or subassemblies and end items. 
It can include the emergency manufacture of nonavailable parts, 
modifications installations, testing,and reclamation. 

Depot level maintenance differs from modifications in that depot level 
maintenance maintains or restores an aircraft to its original 
configuration whereas modification results in a new aircraft 
configuration. 

Depot level maintenance may overlap with modifications in that when an 
aircraft is down for modification, depot level maintenance may be 
performed concurrently. 
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4 Oct 1993 

Memorandum for: Matt Behr~nann 
Caroline Cimons 
Ben Border] 
Ed Brown 
Alex Yellin 
Bob Cook 

Thru: Frank Cirillo 

Subj: Update on 5 Oct, 0845, Visit by Lockheed, Ft Worth 

Mr. Englund (President, Lockheed-Ft Worth) and Ben Carroll (Staff Assistant) plan on arriving 
at the Commission NLT 0845. Enclosed for your review prior to the meeting is a copy of a fax 
Mr Carroll sent to me today--as you can see, their concerns are sonlewhat extensive. 

Roger Houck 
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Context for Public & Private Roles in Industrial Base Downsizing 
-- - 

1 World Confrontation I Regional Conflicts I Local Disputes ----------------L--------------J---------------. 
A 2 Dominate Threat I Define Responsibilities Reseond Quickly 

-------------.---------- ------------- ---. 

- 3  unl imi ted Funding I I Unstable Funding I Minimum Funding I 

J Massive System J Chaotic System 

J Much Oversight J Minimum Regulations 
J Emphasis On: 

- Jointness (services) 
Changing Needs - Teamwork (industry) 

Technologically Defined 
Competitive Uncertainty 

"Firm" Requirements Diminished Production - Requirements 

"Competitive" Solutions Arbitrary Changes Innovative Contract 
Huge Production $ 

Many Changes 

National Security Technology Custodian -) Affordable $ 







Depo t Facilities 

HuaeIDiverse Commitment of National Resources 

Owner 

Army 
• I fiL:-**nrrlr lnthor Navy a i i l p y a ~ u d r  - r - . - .  

Navy Aviation 
Air Force ALCs 
Air Force Specialized 
Marine Corps Logistics 

SUBTOTAL 

"De~ot"  Facilities 

+ Naval Ordnance Depots 
+ Army WeaponslMunitions 

Maintenance Depots 

+ Commercial Industrial Base 
- Primes 
- Major Subs 
- Vendors 

+ Space lndustrial Complexes 
(Cape Canaveral AFS, Vandenberg) 

+ NASA lndustrial Complexes Providing 
Depot Type Services to Military Space/ 
Missiles/Satellites 

+ Distribution/Warehousing (D WGSA) 
+ Foreign Government DepotslFirms 

Servicing DoD Equipment 
+ Services Intermediate Level Shops 

Performing Depot Level Repairs 
+ Non-Depot Governmental Labs 

t- 
'=I 

' -1  

@ln addition, Depots have geographically separated detachments and operating locations. 



1 HOW HAS THC TERM "DEPOT OVERCAPACITY" BEEN D E F I N E D ?  

5 0 %  potential Overcapacity Cited in J a n u a r y  93  J C S  R e p o r t  

.. - 

S i n c e  Depot bfRequi rementsH are based on ability of each Depot 
as well as the Depot system to support a  s u s t a i n e d  wartime o r  
emergency surge of up  t o  1 6 0 %  of the Peacetime Work Load, t h e n  
exactiy what is the BASE on which  t h e  50% ove rcapac i ty  is based? 

--50% over t h e  Peacetime Workload ( I f  t h i s  is true, t h e n  
USAF Depots would not meet the 1 6 0 %  W a r t i m e  S u r g e  O b j e c t i v e )  

- -50% over t h e  " 160% of Peacetime Work Loadtf (If this is 
true, t h e n  the true minimum overcapacity is 240% -- based on 160% 
p l u s  5 0 %  over t h e  160%) 

The assumptions on which the w a r t i m e  requirements a r e  based 
still re f lec t  DOD OPLANS -- many of which still have cold w a r  
assum~tions. (If t h i s  is t r u e ,  t h e n  the overcapacity is even 
h i g h e r )  

o v e r c a p a c i t y  calculations only r e c o g n i z e  the c a p a c i t y  of 
each Depot to maintain the specific product mix currently 
assiqned to each individual Depot -- regardless of whether t h a t  
Depot has t h e  capacity t o  repair other systems. 



HOW HAS THE TERM I I D E P O T  OVERCAPACITY'' BEEN DEFINED? 

5 0 %  Potential overcapacity Cited in J a n u a r y  93  J C S  Repor t  

No actual definition of Core Logistics Capability has yet 
been developed in response to DOD Directive 4151.18 ( o r  any of 
ii-le pzedoccsszr l ~ w s  back t o  1974). 

-Does not reflect the additional overcapacity that would 
result from economies of scale resulting from consolidation of 
D e p o t s  capabilities within each service Depot System. 

-Does not reflect the additional overcapacity that would 
result from economies of scale resulting from inter-service 
consolidation of Depots capabilities. 

-Excludes additional overcapacity that essentially results 
from the performance of Depot maintenance defined activities by 
non-Depot military units (eg. ~ntermediate Level Maintenance 
Shops) 



3 HOW HAS THE TERM "DEPOT OVERCAPACITY" BEEN DEFINED? 

. - 

- 50% Potential Overcapacity cited in January 93 JCS Report 

- -.--- 

In determining the Core ~ogistics skill & resource base that 
is solely justified as being essential to meet contingency 
requirements, the Army and ~ i r  Force computations exclude 
---+-?;hutions provided by commercial Defense Contractors. b U A A  A- 

0 Overcapacity statistics are not in any way a measure of 
physical Depot plant capacity at each Depot--but rather are 
actually computed as a measure of current employment, 
organizational structure, product mix, and skill mix 
(~dministrative, Maintenance, Management, etc.) 

The impact of recent structural changes ( e . g .  transferring 
Distributions functions from the "Depot" to DLA, etc.) may not be 
reflected in depot  overcapacity estimates. 

Depot overcapacity estimates do not include reliability and 
maintainability (R&M) improved performance of currently acquired 
Weapon Systems versus the historical R&M performance of 1970-1980 
era Weapon Systems (on which Depot Manpower Requirements are 
based in Manpower S t a n d a r d s ) .  







HOUSE AND SENATE defense  b i l l s  g i v e  m i l i t a r y  depots  t h e  edge in winning 
maint'enance and modernization work. '  

- 
Depots have advantage over  i n d u s t r y  i n  defense b i l l s  - 

Very quickly-and probably s t e a l t h i l y - t h e  House Appropr ia t ions  
committee h a s  given m i l i t a r y  depots  an edge i n  t h e i r  compet i t ion wi th  
defense  c o n t r a c t o r s  f o r  maintenance and moderniziltion wokk. 

A s l i g h t  language change i n  t h e  $240  b i l l i o n  f i s c a l  1 9 9 4  defense  
money b i l l ,  approved by v o i c e  v o t e  with  no debate  l a s t  Wednesday, gave a 
s e n i o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  execu t ive  i n  t h e  r e l e v a n t  Defense Dept. agency t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  b l d s  include comparabll= e s t i m a t e s  of a l l  
d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  c o s t s .  

bin t h e  o r i g i n a l  defense  subcommittee b i l l ,  . the Defense Contract  
Audit Agency was given t h e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  power i : ~  compet i t ions  between 
DOD depot  maintenance a c t i v i t i e s  and p r i v a t e  f i r n s . '  Subcommittee 
chairman R e p .  John Murtha (D-Pa.) o f f e red  t h e  a:nendment t o  t h e  f u l l  
committee b i l l ,  congress iona l  sources  s a i d .  

The change may s e e m  i n s i g n i f i c a n t ,  bu t  it g i v e s  a g r e a t e r  r o l e  t o  
a c q u i s i t i o n  execut ives  who, f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  a r e  p a r t i a l  t o  

t h e i r - d e p o t  o rgan iza t ions .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  s en io r  D 3 D  o f f i c i a l s  have 
focused on p rese rv ing  t h e  defense i n d u s t r i a l  base and view maintenance 
and mod work now being done by t h e  depots  a s  a t o o l  toward t h a t  end. 

Asked Tuesday by The DAILY if he thought t h e  amendment t i l t e d  t h e  
ba lance  i n  f a v o r  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  depots ,  Murtha a t  f i r s t  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
he  d i d n ' t  t h i n k  s o ,  b u t  l a t e r  s a i d ,  "You may be r i g h t . "  He added, 
however, t h a t  he  d i s a g r e e s  with t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of DCAA a s  I t the  
hones t  b r o k e r H  i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .  

The House Armed s e r v i c e s  Committee a l s o  o f fe red  recommendations 
t h a t  appear  t o  h e l p  t h e  depots .  I n  i t s  r e p o r t ,  K4SC p r o h i b i t s  t h e  
c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of t h e  management of depot- level  maintenance under a 
s i n g l e  defense-wide a u t h o r i t y  and d i r e c t e d  t h a t  t h i s  func t ion  con t inue  
t o  be c a r r i e d  o u t  by each s e r v i c e .  

The HASC r e p o r t  a l s o  p r o h i b i t s  t h e  sec re ta ry  of defense from 
implementing a p o l i c y  t h a t  provides  f o r  a new weapon system t o  be 
planned and programmed p r imar i ly  f o r  long-term, depot- level  maintenance 
by "non- Governmental personnel ."  

The House committee a l s o  wrote language e s t a b l i s h i n g  a DOD Depot 
Task Force t o  examine t h e  func t ions  and a c t i v i t i e s  of depots ,  t o  
p i n p o i n t  d e p o t s  t h a t  a r e  s u i t a b l e  f o r  performance by c o n t r a c t o r  
personnel ,  and t o  eva lua te  how r a t e s  and p r i c e s  a r e  determined. 

A pane l  headed by former Hughes A i r c r a f t  CEO Malcolm Cur r i e  a l r e a d y  
has  undertaken a review of t h e  p r i v a t e  vs.  pub l i c  compet i t ion,  DOD 
comptro l le r -des igna te  John Hamre t o l d  t h e  Senate Armed Serv ices  
Committee l a s t  Thursday. 

The SASC F Y  ' 9 4  r e p o r t  p r o h i b i t s  s h i f t i n g  t h e  performance of a 
depot - leve l  maintenance workload of $3  mil l ion  clr more t o  a p r i v a t e  
c o n t r a c t o r  u n l e s s  compet i t ive  procedures a r e  used. 

S e r v i c e  depots  perform $13 b i l l i o n  a year i n  maintenance work and , 

$9 b i l l i o n  annual ly  i n  upgrades, according t o  e s t ima tes  by Hughes 
A i r c r a f t  CEO Mike Armstrong. 



The Role of DOD D e ~ o t s  Within The Defense-Industrial Base 

PREMISE: 

A basis of Depot Consolidation and competition decisions (as part of the 
-Defense Industrial Base restructuring) should be the cost-efficiencv of 
delivering the end product to the using Defense customer. 

These critical depot work decisions require comparable and accurate total 
costs accumulated in accounting for the delivery 3f the final product 

ISSUES: 

I. What is a Depot? What does it cost tcl deliver Depot 
Products? 

11. How is it possible to identify all cost elements 
(regardless of source or organization) neetied to deliver each 
Depot's final product? 

111. What is the basis for quantifying (costing) the total of all 
of these elements for each product delivered by either Depots 
or  Industry. Are all "Depot" costs assigned to these Products? 

N. Will BRACC consider work allocations to optimize depot 
and industry participation in satisfying user requirements? 



The Role of DOD Depots Within The Defense-Industrial Base - 

1. Depots have ~ i g ~ c a n t  design/engineering/m:mufacturing/repair 
capabilities which range from activities defined as Core Capabilities to 
a wide range of related support, management, and administrative 
infrastructure. 

1.1 What is a Depot? What is included in Depot costs? 
What is the actual cost of final products 01: services? 

1.1.1 Functional (Supply, Maintenance, Manufacturing, e tc.) 
I. 1.2 Geographical (Base boundaries, real estate, facilities) 
1.1.3 Budget Sources (Appropriation Accounts) 
1.1.4 Organizational (Service, Command, Directorates, 

Agencies) 
1.1.5 Capabilities (Equipment, Critical Skills, e tc.) 
1.1.6 Cost Categories and Costs Inclucled 
1.1.7 Others (Cost Accounting Standards & Auditing Practices) 

1.2 What are the Core Functions -- or Core Capabilities -- of each 
Depot? 

1.2.1 Does the definition of "Core1' differ between Services? 
1.2.2 Do certain Core Capabilities reside only within Depots 

and not in the Private Sector? What are the 
differentiating criteria? 

1.2.3 What excess or undesired Core Capability duplication 
exists between Depots and Inclus try in specific 
categories of tasks to be perfc~rmed? 

-- Engineering Design? 
-- Major Mods? 
-- Weapon Sys tern Main tenan.ce/Repair? 
-- Component Repair? 
-- Item Management? 
-- Supply and Distribution? 

1.3 To what extent should the Public Defense Depot system and 
the Private Defense Industry maintain identical and 
duplicative sore capabilities -- busi:ness, technical, and 
function? 



1.4 From a national economic perspective, what o v e r d  level of 
nationalized Depot Industxial Capability is required or desired in 
the future from both a Defense as well as a national economic 
perspective? 

2. Structuring Depot Maintenance competition and developing a level 
playing field for both the private and the public: sectors remains a 
major challenge. Cost concerns impacting Indus try-Depot competitions 
include: 

2.1 Can all true and complete associatecl with a Depot activiy be 
defined in terms of all that is required to support each program 
or product ? Will all costs of all of the Depots programs sum to 
equal the total "Depot Cost" (or "Depot 0 perating Expense)? 

2.2 How can the uncertainty in cost comparability -- and the 
ambiguity -- that currently exists in com:parisons between Depots 
or in comparing Depot versus Industry c8~s ts  be equalized? How 
can it be factored into decisions to optimize the Defense Industrial 
Base? 

2.3 Does the current system of certification by the DCAA that 
each Depot's bid on each competitive pro;iect complies with the 
"Cost Comparability Handbook" of the Del'ense Depot Maintenance 
Council result in a level "playing field" between the public and 
private sectors? How should Depot rate:; be revised to reflect 
differences in the structure, processes, amzcounting systems, and 
regulatory requirements of both sectors? 

2.4 An all-component definition of "What Is A Depot" is of critical 
importance in competitions, downsizing, or consolidation 
rationalization of the Defense Industrial Base 



3. The continuing discrepancies in the Defense Business Operating Fund 
(DBOF) are an indication of problems of cost accountability and 
auditability in the Depot System (and DOD Product Support/Supply 
System) associated with multiple DOD organizatio:ns involved in the 
Defense Maintenance sys tern. 

3.1 How are costs allocated/assessed when milltiple organizations 
are involved in receiving, producing, sup.porting, and delivering 
the Depot's product? 

3.1.1 Depot host (Includes base support, etc.) 
3.1.2 Major depot supporting tenant:; directly involved in the 

supply/maintenance workload (such as DLA, GSA, etc.) 
3.1.3 Secondary tenants or geographically separated DOD 

entities (such as DCAA, DPRO, C:ivil Engineering, Real 
Estate Management, Computer Services, Financial and 
Cost Sys tems , e tc .) 

3.1.4 How are DBOF transfers documented and reconciled? 

3.2 Is there an auditable process followed in determining cost 
irnpac ts or cos t-sharing contributions made by other tenants 
geographically located at the depot (e.g. Operational flying units, 
other defense agencies, etc.)? 

3.3 Depot Costs must be segmented into major functions to 
properly iden- costs associated with Depot Core competed 
and non-competed functions on a basis tvhich permits 
comparisons with Industry in undertaking major tasks: 

3.3.1 Depot maintenance (end items and components) 
3.3.2 Major Mods 
3.3.3 Engineering and Design Activi ties 
3.3.4 Depot Manufacturing Activities 
3.3.5 Product Support 
3.3.6 Others 

3.4 What changes in cost accounting visibilj.ty or cost information \ 

collection should be idenhfied - now by the Defense Services in 
order to provide objectivity in support of Defense hdustrial Base 
decisions in IT 94-97? 



4. The JCS Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study (page ES-2) stated: 

"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 
BRACC process". 

Because substantial exists throughout the Depot system 
(estimated by the January 1993 JCS Depot Maintenance Study to be as 
much as SO%), what methodology will the BRACC use to determine the 
priority in which Depot functions can be combined and Depots eliminated 
or downsized? 

4.1 What additional information [on Costs, Industrial Capabilities, 
alternative public/private work splits, etc.] will be needed 
by BRACC in the future in their consic~erations of these 
Defense Industrial Base issues affec tirlg optimization of the 
Depot system? 

4.2 How can Industry assist in providing essential comparable 
data? 

4.3 How many of the 37 major Army, Navy, and Air Force 
Depot activities located in the United States have ~pecialized 
(core) critical capabilities which support. unique military 
weapon sys tern requirements -- and which capabilities cannot 
be provided by other Depots)? 



5. In BRACC comparisons between Government Depots and Lndusw~ 
contractors, to what extent do you plan to reconcile the & 
cornoarability of data (cost information) supplied from fundamentally 
different accounting systems? Some of the partic.ularly difficult issues 
include: 

5.1 Types of "overhead" which are readily identified in 
Industry (Government Contractor) costs but which are not 
acknowledged or identified on an equivalent basis by Depot 
organizations in "cost of work" calculations: 

5.1.1 Employee fringe benefits and re tiremen t 
5.1.2 Personnel management 
5.1.3 Depot "Self insurance" (e.g. f r e  loss, product Liability) 
5.1.4 Environmental Costs (current znd future) 
5.1.5 Depreciation of equipment 
5.1.6 Others 

5.2 Means of reconciliation of budgetary and expense information 
from separate (but co-located) agencies? 

6. With the variety of tasks accomplished by both Industry and the 
different Depots (including current inter-service support), what measures 
of merit (e.g. Quality, Productivity, COS t-Effec tiveness, etc.) should be 
used in comparing the "value" of private and public output: 

6.1 Rank candidates and alternative Defense Industrial Base 
scenarios for evaluation of the future desired public-private 
mix of capabilities needed to perform depot maintenance and 
defense supply activities? 

6.2 Provide a common cost accounting baseline to insure 
competitiveness can be calculated for work performed by the 
total (Public and Private) Defense 
Industrial Base? 



7. How will the potential benefits of competition .;o undertake various 
depot workloads be considered? 

7.1 Can the overall cost to DOD be minimized if duplicative Depot 
activities maintained by each Service in multiple depot 
locations be consolidated through intex-service support? Can 
other alternatives be regularly considered ? 

7.2 Can inter-service questions be addressed on a 
Service-by-Service basis and what level of decision-making 
should be involved? 

7.3 Will "competition" between Depots and Private Contractors be 
"ground rulednas a factor in BRACC assessments. To what 
ex tent will work activities requiring Depot " Core" capabilities 
also be competed ? 

7.4 Will private core capabilities (as well as public) be 
considered in the downsizing rationali;!ation of the Defense 
Industrial Base? 

7.5 To what extent can BRACC consider th? various alternative cost 
saving approaches that have been pro;?osed for centralizing 
indirect support activities (alternatives such as combining 
support "functions1' in a single agency depot sys tern)? 

8. There are legislative restrictions that require specific 
considerations of the amount of work that can b2 competed/contracted 
out to industry (e.g. The FY 93 Authorization prohibits the military 
services from contracting Out more than 40 percent of the depot-level 
"maintenance work" by non-federal ern~loyee:~)~ow will considerations 
of these mandated legislative restrictions be wei.ghted in the BRACC 
analyses? 



Context for Public & Private Roles in Industrial Base Downsizing 
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WHAT IS A DEPOT? 
! ; !  

I . '  

PROJECTS 

. - - . -- 

WHAT SEGMENT OF DEPOT BUSINESS CALI INDUSTRY 00; - !  



Aircraft Modifications: 

~ircraft modifications encompasses research and engineering, kit 
fabrication and assembly, and installation (and testing?) of 
modifications to post-delivery aircraft which may be in or out of 
production. 

Modifications may be to structures, electronics, weapons, propulsion, 
and/or other systems. 

Modifications are intended to correct deficiencies and/or improve the 
.operational capabilities and/or reliability and maintainability of 
existing aircraft. The modification changes, as a minimum, the fit or 
function of the item. 

. . 

Modifications occasionally overlap with new aircraft production when a 
modification is incorporated in both pre- and post-delivery aircraft. 

Dc&xox&evel Maintenance: 
Depot level maintenance encompasses the more complex maintenance and 
repair of aircraft at a depot-level maintenance facility or at an 
q e r a t i n g  base by a field team. 

@ Complex maintenance and repair is the major overhaul or a complete 
rebuild of aircraft parts, assemblies or subassemblies and end items. 
It can include the emergency manufacture of nonavailable parts, 
modifications installations, testing,and reclamation. , 

Depot level maintenance differs from modifications in that depot level 
maintenance maintains or restores an aircraft to its original 
configuration whereas modification results in a new aircraft 
configuration. 

@. Depot -level maintenance may overlap with modifications in that when an 
aircraft is down for modification, depot level maintenance may be 
performed concurrently. 







Weapon Systems Budgets Serviced 
in Depots (By Types) 



Depo t Facilities 

Owner 

HuaelDiverse Commitment of National Resources 

Depot Eauivalents 

Army 6 + Commercial Industrial Base 
Navy ShipyardslOther 9 - Primes 
Navy Aviation 6 - Major Subs 
Air Force ALCs 5 - Vendors 
Air Force Specialized 2 9 + Space Industrial Complexes 
Marine Corps Logistics 2 (Cape Canaveral AFS, Vandenberg) 

+ NASA Industrial Complexes Providing 
SUBTOTAL 30 Depot Type Services to Military Space1 

+ Naval Ordnance Depots 9 
Missiles/Satellites 

+ Army WeaponsIMunitions 16 
+ DistributionNVarehousing - .  (DLNGSA) 

Maintenance Depots + Foreign Government DepotsIFirms 

55@ 
Servicing DoD Equipment 

+ Services Intermediate Level Shops 
Performing Depot Level Repairs 

+ Non-Depot Governmental Labs 

@ln addition, Depots have geographically separated detachments and operating locations. 



1 HOW HAS T H E  TERM " D E P O T  O V E R C A P A C I T Y "  B E E N  D E F I N E D ?  

I 50% potential Overcapacity Cited in January 93 JCS Report  

a Since Depot llRequirementsll are based on ability of each Depot 
as well as the Depot system to support a sustained wartime or 
emergency surge of up to 160% of the peacetime Work Load, then 

--'-:-'- the 50% overcapacity is based? exactly what is the BASE on W L L A ~ ~ ~  

--50% over the Peacetime Workload (If this is true, then : USAF Depots would not meet the 160% wartime Surge Objective) 

--50% over the "160% of Peacetime Work Loadw (If this is 
true, then the true minimum overcapacity is 240% -- based on 160% 
plus 50% over the 160%) 

The assumptions on which the wartime requirements are based . - -  -nn n n T  A R T ~  st111 refieci UULJ V I - ~ . ~  -- many of which still have cold war 
assumptions. (If this is true, then the overcapacity is even 
higher) 

Overcapacity calculations only recognize. the capacity of 
each Depot to maintain the specific product mix currently 
assiqned to each individual Depot -- regardless of whether that 
Depot has the capacity to repair other systems. 



2 HOW HAS THE TERM l lDEPOT OVERCAPACITY" BEEN DEFINED? 

-- -- --A ---. -- - - . 
"50% Potential overcapacity Cited in January 93 JCS Report 

No actual definition of Core Loqistics Capability has yet 
been developed in response to DOD Directive 4151.18 (or any of .. 
the predecessor laws dating back to 1974). 

-Does not reflect the additional overcapacity that would 
result from economies of scale resulting from consolidation of 
Depots capabilities within each Service Depot System. 

-Does not reflect the additional overcapacity that would 
result from economies of scale resulting from inter-service 
consolidation of Depots capabilities. 

-Excludes additional overcapacity that essentially results 
from the performance of Depot maintenance defined activities by 
non-Depot military units (eg. Intermediate Level Maintenance 
Shops) 

, . , 



5 HOW HAS T H E  TERM "DEPOT OVERCAPACITY"  BEEN D E F I N E D ?  

. - 

50% p o t e n t i a l  ~vercapaci ty-Cited i n  January  9 3  JCS Report  

8 In determining the Core Logistics skill & resource base that 
is solely justified as being essential to meet contingency 
requirements, the Army and Air Force computations exclude 
contributions provided by commercial Defense Contractors. 

0 overcapacity statistics,are not in any way a measure of 
physical Depot plant capacity at each Depot--but ratherare 
actually computed as a measure of current employment, 
organizational structure, product mix, and skill mix 
(Administrative, Maintenance, Management, etc.) 

(. The impact of recent structural changes (e.g. transferring 
Distributions functions from the "Depotvv - to DLA, etc.) may not be 
reflected in depot overcapacity estimates. 

Depot overcapacity estimates do not include reliability and 
maintainability (R&M) improved performance of currently acquired 
Weapon Systems versus the historical R&M performance of 1970-1980 
era Weapon Systems (on which Depot Manpower Requirements are 
based in Manpower Standards). 
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EXECUTNE SUMMARY 
C-141 CENTER WING BOX (CWB) COMPETITION 

CASE STUDY 

Coopers & Lybrand has reviewed the C 14 1 Center Wing Box (CWB) competition and 
subsequent contract performance. Three private firms and the Warner Robins Air Logistics 
Center (WR-ALC) competed in a public versus private competition for the C141 CWB 
requirement. WR-ALC was selected and awarded contract F09603-93-C-0043 on December 
12, 1992, for a price of $62,189,3 19, including option years. The procuring activity was also 
WR-ALC with the Commander WR-ALC as source selection authority. In preparation for the 
competition, WR-ALC created separate "buyer" and "seller" teams, with appropriate re*ctions 
placed on each. On the basis of numerous interviews and the examination of data, the 
reviewers are persuaded the integrity of the competition and source selection process was 
maintained despite the appearance of potential conflicts of interest. 

The C141 CWB soficitation required the submission of firm fmed prices for the base 
year plus three option years. The private competitors submitted firm fixed price offers that, 
if any one of the firms had received the award, the government would be legally obligated to 
pay only the contract price for performance. The offer of WR-ALC, whiIe represented as a 
firm fixed price, was analogous to a cost reimbursement offer. The government will be 
required to pay the full cost of performance, through one appropriation or another. Given this 
disparity which strongly influences business risk between public depots and private companies, 
we believe incentives were created for WR-ALC to underestimate costs. Our interviews with 
both "buyer" and "seller" personnel and review of the planning data for the competition, 
provide a perspective that the WR-ALC seller felt great pressure to win, proposing direct labor 
hours and rates that were not supported by past experience. 

In the C14 1 CWB competition, as in other public vs private competitions, questions 
arose whether the desired "level playing field" was achieved. Our research supports the notion 
that a government procuring activity has no responsibility to eliminate or even mitigate existing 
advantages one competitor may have over another such as experience, location or 

I organizational structure. As the C141 depot for over 20 years, the WR-ALC seller had 
inherent advantages over potential competitors for the CWB requirement that arose fiom its 
depot experience. The WR-ALC buyer had no ability to redress these inherent advantages. 

I However, procurement regulations do require that government procuring activities take 
appropriate actions to preclude unfair advantages in competitive situations. In its multiple 

1 ,  roles, as requiring activity, depot and procuring activity, we have concluded that WR-ALC had 
C, unfair competitive advantages in the C14 1 CWB competition for the following reasons: 



a. As the assigned depot for the C141, aircraft were scheduled for induction into 
WR-ALC for other projects including Program Depot Maintenance (PDM) and 
a Paint project. These projects shared common tasks with the CWB including 
incoming inspections, aircraft buildup and functional check flights. The WR- 
ALC buyer, through a clause in the solicitation, allowed the seller to charge the 
costs for common tasks to the other projects. This violates the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards by eliminating the 
normal allocation of costs based on causalheneficial relationships. The benefit 
of this opportunity to share common costs amounts to between $7.1 and $13.0 
million, depending upon the mix of aircraft inducted for CWB replacements. 
It surely is unfair in a competition to direct the only competitor who could 
essentially benefit from commonality to charge other projects, especially since 
the government and individual customers would benefit to the same extent from 
the commonality if these costs were allocated or charged based on a 
causaI/beneficiaI relationship to each of the projects, including the CWB. Where 
a private finn is able to achieve similar economies of scale among contracts, the 
firms are required to allocate the costs among the contracts. The WR-ALC 
seller was also provided a price increase of $241,000, we believe 
inappropriately, when the mix of the fust 5 aircraft changed from that which the 
WR-ALC seller anticipated in its offer, though no schedule mix was provided 
as a condition for the pricing in the solicitation. 

b. While the competition was in process, WR-ALC performed a prototype and 3 
trial CWB installations on tooling and equipment bought for the contract 
requirement and installed at WR-ALC. While the prototype CWB installation 
can be rationalized as a verification of tooling, data and replacement kits, the 
trial installations during the competition provided extensive training. This 
opportunity was not afforded other competitors and allowed specific processes 
and procedures to be developed, beyond the data provided to all competitors. 

c. The Federal Acquistion Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards require 
private contractors to establish and maintain systems that enable the company, 
if awarded a contract, to comply with applicable regulations. DCAA audit 
reports prior to contract award addressed serious management deficiencies in 
estimating, accounting and internal controls at WR-ALC. In our opinion, if 
similar deficiencies were addressed at a private fum, the ability of the fm to 
manage and account for costs and W ~ l l  its contract responsibilities would have 
been challenged. To the extent that system deficiencies impact proper charging 
of costs and similar criteria are not applied to public and private offerors, a clear 
competitive advantage is provided the public offeror, where all costs will be 
recovered. 

d. In order to reduce direct labor costs, WR-ALC proposed a direct labor 
workforce in which approximately 54% of the employees are classified as 



temporary or non-permanent employees. This substantially reduces labor costs, 
specifically fringe benefits. The practice raises significant issues regarding the 
maintenance of depot skills and capabilities. In the opinion of the reviewers, the 
acceptance of an offer from a private firm proposing to establish a workforce 
comprised of 54% temporary workers would be questioned in the source 
selection and might not be acceptable for critical aircraft repairs. In this case, 
the source selection documentation did not address the issue. 

In the face of competition, WR-ALC developed a price offer that was not supported by 
data or experience. The initial offer was substantially lower (approximately 40%) than the 
$62.2 million best and final offer (BAFO), which became the contract price. The increase 
between the two WR-ALC offers occuned when omissions and errors in the initial proposal 
were uncovered in the audits and addressed in discussions. Significant increases or decreases 
in prices between initial offers and BAFO's normally lead to major source selection questions 
regarding the offeror's understanding of the requirement. In this case, it should have raised 
issues with regard to WR-ALC's ability to project and account for costs. The labor hours, 
direct and indirect rates proposed were significantly lower than experience supports and that 
which is being charged C141 customers for non competitive projects. The clear objective of 
the WR-ALC seller team was "to win". 

With 28 of the scheduled 113 aircraft inducted for the CWB, a loss is being incurred, 
I 

mischarging of costs is taking place and reports do not accurately reflect the program cost 
status. These points are exemplified by the following: 

a. From the applicable Dh4IF revenue and cost accounts through April 1994, costs 
incurred are $1 1,882,949 and revenues are $9,601,722. The cost accounts do 
not include $224,000 represented as costs accumulated manually after contract 
award and prior to the first aircraft induction in April 1993. When added, this 
computes to a program loss of $2,505,227, through April 1994. The formal 
depot maintenance cost report for the same period, which only includes aircraft 
that have gone to final sales, reports a loss of $855,000 on costs of $2,499.000 
and revenues of $1,644,000. 

b. The C141 PDM and CWB programs have a total of 99,782 hours charged to a 
training account fiom April 1993 through May 1994. Of this total, 84,976 hours 
or 85.2% were charged by CWB personnel. Interviews and a review of data 
confms  that substantial portions of those charges involve employee "on the 
job" training, with direct labor hours worked on the C 14 1 CWB charged to the 
training account. This practice understates direct labor and indirect costs 
(overhead and G&A) where costs are based on direct labor hours. It results in 
cost mischarging. Our estimate is that the practice has understated costs to date 
by approximately $3.0 million on the CWB. 



- J'. 

. .  . 
c. Indirect costs are not being allocated properly, which understates the C141 CWB 

costs. A review of 2 1 support organizations found 15 charging the C14 1 PDM 
Resources Control Code (RCC) but not the CWB. Based on a preliminary 
review, at least 9 of the 15 support organizations should have substantial effort 
allocated to the CWB, which is directly benefitting from the support, including 
engineering, human resourcedadministration and the production/financial branch. 
This misallocation understates production overhead on the CWB. 

d. The depreciation expense included in the BAFO was $704,355 annually. Our 
review questioned the methods of allocating depreciation expenses and other 
practices, including the application of very conservative useful life guidelines. 
In any case, depreciation expenses allocated to the CWB for the first 7 months 
of FY 94 were $132,756, substantially below that which was proposed and 
significantly less than appropriate. 

The contract award to WR-ALC resulting from the CI41 CWB competition contains 
fixed prices for the basic requirement. In contrast, the Defense Management Industrial Fund 
(DMIF), which supports the C141 CWB work, operates under the principle of full cost 
recovery. This conflict between pre-established prices and full cost recovery provided the 
impetus to review the billing process. Based on our review of a sample of completed and in- 
process aircraft, an anns length billing relationship between the WR-ALC depot and its 
customers could not be established. Where the buyer is paying with appropriated O&M 
fbnding, the b d s  were transferred to D M F  in the form of advance payments prior to 
performance. Where the industrial funds are also the source of the buyers' h d s ,  periodic 
billings or transfers were made with no consistent pattern and without relation to physical 
progress. We were unable to rationalize unit contract prices plus the price of government 
furnished material with the billings. This is inconsistent with the structured, arms length 
process required of private commercial firms. The general pattern of performance, acceptance 
and payment was not established. It could not be determined what DMIF has or will receive 
for CWB work, including payments for those aircraft which are completed. 

In estimating its costs, the WR-ALC offer was based on professional judgements, 
without reliance on existing standards or actual performance data. The WR-ALC accounting 
systems do not provide true product costing. In our opinion, the basic systems necessary to 
account for and manage costs in a reasonably comparable way with industry are not in place. 
Few internal controls exist. While the competition for the C141 CWB may have served well 
as  a surrogate to achieve other management objectives, in our opinion it was unfair, costly and 
unnecessary. The offerors collectively incurred approximately $1 million in Bid and Proposal 
(B&P) expenses, most of which will be borne by the government. The administration of the 
contract outside of the normal depot process is estimated at $1.5 million. The competition 
itself is estimated to have cost $1.8 million. WR-ALC enjoyed substantial inherent and 
constructed advantages in the C141 CWB competition. As a public entity it is not held to the 
basic estimating and accounting criteria required of private defense contractors. Therefore, 
subjective and objective comparisons between the public and private offers received on the 



C141 CWB were practically impossible, whether based on price or best value. Although the 
disparity in proposed prices between WR-ALC and the lowest private fm is very significant, 
where public and private offerors are operating under different rules, the results of the 
competition do not provide any relative measure of productivity or efficiency. Rather, the 
sizable differences reflect aggressive pricing of a public depot, without the regulatory 
requirements, economic risks or penalties that a private firm would have to consider. 

We believe t!at as the C141 depot, WR-ALC was singularly in a position to achieve 
economies of scale by combining several C141 projects to reduce aircraft downtime and costs. 
Our review leads us to the conclusion that WR-ALC is the most economic source for the C141 
CWB, given its overwhelming advantages as the aircraft depot. However, WR-ALC does not 
have the systems, experience, training or internal controls that allow it to estimate costs and 
manage cost performance to specific objectives similar to that required of a private fm. The 
competition did not result in WR-ALC significantly improving systems or processes to reduce 
or even measure the costs of performance. It is clear the true costs of performance will 
substantially exceed the contract price and in our opinion will only be determined by an 
incurred cost audit subsequent to performance. Nevertheless, it is also the reviewers opinion 
that overall C141 CWB costs would have been reduced if the project had been assigned or 
allocated to WR-ALC without incurring the costs of an unfair competition. 



INTRODUCTION 

In November 1991, Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) recommended to the 
Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) that it be authorized to conduct a public vs private 
competition for replacement of the C141 Center Wing Box (CWB). The decision to replace a 
significant number of C141 CWB's had been made in the late 1980's. This decision resulted 
in the award of contracts F09603-87-G-0741-0049 and F09603-89-C-2585 to Lockheed 
Aeronautical Systems in September 1989 to design a new Center Wing Box and tooling for the 
replacement, a data package, long lead forgings for main frames and 121 center wing box kits. 
The contracts were valued at approximately $149.5 million. The contracts also required 
Lockheed to perform a prototype installation to validate the design, tools, data and kits and also 
to provide technical support to WR-ALC in performing a prototype installation. The CWB kits, 
comprised of approximately 12,000 components, were delivered late 1991 through December 
1993. 

WR-ALC had been the assigned depot for the C141 aircraft for over 20 years. When 
authorization was received in late 1991 to compete the CWB installation, a substantial number 
of C141 aircraft were flowing through the depot annually for program depot maintenance 
(PDM), a paint project, a speedline project and other maintenance. The depot, based on its 
actions prior to the competition decision, anticipated that the CWB work would be assigned to 
WR-ALC. Three aircraft had been inducted to perform prototype and trial CWB installations 
in August 1991 (aircraft 66-0139), September 1991 (aircraft 64-0631) and November 1991 
(aircraft 65-0269). Two matingldemating fixtures and other tooling were installed at WR-ALC. 
WR-ALC was prepared to perform the requirement when the decision was made to compete. 

There are two basic funds used at WR-ALC; the Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund 
(DMIF) and the Weapon System Fund (O&M). DMIF is a revolving hnd. Customers receive 
maintenance services from the depot. The customer pays the bill, replenishing the DMIF's cash. 
O&M is an appropriated fund which f m c e s  those functions considered outside the depot, 
although O&M funded personnel also work within the product directorates. O&M costs are 
supposed to be allocated to depot projects on the basis of a causal/beneficial relationship. We 

\ determined that proper allocations are not taking place. 

The C141 CWB case study involved an assessment of the policies, procedures and 
practices used by WR-ALC as both "buyer" and "seller" measured subjectively against what 

i would be expected of a government buyer competing a requirement in industry and a commercial 
seller in responding to the requirement. We reviewed records and data provided by the WR- 

1 '  ALC " buyer" and "seller". We evaluated the regulatory requirements, accounting principles 
L, and practices involved with numerous issues. Since the source selection data is marked "Source 

Selection Sensitive," several reviewers signed nondisclosure statements. This report attempts 
to discuss the issues without revealing specific source selection sensitive or proprietary 



I .  

information. Access to Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) reports was provided. The 
Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) would not provide access to its draft audit on the C141 CWB. 

PLANNING FOR THE COMPETITION 

In preparation for the competition, WR-ALC separated itself into a "buyer" team that 
would represent the procuring activity and source selection authority and a "seller" team, which 
would respond to the solicitation, organize itself for the competition and if awarded the contract, 
perform as the winning contractor. The Commander, WR-ALC, was the Source Selection 
Authority (SSA) and essentially the leader of the buyer team. The head of the seller team was 
The Deputy, C141 Program. Based on a review of data and numerous interviews, the 
administrative separation of the buyer and seller appeared to be successful. It does not appear 
that information was exchanged between team members even though the separation forced 
people, who were accustomed to working together, to not share information. Subsequent to the 
C141 CWB competition, an Air Force Material Command (AFMC) policy was issued which 
would have precluded the Commander, WR-ALC from serving as the Source Selection 
Authority. The revised policy would eliminate the appearance of a conflict of interest in future 
competitions, which exists when a depot acts as a buyer and seller, with the Source Selection 
Authority as part of the buyer team. 

As the "buyer" team organized the solicitation and source selection, the "seller" team 
continued with what it had been doing prior to the decision to compete. The seller team 
proceeded to complete the CWB prototype and two trial installations. A fourth aircraft was 
inducted in January 1992, (aircraft 65-0276), for another trial installation. The prototype and 
three trial installations were completed between December 1991 and October 1992, after the 
decision to compete and during the conduct of the source selection. The data for the prototype 
and trial installations are shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 
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In addition to performin on the trial installations, the WR-ALC seller also looked for 
ways to scrub its estimates base d on professional judgements. While this is a desirable reaction 
to competition, the buyer must ensure "cost realism" where the depot will in fact recover its full 
costs. 

A solicitation was issued on March 26, 1992, for the installation of 106 CWB9s. 
Material, in the form of the kits being produced by Lockheed, was to be government furnished 
material (GFM) to the successful offeror. Three kits had been procured encompassing the CWB, 
the 958 frame and wing station 77, which would be required for each CWB mstallation. 

The seller team at WR-ALC was comprised of howledgeable production and fina~cial 
rsonnel who, based on discussions and interviews, felt great pressure to win the competition 

E r  the depot. Des ite extensive personal experience wlth the C141 rogram and the CWB 

R P prototy eltrial instal ation experience, they started with a "clean sheet o f papern. The standards 
establls ed for the C141 were not used, slnce they were believed to be overstated. The data on 
the rototype and trial installations also was not used because it reflected training and other 
inef P iciencies. Essentially, labor was estimated based on rofessional judgement. Since the 
C141 had approximately eight different Resource Control 8 enters (RCC's), it was desirable to 
establish a sm le, separate RCC for the CWB. This was accepted by DCAA. The seller 
estimated over f ead and general and administrative (G&A) expenses for the new RCC, again 
based on professional judgement. While the review of ast experience, the development of new P improved processes and a questioning of methodo ogies are also desirable reactions to 
competition, such actions on the part of the seller place an additive burden on the buyer to 
ensure the results are reasonable or realistic, since the public depot will recover all costs. 

In contrast, the private offerors had far less o portunity for creativity. They were 
submitting fm fixed prices for the basic requirement. ? wo private firms developed their offers 
using the data package and limited historical experience on related aircraft projects. The 
companies ap roved indirect rates were used. The third private competitor, Lockheed 
Aeronautical d ystems, used prototype hours excluding non-recurrin hours, balanced with a 
separate bottoms-up estimate using new production techniques. It a so established a separate 
production base for the project. 

f 
THE SOURCE SELECTION 

The solicitation for 106 CWB installations closed on May 11, 1992. Offers were 
received from three rivate firms: Lockheed, CTAS and AERO in addition to WR-ALC. The 
"buyer" evaluated o ? fers and conducted discussions with the offerors during June and July 1992, 
issuing clarification and deficiency requests. In August 1992, the solicitation was amended to 
increase the pro'ected quantity from 106 to 113. Revised pro sals were received in September 
1992, followed il y additional discussions with the offerers. f' t this time, DCAA also reviewed 
the WR-ALC offer and provided the WR-ALC buyer with its report and comments. On October 
31, 1992, a request for best and final offers (BAFO) was issued. WR-ALC's response to the 
BAFO was to substantially increase its price, reactin to the deficiencies and weaknesses 
addressed in its initial offer. D C M  a ain reviewed the h-ALC offer and provided a qualified 

December 17, 1992. 
E certification on December 16, 1992. ontract F09603-93-CW3 was awarded to WR-ALC on 

In developing its offer for the CWB, the WR-ALC seller had other C141 work scheduled 
into the depot, s cificall for the program depot maintenance (PDM) and paint projects. Based 
on a detailed sc edule, 5 $ aircraft scheduled Into the depot for other projects, would also have 
the CWB replaced. Certain work requirements were common between the projects including: 
aircraft defueling, incoming inspection, aircraft stripping, aircraft buildup, aircraft fueling and 
flight testing. 



, The hours and costs for the common tasks were not included in the CWB offer but rather 
would be borne by the other projects, which were allocated to the de ot noncompetitively. 
Clause M901 in the solicitation allowed the seller to charge the costs to ti! e other projects. This 
direction was ina pro riate under competitive circumstances, violating The Federal A uisition 
Regulation (FAR! an1 Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) which requue that costs be 9 a located 
based on a causallbeneficial relationship. Since WR-ALC was the only com titor with the 
o ortunity to achieve economies of scale with other rojects, it was surely not P" air to direct that 
$&El costs be char ed to other non-competitive wor!, thus understating the costs of the CWB 
and providing the b-ALC seller a substantial competitive advantage. The value of this 
competitive advantage is between $7.1 and $13.0 million, depending upon the mix of aircraft. 

The aircraft schedule reflected in Figure 2 was only available to WR-ALC: 

Figure 2 

Subsequent to award, the FY 1993 aircraft changed from 5 PDM to 3 PDM and 2 CWB only. 
Modification PO002 was issued, creating different line item prices for each category, i.e. PDM 
and increasing the FY 1993 price to WR-ALC by $241,000 based on the change in the mix. 
This schedule was not part of the solicitation and the responsibility was on the offeror's to 
assume pricing risks associated with their proposals. The modification, though not terribly 
important from a pricing standpoint, is indicative of the difficulty in objectively separating the 
buyer and seller components of the WR-ALC or any depot team. It was not appropriate for the 
buyer to assume the risk of the seller's offer. In this case, since the government will bear the 
full costs, the issue is only important from the perspective of achieving fairness. However, if 
a private firm had won and requested that pricing be changed, the action would normally not 
have been taken. We were advised that the buyer's intent is to make price adjustments for 
changes in aircraft mix throughout the contract. 

In estimating direct labor hours, which was the major factor differentiating its pricing 
from competitors, WR-ALC established new standards for the CWB based on professional 
judgement. Existing standards for the C141 were not used. Data from the prototype and trial 
installations were also dismissed. The hours reflected professional estimates. None of the C141 
CWB standards were engineered. In a public vs private competition with the depot's offer 
analogous to a cost type offer, this process should not be acceptable. The government will 
assume the full cost of performance. Every incentive is created to estimate optimistically. 

- 

C141 Aircraft Schedule 

Fiscal Year 

I-: 
!-- 

PDM project 

Paint project 

CWB only project 

TOTAL 

Source: C141 Program Directorate, Planning Data 

1993 

5 

0 

0 

5 

1994 

1 1  

10 

15 

36 

1995 

12 

10 

14 

36 

1996 

9 

0 

27 

36 



I -. 
, .under similar circumstances where the government will be responsible for all costs, a private 

I,. . ., 'firm is restrained from "buying-in" by being compelled to use historical or quantitative data, 
where possible. Figure 3 provides the direct labor hours estimated by the WR-ALC seller in 

a its BAFO. 'The differences between the prototype trial installation (Figure 1) and the BAFO are 
clearly sizal~le. 

Figure 3 
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4 Labor rates were estimated based on a plan to employ a substantial number of 
"temporary" workers. The use of the 
these workers are em loyed for 3 
fringe benefits, whic! amount to 
eliminated. Temporary workers 
this practice allows the depot to 

. . other serious issues with regard to the 

Production overhead was projected based on a separate Resource Control Center for the 
CWB with the base being direct labor hours. Production overhead rates for each of the contract 
years are provided in Figure 4, with a contrast provided for the noncompetitive C141 PDM: 

Figure 4 

Our review raises significant questions in allocating production overhead cost. Where 
O&M funded peo le who sup ort the C141 CWB contract are not being allocated to the 
program, the pro f uction over f! ead is being understated. We could not discern differences 
that would justify the dis arite projections, other than the nature of the rogram, in that: 
CWB was competitive, P 5 M was non-competitive and the allocation ta les, which are 
intended to apportion indirect labor, are not current. 

% 

CWB Production Overhead Projections (per Direct Labor Hour) 

The G&A pool encompasses all the production directorates and is allocated based on 
direct labor hours. To the extent that direct labor hours are understated, overhead and G&A 
are understated also. Our review indicates the G&A pool does not include all expenses as 
defined in Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) 410. A strong argument can be made that WR- 
ALC should use a cost input base versus direct labor hours in allocating G&A expenses. 
The G&A base and rates used in the WR-ALC offer are provided in Figure 5: 

Figure 5 

C141 CWB 

C141 PDM 

With regard to each of these major element of costs, the WR-ALC seller took a "new 
lookn at what it was doing and priced aggressively. The review of data led us to conclude 
that changes to substantive processes or procedures generally did not precipitate lower CWB 
estimates. Rather, the reductions reflected professional judgements and administrative 
changes, some of which are believed to be motivating or causing the mischarging of costs 

Source: WR-AL Produaion Dirmome 
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costs and re resents what 
reduced for the CWB in the ? ace of 

from $63.93 in FY 1992 to 

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWIREGULATTON 

A review of the source selection documentation and interviews with rsonnel associated 
with both the bu er and seller teams, leads to the observation that as a pu lic entiy, the B ge 
standards applie objectively and subjectively to WR-ALC were different than wou d normal1 
be a plied to a private offeror under similar circumstances. These differences are exemplifi R e J  
by t e following judgements and administrative actions, some of which are now causing costs 
to be mischarged: 

1. WR-ALC did not have an approved estimating system. It was allowed to estimate 
the C141 CWB based on professional 'udgement, disregarding historical data. If i WR-ALC could be held to a firm lxed price, the issue would be irrelevant. 
However, with WR-ALC as a public depot the government will assume its full 
costs. It should not be allowed to "buy in" any more than should a rivate fm. 
The substantial price increase between the initial offer and BAF 8 provided a 
strong indication that the WR-ALC estimating process was deficient. 

2. Actions taken by WR-ALC to reduce costs, including the use of a high percentage 
of temporary workers, would normally cause a source selection authority to 
inquire and question the practice. The record does not indicate the issue was ever 
addressed in the source selection. Normally, this would be a significant risk if 
associated with a private fum under similar circumstances. 

3. At the time of the WR-ALC roposal and the 
observation that -ALC was not 

in compliance requirements: 
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more acceptable, implementing procedures and employee understanding 
remains inadequate, approximately 14 months after contract award. 

b. Internal Controls - The processes and procedures describing how 
transactions or exceptions are to be rocessed are rly documented. 
Various transactions were found to & handled di P" ferently by several 
people at different times. There appeared no routine internal rocess to 
validate that appro riate actions were bein taken. The a sence of i f g 
internal controls wi a private contractor wou d be considered to increase 
performance risks. Production mana ers do not have visibility of what L manual entries are made to systems w 'ch provide performance data. 

c. CAS Deficiencies The WR-ALC accounting system was established to 
meet the government's needs as a public depot. Thou h it is believed to 
essentially comply with the DOD Accounting ~ a n u a f ,  which in some 
res cts Imitates the CAS, we find WR-ALC m non-compliance with the P" fol owing CAS standards: 

(1) CAS 403 - Requires allocation of home ofice expenses to 
ents of a business. We did not find an cost from AFMC or 

o ser er headquarters allocated to the C141-C B in the proposal or 
in performance. 

i;l 

(2) CAS 402 - Requires consistency in allocating costs i n c d  for 
the same purpose. Direct labor costs are being reclassified as 
production overhead where direct labor hours are incurred but no 
earned hours are reported. 

(3) CAS 407 - Requires standard costs and related variances to be 
accounted for at the level of the production unit. Since standard 
labor costs are not entered into the books of account, variances are 
not accumulated in the accounting records nor are they allocated 
to the resource control centers. 

(4) CAS 410 - Requires a cost input base to be used to allocate G&A 
expenses to final cost objectives. WR-ALC is using a direct labor 
base. 

(5 )  CAS 418 - Requires proper allocation of direct and indirect costs. 
The production overhead pool does not include all docable 
expenses for the C 141 CWEI. Direct labor costs are being charged 
to training, an overhead account. 

(6) CAS 420 - Requires B&P expenses to be accumulated and 
allocated to final cost objectives on the same allocation basis used 
for G&A. This did not occur. 

The total impact of a CAS noncompliance or the continuing noncompliance cannot be 
quantified. Private contractors must have systems and processes that achieve compliance, with 
non-complianks subject to questions regardlug a contractor's "responsibility" prior to award and 
equitable adjustments to price when noncompliances are discovered after award. This 
emphasizes the point that private offerors have been required to com ly with re,a""ry 

e4f requirements. Public entities have not had the same requirements impos These di erences 
should not be dismissed as unim ortant in ublic versus private competition. Though changes 
have been made at WR-ALC, w !I 'ch woul cf support the observation that the depot is currently 



closer to CAS compliance than it was at the time of the solicitation, noncompliances continue 
to exist that would be unacceptable for a private fm. 

COST COMPARABILITY 

Adjustments to the WR-ALC offer were made in accordance with the cost comparability 
handbook. In the pre-award environment, the record indicates that significant efforts were made 
to identify and address appro riate adjustments. While it can be argued that these adjustments 
cause public depots to be eva f uated as though they were private companies, based on our review 
we conclude that the comparability concept fails in that the public depot does not meet basic 

requirements involving estirnatin , timekeeping, accounting, and allocation of costs. 
Compara regulatoT ility ad'ustments cannot be made ! or these basic deficiencies. It was also apparent that 
in the C141 C& competition, the comparability ad'ustments had no impact on the award 

appropriate charges to indirect cost accounts. 
1 decision. The adjustments were also not being imp emented in all cases after award with 

CONTRACT PERFORMANCE 

As of May 31, 1994, 28 aircraft have been inducted for CWB replacement. The 
estimated program requirement is for 113 CWB aircraft. Of the 28 aircraft inducted, 3 have 
gone to final sales, 7 are completed and have been returned to the customers with the accounts 
open for trailin costs, 2 have the CWB corn leted but are in storage awaiting wing anels and 
the remaining f 6 are in process. From the b 7 2 ~  report, costs incurred through 1 pril 1994 
are $1 1,882,949 and revenues are $9,601,722. An additional $224,000 has been recorded 
manually, which is a WR-ALC seller estimate of costs incurred between contract award and the 
first aircraft induction. This data was provided by CWB rogram personnel in Attachment 1. I This computes to a loss of $2,505,227 based on the GO7 A reports, with no consideration to 
any cost mischar ing which is taking place. This data is inconsistent with that being reported 
formally to AFM E , m accordance with current directives, which includes only those aucraft that 
have gone to final sales. The formal DMC cost re ort (Fi re 6) for the rid thou h A ril 
1994 reports revenues as $1,644,000 and costs as $3,499,& for a loss of P 855,000. k s  f!ils 
to capture current information. Given the absence of documented rocedures and internal 
controls, in reviewing performance data from month to month, it must %, realized that the data 
does not reflect actual costs but allocated costs. In the opinion of the reviewers, WR-ALC is 
a sole source depot who's experience and systems are focused on schedule and quality. 
Production personnel are ing to manage costs without the necessa training or tools. The 3' P z' culture, discipline or proce ures are not in place to roperly manage e system costs. Many 
of the routine financial reports are adjusted manual y. The production users generally did not 
know who made the adjustments and why. The program people impressed the reviewers as very 
capable, dedicated and conscientious - but with few tools to pro-actively manage and little 
understanding of how the pieces of a very corn lex accounting system come together. The result h is that costs are not being properly charged. e more significant mischarging is as follows: 

a. Trainin - Figure (7) represents training hours by month and cumulative from 
d 9 3 ,  the month the fmt  CWB aircraft was inducted under the contract. 
A total of 90,805 regular time training hours and 8,978 overtime training hours 
were char ed to the C141 rogram. Of these totals, 76,714 re lar time hours f \ !? (84%) an 8,265 overtime ours (92%) were charged by the C 41 CWB. 





Figure 7 

Our review of records, confirmed by interviews, support the observation that substantial 
amounts of this training reflects hours worked on 03 production and charged as "on the job" 
training. Supervisors made these determinations without employees always recognizing that time 
was being charged to training vice CWB production. Although it was noted earlier that 54% 
of the CWB employees are considered temporary employees, a one-time check on June 10, 1994 
determined that temporary employees also comprised 56% of PDM Branch "A" employees, 55 % 
of PDM Branch "C" employees and 37% of PDM Branch "D" employees. Therefore, the 
imbalance in training charged by CWB employees cannot be rationalized by the comparative 
inexperience of the staffing. Rather, we believe that direct labor has been mischarged to training 
to understate direct labor hours. Overhead and G&A are also understated on the C W ,  which 
are based on direct labor hours. If it were assumed that the C141 CWB should not have more 
hours charged to training than other C141 projects, 8,299 hours would be mischarged in FY 
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1993 and 61,871 hours mischarged in FY 1994 to date. Using the applicable direct labor, 
overhead and G&A rates for each year, the approximate mischarging (excluding training dollars) 
would be: 

FY 1993 8,299 x $17.28 (DL) + 8,299 x 24.82 (OH) + 8.299 x $2.74 (G&A) = $372,127 
FY 1994 61,871 x $18.04 @L) + 61,871 x 25.32 (OH) + 61,871 x $2.89(G&A)= $2,861,534 

s3.233.661 

Clearly, an action charging direct labor to training would be cost mischarging under a contract 
with a private f m ,  subjecting the company to potentially severe financial penalties. 

b. Indirect costs are not being allocated ~ r o p e r l ~ .  21 support organizations were 
reviewed in the C141 management directorate. 15 were charging the C141 PDM- 
RCC but not the CWB-RCC. Our review indicates that 9 of these 15 
organizations are providing direct benefit to the CWB including codes LTCR 
Human Resources/Administration, Code LJLE engineering branch and LJCF 
production/financial branch. The misallocation of indirect costs understates 
production overhead expenses on the C141 CWB (Figure 8). 

c. The depreciation expense included in the BAFO was $704,355 annually. 
Depreciation expenses allocated to the C141 CWB for the first 7 months of FY 
1994 were $132,756, far less than proposed and considered appropriate. The 
entire process of determining and allocating depreciation expense appears to be 
flawed, greatly understating that which should be allocated to the contract. A 
private firm is required to follow GAAP and IRS guidelines. 

With the limited management tools available, the C W  program personnel have 
addressed their responsibilities conscientiously. Five contract data requirements list (CDRL) 
reports were reviewed, with all reports being compliant with the requirement and made on time. 
The over and above requirements being negotiated on a case by case basis appear reasonable, 
with negotiated hours in line with other production processes. Program personnel are 
aggressively addressing issues, although authority appears to be diffused with numerous people 
outside the program making decisions that impact costs and schedule. 

ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS 

The Depot maintenance operations involved a network of 32 separate data systems as 
depicted by (Figure 9). While the network and system relationships are documented, the 
systems are very complex. The interfaces, exception processing requirements, procedures and 
potential program management use of the systems products do not appear to be well understood. 

The system provides limited support to those responsible for managing program cost, 
schedule and performance. Based on interviews, program and production personnel have little 
knowledge of what files their inputs update or how exceptions are processed. Manual inputs are 
made without the users understanding how or why. Production directorate managers lack 
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visibility on how costs in general and specifically those on G035A are accumulated or allocated 
to the Resource Control Center. The systems do not accumulate actual direct labor hours or 
costs. The system does not have documented, effective controls. We do not believe the 
operations managers or supervisors have accurate cost data and thus are very limited in their 
abilities to identify and address performance problems. 

BILLINGS 

DOD policy requires industrial funds to establish sales prices that permit recovery of all 
expected costs. It also requires these sales prices to be established prior to the start of each 
fiscal year. Because sales prices are often based on assumptions that are made 3 years before 
the year in question, the relationship of these sales prices to the C141 CWB contract prices is 
considered important in evaluating the accountability of public depot performance. This 
relationship should be documented in the billing process. 

We took a sample of 4 aircraft to track CWB program funding and billings. The results 
of our reviews are that no correlation could be established between contract prices and periodic 
revenue recognition, program funding and final billings. Clearly, an arms length buyerlseller 
or depot/customer relationship does not exist in the funding and billing processes. Each sample 
case was handled differently. Aircraft 670002, which has gone to final sales, had intra - DMF 
billings periodically with a final debit adjustment to bring the billing in line with the contract 
price. The Government Furnished Material (GFM) with a FY 1994 DMIF price of $1,142-5 18, 
was billed at $49.00. This was recognized as a problem and meetings were held just prior to 
the review to address the problem. Aircraft #ti38076 had (1) billing dated April 30, 1994, for 
$548,498. Material had been billed at $1,142,5 18. For aircraft 660147 revenues are reported 
on G035A at $342,187. There were no billings to date on this aircrafi. The fourth aircraft 
660158 had costs reported on G035A through April 1994 as $13,404. The billing was $96,912, 
as of April 30, 1994. Explanations of these cases were not provided. 

With a private firm, if progress payments are authorized as they normally would be, 
monthly billings are submitted to the administrative contracting officer (ACO) who approves the 
invoice for payment. Where an overrun is being projected, as is the case on the C141 CWJ3, 
the ACO would normally apply a loss ratio to bring progress payments into line with physical 
progress. The billing process on the C141 CWB is not documented and each of the 4 aircraft 
sampled were processed differently, without adequate explanation. If the funds transferred to 
DMIF reflect the budget vice the contract price, clearly the price established by competition 
would be irrelevant. We could not determine exactly how the funding and billing process was 
being handled given the lack of documentation and the inability to have the specific examples 
explained. Where the process does not implement a documented anns length business 
relationship as intended by the competition, it deviates substantially from that required of private 
f m s  . 



THE COSTS OF COMPETITION 

The competition for the C141 CWB was conducted over approximately 9 months. Each 
of the 4 offerors maintained dedicated teams to develop proposals and respond to contracting 
officer inquiries. These costs are charged to Bid and Proposal (B&P) and were estimated by 'the 
offerors at approximately $1 million. The WR-ALC buyer provided data estimating the 
competition cost at $1.8 million. With the award of the CWB, a contract administration office 
was established. Its job is to negotiate the hours for over and above tasks, verify material 
deficiencies and perform other contract administration duties. The costs of this office and 
continued buyer support are estimated at $1.5 million over the life of the contract. Using the 
most conservative of these estimates $4.3 million was incurred to conduct the C141 CWI3 public 
vs private competition and to administer performance. This does not include estimates for any 
audits performed by DCAA or the Air Force Audit Agency, which may have otherwise not been 
performed. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The C141 CWB competition was not fair in that one competitor WR-ALC had 
overwhelming advantages, as follows: 

The ability to combine CWB efforts with other C141 projects, while charging 
common costs to the other projects. 

The opportunity to perform a prototype and three trial installations. 

The ability to ignore risk associated with proposing labor standards and costs that 
placed no reliance on existing standards or historical data. 

The ability to perform analogous to a cost type contract. While it is recognized 
that Air Force policy is to hold depots accountable for performing to the contract 
price, the systems do not track actual cost. The system documentation and 
internal controls are inadequate to validate cost allocations. The managers do not 
have the tools to manage costs. 

The ability to use existing accounting and reporting systems, which do not comply 
with statutory and regulatory requirements required of private firms. 

The ability to disregard business risks. 

The potential benefits of competition in determining the most efficient producer in the 
marketplace at points in time are clear. In the C141 CWB competition, private companies 
proposed f i  fixed prices with systems established to comply with statutory and regulatory 
requirements. In contrast, WR-ALC's winning offer has in substance been converted to a cost 



type contract and its systems do not and cannot comply with the same statutory and regulatory 
requirements. The offers were not comparable. While the cost comparability handbook required 
the WR-ALC buyer to address some marketplace costs that a depot would not propose, it cannot 
address the basic problems associated with business risk, accounting and estimating systems and 
the proper charging of costs. Comparability adjustments also cannot address the fact that WR- 
ALC, as a public depot, has not previously been required to comply with Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles (GAAP), Cost Accounting Standards (CAS), the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR), or compete in the marketplace. 

Based on the data we reviewed and interviews, we believe adequate infomation was 
available up-front before the competition decision to conclude that WR-ALC, as the C141 Depot, 
could combine the CWB with other projects to provide substantial benefits to squadron 
customers both in saving aircraft downtime and costs. Similar potential did not exist in industry. 
The competition was an expensive surrogate to achieve real or imagined benefits that perhaps 
could have been addressed by training, improved systems, modem project management tools and 
increased management orientation to the cost of performance. Any claims that substantial 
savings have been achieved as a result of the competition are questionable. 
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FIA-18 hlODIFICATION CORROSION AND 
PAINT PROGRAM (MCAPP) COMPETITION 

CASE STUDY 

Two private: firms, the Navy Aviation Depot, North Island (NADEP NI) and Ogden Air 
Logistics Center (OfILC) competed in a public versus private competition for the F/A-18 
modification, corrosion and paint program (MCAPP). A formal source selection process was 
used involving a Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and a Source Selection Advisory 
Council (SSAC). The tactical aircraft Program Executive Officer (PEO-T), Naval Air Systems 
Command, Washin~gton, DC, was the source selection authority (SSA). OALC was awarded the 
contract at an estkna1:ed value of $60.8 million. 

The current. debate over whether public versus private competition can be conducted on 
a "level playing field" obscures the distinction between unavoidable differences and unfair 
advantage. Our research indicates that public versus private depot differences in experience, 
resources, and workload cannot be eliminated and the procuring activity has no responsibility 
to reduce the advantages one competitor may have over the other. Procurement regulations, as 
well as the principle of maximizing potential benefits from competition, requires eliminating 
unfair advantages. \Ye believe OALC had unfair advantage over its private competitors in the 
areas of cost estimating, inequitable application of accounting standards, inaccurate job costing, 
adequacy of internal controls and audit scrutiny. Although our review focused on OALC as the 
winner of the FIA-18 MCAPP competition, a review of data leads us to conclude similar unfair 
advantages would exist if NADEP NI, the other public offeror, had won. 

PROPOSAL COSTS 

In a public versus private competition such as the FIA-18 MCAPP, offers from private 
companies are fm fmeti price with the understanding the offeror will receive only the contract 
price for performance. Though a contract to a public depot would include a f m  ftxed price, 
the award is analogous to a cost type contract. All costs incurred will be borne by the 
government, in one appropriation or another. From the buyer's perspective the price is futed; 
from the standpoint of the seller, in this case OALC, costs in excess of the contract price will 
be paid by other custoniers of OALC or through other appropriations. This would be true if 
either of the public depots were awarded the contract. This disparity in risk of economic loss, 
together with the strong; pressure to win in order to maintain depot workload, creates a great 
incentive for public depots to underestimate and misallocate costs. 

The tendency to underestimate costs was evident in the public depot proposals. DCAA 



reported that OALC unde:rstated its original proposed costs by 36%. Similarly, DCAA cited 
NADEP NI for underestimating its costs by 37%. Though its best and final offer is more 
closely aligned to DCAA's recommendations and fully complies with the Cost Comparability 
Handbook, OALC's final offer still represents a significant understatement of costs since the 
BAFO did not include estimates of higher than normal start up costs for the maintenance of an 
aircraft on which OALC had no experience. Several significant support functions were also 
omitted from the estimates. While the Cost Comparability Handbook can ensure that categories 
of costs are addressed, it cannot impose "cost realism" on public depots, where the weight of 
incentives encourages them to obtain the work, not to price it properly. 

ACCOUNTING STANDARDS 

GAO and DCAA audit reports prior to contract award addressed serious deficiencies in 
accounting and internal controls at OALC. Subsequent audit follow-up, with pressure to correct 
the problems, was not made. If a private fmn were cited for similar deficiencies with no 
evidence of improvement, it is questionable whether the contract would have ever been awarded 
or if awarded, whether all costs could be recovered. This unequal requirement to implement 
audit recommendations, to the extent they impact the ability of an organization to estimate and 
track contract costs, provides a clear competitive advantage to OALC, as a public depot. 

I 
I In addition, although the Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) are incorporated into the DoD 
I 

Accounting Manual with which the depots must comply, there are significant variations in the 
way certain standards are applied, resulting in lower costs charged to contracts by public depots. 
For example, CAS 404 and 409, dealing with depreciation, and CAS 406, covering accounting 
periods, are treated differently in the DoD Accounting Manual. Also, CAS Disclosure 
Statements describing coiltractor accounting practices that must be consistently followed are not 
required of depots. We conclude that the significant differences in application of standards and 
requirements for disclosure practices, results in an unfair advantage to depots in public versus 
private competition. 

CONTRACT COSTING 

Our research at OALC revealed considerable inaccurate contract costing and reporting 
practices. Examples include: 

a) Dirw: Lalmr. FIA-18 direct labor costs are not being accurately recorded. In 
our examination of an indirect Resource Control Code (RCC), we found 
significant numbers of direct employees working on the FIA-18 with their time 
charg3d to an indirect account, resulting in hours and costs being allocated to 
other  pro^^, understating FIA- 18 costs. 

b) Prod~~ction Overhead. We found instances of significant misallocations of 
production overhead. For example, we examined four high cost indirect RCC's 
that (10 not assign costs to the FIA-18 project and found that three of them 



perfonn work for the F/A-18. Such examples of common costs not charged to 
the F/,4-18 represent misallocations which distort project costs. Since private 
f m s  must assign such costs to the contract, such distortions represent an unfair 
advant3ge to OALC in both rnischarging current work as well as pricing future 
F/A- 1 11 work. 

General and Administrative. OALC's use of a direct labor hour base to distribute c) - 
its G&.A expenses is at variance with the Cost Accounting Standards Board's 
stated preference and DCAA's common position with industry requiring use of 
a total cost input base. In addition, we found several examples of erroneous 
allocations (i.e., depreciation and plant services) that resulted in less than accurate 
G&A costing on the FIA-18 contract. 

INTERNAL CONTROLS 

We have observed many instances of internal control deficiencies at OALC that ultimately 
impact the true cost of contract performance, such as: 

a) Poor controls over labor cost recording. We found numerous examples of 
employees not certifying the accuracy of their time charges and a lack of 
supen isor's verification of labor utilization reports. 

b) Poor control over the Production Overhead Administrative Table. The table 
represznts the mapping of what indirect expense RCC's are charged to what 
progrems. The decision making process is managed informally at very low levels 
in the organization. Very little attention is given to proper charging as reflected 
by the lack of management approval or monitoring of program support changes 
to the administrative table. 

C) Negligible Project Cost Control. Our interviews and the review of data confirm 
that schedules and quality have and continue to be paramount concerns at OALC, 
while cost control has been a low priority. Interviews with senior officials, FIA- 
18 production managers and examination of project control data, indicate this 
"cultural biasn is still prevalent. We found little evidence of the focused cost 
management normally practiced by industry. 

AUDIT SCRUTINY 

The depots are not subjected to the audit oversight that industry experiences. Normal 
industry oversight from internal audit, outside financial audit and government audit is virtually 
absent from depots. DCAA, by direction of the DoD Comptroller, is limited to reviewing 
forward pricing activities. Interviews with the Air Force Audit Agency indicates there are no 
plans to audit F/A-18 program incurred costs. We believe the absence of close audit scrutiny 
provides little incentive for tight control over depot accounting and project management practices 



and consequently, allows opportunities to distort proposals and project costing. 

Identification of weaknesses by independent auditors can provide the motivation to 
improve. The absence of audit scrutiny at OALC provides little incentive to improve internal 
controls. Consequently, the depots have an unfair advantage over industry in as much as their 
internal control practices are not held to as high a standard as those of private firms. The 
pressure to improve internal controls together with the fear of inviting greater audit scmtiny 
provide industry strong ilncentives to improve estimating, costing, program management and 
budgeting. These incentives are largely missing from OALC, providing the depot a major unfair 
advantage over industry competitors. Inaccurate costing will allow depots to continue to 
underestimate competitive proposals. The undercharging of competitive awards results in higher 
costs assigned to non-conipetitive programs. This often results in depots forecasting higher costs 
for the non-competitive Frograms and higher budget requirements. The depots are then able to 
recover losses on the competitive awards, which they underpriced. Such opportunities are rarely 
experienced in industry. We conclude that this process provides depots an unfair advantage in 
their pricing and costing activities. 

Conclusion 

We believe because of their maintenance experience, the ability to spread common costs 
over numerous programs, and close support relationships with customers, depots enjoy 
considerable legitimate 'advantages over private industry when competing for maintenance 
contracts. However, on the FIN-18 contract, OALC did not enjoy the above advantages. The 
OALC also does not have the systems, experience, training, internal controls, and audit 
capability to effectively estimate, track and manage specific contract costs, that would be 
required of a private firm. Until these deficiencies are corrected, a depot such as OALC has 
considerable unfair advantages over industry where these deficiencies would normally not be 
accepted. Until a systeniatic review and comprehensive corrective action plan is developed and 
implemented, the OALC: will continue to improperly allocate costs. 

The OALC offer on the FIA-18 was optimistic. Our review indicated that costs are being 
overrun at this early stage of contract performance. It is our opinion that the F/A-18 costs will 
significantly exceed the contract price. The difficulty in quantifying the ovenun is the lack of 
predictability in the accumulation of costs and the absence of internal controls, which could 
identify problems of mischarging or misallocation to management. In our opinion, the true costs 
of the contract will only be determined by an incurred cost audit after a substantial part of the 
contract is completed. Under these circumstances, competition with private f m ,  which are 
properly held to much more demanding standards, is clearly unfair. 

In addition, based on our review, public versus public competition is also unfair and can 
provide mislending results. Where two or more public offerors have different estimating and 
accounting systems, varying abilities to comply with regulatory standards, few internal controls, 
little influence over future workload and cultures that focus on schedule and quality, competition 
between these entities is unlikely to discern the most efficient or productive. Therefore, we 

I:. 



believe that assignment of workload to depots should be based on criteria other than or in 
addition to public versus public competition. 

If future public versus public or public versus private competition is held, substantial 
efforts must be made to require public depots to estimate and account for costs to the same 
standards to which industry is required in order to achieve fairness and a degree of confidence 
that performance to the contract price can be managed and monitored. 



INTRODUCTION 

In July 1992, the Ogden Air Logistics Center (OALC) submitted a firm fmed price 
proposal to the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) in response to request for proposal 
RFP N00019-92-R-0001. The proposal for $55.3 million was for the Modification, Corrosion 
and Paint Program (MCAPP) for the Navy's "Hornet" FIA-18 aircraft including $1.4 million 
in cost comparability adjustments. The DCAA reviewed this proposal and found it to be 
understated by $1 9.9 million including $2.6 million in understated cost comparability 
adjustments. 

On June 7, 1993, the OALC presented its BAFO proposal in the amount of $63.7 million 
(including $3.1 million in cost comparability adjustments) to NAVAIR. DCAA also reviewed 
this proposal and concluded it was acceptable for evaluation. They recommended a price 
increase of $3.6 million of which $.7 million was for increased cost comparability adjustments. 
DCAA's lower recommended price on the BAFO versus the original proposal is based primarily 
on their lower recommended production overhead rate (6.7 % versus 8.7 %) and G&A rate (7.3 % 
versus 10.6%) at the later point in time. The lower indirect rates reflected in the OALC BAFO 
was based upon (i) higher direct cost estimates and (ii) lower estimated overhead costs. DCAA 
concurred with these changed estimates. 

FIA-18 MCAPP PROPOSAL 

Study of the BAFO proposal and the related audit report indicates the major issues that 
contributed to the original $20 Million understatement of estimated costs had been addressed in 
OALC's final proposal. For example, DCAA increased manufacturing support hours and 
resultant costs by $2.8 Million. In its proposal OALC used an overly optimistic 6.25 to 1 ratio 
of direct to indirect employees. O A K ,  at the aircraft directorate level (LA), was currently 
experiencing a 4.39 to 1 ratio. DCAA adjusted the current ratio to reflect (i) planned movement 
of employees from indirect to direct during FY 1993, and (ii) direct charging of engineering 
suppon on this contract (this is normally an indirect cost). These adjustments resulted in an 
audit recommended ratio of 5.25 to 1. 

In computing its manufacturing support hours, OALC, in error, removed field team 
(offsite work) hours from the direct labor base to which its 6.25 to 1 ratio is applied. Field 
team effort was included in direct labor used to compute the directlindirect ratio, and even 
though direct effort may be offsite for a time, the OALC indirect effort remains at a fmed level. 
If OALC had properly included field team hours, even at a 6.25 to 1 ratio, it would have 
included an additional 73,165 hours in its proposal. 

The OALC's yield factors and estimates of fringe benefits were also considered 
inaccurate, resulting in an excessively high computation of non-direct time applied to direct 



. 
labor. OALC proposed to reduce sick leave usage by approximately 50 percent through the 
implementation of a new sick leave awareness policy. Given the economic climate and past 
history of sick leave usage, DCAA did not believe the results would be as dramatic as proposed. 
Additionally, OALC proposed a 96 percent efficiency factor. The efficiency factors experienced 
by OALC's aircraft directorate over the last 3 years had never exceeded 90 percent. The FY 
1992, efficiency factor was approximately 88 percent. Based on past performance, it was not 
expected that performance would exceed 90 percent. 

Adjustments to the production overhead and G&A base were also recommended. O A K  
calculated these bases on standard hours when the correct base should have been actual hours. 
This adjustment significantly increased the overhead and G&A allocated to F/A-18 work. 
Likewise the production overhead and G&A pool composition were found to be missing a 
number of accounts that DCAA believed were applicable to the FIA-18 maintenance effort. 
Finally, certain accounts (i.e. Utilities) had been moved from G&A to production overhead with 
a net effect of decreasing overall FIA-18 costs. DCAA increased the fringe benefit pool to 
account for certain elements of costs OALC neglected to include in its forecast. The health 
benefits forecast was also escalated to recognize expected cost increases. 

Our review of the current cost comparability handbook, dated August 10, 1993, indicates 
that no provision is being made for post-retirement health benefits for both The Federal 
Employee Retirement Systems (FERS) and Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS) employees 
of OALC. Lack of recognition of the unfunded liability of such post-retirement health benefits 
is incompatible with the provisions of FASB-106 which requires private contractors to calculate, 
amortize, and accrue such significant costs (similar to pension expenses). 

Overall, OALC was very optimistic in its F/A-18 proposal and omitted or understated 
significant costs. The DCAA audit partially addressed these issues. What DCAA could not 
address was the optimistic performance projections where historical costs did not exist. The fact 
that all costs in a public depot will be borne by the government contributes to the depot's 
optimism. 

COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

a. We studied, in some depth, the accounting for costs under the FIA-18 Contract. 
There are over 30 sub-systems which contribute data to OAK'S wst amunting 
system (the Depot Maintenance Data Systems Network). The sub-systems can 
be grouped into 5 broad functions: Requirements, Material, Production, Costs 
and Other. Overlayed on the cost accounting system are three basic funds: the 
Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund (DMIF), Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Appropriation fund, and the Cost of Operation Division Fund. 

We were informed that GRUMMAN Data Systems is working on the design and 
implementation of a new accounting/ information system for all ALCs with 
Ogden as the Depot Maintenance Management Information system (DMMIS) pilot 



site. 

b. OALC's cost accounting system is a job order cost system. On the F/A-18 
MCAPP a separate job order number isset up for each aircraft tail number. 

Costs are accumulated in the Depot Maintenance Automated Data System and 
summarized on a monthly and year-todate basis in the Depot Maintenance 
Production Cost System (G072A) and the Budget General Ledger (BGL). The 
BGL is a partial implementation of the new DMMIS. 

Our inquiry also disclosed that cumulative costs through March 31, 1994 on the 
FIA-18 Program per the BGL and the G072A systems did not reconcile. At the 
time of our observation, responsible cost accounting personnel were unaware of 
the difference since they had not attempted a reconciliation of the two reports. 
In addition, neither of these reports are summarizing all costs incurred in support 
of the FIA-18. During our review we attempted but were not successful in 
locating a periodic management report which contained, by cost element, total 
F/A- 18 MCAPP cost accumulated to date. We were informed that no such repon 
is generated. As a result, we conclude that OALC program management does not 
have sufficient cost visibility in the form of recurring program cost reports to 
adequately monitor total program costs. 

c. In our review of accounting system adequacy, we studied Prior Audit 
Disclosures. GAO, in its report of February 26, 1991, did not give an opinion 
on the OALC accounting system as a whole. However, they disclosed internal 
control deficiencies in material cost areas and also concluded "the method of 
applying direct labor costs and production overhead is not in accordance with 
DoD regulations and will not provide the type of cost data needed to price work 
accurately and monitor weapon system costs. " 

In its pre-award accounting systems survey audit report of October 13, 1992, 
DCAA concluded the current accounting system is inadequate in some respects 
as a basis for pricing future depot maintenance competition. Similar to GAO's 
conclusions, they also stated the allocation of labor cos l  from the resource 
control center (RCC) level may be inequitable resulting in misallocation of direct 
labor between job order numbers. The auditors were of the opinion that O m ' s  
procedures for accumulating and allocating production overhead and G&A 
expenses require improvement because (i) not all costs benefiting final cost 
objectives are included in the cost pools, and (ii) the method of allocating indirect 
expenses could result in costs not being allocated on a causal beneficial 
relationship. The DCAA report also addressed internal control deficiencies in 
recording employee timecharges. 

It should be noted that by direction of the DoD Comptroller, the DCAA 



involvement with public activity depot maintenance competition is limited to 
preaward reviews. Post award audits, if needed, are to be performed by the 
military services internal audit organization. 

In discussions with the resident chief of the Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA), we 
were told that their office had not done any work to evaluate the management of 
the FIA-18 maintenance program. More importantly, audits of those systems 
producing contract costs have not been undertaken. When the AFAA reviews or 
uses OALC financial statements, a disclaimer is made as to the adequacy of 
internal controls or the reliability of data generated by the systems. The one 
exception to this was a recently performed audit of the Maintenance Material Cost 
system (GWH). The report concluded internal controls were not adequate. 

d. During our review of Labor Timekeeping Internal Controls, we visited a 
number of RCCs and discussed time recording procedures with foreman, 
supervisors, and data entry clerks. We also examined tasWwork requests, 
production count cards, memorandum records of where employees spent their 
time, exceptioned labor records and system generated G037G daily "actual labor 
utilization reports". These inquiries disclosed a number of labor timekeeping 
internal control deficiencies summarized as follows: 

Not all employees are ini tialingkertifying that their daily labor charges are 
accurately recorded. Some employees are never informed where their 
time is being charged. 

Some supervisors are not reviewing prior day G037G labor utilization 
reports to assure that the time for all employees assigned to them on the 
prior day was accounted for appropriately. From reviewing the 37G prior 
day report for one RCC, we noted two hours overtime entered for one 
employee working in the RCC. However, the 37G report indicated that 
the employee was on long term loan to another RCC. Therefore, his 
labor plus overtime was erroneously charged to a RCC that he was not 
working in. This had been going on for more than two weeks. 
Supervisors in both affected RCCs were unaware of it because they had 
not reviewed the daily 37G reports. 

All labor exceptioning is not being done on a daily basis as required. In 
one RCC, FIA-18 labor exception entries were being held up "until 
production count earned (standard) hours are in the system". This is not 
acceptable as entries of actual labor hours should not be influenced by the 
standards. 

Our follow-up review in June reflected that OALC FIA-18 program management 
is also concerned with the reliability of its labor exceptioning procedure. In this 



regard, we noted that all direct employees, whose time is defaulted into CLINs 
1-5 production (direct RCC MABPCC) on the FIA-18 contract, were reclassified 
at the beginning of May 1994 to indirect employees (duty code 23) and assigned 
to indirect RCC MABSXX "Production Integration". In discussing our concern 
about the reclassification with OALC operations management, we were informed, 
". . . the reclassification was made because labor costs on CLIN 1-5 were too high 
as all a~orooriate exceptioninp from the direct (default) RCC was not being 
accorn~lished". The intent of the reclassification is that no direct labor can be 
charged to the FIA-18 unless it is exceptioned to it. This is a serious internal 
control weakness. 

In pursuing this issue with OALC, we informed program management personnel 
that the reclassified employees were commingled with 17 other normal indirect 
employees. We were informed there is no cause for concern as all time for the 
formerly direct employees would be exceptioned out of the indirect RCC to the 
direct programs they work on. We were assured that al l  duty hour time for these 
former direct employees would be zero hours in the indirect RCC at month end. 
However, our check of the May G037G month end RCC labor report proved that 
this was not the case. The time of approximately 10 of the formerly direct 
employees was left in the production overhead indirect RCC. Since the cost for 
this indirect RCC is being allocated to all production programs, the F-16 and C- 
130 programs are now bearing cost previously identified as direct cost to the FIA- 
18. We conclude the ability to reassign direct employees to an indirect RCC so 
easily represents a serious internal control weakness providing the opportunity for 
significant mischarging. 

e. Another concern is the efficacy of Labor Standard Hours. As previously stated, 
the ratio of total standard hours for completed tasks under a job order to total 
monthly RCC actual hours is used to assign actual labor hours and cost to job 
orders. We were informed that visibility as to the reliability of standard hours 
is available from the Program Depot Maintenance Scheduling System (PDMSS). 
The PDMSS is separate and apart from the ALC integrated cost accounting 
system. We were also informed the PDMSS reports would provide actual labor 
hours directly identified to each job order number. Therefore, we conducted 
inquiries and reviewed actual labor hour information input to PDMSS. Actual 
labor hours are entered on form 173 (production count cards) by employees as 
they complete each task. Standard labor hours are preprinted on each 173 card 
and are also entered in the PDMSS from the 37E Workload Planning System. 
An entry clerk, using the 173 production count cards, enters date completed and 
actual hours in PDMSS. We noted the following inrernal control problems in 
actual hour information entered in PDMSS: 

a There were no actual hour entries on many cards. Inquiry of the data 



entry clerk as to what he does in these circumstances indicated uncertainty 
as to what to enter. Therefore, he enters the standard hours as actual. 

It is apparent from examination of the form 173 cards that some 
employees enter hours rounded to the nearest hour, whereas standard 
hours are maintained to the nearest tenth of an hour. 

Card after card disclosed hours entered exactly at standard. Since the 
cards display the standard hours, it is apparent that employees are 
influenced by the standards. 

Our inquiries also disclosed there are no written instructions to employees 
as to how to account for or record actual hours on the production count 
cards. 

In view of these observations, we question the reliability of actual labor hour 
information in the PDMSS system. We believe the reliability of PDMSS 
information would be enhanced if standard labor hour information was removed 
from the 173 cards and if employees were given written instructions on how to 
complete these cards. 

f .  We reviewed indirect expenses at OALC to determine if accounting and 
estimating practices are consistent and if there are beneficial and causal 
relationships between the expenses and the final cost objectives to which they are 
allocated. Our comments on production overhead and general and administrative 
expense follow: 

Production Overhead: Ogden Air Logistics Center (OALC) has an 
accounting practice which if the CAS standards in DoD 7220.9 were 
enforced would lead to a CAS-418 noncompliance citation. At issue is the 
OALC practice of tailoring production overhead pool costs to the specific 
benefits received by each production direct Resource Control Center 
(RCC). These tailored allocation methods change frequently and 
arbitrarily. At a private contractor, each such adjustment of the costing 
methodology could be considered an accounting change requiring a 
disclosure statement revision and the preparation of a cost impact estimate. 

We conducted inquiries to determine what procedural review and other 
managerial/internal controls are in effect to assure that the "Administration 
Table", the system used to assign and allocate indirect RCC costs to 
programs, is maintained appropriately on a continuous and current basis. 
This inquiry indicated (i) the function is assigned to representatives from 



each directorate as well as to an administrative employee who chairs 
meetings and acts as a coordinator, resulting in no central financial 
managerial control or involvement (ii) there are no written descriptions of 
functions, activities, skills, programs supported, etc., available for the 
individual indirect RCCs and (iii) there is no evidence of periodic 
monitoring or reviews to assure that the production overhead 
administration table is appropriately maintained on a current and 
continuous basis. 

With this background, we reviewed about one-third of the forty aircraft 
directorate production overhead RCCs to determine whether a 
causallbeneficial relationship exists between the indirect expenses in the 
RCCs and the final cost objectives (including the FIA-18 program) to 
which they are allocated. We identified three high cost production 
overhead RCCs which are providing support to the FIA-18 program but 
whose costs are not being allocated to the FIA-18. These indirect cost 
RCCs are MABETZ (Aircraft Structures Planning), MABPSX (Services 
Team), and MABRSX (Sheet Metal). The costs of two of these indirect 
RCCs (MABETZ and MABRSX) also were not included in OALCs initial 
or BAFO pricing proposals for the FIA-18. Thus, proposed costs as well 
as costs recorded on the F/A-18 MCAPP program are understated. 

General and Administrative Expense: The primary components of 
OALC's general and administration (G&A) expense, and their related 
cumulative dollar amounts for FY 1994 through May 1994 are as follows: 

Financial Management and Training Division $25.6 m 
Plant Services 9.3 
DMIFIHill AF Base Support 5.9 
Total G&A Wrn 

OALC uses a direct labor hour base to distribute G&A expenses. Total 
Cost Input is the preferred method for such allocations. If compliance 
with the standards in DoD 7220.9 were enforced, OALC would be 
considered in potential non-compliance until it demonstrated that the labor 
hour surrogate base is compliant with the DoD 7220.9, CAS 410 
standard. 

The plant services and base support G&A expense components of G&A 
were reviewed and are commented on below: 



Plant Services Expense: In the case of plant services expense, OALC 
recognizes that total direct labor hours is not an equitable measure for 
assigning this element of G&A expense to benefiting directorates. Plant 
services are assigned to directorates using fixed percentages of activity. 
A comparison of the fned allocation percentages with actual service 
percentages and approximate direct actual labor hour percentages is as 
follows: 

Fixed Activity FY 1993 
Allocation Actual Service 

Directorates Percentage Percentage 

Aircraft 28 % 
Missiles 43 
Commodities 13 
Technology & Indusay 
(T and I) Support - 16 

Approximate 
Direct Labor 
Base Percentage 

A concern we have with the fixed percentage intermediate cost pool 
allocation process is that the fixed percentages are not converted to actual 
percentages at year-end and have not been revised for several years. The 
Plant Management (plant services) Division maintains a data base of actual 
service activity (labor hours) provided to each directorate. This actual 
service percentage information should be used to periodically update the 
fixed allocation percentages. However, as shown by the above 
comparative percentages, OALC's failure to use actual plant service 
percentages results in significant distortion in G&A expense allocated to 
the directorates and programs. For example, the Aircraft Directorate 
received 28 percent of the plant services costs in FY 1993 whereas it 
should have received only 21 percent. 

DMIFIBase Support Expense: We reviewed the procedures used to 
record and distribute Hill Air Force Base support operations to DMIF 
activities. These base operations include such activities as data 
processing, environmental management, procurement, safety support, 
payroll, accounting, etc. The costs of these operations determined to be 
applicable to DMIF activities are assigned to G&A and allocated to 
contract effort based on direct labor hours. Base support costs are subject 



to the DoD 7220.9 standard dealing with CAS 403. 

We reviewed selected base support operations to determine how cost 
allocable to DMIF activities were determined. We found that for the most 
part DMIF allocable costs were developed through what OALC personnel 
refer to as a negotiation process. This involves a process whereby 
OALC and base support operations personnel conduct negotiations to 
arrive at amounts that represent DMIF's "fair share" of the costs of the 
services being provided. 

For the most part, the amounts determined cannot be verified or audited. 
The costs are not identified and recorded to individual directorates. The 
amounts considered to be DMIF's fair share are essentially based on the 
OALC representative and the base support manager's estimate as to the 
services and goods provided for DMIF. There are, however, some base 
support operations that are determined and allocated to DMIF using a 
measurable allocation base. The best example of this is fire protection 
which is allocated using square footage which results in DMIF being 
allocated its fair share of costs based on occupied square footage. The 
latter, however, is the exception rather than the rule. As part of our 
review we related the practices in place at OALC for accounting for these 
costs with those that would be in place in private industry to account for 
similar costs. The fmdings and observations resulting from our review 
are discussed below. 

Equipment and building depreciation applicable to base support operations 
are not included in costs allocated to DMIF. We determined that a below 
the line "cost comparability" adjustment was made for depreciation on the 
depot's proposal for assets not under DMIF control; however, OALC was 
unable to provide details on the specific assets included in computing this 
depreciation adjustment prior to our departure. Therefore, we were 
unable to ascertain if all the assets included within base support were 
considered in this comparability adjustment. Private industry would 
include such depreciation in overhead and would allocate it to contracts. 

The base support activities fall under the management control of several 
outside government entities. Thus OALC has only partial control over 
how the costs of these operations should be identified to DMIF. There is 
a degree of decentralization within private industry but not to the extent 
present in the government. This is best illustrated by the current situation 
with The Defense Finance and Accounting Service OFAS) which is the 
government entity responsible for providing accounting services for 
OALC. In examining the base support cost of this operation we found 
that no costs had been allocated to DMIF activities since FY 1992. Thus 



DFAS accounting support to DMIF, which we estimate to total over $ 1 
million annually, is not collected and charged to DMIF contract activities. 
These costs were included in OALC's proposal resulting in a CAS 401 
violation if this occurred in private industry. 

The negotiation process in use at OALC to determine base support costs 
applicable to DMIF activities is not a process one would frnd in operation 
within privete industry. The equivalent costs within industry would either 
be departmental costs within the entity or, if a service center performing 
centralized services for more than one entity, the operating costs would 
be allocated to customers on a beneficial or causal relationship. Thus 
similar costs witbin industry would not be subjectively determined, but 
instead, would be based on costs incurred within a department or costs 
allocated on some type of a verifiable measurable base prescribed by a 
CASB standard. Some costs allocated to DMIF are predicated on such a 
base. The vast majority, however, are determined on the basis of the 
negotiation process. 

CAS 403, as amended by DoD, is applicable to accounting for base 
support costs. If the CAS standards in DoD 7220.9 were enforced, 
OALC would be in noncompliance with this standard. We believe several 
of the base support operations are centralized service functions subject to 
the CAS 403 provisions contained in DoD 7220.9. Centralized service 
functions represent those organizations performing services for several 
segments, which but for the existence of the organization, would be 
performed by or acquired by some or all the segments individually. Data 
processing, procurement, personnel, and possibly others, within base 
support fit this definition and should be allocated to DMIF as prescribed 
by the standard. The standard requires that these types of expenses be 
allocated on the basis of the beneficial or causal relationship between the 
supporting and receiving activities. OALC, therefore, is noncompliant 
with this standard and the DoD cost accounting manual. This 
noncompliance, however, must be viewed in light of the fact that full 
compliance is difficult since OALC must secure an agreement from the 
supplying base support entity to allocate such costs on some measurable 
base that is representative of the activity being allocated. For example, 
we were advised that the data processing operation falls under the 
Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) which is in the process of 
developing an accounting system that provides fee for service billings. 
The system, however, has not yet been fully implemented and costs are 
still being allocated to DMIF based on a negotiated estimate of support. 
OALC, in contrast to private industry, cannot unilaterally assure its 
compliance with CAS 403. 



Based on our observations, we have concluded that not all production 
overhead costs attributable to the FIA-18 were included in the BAFO or 
are being costed to the contract. We have also concluded that G&A 
expenses are not costed to the contract in compliance with DoD 7220.9 or 
CAS 403. As a result, OALC is not being required to perform to 
standards imposed on industry. 

g. DOD 7220.9 permits more flexibility in the use of appropriate accounting periods 
than does Cost Accounting Standard 406. For example, in the preamble to CAS 
406, the concept of monthly allocations of overhead and G&A is considered and 
rejected as not being appropriate for contract cost accounting. However, in the 
DOD 7720.9 version of CAS 406 (according to OALC's interpretation), monthly 
accounting periods are permitted. 

Our concerns with this procedure are illustrated in the following display of 
cumulative FIA-18 recorded cost, by cost element, through April 30, 1994 as 
compared with cost through the prior month. 

Cumulative Through 
313 1 194 4130194 

Direct Labor Hours 

Direct Labor Cost $ 489,254 $ 558,661 

Production Overhead 518,069 1,117,694 

Total FIA- 18 Cost 
(excluding CLIN 14) 

The closing of overhead using monthly accounting periods resulted in distorted 
relationships between direct labor and indirect expenses and inaccurate assignment 
of indirect expenses to the program. The cumulative labor and overhead cost 
relationships shown above are abnormal (labor cost increased by only 14 percent 
over the prior month while overhead more than doubled) due to a labor cost 
reclassification entry. Further comments on our review of this reclassification 
entry are provided in paragraph I (Adjusting Journal Entries). 



h. In OALC's proposal, depreciation expense for DMIF depreciable assets, was 
included in estimated production overhead and general and administrative 
expense. Depreciation on assets, not controlled by DMIF, was included in 
OALC's proposal as a Cost Comparability Handbook adjustment. Depreciation 
expense for DMIF assets is included in program cost in the production overhead 
and G&A expenses allocated to the FIA-18 program based on direct production 
labor hours. We compared OALC's depreciation practices for DMIF assets with 
those within industry. Our comments 2nd observations regarding these 
comparisons are summarized below: 

We found, at the direction of Air Force Material Command (AFMC) in late 
1991, OALC effected a significant change in assigning useful lives to fixed assets 
installed after 1 October 1991. As a consequence, all asset useful lives were 
reduced to three categories, 20, 10, and 5 years. Previous useful life guidelines 
varied by federal stock code and ranged from a low of 4 years to a high of 30 
years. These pre 1 October 1991 assets are still being depreciated based on those 
useful lives. 

DCAA noted that no gain or loss on the dispositions of assets is recognized in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). OALC, being 
a government entity, is not subject to GAAP, but the DCAA comment is a valid 
observation regarding the differences between depots and industry. Gains and 
losses, in essence, have the affect of correcting prior depreciation. As a 
consequence, any over or under statements of depreciation are not adjusted at 
depots as is done within industry. DCAA also noted in one of its audit reports 
that they had observed problems relative to OALC's reclassifying assets, 
excessing certain assets and not assigning proper values to some acquired assets. 

OALC uses only straight line depreciation. Industry components often use 
accelerated depreciation methods which result in a faster write-off of depreciation. 
CAS 409 permits use of either straight line or accelerated depreciation methods. 

OALC is not subject to CAS 404. If it were, its depreciation practices would be 
in noncompliance with that standard. CAS 404 requires that assets exceeding 
$1,500 must be capitalized and depreciated. The AFMC and Depot policy is to 
capitalize only those as& over $25,000 for assets acquired since 1 January 
1994. Prior to thisthe capitalization policy was $15,000. The use of a higher 
capitalization value, permits OALC to expense and write off more assets in one 
year than a comparable private industry competitor would be permitted under 
CAS 404. 

If OALC was subject to CAS 409, the practice of having a 10 year useful life for 
all equipment (except EDP and general purpose vehicles) would be in 



noncompliance with the standard. CAS 409 requires that the asset life used for 
depreciation must reasonably approximate the actual period of usefulness. We do 
not believe that the different types of equipment in use in OAK would all have 
a useful life of just 10 years. This is supported by the fact that assets acquired 
prior to 1 October 1991 were assigned lives anywhere from 4 to 30 years. These 
assets lives, h our opinion, are probably more representative of the useful lives 
than the 10 years currently being assigned. The use of such a short useful life 
permits OALC to write off depreciation on equipment at a higher rate than would 
be permitted by industry. 

The Depot, also at the direction of AFMC, computes a residual value of $1 for 
all equipment items. Private industry, to comply with CAS 409, must determine 
residual values for each asset and the residual values must be deducted from the 
capitalized value of the asset in computing depreciation. This practice enables 
OALC to write off more depreciation than its private industry competitor who 
must comply with CAS 409 and compute realistic residual values. 

1. We examined in detail the adjusting journal entry involving the reclassification 
of about 6,600 hours of direct labor to indirect effort. The preponderance of 
these hours was reclassified to indirect training while a small portion was charged 
to other production downtime effort. The adjustment was necessary because 
OALC personnel did not anticipate or properly plan for the substantial production 
labor downtime subsequently experienced on the initial FIA-18 aircraft. We 
estimate that the adjustment reduced FIA-18 program costs by about $1 85,000. 
Even though adjusted labor dollars remained identified to the FIA-18, reclassified 
from direct to indirect, the reduction in direct labor hours, which is the base used 
to allocate indirect expenses, resulted in the FIA-18 receiving less production 
overhead and G&A. 

We reviewed documentation in support of the adjustment, interviewed personnel 
responsible for identifying the misclassified labor, and queried top division and 
directorate personnel regarding their involvement in the adjustment process. We 
also compared indirect training time charged to the F/A-18 with that experienced 
on other aircraft programs. Our examination disclosed the entry was properly 
documented and that personnel responsible for identifying adjusted hours were 
planner/schedulers, production supervisors, and engineers knowledgeable of the 
program and problems experienced in servicing the aircraft. We also found that 
top management within the division and directorate were aware of and involved 
with the adjustment from start to finish and had reviewed and approved the entry. 

We also discovered that training time identified to the FIA-18 was substantially 



higher than that currently being experienced on the more mature F-16 and C-130 
programs. For example, FIA-18 training costs for the first four months of 1994 
were 28% of direct labor costs contrasted with 6% for the F-16. These high 
training costs are not considered unusual since the FIA-18 was the first Navy 
aircraft serviced by the O A K  and, the first McDonnell Douglas aircraft it had 
performed maintenance on since the F-4. Thus, OALC production personnel had 
to learn a different aircraft and acquaint themselves with Navy procedures and 
technical data, resulting in higher training rates during the initial start up of the 
program. These costs were not included in the FIA-18 BAFO. One may 
question whether OALC appropriately estimated foreseeable start-up costs in 
proposed production overhead expense for the new program. In our opinion, a 
private contractor would most likely have made such provisions in its proposal. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

We discussed Program Management with the Commander of the Aircraft Division, the 
FIA-18 Program manager and their senior staff. Management attention and emphasis are 
directed to monitoring performance. Detailed analysis of variances between standard and actual 
hours are prepared by FIA -18 phase (Incoming, Production Line, Flight Test and Paint), by 
aircraft, by operation number. 

Contract quality and schedule oversight have been transferred to The Defense Contract 
Management Command (DCMC) which was hired by the Navy to perform Administrative 
Contracting Officer (ACO) functions. We were informed by OALC there are currently about 
10 DCMC people on site. Based on the split of FIA -18 workload between the Navy Depot at 
North Island, San Diego and OALC, about 36 aircraft are expected to be serviced by the OALC 
this year. 

We examined a number of daily and weekly ad-hoc reports used to manage and monitor 
the FIA -18 Program -- they all related to schedule. The reports detailed each aircraft's status, 
and its forecasted completion date as it moved through the maintenance process. We were 
infonned cost performance1 monitoring was accomplished indirectly by review of labor hour 
charges to assure their accuracy. 

AFMC has levied a new re,quirement on the ALCs to prepare a monthly total program 
cost/schedule performance report with estimates at completion. Variances will be calculated on 
cumulative costs, schedules, and Estimates at Completion (EAC). Variance analysis is required 
if costs exceed budgets by > 1076, Schedule slips by > lo%, and EAC overruns by > 5 96. 
Reports are submitted to key customer and ALC personnel. If EAC variance is > 1596, 

reports are elevated to the Center Commander and Headquarters, AFMC. If EAC variance 
reaches 15% or greater, recompetition will be considered. In our opinion, such measures will 
be unsuccessful in focusing attention on cost performance on the part of ALC program 



! , 
management. We believe that basic changes involving training, program management tools and 
internal controls are essential to improve the management of program costs. 

The required reports have not yet been prepared by Ogden ALC program management 
since they are not required until three months of actual deliveries have occurred. The first 
aircraft delivery under the FIA-18 program was made on May 19, 1994. While WPAFB has 
levied the requirement for including Estimates at Completion (EACs) on these Depot 
Maintenance performance tracking reports, no detailed instructionltraining on how to prepare 
these EACs has as yet been provided. We were informed that the Program Management Office 
has requested such training and instruction. We believe attempting to forecast a total program 
EAC for other than CLINs 1 through 5 (the basic fmed price Modification, Corrosion, and Paint 
Program) appears unachievable. CLINs other than 1-5 are for "over and above" work where 
sufficient forecast information on total program costs is unavailable. 

Prudent program management should probably be securing CLIN 1 through 5 costs to 
date and then forecasting an EAC in the traditional manner utilized by private contractors when 
preparing Cost Performance Reports. EACs should be prepared on the remainder of the CLINs, 
by aircraft, as sufficient information becomes available to estimate the costs at completion of the 
related effort. 

CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of our review, we conclude that estimated and recorded costs on the FIA-18 
MCAPP program at OALC are not reliable. In addition, there are also significant differences 
in regulatory requirements imposed on depots versus private industry. The major problems and 
differences include the following: 

Unreliable labor cost recording practices and internal control weaknesses. 

Questionable reliability of labor standard hours. 

All allocable production overhead on the FIA-18 was not estimated or being 
recorded. 

Significant start-up (non-recurring) costs on the FIA-18 were not addressed in the 
BAFO proposal. 

Inaccurate plant service cost allocations. 

Incomplete base support cost allocations. 

Health care costs of retirees not estimated or recorded (FASB 106). 



Difference in DoD 7720.9M versus the Cost Accounting Standards affect different 
cost allocations. 

Inadequate managerial cost monitoring and reporting. 

DCAA audit role limited to depot proposal evaluations only. 

Very limited Air Force Audit Agency involvement in depot accounting system 
oversight. 

We conclude these basic issues resulted in an unfair competition between OALC and 
private industry. In addition, based on our review it is worthy to note that the competing public 
depots have different estimating and accounting systems, varying abilities to comply with 
regulatory standards, few internal controls disciplining their individual processes, little control 
of their future workloads and corporate cultures that focus on schedule and quality, not costs. 
Given the disparities, it is difficult to conclude that a competition in which fured prices are 
projected several years into the future, will be able to discern the most efficient or productive 
depot. Until the basic processes and systems at the depots are improved, we do not believe 
public versus public competition provides reliable cost data to decision makers. Therefore, we 
believe that assignment of workload to depots should be based on criteria other than or in 
addition to price competition. If either public versus private or public versus public competition 
are to be conducted as a means of deciding the source for depot maintenance, pre-award 
estimating and post-award accounting for costs must be improved at the public depots along with 
the ability to manage compliance. 



COOPERS & LYBRAND 
BUBLlC/PRlVATE COMPETiTION 

STUDY 



I THE COOPERS AND LYBRAM) ACCOUNTING FIRM WAS TASKED BY OSD TO ASSESS THE 
P UBLlC/PRNATE COMPETmON PROCESSES FOR THE FOLLOWING PROGRAMS. 

+ THE C141 CENTER WlNG BOX PROGRAM 
( WARNER ROBBINS AIR FORCE BASE [WR AFBj VS THREE PRIVATE HRMS, WR AFB WON). 

* THE F18 AJRCRAFT PROGRAM 
(COMPETmON BElWEEN OGDEN AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH ISLAND NAVAL DEPOT, AND TWO P A M E  

I FIRMS, OGDEN WON). 

I FINDINGS: (C141 CENTER WlNG BOX PROGw4) I 
I( - lMEGRnY BEMlEEN BUYER VS SELLER WAS MAfNTAlNED HOWEVER. THE COMPEm'lON WAS NOT [ 
FAIR. 

- PRE AWARD PROGRAM COSTS (E.G. OEFUEL AIRCRAFT, PREP FOR MAIM, nc.1 WERE NOT CHARGED/ 
TO THE CENTER WlNG BOX PROGRAM. 

I - WARNER ROBBINS GAINED AN UNFAJR ADVANTAGE OVER THE PRffATE COMPErmON BY 
CONDUCTING THREE PROTOMPE REPAIR PROCESSES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A BID. I 
- THE AF FINANCIAL SYSTEM DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE GWERALLY ACCEFTED COST 
ACCOUNllNG PROCEDURES. WR AFB CHARGED CENTER WNG BOX COSTS To OTHER PROGRAMS. 

-- --- .- -- ----- ----- ---- - -.-- 



I - THERE WERE NO lNT€RNAL CONTROLS BEING ENFORCED BY WR AFB. 

I - THERE WERE NO INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION TABES USED. 

I - WR AFB USED 52% TEMPORARY HIRES TO EXECUTE THE CENTER WING BOX PROGRAM. 
M E  EXCESSIVE USE W TEMPORARY HIRES BEGS A QUESTDN AS TO THE QUALITY OF THE WORK BEING 
PERFORMED. 

I - 2 MILLION IN COST O M R  RUNS WERE CHARGED TO OTHER AF REPAIR PROGRAMS. 

I - CHARGES FOR INDIRECT CABOR WERE SPREAD OVER OTHER PROGRAMS. I 

I - THE AF USES STANDARD COSTS RATHER THAN ACTUAL COSTS TO PERFORM REPAIRS. 

I CONCLUSIONS: (C141 PROGRAM) 

I - DESPITE THE FINDINGS, W AFB WAS M E  LOWEST BIDDER. 

I - COMMERCIAL FlRMS SHWLD NOT HAVE BEEN SUBJECTED TO THIS COMPETDlON, THE PLAYING FIELD 
WAS NOT LEVEL. 1 
I - PRIVATE FIRMS WERE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT RRM N(ED PRICE BIDS AND THE AF WAS ONLY REWIRED 

TO SUBMIT A COST ESTIMATE. I 
I - OTHER C141 PROGRAMS ARE POSSIBLY SUBSlDlZlNG THE CENTER WING BOX PROGRAM. 

-ALTHOUGH WR AFB IS CHEAPER, SIGNIFICANT COST OVER RUNS ARE ANTICIPATED. 
k 



FINDINGS: {FI 8 PROGRAM) 

- COST ACCOUNTING PROBLEMS DISCOVERED WERE SIMILAR TO THOSE DISCOVERED DURING 
THE C141 CENTER WING BOX PROGRAM. 

- BOTH SERVICES (NAVY AND AF) HAVE INADEQUATE COST ACWUNTING PROCEDURES. 

- THE SERVICES HAVE NO INTERNAL CONTROLS. 

- COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS DO NOT COMPLY WiJH THE GENERALLY ACCEPTED COST 
ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES. 

- START UP COSTS WERE GROSSLY UNDERSTATED. 

- DIRECT LABOR COSTS WERE IMPROPERLY CHAHGED AS INDIRECT i1ABOR COSTS. 

- PRODUCTION OVERHEAD WAS UNDERCHARGED. 

CONCLUSIONS: (F1 B PROGRAM) 

- GROSSLY UNDERSTATED COSTS, OGDEN WILL POSSIBLY INCUR $5 MILLION 
IN COST OVER RUNS. 

- OTHER AF PROGRAMS ARE POSSlBLY SUaSlDlZlNG THE Fl0 PROGRAM. 

- NORTH lSlAND INTERNAL COST CONTROLS WERE INADEQUATE. 

- NO COMPATlBlLIlY BETWEEN PUBLIC/ 'L IG (OGDEN AND NORTH ISLAND) OFFERS. 



OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

* THERE IS A DEFlNlTE IACK OF INTERNAL CONTROLS IN DEPOTS. 

* COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS ALONE WILL NOT SOLVE THE PROELEM. 
THE STANDARDS ONLY PROVIDE THE "HOW TO" AND DO NOT GIVE DETAILS 
ON CONTROLUNG THE SYSTEM. 

* COPPERS AND LYBRAND WILL PROVIDE OSD A RECOMMENDED PROCESS 
ON HOW COMPEITION SHOULD BE CONDUCTED. 

* TOBYHANNA AND ANNISTON ARMY DEPOTS WILL BE VISITED IN THE NEAR 
FUTURE BY COOPERS AND LYBRAND. 

* * THIS BRIEFING HAS BEEN GIVEN TO GEN SALOMON AND LTG PIGATY. 



COOPERS & LYBRAND 
BUBLIC/PRIVATE COMPETITION 

STUDY 
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THE COOPERS AND LYBWUND ACCOUNTING FIRM WAS TASKED BY OSD f O WSESS THE 
i 

1 

P UBLIC/PF?NATE COMPETmON PROCESSES FOR THE FOLLOWING PROGRAMS. I 
b 

+ THE C141 CENTER WING BOX PROGRAM 
( WARNER ROBBINS AIR FORCE BASE [WR AFB] VS THREE PRIVATE FIRMS, WR AFB WON). 

* THE F18 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM 
(COMPETKION BETWEEN OGDEN AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH ISLAND NAVAL DEPOT, AND TWO PRIVATE 
FIRMS, OGDEN WON). 

RNDINGS: ( ~ 1 4 1  C E ~ R  WNG BOX PRocsRAcnl 

1) - INTEGRRY BETWEEN BUYERVS SELLER WAS MAfNTAINED HOWEVER, THE COMPmTlON WAS NOT 1 
FAIR. 

- PRE AWARD PROGRAM COSTS (E.G. OEFUEL AIRCRAFT, PREP FOR MA1 W, R C.) WERE NOT CHARGED 

I TO THE CENTER WlNG BOX PROGRAM. 

- WARNER ROBBlNS GAINED AN UNFAIR ADVANTAGE OVER THE PRIVATE COMPETITION BY 
CONDUCTING THREE PROTOTYPE REPAIR PROCESSES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A BID. 

- THE AF FlNANClAL SYSTEM DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE WNERALLY ACCEF'CED COST 
ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES. WR AFB CHARGED CENTER WlNG BOX COSTS Tb OTHER PROGRAMS. 

.- -. ----- ------- -- - - -- - -  ---- 
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DINGS: (C141 PROGRAM WIVr) 

- THERE WERE NO INERNAL CONTROLS BEING ENFORCED BY WR AFB. 

- THERE WERE NO INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION TABLES USED. 

- WR AFB USED 52% TEMPORARY HIRES TO EXECUTE THE CENTER WING BOX PROGIW. 
THE EXCESSIVE USE OF TEMPORARY HIRES BEGS A WESTK)N AS TO THE QUALITY OF THE WORK BEING 
PERFORMED. 

- 2 MILLION IN COST OVER RUNS WERE CHARGED TO OTHER AF REPAIR PROGRAMS. 

- CHARGES FOR INDIRECT W R  WERE SPREAD OVER OTHER PROGRAMS. I 
- THE AF USES STANDARD COSTS RATHER THAN ACTUAL COSTS TO PERFORM REPAIRS. 

CONCLUSIONS: (GI41 PROGRAM) I 
- DESPITE THE FINDINGS, WR AF6 WAS THE LOWEST BIDDER. 

- COMMERCIAL FlRMS SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN SUBJECTED TO THIS COMPETmON, THE PLAYING FIELD 
WAS NOT LEVEL. 1 
- PRIVATE FlRMS WERE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FIRM AXED PRICE BIDS AND THE AF WAS ONLY REWIRED 
TO SUBMIT A COST ESTIMATE. I 

'THER C141 PROGRAMS ARE POSSIBLY SUBSlDlZiNG THE CENTER WlNG BOX PROGRAM. 

''s AFB IS CHEAPER, SlGNlFlCANT COST OVER RUNS ARE ANTICIPATED. 
1 



FINDINGS: (Fl8 PROGRAM) 

- COST ACCOUNTlNG PROBLEMS DISCOVERED WERE SIMILAR TO THOSE DISCOVEREO DURING 
THE C14 1 CENIZR WING BOX PROGRAM. 

- BOTH SERVICES (NAVY AND A !  HAM INADEQUATE COST ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES. 

- THE SERVICES HAVE NO INTERNAL CONTROLS. 

- COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS DO NOT COMPLY WITH THE GENEHALLY ACCEPTED COST 
ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES. 

- START UP COSTS WERE GROSSLY UNDERSTATED. 

- DIRECT LABOR COSTS WERE IMPROPERLY CHARGED AS lND1RECT IABOR COSTS. 

- PRODUCTION OVERHEAD WAS UNDERCHARGED. 

CONCLUSIONS: (F18 PROGRAM) 

- GROSSLY UNDERSTATED COSTS, OGDEN WILL POSSIBLY INCUR $5 MILLION 
IN COST OVER RUNS. 

I - OTHER AF PROGRAMS ARE POSSIBLY SUBSIDIZING THE FIB PROGRAM. 

I 
1 
I 

- NORTH ISUWD INTERNAL COST CONTROLS WERE INADEQUATE. 
I 

i - NO COMPATIBILITY BETWeEN PUBLlC/PtJBLlC (OGDEN AND NORTH ISLAND) OFFERS. 
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VIEWPOINT 

The following cornmenh~ry on the economics of military Thompson, who is  executive direcivr of the Washington- 

mainiunance was mvthored by hrmer u.S. Rep.  based Committee b r  the Common bknse. The commiiiee 
Jim Courhr (R.-NJ.), who chaired two hrms of the U.S.  i s  a nonprofit, nonpartisan defunse re-rch organization 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission, and Loren hat Courter chain. 

P ublic-pri- competition has rsce id  increased atten- using money saved by closing bases to poy for increased 
tion because Congreac has directed public-sector de- procurement, in the late 1990s To maximize these sav- 

ts to compete with priwts companies for the right to per- ings, he department proposes to reduce its organizational Em a portion of military mainbnance. maintenance capacity to the minimum assets and ski l ls  

In hm?i public-privata cornpstitions save money and needed to support readiness and sustainment, which i t  

promote e ciency by directing maintenanca work to the calls "core" capabilities, But public-private competitions 
most cost-effective provider. B ~ c  tition drives force the military services to retain an additional incre- 
market economics, it seems to b1:&SCsis  for ratio- ment of non-core co bility with which to compete, and 
naliziq how dapoh do businau. k- ,Ray,  increase fid co, 
svsr, thers om many things wrwrg wih A more fundamental isws concerns 
the concept. b meoning of the d "comptition." 

Consider, for axample, h e  pt-ob- 'DEPOT Conventional market WOMMII~CS teach- 
lm of cost accounting. A September, es hat competition is  good because it 
1993, report about maintenance com- COMPETITIONS produces the hirest, most e~cient dis- 
petitions by the General Accounting DO NOT tribution of goods and services.   his 
dhce asserted that "weahcus in the Mief is  bared on he assum tion hat 
military services' accountin systems d WORK' corn@tion results from tho k insr- 
and internal control proc ures pro- play of forces of supp ond demand. 
vents them from developing relic~bls When buyers and set ers are free to 
&mates of how much it actuully costs 

'r 
seek the best value, the markat rnech- 

them to do their work.' Gen. Merrill A. ~cPeak,  he retir- anism automatically provides optimum outcomes 
ing Air Force chief of stuff, made tt~e same point in the Feb- HOWEYW, W A R Y  DEPOTS am not prod- 
ruary issue of Airman when he wrotw; "It would be nice if ucts of market forces. In the absence of nonmarkat ~nflu- 
we knew what actual costs were, but our accounting s s- snces, they would not exist at all. Unlike r i m  compani~, 

> 
terns often do not perform this :iirn le and reasona le they do not need to compete in capita markets, and h e  P r; P 
sewice." It i s  hard b see how a lrea competition can be loss of business seldom prcnanh an immediate threat n wr- 
c o n d u d  when public-sactor bidders do not know what vivol. In troditionol aonomic turms, h i s  means depots ore 
their costs are. distortions of ths market that potentially p m t  ib mech- 

M N  If ME COST EmMATES b r  depots were reliable, anism from functioning effectively. 
hey still would n lect costs that public-private competi- The absurdity of such competitions i s  underscored by 
tions incur outside 71 e depot system. Many cornponies ore the manner in which proponents propose to conduct them 
rdyln on maintenance and modification work to sustain The military senices insist that core maintenance c o p -  
heir %sign and roduction capability during the present bilities must remain in h e  public sector, and Congress 

> 
'procurement ho P iday." If critical design and production has arbitrarily decreed that such capabilities shall con- 

tlitias am lost because companies are unable to wln st~tute 60% of maintenance workload, with public-privata 
pu Itc-privatu competitions, then the government one duy competitions limited to h e  remaining 40% of (non-core) 
may need to spend a great deal of money to reconstitute work. In effect, public depots would operate as protect- 
them. T h e  costs tend to be ignored because they are In- ed monopolies For 60% of the maintenance workload, 
curred in he Ltvm &er than in the present and in the oc- and then compete with privote companies for much of 

> 
quisition community rather than in the maintenance corn- what remains. The companies would have no assured 
munity. But somebody will need to business base and no subsidies for their facilities to match <- Another facet of the cast prol:, those of h e  depots. 
wte competitions impede the ~ u b l ~ c - ~ n ~ t s  cornpahtions are not onty unfbir, but are 
to reduce fixed infrastructure I \ 
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Base Cuts Coming - .o &A 
.- 

New Chair Faces 
'Tough' Round 
By Neff Hudson 
;?xra l  Itmes Stan Wnler 

The man tapped to lead the bnse closure m& 
:ion earlier shutdown decisions seemed subjec- 
tlve and the Defense Department drawdown mght 
h d y  have cut tm deeply. 

But former Illinois Sen. Alan Dixon ~ledged to do 
hts k t  to make the fourth and powibly-final round 
s i  clnslngs the fairest and most public pro- yet. 

"It's going to be a tau* round" said Dixon. who 
*wed in the Senate for 12 yeam. "The thing has 
been x-rubbed three tunes. 

'{Vhat you hnve left arc pretty good players. and 
:$P havt. another round to go." 

Dixon's nom~nation to head the Base Closure and 

among bases rumored to be likely tat-- 
gets in 1996. 

Also expected to appear on the list 
a re  a t  least one Navy ehipyand. two 
Army &vision headquartera, h d f  the 
military's research and development 
laboratoriee and some Army atrununi- 
tion storage depots and Defense h g i &  
tics Agency distribution depots. 

One by one, lawmakers told Dixon 
their mncerna about the 1995 round of 

Mi~rn11en t  Commission was approved OcC. 5 bv 
the Senate h e d  Semces  Comm~ttee. The Tull. 
Senate now must m n f m  him. / 

Duon a d  I& f e d m p  about past closmp and the 
drawdown will not atTect the work of the base cl* 
sure cornmission. 

Setting overall defense policy is not the corn& 
sion'sjob. he said. 

What the commission does have to do is keep 
open the nght number nnd type of bases to support 
the future fo-, mid Dixon. 

More than 60,000 Defence Department civilian 
jobs could be lost in the next round of closings be 
ginning in January. 

In the fimt three rounds, more than 70 major 
basea in the United Stat. have been shut down and 
38 others realigned. 

The 1995 mundiserpfftedto bethe largest of d. F roe Pnoto 

The Air Lapt ics  Center at KeUy AFB. Texau. and Former Sen. Alan Dixon has 
Ogden Au Low- Center at HiU AFB. Utah. are promised to make this round of 

base closures the fairest yet. 

base closures. 
Sen. Carl hv in .  D-Mich., noted his 

state Iwt three Air F o m  bHeee imd 22 
percent of its personnel in previous 
closures. 

+ Sen Bob Graham, D - h . ,  rwintod 
out that MacDilJ AFT3 in Tampa, Fla. 
which narrowly avoided closiurr in 1991 
a n d  1993, i s  h o m e  t o  t w o  j o i n t  
oommanda. 

Sen, Robert Smith, R-N.H ... criti- 
cized the criteria uaed by the Navy in 
wwsshg  the relative value of facilities 
such as the Portsmouth, N.H.. Nevd 
Shipyard, which has a long wait for 
homing but no shortap of nuclear sub- 
marine expertbe. 

According to  lawmakers. Dixon is 
uniquely qualified to ensure the b~ 
cloaing proceas - though painful - 
will be equitable and thorough 
Aa a former chairman of the Armed 

Servicss aubcommitt.ee on readineas, 
suetainabil i ty a n d  support ,  Dixon 
helped write the l ~ o n  that 1ctp8ted 
the first mrnrniagion in 1991. 

Dixon a h  hae felt the sting of losing 
a bass in his home stam. 

His 199392 primp loss 1.0 %;en. Carole 
Moseley-Braun, D-Ill.. was due in part 
to the closure of two m a o r  bases in 
Illinois. 

After Ile returned to private pmctim 
as an attorney. Diwon worked as a cun- 
sultant to orpnizntions fighting to save 
military facilities in lllinois. 

As recently as S p t .  30, he rrprexnt. 
ed three clients involved in poetclosure 
development. 

No Conflict 
Although nu one s u e  that his 

nomination to head the commiseion 
was a mnflict of inrerest, Dixon told all 
three clients he no longer d d  rep- 
sent them. 

"1 think I know a conflict when I see 
one," said Diron, pledging to + if 
neoesaary to protect the comrmaslon'e 
integrity if he would p e r a o d y  benefit 
from its d d o m  

Former commission chief. J amee  
Courter m n t l y  decided not to became 
a paid ansultant shepherding bases in 
the San Antonio, Teras, aree b u g h  
the 1995 mund of closures. 

Observers suggested the job would 
have violated the federal athice coda 
which prohibits cornrnisaionern from 
lobbylng the bsee dasure panel on be- 
half of a third parcy. 

October 1 7. 1994 FWERAL TIMES 1 
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The new team must confront a force drawdown, 
diminishing budgets, micromanagement, and an 
"extremely antagonistic acquisition environment." 

Materiel Co 
Faces Uncertainty 
By James W. Canan, Senior Editor 

T HE AIR FORCE is fast becoming a 
US-based expeditionary force 

heavily reliant on three new major 
commands-Air Combat Command 
and Air Mobility Command for com- 
bat operations and Air Force Materiel 
Command for the weapons and logis- 
tics that make them possible. 

AFMC's importance to USAF is be- 
yond question. For example, roughly 
two-thirds of all Air Force personnel 
in Operation Desert Storm were logis- 
ticians. The loggies supported the fly- 
ing squadrons in fine style. Warplanes 
and other equipment held up remark- 
ably well under toughconditions. Their 
high reliability and maintainability were 
a tribute to the acquisition and logis- 
tics worlds, since combined in AFMC. 

There was a down side, however, 
to the disproportionately high num- 
ber of Air Force logisticians in the 
Persian Gulf War. USAF obviously 
had a long way to go in becoming the 
lean, rapid-reaction force of its best- 
laid plans. Squadrons deployed to 
the theater of operations had to take 
along a lot of logistical baggage, even 
though an extensive support infra- 
structure awaited them i n  Saudi Ara- 
bia. They will not find the likes of it 
anywhere else the next time around. 

Concern for AFMC's five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) runs high, though they re- 
ceived an eleventh-hour reprieve from the Base Realignment and Closure Com- 
mission this year. Above, a C-130 prepares for maintenance at Ogden ALC at Hill 
AFB, Utah. Opposite, an aircraft small-parts repair mechanic at Ogden guides C-5 
landing gear wheels from stripping tanks to prepare them for plastic blasting. 

AIR FORCE Magazine 1 November 1993 



Though its importance to the Air Force is beyond question, Materiel Command 
has vulnerable points. Its laboratories and depots, like San Antonio ALC, Kelly 
AFB, Tex., where this C-5 is undergoing maintenance, may be slated to close. 

Vulnerable in Vital Spots 
AFMC looks vulnerable i n  vital 

spots, however. At issue are its labora- 

3 
? 
E This is why the AirForceis switch- 

i ing to two-level maintenance of en- 
gines and avionics on flight lines and 

i in depots, doing away with many 
base intermediate-level (I-level) avi- 
onics and engine shops that greatly 

tories, which are seedbeds of acquisi- 
tion, and depots, the hubs of logistics. 
Should some depots and laboratories 
be closed or consolidated? Should de- 
fense contractors do more of the work 

1 

now done in the depots and labs? Such 
questions nag Congress, the Defense 
Department, and the Air Force itself. 

General Yates claimed that "today's 

lengthen the logistics tails of the fly- 
ing squadrons. 

"Two-level maintenance is the most 
important task in AFMC today," de- extremely antagonistic acquisition 

environment" is the root cause of 
AFMC's difficulties. "It is marked," 

clared AFMC's commander, Gen. 
I 

Ronald W. Yates, at a recent gather- 
( ing of the command's top officers. 

AFMC's contributions to the Air 
Force in this and other endeavors are 
rock-solid, yet the command faces a 
number of uncertainties. 

I AFMC came into being on July 1, 
1992, as an amalgam of Air Force 
Systems Command and Air Force Lo- 
gistics Command, with headquarters 
at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. The 
merger was meant to integrate and 
streamline the vast, complex Air Force 
acquisition and logistics arenas more 
fully than would otherwise have been 
possible. 

So far, so good. In a recent inter- 
view, General Yates cited "many dra- 
matic improvements to the acquisi- 
tion and logistics processes" since 
AFMC was formed, notably the intro- 
duction of Integrated Weapon System 
Management (IWSM) and two-level 
maintenance. 

he said, "by unimaginable micro- 
management, both from OSD [the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense] 
and Capitol Hill." This, he said, is the 
natural result of "more budget insta- 
bility than we've ever seen before" at 
a time of "deep defense drawdown 
and change in national priorities." 

The acquisition environment gives 
rise to scapegoating, the AFMC com- 
mander claimed, as in the Defense 
Department's punishment of Air Force 
officers for alleged wrongdoing in the 
C- 17 program. Without referring to 
that case in particular, General Yates 
declared, "There is a very unhealthful 
overlay of accusations in the environ- 
ment, some of which seem to be free- 
flowing, and none of which has been 
proven to have any merit whatsoever." 

He acknowledged that "much of 
this goes with the territory. We spend 
a lot of the taxpayers' money. They 
and their elected representatives have 
every right t o  oversee and criticize 
what weho. It's up to us to deal with 
that." 

General Yates said it is "not pos- 
sible" for AFMC to escape criticism, 
no rnatter how well it performs, "but 
it is possible for the command to do 
a lot better. We cannot hope to be 
good enough, but we have to keep 
trying-to ameliorate the impact of 
the negative environment. We are 
doing that. We are paying tremen- 
dous attention, and devoting tremen- 
dous effort, to continuously improv- 
ing and to making the command 
extremely effective. 

"There will be less carping-not 
zero, but less-when we show that we 
can consistently deliver the goods, that 
we can do what we say we'll do, and 
for the money we say we'll do it for." 

General Yates sees AFMC's situa- 
tion as straightforward enough: "If 
our test facilities, laboratories, prod- 
uct centers, and logistics centers are 
the best in DoD, they should prosper. 
If they are not, they will be endan- 
gered." 

Dodging Bullets 
AFMC's depots-its Air Logistics 

Centers (ALCs)-dodged a bullet this 
year. The Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure (BRAC) Commission initially 
targeted all five ALCs but decided at 
the-eleventh hour to leave them alone 
for the time being. The commission 
noted, recalled General Yates, with 
satisfaction, that the ALCs are "na- 
tional assets." 

They may not fare so well the next 
time around. The BRAC Commission 
is scheduled to strike again in 1995. 
"Our bases, including the logistics cen- 
ters, will once again be under careful 
scrutiny" and will have to prove them- 
selves all over again, said General 
Yates. They will have to show, he said, 
that they can "compete successfully" 
with defense industry maintenance fa- 
cilities and with depots of the other 
services for the billions of dollars of 
maintenance projects that the Defense 
Department annually makes available. 

The commander of AFMC believes 
that the Air Force should permit the 
defense industry to compete for its 
annual $4 billion maintenance projects 
but should also make sure that the 
depots get their fair share of the work. 
Industry wants wide-open competi- 
tion. even if this results in little or no 
work for the service depots. This 
laissez-faire position appears to have 
hiyh-level Air Force backing, as ex- 
pressed by Gen. Michael P. C. Carns, 
Air Force Vice Chief of Staff. 

AIR FORCE Magazine / November 1993 



The debate Foes on. General Yates 
has been accused in some circles of 
proposing to "nationalize" maintenance 
projects. He said he has made avail- 
able to industry $800 million worth of 
maintenance work that industry "never 
had the opportunity to compete for 
before." This is "just the opposite of 
nationalization," he asserted. 

The last thing AFMC's depots should 
do is compete with one another for 
maintenance projects, said General 
Yates. He noted that such internecine 
competition, once commonplace, is 
deadly evidence of duplication-"de- 
pots wouldn't be in position to bid for 
the same jobs if they didn't have dupli- 
cative facilities." This is also the case 
with AFMC's test centers, he said. 

Concern for the ALCs runs high in 
AFMC. "The depots do a tremendous 
job." said Brig. Gen. Ronald T. Kadish, 
the former F-16 system program di- 
rector and c~~r ren t ly  the C- 17 program 
director. "If they go, we'll be worse 
off than we were before [AFMC was 
formed] ." 

Duplication isadanger for AFMC's 
laboratories, too.   rig. Gen. Richard 
R. Paul, AFMC's director of science 
and technology. acknowledged that 
"the laboratories need to operate rnorc 
efficiently-notjust in each lab itself, 
but in the labs as a community." He 
noted, for example, that AFMC does 
its best to distinguish between-and 
avoid duplication in-electronics re- 
search at Aeronautical Systems Cen- 
ter's Wright Laboratory and Electronic 

ALCs must continue to prove themselves, says AFMC's commander, Gen. 
Ronald W. Vates. Clyde Myers, a technician at Ogden ALC, examines an F-16C/D 
radar antenna, preparing it for testing. 

Systems Center's Rome Laboratory. 
Today, that research is jointly planned 
and highly complementary, he claimed. 

There is considerable sentiment in 
the upper reaches of the Defense De- 
partment for consolidating laborato- 
ries within and across the services and 
for giving private-sector labs a much 
'bigger say in the management of de- 
fense research and technology pro- 
grams. 

In the name of efficiency, the ser- 
vices jointly plan many technology 
projects and team up on some research 

Using a large internal grinder at Ogden ALC, landing gear machinist Dean Tip- 
pets grinds the upper bore of a C-141's main outer cylinder. AFMC operations 
support all Air Force weapon systems and consume half of USAF's budget. 

that they have in common. They as- 
sign such research to the labs-of 
whichever service-best equipped to 
carry i t  out. For example, the Army 
and the Navy have agreed to do i n -  
house research on fuels and lubricants 
at a modern Wright Laboratory facil- 
ity built for just such research. Like- 
wihe. the Air Force has transferred 
some research to Army and Navy labs. 
DoD's Defense Nuclear Agency, Ad- 
vanced Research Projects Agency. and 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza- 
tion are now joining in. 

The cooperative research enterprise, 
called Proiect Reliance, is "clearly 
the right thing to do,  with resources 
scarce." General Paul declared. He 
cautioned, though, against carrying I (  

too far. with wholesale consolidation 
of the service labs under the Defenw 
Department. His "biggest concern.'' 
he said. "is preserving the integrity of' 
our- [.Air Force] labs while working 
aggressively with the others to im- 
prove efficiency throughout. . . . l 'hc 
set-vice 1;tb.s have a special role. and 1 1  
they yo. the country will lose sorile- 
t h i n s  \cry valuable." 

AFVIC includes four "superlabora 
tor~es" in its vast domain. which cn- 
fold\ fc~urtecn air bases. AFMC aj \c t \  
nl\o ~nc l~ rde  five depots, four- prod~rcr 
ceriters. thr-ee t c s ~  centers. and \e\'eral 
ot l les \ptci;~lized ccnters. and i~ I l l i i l l -  

a g e \  11inety-\evcn percent of' ;ill O S  
for-t-~sri niilital-y sale\. AIZMC'\ op- 
c~-;rt~orl\-pegged to the drvelopn>cnl 
~~~-oc lu i ,~ ion .  anti uorld~i, i t le  \ L I I ) ~ ) O I . I  
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fighter began in the late 1970s. The 
Air Force F-16 line is scheduled to 
shut down in 1995 unless Congress 
keeps it open, but production will keep 
going for such nations as Greece, 
Turkey, Taiwan, and perhaps Israel 
and Pakistan until at least the turn of 
the century. Several hundred more 
F- 16s are in store, with extensive up- 
grading scheduled for those now flown 
by the air forces of Belgium, Den- 
mark, Norway, and the Netherlands. 

F- 16C fighters and two-seat F- 16D 
trainers began coming off the Fort 
Worth, Tex., production line in mid- 
1984, supplanting F- 16A/B models 
transferred to Air Force Reserve and 
Air National Guard squadrons. The 
F-16CIDs were wired from the begin- 
ning for both the LANTIRN (Low- 

The ten major aircraft programs under Integrated Weapon System Management ~ l t s u d e  Navigation and Targeting 
include the F-16. Above, SSgt. Keith Wolters tests an F-16 head-up display corn- Infrared for Night) system and the 
ponent at Ogden ALC, while co-workers perform F-16 maintenance, below. Advanced Medium-Range Air-to-Air 

of all Air Force systems-consume 
half the total Air Force budget. 

IWSM Is the Cornerstone 
General Yates calls IWSM "the 

cornerstone" of his command. It cov- 
ers the life cycle of each weapon, 
from the technology stage to opera- 
tional service. 

Prior to their merger, Air Force 
Systems Command and Air Force Lo- 
gistics Command tried IWSM in a 
few select programs, with mixed re- 
sults. Cross-command leadership fo- 
cus was lacking. Now it is there. 

Each IWSM program is run by one 
boss-the system program director 
(SPD)-who directs all phases of sys- 
tem development, production, and 
operational support and all dealings 
with contracto;', user commands, and 
Program Executive Officers at the 
Pentagon. PEOs oversee all major Air 
Force programs on behalf of the As- 
sistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Acquisition. The AirForce transferred 
top-level acquisition authority from 
AFSC to the newly established PEOs 
three years ago. 

AFSC retained-and AFMC inher- 
ited-responsibility for systems de- 
velopment and production, plus con- 
trol of the science and technology 
programs constituting USAF's highly 
important technology base. 

AFMC entered its second year with 
twenty-one programs under IWSM, 
including nine major aircraft pro- 
grams: F-22,F-15, F-11 l,F-117,F-16, 

B-1, B-2, E-3 Airborne Warning and 
Control System, and E-8 Joint Sur- 
veillance and Target Attack Radar Sys- 
tem. Of these, the F-16 program is a 
prime example of how IWSM spans 
the acquisition-logistics spectrum. 

Said General Kadish, "The F-16 
program covers every phase of acqui- 
sition and logistics. It has one foot in 
advanced technology and the other 
foot in the grave." 

General Dynamics and, lately, Lock- 
heed have produced more than 4,000 
F-16s for the Air Force and many 
other customers around the world. F- 16 
engines have evolved through six con- 
figurations since production of the 

Missile (AMRAAM) system, neither 
of which was ready for production. 
In the beginning, the Air Force ear- 
marked a future production block of 
F- 16Cs-Block 40-to receive LAN- 
TIRN, which it has. Block 50 F-16s- 
those now in production-were desig- 
nated as the first to receive AMRAAM 
and the new Pratt & Whitney Increased 
Performance Engine. 

Now AFMC and Lockheed are pre- 
paring to equip all 229 Block 50 
F- 16Cs-those in operational service 
and those yet to be produced-with a 
Texas Instruments modular mission 
computer, a central processing unit 
that integrates fire control, naviga- 
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d o ~ n g  it," General Kadish eLplained. 
The computer was developed under 
the auspices of AFMC's Electronic 
Systems Center at Hanscom AFB, 
Mass. 

Once all the upgrading IS done, "those 
229 Block 50 F-16s w ~ l l  be the most 
capable ever," General Kadishclaimed. 
They will also incorporate-in pro- 
duction or via retrofitting-Global 
Positioning System satellite-navigation 
terminals. AFMC's Space and Missile 
Systems Center at Los Angeles AFB, 
Calif., runs that program. 

"All four [AFMC] product centers 
and all five Air Log~stlcs Centers are 
involved in the F- 16 program," said 
General Kadish. "They are cooperat- 
ing very effectively," to a degree that 
"would not have been possible" under 
the old two-command setup. 

General Kadish should know. He 
was the F-15E program manager at 
Air Force Systems Command's Aero- 
nautical Systems Division (now Aero- 
nautical Systems Center) when the 
two commands first tried out IWSlM 
for that program in 1991, prior to 
their consolidation. The F- 15E IWSM 
program director was a loggie briga- 
dier general from AFLC and not, as 
might have been expected, an acqui- 
sition officer from AFSC. 

The logisticians have their say in the 
combined command. Former AFLC 

At Ogden ALC, aircraft electrician Lowell Stevens replaces panel fasteners on 
an F-4's electronics compartment, Careful maintenance is one reason for the 
long service life of these aircraft. 

officers run several programs and are 
heavily represented anlong product 
group managers and materiel group 
managers directly accountable to the 
SPDs. Product group managers are re- 
sponsible for all the engine acquisition 
and support activity in a given aircraft 
program, for example, while materiel 
group managers have charge of such 
things as landing gear, wheels, and struts. 

"The command merger made IWSM 
legitimate," General Kadish said. "As 
a veteran of the IWSM wars, I can tell 
you that we could not have established 

Chemists at Oklahoma City ALC at Tinker AFB, Okla., research new compounds 
with which to clean and plate engine parts. This ALC furnishes logistics support 
for bombers, jet engines, instruments, and electronics. 

IWSM easily under two separate com- 
mands. We wouldn't be talking toeach 
other nearly as well as we do now." 

The jury is still out on IWSM. "We 
won't know for another year how well 
i t  really works." one official said. 

Shaping Up 
The making of the new command 

has been anything but smooth and 
painless. Many AFSC and AFLC em- 
ployees i n  and out of uniform resisted 
the consolidation of their commands, 
seeing i t  as a threat to theirjobs. Turf 
battles still rage here and there, from 
the clerk level to that of program di- 
rectors. There seems to be general 
agreement, though, that things are 
rounding into shape. 

Maj. Gen. Roy D. Bridges, J r . ,  
AFMC's director of Requirements, 
claimed that "reduction of complex- 
ity is a big. early payoff'  from the 
merge!- of the coni~i~ands  and the i n -  
trotlucrion of IWSM. The combined 
command began with "800 programs 
i n  little pieces throughout the product 
centers and log~stics centers." Tet nut 
to intr2rate them u~:der single manag- 
er \ ,  and s~rcceedcd i n  cutting the num- 
ber to nrncty-eisht b! late surllmcr. 

All tilose j7rosrarns L V I I I  li;~\,c come 
11rlt1c.r I\\'Shl by next March, i t  evcry- 
t l i i r i ~  goes 21s plirnnetl. Ne\i,er pro- 
granl\ 21-t. nlorc rcadily adaptable to 
IMISR,l than are old one\. whicl~ carry 
lor-u.:~~-d considerable nlomentunl fl-on1 
ear.11c.r- pha\et arid P I - C L  I ~ L I \  org:ri~i/;r- 
t10r1:11 ~ r l l ~ l l l l l c . l l t \ .  
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A robotic arm inspects an F-15 (one of the major aircraft programs under IWSM) 
at Sacramento ALC, McClellan AFB, Calif., scanning the aircraft to detect early 
signs of cracks and corrosion. 

"We're only about a fourth of the 
way there on IWSM," General Yates 
declared. "We're still in the stage of 
discovering the dramatic improve- 
ments that can be made." 

The same goes for AFMC's move to 
two-level maintenance, which the 
AFMC commander called "more im- 
portant than ever-overwhelmingly 
important" to an Air Force intent on 
exercising global reach and global 
power. "It will dramatically reduce our 
deployment footprint, and it will cut 
costs because there will be less equip- 
ment in the pipeline," he asserted. 

"Desert Storm was a dramatic les- 
son to us," the AFMC commander 
continued. "We didn't have two-level 
maintenance then, and we had tocarry 
a huge support tail to war. We saw 
what an enormous burden it was. We 
concluded that we can't afford to do it 
this way the next time. Logisticians 
and their equipment have to be air- 
lifted. They have to be housed. Each 
one is a potential casualty. We have to 
cut their numbers way down." 

Two-level maintenance dispenses 
with intermediate-level repair shops 
and the base maintenancesquadrons 
that operate them. This makes it much 
easier for combat wings and squadrons 
to deploy on short notice, travel light, 
and be self-sufficient-ready to fight- 
on or soon after arrival. This is why 
two-level maintenance is seen as a must 
for Air Combat Command's compos- 
ite 366th Wing, a quick-reaction "air- 
intervention" wing, at Mountain Home 

AFB, Idaho. The 366th contains many 
different types of combat and support 
aircraft with widely varied logistical 
requirements. Fortuitously, all of its 
varied fighters share common, or nearly 
common, engines and avionics. 

AFMC's two-level maintenanceproj- 
ect now focuses on engines and avion- 
ics. Base I-level specialty shops, such 
as those for welding and sheet metal 
work, will remain in place for the time 
being. Modern engines and avionics 
are naturals for two-level maintenance 
because they are modular, built around 
line replaceable units (LRUs), or mod- 
ules, that technicians and mechanics 
can readily remove and replace. 

The former AFLC made the first 
move toward two-level avionics main- 
tenance in 1991 with its Coronet Deuce 
program for F- 16s at Hill AFB, Utah. 
That program proved highly success- 
ful. AFMC has expanded it to encom- 
pass 460 F-16s and sixty A-10s at 
bases in the United States and in the 
European and Pacific theaters. 

Results thus far promise "tremen- 
dous savings for our operating forces," 
said General Yates. AFMC claims that 
two-level maintenance has reduced 
F-16 avionics support equipment by 
more than seventy percent, from 137 
tons to thirty-seven tons at a given 
base. Turnaround time for F- 16 LRUs 
in the maintenance pipeline has been 
cut from forty-seven days to nine days 
on the average. 

AFMC set up a second two-level avi- 
onics maintenance program at Tinker 

AFB, Okla., home of Oklahoma City 
ALC. In ~ t ,  about 400 LRUs from B-1 
and B-52 bombers, KC-135 tankers, 
and E-3 AWACS planes are repaired 
each month. Tlnker AFB is also the site 
of a prototype two-level maintenance i 
program for C- 141 and B-52H engines. 1 
F- 1 5E and F- 16 engines are now being 

' 

repaired in a two-level maintenance test . 

program at Kelly AFB, Tex., home of 
San Antonio ALC. 

Strong Resistance 
The Air Force's switch to two-level 

maintenance met with strong resis- 
tance in the loggie world. Its service- 
wide implementation will eliminate 
thousands of maintenance, supply, and 
transportation jobs. 

Some skeptics claim that operational 
squadrons will never really have con- 
fidence in a maintenance setup that 
lacks I-level engine and avionics shops 
to keep their planes in fighting trim. 

The evidence thus far is to the con- 
trary, AFMC officials claim. "ACC 
and AMC commanders are very sup- 
portive," said ThomasMiner, AFMC's 
deputy director of Logistics. "Their 
mobility load is tremendous, and they 
see two-level maintenance as a great 
advantage. They can concentrate on 
their warfighting mission, and they 
don't have to worry about a huge lo- 
gistics tail following them around." 

Mr. Miner claimed that the com- 
mand has come along fast and is "al- 
most there" with two-level avionics 
maintenance. 

SPDs hold sway over two-level 
maintenance programs as well as 
IWSM for their particular systems. 
General Bridges noted that the SPDs 
are in position to "refocus the design" 
of systems to make them more reli- 
able and also to "refocus money- 
when they see that parts [for their 
systems] are not as reliable as they 
should be-to support our [two-level] 
maintenance concept." 

AFMC officials note that the built- 
in reliability and maintainability of 
today's digital avionics and heat- 
resistant high-performance engines 
make it possible to dispense with 
I-level maintenance. They also stress 
the importance of test equipment to 
the success of two-level maintenance. 
Avionics and engine testers must find 
and diagnose problems well enough 
to show flight line mechanics which 
LRUs and engine modules can be fixed 
on the spot and which should be sent 

i 
back to depots. 
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Prepared Roger P. Houck October 3,1994 
by: BattellelPacific Northwest Laboratories 

Advanced Technology Office 
4001 North Fairfax Dr., Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22203 
(703) 51 6-7446 

Subject: Memorandum for the Record 

Conference Report 
Commercial Vs. MiIS~ecs 

Sep 29-30,1994 
Washinaton, DC 

Introduction 

This report summarizes a two-day conference (sponsored by Defense 
Week) held in Washington, DC, to discuss Secretary of Defense Perry's 29 June 
1994 memorandum which calls for the removal of many of the 31,000 military- 
specific standards and specifications that control the acquisition of weapons and 
material for the military services. Attending the conference were over 300 
representatives from the government and private industry. This report was 
compiled from a multitude of reference materials handed out by conference 
attendees, briefing slides presented by guest speakers, and other data available 
from both government and industry. It is for informational purposes only, and 
represents an effort to synthesize the important points of the conference. 

Executive Summarv 

In many respects the conference was split into two camps. Many of those 
representing the government have serious questions about the wisdom of 
eliminating milspecs and standards ("culture change" issue?). Many industry 
representatives, on the other hand, applauded the action, yet at the same time 
question what will be used when there is no equivalent non-government 
standard. Both camps were unanimous in the opinion that although the onerous 
so-called "500-pound gorilla" has been lifted from our backs, we're not certain 
where to go next. DoD believes it's done its part through issuance of the 
mandate. Congress believes it's done its part in passing (or about to pass) the 
required legislation. The services are jumping headfirst into the issue, in some 
cases with little or no guidance from DoD, to determine how to implement it. The 
remainder of the folks (Pm's, industry, and others in the "trenches") must 
determine how to make it work. It won't happen overnight and it won't be easy. 
There is no one "cure-all" or panacea. It will be a trial and error scenario. 



Discussion 

The Process Action Team 

The DoD Process Action Team which produced the report which 
ultimately triggered Dr Perry's memorandum had as its objective the following: 

Ensure milspecslstandards don't pose barriers to use of commercial products 
Ensure requirements stated in terms of performance, not detailed design 
Elimate obsolete specifications and standards 
Promote use of non-government standards and commercial item descriptions 
ensure correct application of specifications and standards 

A New Environment--The Impetus for Chanqe 

DoD faces a significantly new environment today--different from any that it 
has faced since DoD was created in 1947. This environment is characterized by: 

radically changed threat situation--not one, but many, potential adversaries; 
declining defense budgets--DoD can't i'carry" defense-unique industrial base; 
DoD is no longer driving technology innovation in areas fundamental to 
warfighting; can no longer dictate terms and conditions to contractors 
DoD must change what it needs to acquire, how it acquires, and terms and 
conditions under which it acquires 
In past, DoD focused on nuclear systems--today, focus is on conventional 
In past, DoD programs technology driven--today it's "affordability driven" 
In past, focus was on single-service systems--today it's jointness that counts 
In past, DoD focused on military-unique technologies--today, it's dual-use 

Need for National Industrial Base 

DoD must assure continued military superiority while at same time foster a 
strong globally competitive national industrial base. This can only be done by 
developing an acquisition system that: 

is flexible, agile, and pushes decision-making to lowest levels and by using 
integrated product and process development as a management system; 
allows purchase of commercial and other state-of-the-art products; 
removes disincentives for commercial vendors to sell to the government; 
results in reduced acquisition costs through adoption of business processes 
that have been proven in the private sectors 

The concept of a "national industrial base" is fundamental to DoD's plans. 
DoD sees a number of actions it must take, and one of the most important is to 
convert overly prescriptive military specifications and standards into performance 
specifications, non-government standards, and commercial item descriptions. If, 
however, performance specifications are not appropriate, non-government 
standards should be used. Only when performance specifications or non- 



government standards are not cost-effective or do not meet the user's needs 
should performance-based specifications and standards be used. 

Use of Milspecs not "Abolished" 

A myth continues to persist that the Perry memo "abolished the use of 
military specifications and standards. DoD representatives emphasized 
repeatedly that this is not the case. Milspecs have (and will continue to have) a 
place in the Do0 acquisition business. They will be used, for instance, when 
DoD leads industry in setting a particular standard. They will still be used when 
they are absolutely essential to ensure that the military has interoperability or 
where other means of ensuring interoperability cannot be used. 

Problems Anticipated 

The Perry memo has been seen by some as "turning the present system 
upside down." When a system is "turned upside downJJ there will be problems 
and DoD anticipates this to be the case. It has identified four types of problems 
that are likely to occur: 

the use of performance specifications and non-government standards will 
increase the risk for programs and for industry. We've become comfortable 
with milspecs--we know they work, and the superiority of our systems 
demonstrates that. The question on everyone's mind is, "will the use of 
performance specifications and NGS produce the same superior weapons." 
industry feels a risk. Many companies doing business with DoD are milspec 
oriented. Milspec reform will require change on their part, while at the same 
time cause them to compete more widely. 
There will be failures--but DoDJs committed for "long haul." 
Must be prepared to invest upfront--communication systems, training, etc. 

DoD believes it's proposal will succeed where previous efforts have failed 
because there has been a measure of "buy-inJJ from those within the system. 
This was not the case in previous efforts, all of which were driven from the top 
down. 

DoD lmplementinq Guidance and other Actions 

Dr Perry approved the PAT'S recommendations on 29 June 1994. He has 
directed funding for implementation and designated standards improvement 
executives for Do0 and the departments. Major effolts will begin in 1995, with 
detailed standards improvement plans due from each of the services by 30 
November 1994. A revision to Mil Std 970, "Order of Preference in Selection of 
Specifications and Standards," is currently in coordination. An interim guide on 
the development of performance specifications has been sent to print, and 



copies will be made available within 30 days. Specific policy issuance and 
recommended changes will be completed by the end of December 1994. 

Standards--How Manv are There? 

In the U.S. there are over 94,000 standards. A rough breakdown follows: 

Private sector (41,500) 
- Scientific and professional-------------- 13,000 
- Trade associations----------- -------------- 14,500 
- Standards developing organizations--1 4,000 

Federal government (52,500) (plus 5,000 adopted in private sector) 
- DoD------------ --------- ---- ------------------- 38,000 
- GSA---------- ................................... 6,000 
- 75 other Federal agencies----------------- 8,500 

A recent study attempted to identify non-government standards as 
substitutes for milspecs. It reviewed 3,500 milspecs and narrowed the list to 764 
"high-probability" candidates. Of the 764, only 65 were considered as having 
potential as suitable substitutes. The study also determined that most of the 
existing non-governmental standards have already been adopted by DoD; and 
that many non-government standards organizations are reluctant to prepare 
product standards. 

Views from the Private Sector 

Within the private sector, there were mixed feelings. Some in industry see 
the Perry memorandum as a unilateral withdrawal from a 50-year old 
partnership. They believe that abandoning existing, widely-used milspecs and 
standards threatens safety and reliability and will add unanticipated costs, 
particularly high reformatting and "start-up" costs. Additionally, they will be 
forced to purchase standards which were formerly free. There is little incentive 
for direct conversion since it is estimated that 30-40 percent of existing milspecs 
and standards do not reflect current technology and practices. 

The "Worst" Milspecs" 

Ten specific milspecs have been identified as those that have, by far, the 
most cost impact on doing business with the government. They are: 

DoD STD 100 
MILQ9858 
MIL STD 1520 
MIL STD 1521 
MIL STD 2000 
MIL STD 454 

Engineering Drawing Practices 
Quality Program Requirements 
Corrective Action & Disposition System 
Technical Reviews and Audits 
Soldered Assembly Requirements 
Electronic Equipment Specification 



MIL STD 480 
MILSTD499 
MIL STD 965 
MIL STD 973 

Configuration Control 
Engineering Management 
Parts Control 
Configuration Management 

DoD has challenged industry to help in implementing its 
recommendations. But, as discussed above, industry has multiple additional 
problems. To continue the discussion: 

Contractors are encouraged to recommend non-military specs and standards; 
which ones? IS0 9000 quality standards have been touted, but significant 
costs would be incurred to implement use. 
Performance and mission requirements of some defense systems exceed 
those of commercial systems. There are no equivalent commercial specs for 
these types of systems. Although the Perry memo says milspecs can prevail 
in these scenarios, industry is at the same time encouraged to develop 
appropriate NGS. 
USD A&T has set a deadline of 1 July 1996 to deactivate or modify the top 10 
offending milspecs and standards. If industry doesn't get onboard quickly, it 
will be forced to live with whatever DoD comes up with working in a vacuum 
Perry memo says government will handle configuration control of only 
"functional and performance requirements." lndustry will be responsible for 
maintaining configuration control of products and process documentation. 
Industry is unclear whether common commercial practices will be adequate to 
handle this requirement. 

How Standards are Tvpicallv Used in Aerospace Sector 

In a survey of aerospace manufactuters, it was found that the typical 
manufacturer might use 5,000 standards in production work. Of this total, 45 
percent (or 2,250) were company internal standards, 30 percent (or 1,500) were 
industry standards, and the remaining 25 percent (or 1,250) were military 
specifications and standards. Of the total standards, over 77 percent focused on 
definition of products, processes, and interfaces; 21 percent invoked general 
requirements, and 2 percent were used for reference data. If we take this a step 
further and look at how standards are applied in the production of a tactical 
fighter versus a wide-body airliiner, we come up with the following comparison: 



Standards Tactical Fiahter WB Airliner 
DoD 1,100 41 9 
ANS (A. Nat'l Std) 200 122 
SAE (Soc. Auto Engr) 50 86 
ASTM (Soc TestIMat) 10 120 
Non-standards 600 956 
Miscellaneous ----- 376 

Total 1,960 2,079 

Waivers to the Use of Mils~ecs--How the Armv Will Work the Problem 

One waiver granted per solicitation. Each military specification or 
standard in a solicitation must be justified. Criteria for approval of waivers 
include (1) misison impacts making a commercial alternative unacceptable; (2) 
cost impact making commercial alternative unacceptable; (3) military 
specification or standard is truly military unique. 

How Quicklv Will Chanae Occur? 

A legal representative from one of the major OEMs commented that 
culture change will be one of the biggest hurdles to overcome. He cited the fact 
that despite the PAT'S early completion of its work, DoD is already 30 days 
behind schedule in meeting its first milestone, which was changes to the DFARs. 
He added that despite the authority in the Perry memo for changes to be 
implemented immediately, at least one service has received solicitations which 
have outdated military specifications contained therein. 

Re-Ca p 

Calls for acquisition reform have been made for decades. It finally has 
happened. Yet there remains much to be determined, particularly the process 
for determining which performance specifications, commercial item descriptions, 
and NGS can be substituted for military specifications. At least one participant at 
the conference has suggested a special "center" or "clearning house" to help 
define the problem from both sides of industry and government, and to 
collaboratively develop action plans. This would include a detailed definition of 
the magnitude and scope of the problems and those yet to be determined. 
Ideally, it would lead to a real understanding by all parties of the total scope and 
magnitude of the technical and non-technial problems associated with acquisition 
reform which would help industry (and the government) to frame an effective 
approach. 



Administrative Note 

A listing of conference attendees, as well as the agenda, will be retained 
by the undersigned. 

Roger P. Houck 
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Swnrncly of House Atmed Servlces Committee 
Proposed kgiulutivn H.R. 4301--Impact on  Dew& 

- Significant findings 

- Defense industry conuulidalivnv, mergem, duwnui~ing,  a&., has jeopadlzc.d I~rdushy's 
ability to perfom critical weapon systenl niaintcnance and repair 

(COMMEhT: On wltnr beds  kcts this detert?tittarion bean nlnde?) 
- Defense industry olreadady maintains not less than 60% of depot-level rtpair work. 
(COMMENT: This rever,pe.r the trodition01 65-35 split; clrtcnnined by udcling in 

the ntnterials, parts, rnterir?~ support, etc., that indrrstn, clues) 
- Capabilities and activltles of military depots will not he determined by indmstry. 
(COMMENT.. TIirowing clrronls nr rlte DSB sritdy? 
- 80% o f  total Dol) civilian r~ductiorw will come fmm depot-level activities. 
(COMMENT: This nlust include reductions nt the 3 NADEPs. 2 shipyards, 

Ncwmrk AFB, OH, (2nd Toocle --1993 losses.  eve?^ ~virlt tliese closures, every 
sriuiy sitggcsts that DnD will still Irave excess capacrry--i.e., ercess facrlrties, 
equipment, and people. 

- Provisions of pmposed legislation: 

- No more than 40 % of DoD depot funds will be spent in industry. 
(COMMENT.. Cungras~ is 1 1 0 1 ~  s(1yir1g ~ ~ I ( A I  irtill~srry I I ( ~ s  lznd nt least 50 76 or more oj 

the ~ w r k  N I I  c~lur~,y--lhus, by ~ a ~ t r i e ' t i ~ l ~  1 1 0  tt1ut-e thntt 4070 tizat sltoulii go to 
indlrstry, boil1 this I-esult in rvor-k rrt14171ing to ck.yc~rs jiont industry ?) 

- Calculation of funds in  dt.potslindustry computed by including interim contractor 
support, contmct logistics support, woddoad above unit level, and materials 
and parts. 

(COMMEhT: This e .~ t i i h l i sh~~  tltt. n t ' ~ ,  C U I L ~ I J ~ I I ~  rtdlp rvhi<.lr provides the "recil" 
split according to Congress, 1.e , -50-50, not 65/35. 

- DoD must submit annual mport (NLT 15 January) detailing progress in  maintaining 
the split prescribed in th is  legislation 

(COMMENT. First report is drte NLT 15 J(r/t 95: DoD n~ori'r lrave n~uclz time to 
cornply wirh rht. yro\tisions oj' rl~r bill--wlmr wil l  ba imyac-r on 9.5 
reconvn~rthtions ?) 

- At kast 60 % of mu'rrtenance on new weapons systens will be done in mill tary 
depots NLT 5 years: after initial delivery of weapon system. 

(COMMENT: No Inore c~tendcd irrta rim contrucror ~tdppot-r for rocaporrs (like B-1 
untl Rockwell which s o r ? ~  stcy \ t i l l  bc, with Rockw~cll for 20 years or rtlorc.) 

- In developing cost comparisons for work done in military depots and in private 
lndustry DoD must consider the estimated cost (irrc~ruiing enviromntal 
restoration costs) that would be incumd if DoD had to close a depot as a 
msult of contract award to industry. 

(COMMENT.. This is cortJIlsing--crrc they scc\~ing rhctt rnvirunnrenml cletlnrrp cosrs 
tnust be inclucied in calcularing c-ost-to-rlose jc~r rr depot base?) 



- M~~ depots m y  contpete lor  workloads of any Federal agency for which 
conrpetitive ymcedurvs are used. 

(COMMENT: DSB said conrpctitiorr L\UJ coirnterpr-odiccrive; GAO disccgreed. 
appears as though HASC sided with GAO) 

- Other provisions 

- DoD may lease parts of dcpot to non-DoD entities for maintenance and rvpafr wotlc - DoU will malntaid enough depots and workcn to cany out pruvisions of this bill, 
- Wt Program for Defense ReidilWon 

- DoD will conduct pilot program In FY 95 for depot-industry partnerships 
- Restricted to Army (2 depots) and Navy (3 dcpots) 
- Purpose: Encourage tnduhlry to enter into partnerships with depots 

- demonstrate commercial use of dcpot activities 
- preserve depot employrnent/skill base; promote retraining 
- support broad defenhe industrial base preservation 

(COMMENT.: General Kllcgil is plishing rliis very hard. Hc* used much of izis rirlte 

with the BRAC Comnrission on 17-18 May to ralk abnur ywrlnrring. Will sorue in 
idusfry see if as sil?lp/y CI y i m ~ l i c k  to prcJservc lorgc dcpnts? 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SEN 
Similarly, there are  those :n brae], urged foreign air!incu to boycott the Israeli 

extremists who dissat:sfied with ai'port near Jerusalem. BoCh Arofat and 
what has hnppened. 1 know pEme 3fin- otaer senior PLO officials have urged che 
lscer Rabin has ve3 steps continued use of violecce agaicst Israelis. 

to see to i t  that  the^ is sot x%o;ence hlr. SPECTER. Ma&m President. in 
by the Israelis to undercut tfie stabil- the absence of w ocher Senator seek- 
it>. which this new peace ~511 ing recognition. I suggest the absence 
bring. of a quorum. 
so it is a happy occsir.?l. but i t  is The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

a:so an occasion where have to be ator suggests the absence of a quorum. 
wary for what the future may bring. The clerk will call the roll. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the fioor. The .- 
bill clerk proceeded to call the 

EXHIBI? 1 
Y:CL.ITIONS BY YASSER ARAFAT h:;D 7% PLO 

O F  THE ISRAEL-PLO ACCORD 

(From the Zionist Organization of America) 
Failure by Arafat and the PLO to prevent 

temrlsm by his own Fatah fac~ioc: 
In the Israel-PLO agreement tkat was 

s p e d  a t  the White House on September 13. 
1993. Arafat pledged to stop m i n g  terrorism. 
But his Fatah faction of the PLO carried out 
a i  least 32 terrorist attscka &?seen Septem- 
ber 13. 1993 and April 13. 1994. kl!lrg 14 peo- 
pie and wounding 22. 

Failure by Arafat and the PLO to prevent 
terrorism by other PLO fact!ons or pvlnish 
them for their attacks: 

In the Israel-PM apreerr.ent. Arafat 
pledged to "assume responslblllty orer all 
PLO elements and personnel in order to as- 
sure their compliance" with the agreement. 
and to "discipline" those PLO factdons that 
continue to engage in terrorism. Other PLO 
factions (aside from Fatah) ca?ied out a t  
least 22 terrorist attacks between Sept~mber 
13. 1993 and April 13. 1994. killlnq 11 and 
wounding 8. Arafat has neither prevented 
them from carrying out such actacks nor has 
he "disciplined" them for doing 80. 

Failure by Arafat and the PLO to condemn 
terrorism and to call upon tSe Palestirian 
Arabs to reject violence: 

In the Israel-PLO agreement. Arafat 
pledged to condemn terrorist attacks against 
Israelis and pledged to call upon the Pal- 
estinian Arabe in the territories to reject vl- 
olence and terrorism. Between September 13. 
1993 and April 13. 1994. there were at  least 212 
t e m r i s t  attacks (killing 94 people and 
wounding 213). of whlch Arafat condemned 
only one. in October 1933. under enormous 
C.S. pressure. Arafat refused to condernn the 
k x ~ b  terrorist massacre of 8 Israelis in Afula 
on April 6, 1994 and he issued only a weak 
s ta tementno t  an expllcit condemration- 
in meponse to  the massacre of 6 Esrselia in 
Hadera on April 13, 1991. On April 23. 1994. an 
Israeli woman nursing her infnnt in the town 
of Seve DekaLtm w a  stabbed sevec times by 
a3  Arab terrorist; Arafat failed to condemn 
tke attack. Instead of calling for Arabs to re- 
ject violence. Arafat has prdsed the continu- 
ing !ntifada violence, descnbisg I t  as "he- 
roic." 

Failure by hrafat and the PLO to change 
the P M  convenant: 
I3 the Israel-PLO agreement. Arafat 

3ledged to ask the PLO National Council to 
delete those clauses in the PLO's National 
Covenant that call for the destruction of Is- 
rael. But he still has not asked the Council 
to do so. and PLO offlcta:~ ham indicated 
that he has no plans to ever do 80. 

M a t  and the PLO cont:nue to use anti- 
Israel rhetoric: 
In the Xarael-PLO agreement. Arafat 

pledged to pursue normal. peaceful relations 
with Israel. Instead. he has told Arab audi- 
ences that the agreement is fist one stage in 
hls "Strategy of Stages" for gradually de- 
stroying Israel. He h~ eupported the Arab 
economic boycott of Israel. He bPs urged Af- 
rican natione to rehain from restoring their 
diplomatic relations with IrirasL He has 

roll. 
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President. I ask 

unanimous cor-ens that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOSER). Without objection, i t  is  so or- 
dered. 

.Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 15 
minutes, as i f  in morning business. 

The PRESIDIXG OFFICER. Without 
objection. i t  is so ordered. 

BASE CLOSNGS 
Mr. GRAMM. ' Madam President, for 

the last couple of weeks. there has been 
a broad-range discussion in Congress, 
a t  the Pentagon, and in the White 
House about putting off the l995 round 
of base closure decisions rnmdated by 
the base closure lam. 

I am as aware as any Member of the 
Senate how painful this process is. In 
fact, under 1991 Base Closure Cornmis- 
sion decisions. three major bases closed 
in my State. But I am also painfully 
aware that in each recent yeas the 
Congress has cut defense dramatically. 
Hundreds of thousands of people are 
being taken out of the service. We are 
cutting defense by tens of billions of 
dollars. We are beginning to affect our 
ability to modernize our forces. 

This year the President proposed 
that we not provide full cost-of-living 
increases for our military personnel. 
We are not maintaining benefits. Last 
year, the Congress changed the Tau 
Code so that  when a young military 
person is sent to Europe and we provide 
an allowance to pay for their move, 
that  is now taxable income. 

In short, we have cut defense a t  a 
rate unprecedented since the years im- 
mediately following World War II. We 
have diminished benefits for our serv- 
ice personnel. We are now delaying 
modernization. we are affecting readi- 
ness, and we are doicg i t  because, in 
my humble opinion. we are cutting de- 
fense by too large an amount, and we 
are doing i t  too quickly. 

I have voted against defense author- 
ization bills for the flrst time in  my ca- 
reer in Congress because I am con- 
cerned that we are makings bad mis- 
take. But I do not understand how we 
can stand on the floor of the Senate 
and cast votes to  cut defense and then 
turn around and say we should delay 
military base decisions. 

If we are going to cut  defense dra- 
matically and we am unwilling to  go 
through with our commitment to  re- 
view the mission of our military bases, 
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we are going to end up with a large 
number of military bases that are 
understaffed and that are operating a t  
much less than their full capacity. This 
means we are going to eat  up the re- 
sources we have. we are going to hurt 
modernization. we are going to hurt 
readiness, and we are going to reduce 
our ability to continue to recruit and 
retain the finest young men and 
women who have ever w o n  the uni- 
form of this country. 

Madam President, I want to go on 
record saying I am going to oppose any 
effort to delay the scheduled round of 
military base decisions in 1995. I am 
acutely aware that every base in my 
State is going to  be looked a t  and 
every base in every other State is 
going to be looked a t .  

But we just voted for a budget that 
cut defense again. We are going to be 
faced with an authorization bill that 
cuts defense again. We are going to be 
looking a t  an appropriation bill that  
cuts defense again. I am not going to 
vote for those. things, but I know the 
Senate and the House will vote for 
them, and I know the President will 
sign them. 

We cannot go on cutting defense and 
then be unwilling to do what we have 
to do to maintain a quality force. What 
we have to do, if we make the decision 
to cut defense, is to close bases that we 
do not need. 

Now, I am aware that there is going 
to be an election in 1996 following these 
decisions. But the point is, we are talk- 
ing about something that is vitally im- 
portant to America's security. We are 
talking about something that is cru- 
cial. I believe that to  halt the only 
smoothly coordinated part of this 
whole process, which has been the base 
closing commission, is a tragic mis- 
take. I am going to do whatever I can 
to derail this attempt to delay it. 

The Base Closing Commission is 
critically important because, under the 
old system, we all know what h a p  
pened. Every Member of Congress had 
to oppose every base closure in their 
State or district. And so when the deci- 
sion was finally made, i t  was only after 
every obstacle that could be thrown in 
i t s  way was thrown in i ts  way. As a 
last resort, a Congressman would in- 
struct his staff, saying. "I'm am going 
out and lie in front of the bulldozer. Be 
sure that the canera  gets a good angle 
on me. And just as I'm about to be 
crushed to death, run in with tears on 
your face and drag me from the front of 
the bulldozer." 

But by setting up an orderly base re- 
view process. we have made i t  possible 
for all of us t o  vote on the broad rec- 
omenda t ions  of the commission. 

I hate closing bases. My dad was a 
sergeant in the Army. I believe in a 
strong defense. I love. the people that  
wear the uniform of the country. I love 
the communities that hare supported 
defense. There is almost something un- 
fair about penalizing the very cornrnu- 
nities that helped as win the cold war. 
But there is no alternative. 



In my opinion. to sidetrack this non- 
ao!itical precess is a tragic mistake. 

Finally. I wanted to come on the 
floor today and say not everybody 
agrees with all of these articles that  
are being written. Not everybody 
agrees with the people a t  the White 
House and the people in the Congress. I 
disagree. In this case, the law of the 
land says we are going through with 
this review and I intend to oppose any 
effort to derail that process. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
vield :or just a moment? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to  l-ield. 
Mr. STEVENS. I did not know wheth- 

er my friend from Arizona wanted to 
speak. 

.Mr. McCAN. Go ahead, please. 
,Mr. STEVENS. Madam President. I 

am happy to  be here a t  the time the 
Senator from Texas mentions this, be- 
cause I think I am one of those who 
raised the question of the 1995 round. I 
did so when the Appropriations Com- 
mittee was informed that  approxi- 
mately 10 percent of the bases that 
were ordered to be closed in 1988, 1991 
and 1993 have been closed. We now are 
carrying on the books and are financ- 
ing the operation of a series of bases 
that theoretically were closed in those 
previous three rounds of base closures. 
The reason they have not been closed is 
in the process of closure environmental 
problems were discovered. There were 
transitional problems with regard to 
transitioning the bases from one place 
to another. 

But in any event, of the literally cou- 
ple of hundred bases, I guess, we have 
ordered to be closed, only 10 percent or 
less have been closed. 

The problem is, if we s tar t  into an- 
other round of 1995 and we are asked to 
put up the money for that  process, - which is in effect putting a lot more 
bases in the pipeline, we are actually 
running up more costs today by the 
bases that were not closed than we 
could possibly save by trying to close 
more. I am not in favor of not continu- 
ing the process of closing bases. But if 
we are asked now to finance the closing 
of bases in 1995, we are going to have to 
cut troop strength a n d  cut procure- 
ment to do that. Because the bases 
that were ordered to be closed have not 
been closed, cannot be closed because 
of problems that were not foreseen a t  
the time those prior bases were ordered 
to be closed. 

I agree with what the Senator has 
said, this should not be related in any 
event. in my opinion, to 1996 as far as  
what we are doing. We are looking a t  
the costs. I do not think the Senator 
from Texas wants us to reduce the 
number of divisions down to nine divi- 
sions because we have to order and 
start  the process of closing some more 
bases that will not be closed in their 
time either because these bases are 
still in the pipeline. They are not being 
closed because of horrendous problems. 
particularly in the environmental 
field. 

NGRESSIONAL RECORD- SEN 
I urge the Senator from Texas to 

look a t  some of those prob1err.s that 
are delaying these base closures. I am 
not for delaying any base closures. I 
am not for reversing any decisions. I 
just ask why should we add =ore to the 
list when we cannot close what we have 
ordered to be closed already? I think 
the cost of these, once you start  the 
process of closing-you start  imme- 
diately and you have problems of relo- 
cation of the forces there and Cisposal 
of the equipment there wherever you 
order a base to  be closed. Today the 
cost of keeping up the utilities alone in 
some of these bases that were ordered 
to be closed in 1998 is quite excessive. 

I think we should not incur the addi- 
tional expenses of additional base clo- 
sures when the result of that will be a 
further decline in the troop strength, a 
further decline in the steaming hours 
and flying hours, the operation and 
maintenance money, that we have to  
have to maintain our readiness. I urge 
the Senator to study the problem with 
regard to the cost of maintaining these 
bases until we will get the environ- 
mental clearance to close them. 

Mr. GRAMAM. Madam President, let 
me reclaim my time and respond. First 
of all. I am willing to look a t  any facts. 
I always try to enter these debates 
with an open mind but I am not enter- 
ing this debate with an empty mind. 

Basically, the bottom line is that our 
rni1it-j bases do not match the size of 
the force that the Congress is willing 
to pay for. I would. readily agree a l t h  
the distinguished Senator from Alaska 
that in closing military bases-it is a 
hard thing to do-we have run into en- 
vironmental problems. But as we con- 
tinue to expand the environmental re- 
quirements, those problems are not 
going to be any easier in 1997. If any- 
thing, they are  probably going to be 
worse. 

If every business in America that had 
to make tough decisions simply looked 
a t  the immediate cost of closing a fa- 
cility most of them would go bankrupt 
because they would conclude that  in 
the short run i t  costs money to close a 
plant, consolidate, or relocate. But. in- 
stead. they t ry  to look a t  the long- 
term benefits. 

My concern-and I emphasize this--is 
I believe we are  cutticg defense too 
fast. I do not think the world situation 
justifies what we are doing. But if we 
delay this process. if we keep outmoded 
bases open, then we will be forced to  
spend scarce defense dollars on them. 
We are building down, and if I have to 
choose between a military with person- 
nel that are well equipped and well 
trained, or one with more bases. I want 
the better equipped and trained rnili- 
tary. If delays are a problem, then I am 
willing to work with the Senator from 
Alaska to smooth the process. 

I am very fearful that if we stop this 
process we are going to  end up with the 
kind of builddown we had after Viet- 
nam, where benefits. pay, and mod- 
ernization were sacrificed. All three 
Members on the floor at the moment 
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on our side of the aisle have been 
strong supporters of defense. I am 
alarmed about the cuts that are belng 
made. But I think in the midst of those 
cuts the worst thing we can do, when 
we are reducing the number of people, 
is  not reduce the number of facilities. 

We are asking for a disaster, and the 
longer we wait to  do this, the harder 
and more expensive i t  will be. 

Mr. McC-QIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAIVM. Why do I not yield and 

let the Senator from Arizona get the 
floor. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OEFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona seek his own 
time? There are 8 minutes remaining 
on the time of the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. McCAIN. I seek my own time. 
Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

What amount of time does he seek? 
Mr. McCAIN. I request 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, i t  is so ordered. 
The Senator from .hizona is recog- 

nized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. McCAIN. I understand the con- 

cerns of the Senator from Alaska. One 
of the unanticipated costs--and i t  prob- 
ably should have been an anticipated 
cost of base closings-haa been in the 
enormous environmental challenges we 
have faced. There is a base I believe in 
Indiana which used to be a place where 
ordnance was tested where no one 
knows when they will be environ- 
mentally clean and closed. 

I take exception to the description of 
the Senator from Alaska as to what a 
closed base is. Because a base is not 
closed entirely does not mean that all 
military activity has not been removed 
from i t  and all the military personnel 
have left. So a large number of the 
bases that the Senator from Alaska is 
talking about have been closed as far 
as the pactical  aspect of i t  if not a 
technical aspect. 

Also, the fact is that  we have cut de- 
fense by 40 percent since 1987-by 40 
percent. I t  will be another 5 percent 
under the Clinton budget which I have 
no reason to believe will be changed. In 
fact I have reason to believe in light of 
recent actions on the part of the Con- 
gress the cuts will be greater rather 
than smaller. 

At the same time we have cut the 
base structure, the support base struc- 
ture in this country by only 15 percent. 
That imbalance cannot last. That im- 
balance has to  be addressed. Unless the 
Senator from Alaska has different in- 
formation than I do. I suggest we have 
to match the base structure with the 
force itself. Othernise we are going to 
pay this bill even more heavily over 
time. 

The environmental problems that 
exist a t  bases that are going to  be 
closed are not going to get better. In 
fact, I think some expert in the studies 
of the envfronments a t  these bases 
would make a strong case they are 
going to get worse the longer we leave 
these toxic things that have been 
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are replacing, has been the number of 
ships we can maintain. I think the pub- 
lic ought to know that if we continue 
to say we are closing bases and do not 
close them, the effect is  :educed man- 
power. reduced equipment, r-duced pro- 
curement and reduced read:ness We 
have to keep that in mind. 

If you want to decide what bases to 
close in 1995, go ahead and do it. But if 
you try to spend money on closing 
them. you are going to take i t  from 
somewhere, and that will be from a re- 
duced level of appropriations that is 
not currently enough t c  maintain read- 
iness to defend this country. 

My c o ~ ~ n l t m e n t  is to maintain read- 
iness Partlcu!zrly. I call the atteztion 
of my col!eagues to the fact that we 
are gcing to double the amount of 
money put Into the em-ironmental ac- 
count this year. Where is i t  going to 
come from? I t  is going to come from 
reduc:ag the s!ze of some of the uni',s 
that we thought we were going to have. 
Instead of divisiozs. we are goizg to 
have brigades. Instead of brigades. we 
will have battalions. Instead of a 600- 
or 700-ship Xdvy, we are going to have 
a 300-ship Navy. 

I have to tell you, we are the world's 
last superpower. I hate to be around 
here in the year 2000 when the world 
needs a superpower, because we are not 
going to be one ~f we keep spending the 
money for the process of closing. bct 
we do not get them closed. 

I predict the bases ordered to be 
closed in 1988 will not be closed until 
1B8. Those ordered to  be closed in 1991 . 
will not be closed until 2001. That is 
about the delay. I t  is about a 10-gear 
delay. -* i 

I agree. they are not maintained a t  
the same level they were before the 
base-closure order. but there are still 
people there to  protect them, there are 
still utilities there. there are still on- 
going costs of maintaining the Corps of 
Engmeers. 

Those costs alone. in terms of Lhese 
bases that  have not been closed. are 
mounting every year. I say to  my col- 
leagues. look at the reports of the GAO 
and the Congressional Budget Office 
and see what you can do to help us. We 
cannot stretch this dollar any further. 
The dollars available to us are decreas- 
ing, and the demands from the military 
people to not go any further are in- 
creasing. 

I originally got in this because of a 
complaint from uniformed officers say- 
ing. ''What are you doing to our serv- 
ices? The manpower is too low." I be- 
lieve that  this Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission concept should 
be examined once again in terms of the 
timing of spending money on closure of 
more bases that  will not be closed until 
the next century. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESlDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I will be . 

brief. I think the Senator from Alaska 
makea some very important points, es- 

: 
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spilled and unexploded ordnance and golna to downsize the military in the 
things. They become a worse situation post-cold-wax era, we have to do i t  in a 
rather than better over time. falr and equitable manner. with the 

The one aspect of the base closing Erst priority being to readiness. the 
commission concept was so the Con- second priority being to the welfare of 
gress would not have to  carry out i t s  the men and women in the military. 
responsibilities. As the Senator from and the third priority is the bases 
Texas said. none of us could ever close themselves. 
a base so we gave the responsibilities I yield back the remainder of my 
to a base closing commission. They time. 
carried out their duties. Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

They are, according to the law, em- The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
powered to do i t  one more time. in 1965. FE~GOLD) .  The Senator from Alaska. 
And we all know that their decisions Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I seek 
will ba draconian in nat-xe.  In fact, the the floor in rr.y own name. 
initial regarts we have are they will be The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
double the previous base closing com- ator is recognized. 
nission's decisions. Tam sure that is a JLr. STEVENS. Mr. Presiaent, the  
very frightening prospect. But I do not strange thing is that the three of us, I 
believe we can tell young men and think, are ccmmitted to the same con- 
women that thgy have to leave the ceat of maintaining the strongest pos- 
mi!itary, as we are telling them by the sible defecse for the United States. 
thousands, and a t  the same t i n e  say I say to my two friends that  the Ap 
we =e going to keep this base open be- propriatiori Committee has been noti- 
cause i t  is too expecsive. fied that studies made by the General 

Today we nre telling thousands of Accounting Office and by the Congres- 
young men and women who joined the siooal Budget Office have indicated 
military for a career: 1 am sorry, you that the original estimates of the cost 
have to leave the military because we of closing bases was exceedingly low. I t  
cannot afford to keep you in the mili- was an estimate, and we have now 
tary because we have not enough in the processed 1383, 1991 and 1993 bas& to be 
defense budget. By the way, we are closed. The difficulty with i t  is  the en- 
g o k g  to keep all these bases open be- virormental costs alone are such that 
cause we cannot afford to close them. i t  is  now estimated that we will not 

We are going to pay this bill for clos- break even in t e rns  of the cost of clos- 
ing a base now or later. I t  is  like the ing the bases and the savings. until the 
commercial which I believe is for muf- turn of the century. 
flers: "Pay me now or pay me later." The problem that we have is, we an- 
Mr. GRA-MM. Frarn oil fllter. ticipated these closed bases would be 
hir. McCAN. Is i t  a fllter? off the appropriations demand by 1996, 
"Pay me now or pay me later." I and we find that is not the case. If we 

would rather pay now and go through add to the l i s t a l r e a d y  we are going to 
this painful adjustment and s tar t  ad- have to bring down. unless we get an 
dressing these terrible environmental increase in defense spending-we are 
problems that we found a t  these bases, going to have to bring down something 
rather than delay i t  and delay it. in order to meet the added costs of 

I will make one more comment from closing these bases. 
being around this organization. this My point is that I believe in readi- 
body, for some y e w .  Once we agree to ness so much that I believe we have to 
a delay. once we break this chain that recomze if we add to  this list of bases 
we have committed ourselves to by to be closed in 1995. if we start  funding 
law. I have no confidence that  we will in 1995. by the turn of the century-It 
then return to a base-closing procedure will be way into the turn of the cen- 
that  will actually work. tury before we break even. 

I look forward to working with the We all know in defense--the Senator 
Senator from Alaska and the Senator from Arizona just said+espite the 
from Texas in trying to put a brake on President's cut, there are going to be 
these draconian cuts that  we are seeing additional cuts demanded by some peo- 
in defense spending. ple in Congress. What is happening is 

On last Monday, the Senator from readiness is being affected. We are 
Ohio [hir. GLENN]. and I went down to  going to have a hollow Army. hollow 
Norfolk. VA. We met with Navy and Ai r  Force. We will not be able to, once 
~Marlne C o w  personnel, both air  and again, man our ships. We  will not be 
ship people. They are all very con- able to keep our airplanes flying. And 
cerned. I would say to my friends: They we certainly will not have the people 
are deeply concerned. They are wor- that we say we have in the divisions 
ried. Readiness is starting to suffer al- that are there. 
ready. All I am trying to do is alert my 

So I suggest that  if we deviate from friends: Keep an open mind where this 
what we imposed on ourselves by law. money is going to come from. We say. 
that  we will suffer significant financial ''Well, we'll have to  pay the added 
and. perhaps. personal consequences in cost." There is no place to  pay the 
having to force more and more young added cost from except the limited 
men and women out of the military amount we have now, and that means 
than we are already. something has to be decreased. 

I respect enormously the views and What has been decreased so far has 
knowledge of my friend from Alaska, been readiness, has been manpower. 
but I suggest to him that if we are has been the number of airplanes we 
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pecizlly :a the area of hls responsibil- 
1t:es In the Appropriat:ons Cornmlttee. 

Flrst of ail. it is a flrndamental fact 
that  we tave an obligation to see that 
the Arr.led Forces of the Ucited S'tates 
are run in the most efficient manner. 
We cannot run the Armed Forces and 
conduct ocr operations in the most ef- 
ficient fashion if we cut the defense 
buaget by 45 x r c e n t  and the supwrt  
stmcture by only 15 percent. That is a 
fclndarnental imbdance which, over 
tims, has to be extremely more expen- 
sive. 

Cntil you get that balance betwcen 
force structure a d  bases, then we will 
operate, wlth the taxpayers' dollars, in 
an inefficient wasteful maaner. hd- 
mittedly. i t  will be p a i ~ u .  !.emit- 
tedly, the environmental prob!ems 
were underestimated dramatically, but 
those are not going to  charxe. 

Xow we come back to another ques- 
tion and a strong difference that I have 
hzd with tSe Senator from Alaska for a 
long time. I will fight as hard as I can 
to keep a level of defense spending 
which is appropriate to meet the na- 
tional security requirements of this 
Nation. But I say to my Mend from 
Alaska, if the Congress continues to 
cut, and the administration continues 
to propose these cuts, and we end up in 
the situation that  the Senator from 
Alaska describes, a t  least I will have 
fought the good flght, and a t  least the 
people of this country will know who 
sounded the klaxon that  this danger 
was upon us, and who did not go along 
and accept a premise that  we have to  
go d o n g  with continued cuts in defense 
spending which d l 1  erode this Nation's 
ability to  defend our vital national se- 
curlty interests. 

I t  is  just like the Grassley-Exon 
amendment that  was going to cut  the 
budget; therefore, automatically i t  was 
coming out of defense. I said, no, it 
does not have to come out of defense. I t  
can come out of a whole lot  of things. 
a list of which a mile long I can give 
the Senator from Alaska. But we ac- 
cepted the premise that  any cut in the 
budget was gcing to come out of de- 
fense. 

I say no. I aay we are rational, think- 
ing people and understand that they 
cannot continue to come out of de- 
fense. They cannot. if we expect to de- 
fend this Nation's vital national secu- 
r i ty  interests. 

So I say to the Senator from Alaska, 
i t  is  time we went to the American 
people and said we have t o  close these 
bases because we have to have a proper 
balance between force structure and 
the support structure which are r e g  
resented by the bases. We may have to 
pay extra for it. but we do not nec- 
essarily have to throw men and women 
out of the military while we are doing 
it. 

Why not cut some of these programs 
that  the American people do not s u p  
port anyway when they hear about 
them? Why not go a t  i t  from this direc- 
tion rather than saying it ia all going 
to come out of defense, guys, if we cut 
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the defense budget. It does not have to. could convince me the process skou!d 
That is a conscious decision made by be halted, but I would have to say that 
Lye Congress of the Un~ted States. as of t o b y  I cannot !mz;r,ce it. I ~";1 

I will not scpporf !t. I will s ~ e a k  afraid that if we stop the base c l o s ~ e  
against !t scd sooner or :ate? the vot- review whlle we continue to ~ ~ i c d ! ~  
ers of thls c o l ~ t r y  wi!l recognize who cut defense. we are goicg to end up 
stood up for a strong natiocal defense with a military that cannot meet i t s  
and who d:d not, and. ucfortunate!y, in missions. That is somet~hmg 1 do not 
my vlew. i t  may be in a time of na- want and I cannot suppcrt. 
tlonal cnsis. But I am not going along I yield the floor. 
to get along. hfr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

I yield the !loor. The PRESIDISG OFFICER. The Sen- 
1Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. s tor  from Alaska. 
The PRESJDIPU'G CFFICER. The Sen- -. S T E W S .  I just want to make 

ator ken? Texas. sure my friends understand. The Sen- 
>> GX4-MM. Mr. President, I do not ator fiom Te.w does not lust have 3 

have a quarrel wlth our colleague frcm toothache aEd- needs a dentlst. F,e 
A-lska. I do not doubt the sincerity of needs a root canal. and i t  is a bad one 
his position, but here is the bottom snd he needs scrne cther experts to  
line. Whatever i t  costs to consolidate look a t  the situation. I have to lot him 
bases or no matter how long i t  takes, kcow that the exwrts we have used so 
we know that when defense has been far have told us that while the Con- 
cut by 40 percent and our base struc- gress has said to close these bases and 
ture has been cut by 15 percent. we while the authorizers say in effect they 
have a facility excess. and therefore we are closed, we have not closed 15 per- 
are going to have to  continue the re- cent. We have closed less than 5 per- 
view process. cent. 

Nobody wanta to do it. I hate to  see The reason we have closed less than 5 
bzses closed in my State. I do not like percent ts because Congress keeps pass- 
seeing them closed anywhere. But ing environmental standards which 
there is something worse than not nn- must be met by the military. and these 
dertaking that assessment. What is bases now are costing us more to close 
worse 1s destroying our capacity to  de- than they cost to operate. A8 a matter 
fend America and defend our interests. of fact, part of the problem is i t  was es- 
I know that we could get into a debate timated that we could close some and 
about how long i t  takes to  recapture sell them. and the revenue would be 
the money we spend to close bases, say- turned back into the Treasury and 
ing it will not happen until the end of would be available to help sustain the 
the century. That sounds like a long military a t  the level we thought i t  
time. But the end of the century is less would be sustained. The sales are abys- 
than 6 yeam away. Closing bases is not mally low. No one wants to  bid on this 
going to  get cheaper. I t  is not going to  land because of the environmental 
get easier. We know we have to do it if problems. They are not willhg to take 
we a m  going t o  maintain defense. Does them. 
anybody believe we are going to have As a consequence, we have the situs- 
more money tomorrow than we have tion where. although we have ordered 
today glven who is in the White House about 15 percent to  be closed, they 
and given the makeup of the Congress? have not even come close to  that. We 

I believe this is something that needs are now going to order some more to be 
to be done. I feel the same way about closed, and we sre going to  increase 
base closlngs that  I do about golng to spending on them. I t  wfll actually be 
the dentist. I never went to the dertist more expensive to  go into it than to let  
until I was a teenager, and i t  wa,s a them be delayed for a couple years. 
shocking experience when I did. I hate You can go ahead with your force 
going to  the dentist. But when I find structure reduction. but if you add 
out I have to  go, I want to get there more bases t o  be closed, you are goicg 
and get i t  ovsr with. to  hire more people to close them; It is 

Finally. Admiral Eoorda says. a different set of people that handle 
"There is not enough money to a s i n -  closing a ba3e than handle opening a 
tain infrastructcre we no longer need." base. 

Now, I think that is as clear a state- I can tell the two Senators, from the 
ment of thls problem as you can have. best I can tell, the increased cost of 
The bottom line is. we have a lot of closing bases is decreasing our military 
people in the Senate and the House. in readiness; i t  is decreasing the &mount 
the Pentagon and the m i t e  House-- of money available to do what all of u s  
and I do not count the Senator h m  want to do, ncd that  is maintain the 
Alaska among t h e w w h o  want t o  cut highest capability we can. I agree we 
defense but act  as if i t  does not have should not cut as far as we could. I 
any impact; that  their votes to  cut de- agree we should have proceeded more 
fense do not afit3ct their State, do not rapidly. 
affect their bsses. My point is I think that the author& 

Well. in reality we know what those ing committee has to  take a look at 
votes do. What I want to do is make ra- what is  going on. Streamlining our 
tional decisions. The Bsse Closure base structure in connection with the 
Commission process has helped us do declining force structure is absolutely 
what we hate to do but which we all necessary. 
know has to  be done. Somebody may By the way. the Senator's estimate 
come fonaard with a rationale that  is, in my understandtng. very conserv- 
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ative as  to the cumber oi bases to De 
closed ic  the next round. The number 
of bases to be closed in the 1995 round 
:s equal to t2e number thac were or- 
dered to be closed in 1908. 1991, and 1993. 
As I s a d .  of t h o s c a b c u t  10 percect or- 
dered to be clcsed so far have h e n  
closed. The forces are not there. But 
the base maintecance costs are there. 1 
really do not want to see another group 
of base maintenance people get paid 
and have us reduce further the number 
of people we can maintain in our stand- 
ing A m y ,  standing Air Force. and 
standing Navy. 

Now, if I am not being understood- 
and It sounds like I am not being un- 
derstood-I think we are basically in 
agreement in goals. But I would ask 
you how do we get the money to order 
more bases to be closed and move in 
more people to deal with the local com- 
munities. to tell them the bases will 
not be available to them, start  plan- 
ning for sales. and then find. as we 
have in all the rest them, that the en- 
vironmental costa and the transitional 
costs u e  so great that  the estimated 
savings have been nil so far? We have 
not saved one dime so far from any 
base that waa ordered t o  be closed. 
That has not netted out yet. and we are 
now 6 yeare into the process. Six years 
is  a short time all right, but I have to 
tell you in tenns of base closures i t  is 
not very long at all. And I would pre- 
dict to you that these bases are going 
to be on our base operations list ss 
long as there are environmental prob- 
lems. The environmental problems are 
increasing. not decreasing, by the laws 
that this Congress ia passing. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Arizona m. MCCARJ]. 
Mr. McCAXN. I wish to make a very 

brief comment. The Senator from Alas- 
ka, I am sure, knows that the laws 
passed by Congress require us to clean 
up the environment on a base whether 
i t  is open or closed. The environmental 
cleanup has to be carried out whether 
that  base is open or  closed. Z 

So the facc is that bases that are 
open. we are required to not allow 
them to be in violation of the laws of 
lanC. 

Yes. !t is trze. And the fact is that if 
the Senator from Alaska believes that 
these env'donxnental problems are 
going to be any better if we delay these 
bases from Selng closed 1 or 2 or 3 or 5 
years from now. he has different infor- 
mation from that received by the 
Armed Senlces Committee. 

These enrironrnental problems are 
getting worse and worse and worse. 
They are going to cost more and more 
and more to get cleaned up. So the 
sooner we get about i t ,  the better. 

Where the Senator from Alaska and I 
are in disagreement is where the 
money comes from. The Senator from 
Alaska assumes that i t  comes out of 
defense. I say maybe i t  will. Maybe 
that is the reality. But i t  does not have 
to be. I t  does not have to come out of 
defense. I t  can come out of the Cor- 

goration for P71blic Broadcast;ng. It 
can come out of the ;ark barrei 
3ro:ects of which I identified-S-1 hil- 
!ion worr,h of unauihorized appropria- 
tiocs which had no use whatsoever ex- 
cnpt to satisfy some Senator or Con- 
gressman's district. It couid come out 
of the airplanes that we purchased for 
the Department of Defense that they 
neither could use nor wanted. We could 
take i t  out of the funds for the air- 
planes that we bought for congres- 
sional junkets. 

We could take i t  out of the billions of 
dollars that the CBO identified for me 
which was total pork barrel spending 
instead of taking i t  out of what we are 
doing now, and that is telling men and 
women who join the military for a ca- 
reer that they have to leave because we 
cannot afford to keep them. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from North Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 

ever known was when that country was 
occcpied by the V.S. Marines. 

Mr. Aristide did not rule denocrat- 
icaily by a w  stietch of the irnagina- 
tion dur',n,o the 7 months that he was 
president. nor did he even try to. I will 
not go into the necklaces, and all tl?e 
other things that occurred. But he did 
not try to be a democratic president. 

Nevertheless. the administration 
continues to orate about returning 
Aristide to power. Considering the fact 
that sanctions have failed miserably. 
just what is i t  that the administration 
is proposing? "Tougher sanctions," 
said Mr. Talbott and Mr. Berger. plus a 
foolish hope that they expressed that 
the Haitian military will somehow and 
for some reason take flight and give 
up. Sanctions have not even begun to 
work, and there is no logic to support 
or believe that sanctions will ever 
work. 

So. Mr. President. speaking for my- 
self alone, as ranking member of the 

DON'T DO IT. MR. PRESIDENT 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President. Deputy 

Secretary of State Strobe Talbott and 
Deputy National Security Adviser 
Sandy Berger briefed the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee on Tuesday regarding 
President Clinton's policy toward 
Haiti. They had previously briefed the 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives last week on the same subject, 
and that  testimony last week was 
widely reported in the media. 

Under the circumstances. i t  therefore 
seems to  me absurd that  Tuesday's 
briefing. if you want to  call i t  that ,  by 
Secretary Talbott and Mr. Berger. was 
declared to be a eecret meeting. an ac- 
tion which I protested a t  the time. I 
mention the matter today because not 
one syllable was uttered by either Mr. 
Talbott or Mr. Berger or anybody else 
that has not already been reported by 
the media. 

However. Mr. President. the Amer- 
ican people have every right to be as- 
tounded that the Clinton administra- 
tion is unable to answer even the most 
basic policy questions about Haiti. 
Small wonder then that  the conclusion 
is icescapable that the Senate briefing 
was classified totally for political rea- 
sons, and the American people are enti- 
tied to know that. 

First of all. Mr. President, I am abso- 
lutely convinced, beyond any peradven- 
ture. that  there is no justification for 
Mr. Clinton even thinking about send- 
ing United States military personnel 
into Haiti-as he clearly indicated was 
an option in some of his recent public 
statements. The Wall Street Journal 
described the President a s  a m m  who 
"talks loudly and carries a twig." 

Having said that, Mr. President, i t  is 
important ta bear in mind that all this 
political pontification about "restoring 
democracy to Haitiv-and we hear that 
over and over again-this is pure non- 
sense because Haiti has never had any 
democracy t o  restore. The nearest 
thing to a democracy that Haiti has 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
my unyielding position regarding Haiti 
is that not one American soldier or 
sailor shall be put in harm's way in 
Haiti. Congress must continue to forbid 
this administration sending United 
States troops to  Haiti. 

The United States has only one na- 
tional security interest in Haiti. and 
that is to stop the flow of illegal immi- 
grants into the United States. The life 
of even one American soldier or sailor 
should not be put at risk in a vain at- 
tempt to restore-"to restore." and I 
am saying that with quotation marks 
surrounding i t  -Mr. Aristide to power. 

Just  remember, on October 21 of last 
year the Senate passed by a vote of 98 
to 2 a nonbinding resolution urging 
that the President not send United 
States troops to Haiti without congres- 
sional approval. I seriously doubt that 
Corgress will even consider approving 
risking the lives of American sen-ice 
men and women in Haiti to defend Mr. 
Aristide, who demonstrably is no friend 
of the United States. 

There was an interesting irony thls 
past Tuesday. While President Clin- 
ton's advisers were in room S-116 on 
the first floor just below the Senate 
Chazber testifying a t  that secret 
meeting of the Foreign Relations Corn- 
mitcee, and talking only about tougher 
sanctions, the President of the United 
States was by no means ruling out 
sending United States Armed Forces to 
Haiti. 

But. A i r .  President. surely. Mr. Clin- 
ton has given a t  least some consider- 
ation to the cost of U.S. military inter- 
vention. Eow long for example would i t  
last? Will United States marines have 
to  occupy Haiti for 19 years as they &id 
earlier in this century? How many 
American lives will the Clinton admin- 
istration be willing to lose to  defend 
Aristide? And what will the President 
say to the parents of krnerican soldiers 
and sailors who may be killed ip that 
action of folly? 

The last time the United States in- 
tervened militarily in Haiti earlier this 
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The GAO study was requested by Cong Fazio. Unfortunately I have not been able to locate 
much on that analysis but the Report is GAONNSIAD-93-146R, Air Logistics Center Indicators. 
The rating was based strictly on a 1-5 rating = 5-1 ranking for each area rated by GAO(eg Rank 
#4 = Score of 2). The Flying Operations score in the case shown was for 'Fighter Operations' 
again using certified data and spread sheet programming. All are available in our library. As 
you know. Hill AFB was not added for consideration and thus not further analyzed. 

In the 95 round the Depot, RDT&E and Lab analysis will be done be the Cross-Service Team 
on the Commission as headed by Mr Jim Owsley. fc 
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So I think the DOD is taking it on seriously, and 

it's being cost-driven. They really will have no 

alternative in out years. 

COMMISSIONER BYRON: I think in some of the 

hearings that we had, several of the depots said that they 

had just begun to bid on other services' work, and if they 

are left to stay alive, they will be able to fill up their 

excess capacity and their hourly wage by the bidding process 

of interservicing. 

MR. COOK: I would like to ask Roger Houck, then, 

to address the Air Force depot structure. 

MR. HOUCK: Good evening, Mr. Chairman. The 

purpose of my comments this evening is to present to the 

commissioners information for consideration for adding 

Tinker, Kelly, Robins, and Hill Air Force Bases as 

candidates for closure or realignment as an alternative or 

addition to McClellan Air Force Base, California. 
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The Air Force depot structure consists of five air 

logistic centers, all of which perform air frame repair work 

and one specialized center, Newark Air Force Base, Ohio, 

which performs work on missile components, commercial 

navigation equipment, and test equipment calibration, or 

metrology, as it is called. 

At this point, I would like to take a few moments 

to make a few comments about Newark Air Force Base, or the 

Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, as it is called. 

Newark is a highly specialized facility, which is considered 

a depot because it does things a depot does. It overhauls, 

it repairs, it maintains, it modifies equipment, like other 

depots. 

Almost 1,700 civilian workers are employed at 

Newark. The installation, as you may know, has no runway. 

In fact, the presence of a runway at Newark would be 

detrimental to the basic mission of that center, which is 

missile guidance repair, commercial navigation equipment 
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repair, and calibration of testing equipment. A runway 

would create vibration and those kinds of things which would 

impair that installation's capability to do its basic repair 

work. 

For purposes of this hearing, Newark will not be 

compared to the other depots because, as I said, it has no 

runway, it does not perform air frame structural repair 

work, and it's already on the DOD list. 

If I could have the next slide, please. 

Earlier, Mr. Cook explained to you the impact of 

the proposed 1993 depot closures, in which projected 1997 

workload was compared against 1992 and 1987 capacity. As 

you can see from these charts, the closure of one Air Force 

depot would be expected to result in a projected 89 percent 

capacity utilization, when compared against 1992 data. 

Yet, if you compare that data to 1987 capacity, 

the high year, the benchmark, that capacity utilization 

drops back down to 65 percent. 



If I could have the next slide, please. 

Before I discuss the preliminary results of the 

staff's comparative analysis on the five Air Force depots, I 

would like to explain that, for ease of reference, Tinker 

and Kelly Air Force Bases have been shaded to reflect those 

two bases or those two depots as, essentially, large 

aircraft depots, depots which work on things like C-5s and 

B-52s and E-3s, for example. 

Contrast this to depots I would refer to as 

smaller aircraft depots, depots like Hill, McClellan, and 

Robins. It's not to say that Hill and Robins and McClellan 

don't work on large airplanes; they do. McClellan works on 

C-135s. Robins does work on C-130s and (2-141s. Hill also 

does repair work on C-130s. But, for the most part, you can 

distinguish those depots and the big aircraft and small 

aircraft depots. That's an important concept as we go 

through my comments. 
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Staff has conducted preliminary analysis on the 

depots to include developing scores for both flying 

operations and depot operations. The Air Force team, 

earlier this evening, specifically, Major Dittmer and Mr. 

Frank Cantwell, explained to you the scoring methodology 

used to compute the flying operational scores. Those scores 

are depicted as shown for the five ALC or depot bases. 

Continuing the preliminary scoring process, once 

we get inside the fence, inside the depot, we are attempting 

to take a look at efficiency and productivity within that 

depot. Three categories of depot operations scores are 

shown. The first is the Air Force score. These numbers 

were computed by assigning numerical values to green, 

yellow, and red ratings given to the bases by the Air Force 

in the final scoring process for the measurement criteria 

shown on the left side of the screen. 

The depot bases, in the questionnaires, had 

provided specific data on 16 criteria in the areas of depot 



operations, depot material management, utility cost, unique 

facilities, and so on. Eleven of these criteria were 

ultimately used by the Air Force in the final scoring 

process. Those scores are as shown. 

The second score, the corrected Air Force score, 

represents the staff's adjustment to the Air Force's score. 

Let me explain to you the process we employed. We cranked 

back in the five criteria the Air Force had chosen not to 

use, and we needed some arithmetic and computational 

corrections. We threw out a few criteria for which 

distorted data had been provided by the bases and should not 

have been used in the Air Force process. 

There were another couple of examples. For 

example, Hill Air Force Base was inadvertently incorrectly 

rated green for current capacity, when it should have been 

rated red. Those were some of the kinds of adjustments that 

we made looking at that depot itself. 



To provide yet another perspective on how the 

depots compare against one another, the staff developed a 

set of additional criteria, depicted as R&A expanded. It's 

an expanded list of performance indicators. All of these 

criteria, except the last, the percent of depot workload 

interservice, were derived, in large part, from a February 

1993 GAO study which examined all five Air Force depots. 

Now, that GAO study was very heavily footnoted 

that, although the data had been obtained from OSD and the 

services - -  in many cases, from the depots themselves - -  

that data had not been verified and could be subject to 

differing interpretations, because of the different 

workloads and the different missions the depots have. 

I would like to emphasize, once again, that all of 

the scores, the preliminary flying operation scores, as well 

as the depot operations scores, are preliminary in nature. 

Ongoing analysis will continue to further examine efficiency 

and productivity factors affecting these five depot bases. 
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Battle for Air Depots 
Pits Tinker, Four Bases 

~y Chrlc Casteel 
Wnshlrlgkon Bureau 

WASHDIGTON - In its fears about 10s- 
its Alr Ingl~t lcs Center - and .!n Its 

@!forts to prevent that from haljponlns - 
Dklnhome City has company. 

Company and competlt lOn. 
1:our other cornmunlti~b jurve Air Force 

n~ajntenance depts  that ropair jets, 
pbnes and mmponcnte, and thoy'rfi just 
US worr.led about the 1W6 rollnd of base 
clusurc3. 

Thpy'vr formed taxk forces, they've *;IS. 
itcd t h ~   pent^ on. thny've had Air Force f ~ i f l c i d s  vjslt l wrn. Some, like Oklaho~~w 
Citv,  ~ R V P  bired Wsshin on consullollt~. 8: Some are visl\lng other LCs to het: 1 1 0 ~  

their own measures UP. 
"We've been maklng kips for x v e r d  

mu~ttjis to do fa~j. f i ~ d l n g  and Into~iacrrrc 
,0therhg," said P a d  Robormn, thf! PI'@ 

k c t  d u n t o r  h r   an bton io ls  effort io 
nratcct tho Air Logistin; Cenlcr nt KCUS 
L r  FOTCO Bw. 

BUI Cherk '~  a deflnlte lack of clualily 
i n t p i l ~ g e l ~ c ~  to be had at t h ~ s  point. 1)e- 
n p l t ~  RU the efforts to get i n ~ i d e  infortna- 
tlon. rnmmunil I8sders don't cven know 
how many of t X e A K s  nllghr be clu\.l"d. 
much less which ones. 

Retilqed hla]. Gun. Mlhv p,~vich, who w.3~ 

hired to help 83vr the ALC in Ogllal. 

U t ~ h .  %id a former Alr Force 
c h i d  of staff told a local group 
recenlly that none or the US 
skould be closed. 

Tam Ens, president of the Sacya. 
~ n 6 n t o  Motro I lkn  Cllarnber uf r Cufuu~wrce, sa d hc had hcnrd o h  
ilar cornmsnta. But he said he has 
also heard that t h ~  1WS ml~nrl of 
clo~ures wll2 bp the blggest vet. 

"If you begin to translate thal 
into basts, Y~LI'U give youneb' a11 
Excedrin headache," Efes said, 

Dlck Walden, executive vlce 
yresjdent of t h e  Warner RULII.I.I 
Chunber uf Cu)lnuarce, said clos- 
ulg O I I ~  ALC "~ecrns a cortabty, 
and two is  obvbusly not out of' Ihp 
quosllon." 

The Air Foroe is currently evalu. 
~ t l n g  all of i ts bases ~ t r d  depots 10 
determlnh which It can and cflfi'l 
f iord to close.' SecMlary of 
fense Willlam Perry hsa to review 
Ule reconimendatlons h m  all the 
services and Bubmlt a list to h 
Delema Base Closure mid Realjo. 
men1 Coinmlbsion by Mnrch I. 

nobsrson, In San Antonio, sald 
h b  had hoard the Air Force's flrrt 
dm of r ~ c n m m f i n d a t J o ~  may be 
completed by oarly January. ito. 
tlrod LI. Gen. Richerd A .  HU eo. 
who b headln tho l'inkinklf %sk 
Forca. said he [ad heard the fusl 
de~dline 1s Jan. 15. 

That means, if the Wormation 
lOllk8 out, communities may know 
in kss than a month wlwl Ole Alr 
Force's Inllial rccommendatlons 
are, But even if an AU: doean't 
make the Air Force's or fimft- 
tary'c list, it m n  be added u late 
n.9 May bv the baswloslnn com- 
mlcdon. - 

" 

' h e  Air Forco declslons wffl be 
crlttcal, elnce the deftnut, were. 

tary ~eneraU doean't deviate 
when W p  i~p om ~ E W I I I I I I I ~ ~ .  
datlona, and the hwcloslng com- 
mibvlull ubudly make8 few ohme. 
es lo (he secretary's list. 

Ono major exception in 1993 in. 
volvbd tho ALC in k m m n t o .  
The Air Force recommended that 
the ALC there be closed, hut then- 
Defense Secrelary Lss As tn decld. ! ed northern W o m i a  ad bee11 
hit too nard by prevlou c l u s l ~ ~  b. 
He declined to put It on the g a t  
cubmi(led Lo the commluion. 

The c o m m j ~ i o n  later added Mc. 
Clcilan to its review llst. nlnng 
with the ALCs h Oklabonw City, 
Ssn Antonio and Warner Rbblns 
before deciding not t o  close m y  of 
them. 

Man inirolved In the process 
view Ad ~s bar deelrion about Mc. 
CloUan to L a poliha one slma 
at  whtung Avor In the delegatc 
rlch stare of CalUofornl#. Economic 
i lrlpct IS auppwci to gct much 

rategorhs. 
Walden, of Warner Roblns, said 

1110 McC1eb.n u s e  "taught ull or 
us R numbor of thfngs" 

''We found that (the h l w i r ~ g  
y r u c w )  LVUU be dono at a poUtl. 
cd level with some dc oo of dco 
t i v c n ~ . ~  he miti,,$ don't ,Y. 
count that poc~ibllf  apin." 

Said Rnkrson e data I've 
seen ie  that hfckleilan is the one 
that sbould be claacd, We're vory 
concerned abolt some poli t icai 
agende." 

O l l ~ r s ,  hcludh Burpee mid 
they auuma hfeCl&nn w i ~  ba the 
k t  Urg'gBt this round. 

Pevlch. whn waq the !.LC com. 
mai:der at h1cCIcllan jn 1993, a i d  
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the ~umuisston'a dcciaion not to 
clos the 8acmmcnt0 dopot war 
bdsed on Ib strong feeling UIR~ !ha 
Air Form do pot^ w m  the best of 
any ~ r v l c a ' s  and that they could 
take work from the other milltaw 
b r a n c h .  

'11 doesn't make %n!ib to close 
these national W t s  wlthout try. 
bg to cross-semirr," Pavlch said. 
"Tho i ~ y u r :  redly doe3 come down 
to mvhg money. The cost to clone 
ALCe Is vory expensive." 

hdood, it would cost about $1 
billlnn rrplece to closs the ALCs in 
Oklahoma Clty, Sacramento, 
Warner Robhs and Ogden. That's 
higher than the cost of any bas9 
c l m  by the commls8lon In 1993, 
CWy McCleW lwd a slgnlficbntly 
lower dosure cost as aetlmetcd by 
the  Air Form. 

And, for dl the ALCo but McClal. 
Lan. 11 wodd b more than 100 
yfirim b e f 0 ~  the cmt of closing 
was paid back in saving&, The A i r  
Force estimated Lt could break 
even on McCbUan in 10 yew. 

reatqon olllclazs have t:ld f a  
several y m  Uler thc military ha8 
more depota than it w d s .  Accord- 
ing lo a 1993 study by the Joint 
Chleb d Staff, some of Ule dw b 
c o u ~  im operaw at im M KL 
of c a p s  in thc nay hturo. 

But supporten contend that 
It would be westcrh~l tn ~ l m  nn 
A h  Force center and RUow inferi. 
g r  Navy ,dewti! to l~main osn 
slmply because tho Pentagon 
couldn't resolve turf baffles k 
tween the two ser. 
vlws. 

The 1993 base clo. 
sure commission 

. called on Ow Peilta. 
n to conduct "hn cx. 

eusllvc rovlew" of R" 
Ihtcr1xervlcln8 1 h~ 
maintenance work- 
load and to present 
recommendations dur. 
in the lm round. 

!!*Id Rvbvlsull of 
San Antonlo, "Wc 
continue to got very 
positive 8tnlomf?nls 
out ofths De rtment E of Defense t t they 

W R I ~ ~  to do lnter5ervl- he sald, and the asso. 
clng. 1 llltnk that's s clated costs vary  
JKISSILIIJL~," g~,@Uy. 

nut no one's c o w -  In t he  lnet round, 
ling on it, and even on tho Air Forco and clo 
ail.out commltmnnt to sure commirsinn ex- 
I n t e I* s e r v i c. l t~ g amined a wide range 
wouldn't necessarll of factors tinder the 
roleer evrr -4Ld umbrella a{ mll i lary  

R R t  IS why h e  mm. valve. Many of the 
fnNJIl!iQ8 nro spendfng [actors concerned ru 
a jot of monsy tu t r y  ducllvily 8 ~ 1 d  emc P cu- 
lo convince  tho^ in- r and the depots' 
volved in the prow?& ni i l l ty  to rake on 
to keep their ALCo mom nrisslons. 
open. In general, thtl Air  

Burme. 1\ formel' Force Is interested in 
com~naader  of t h?  how well  a b a s  is do 
Oklnhoma Clty ALC, ing its ob, how easy l~ 
ald the Alr Fare's would to move the 
task In u v d u ~ l l n ~  operations elsowhere 
depots dlfITcult und ) IVW WIU R base 
c a u l 0  "thoro'c no could accomnrodnto 
clear, ('OEY way (11% oparstionc ol. .m. 
ComQare them." For other bnw 
the most part, they f ly  n10 Air Force mcd 
different plancs n:ld 8 co]or.codd s stein 
a l l t ~ c n !  mmgonenul Iur ,.*jlhij~g j ~ ~ l r i t d ~ ~  

value, assigning the 
U I I #  colora of a stop 
ll&t to var1o:is critc; 
rla. The 1893 commjs. 
~ j o n  staff t r ~ n s l f i t ~ i  
the Air Form rank. 
lnps into numerical 
grades, then did Its 
own analyses. 

Co~nmunl ty  spokes. 
rnvn auld Ulry lilt. also 
cdrshlly monitoring 
the soloation of the 
1995 b a s u s l o ~ h  tom- 
mls~lnn. Sn far, only 
the chairmnn has 
been named - formcrr 
IUmoill Sen Alan DLx- 
on, a Democrar. There 
wil l  be $even otllei 
msmbelv. 

There has boon 
w l d c s p r e ~ d  sppcrllm. 
lion that former Ulah 
Son. Jnke Cnnl. a Rr- 
aubllcan. wjll be 
now+ to the panel. 
I~ut111rg lo some lcan 
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that ha moy try Lo 
protect tho Utah A1 .C. 
Hnwever, Senate 

Maloritv Lender-to-be 
Robert Dole is expec- 
ted to have two recom- 
mendations ~ n d  may 
m e  one ro plck retired 
a .  &en. Jerry 
Ilolmea, a formor 
h WACS commander 
at Tinker Alr Fnrce 
R n a e .  Holmes now 
lives 111 Norman, 

Followln is a look 
at mct~ o B tho XLCs 
and the views of those 
defendhe thbm. Em. 

layinell1 ngul'eb am 
i.om June 1904, thc P 

latost,-.qoll;lble from. 
the Air Forcc Logic 
tics Command at 
Wrl~ht.Patters~n Alr 
ForM R R S ~ .  

,- 
Oklahome Clty 

Air La stice Centor 
Emp Id oymcnt: Mil- 

ltary - 1,861: Clvll- 
Ian - 10,443 
When the A h  Force 

evalualed dcpot oporn- 
tions for the 1993 
round, Tinker did not. 
fare ~ ~ 1 1 .  finishlnu 
fourth among the five 
Alr hgstics Centers. 

I t  wns graded dowa 
for potentld problsmv 
In e~ytrlldhlg to  iake 
on moro miesions. nut 
aurpoo mid eomo of 
the data dv~n tn the 
A i r  Force by Tlnker 
rnay have been 
flawed. 

The ba6e.cloalng 
commlasion,  whlch 
~ d d e d  fncC~~-% UIW Air 
Force dldo't mneidor. 
gave tho Tlnker A K  
milch bttpr mtlngs. 
partlcUlarl~ in Its ca- 

city to take on more 
&in# mleslons. 

,-, 
The Tlnker  Task 

Fuc.ce llas been work- 
 in^ sincc thc 1BV3 
round on Ilo strategy 
for thi3 roupd. Area 

busiwsees and rcsi, 
dento hnve contrihtlt. 
PI1 to a fund to hire A 
l n b b y l l ~ ~  flrm In  
Washington. The I\VO 
lobbyis(s worklug on 
'1'1nker a re  formcr 
SUE niemkrs u l  1 1 1 ~  
base-closing mmmlb. 
eion. 

"'I'he bas1 thing 
about Tlnker l s  i t s  
flrtxihllity n ~ ~ d  lts abil. 
11)' to ~ccornmodnte 
new mlss~ons," Rur- 
pee sald. 

1 base-closlng 
com~nlsslon SIHK ill  
ltrj3 lnrdc tho sane 
an~essmcnt of Tinkor. 
The c t d l  member who 
Imdert I ~ P  Al,C re. 
search said Tlnkcr's 
.huue Bulldin 3001 B I V ~ S  one of on y two 
unlque hcllllles that 
truly stood out I n  tho 
i11.~lep111 ~ e v i c w  of (he 
ALCs. The other wos 
a huge hnngar at tt10 
San Anronb LY~I~IP~. 

I 'hp ~wrnent Tin. 
ker supporters make 
Is that the massive 
h ~ n u a r  cnn take work 
I'rom ally other ALC. 

Orher  argwncllls 
rnadc by tho bstr-clon. 
ing commission c l d f  
in 1003 for koopfng 
Tltlker'~ A1.C o en 
were hat i t  wollld'tw 
expensive to closo 11; 
Tlaker wodd lose the 
roletionshlp belween 
the depot and 111e 
AWACS a:ld Nnvy TA. 
CAM0 planes c t n  
tionod a1 the base; the 
B.2 bornhPr depnt 
would be lo.st: Ihc Air 
Force would lose the 
skills n i  workfrs in- 
volved ill lar#e alr. 
cfitfl ~ l l d  ~ l l ~ h l t  tech- 
nology; and i t  would 
nrld n ~ a r l y  6 ycrce~)t. 

point$ t ( ;  I]\(! :11.- 
en's l~nern~lo~rnent  
rate. 

Tho c o m m l e ~ i o n  
stnlf gnve orly g~ncr ic  
rcasnns t ~ r  closing I! 
- -  that i t  would re- 
duce exccss depot ca. 
pacity and yronwte 
~rlterservlc~ng by tore 
Lng corn e l ~ l l u ~ ~  for 

Tinker. 
P lhc work osd lost nt 

Rurpee and others 
contend sltongly Illfit 
Tli~kel.'s ALX: WIU sur- 
vivo if the pmcess 18 
object lve. 

San Antonio 
Alr  Lo@stlcs Cenrer 

(KcUy All' 
Force Daac) 

Employmbntf Mil- 
i t ~ y  - 1,726; QvU. 
l ~ n  - 1a,k?2 

The mayor of San 
Anlonlo put together 
a task force, and the 
city has also hlred 
W a a h l n g r o n - b i t ~ c r l  
cuiaulla~~ls. The c i ty  
tried to hire Jamca 
Courter, the chairman 
of tho 1991 ~ n d  1Wi 
has~.clln&ing commis. 
sions. but he decided 
not to re resent any R bases In t Is round. 

Kelly, l lke Tinker, 
has rhe capabUll tu 
work on a lot o rb i s  
plnns~ nt thc snmo 
tlme. 

H o b ~ r s n n  s a i d  
Kelly's main.strenafls 
RI'P  thc qwlitv of 119 
work, ~ t s  roductivlty 
and cosl-e E 'kctlveness. 

"I asurne we're all 
going lu be rnakinu 
similar sr urnents " 
ho raid. " b ' ~  r ~ a $ ~  
unfortunata f h ~ t  W P ' ~ P  
in Ule p l t l o n  cf coma 
petina. ' 

He s a i d  Kelly and 
'I'iaker could j o h  force 
es to arkul: 111bl h e  
.4ir Porce shouldn't 
gel rld of tho a C s  
that do ~najnr ~ n p l n ~  
ovelahauh. 

One ~specl frequent- 

ly mentioned about 
Kelly's ALC 1s Its 
larke minority work 
force. In fact. 61 per- 
cent of Kel ly 'b  work. 
urs ar a Hispanic. Tho 
1953 cornmie;ion e t a  
citod Ui3t ~6 one ran. 
ton against closhg 
Kellyl?l A1.C 

"We arcn'l trying to 
make the ar ument k t h a t  It shou d stay 
opu because It has a 
large tnlnority work 
force," Rokrcrofi sald. 
"Sou con'\ ignore that 
fact, obviously." 

The 1993 commls. 
sinn s t ~ f T  also clted 
the costs of closlng 
Kelly's ALC, the prob. 
lems In moving Its 
lar e alrcran work. 
103 ! and rnylnw work. 
luctd a~rd the local eco- 
nolnir i m j o c t  LS 
ro3cons au nst clos 
ing Lt. 

sacranlent0 
Air bfdstlcs Center 

(McClellan ALr 
Force Base) 

Employment: MIL 
Itary - 2,153; Civil- 
la11 - 8,806 

The fact that the Air 
Porce rocommonded 
lhfs A1.C for closurc 
in 1993 is "R natural 
area of concern." said 
'l'om Ercs, president 
of Ihe Sac r~ rnen to  
Metropolltn~~ . C11;loi- 
kr uf Commerce. 

nut he said, "We 
havo cortaitlly been 
given t h ~  impres.~lon 
thnl It's a level ley- 

\ P ~ I K  fleld now) w th a 
clear blac board." 

lt ma nor help thslr 
a l ~ s e  t z at McChUan'a 
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All our adult lives, we have lived with the threat of nuclear holocaust hanging over our 
heads like a dark cloud, threatening the extinction of all madand. All of my 18 predecessors as 
Secretary of Defense have had to accept the existence of this cloud and to deal with it by 
temporizing measures designed to keep a cloudburst from occurring. For example, our nuclear 
policies during the Cold War did not presume to solve the nuclear problem, but only to keep it 
from exploding. 

Politicians and nuclear scientists in both the U.S. and Soviet Union were consumed by this 
task of "reducing the risk." The spirit of these times was captured by Andrei Sakharov, who said, 
LReducing the risk of annihilating humanity in a nuclear war carries a .  absolute priority over all 
other considerations." 

Now, with the end of the Cold War, that dark nuclear cloud has drifted away, and the 
whole world breathes easier in the sunlight. My task as the Secretary of Defense is to take what 
action I can to keep that cloud from drifting back to threaten the world again. The threat today is 
not as immediate as it was to Sakharov during the Cold War, but the consequences of failure are 
no less dangerous. Therefore, I have to believe along with Sakharov that this is an "absolute 
priority" for me. 

Of course, the drifting away of the cloud was not the result of any of our Cold War 
nuclear policies. Rather, the dramatic reduction in the threat of nuclear war is a result of the 
radically changed security situation today, including a democratic, non-hostile Russia, with whom 
we have a new political relationship, and drastic reductions in nuclear arsenals underway. 

In Light of this new situation, we recently conducted a comprehensive review of our 
nuclear forces and policies. 



This effort. called the Nuclear Posture Review. looked at poiicy. doctrine, force structure. 
operations. safety and security, and arms control. The Review confirmed that. with the demise of 
the Soviet Union and the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact, nuclear weapons will play a greatly 
changed role in our national security strategy. But in the course of the review. we also identified 
three problems that we must deal with as we reshape our nuclear posture: 

First, the small but red danger that reform in Russia might fail and a new government arise 
hostile to the United States. still armed with 25,000 nuclear weapons requires us to retain a 
nuclear hedge. 

Second, even with a friendly Russia, we are concerned that its overall drawdown of nuclear 
weapons is going more slowly than ours. 

And h r d ,  because of instabilities attendant to the drastic social. political and economic 
reforms underway in Russia and the other new states. we must be especially concerned with 
the security of nuclear components and materials in the nuclear nations of the former Soviet 
Union. 

Russia has made tremendous strides toward reform. Political stability has increased 
markedly in Moscow since the siege of the Russian White House one year ago next month. Even 
more impressively, Russian economic reform is moving full speed ahead. with privatization as its 
centerpiece. In the security domain, Russia is cooperating on many fronts, from denuclearization, 
to joint exercises. diplomatic efforts in Bosnia and the Mideast, and membership in the Partnership 
for Peace. 

Just to highlight one area of cooperation, two weeks ago, in Totskoye, American forces of 
the 3rd Infantry Division conducted joint peacekeeping training with the Russian 27th Guards 
Motorized Rifle Division. The exercise was a sharp contrast with the past. It took place on a 
remote training field where the Soviets conducted above-ground nuclear tests in the 1950s. These 
very divisions once faced off across the Fulda Gap, and trained to fight one another in war. Now, 
they've trained to work together for peace. 

This is a l l  good news. 

But as I noted in a speech last spring to George Washington University. we have built a 
pragmatic partnership with Russia because we need to lock in these gains and successes. 

There is still plenty of uncertainty. The Russian people have been trying, in a few short 
years, to change from an authoritarian government to a democratic government; from a state- 
controlled economy to a market economy. While Russia has succeeded in dismantling the 
controls of the previous system, the new institutions are still being created. Ukraine is 
experiencing similar successes and uncertainties. In short, Russia and the other states of the 
former Soviet Union are struggling, and will continue to struggle, with the historic changes 
underway. 



But in contrast to the U.S.. Russia has deactivated just over half of the ballistic missiles 
required under START agreements. Its non-strategic nuclear warhead stockpile greatly exceeds 
ours. And each of the Russian armed services continues to retain a nuclear role. 

This lag is partly due to internal turmoil and old thinking about the role of nuclear 
weapons in military security. But more importantly, denuclearization is costly and complex. 

There are two ways to deal with Russia's lag. 

First, the Nuclear Posture Review indicated that the United States could make further 
reductions in its non-strategic nuclear arsenal and. assuming START I and II are implemented 
fully, further reductions in our strategic force structure. I believe that ~f Russia rethinks its 
security needs and budget realities. it too will revise its plans downward. especially in the area of 
non-strategic forces. We would like to see Russia consolidate these non-strategic weapons in the 
smallest possible number of storage sites: store them under stricter safeguards and inventory 
control; and dismantle its older and excess weapons sooner. 

A direct way to speed up the dismantling of Russia's nuclear weapons is through the 
Nunn-Lugar cooperative threat reduction program. 

The NUM-Lugar program provides funds to help dismantle the former Soviet nuclear 
arsenal, convert the Soviet weapons industry to civilian production, and generally help reduce the 
former Soviet force structure. It's defense by other means. 

However, over the past few months, a number of questions have come up in Congress 
about the Nunn-Lugar program -- questions about whether it's an appropriate use of defense 
resources, and the rate at which we've put these funds to work. Well. let me tell you how much 
this program has already accomplished: 

It has helped remove more than 1,600 strategic nuclear warheads -- roughly half -- from 
delivery systems in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan. 

It has helped withdraw strategic systems from those nations. SS-18s are coming out of 
Kazakhstan and SS-25s from Belarus. Ukraine has deactivated 40 SS-19s and 37 SS-24s. 

And 3,000 former weapon scientists are being re-employed on civilian projects. 

Six months ago, when I was in Ukraine, I went down, underground, 12 stories, into the 
former Soviet ICBM. launch control center at Pervomaysk. Two young officers went through the 
sequence that would have been used to launch 86 missiles, carrying 700 warheads aimed at the 
United States. And I saw, first hand, the terror of the Cold War. 



The Soviet and Russian military custodians have an excellent record of control extending 
over half a century. But Russia's stockpiles are more numerous and varied than ours. Russia's 
strategic and non-strategic forces are scattered over more than 100 sites. Moreover. many of 
these weapons have antiquated safety and locking devices. It is critical that excess weapons be 
dismantled quickly, and that remaining weapons be stored in the smallest number of locations and 
under the strictest physical and inventory control. 

Under President Clinton's leadership and Vice President Gore's work with Russian Prime 
Minister Chernomyrdin, we have created several programs to improve control over fissile 
materials and to improve our cooperative law enforcement efforts. These cover four basic areas: 

First, ceasing production of fissile materials. The United States and Russia signed an 
agreement in June to shut down the remaining plutonium-producing reactors by the year 
2000, and to ban the use of plutonium in weapons. We have also contracted to buy 500 tons 
of highly enriched uranium from Russian weapons for conversion to civil reactor fuel. 

Second. safer storage. We want to work with the Russians to construct a new storage facility 
for fissile material from dismantled weapons. 

Third, more cooperation. We're expanding a number of U.S.-Russian cooperative programs 
that ensure nuclear control and accountability -- for example. between our weapons labs. And 
we're workmg together at the highest levels, all the way up to the U.S. Secretary of Defense 
and Russian Defense Minister. 

And fourth, better inventories. Our countries will continue to work toward a regime to 
con- the inventories of excess nuclear warheads and nuclear materials from dismantled 
warheads. 

These are great steps, but we should go farther. In particular, we should extend our 
cooperative efforts to control fissile materials, and cover the weapons themselves. The Nuclear 
Posture Review recommends that the United States set the standard for the world by setting up 
the most stringent safety and security standards for our own nuclear forces. This means 
equipping our nuclear weapons and systems with the most modem control devices, or retiring 
older ones that don't incorporate the most modem features. 

Once again, we would encourage Russia to take this opportunity to strengthen its own 
nuclear safety, security and use control methods. 

In addition, consistent with U.S. legislation, we propose to share, on a reciprocal and 
confidential basis, data on our stockpile of nuclear warheads. These include numbers, locations, 
and dismantlement schedules. This would serve to encourage transparency, trust, and inventory 
control. 

Finally, we should embark on a new cooperative initiative under the Nunn-Lugar program, 
directed at strengthening the Russian "chain of custody" over nuclear weapons and hastening their 
dismantlement. But this will be possible only if Congress provides the Nunn-Lugar funds to do it. 
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DOD REVIEW' RECOMMENDS REDUCTION IN NUCLEAR FORCE 

Secrevq of Defense William J. Perry today announced the results of the Department of 
Defense's Nuclear Posture Review (hTR). 

"In Light of the post-Cold War ear. President Bill Clinton directed the Defense Deparunent 
to reexamine :ts forces." said S e c r e q  Peny. "First. there was the Bottom Up Review of C. S. 
conventionai force structure conducted under Secretary h p m .  Now we have just completed a 
review of our nuclear forces." 

The ,h;PR is the first such review of US. nuclear policy in 15 years. and the first study ever 
to include poiicv, doctnne. force structure. command and control. operarions. supporting 
infrasuucture. safety and secunry and arms conuol in a single revlew. 

STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES 

The most important results of the Nuclear Posture Review can be seen in the decisions 
made to reducc the strategic nuclear force structure the U.S. plans to retain after the START KI 
Treaty is implemented. The NPR recommends the following strategic nuclear force adjustments: 

-- Fourteen Trident submarines carrying Trident il 0-5) missiles - retiring four 
submarines-- rather than 18 submarines. 10 carrying D-5 and 8 carrying C-3 missiles. 

-- Sixty-six B-52 bombers. reduced from the 94 planned a year ago. 

-- No requirement for any additional B-2 bombers in a nuclear role. 

-- All B-1 bombers will be reoriented to a conventional role. 

-- Three wings of Minuteman IlI missiles carrying single warheads (500-450). / 

No new strategic systems are under development or planned. 



COMhlAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS AND INTELLIGENCE 

Whlle dramatic changes have taken place in the area o i  command. control. 
communications and intelligence. the NPR recommendations ensure that our C31 smcture will 
conunue to be able to carry out key missions to maintain a vlable nuclear deterrenr capability. 

The NPR also made a number of recommendations regarding the infrastructure that 
supports U.S. nuclear forces. The Deparunent will work closely with the Department of Energy, 
under the aegis of the stockpile stewardship program. to maintain a reliable. safe nuclear stockpile 
under a comprehensive test ban treaty. The U.S. will maintan selected portions o i  the defense 
industrial base that are unique to strategic and other nuclear systems. 

THREAT REDUCTION .4ND PROLIFERATION 

The NPR recommended that the U.S. take acivantage of the new opportunraes for threat 
reduction through cooperative engagement: supports the Cooperative Threat Reduction (Nunn- 
Lugar) program to reduce the danger of unauthorized/accidental use or diversion of weapons or 
materials from or within the former Soviet Union. It also suppom the U.S. Counrerprohferation 
initiative to enhance conventional responses to the use of weapons of mass destructron in regional 
conflict 

" The W R  decisions allow us to put our nuclear programs in DoD on a stable footing 
after several years of rapid changes in our forces and programs. These adjustments reflect the 
changed political situation at the end of the Cold War and the reduced role nuclear weapons play 
in U.S. security," said Dr. Perry. 

"As we make adjustments in our future plans for the U.S. nuclear posture. uppermost in 
our minds is the fact that the states of the former Soviet Union are yet in the early stages of 
implementing the agreed reductions called for by the START I and START II agreements." Dr. 
Perry said. 'We are trying to hasten that process through. among other things, our Cooperative 
Threat Reduction programs with Russia Ukraine. Kazakhstan. and Belarus. But we kept in mind 
as we conducted the NPR that START I has not yet entered into force. nor has START II be 
ratified. For this reason, and because of the uncertain future of the rapid political and economic 
change sull underway in the former Soviet Union. we made two judgments in the NPR. 

"First, we concluded that deeper reductions beyond those we made in the hTR would be 
imprudent at this time; and second. we took several actions to ensure that we could reconstitute 
our forces as the decade went along, if we needed to," Secretary Perry said. 

"The results of the NPR suike an appropriate balance between showing U.S. leadership in 
responding to the changed international environment and hedging against an uncertain future," he 
said. 



I No. 546-94 
(703) 697-5131 (Media) 

FOR RELEASE AT (703) 697-3189 (Copies) 
&OO p.m. EDT September 22,1994 (703) 697-5737(PubliJIndustq) 

Press Conference with 
Secretary of Defense William J. Perry 
General ShalitaahvU, Chairman, JCS 
Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch 
Mr. Kenneth E. Bacon, ATSD-PA 
Thursday, Geptember 22,1994 

Mr. Bacon: Good afternoon. Secretary Perry and General 
Shalkshvili will open with commentsj-then Secretary Deutch will answer 
yom questions. Unfortunately, Secretary Perry and General Shali will not 
be able to because they have an appointment at 4 o'clock. 

Q: Any chance for a quick dump on Haiti before you begin, Mr. 
Secretary, since the time is short? 

A: No. 

Secretary Perry: Nuclear weapons were the most vivid and significant 
symbol of the Cold War. They were characterized by four principle factors. 
First of all, an application of enormous resources. During the peak of our 
spending we were apending about $50 billion a year on our strategic nuclear 
programs. And of course they occupied some of our most talented scientists 
and engineers. 

Secondly, it was characterized by an arms race between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, an arms race which was dangerous t o  both 
countries, and indeed, dangerous to the world. 

Third, it was characterized by a unique web of treaties which were 
intended to tiy to control that arms race and reduce the danger. 

Fourth, it was characterized by a unique military strategy called 
mutual assured destruction, or MAD. I would liken MAD to two men holding 
revolvers and  tand ding about ten yards away and pointing their revolvers at 
each other's heads. The revolvers are loaded, cocked, their fingers are on the 



mutual assured destruction, no longer based on MAD. We have coined a new 
term for our new posture which we call mutual assured safety, or MAS. 

This press briefing will describe the results of the ten month study 
weGe conducted on these issues, and will describe to you the blueprints we 
have put together for our nuclear posture on into the next century. This 
blueprint will determine the programs we have for force structure, for 
infrastructure, for safety and security, for command, control, communications 
and intelligence programs, all associated with our nuclear program. 

This Nuclear Posture Review, like the Bottom-Up Review, was 
conducted by a joint civilian/military team in this building. The team was 
headed by Dr. Carter on the civilian side, Vice Admiral Owens on the 
military side. The study was an  in-depth study, and it was a no-holds-barred 
study. 

Last week we presented the results of the study to Resident Clinton, 
who gave us his fbll approval to proceed on this program. Today I wanted to 
introduce the study to you, ask General Shali to join me in the introduction, 
and then our Deputy Secretary, John Deutch, will give you a detailed report 
on our fbdings in the Nuclear posture-&view. 

Let me now introduce General Shalikashviii. 

General Shalikashvili: Before I relinquish this podium to Dr. Deutch, 
let me reemphasize the point that Secretary Peny made, and that is that this 
nuclear review is the product of a very close and collaborative effort between 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint S w  the services, and the 
commanders of our unified commands. The conclusions of this review are, in 
my judgment, a very prudent balance between our anms control accord, our 
current and anticipated deterrent requirements, and our conviction that we 
need to protect the inherent advantages of our triad structure. And I think 
equally importantly, the results also provide us with the necessary hedges in 
the event that some of our more optimistic anticipations don't materiaIize. 

I think there is one other point that is important to emphasize, and 
that is that our commitments to our allies are neither changed nor in any 
way diminished by this review. The United States will retain all of the 
capabilities we need to sustain our commitments overeeas. To this end, even 
though we are removing the capability to place non-strategic nuclear 
weapons in our surface ships and our canrier-based aircraft, we will retain 
our ability to place nuclear Tomahawk missiles on board our attack . 

submarines and to deploy these forward. And of course, our dual purpose 
aircraft, those capable of performing conventional and nuclear missions, will 



The structure of this review is described here. What you see is all the 
different pieces that have to be taken into account in arriving at a nuclear 
posture, in arriving at  a policy for the role of nuclear weapons in our national 
security. There are a whole set of complicated considerations that have to be 
taken into account. 

The effort that was undertaken by the Department, as Bill Perry and 
General Shalikashvili mentioned, included working groups from both the 
Joint Staff', Strike Corn and our civilian parts of the Department of Defense. 
It was under the headmg of Ash Carter and General Wes Clark. Bill Owens 
and myself semed as head of the steering committee. But the important 
point here is the collaborative effort which involves all elements of the 
Department. 

The most important part which I can talk to you about t o  begin this 
discussion has to do with perspective. If I can ask you to recall, since the 
height of the Cold War there have been sigdicant reductions in our nuclear 
arsenal, there have been si@cant reductions in operations, and there have 
been many program terminations, and many of you here are well aware of 
the history that's led to such things as -kncellation, first introduction and 
then cancellation of the small ICBM, the reduction in the size of the B-2 
program. All these steps are things that have taken place as this country has 
responded to the changed strategic circumstances that have existed a t  the 
end of the Cold War. 

Perhaps it's important to get a quantitative sense here. This may be 
one of the most important charts that I present to you. First of all, I would 
like you to note that the number of accountable strategic nuclear warheads 
as a result of our arms control efforts have dropped considerably &om the 
beginning, from the height of the Cold War in 1965, but there has been a 
s imcant  reduction. So today, the situation we have now, START I has 
been ratified but has not yet entered into force; START I1 has yet to be 
ratified or entered into force. Currently there is a major disparity in the 
countable nuclear warheads. But at 2003, the end of the time period under 
consideration by the Nuclear Posture Review, we expect that there wil l  have 
been a sharp reduction for both Russia and the United States in terms of 
their accountable strategic nuclear weapons. 

It's very important, one of the most important parts of the Nuclear 
Posture Review, is the decline which we anticipate will take place in non- 
strategic nuclear forces is not happening. Currently today Russia has 
between 6,000 and 13,000 non-strategic nuclear weapons. We have a much 
reduced number fkom that. We are anticipating going significantly lower in 
non-strategic nuclear forces, and we have to encourage the Russians-there 



additional reduction; but it is also possible that Russia will not develop as we 
hope, and therefore, it is also necessary for us to maintain a hedge to return 
to a more robust nuclear posture should that be necessary. 

Let me remind you that Russia has little prospect of returning to the 
kind of;conventional force structure that they had a t  the height of the Cold 
War due to the collapse of their economy and the change in their political 
situation. It is a less expensive and less demanchng matter for them to 
return to a much more aggressive nuclear posture. If something does go 
wrong in Russia, it is likely that it is in the nuclear forces area that we will 
face the first challenge. It is for this reason that we must keep the possibility 
both of hedging the need to increase these forces that we are planning to 
reduce down to the level of 3500, and at the same time, if matters go as we 
hope, towards a more democratic, more peaceful Russia, that we will be able 
to reduce the warheads even further. So this is a posture which allows us 
both to lead, lead in terms of the reductions we're taking, and to hedge in 
case we have to make adjustments in the future. 

The way we arrived at requirements for U.S. nuclear force structure 
for this period of time through START JI was to assess the capabilities of the 
former Soviet Union-the targets that are there--and we looked at the kind of 
targeting and kinds of attack plans we might have, and also are prepared to 
deal with hostile governments not only in Russia, but in other countries. 

The central elements of our  strategic posture are submarines, bombers 
and ICBMs. Each of these different platforms have important attributes, 
especially submarines, which have the virtue of contributing stability, too, 
because they are so difficult to target and impossible to track when they are 
deployed at sea. So each one of these elements was considered in the Nuclear 
Posture Review. 

We looked at a variety of different targets--target sets that had to be 
required, that might be required. We looked at a variety of different force 
structures. What I would like to do is report to you now on the force 
structure decisions that have been made. 

First, we will reduce the number of ballistic missile submarines &om 
18 to 14. We wi l l  retire four submarines. 

Second, we proposed to retrofit all 14 of these submarines with D-5 
Trident missiles. That means we will take four of the boats that currently 
have D-4 missiles and retrofit them with D-5 missiles. 

Third, we plan to maintain two bases for this Trident force on both the 
East and West Coast[s]. 



Here are some of the modifications that have been made, and are 
proposed to be made in order to improve the command, control and . 
communications of our nuclear forces. 

We will continue to work on, although at a lower level fkom what was 
the case in the Cold War--to work on improving the command, control, and 
communications of these nuclear forces and especially to correct and improve 
the communications systems and attack warning systems for the nuclear 
systems. 

Let me next turn to  infkastructure. Consistent with the Bottom-Up 
Review we looked a t  the infrastructure. And I will just briefly report to you 
on some of the conclusions of our look at the industrial infrastructure-- 
technological infhastrudure for nuclear weapons. On this chart perhaps the 
most important point is our view that the D-5 production will not only serve a 
low cost way of providing for the missile systems with a reduced ballistic 
missile fleet, but it also preserve an industrial base for strategic missiles in 
this country. 

Another aspect of our i&astructure concerns our relationship with the 
Department of Energy to assure that the Department of Energy has the 
capability in nuclear weapons that we need to arm our systems, and we have 
a mechanism in place through the Nuclear Weapons Council to provide our 
requirements to the Department of Energy. We think this is working very 
well. These are at the top levels, the requirements that we are placing 'into 
the Department of Energy. There is an issue about providing for tritium over 
the longer tenn which we are working with them. I want to stress that at the 
present time we do not see the need for new nuclear warheads to be added to 
our arsenal. No new designed nuclear warhead is required as a result of this 
review. 

Connected with the command, control, and communications-which is 
such an important element of controlling forces--are the safe@ and security 
of the weapons themselves. This is an area where enormous effort has been 
taken by this Administration. Over a period of time, as a result of the 
reductions that we've had in our nuclear forces, we have a more controlled 
and a safer posture for our nuclear weapons. In addition to these changes in 
posture, we have a number of technical changes. Again, they're not very 
glamorous, but they are important to improving the controllability and .the 
safew and reliability of these nuclear weapons. All of these permissive 
action links and safety improvements will  be introduced over the next five- 
year period. We have the funds programmed to do it, and we will include 
these funds in the FY96 budget. 



I11 be happy to take any questions you have. I'm sony this went on so 
long. 

Q: - Two questions, one on numbers, one on policy. First on numbers. 

You had a chart up there that said post START I1 force structure, 2003. The 
one where you talk about reducing 18 to 14 s u b m s  and .all of that. I was 
unclear from your chart. Are you meaning that that's what you want to 
initiate in 2003, or post START II? I just didn't understand ... 

A: That is where we will be at START I1 on its entry into force. 

Q: Are you making any recommendations at this point to go below 
START I1 levels? 

A: No, we are not. This is a study that I said stays within the 
framework of START I1 until it enters into force, and we are prepared at any 
time to consider reductions below that. Let me just point out to you that not 
only within strategic forces, we're also very interested in these non-strategic 
forces. That hibalance to us is of greater concern than small changes in the 
strategic totals. 

Q: In May, you issued a repod with your name on it that said we 
needed to spend $400 million a year on counterproliferation. 

A: Yes. 

Q: You outlined it here today. Why is your office then coming up 
with a plan which they publicly say will only spend $80 million a t  the most? 

A: The $80 million which I hope the appropriations conference will 
put in, is an incremental amount of money. In our base we have put in 
additional changes, as well. I believe we've gone a significant way to h d i n g  
the initiatives and counterproliferation that were in the report that we. 
submitted to  Congress in May. 

Q: I wanted to ask you about the hedge part of the strategy. It 
seems as though the review came to the conclusion that the former Soviet 
Union was not that stable enough for you to reduce below the START I1 
levels. Was that a central element of your review? 

A: Given the pace a t  which the Russians are bringing down their 
adual warheads, we think at this time, before START I has entered into 
force, before START I1 has been ratified, we who have to nm programs 
believe that it would not be prudent to commit now for a reduction below 
those levels. We think it is enormously responsible to be in a posture to 
respond to a finther reduction, but we don't think it would be responsible or 
prudent to commit now before START I1 has been ra-ed, much less entered 
into force. 



Q: Do we know the rate of the Russian destruction of their weapons? 
And if so, how do we know? 

A: We, of course, don't know with all precision. They do report to us, 
and we do have intelligence to estimate further. But we believe we have a 
pretty good fix on the rate at which they are bringing down their weapons 
and the etate they are in different levels of dismantlement and the like. 
While lt's obviously not 100 percent precise, we think we have certainly much 
better knowledge than we had five years ago about what is going on in the 
Russian nuclear program. 

Q: It's not clear to me when the Administration would start 
negotiating a START 111. Would it be only after START I1 is fully 
implemented, or would it be after the Russian Duma ratifies START II? 

A: I don't think that decision has been made. M i .  Yeltsin is coming 
here next week, and initiatives could forward from that. Not evezy initiative 
with the Russians has to be in the context of a post START strategic nuclear 
agreement. There could be another kind of agreement which had to do with 
security of forces, including their controllability which we think is so 
important; improving the pace at which they dismantle their nuclear 
weapons; it could have to do with non-strategic nuclear weapons. So the 
possibilities here of improving stability in the world are vast. They don't o d y  
have to be with respect to START 111, although that could be introduced at 
any time. 

Q: You've announced a unilateral reduction in launching platforms. 
Will we be asking the Russians to make similar unilateral cuts? 

G. That's the kind of issue that can be discussed in the S e t ,  and 
certainly the way we want to go is to point out steps that we are taking to 
lower the dependence on nuclear weapons, to improve their controllability, 
their safety, and their security, and we would hope that besides taking 
unilateral steps, well also improve the stability of the world. 

Q: When you talk about the reconstitution capability, I assume you 
mean that warheads that are taken out of active service will be kept in some 
kind of a reserve so that you could re-arm if you wanted to. Is that the .case? 
And also, do you expect that the Russian government would do a similar 
thing? 

A: Yes, I think that both countries have warheads in reserve, 
warheads out of the military stockpiles. Then they have absolutely 
demilitarized warheads which with some time and effort and cost could be 
made into warheads again. But all of tbis has to look back against the 
management of the entire stockpile. But both of us keep some warheads in 
reserve. 

Q: Did the review at all look at the question of the SIOP targetry 
developed in the Cold War and how much that's going to be reduced by? 



which we want to go for further a m s  control, arms reduction efforts. Again, 
I want to tell you that this should not only be restrictive to strategic nuclear 
forces, but also to these non-strategic nuclear forces which are troublesome. 

Q: ... review of all of these things, and what you're doing is you're saying 
you've sort of eliminated them and pushed them off... 

A: No, I think that as we went through our no-holds-barred analysis 
we saw that for the Department of Defense, the key issue was to arrive at a 
posture that was both leaning forward and a hedge for this START I1 period. 
This is *om now to the year 2003. Here, we have to deal with the programs 
that have to be in place throughout this period. We have to have a structure 
that can flexibly respond to new political circumstances. AU principle 
responsibility is to run those programs, design and run them properly. It is 
not to undertake large scale changes in the possible treaty end point that 
would come to a broader discussion between the United States and Russia. 
But our posture permits us to respond to them. 

The way 1 would answer, the dramatic difference here is that we don't 
have an inflexible posture. We have one that can move this way or that way 
as circumstances require. . 

Q: Concerning the ICBM leg ofthe triad, you're saying that it will 
remain at  500 land-based missiles? 

A: That's correct. 

Q: Some Administration officials have said over the past 24 hours 
that the Administration plans to go down to 300. 

A: They're wrong. [Laughter] 

Q: Why the confusion? 
k. I don't understand it, but I can tell you, this is it. I'm sorry, I've 

seen that speculation myself. The answer is 500,450. 

Q: There are some programs that have been ongoing where some of 
the platforms are increasing their conventional capability. Will this have 
any impact on that, or wi l l  those programs remain pretty much the same- 
such as the conventional capabilities on the B-ls, B-2s, that sort of thing? 

A: Those are absolutely important. The conventional capabilities on 
the B-52, on the B-2, and the upgrades on the B-1 are very important, 
because that is central to the conventional capability of those bombers 
relating to  our txvo major regional conflict strategies. So the principal 
purpose of these bombers is their conventional role, but they will maintain a 
nuclear role for the deterrent value they contribute. 



Q: I'd like your assessment of military progress. Is it fast enough in 
Haiti to allow the return of exiled Parliamentarians so that they can 
participate in the vote by the recognized Parliament on the question of 
amnesty? 

A: The first answer is that I am extremely pleased with 
the progress of the military buildup in Haiti, and principally its safety. No 
U.S. soldier has been harmed. No bullets have been fired. So I would say 
rather than swiftness, it is that aspect of the operation which is most 
gratifying t o  Bill Peny, to myself, and to  General Shalikashvili. 

With respect to the timing of the return of Parliamentarians, that's 
something that &istide is going to have to consider. We are prepared to 
accommodate to that. It will be an issue which Resident Aristide will have 
to decide. 

Q: Is it your understanding that that vote which Cedras is moving to 
call requires a so-called legitimate Parliament in Haiti, a recognized 
Parliament to be in place in order for a meaningful amnesty vote to occur? 

k. I'm not really sdiciently on top of that issue to give you an 
absolutely accurate answer. I would guess that it would certaidy require the 
legitimate Parliament to do the voting;yes. TheyGe done so in the past, of 
course. 

Q: The current military leader, Cedras, has told CBS he does not 
plan to leave Haiti. If he's not posturing and does not, in effect, leave, aren't 
you concerned that we are up against another Somalia revisited, right in the 
center of a c o w  civil war between Cedras and Aristide? 

A: I would assume that there are m y ,  many things which are on 
General Cedras' mind, and he may change his position three or four times 
between now and the date of the 15th. So I don't think wete heard the last 
word about where General Cedras or the other de factos may be when 
Resident Aristide returns. 

Q: That's not answering the question, sir. If he does stay are we not 
caught, in effect, in a similar situation to what we were caught in in 
Somalia? 

A: Not necessarily. I don't believe so. We have a legitimate 
government returning there, for one. 

Q: How soon would you like to see Aristide get in? Is the 
expectation that he'll go sooner rather than closer to the 15th? Is that a 
priority, to get him in as quickly as possible? 

k. I think the priority there is to first of all, introduce our troops in 
there safely, without casualties. The second thing is to establish public 



Thank you all. 
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Issucs Tentatively Selected 
(September 28, 1994) 

Close Air SuppodFire Support - Bioty 
Deep BattlelPrecision Conver~tional Strike - Deptula 
Anny and Marine Corps Capabilities -Gido 
Joint Warfighting -Winsor 
Overseas Presence - Wood 
Airpower Organization - Briggs 
Intelligence Dissemination/BDA - Ingholt 
Peace Operations - Raach 
UCP - Loren 
Streamlining Acquisition Organizations - Ferrara 
Materiel Supply Mgnlt - Hovey 
OSD, Joint Staff, and Service Secretariats - KurtzMoffmanlAntsen 
Aviation Infrastructure - Rice (includes Scrvice Support Aviation - Bath) 
Theater AirfMissile Defense - Cantwell 
Procuretnent OversightIAuditing - Dolan 
Central Logistics Support - SchaeferlHovcy 
Depot Maintenance Management - Hovey 
Medical Readiness and Health Benefits - Overslaugh 
Space - Barker 
Constabulary Forces - Rosenau 
DoD Agencies - Hot'fman 
C4 and Information Technologies - (TBD) 
Nuclear Trind - Schaefer 
Combat Search and Rescue - Shaw 
Coalition Interoperability - Jordan~Winsor 

Commissioner's Tentative Decisions on Other Issues 
(September 28, 1994) 

ACRC Maneuver Forces -- further study to de-scope the issuc - Harrison 

intelligence Collection -- monitor and knowledge progress of PFIAB and Wanier 
Cornmission - IngholtlSojka 

Administrative Iieadquarters -- deal with non-deploying Service HQ's somewhere, but 
not as a separate issue 



WEDNESDAY, October 5, 1994 

NATIONAL DEFENSE October 1994 Pg. 16 

Sees @i e I 
In Joint Force Ops 
Taking U. S. military into next 
centuw defining its role is main 
concern of Joint Chiefs chairman 

T he U.S. military has a long way to go 
before it can conduct successful joint 
training for warfighting, said Gen. 
John M. Shalikashdi, USA, chair- 

man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
' 

"Perhaps we have only done the easy 
thmgs when it comes to jointness. It is now 
time to move on to the tougher thmgs," he 
asserted to a Washington DC-audience com- 
prised of members of the American Defense 
Preparedness Association and the National 
Security Industrial Association. 

Joint doctrine, said Gen. Shalikashvili, 
underpins joint wafighting. The problem, 
he explained, is that not enough wariighters 
on the field fully understand it. Proper joint 
dodrine must be spread throughout the ser- 
vices because, he added. doctrine is what 
drives training exercises and actual 
warfighting. 

Shortfalls in Training 
While each indixidual senice has made sig- 
nificant progress in moving its training 
capabilities into the 21st century, he said, 

We have not yet capitalized on simulation 
technology for joint training." Joint training, 
he noted, still needs considerable improve- 
ment. 

Even though the services have taken 
giant leaps in sharpening their readiness 
tools by efficiently allocating resources, said 
Gen. Shalikashvili, joint readmess is yet to 
be defined. There are functional areas of mil- 
itary readiness that have been studied and 
acted upon by each service. The c h a h a n  of 
the Joint Chiefs wants to see those areas 
addressed and specified in the context of 
joint readiness. 

The Army, Nary, h r  Force and Marine 
Corps should all be aware of what systems 
and equipment they have individually and 
collectively, noted Gen. Shalikashvili. W e  
must look a t  functional areas as joint 
requirements," he added. 

The Joint Chiefs will be taking action to 
fiu what is not working with joint training, 
he observed. The goal is to 
capitalize on the strengths 
of each service by using 
them in joint training 
efforts. 'We want to add to 
their strength, not sub- 
tract," he explained. 

Joint warfighting re- 
quirements, asserted Gen. 
Shalikashvili, will be 
shaped by those capabili- 
ties that best support the 
services and can be inte- 
grated into joint opera- 
tions. 

Budget Decline 

The increasing demands on the U.S. forces 
to conduct non-traditional operations 
throughout the globe has challenged the ser- 
vices to do more with less. During these 
times of scarce funds, he said, "We have to 
question everything we do. We must look at 
roles and missions of the d t a r y ,  ensuring 
we can get more capabilities out of every dol- 
lar." The old ways of doing business are no 
longer acceptable, he added, and We now 
need to put on our thinking hats." 

Gen. Shalikashvili has great confidence in 
the ability of U.S. forces to conduct success- 
ful operations, even when equipment runs 
short or takes too long to be transported. His 
one big fear, however, is 'whether we, in 
Washington, will be able to do a good job 
guiding the military into the 21st century 
without being distracted by day-to-day 
short-term concerns." 

Protecting U.S. %terests and national 
security requires, he said, that "we think of 
what kind of military we need for the next 
century." Reductions in force levels, such as 
those recommended by the Pentagon's 1993 
bottom-up review, are acceptable, but only 
provided that the quality of the forces 
improve, he explained. 

"By just getting smaller we will fail," 
asserted Gen. Shalikashvili. He wants to see 
the military find better ways of doing busi- 
ness and become more disciplined in its pur- 
chasing practices. By doing this, weapon sys- 
tem enhancements would be purchased in 
the necessary quantities and-will be inte- 
grated properly to enhance the quality of the 
forces. 
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USMC. Army force mix to be addressed 
PENTAGON'S ROLES AND MISSIONS COMMISSION NARROWS LIST OF ISSUES TO 25 

The congressionally mandated Roles and Missions Commission said late last week it has narrowed the list of 
issues it will examine over the next several months to 25. Among the list of contentious topics the panel will tackle is 
the "appropriate overall size and mix of capabilities between the Army and Marine Corps for forcible entry and 
sustained land combat,"according to a Sept. 30 statement from the commission 

In addition, the panel, chaired by Harvard University's John White, will study how best to organize U.S. forces 
to perform theater air and missile defense, whether significant adjustments should be made to the Unified Command 
Plan, and the "appropriate role and organization for DOD space activities in the next century." 
The commission began with a list of nearly 60 "candidate issues." At a Sept. 23 meeting, the list was pared to 25. 

Commission spokesman Cmdr. Gregg Hartung said moretopic areas may crop up as the panel begins it work. For 
example. No.issues dealing with the reserve component are on the current list, yet National Guard and Reserve force 
struckre issues 'will be dealt with by the commission. 

The initial issues to be addressed fall into three categories: military operations and operational support, infra- 
structure and central supporf and the national security decision-making process. 

The following is a rundown of the rest of the roles and missions issues the commission will study: 
Joint warfighting: "How can we better organize, train, equip support and integrate the capabilities of the forces 

provided to the jo&t force commanders in order to improve the effectiveness ofjoint warfighting?" 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Joint Staff and service secretaries: "How can the military departments, OSD 

and the Joint Staff be better structured to more efficiently and effectively provide the suitably trained and equipped 
elements of the military force structure that are responsive to the needs of the joint warfighting commanders as 
envisioned by [the] Goldwater-Nichols [DOD Reorganization Act]." ROLES. . . Pg. . ' 13 
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From a Times Sra ff Writer 

AD&. . . although neither one is on 
the department's list of 

from Pg. 12 approved high-order lan- 
guages. Rather, he said he 

own anybody," Edmonds wants the projects to gen- 
said. erate scientific results 

He was the former detailing the benefits of 
director of the command, control, comrnuni- Ada. 
cations and computer systems directorate in "I can find the smartest 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. captains and majors, and 

Now that he "owns" DISA, Edmonds said they'll convince me one 
he plans to find some projects that lend them- way or the other," he said. 

The Ada debates will con- selves to software engineering discipline and 
tinue ad infinitum, Ed- use them as Ada test platforms. 

"I don't know any other wav to do it. but to mends added, until DOD produces scientific 
get on with it," he said. results that show why Ada is a sound engi- 
Edmonds stressed that the neering approach to software development. 
projects are not intended He said he wants DISA to play a role in for- 
to be "shoot-outs," pitting mulating these scientific findings. 
Ada against C and C++. Edmonds, a chemistry graduate, said, 
two languages that have "That's what I understand. 1 understand sci- 
gained popularity in DOD ence." m 

LOS ANGELES TIMES 

N ENr YORK- Russra's 
promrse no! to sell 

more arms to Iran glven b) 
Russ~an President Bor~s K 
Yeltsln to Preslaen: Cl~nron 
last week. ' amounts t o  
nothlng " a senlor Iran~an 
offlc~al sa~d Konda? 

A 1988 arms deal he- 
tween the former Sovlet 
Un~on and Iran was effec- 
tlvely open-ended sald the 
offrc~al, who askeo no1 to be 
~dentlfled Russ~a dec~ded 
to st~ck w~th that deal after 
the breakup of the Sov~et 
Un~on In  1992 the off~clal 
sa~d, and there IS nothlng In 
the promlse Y eltsrn made In  
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Po~t-Cold War Reality 
"It is not enough to get smaller and better," 
he cautioned. Another pressing issue for the 
U.S. d t a r y  is d e k g  how forces will be 
used in a post-Cold War environment. 

'We don't really know hour victory should 
be measured,' observed Gen. Shalikashvili. 
Pentagon leaders, he added. are increasingly 
trying to come to grips with what really con- 
stitutes victory in a humanitarian mission. 

As the chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Gen. 
Shalikashnh sees as one of his primary mis- 
sions to ensure the U.S. military can transi- 
tion i n t ~  the 21st century with a force that 
can continue to win the nation's wars and 
protect U.S. assets worldwide. "When we are 
getting smaller, readiness has to improve," 
he said.41M I D  

IRAN.. .Pg. 14 

Medical readiness and health benefits: "Can the Defense Department's medical readiness be improved while 
preserving health care benefits for current beneficiaries in the post-Cold War environment?" 

1 Airpower organization "Four air forces -- Can military effectiveness be increased through better integration 
I andlor allocation or air capabilities and, if so, how?" 

Aviation infrastructure: "Can the aviation infrastructure (maintenance depots, training, labs, acquisition, test 
and evaluation, software support, etc.) be made more ettectlve and efficient?" 

Combat search and rescue: "Which DOD activities should have the responsibilities for developing, fielding and 
operating combat search and rescue resources?" 

Nuclear Triad? "How should U.S. needs for strategic nuclear forces be met in the longer tern?" 
Close air support/fire support: "What is the appropriate mix of systems and assignment of responsibilities?" 
Deep battlelprecision conventional strike: "What is the appropriate mix of deep battle systems and responsibili- 

ties? How can we best manage and exploit our growing precision strike capabilities?" 
Peace operations: "To what extent should :he Defense Department specialize in and explicitly progran; and 

budget for peace operations?" 
Constabulary forces: "Who should have the primary responsibility for organizing, training, and equipping 

foreign constabulary forces?" 
The commission will meet next in closed session on Oct. 11-12. The panel's report to Congress on its findings 

and recommendations is due in May. 

(Wash. Ed.) 
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Iran Rejects 
Russia Vow 
toHalt A m  
D Weapons: A 1958 
arms deal between 
the two countries 
was effectivelj. 
open-ended, 
continued after the 
,92 breakup of Soviet 
Union, official says. 

ROLES. . . 
from Pg. 7 

DOD Agencies: "To what extent can the process fo'r aligning responsibilities to defense agencies be improved 
while providing confidence that such responsibilities are being efficiently met without degrading responsiveness to thl 
operating forces?" 

Coalition interoperability: ""To what extent should the U.S. explicitly plan, organize, train and budget to best 
take advantage of the con~butions of likely coalition partners in future major regional contingencies?" 

Overseas presence: "Are there more efficient ways to accomplish the objectives of overseas presence?" 
Space: "What is the appropriate role and organization for DOD space activities in the next century?" 
C4 and infarmation technologies: "To what extent should the organization and management of C4 and infor- 

mation technology activities be changed to better support current and future military and DOD operations?" 
Intelligence dissemination: "How should we organize to provide more timely and responsive intelligence 

support during military operations?" 
Streamlining acquisition organization: "Can the current complex Department of Defense weapons acquisition 

organizational structure be made more eff~cient?" 
Procurement oversightlauditing: "Can the added cost of unique DOD procurement oversight and auditing 

practices be reduced while ensuring efficient and effective delivery of qcality products and services?" 
Central logistics support: "To what extent should DOD policy for central logistics support be restructured to 

take advantage of modem management techniques?' 
Depot maintenance management "To what extent should DOD planning for and management of depot 

maintenance be restructured?" . ,- 
Materiel management: "To what extent should the management of the department's central supply activities be 

further rest.ucturedT 
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AIR FORCE COUNCIL APPROVES MOVE TO KlLL F-l5C SEAD PROGRAM IN FAVOR OF F-16 
The Air Force Council, a small group of senior-level service leaders, last Friday (Aug. 19) blessed a proposal to 

cancel the lethal suppression of enemy air defenses (SEAD) program for the F- 15C fighter in favor of a more modest 
and less costly effort on the F-16, according to government and industry officials. The move was pronipted by arnb,ed 
to cut costs across the Air Force's future years defense program. But the cancellation of the "precision direction 
fmding" (PDF) program after FY-95 was made possible by a feeling among key service officials that the so-called 
HARM targeting system (HTS) on the F-16 is sufficient to meet interim SEAD requirements until a more capable 
system can be fielded on the new F-22, sources said. 

continued on page 6 
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d infrared architecture review nears completion . . . 
COMBINATION OF SYSTEMS CONSIDERED FOR SPACE-BASED INFRARED REQUIREMENTS 

Pentagon and service officials are considering a combination of low-earth orbit and geosynchronous space- 
based infrared systems to meet the requirements of the Air Force and other users of space as part of an ongoing review 
of space-based infiared architectures, Air Force and Pentagon officials said. An alliance of systems, possibly including 
elements of the Air Force's Alert, Locate and Report Missiles (ALARM) system, could reduce the total cost for early 

, , ( .  

warning systems without jeopardizing essential capabilities, officials said. 
Officials hope to conclude the review by mid-September, in time to influence deliberations on the services' 

! < - I  continued on page 4 

DEWCH TO INOUYE: DOD WILLING TO KlLL SPACE-BASED LASER TO SAVE BPI ACTD 
In a bid to save the Air Force's Boost-Phase Intercept kinetic energy program, Deputy Defense Secretary John 

Deutch has offered the Senate appropriators a deal: The Pentagon is willing to kill th'e lower-priority space-based 
chemical laser program in exchange for continued funding of the kinetic energy BPI program. Deutch outlined the 
proposed deal in a letter to Senate Appropriations defense subcommittee Chairman Daniel Inouye (D-HI), in which he 
urged Inouye to approve both Ballistic Missile Defense Organization and Air Force funding for the service's kinetic 
energy BPI advanced concept technology demonstration. 

Deutch's letter responds to concerns by Senate appropriators that the Pentagon cannot afford to continue 

continued on page I I 
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,' 

WITH OSD, ARMY ASSAILING USAF's PREMIER PROGRAM, F-22 ENTERS FIRST DOGFIGHT 
Until now, it had been almost sacred: the Air Force's F-22 Advanced Tactical Fighter was for the most part 

untouched by Defense Department or congressional criticism. A General Accounting Office recommendation.(leaked 
to Inside the Air Force a year ago and released early this year) that the F-22 be shelved for seven years seemed to have 
been a false alarm. The Air Force in March staged an unusual campaign to school defense reporters on where the 
GAO went wrong, and the service did in fact avoid any protracted discussion of the GAO's recommendations in either 
the press or in congressional budget hearings which followed in the spring. But the notion that the new air superiority 

continued on page 8 

U.S. LIKELY TO KEEP NUCLEAR HEDGE OF OVER 2,000 WARHEADS; RUSSIANS, LESS 
Under the various force posture options most likely to emerge from the ~ i n t a ~ o n ' s  ongoing Nuclear P'dsture 

' 

Review, the United States will retain a latent ability to increase its nuclear forces by over 2,000 warheads as a hedge 
against a possible reversal in currently friendly relations with Russia, or as insurance against potential technical ' 

difficulties with one or more legs of the nuclear triad. The hedge will be made possible under the nuclear force of 
2003 by weapons ppt into storage as the START arms control agreements are implemented. 

Meanwhile, U.S. intelligence estimates put the Russian nuclear warheadhedge once the START I1 agreement 
is implemented at some 1,850 warheads, over and above the 3,308 "treaty accountable" weapons Russia is expected to 



summit between President Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin -- are taking further reductions beyond 
the still-unratified START I1 treaty. NPR officials have also proposed another idea, resisted by the Air Force, 
involving the removal of warheads from land-based strategic nuclear missiles, according to DOD sources close 
to the review. 

Other initiatives under consideration are: accelerating the removal of warheads down to levels called for by 
START 11, which is officially to be implemented by Jan. 1,2003; and making further reductions in non-strategic 
nuclear weapons deployed at U.S. bases abroad. 

Operational proposals on the table include one that would delay both sides' ability to launch land- or sea- 
based ballistic missiles, and another that would introduce procedures for cooperative warning and verification of alert 
status, sources said. 

Keeping tabs on the existing stockpile is another concern, according to Pentagon officials. The NPR is looking 
at proposals for: a U.S.-Russian stockpile data exchange; a stockpile inventory cap; monitoring the dismantlement of 
nuclear weapons; and storing nuclear weapons or materials outside of Russia. 

MOVE AFOOT IN CONGRESS TO MODIFY BOMBER APPROPRIATIONS LANGUAGE C 
Concerned that a move by the Senate Appropriations Committee in its FY-95 defense appropriations bill would 

damage efforts to outfit the bomber force with precision-guided munitions, some members of Congress are working to 
hihence the upcoming appropriations conference not to adopt language that would restrict funds for bomber force 
upgrades until a thorough bomber force analysis is completed next year, according to Capitol Hill and industry 
sources. In a letter to be sent early next month to House Appropriations defense subcommittee chairman Rep. John 
Murtha (D-PA), Rep. Charles Stenholm (D-TX) and several co-signers assert that "if left unchanged, [the Senate 
panel's measure] will cripple modernization of the nation's long-range bomber fleet." 

The Senate Appropriations Committee's version of the FY-95 defense appropriations bill, approved in a vote 
earlier this month, would require a cost and operational effectiveness analysis to determine the most cost-effective 
bomber force that could meet the two-conflict requirement set out in last year's Bottom-Up Review. The committee 
recommends a provision "which would restrict the obligation of procurement and research and development funds for 
upgrading and modifying the bomber fleet until the report has been concluded," according to the report accompanying 
the committee's bill. The committee expects that such a report could be completed in time to influence the FY-96 
budget cycle, the report stated. 

The action by Senate appropriators has also raised concerns among Air Force officials about the bomber 
force's ability to successfully prosecute two nearly-simultaneous major regional contingencies, prompting Air Combat 
Command chief Gen. John Loh to go to Capitol Hill recently and express his concern about the offending language, 
according to congressional sources. 

If the Senate appropriators' measure were to prevail in the final appropriations bill passed by Congress, it could .I 
endanger industry's ability to upgrade the bomber force, according to one industry source. It could "destroy the B-1 
industrial base" in terms of itsability to upgrade the bomber, the official said. 

Stenholm is continuing to gather signatures for the letter to Murtha, targeting members fiom California, South 
Dakota, Kansas, Oklahoma Texas, and other locations most likely to be directly affected by the Senate panel's moves, 
a congressional source said. Stenholm currently has 44 signatures from fellow members concerned about the bomber 
force bill language. , --- ,. ! 'The Senate provision completely undercuts what the Air Force, DOD and the Congress have been working for 
-- a capable, flexible and affordable bomber force," the letter states. 

Stenholm hopes to send the letter to Murtha in early September, prior the appropriations conference committee, 
I 

which is expected to convene later next month, according to a congressional staffer. 

USAF FORMALLY NAMED EXECUTIVE AGENT FOR THEATER AIR DEFENSE BMlC41 
Pentagon command, control, communications and intelligence chief Emmett Paige has sent a memo to the 

service secretaries formally tapping the Air Force as the executive agent (EA) for theater air defense battle manage- 
mentlcommand, control, communications, computers and intelligence (BWC4I). The decision, although agreed to by 
the services several months ago, could reignite a service-wide turf battle as the Air Force formally lays plans to 
develop and manage a TAD BMlC4I program. In anticipation of such controversy, a Joint Staff-led oversight commit- 
tee -- with representatives from all the services and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization -- is being set up to 
resolve disagreements on TAD BWC4I issues. 

Paige's memo directs the Air Force to "designate and resource an activity to act as the EA to develop, plan, 
coordinate, and manage, in collaboration with the CINCs [commanders-in-chief], Joint Staff, and services, a TAD 
BMfC4I program," according to a source familiar with the memo. As part of its job, the Air Force will be responsible 
for reviewing requirements, programs and system architectures and any proposed changes that might affect TAD BM/ 
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USAF, OTHER SERVICES SEEK TO DEFINE REQUIREMENTS FOR 'INFORMATION WARFARE' 
The Air Force is currently crafting the service's definition of requirements for information warfare with an eye 

toward joining the other services in evolving a common definition of information warfare in the future, service 
officials said. 

Information warfare might be defined broadly as the ability to control the spectrum of information and make it 
available in the most accessible and effective ways possible to friendly forces while at the same time denying such 
advantages to the enemy. But one difficulty in identifying a clear set of information warfare requirements and in 
assessing the threat environment U.S. forces would likely encounter is a lack of consensus on what "infowar" really 
means, sources said. Information warfare "is a trendy buzzword that is used a lot," but one that means different things 
to different people, said one Air Force official. 

Air Force officials are said to be currently reviewing approaches to information warfare and defining require- 
ments and concepts of operations. A four-star Air Force review on information warfare is expected sometime soon, 
sources said. 

Shared by the services is a recognition that, although each has unique missions, there is a need for shared 
capabilities. Interviewed for the Aug. 29 edition of lnside'the Navy, the Navy's director for space and electronic 

' warfare, Vice Adrn. Arthur Cebrowski, noted that "we are all going to be operating in this information technology 
intensive domain . . . [so] everybody needs to be invited in. We need this synergistic play of ideas . . . This is a 
wonderful opportunity to work together, and there is every indication that that is exactly what is happening." .,-. .._ *. 

i4ri issue the Air Force could be expected to consider is how best to incorporate an increased emphasis on 
information warfare in an institutional framework. "The Air Force's problem is that it has nb organization" on which 
to hang the responsibility for developing information warfare, according to one observer. The'task for the service is to 
give visibility to and highlight the capabilities of information warfare developments while integrating them into the 

: combat commands where they will be put to use, the observer said. But "stovepiped" organizations focusing on 
information warfare could be too "inward looking" to benefit the entire service, while spreading the discipline among 
various combat commands could mean that information warfare efforts would lose focus, the observer said. 

STATE ISSUES LICENSES FOR INDIAN MiG-21 UPGRADES -- WITH CONDITIONS 
Within the past two weeks, the State Department has issued licenses to U.S. companies interested in bidding for 

projects to upgrade Indian MiG-2 l s, but caveats were put in place that could hurt the companies' chances to compete, 
according to sources. The Department of Defense insisted that a proviso be attached to the licenses stating that there 
can be "no third-country transfers" of U.S. technology. Moreover, government officials would prefer that U.S. 
officials integrate U.S. technology, although this is not part of the formal proviso, according to State and DOD 
sources. 

Nonetheless, this marks the first time that U.S. companies have been granted permission to participate in 
upgrades of equipment designed by the former Soviet Union. Earlier this summer, the State Department agreed to 
consider license applications for the Indian MiG-21 upgrade program on a "caseby-case" basis, but until now had not 
granted any licenses. 

India has already chosen the prime contractors for the project, according to an industry source, so U.S. 
companies are mainly competing for subcontracting roles in areas such as displays and cockpit canopies. 

A State Department source declined to specify which companies have been granted licenses, but did say that 
"quite a few more" licenses will be awarded. The licenses awarded by the State Department are only for defensive 
upgrade applications, the source stressed. i 

According to an industry source, the Indian government has formally invited a number of U.S. companies to 
participate in the program. These companies hope to hear something from the Indian government by October, sources 
said. 

. , . , .  U.S. companies are also seeking State Department approval to participate in a Romanian MiG upgrade effort. 
So far, State officials have not decided how they will address license applications for the Romanian program. 

USAF ACQUISITION OFFICIAL SEEKS BRIEFING ON ADVANCED MILSATCOM SYSTEM 
- Citing an opportunity to learn 6om the "mistakes" made on the Milstar program, Air Force deputy acquisition 

chief Darleen Druyun has asked for a briefing from the service's program executive office for space on Air Force 
plans to acquire an advanced military satellite communications (MILSATCOM) system, according to an Aug. 1 
memo. Among the subjects Druyun requests be addressed in the briefing are developments in the commercial commu- 

' nications satellite sector that might be of benefit to an advanced MILSATCOM system, as well as an assessment of 
testimony by officials of the General Accounting Office which asserts that an advanced extremely high frequency 
(EHF) satellite system could be accelerated several years "at acceptable risk." 

House and Senate authorizers urged Defense Department officials to take advantage of progress in the commer- 
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critic likened the HTS to searching for targets straight ahead through a soda straw. 
But F-16 proponents say that HTS is attractive to Air Force leaders because it is cost-effective in the interim 

period before the F-22 comes on-line. These sources say that if the Air Force so chooses, upgrades could be made to 
improve the podded system. Or, HTS could be brought into the F-16 cockpit and enhanced with antennas, allowing it 
yet greater capability. 

. Proponents of spending an estimated $500 million to equip 100 F-15Cs with a PDF system say that if more 
funds are to be spent, they should be applied to a system optimized for detecting targets in today's tactical environ- 
ment rather than one "kluged" together as a quick fuc as the F-4G retires. 

As it stands, the Air Force has delayed the retirement of the F-4G until 1997, but a Joint Staff assessment group 
is reviewing lethal SEAD alternatives that include postponing the Wild Weasel's departure for the boneyard yet 
further (Inside the Air Force, Aug. 19, p5). -- Elaine M. Grossman 

JOINT STAFF GROUP SUPPORTS ACQUISITION OF AMRAAM, AIM-9X 
In a briefing to the Joint Requirements Oversight Council on Tuesday, Aug. 23, a Joint Warfare Capability 

Assessment working group recommended "strong support for continued acquisition of Advanced Medium-Range 
Air-to-Air Missiles and AIM-9X," according to a source familiar with the briefing. The JWCA suggested acquiring 
the systems in accordance with the services' future years defense budget fiom FY-96 to FY-0 1. Earlier, some officials 
on the group had suggested the possibility of cutting back AMRAAM buys. 

This week's recommendation reiterates what the JWCA agreed to during pre-brief meetings last week, 
,sources said. 

The JWCA comprises Joint Staff-led working groups, established by Vice Chief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
A d . .  William Owens, to review the roles and missions of the services. During the Aug. 23 briefing, the JWCA made 

., several recommendations to the JROC on issues associated with air superiority, and the JROC plans to take these 
!, recommendations and others on the road to brief the commanders-in-chief of the unified commands starting Aug. 28. 

JWCA w m  CINCs input on EF-111. . , I .  

JOIWT STAFF GROUP PROPOSES EF-111 FUTURE BE DECIDED IN FY-97 BUDGET REVIEW 
In an Aug. 23 briefing to the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, a Joint Warfare Capability Assessment 

working group recommended that a decision on whether to retire the EF-111 be put off until the FY-97 program 
review, and recommended that the JROC solicit input fiom the commanders-in-chief of the unified commands on the 
EF- 1 1 1's role in non-lethal suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), a source close to the issue said. 

At issue is whether the Air Force can afford to support EF- 1 1 1s through the FY-96 to FY-0 1 future years 
defense budget. Some officials argue the Navy's EA-6B is cheaper to support over the same time frame and could take 
on the mission of the EF- 1 1 1. According to a source, for 40 EF- 1 1 1 s, the Air Force needs to shell out $1.6 billion to 
maintain the fleet over these five years. The Navy would also pay $1.6 billion for 125 EA-6Bs, said the source. 
Supporting the EF-1 1 1s "is more than three times more expensive for less capability," said the source. 

The CTNCs stated in their integrated priority lists issued this spring that they want both the EF- 1 1 1 s and the 
EA-6Bs, according to a source. But in an increasingly tighter budget environment, Pentagon officials are questioning 
whether both aircraft can be supported. . , . , ,  , ><I ,,,. . ,  . $  > +  , . ,.+,,, , 

WPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT EXPIRES; PRESIDENT INVOKES EMERGENCY POWERS 
Last Saturday, Aug. 20, the Export Administration Act expired as Congress continued to debate an EAA 

follow-on bill, leaving President Clinton to issue an executive order invoking the International Emergency Economic 
: Powers Act (IEEPA), according to sources. . . 

."I' 

, ( 

I 

The executive order, according to a statement issued by the White House, continues in effect all rules and 
regulations issued by the secretary of commerce under the authority of the EAA of 1979, as amended, and generally 
all orders, regulations, licenses and other forms of administrative actions under the act. President Clinton issued the 
order because he felt that "even a temporary lapse in this system of controls would seriously damage our national 
security, foreign policy, and economic interests and undermine our credibility in meeting our international obliga- 
tions," the White House statement says. 

The executive order continues "national security export controls that are aimed at restricting the export of 
goods and technologies, which would make a significant contribution to the military potential of certain other coun- 
tries and which would prove detrimental to the national security of the United States," according to the White House 
statement. 

Neither the government nor industry are happy about the IEEPA; both would prefer a short-term congressional 
extension of the act. The IEEPA allows courts new freedoms to "second-guess" export licensing, it gives people more 
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year at this time . . ." Add to that a recent assessment by the GAO that the Pentagon is planning to spend over $150 
billion more on military programs than it has within its FY-95 to FY-99 budget. 

While the GAO's conclusions recently made a splash on Capitol Hill, the notion that the Pentagon has an over- 
planning and under-budgeting problem is nothing new. DOD tactical air analyst Franklin Spinney in 1983 fust 
presented in high-profile congressional testimony his assessment that the Pentagon was biting off more than it could , 
chew and that its emphasis on high technology at the expense of workhorse weapon systems was misplaced. 

In a briefing developed over the past couple years called "Anatomy of Decline," Spinney describes in detail the . 
"mismatch" between program plans and ultimate costs. The subtitle to his briefing summarizes in a nutshell the 
concerns that many are expressing about the ways in which the Defense Department is making reductions: "How 
Modes of Conduct Evolved During the Cold War Are Setting the Stage for a 'Hollow Military' or Higher Defense 
Budgets in the Mid- to Late-1990s." 

In a series of what he calls "spaghetti diagrams" drawn fiom DOD planning data and actual cost data, Spinney 

continued on next page 

TranscMt of Deutch's Aug. 23 Press Conference 
DoD Newr Briefing Q: To what extent are the operations with the Haitianrefugees and the 
Deputy kcmtary of Defense, John &I. Deutch Cuban refugees also Rwanda, how much ir the drawdourn of funds to rupport these 
Director for D e b a s e  Information. &lone1 Doug J. Hennett dect ing the decision chat you have to make? 
Tu*? A u w t  2.9.lS94 lm p.m. , . , A: Tlre need to any out peacekeeping and humanitarian wi s t rncc  ir 

mrtainly taking money away. It'r taking money iway &om operationr and 
maintenance. But it's part of our defense posture, it'a part of what we m doing in 

Col. KennetC Good Jtcmoon. the Bottom-Up Review and what our forcer are for. But quantitrtively. even if 
those requiremrnu weren't on w h e n  today, we'd rtill have to take -me of these 

We have Dr. Deukh, our Deputy Secretary of Defense. who will be on thr  achons. 
mwrd on a single rubject -- that internal worbng document that many of you 
uamed to get a copy of. He'd U e  to talk a little b ~ t  about rb.1 doeumrnt, oome of Q: There war a memo chat enme out the day before PDM on B.MDO. Can 
the nporLing on it. which has been accurate and come of which h u  not hrrn. He you elaborate on the Adminirtration'r BMD rtrategy a LiUle bit? How i t  fits in wrh 
hu a short rutemenf and after that hell be h e n  to take a few of your qucstionr. this? . , r .. 

k Wr .n rryiag a r  best we can to atick with the Wist icmirr i le  defense 
Dr. Deutch: Good afternoon. rertegy that was uriculatad end dereribed at the time oftbe Bott4rn.Up Review 

We do not want to deviate &om i t  However, we have noticed that Congress i s  not 
I want to inform you about the motivation for the program decision appropriating the money that we have proposed for i t  We hope that Congress does. 

memorandum entitled 'Additional Program Nternanvec" that I issued on August We have taken rome nductiom in bd i sdc  miuile dafenu mnaistent e t h  . 
18.1994. I'd like to make four brief point., and then answer your questions. congressional direction. which n d u a s  the total and places greater emphasis on 

theater missile defense rather than national missile defence. So we believe the 
Fint ,  Bill Perry and I believe that we must identify additional doUan over actions takan will br comirtant witb both eongrersional direction, and remain ' 

the five year defense planning period to suppart readiness. m i l i u y  pay increases. withan the general restructuring of thr  Ballistic Missile Defenre Office program. . 
and quality of life improvement. for our troops. We believe we need to find and we hope that Congress will support these program in the futun. 
additional funds, rven assuming that OhfB grant. us, over tbe five year period, the 
$20 billion for irdation and pay that has been discussed aiace lart  year a t  thir time Q: You're Ehwringnadinur and people over weapon rystems, but aren't 
whrn we w e n  a t  the time ofthe Bottom-Up Review. you, in effect, dela)mg, creating a rituation when  somewhere down the line you're 

going ta have a readrners problem because you're using old sys tem that are harder 
In our view, unless we get more money from Cangreu, which wr doubt ail1 to maintrin. that a n  l u r  fictive. . I, 

happrn. in order to fund these nee& of readiness, miLtay pay. and quality oflife A: Basically. that's corn& Wr a n  delaying two items. Weurdelaying , 
for our troops, we will have to reduce nome of our out year modernisstion programs recapitalissrion of some of the - not d l ,  but aome of the quipment of the Army. the 

Navy. and the Air Force. And secondly. we are delaying modernization of rome of 
In rum, h s  meorage 1s money ia tight. and we are A w s i w  people over the systemc on our A ~ ~ ~ ,  N ~ ~ ,  urd ~i~ F~~~ depend. 

systems. 
Lat me make two nmarka about thaf First, within a 6 x 4  budget aituation 

For example, if we must delay chemical lasers in rpace in favor of housing for you bve to ~ l ~ i ~ ~ ,  ~d I d d  heron, for ae time *, bven he 
our enlisted people, then Bill P a y  and I will do M. national security needs that we we and which are in front of us every day in the. . 

A rcmnd point. The list of candidate modemirataon cancellationr is 
awewme. 1 want to r t r e u  that it u a list ofunQdate uncellahon, and 

. termiiutionr or postponement. - nothing L a  been deaded There wi l l  be an  
extensive period of process for consdtation with the rcrvice, with the Joint chiefs. 
At the end ofthat bme there will be decisions that are made. I am quite confident 
that there will be a handful ofcancellations, but as of now, no deosionr have been 
made. 

Third, I want to rtmsr that BiU P e r y  and I believe the Bottom.Up Review 
reategy is not a c t e d  by any of these proposed reductionr. Please note that the 
forse structure suggested for the Bottom-Up Review has not been changed a t  all by 
m y  ofthe proposed reductions. And near term programs that affect the upability 
ofour forcer are also not reduced. Indeed. some near term capabilities have been 
augmented - for example, precision guided munitions capability. 

The fourth and final point that I want to make is that the annual revirw of 
the five year defense program will always involve Iome nbdancing. given the new 
a m u n r t a n u s  that we face and the availability of funds. M that the program review 
y d e  that u underway today which involves these candidate p r o m  reductions. 
involves what is in the judgment of Bill Perry and myself a rnaible and prudent 
management approach that we will be doing every year. urd there u nothing 
diirerent or unique about this year relative to other years. 

newspapers, werre  choosing people, we a n  choosing q u P t y  of life o i  th;troops In 
contrast to provisions for the future. 

Secondly, I d t o  have ta uy &;the character of the &at that we are 
fadng in terms of the technological ~ p h i s t i u t i o n  u Amping. but we do have come 
room ben.  The fact ofthe matter is, we am delaying moderniultion and ' ' 

upiLalization tar near t e r n  readiness and people. 

Q: Another way you could rave big money would be t a  reduce ' 
infrastructure furrher. I r  there another look now a t  r new round ofbare dosuret or 
rtepping up the round for 'SS' . 0 

A: h r e t  of all, we are going to go ahead. as I've raid before. with a very 
aggressive base closure in '95, That wi l l  not lead to net mvinps over this five year 
penod. That's the answer to the reeond part ofyour quertion To answer the first J 
part of your question. we will take additional identzfied redumonr in infrastructure 
rr, the near term years as  well. and I believe that some of the documents that ba\e 
been rrsued indicate we will be loolring for near term raving8 and infrastructure es 
well. 

Q: Was the four year slip in the F-22 a t  all predicated in part on a 
diminished threat &at you r e  out there in tbe long term? 

A: In part. In part. 

With that. I11 be glad ta take any questionr you may have. Q: What hu been the White Houe  reaction to Lhir mego. and how much 
extra money are  you looking for? 

Q: T h e n  must be. a s  you u y ,  r tmmendow dgh of nlief a t  Loclhwd in A: The H'hitr Houw naction. to tho extent d a t  there has born some, has 
Dallas, for the moment. Are the F-22 and thev-22 Pro-1 in that a s  You been generally supportive. I ;&ink they recogrune, u I hope everybody does, the 
now r e  if or is i t  coo early? k c t  that dimcult choices have to be made in a constrained budget environment; and 

A: It k too early for me to comment about dedsion, th wil l  be taken on quite f i d y ,  I th* they look to w to -age that p-6'. n a t ' r  a h a t  we're 
any of the 11  or'^ candidate rystemc that were in the Lst. here for. 

t .  ' ; < <  
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and "continual pressure to reduce readiness." 
One strategy Defense Department policy-makers use to get around the difficult funding environment to 

maintain modernization and readiness is "political engineering," Spinney argues, which he says "aims to lock [the] 
money spigot open by hooking Congress on [the] narcotic of defense spending." How? "Spread dollars, jobs and 
profits to as many important congressional districts as possible." 

An industry official agreed with this assessment, invoking the classic "prisoner's dilemma" in explaining why 
companies must engage in focusing their manufacturing in key congressional districts -- because every other major 
company does so and "if you don't, you're out in the cold." 

The strategies DOD officials employ as they "struggle to obtain scarce resources," albeit with good intentions, 
Spinney states, leads to an outcome of "moral corruption." That occurs, according to the briefing, "when an evolved 
mode of conduct (formal or informal, written or unwritten) inspires habitual behavior that permits individuals and 
factions to obtain scarce resources and hence improve their well-being at the expense of the people . . .", 

Whither the F-22? We may now see the all-out debate over the merits of continuing with the state-of-the-art 
stealthy fighter that the Air Force expected as a result of the GAO report early this year. 

The Air Force, in an unusual 27-page booklet published this month devoted to describing the F-22 and reprint- 
ing DOD leaders' praise for the aircraft, describes the F-22 as "the most important development effort in the Air Force 
today because the F-22 is the nation's future for air superiority." Although Deutch said in his press conference that the 
relook at the F-22 production schedule is based "in part" on the diminished threat, the Air Force states that "air 
superiority in the 2 1st century will be @creasingly difficult to attain. Smaller total force structures will demand more 
flexible and lethal forces to deal with the wide range of air-to-air, surface-to-air and surface-to-surface threats." 

An official representing F-22 prime contractor Lockheed told reporters at an Aug. 24 press briefing on the 
program that the aircraft program has already suffered over nine years of delay in its fielding because of a diminished 
threat: originally, initial operational capability was expected this year, while now it is expected in early FY-04. Deutch 
expects the Air Force to present alternative procurement options for the F-22 and the other service programs in 
question by Sept. 7. -- Elaine M. Grossman I I 

? ,  

DOD WOULD KILL SPACE-BASED LASER TO SAVE BPI TECH DEMO . . . begins page one 

funding three separate BPI programs. Deutch apparently wants to weigh into the debate before the House and Senate 
appropriators meet in conference next month on the FY-95 defense spending bill. 

In the Aug. 10 letter, Deutch stated that the BPI ACTD "represents a higher priority than directed energy 
concepts, such as space-based chemical laser and airborne laser programs." Deutch goes on to say that "in light of , 

what I see coming out of both the Defense Appropriations and Authorization bills on directed energy, I have deter- 
mined that it is appropriate to plan for the orderly closeout of BMDO's chemical laser,program." 

Shortly after he made the proposal to Congress, Deutch mandated in an internal Pentagon program 
decision memorandum dated Aug. 16 that SBL be terminated no later than FY-95 (Inside the Air Force, Aug. 19, p 1). 
ABL was not mentioned in the PDM. ) ,  I 

Senate appropriators, in their FY-95 defense spending bill, called for DOD to, choose one of the three compet- 
ing BPI programs, stating, "in a defense budget which already is underfunded by $20 billion, the committee believes 
the use of limited research and development funds to pursue all three BPI concepts is unwise." The committee 
appropriated $90 million for whichever program was selected. q 8 hy r. , A L. . . =  . ~ 

House appropriators allocated only $1 7.7 million for the Air Foice's BPI pro&xn (thk 'same &ding level'they 
approved for the Army's Corps Surface-to-Air Missile program) and appropriated $120 million for the Navy's Upper 
Tier program in their FY-95 defense appropriations bill. 

The House report language makes it clear that the House appropriators do not support BPI. For example, 
the report states: "The department's emphasis on the program is un~arranted'considerin~ the technological 
challenges, the possibility of countermeasures, and possible Anti-Ballistic ~ i s ' s i l e  compliance issues. Further- 
more, the committee believes that BMDO cannot afford to initiate development of another expensive technol- 
ogy." Since the Bottom-Up Review emphasized the Navy's Upper Tier, the report states, the committee decided 
to add funds to that program. 

The House and Senate authorization conferees recommended a $90 million cap for BPI programs, with $20 
million going to the airborne laser program, $40 million to BMDO for its BPI program, and the remaining $30 million 
under the $90 million cap to BMDO for high-power laser research. 

In his letter, Deutch also made a case for Congress to maintain both BMDO and Air Force funding 
for the BPI ACTD. Deutch states that budget submissions were "divided according tb each agency's strengths 
and responsibilities." According to the letter, BMDO would fund a "demonstrgfion of the high-speed, low- 
altitude kill vehicles for such an interceptor." The Air Force budget would "proLi'de funds for the integration of 
the interceptor technology onto test aircraft and for developing the appropriate operational concepts for a 
deployed capability." continued on next page 

INSIDE THE AIR FORCE - August 26,1994 11 



Special Report 

SENATE AUTHORIZERS DENY USAF FY-94 B-IIJDAM REPROGRAMMING REQUEST 

The Senate Armed Services Committee rejected an Air Force request to reprogram $16.9 million in FY- 
94 funds to support efforts to integrate the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) onto the B-1 bomber, 
according to a list of that committee's recent action on the Defense Department's FY-94 omnibus 
reprogramming package. The other three defense-related committees approved the B-1 reprogramming request 
in their separate actions on the omnibus package, but approval from each of the four committees is required 
before a request is granted. 

The Air Force had requested the money be added to the B-1's research and development account 
"because the B-1 BIJoint Direct Attack Munition integration flight test schedule does not adequately support 
JDAM production decisions," according to DOD's reprogramming request: which was forwarded to the 
defense-related committees in June. The extra B-1 funds are needed to accelerate engineering and 

vIlgapuhcturing development activities is  order to "complete the flight test program approximately six months 
earlier," thereby removing risk to JDAM decision, the request stated. 

House and Senate authorizers agreed to include $16.9 million to accelerate the integration of JDAM 
onto the B-1 in their report on the FY-95 defense authorization bill. The money is intended to accelerate the 
date for operational capability of JDAM on the bomber, rather than to speed preparations for the bomber to 
serve as the test platform for JDAM, according to an Air Force official. 

In its test platform configuration, one B-1 will be outfitted with a prototype system that will allow the 
aircraft to drop the weapon and with instrumentation to record "what's going on," the official said. 

The actions of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Senate Appropriations defense subcommittee and 
the House Armed services Committee on DOD's FY-94 omnibus reprogramming request are reprinted below. 

>"!I  1 J 

?\ i 
House A m d  Senlices Reprogramming 

$ .  

. . August 19,1994 
(Hworable William J. Peny . . . , 
. Wretary of Defense 

The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

? , * : I .  , . ) ...,. . . . ( .  , . . 3 , , . . .  
, D m  Mr. Secretary:. . , , . , 

: I !  The Committee on Armed Services has reviewed the 
Department's proposed reprogramming request 94-3 PA, Coop- 
erative Threat Reduction; reprogramming request 94-6, Omnibus 

s Reprogramming; and repmgramming request 94-8, Research, 
Qqveloprnent, Test grid Evaluation, Arpy 94/95. Except as noted 
WQW, the committee interposesno objection to your proceeding 
with these reprogramming actions: 

Of the $3 18.5 million reprogramming increase, the commit- 

tee defers action on $3.4 million designated for environmental 
restoration activities in supporting materials provided to the com- 
mittee by the Department, thereby neither approving nor disap- 
proving this item at this time. In addition, the committee denies 
approval of $57.358 million insources from the Aircraft Procure- 
ment, Navy 93/95 EAdBRemfg (Elec WE) Prowler program 
identified on page 7 of the reprogramming action. - 

Of the $2,622,098 million reprogramming increase, the 
committee defers action on the proposed $10.6 million transfer 
from the Defense Nuclear Agency to the Former Soviet Union 
Threat Reduction account, for the environmental restoration 
activities identified on page 23 of the reprogramming request, 
thereby neither approving nor disapproving this item at this 
time. In addition, the committee denies approval ofthe follow- 
ing increases identified in the reprogramming request (dollars 
in thousands): 

RDTE AF 93, PE 301324F Forest Green + $4,622 
RDTE DW 94, - 602301E Computing Sys $ Comm Tech + $2,000 
RDTE DW 94, 305 190D C31 Intelligence Programs . + $9,000 

The Committee denies approval of the following sources 
identified in the reprogramming request (dollars in thousands): 

.,JUDE A 94, ; PE 601 102A Defense Research Sciences - $9,774 
OPN 94, SOSUS - $7,500 
APN 94, CWMHJ3E (Helo) Advance Procurement - $15,000 
MPA 94, Avenger System Summary - $10,400 
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nP[PLRSN 94 
K?DCSN 94 
UPERSN 94 
om 94 
om 94 
onnc 94 
0 m C R  94 
om- 94 
0 m c R  94 
OnnCR 94 
OnnCR 94 
APN 94 
APN 94 
APN 94 
R u m  94 

Unemployment Compensation 
Retired Pay 
~ccelerated Decommission. 
Voluntary Separation 
F/~-18 Engine uaint. 
Locality Pay 
Environmental Compliance 
Planned Unit Relocations 
Depot Lave1 Rapairables 
Maintenance of Equipment 
Trng. and Uaintenance U U l  
M(-6011 

School Training Support . 8,840 onnc 

Depot Level Reparables 44,009 

OUDW warseas 0per Exp (Depend ~duc) 9,588 
Global Cmd C Cntrl Soft Inteq (JCS) 7.400 
Commission on Roles & Uissions (OsD) 3,000 
Investig. Capability Advisory Bd. 1,300 

OUDW 
OMDW 
OUDW 

Homestead AFB 00s 11.000 
E-2c ~ d v .  Proc. 
CU-53Z 
Conventional nunitions 

Depot Ueintenance 13,950 

Assistance to the Rep. of Belarus 10,600 

C-130 Units realignment 
Retired Pay 
OeDOt UV.1 Re~llabl.5 

Sunflower A m y  b s o  Plant 15,200 

OPA 94 
OPA 94 
OPA 94 

Fmly of Ued Tac Veh [UYP) (rr Reimb) 9,484 
Hi Bob Multi kneeled Veh (Fr ,~eimb) 4,217 
Tact Trailers/Dolly Sots (Ir Reimb) 282 

~otality Pay - 
Locality Pay 
Bergstrom AFB mission 
71st Special Operations Squadron 
~ocality Pay 
Defense Spt. Prog. Adv. Proc. 
'2-17 Program 

Teacher's Salaries 
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Classified Equipment 
Ualor Equipment 
Electronic Tandem Net 
Tactical Cryptologic Act. 
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MPA? 94 
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RDTU 94 
RDTU 94 

Base Operations - R ~ c E  4,700 
Progranvide Activities 3.000 
Army Test Ranges 6 ~acilities 2,400 

Advanced Program Evaluation 4,900 
B-18 bomber 16,900 

RDTUF 94 
RDTUF 94 

Llyaway of Industrial Facilities 15,000 

Dot Business Operations Fund 33,814 

P M  9 3 

DBOF 9 3 

DBOF 92 

NGRE 94 
RDTEDW 94 
RDTEDW 94 

Def Business Operations Fund 13,000 

( 8  in OOObs) 

account= 

ULKUP 93 

P M  9 3 

OPA 93 

1PH ,. 93 

APAF 93 

PDA 93 

NGRE 93 

RDTU 93 

TY 93 DWNCLIMBLRCD INCREMLS 

z&h M9!us 

Security for World Cup Games 1,800 

uyavay' of Industrial Facilities 5, 900 

Items Less than $2.0 ail (Intel spt) 400 

E-6 Trainers 5,000 

C-17 (UYP) Adv Proc (CY) 26,000 

Uajor Equipment (OSD/Wns) 1.000 

Surface Warfare Tactical Trainer 8,750 

DWILD 8ODPCL8 

z m s  aQus 
N O M  -17,000 

U483-US64 Conversion -25,000 

FAD-CBS -1,155 
Common w/sW -1,500 
XI456 Smoks Generator System -4,900 
Raining devices, Nonaystem -5,000 
~ntg-d. m l y  of ~ e s t   quip. (IITE) -LO,OOO 
Family OL W*aVY Tactical Vehicle~ -11.094 
SINCGARS Tmily -12, 500 

U - 6 V X E W G  Prowler -77,586 

Special Update Program -3,442 

Spacial Update Program -395 
6SU-49 Inflatable Retarder ' -8,000 

najor equipment (DPso) -23,000 

Aviation Tech -1,000 
fnvironmantal Quality Tech -1,000 
LY D.valopa#nt -1,200 

. uedical Technology . -2.000 
mviromntal kompliance . ' -2,750 
Aviation - Eng D.v -3,300 
UeapoM and Munitions - tng.Dev -3,600 
Aviation - M D w  -5,510 
~rogruvkde Actiuitiee -7,000 
Defensa Reseerch Sciences -9,774 
Combat Vehicle Improve Prog -17,000 

OPA 94 
OPA 94 
OPA 94 
OPA 94 
OPA 94 
OPA 94 
OPA 94 

fwploitation of Foreign Items 

Tactical Airborne Recon 
S W  Surveil/Recon Support OPA? 94 

OPAI 94 Upper Stage Space Vehicles 
TITAN Space Launch Vehicles 
r-16 S q u a d r o ~  
Forest Green 

PDW 94 

C3I Intalligenca Progs 
Intel Planning k Rev ~ c t  

Def B u ~ i n e ~ 8  Operations Fund 

m a  mmccmo~m~ rvcrmarr 

P-3 Series Mod 

w i: 
RDTU 94 
m u  94 
R D T U  94 
RDTfA 94 1 

APN 92 R D T U  94 
R D T U  94 

, UPAr 92 space Boosters (IYP) 

PDA 92 UH-47/UX-60 Uodifications 

8.900 RDTEN 94 

8,000 t: 
Ship Self Defenss ' -2,500 
Adv Submarine Combat System -3,000 
Advanced ASW Technology -14,600 

DBOF 92 Def Business Operations Fund 61.495 RDTW 94 space sys Lnviron Inter Tech -7 o 

SCNl 90 coast ~uard Petrol  oat RDTUF 94 Ulnimum Lssential Lmer Comm Net -200 
793 R ~ E A F  94 special Evaluation Program -270 

SCI1 88 Trident (Nwlaar) 450 R D T W  94 . Spbc* C W l e  Rockst Propulsion -300 
RDTLM 94 tvaluetion and Analysis Program -500 

SCNl 86 USH-1 Coastal Mine Hunter 3,000 !gg :: Adv Avionics for Aerospace Veh -500 
crew Sys and pars protect ~ m c h  -652 

RDTIAF 94 Advanced Spacecraft ~ a c h  -1,000 
RDTUF 94 Airborne warning and Control Sys -1,300 
RDTUF 94 Adv Uaterials for Weapons Sys -1,106 

0 in 000's) IX 94 ~COKILRCD xUCIWr8 R ~ W F  94 Command, Control and comm -2,000 
RDTEAF 94 Ballistic Uissiles Tach -2,243 

m a  RDTUT 94 Applied TschnOlogy k Integration -2,400 
3 ,. . 

n P W A  94 ,Unemployment Compensation 32,300 ROTUt 94 Rocket Prop 6 Astronautics Tech -2,606 

O*A 
ROTUt 94 6-51 Squadrons 

94 Locality Pay 103,116 94 Defense Satellite comm Sys -3,000 

OnA 94 Toreign Natll. Pay Rbise 48.549 ROTEA? 94 Space Subsystems Tech 
-5,000 

O W  94 Base Closure Recoveries 36,000 94 Defense Research Sciences -5,500 

OnA 94 ' 
-2,400 Recruiter Train. k Ad. Support 20,700 

01U 94 Contingency Iissioru 20,504 -MI 94 Intel. Planning 6 Review Act 
O m  94 Strat. Xobil. Prog. C War Ras. 12,000 -2,000 
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Forces, Requirements, and Strategy 

The US Air Force in Regional Conflicts 

For several weeks in the summer of 1993, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin tested 
public opinion with a proposal for a sequential military strategy called "Win-Hold- 
Win." The reaction to it was overwhelmingly negative. Mr. Aspin was in a fix of his 
own making. He was searching for a program that would match the radical defense 
spending cuts he and President BilI Clinton had announced earlier: before 
investigating the impact the reductions would have on force capability. Details were 
to be worked out in a "Bottom-Up Review" to follow. 

"We have been dealing with numbers grabbed out of the air," Sen. Sam Nunn @- 
Ga), chairman of the Senate Armed S e ~ c e s  Committee, complained. "No one 
knows where these cuts are going to come from''2 Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said 
the Clinton-Aspin budget set up a precipitous drop in force levelsO3 

Indeed, initial Pentagon analysis of requirements in the Bottom-Up Review pointed 
to a larger force than the budget would cover, which led to the 'Win-Hold-Win" 
proposal. When that went down under fire, Mr. Aspin proclaimed the "two-MRC' 
strategy that is still in effect today: that US forces be prepared to fight and win two 

"FY 1994 Defense Budget Begins New Era," Department of Defense, March 
27, 1993. 

' Gelman, "Defense Budget Treading Water'," Washington Po$ March 28,1993. 

' "Beyond the Base Force and Defense Budget Cuts," April 2, 1993. 



major regional conflicts "nearly ~imultaneously.'~ 

Four months later, Mr. Aspin announced the force structure to implement this 
strategy? It was a steep drop from the "Base Force" proposed by the Bush 
Administration. The Air Force, for example, would field twenty fighter wings rather 
than 265. The Army would have ten active divisions instead of twelve. 

Among the unconvinced was Rep. Ike Skelton (D-Mo.), chairman of the Military 
Forces and Personnel subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee. He 
declared that "simple third grade arithmetic" showed that the projected force could 
not cover two major regional ~onflicts.~ 

Senator Nunn also saw troubles ahead. "Our military forces are not capable of 
carrying out the tasks assumed in the Bottom Up Review with this kind of eroding 
defense budget," he said last October. "We are either going to have to adjust the 
resources or our expectation of what military forces will be able to do, because the 
two are going in opposite directions." He repeated his concern in November: "The 
warning lights are flashing in terms of our military strategy vs. our resources and . . 
. our commitments vs. our capabilities.& 

Sen John Glenn (D-Ohio), said that, 'You could sustain something like Desert Storm 
with [an active force level of] 13 to 15 million . . . We are beginning to cut to the 
point where we may be below that, so our ability to sustain even the size of a Desert 

' Aspin, speech to Air Force Senior Statesmen symposium, Andrews AFB, Md, 
June 24, 1993. 

Aspin, "Report on the Bottom-Up Review," October 15, 1993. 

Skelton, statement at Army personnel hearing, October 27, 1993. 

Floor speech to Senate, October 21, 1993. 

' Floor speech, November 17, 1993, during Senate Debate on the FY 1994 
defense budget. 



Storm is going to be jeopardized." 

Concerns about the two-conflict regional strategy have not abated. The argument is 
not with the basic concept - on which there is fairly general agreement - but about 
the force levels and budgets proposed to go with it. 

In April 1994, Mr. Skelton wrote to Mr. Aspin's successor, William J. Perry. "Simply 
put, today we cannot fight two major regional conflicts," he said.'' He expressed two 
broad worries: the size of the forces projected by the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) and 
the funding for them. "The Navy and the Air Force are already reducing the force 
structure laid out in the BUR due to budgetary constraints," he said. Mr. Skelton 
asked Mr. Peny to "look at the war plans for fighting another conflict in Southwest 
Asia and for fighting a war in Korea. If you total those forces up you will see that we 
run out of forces before we take care of the needs of the two CinCs."ll 

He isn't the only one with doubts about the strategy. In March, for example, Senator 
Num said that, "I am very concerned, and I know others are, about not having 
enough bombers to carry out a two-war scenario."* 

"It's crazy," said Rep. G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery @-Miss.), chairman of the House 
Vetetans' Affairs Committee. "You need more forces."13 The House Armed Services 
Committee says that it "remains concerned that the number of long-range bombers 
programmed in the pefense] Department's force plan [is] inadequate to support 

- - 

November 17, 1993. In fact, the active-duty force level is projected to drop to 
1.4 million in FY 1999, according to Pentagon news release, "FY 1994 Defense 
Budget," February 4, 1994. 

lo Skelton, letter to Perry, April 14, 1994. 

" Theater commanders-in-chief. 

12 Dudney, "hother Year, Another Cut," AIR FORCE Magazine, May 1994. 

* Green, "Montgomery Attacks the Decline," AIR FORCE Magazine, February 
1994. 
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requirements for two major regional conflicts."14 

"I would be willing to bet that if you were to poll the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Unified Commanders, you would find total agreement about the stated policy but 
serious questions about being able to carry it out," Mr. Skelton wrote to Mr. Perry, 
adding that ''you can be sure that potentid adversaries will come to the same 
conclusion." 

If the two-MRC strategy cannot be funded, Mr. Skelton said, perhaps it is time to 
consider a different one, such as a "force generation strategy, " geared to the capability 
to fight a second MRC three to six months after the beginning of the first one. Mr. 
Skelton emphasized that such a move would allow further cuts to defense - 
merely align US armed forces with an objective they would be structured to handle. 

In his State of the Union address this year, President Clinton said that, "The budget 
I send to Congress draws the line against further defense cuts. It protects the 
readiness and quality of our forces. Ultimately, the best strategy is to do that. We 
must not cut defense f~rther ."~ 

The controversy, however, is far from settled. The Forces, Requirements, and 
Strategy issue has three component parts, which can be expressed as questions: 

Is the strategy sound? 

What does the strategy require? 

Is the strategy credible? 

These questions apply to all of the armed services, individually and in the context of 
joint operations. This report, however, concentrates on the implications for the US 

l4 House Armed Services Committee, May 6, 1994. 

IS January 25, 1994. 



Air Force, partly because that 'is the center of focus for the Air Force Association 
and partly because airpower will be pivotal in response to regional crises of the 
future. 

As a form of pIanning shorthand, strategies are frequently descriied in terms of the 
number of wars or conflicts that the armed forces are supposedly prepared to fight. 
Obviously, conflicts differ in scope and in intensity. Definitions of 'harn and "conflictn 
may vary as well. The following array of the spectrum of conflict, adapted from the 
1991 Jotrt Military Net Assessment, should be an adequate point of reference for the 
purposes of this report. 

Peacetime engagement/counterinsurgency. 
O Lesser regional conflict. 
0 Major regional conflict. 

European conflict. 
Global conflict. 
Nuclear war. 

The '245 waf standard was the basis for US conventional force planning from 1961 
to 1968. It supposedly covered simultaneous response to a Soviet/Warsaw Pact 
invasion in Europe, an attack by the Chinese in Asia, and a "lesser contingency" 
elsewhere. The lesser contingency, or "35 war" was Vietnam16 - which was 
equivalent certainly, and perhaps then some, to a full-up major regional conflict as 
defined today. 

l6 Record, Revking US Militmy Strategy, 1984. 



The war" Strategy, 1969-79, was adopted by the Nixon Administration following 
the Sino-Soviet rift. It was based on the capability to repel a Warsaw Pact invasion 
of Europe and fight a half-war elsewhere, e.g., a Chinese-sponsored North Korean 
invasion of South Korea1' 

The No-Number strategy, 1982-1993. At the beginning of the Reagan rearmament 
program, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger rejected "mechanistic assumptions" 
about the number of wars to be fought and said that force structure would be based 
on "much broader and more fundamental j~dgments."'~ 

The next two Defense secretaries, Frank C. Carlucci and Dick Cheney, took generally 
the same approach.19 No specific number of conflicts was publicly stated as an 
element of strategy, but it was clear always that the defense posture was intended to 
cover multiple threats. Mr. Cheney, for example, prescribed "the capabiIity to deal 
with more than one concurrent major regional contingency." 

onal Conflid In 1990, just before the Gulf War began, the United 
States switched to a new defense strategy, built around smaller forces, fewer 
deployments overseas, and the assumption that the primary threats would be regional 
rather than gIobaLm The reduced configuration of the armed forces was to be called 
the Base Force. 

The Base Force strategy specified the capability to cover "multiple regional crises."*' 
Secretary Cheney said that even while the US was engaged in a prolonged operation, 
"our forces must remain able to deter or respond rapidly to other crises or to expand 

l7 Record. 

* Weinberger, AnnuaI Report, 1982. 

l9 See, e.g., Carlucci and Cheney, Ann& Reports, 1988 and 1991. 

Joint StafE, 1992 Joint Military NetAsment;  CorreU, m e  Base Force Meets 
Option C," Aim FORCE Magazine, June 1992. 

Powell, National Military Strategy of the United States, 1992. 



an initial crisis deployment in the event of escalation, also on short notice."" 

A critical turn en route to the next strategy came in March 1993, when Secretary 
Aspin announced the Clinton Administration's first defense budget. It roughly 
doubled the budget reductions the Bush Administration had planned. As Senator 
NUM complained, the numbers were "grabbed out of the air." Force and program 
decisions to implement this budget were to come later, after a "Bottom-Up 
~eview." The general inspiration for the new Clinton defense plan, however, was 
a set of force and budget options - notably one called "Option C" - that Mr. Aspin 
had developed while he was in C~ngress .~~ 

Win-Hold-Win. In the summer of 1993, the Joint Staff worked on force structure 
options to fulfill the arbitrary 1994-1998 defense budget projections. Details of the 
work in progress leaked and were published by The New York Times, the Los 
Angeles T i e s ,  and other newspapers. That was the first public revelation of the 
"Win-Hold-Win" c o n ~ e p t , ~  in which US forces would prosecute fully one regional 
conflict and conduct a holding action on a second front until more forces were 
available. "Win-Hold-Win" was met with withering criticism, which continued to 
mount. Within weeks, advocacy of it had become untenable. 

2 MRCs Nearly Simultaneously. Mr. Aspin finally gave up on Win-Hold-Win on June 
24, declaring that, "After much discussion, we've come to the conclusion that our 
forces must be able to fight and win two major regional conflicts, and nearly 
simultaneously.~ 

- -- 

Cheney, "Global Strategy," 1993. 

a "FY 1994 Defew Budget Begins New Era," Department of Defense, March 
27,1993; "Decoding the New Defense Budget,"RrR FORCE Magazine, April 19,1993. 

" Aspin, "An Approach to Sizing American Conventional Forces for the Post- 
Soviet Era," February 1992; Correll, "The Base Force Meets Option C," 1992. 

See, e.g., Gordon, "Cuts Force Review of War Strategies," May 30, 1993; Pine, 
"US May Limit Its Wars to One at a Time," May 31, 1993. 

Aspin, Andrews AFB, June 24, 1993. 



The negative reactions to "Win-Hold-Win" - and Mr. Aspin's fundamental retreat 
from it - indicate a fairly broad base of opinion that a stronger defense posture is 
required. While the two-MRC strategy was not Secretary Aspin's first choice, his 
stated logic for it was well put: 

There was concern," Mr. Aspin said in his annual report to Congress, "that if the 
United States was drawn into a war with one regional aggressor, another could 
well be tempted to attack its neighbors - especially if they were convinced that the 
United States and its allies did not have enough military power to deal with more 
than one MRC at a time. Moreover, sizing US forces for more than one MRC will 
provide a hedge against the possibility that a future adversary might one day mount 
a larger than expected threat Therefore, the recommendation to President Clinton 
was for the United States to be able to win two nearly simultaneous MRCS."~ 

Previously, Mr. Aspin had described the objective in more detail: "US forces will be 
structured to achieve decisive victory in two nearly simultaneous major regional 
conflicts and to conduct combat operations characterized by rapid response and a 
high probability of success, while mhimkhg the risk of significant American 

casua~ties.":~ 

Another consideration, pointed out by the RAND CorpB, is that "a larger force 
structure provides flexibility and some margin for responding to the unexpected - 
both valuable qualities when dealing with something as inherently uncertain as 
military operations ten to twenty years in the future." 

Aspin, Annual Repon, 1994. 

" Aspin, "Report on the Bottom-Up Review," October IS, 1993. 

Bowie etal. The New Calculus, 1993. 



Concurrent co . . nfl icts trn~robable? 

There is, to be sure, a body of opinion that holds a two-conflict strategy to be 
unnecessary, questionable, or e~cessive.~ In February, for example, The New York 
Tunes objected to the supposedly unrealistic requirement that US forces be ready to 
fight two near-simultaneous regional conflicts. Within the month, the Clinton 
Administration had put Serbia and North Korea, more or less simultaneously, on 
what sounded very much like warnings of war?1 

Failure to be prepared for a second crisis could also provoke its occurrence. Should 
the United States have most of its forces tied down by one conflict, an aggressor 
looking for an opportunity on another front would surely see that as the time to 
move. 

Peeional conflict easy - and containable? 

Some commentators speak of regional conflicts as if they would be little fights and 
local affairs, not amounting to much. The fact is that MRCs are easy, as the 
United States found out in Vietnam, and as the Soviet Union learned in Afghanistan. 

Regional conflict a escalate, even when it seems improbable. Today - with the 
memoirs al l  written and the records of the combatant nations subjected to decades 
of historical scrutiny - it remains diEcult for most of us to understand how the 
assassination of Archduke Francis Ferdinand in Sarajevo in 1914 lit the fuze on 
World War L 

" E.g., "More is the Pity at the Pentagon." New York Tinzes editorial, February 
9, 1994; Krepinevich, 'The Bottom-Up Review: An Assessment," Defense Budget 
Project, 1994; "How Big An Army, and For What?" New York Tmes editorial, June 
3, 1994. 

31 Correll, "Hawkish Moves, Dovish Means," April 1994. 



ct force excessive? 

The United States has a fairly consistent history of underestimating in peacetime the 
forces that it will require in wartime. The Gulf War, for example, ultimately required 
a third more fighter forces than the strategy estimated. It required most of the Air 
Force's best aircraft and the largest coalition air fleet to see combat since World War 
ILa 

RAND Corp. analysts, studying regional conflict for the Pentagon, reported a pattern 
in which "US ability to forecast future force needs has been far from perfect. Peak 
US force deployments in Korea, Vietnam, and Iraq exceeded planners' prewar 
expectations by a factor of two in critical areas.* 

. . .  . reats Ievel or d-shmv? 

The danger of global war has diminished, but there has been a corresponding 
increase in the probability of regional conflict. In some instances, such conflicts n q  
have implications that reach beyond the region The potential for escalation to larger 
and wider wars is always present. 

Early visions of the "new world order" to follow the Cold War were optimistic and 
idealistic. It is now clear that the new order is characterized by instability, regional 
power struggles, and violence that sometimes was restrained when the superpowers 
exerted more influence on lesser powers. 

Five years ago, it was considered almost eccentric to worry about North Korea as a 
military threat. Nobody is smirking today. 

Five years ago, before the breakup of the Warsaw Pact and the collapse of the Soviet 

" Loh, Januaty 31, 1992. 

f3 BOwie et al. The New Calculus. 
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Union, the prospects of near-term conflict in Europe were rated as virtually nil. Few 
would make that judgment today with the same confidence, having seen the relentless 
animosity unleashed in the Balkans and the tensions at play among the new nations 
of the old Soviet Union 

It does not take a hyperactive imagination to conceive of trouble originating in - or 
spreading from - the former Soviet Union. Russia still has 1.4 million active- duty 
troops, 6,766 strategic nuclear warheads, and more combat airplanes than the US 
does. It is upgrading its force with such systems as the Su-34 tactical bomber and a 
prototype "superfightern to be operational in the 21st century." 

The current US air superiority fighter, the F-15C, armed with the AIM-120 Advanced 
Medium-Range Air-to-Air Missile, is hard to beat. New technologies, such as active 
missiles, advanced radar and avionics, and radar cross section reduction, are within 
reach of numerous nations and will almost certainly erode and overcome this 
advantage before too long.% 

Twenty-three different kinds of short-range ballistic missiles and thirteen kinds of 
intermediate-range missiles are already deployed by TIzird World nations. Since 1973, 
ballistic missiles have been used in five regional conflicts. Sixty-six countries now 
possess sea- and land-skimming cruise missiles, which are fast becoming the 
"alternate status symboln for nations that lack depth in other forms of military power. 
36 

Perceptions of Security 

The nation's sense of security can change rapidly. In times of peace, an austere 

Mehuron, "Russian Military Almanac," AIR FORCE Magazine, June 1994. 

Shaver, Harshberger, and Crawford, "The Case for Airpower Modernization," 
Rnz FORCE Magazine, February 1994. 

" Gem, "Scud's Bigger Brothers," "AIR FORCE Magazine, June 1994. 



defense posture can seem adequate and reductions to defense may appear harmless, 
even wise. A limited crisis, well short of war, can sometimes upset such perceptions 
overnight. In 1993, for example, the terrorist bombing of the World Trade Center 
was enough to make both the Administration and Congress wonder (momentarily) 
if the pace of defense cuts had been too hasty? 

Americans might also remember their reactions to the stunning news August 19, 
1991, of a hard-line coup in Russia. Suddenly, US defense reductions looked far less 
prudent than they had the day before and continued to look imprudent for the next 
three days until the coup foundered. 

If a major crisis began tomorrow, it is a safe bet that the nation would feel less 
secure in its defense arrangements than it does today. The standard for defense 
planning must be the level of capabiiity the nation would need and want in wartime, 
not the posture that seems sufficient in the tranquility of peacetime. 

A nation with pretense of being a global power ought to be able to handle two 
regional conflicts. It's a fairly modest goal. 

Bedard, "World Crises Force Rethinking on Defense Cuts," Washington Tima 
March 17, 1993. 



In announcing the two-conflict strategy, Mr. Aspin acknowledged that "we don't know 
where trouble might break out first, or second. We can predict, however, that 
wherever it does, we won't have sufficient forces there."% Analysis during the 
Bottom-Up Review said the US should expect the typical aggressor in a major 
regional conflict to have up to 750,000 troops, 4,000 tanks, 1,000 combat aircraft, and 
1,000 Scud-dass ballistic mi~siles.~ The United States would expect to respond to 
such a crisis in four operational stages: 

The Four Phases of US Combat  operation^.^ 

Phase I.  Halt the Invmbn. Minimize the territory and critical facilities an invader 
can capture. In event of short-warning attack, US forces deploy rapidly to theater 
and enter battle as quickly as possible. 

Phase 2 Build up US combat power in the theater while reducing the enemy's. After 
stopping the attack and stabilizing the front, insert land, sea, and air forces to 
ensure enemy does not regain initiative on the group. Sustained attacks to reduce 
enemy's capabilities in preparation for combined arms counteroffensive. 

Phase 3. De&ely defeat the enemy. Large-scale air-land counteroffensive, 
decisively attack centers of gravity, retake territory, destroy warmaking capabilities, 
achieve "other operational or strategic objectives." 

Phase 4. Pmvide forpostwarstabiliiy. Some forces may remain to ensure conditions 
that resulted in conflict do not recur. 

j8 Remarks at Fort McNair, June 16, 1993. 

Aspin, October 15, 1993. 

Aspin, October 15, 1993. 



The reliance on airpower in this dlan is obvious. Less apparent is the extent to which 
the nation wodd depend on land-based bombers and suike aircraft to take out the 
critical, early targets. 

Airpower Against High-Value Objectives 

in Early Phases of Major Regional conflicts" 

The percentages in this analysis can be - and have been - challenged. The numbers 
are consistent, however, with the experience of the Gulf War, where land-based 
aircraft from the US Air Force delivered ninety percent of the US precision-guided 
munitions and seventy-two percent of the US gravity bombs. 

Before the Bottom-Up Review. . . 

Once Mr. Aspin had proclaimed the two-con£lict strategy, the critical question 
became what force configuration would be fielded to execute i t  The Bottom-Up 
Review in the sllmmer of 1993, however, was not the first effort to size a force for 
a regional conflict. 

Considerable analysis was done before and after the nation converted to a regional 

41 Data from Ochmanek and Bordeaux, "The Lion's Share of Power Projection," 
AIR FORCE Magazine, June 1993. 



strategy in 1990. The Base Force estimate - as well as most other estimates42 that 
were made prior to the budget-driven Bottom-Up Review - arrived at requirements 
for a force substantially larger than the one projected by the FY 1995 defense 
budget. 

Even so, the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1992 43 saw limitati011~ in a Base Force that 
would have included 265 fighter wing equivalents (15.25 active, 11.25 Reserve). Their 
assessment was that "US Armed Forces will improve as specific enhancements are 
made in mobility and warfighting areas. However the Bare Force is capable of 
resolving qur'ckly -- with low rirk -- on& one major regional crisis at a time For two 
crises occurring close together, the United States would have to employ economy of 
force and sequential operations and make strategic choices. The risk to US objectives 
in either case is no more than moderate, but there is Iittle margin for unfavorable 
circumstances." (emphasis added) 

 RAND^^ also looked at the requirements question before the Bottom-Up Review, 
having been assigned to evaluate the capabilities of the Base Force. This study was 
b b m  (15.7 active, 11.3 Reserve) and 184 o~erational 
bombers in FY 1997. RAND concluded that: 

0 A single MRC requires ten fighter wings, eighty heavy bombers, and ninety 
percent of the airlift. 
0 A second MRC would entail shuttling and shifting. 

Three aircraft carriers per MRC. 

RAND concluded also that the Base Force would not have enough assets in some 
categories to cover two conflicts. In Desert Storm, the Air Force used about thirty 

- -- 

a See following sections on "Fighter Forces" and "Bomber Forces." 

43 1992 Joint Military Net Assessment. 

The Nau Calculus, released June 2, 1993. For an earlier - and more candid - 
version of this analysis, see "The Lion's Share of Power Projection," AIR FORCE, June 
1993. 
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percent of its total fighter assets, but nearly all long-range fighter bombers and C ~ I  
elements were committed. 

Bottom-UD Deliberations 

In the summer of 1993, the Joint Staff studied requirements for response to two 
MRCs simultaneously, one MRC at a time, and a hybrid strategy called %-Hold- 
Wh" The Joint Staff initially came up with the following force numbers. 

The Computation Before "~orrection* - 
Strategy Force Structure 

2 MRCs simultaneously 24 FWE 
12 active Army div. 
12 carriers 

Win-Hold- Win 20 FWE 
10 active Army div. 
10 carriers 

1 MRC at a time 16 FWE 
8 active Army div. 
8 carriers 

The problem was that the costs associated with the preferred strategy were too high 
to match the "thin air" budget numbers. To implement the two-MRC strategy, 
therefore, Mr. Aspin and his colleagues inserted "nearly" before "simultaneously" - 
and dropped four fighter wings and added one active and one reserve carrier. Note 
that the number of fighter wing equivalents eventually adopted for the two-MRC 
strategy are identical to the numbers originally identified for Win-Hold-Win. 

Gordon, "Cuts Force Review of War Strategies," New York Tunes, June 1, 
1993. Auz FORCE Magazine obtained independent confirmation of these figures. 
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Forces ~ i j e c t e d  by Bottom-Up ~ e v i e w . ~  

Marine divisions 3 active, 1 reserve 4-5 brigades 

Navy carriers 11 active, 1 reserve 4-5 

The Bottom-Up Review stipulated that "Certain advanced aircraft - such as B-2s, F- 
117s, JSTARS, and EF-111s - that we have purchased in limited numbers because 
of their expense would probably need to shift from the first to the second MRC." The 
Bottom-Up Review did not project airlift requirements or plans. 

The corporate Air Force has signed up to the budgeted force of twenty FWEs and 
100 operational bombers.47 Gen. Merrill A. McPeak, Chief of St- has endorsed 
that projection personally, but says that until the B-2 bomber and adequate numbers 
of precision guided munitions (PGMs) are available, "the force structure will be 
pretty well stretched to accomplish the two-MRC strategy.l4 

The Air Force will give "overwhelming priority" to rigging all of its bombers and 
strike fighters to carry and launch two or more types of PGMs for a variety of 
missions. Most of the smart weapons and stealthy cruise missiles to arm the aircraft 
are still in develop men^^^ 

Data from Aspin, October IS, 1993 report; Aspin Ann& Report, 1994. 

47 Widnall and McPeak, "Joint Statement on Air Force Posture," March 1994. 

a Canan, "How Many Bombers Are Enough?" AIR FORCE Magazine, February 
1994. 

49 Canan, "In Search of Equalizers," AIR FORCE Magazine, July 1994. 



Gen. John Michael Loh, commander of Air Combat Command has said he needs to 
know more about the nature and timing of the potential conflicts on which the 
strategy and force structures are predicated. For example, he asked, "what do we 
mean by 'nearly simultaneously'? And what do we mean by 'two MRCs'? Do we 
mean two Desert Storms? Do we mean a Desert Storm and a Panama?& 

Questions about the bomber force have been particularly acute. In February, General 
McPeak toId reporters that "our anaIysis indicates that we can service the target set 
that comes at you from two major regional contingencies, near simultaneously, with 
a bomber force of about 100 deployable bombers equipped with PGMsW and that the 
Air Force was "on a path" to having that PGM capability around the turn of the 
century.51 

General McPeak told the Senate Armed Services Committee in March that the 
Bottom-Up Review "set a requirement for bombers that [we already cannot meet] 
because the budget doesn't support the Bottom-Up Review bomber force structure. 
So for me, the Bottom-Up Review force structure is an abstraction. The budget is a 
reality." He said the Air Force "backed into bomber cuts" to meet lower budget 
ceilings and that nothing had changed to alter Air Force anaIyses of a year or so ago 
which called for a force of 184 bombers to cover critical targets early in a conflict.52 

The CBO nMirkwoodn analysis. " The Congressional Budget Office, searching for 
possible economies, concluded not only that the Bottom-Up Review force provides 
"substantial capability" for two MRCs but also that "DoD may be able to withstand 
further force reductions and still be able to bring sigruficant forces to bear in two 
regional wars." 

Canan, Wow Many Bombers Are Enough?" 

Press conference, Orlando, Fla, February 18, 1994. 

* Morrocco, "McPeak Defends Bomber Plan," Aviation Week; March 21, 1994. 

a CBO, "Planning for Defense," March 1994. 



CBO used a model named "Mirkwood" to simulate the first ninety days of two nearly 
simultaneous MRCs and evaluated the capability of forces with 'TASCFORM" scores 
developed by The M y t i c  Sciences Corp. (TASC) to measure relative performance 
of weapon systemseS This analysis assumed extraordinary buildup time. US forces 
were assumed to have three months to achieve full deployed strength in MRC I, 
separation of the two crises by one month, and two months to achieve full deployed 
strength in MRC 11. Those were not the only big assumptions. The report said that, 
"CBO has not assessed the airlift and sealift problems that the s e ~ c e s  are 
experiencing today, though it appears that the problems that exist are being 
addressed." (Others are less comfortable than CBO is about how lift problems are 
"being addressed." See the subsequent section on "Airlift ForcesN in this report.) 

For the past several years, the strong performance of US forces in the Gulf War has 
been ated often as evidence that capabilities are adequate or excessive? Testifying 
to Congress in 1994, Robert D. Reischauer, director of the Congressional Budget 
Office, dted Gulf War success to suggest reduction below levels now projected: 
"Given the superiority that US forces demonstrated in Desert Storm, it might be 
possible to eliminate some duplicative forces without endangering US national 
security." 

As Mr. Reischauer knows (or should know), the force that won the Gulf War no longer 
acirts It was reduced by the Bush Administration in its Base Force planning, and the 
Bottom-Up Review made further cuts. The "superiority that US forces demonstrated 
in Desert Storm" is not a guaranteed element in planning for future conflicts. 

CBO notes that TASCFORM does not measure forces engaged in combat, and 
that Mirkwood does not reflect the impact of many factors - such as attrition - 
"which would influence the outcome of the war." CBO says its modeling efforts were 
reviewed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and deemed "simplistic." JCS said also that 
forces would not be employed as CBO modeled them in its conflict simulations. 

" See, for example, "A New Guide for Pentagon Budget Cuts," New York nncc 
editorial, March 9, 1993. 

' Testimony on "Options for Reconfiguring Service Roles and Missions," Senate 
Budget Committee, March 9, 1994. 



Gulf War Force Vs Bottom-u$' 

16 active, 10 reserve 

Marine divisions 3 active, 1 reserve 3 active, 1 reserve 

Navy carriers 15 11 active, 1 reserve 
* 

(The Au Foze bomber tot& stated ar "up to 184" in the Bottom-Up Review, has since 
been reduced again For details, see subsequent section on "Bomber Forces. ") 

Data from Aspin, October 15,1993 repon; Mehuron, "Aspin's Challenge,"ht 
FOR= June 1992; Bowie et al, The New Calculus; Aspin, Annual Report, 1994. 



I. FIGHTER FORCES 

How Many Wings? Evolution of the Goal 

U 40 Wings. Beginning in 1976 and continuing into the 1980s, the AK Force was 
building toward forty combat-coded fighter and attack wings. The forty-wing goal was 
somewhat arbitrary, the result of a compromise between requirements and budgets. 
The requirement actually indicated was about forty-four wingsgsS 

37 Wings. In 1987, bowing to fiscal reality, the Air Force dropped its goal to thirty- 
seven fighter and attack wings and said it would concentrate on supporting that 
number properly.gg 

U 26 Wings. The Pentagon announced plans on February 4,1991, to reduce the Air 
Force to twenty-six wings.60 

243 Wings. In March 1993, the Pentagon's annual budget announcement said the 
Base Force goal (265 FWE) would be reduced to 24.3. This was the only major force 
structure change that Mr. Aspin announced at that time!' The Bottom-Up Review 
had not yet begun. 

n 20 Wings. The decision of the Bottom-Up Review. 

" Correll, Tactical Warfare High and Low," 1986. 

" Conell, "Thirty-Seven Wings of the Best," 1987. 

CorreU, Twenty-Six Wings" 1991. 

' "FY 1994 Defense Budget Begins New Era," March 27, 1993. 



The following charts show the diininishing Ievel of Air Force fighter wing equivalents, 
the intended composition of the future force by mission and aircraft, and where that 
force will be based. 

FWE Levels and ~rojections~ 

The USAF Fighter Force in 199663 

a 1992 Joint Militmy Net Assessment; Aspin, Report on Bottom-Up Review, 
October 1993; Hamre, budget briefing, F e b ~ a r y  5, 1994; Department of Defense 
news release, February 7, 1994. 

' Aspin, Annual Report, 1994. 



USAF Fighters 1 9 9 9 ~  
FWE, Regional Projection 

interdiction/CAS 

Total 2 3  3.2 7.5 7.0 20.0 

Consequences of the defense drawdown include a reduction overseas of fifty-eight 
percent in aircraft and fifty-three percent in bases. The US Army will have seventy 
percent fewer soldiers in Europe than in 1988. The Navy will have thirty-nine percent 
fewer ships than during the Cold War and has reduced its overseas presen~e.~ 

AF/XOF, November 1993. CAS is close air support. 

LO4 "Adapting US Military Organizations to the New Security Environment," 
1994. 



The following chart shows the steady decrease in numbers of fighter and attack 
aircraft operated by the Air Force. Fiscal Year 1995 is a benchmark of note, since 
the active-duty fighter fleet will slip below 1,000 aircraft. 

Air Force Fighter and Attack ~ i r c r a f t ~  
PAA (Primary Aircraft ~uthorized)~' 

Fighters in the Gulf. The Clinton-Aspin force structure grew out of a set of options - 
- the favored one being "Option C - that Mr. Aspin devised while he was chairman 
of the House Armed Services Committee. Option C used as its benchmark a "Desert 
Stom Equivalent. " ' The assumption was that the force employed in the Gulf War 
would be approximately the force required for a major regional conflict in the future. 

Mr. Aspin said in 1992 that, 'The basic Desert Storm Equivalent - the 'force that 
mattered' - has six heavy divisions, an air-transportable, early arriving light division, 
one Marine division on land and an excess of one brigade at sea, twenty-four Air 

66 h p i %  ANULlll Report, 1994. 

* Aircraft PAA are those available for operational use. The total aircraft 
inventory number will be higher. 

Correll, "The Base Force Meets Option C." 



Force fighter squadrons, seventy heavy bombers, and two early arriving carrier battle 
groups building up over time to four canier battle groups including surface 
combatants providing AEGIS defenses and capability for launching large numbers 
of cruise missiles!e 

General McPeak said that what Mr. Aspin's numbers amounted to was "Desert 
D m  "not Desert Stonn. He said the actual Desert Storm force had thirty-three US 
Air Force fighter squadrons (about eleven FWE) plus eight FWEs from allies for a 
total of fifty-seven land-based fighter squadrons.'" 

The RAND Corp. says that, "Historically, the Air Force has deployed an average of 
ten fighter wings to the three major post-World War II conflicts: Korea, Vietnam, 
and 1raq." Air Force operations data breaks it out more precisely: 

Force Size: MRC ~xperience~' 

* Aspin, "An Approach to Sizing American Conventional Forces for the Post- 
Soviet Era," February 25, 1992. 

iu Correll, The  Base Force Meets Option C." 

The New Ca1du.s. 

AF/XOF, November 1993 briefing. 



11. 'BOMBER FORCES 

Air Force Long-Range Bombers 
(Long-Range Attack Mission) 

Department of Defense Projection, January 1994~ 

The Bottom-Up Review said 100 Air Force heavy bombers would be required per 
conflict (but projected a total of 184 bombers for the two-conflict strategy). The 
current defense budget proposal projects even fewer bombers - 107 in 1995, rising 
to 112 in 1997. Eventually, the Air Force will have twenty B-2s, of which sixteen will 

be operational. 

Under Secretary of the Air Force Rudy de Leon sought to clear up the confusion in 
his confirmation  hearing^?^ "The analysis supporting the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) 
assumed a bomber force of 184 TA1/158 PAA in 1999," he said. "The analysis 
concluded that deploying 100 bombers forward with two crews per bomber would, 

in conjunction with other forces including ti%ty-four F-llIFs, be sufficient to fight two 
nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts (MRCs). The deployed bombers were 
shifted from the first to the second MRC, so that the total needed for the two-MRC 
scenario was still 100 bombers. (There was some confusion on this point in the 
unclassified BUR report.)" 

Aspin, Annual Rep06 January 1994. 

'Testimony to Senate Armed Services Committee, March 25, 1994. 
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Combat Coded Bombers? 

The N 1995 budget dearly does not fund 184 bombers - and the operational 
numbers have been challenged, too. The budget funds about 126, according to figures 
provided by the Air Force to Senate Budget Committee member Kent Conrad @- 
ND). Of the 126 budgeted, only eighty-seven would be combat-coded. "I think it 
would be unwise, and I think my colleagues would be very surprised to learn that 
we're talking about having eighty-seven bombers combat-coded in this budget," said 
the senator. W e  deployed, just in Desert Storm, seventy-five B-52s. And I am told 
that for [nuclear war planning], we would need at least thirty-two B-52s held in 
reserve," Secretary of Defense Peny told the committee that the strategic force study 
would determine what the actual size of the bomber force will be."x 

Estimatin~ the Requirement 

There are numerous estimates of the bomber requirement, but three main ones - 
all done since the end of the Cold War and Desert Storm, and all predicated on the 
assumption that PGMs will be available - are of particular interest. 

USAF's Bomber Roadmap, June 1992. 
The Nau Cal&, 1993. 
RAND, May 1994. 

The Bomber ~ o a d m a p . ~  In 1992, the Air Force revised its requirement for 
bombers, projecting a fleet of 211 compared to the 300 or so B-52s and B-1s it had 
at the time. The B-1 was seen as the workhorse of the smaller fleet, to be employed 
against the bulk of defended, time-critical targets in a regional conflict. 

Oliveri, "Study Wi Decide the Size of Bomber Force," AIR FORCE Magazine, 
May 1994. 

" T h e  Bomber Roadmap," USAF, June 1992; Dudney, "The Bomber Roadmap," 
AR FORCE Magazine, September 1992. 



The 2001 Bomber Fleet as Roadmapped in 1992 

The Air Force said that in a Desert Storm-like scenario, the 1992 bomber fleet could 
destroy only twenty-four percent of the priority targets in the first five days, whereas 
the projected fleet would be able to destroy 100 percent of the priority targets in the 
first five days. 

Drawing on ACCs classified "Combat Forces Roadmap," Gen. John Michael Loh, 
Air Combat Command commander, told Congress in June 1993 that 'fve need about 
180 to 200 operational bombersw and thus "a total bomber force of between 210 and 
230" to allow for attrition, training, and downtime for maintaining and upgrading the 
operational £leern 

E Z k  New ~rlculrrc" This RAND Corp. study had co~lsiderable influence on the 
Bottom-Up Review. It allocated eighty Air Force bombers (sixteen PAA B-Zs, sixty- 
four PAA B-1Bs) to MRC I. Selected forces - including the B-2s - would shift to 
MRC II. RAND figured the forces for the second conflict would necessarily be 
smaller but have the "ability to blunt an invasion successfully and conduct strategic 
strikes." It noted, however, that "US capabilities for conducting an attack of surface 
forces and strategic targets simultaneously are reduced." (7Xs sounds not unlike Wm- 
Hold- Wm) 

ioh, testimony to Senate Armed Services Committee, June 29, 1993; Canan, 
"How Many Bombers Are Enough?" February 1994. 

" RAND'S analysis was of the Base Force, and this study assumed the availability 
of 27 total fighter wings and 184 operational bombers. 



Rand 1994.~~ According to this report, given adequate weapons and suitable 
modifications, thepmgnunmed bomber force (60 B-ls, 40 B-52, a20 B-2s) should be 
able to handle "a stressing regional conflict." RAND says, however, that there is no 
reserve for nuclear use, Iittle margin for attrition, no margin for tradeoff, no extra 

firepower for the unexpected, and bat the programmed force has only a M e d  
capability to support a second MRC 

The report adds that a force of sixty suitably equipped B-2s and forty B-52s wodd 
have more capability in a stressing major conflict as well as a moderately demanding, 
near simultaneous second major conflict. (RAND said also that forty properly armed 
and configured B-2s and forty B-52s would be "roughly comparable in effectiveness 
to an improved version of the programmed force," but easier to employ and have 
more flexiiility for a second conflict although its firepower would still be limited.) 

'R Buchan and Frelinger, "Providing an Effective Bomber Force for the Future," 
May 1994. 



111. AIRLIFT FORCES 

Intertheater and Intratheater ~irlif't* 
PAA (Primary Aircraft Authorized) 

In its 1993 aaalysis of theater airpower requirements:* RAND war-gamed a US 
response when one crisis was followed by another in five days. The analysts found 
that "constraints on lift and tankers would make such operations impIausib1e." To 
make the two-MRC strategy work, the scenario had to separate the two aises by 
twenty-one days - that being the time required for the first sealift ships to arrive. 
This scenario shifted eighty percent of the organic airlift and twenty percent of the 
Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF)* to MRC 11. 

The most recent mobility requirements study prescribed airlift of 57 million ton-miles 
per day.83 

Gen. Ronald R Fogleman, Commander in Chief of US Transportation Command 

80 Aspin, Annual Repolt, 1994. 

The Nav Cahdw 

Aircraft and crews from civilian airlines that can be mobilized, in accordance 
with previous agreements, to carry military passengers and cargo in a national 
emergency. 

AUsup, 'The Air Mobility Master Plan," AIR FORCE Magazine, February 1994. 



and Air Mobility Command, saysa that "One measure of airlift capability is millio~ls 
of ton-miles per day (MTM/D). The current 'advertised' capability for AMC is 492 
MTM/D: however, to reach this figure we must completely activate the reserve 
component and the full Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF Stage III). By design, without 
these two extraordinary actions by the Resident, our nonmobilized capability is less 
than 17 MTM/D. In other words, extended periods of high OPTEMPO during 
peacetime places great strain on our active-duty forces and limits our capability to 
respond to nonmobilized, surge operations." 

The CRAF program, upon which the Air Force depends for about a third of its total 
airlift capability objective, is "in trouble," General Fogleman says. The Gulf War 
experience made airlines wary. Those participating delivered on their agreements, but 
lost business when nonparticipating and international carriers moved in on the routes 
left unattended and took away significant amounts of the business base.8s 

EHow much airlift for an MRC? In Operation Desert Shield, according to General 
Fogleman, %e averaged fifteen to seventeen ton-miles per day into Saudi Arabia - 
after we had activated the Guard and Reserve, after we had caIled up the CRAF." 
During a critical seven-day period of buildup in Somalia - which was still a 
humanitarian relief mission, not an MRC, at that point - Air Mobility Command 
averaged 9 5  to ten million ton-miles per day.' 

"Airlift in this country is broken right now," Gen Joseph Hoar, Commander in Chief 
of US Central Command, told Congress in March 1994. "I'm not sure its workable 
for one major regional contingen~y.~ 

General Fogleman acknowledged that, Today, I cannot provide the lift for two major 
regional contingencies. I can do it for one. . . although even there, there are some 

8" House Appropriations Defense Subcommittee, April 20, 1994. 

IS Fogleman, Air Force Association symposium, February 18, 1994. 

" CorreU, The Air Force Sharpens Its Aim," April 1993. 

Testimony to Senate Armed S e ~ c e s  Committee, March 3, 1994. 



fairly heroic assumptions that are made with regard to activation of the Civil Reserve 
Air Flee ttta8 

How Airlifter Capabilities ~orn~are* 
Millions of Ton Miles per Day and 

Throughput in Tons per Day 

Procurement problems with the new C-17 airlifter have led to exploration of other solutions. 
One possibility is to buy fewer C-17s and supplement the fleet with commercial 
"nondevelopmental airlift aircraft." Leading contenders include the Boeing 747-400F and the 
McDonneIl Douglas DC-10 and MD-1 IF. 

' Green, "Rock Bottom on C-17s; A R  FORCE Magazine, June 1994. 

Teny, "Strategic Airm. Military Versus Commercial Aircraft," CR$ May 25 
1994. Attributes MTMD figures to Institute for Defense Analysis. 



Military and Commercial Airlifter I?eaturesgo 

Deputy Secretary of Defense John M. Deutch has reminded Congress that capabilities differ 
widely among airlifter candidates: "What can a military airlifter do that a cheaper commercial 
wide-body cannot do? It can airdrop. It can do parachute low-altitude extraction. It can work 
on short and unimproved airfields. It can carry outsized cargo. It has a capacity for air 
refueling. It has the ability to drive on and drive off cargo and thereby get high thr~ughput.''~~ 

The critical issue is a replacement for C-141, which has been flown hard and is wearing out. 
RAND has noted that unless the C-141 is replaced when it reaches the end of its service life 
"early in the next decade," organic airlift capacity will be reduced by about fifty percent. 
Refurbishing the C-141 is not a real option. The Air Force needs a new core airlifter with an 
outsize cargo bay to handle larger Army equipment. 

Terry, 'Strategic Airlift." LAPES is the low-altitude parachute extraction 
system, by which containers are dropped by aircraft. 

Deutch, House Armed Services Committee, May 17, 1994. 



The Air Force's choice is the C-17:It had initialIy planned to buy 210 of them, but lowered the 
total to 120 in 1991. In late 1994, the Department of Defense capped the program at  for^ 
air- pending correction of problems in the acquisition p rogra f l  

In testimony to the House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee April 20, General 
Fogleman9) said analysis still confirms 120 as the best option, but he stunned listeners with 
his rock bottom estimate: He said the Air Force could meet its minimum oursize cargo 
requirements with seventy to eighty C-17s, which would give him sixty to sixty-five on the ramp. 

Deputy Secretary Deutch rejected that number. He said that, depending on outcome of the 
probationary period applied to the procurement, the Department of Defense might halt the 
program at forty or go ahead to 120, but that he could not see the seventy-to-eighty option as 
a contender. General Fogleman said later, "The whole point that I was trying to make was not 
that I wanted to come down to eighty planes from 120, but . . [that] forty was not enough. You 
cannot stop at forty and have any kind of a viable core airlifter fleeta 

Long-Range Tanker Aircraft ( P A A ) ~  

Aerial refueling is also critical to force deployment, but this is not seen as a problem, Air 
Mobility Command expects the KC-135 and KC-10 tanker fleet to meet US requirements well 
into the next century.% 

92 Lynch, T h e  C-17 on Probation," ALQ FORCE Magazine, March 1994. 

" Green, "Rock Bottom on C-17s: AIR FORCE Magazine, June 1994. 

" Muradian, "AMC Chief Regrets C-17 Statements," AL Force Tiha, May 23, 
1994. 

" Allsup, "Air Mobility Master Plan." 



A multitude of reasons contribute to doubt that the armed forces are prepared to execute a 
two-conflict strategy. There is manifest disagreement about force requirements, and the 
solutions chosen smack more of fiscal expediency rather than of hard-eyed military analysis. 
It is clear also that the defense budget projection is not sufficient to fund even the lower force 
levels that are planned. Furthermore, the program is based on a number of critical and 
questionable assumptions. 

e Funding - Shortfall 

The Administration's defense program developed in a strange order: 

First, the overall budget total in March. 
b Then, the Bottom-Up Review to determine requirements. 
b Then, declaration of the strategy, midway through the requirements Review. 

Only after these steps were the actual force projections and corresponding budget 
docations made public. 

On September 1, Mr. Aspin announced the force projections as decided in the Boaom-Up 
Review, but said "We don't have the dollar figures today" to explain funding allocations to 
elements of the force decided upon. The dollar figures were announced October 15 - and Mr. 
Aspin said they were $13 billion shon of covering the "Bottom-Up ~ o r c e . " ~  

That confirmed what the critics had said all along, but it wasn't nearly the end of it. In the 
month of December 1993 alone, Administration officials said the funding gap was $50 billion, 
then $31 billion, then - with the addition of $10 billion to the account - reso~ved.~ It was 
reliably reported that senior officials in the Pentagon and in the Office of Management and 

" Aspin, "Report on the Bottom-Up Review,' October 15, 1993. 

" Correll, "Roots of Failure," February 1994. 



Budget said privately that the defense program was underfunded by at least $100 b i l l io r~~~  
Secretary of Defense Perry, who succeeded Mi. Aspin, said the plan was about $20 billion short 
of funding the projected forces?@' 

It is little wonder that belief persists that the two-conflict force is seriously underfunded. Few 
people are any longer willing to take Administration numbers at face value. 

The two-conflict standard is a basis for force planning and the centerpiece of the strategy, but 
it is not the only task In addition to the requirement to respond to regional strategy, US armed 

t 
forces have other.missions, including direct defense of the United States and its treaty allies 
as well as an expanding package of other tasks termed "missions other than war."lol 

The Administration has shown a proclivity for multilateral activism and peacekeeping 
operations. US forces may be employed for various "limited objectives" and the standards for 
committing troops to combat are less restrictive than dwing the previous ~dministration.~~ 

Certain of these missions short of war call for the allocation of substantial force. The 
Department of ~efense' '~ officially defines the "prudent levelN of forces to be planned for 
"a major intervention or peace enforcement operation" as: 

b Three Army divisions (airborne, ligbt infantry, and mechanized). 
b One or two Air Force composite wings. . One or two carrier battle groups. 

Cordesman, "US Defense Policy: Resources and Capabilities," December 1993. 

loo Congressional Budget Office, "Planning for Defense," March 1994. 

Terry, "Militaxy Operations Other Than War," CRS, 1994. 

lo2 CorreIl, "Soft Power," May 1994. 

lrn Aspin, AnnuaI Report, 1994. 



A Marine brigade. . Airlift, special ops, and 50,000 troops. 

The strategy is awash in assumptions - some stated, some not stated; some correct, some not 
correct. For example. a feature in the optimistic analyses is that they assume extended waming 

andprepamtrbn time, similar to the five-month buildup time in Desert Shield. There is no good 
basis for such an assumption. There is no guarantee that an invader will pause as Saddam 
Hussein did after the invasion of Kuwait in August 1990. In fact, the more likely presumption 
is that a militarily competent aggressor would keep rolling while he still had the advantages 
of surprise and numbers. 

The original Aspin strategy statement, the Bottom-Up Review, the CBO "Mirkwood" analysis, 
and some other assessments assumed, explicitly or implicitly, the suflciency of afr. That is 
a very big assumption, considering that senior officers of all services declare strategic lift to be 
a major concern and that airlift is the primary factor limiting global deployments. 

Sometimes assumptions get the numbers wrong. Mr. Aspin's Option C in 1992 - which 
influenced the budget and strategy decisions of 1993 - assumed the US Air Force fighter 
component of the "Desert Storm Equivalent" to have been twenty-four squadrons, when in 
actuality, it was thirty-three squadrons. The difference equates roughly to three fighter wing 
equivalents. 

(Mr. Aspin's designating a "Desert Storm Equivalent" as the benchmark for regional conflict 
carried with it an implicit assumption about circumrtmces of combat. Such benchmarks cannot 
be taken too literally, because circumstances will vary. In the Gulf War, for example, US forces 
had the advantage of deploying without active opposition upon arrival. It would have changed 
the exercise considerabIy had they been obliged to fight their way into the battle area) 

The Base Force strategy assumed rec~~tu t r 'on  of forces as a main pillar and as a basic 



condition for reducing forces.lM The nation would preserve the means to rebuild forces from 
scratch if the threat worsened. In 1991, the Joint Chiefs of Staff said "reconstitution may well 
prove to be the linchpin of America's long-term se~urity."'~ 

Current defense policy virtually ignores reconstitution. The prevailing assumption seems to be 
that the armed forces can replace their losses by reactivating equipment that was mothballed 
during the force reductions. For example, Secretary of Defense Peny, when questioned by Sen 
Daniel K. Inouye @-Hawaii), said that, "We don't have anything in our program to sustain a 
bomber industrial base. That is a weakness of this program that we're presenting to you, and 
you may rightly challenge and criticize that assumption, the assumption that underlay that 
decision"106 

Much of the defense industrial base has already disappeared and more of it is going. Norman 
Augustine, CEO of Martin Marietta Corp., calculates that thirty to forty percent of the jobs 
remaining in the aerospace industry wilI be eliminated, and that some of today's leading 
defense contractors may be out of business by the turn of the century:* 

It is widely assumed that whatever we might lack in force size will be made up with new 
technology (much of which we don't have yet) and improved systems (most of which are 
themselves under budgetary attack). 

The Complexity of War 

The complexity of deploying and sustaining a large battle force is often underestimated by 
laymen, and the effect of change in a single variable of the operation is greater than popularly 
imagined. 

lo4 Powell, National Militmy Strategy of the United Sfam, 1992; Joint Militrq, Net 
ASS- 1992. 

JoW MiIitary Net Assessment, 199 1. 

lo6 Senate Appropriations Defense Subcommittee, March 1, 1994. 

lcn Grier, "Reengineering the Industrial Base," AIR FORCE Magazine, August 
1994. 



Combat is more than guns and bullets. At one point in the Gulf War, empty cargo pallets were 
piling up in the war zone while a pallet shortage loomed at supply centers in the United 
states?@? This was not a trivial problem, and it illustrates the extraordinary number of details 
that must fit together to make a force deployment work. 

W~thout use of three staging bases - Lajes in the Azores, Torrejon in Spain, and Rhein-Main 
in Germany - during Operation Desert Shield in 1990, airlift throughput to Southwest Asia 
would have been reduced by forty-six percent and force closure time would have increased by 
forty-eight percent.lW (Since then, the Air Force has left Torrejon and is in the process of 
returning most of its facilities at Rhein-Main to the German government. When the drawdown 
is complete, the Air Force will have less than half the number of bases in Europe it once did. 
Furthennore, the number of other sites where supplies are prepositioned in Europe has 
dropped from seventy to nineteen.)'1° 

A More Realistic Force Structure 

Overall, the defense program is figured much too tightly to support the declared strategy. It 
is not possible to caliirate war that way - counting on the last bullet to kill the last enemy on 
the last day of the fighting. 

The strategy hangs on too many optimistic assumptions about sufficiency of forces, timing, 
coordination of widely separated operations, and shuttling of critical assets between conflicts. 
Without more depth in the force structure, it is not convincing enough to be credible. 

The two-conflict standard is a reasonable basis for force planning and posture. It is appropriate 
also as the central focus of defense strategy. Implementation, however, requires a more realistic 
force structure, both to carry out the tasks imposed by the strategy and to serve as a clear 
deterrent to aggression wherever and however US national security and interests may be 

'08 Coyne, Airpower in the Gulf; 1992. 

I* Fogleman, House Armed Services Committee, April 20, 1994. 

'lo Kitfield, 'The New Way of Logistics in Europe." AIR FORCE Magazine, August 
1994. 
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threatened. 

It is impractical to believe the force structure will be determined purely by d t a r y  
requirements. Some balance will inevitably be struck with political and budgetary 
considerations. The objective, therefore, must be a force that reaches the threshold of 
credibility and that keeps the risk to US security and interests within reasonable limits. 

The conventiond US Air Force component of such a force structure would indude: 

c Not less than c -c t w m  -hter and attack win-% modernized and 
properly equipped; 

At least 184 overational bombers with precision guided munitions; and 

A full complement of 120 C-17 airliftes assuming the problems in the procurement 
ed commercial cargo aircraft as reg program can be resolved, plus adapt -urred. - 
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for AFMC. This is where senior leaders from the field and the 
headquarters develop mission statements, goals, command 
objectives and command metrics. The principle forum for 
command planning is at regular HORIZONS meetings of N,y senior leaders. 

Below the command level, the AFMC mission is addressed 
in segments called mission elements. Mission elements 
represent the major things AFMC does for its customers - 
product management, support & industrial operations, science 
& technology, base operating support, and test & evaluation. 

Setting the course 

Each mission element has a corporate board that sets the 
'.direction for that segment of the mission. These boards 

Mission element board&% ntify objectives that support the achievement of the broader 
AFMC command objectives. The boards develop action plans 
detailing how objectives will be achieved and metrics 

and stra tegic p/a nning measuring continuous progress toward these objectives. ~ a c h  
board reports to the senior leadership of AFMC at 
HORIZONS. 

enable AFMC f0 adapt Finally, each field command and headquarters function 
develops objectives and specific action piam that focus their 

itself to a changing organization toward accomplishing the objectives of the 
mission elements. They also develop metrics to track their 
progress. 

Air Force, while still An integrated team 

. : in.  

q :.. maintaining the 

command's high 
standards of excellence 

n today's world of rapid change, Air Force Materiel 
Command looks ahead and plans for the future. / 

Strategic planning is the process we use to assess the future 
and guide the command toward performing our mission as 
part of the Air Force vision. 

Our AFMC mission. goals, and command objectives are 
products of our strategic planning process. They define where 
we are going and how we will get there. Metrics measure our 
progress toward our goals and objectives. We focus on 
managing by process and use metrics to help us continually 
improve the quality of our processes. 

Planning ahead 

Taken together, the mission elements, field commands and 
headquarters functions constitute the AFMC Command 
Management Framework. Linking the framework together is 
the hierarchy of goals, objectives, and metrics that help make 
sure everyone in AFMC, at all levels, is doing his or her part, 
as the team moves toward the command goals. 

The results of the strategic planning process are captured in 
the AFMC Strategic Plan. This is a living document, updated 
as necessary, that reflects the overall direction of the command 
and mission elements. Accomplishments against that plan are 
reported at HORIZONS by the mission element boards. 

The principles of Quality Air Force drive the command's 
strategic planning, as they drive everything we do. They 
include clear direction; focus on our customers and suppliers; 
continuous improvement and measurement. All are vital to 
our future. 

Many tools are being used to guide us toward continuous 
improvement. The Quality Air Force assessment criteria are 
one tool we use to create a road map for future quality 
improvement. Others, such as benchmarking and the theory of 
constraints, also show great promise for helping us improve. 

Strategic planning takes place at various levels in AFMC. 
At the top level, command planning sets the broad direction 
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Air Force 
Materiel Command 

A ir Force Materiel Command 
is an integrated team 

delivering and sustaining the best 
products for the world's best Air 
Force. AFMC researches, develops, 
tests, acquires, delivers and 
logistically supports every Air Force 
weapon system. 

Five goals 

AFMC builds a better Air Force 
by achieving five goals. The goals 
are: 

1. Satisfy our customers' needs -- in 
war and peace. 

2. Enable our people to excel. 

3. Sustain technological superiority. 

4. Enhance the excellence of our 
business practices. 

5. Operate quality installations. 

Cradle-to-grave process 

The command, formally activated 
July 1, 1992, works closely with its 
customers to ensure each has. the 
most capable aircraft, missiles and 
support equipment possible. 

The cornerstone of this customer 
support commitment is a "cradle-to- 
graven philosophy known as 
Integrated Weapon System 
Management. 
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AFMC Mission 

Through integrated 
management of research, 

development, test, 
acquisition, and support, 

we advance and use 
technology to acquire and 
sustain superior systems 

in partnership with our 
customers and our 

suppliers. 

We perform continuous 
product and process 

improvement throughout 
the life cycle. 

As an integral part of the 
Air Force war fighting 
team, we contribute to 

affordable com bat 
superiority, readiness and 

sustainability. 

4 AFMC is the principal 
organization responsible for 
managing every aspect of a weapon O Y ~  /Zl/f/b/I system, h m  its inception on the 
drawing board, support throughout 
its operational life and to its final 
disposition. 

Headquarters 

The command's headquarters is at 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, where 
AFMC directs a highly professional 
and skilled work force of some 
1 18,500 military and civilian 
employees, including most of the 
Air Force's scientists and engineers. 

This work force operates major 
product centers, logistics centers, 
test centers and laboratories. The 
command's budget represents 
slightly more than 30 percent of the 
total Air Force budget. 

Defense support 

Also, AFMC provides support to 
other U.S. military forces and allies 
as well as handles major aerospace 
responsibilities for the Department 
of Defense. 

These include research, 
development, testing and evaluation 
of satellites, boosters, space probes 
and associated systems needed to 
support specific NASA projects. 



Fiscal 95 AFMC vs Air Force Budget 
Total Air Force Budget: $76.9 billion I 

AFMC Other Air Force 

Fiscal 95 Air Force vs DoD Budget 
Total DoD Budget: $263.4 billion 

Air Force Other DoD 
1 1 - 

manages about 32 Percent of the Air Fome budget. Its ? the fiscal 1 995presidents budget as totalobligation am.a 
budget of $34.7 billion includes $1 1 billion in Business Operating 
Funds that wiU be administered on beha/f of the op&tionG 
commands. In addiffon, AFMC manages neatly $100 billion in 
open Foreign Military W e s  cases. 

Emphasizing quality 

As U.S. military forces continue to 
draw down in sue and defense 
dollars become leaner, AFMC 
emphasizes quality in every aspect 
of its day-to-day business. By 
instilling Quality Air Force 
principles in every process, AFMC 
works to ensure the Air Force 
receives the best quality products 
and services for every dollar spent. 

Heritage 

AFMC traces its heritage to 19 17 
when the Equipment Division of the 
U.S. Army Signal Corps established 
a headquarters for its new -lane 
Engineering Department at McCwk 
Field, a World War I experimental 
engineering facility in Dayton, Ohio. 

Following the creation of the U.S. 
Air Service in 191 8, the 
organization became known as the 
Engineering Division, a designation 
it retained until the Air Service 
became the U.S. h y  Air Corps in 
1926. 

Largest Air Corps branch 

In October 1926, the mission of 
the Engineering Division was 
expanded to include responsibility 
for the Air Corps logistics system, 
formerly vested in the Supply 
Division, and the organization was 
redesignated the Air Corps Materiel 
Division. As the largest branch of 
the Air Corps, the Materiel Division 
was responsible for all aircraft and 
equipment research, development, 
procurement, maintenance, supply 
and flight test. 

Functionally divided again during 
World War 11, research and 
development and logistics were 
reunited for several years during the 
late 1940s under Air Materiel 
Command. In 1950, the Air 
Research and Development 
Command was broken out as a 
separate organization devoted 
strictly to research and development. 

In 196 1, Air Materiel Command 
was redesignated Air Force 
Logistics Command, while Air 

Research and Development 
Command, gaining responsibility for 
weapon system acquisition, was 
redesignated Air Force Systems 
Command. 

In January 1991, the secretary of 
the Air Force announced the planned 
merger of A R C  and AFSC. The 
new command would be known as 
Air Force Materiel Command. 

"World class" organization 

AFLC's expertise in providing 
worldwide logistics support, 
including maintenance, modification 
and overhaul of weapon systems, 
combined with AFSC's expertise in 
science, technology, research, 
development and testing make 
Materiel Command a world-class 
organization. 

The two commands were 
dissolved, and Air Force Materiel 
Command was activated on July 1, 
1992. 
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AFMC Assigned Personnel as d June 1994 

67% 

33% 

Assigned Assigned 
Civilrans Military 

a 

AFMC Assigned Personnel at Major Units as of June 1994 

AFMC Manpower Authoritstlons as of June 1994 
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All AFMC units are not shown in this chart. For example, the Air Fone Office of Scientific Research, Bolling AFB, 
D.C., is not shown and neither is the Aerospace Guidance & Metrology Center, Newark AFB, Ohio. Also, many of the 
centers shown have geographically separated units whose personnel figures are rolled into the overall center figure. 
For example, personnel at the 377th Air Base Wing and Phillips Laboratory at Kirtland AFB, N. M., are rolled into the 
overall figure for Space and Missile Systems Center, Los Angeles AFB, Calif. 
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AFMC Work Force Breakdown 
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Civilian 
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AFMC Gender Mix I Air Force Gender Mix 

AFMC Gender by Percentage 
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Gender 
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Female 
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Mission 
Element 

are changing the 
way Air Force 
Materiel Command 
does business. 
Keeping Air Force 
and command goals 
in sight, MEBs 
establish plans, 
review progress and 
make sure 
everything A FMC 
does supports its 
mission and 
customers. 

resources and an 
ever-shrinking work force have 

become a daily reality for Air Force 
Materiel Command It's no longer 
enough to just "do more with less." The 
command from the highest level of 
management to the lowest-grade 
employee, must work smarter than ever 
before and make sure precious resources 
are used for the right reasons. 

To accomplish this task requires a 
clear understanding of what is - and is 
not - important to the organization and 
the customers it serves. Mission 
element boards help keep the command 
on track by providing the necessary 
corporate perspective and unifying the 
command's management strategy. 

Five mission element boards 

Mission element boards are composed 
of people from across the command, 
reaching farther down into AFMC to get 
ideas and opinions for policies and 
initiatives. 

Each board focuses on one of five 
mission elements: Product 
Management, Support and Industrial 
Operations, Science and Technology, 
Test and Evaluation, and Base 
Operating Support. 

Making plans, checking progress 

Boards establish plans and constantly 
review progress to make sure their 
elements are supporting the command's 
mission, goals and objectives. 
Corporate review is done by the 
command board at the quarterly 
HORIZONS meetings. 

Mission element boards are changing 
the way AFMC does business. By 
taking an integrated point of view, these 
boards are helping the command remain 
flexible and become more responsive to 
customer needs. At the same time, the 
MEB approach helps the command 
make more effective use of the 
resources it has today while planning 
for tomomw. 

Base Operating Support 

/ he Base Operating Support Mission Element Board is an integrated team of 
field and headquarters functional leaders responsible for overseeing and 

guiding the delivery of base support. 

This support takes the form of services, operations and processes involving facility 
infrastructure: vehicles and supplies; computers and communications; legal, 
fmancial, budget, and information management; operational contracting; history and 
public affairs; military and civilian personnel, career development, and education and 
training, safety and security; child development centers; on- and off-base housing 
and dormitories; environmental management; and religious, recreation, and leisure 
time activities. 

'Stakeholdersg are integral part of philosophy 

Fundamental to the BOS MEB philosophy is the notion of "stakeholder" 
involvement. Stakeholders are viewed as everyone who spends BOS dollars, or 
directly or indirectly receives the benefits derived from actions of the BOS mission 
element. This causes BOS to examine its services and support from the perspective 
of economy, efficiency, quality and customer satisfaction. Competitiveness and cost 
efficiency are important-but, so too are proper customer service levels. motivated 
employees, and "good-citizen" status in the communities in which AFMC resides. 
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Dual contribution 

The BOS Mission Element's conmbution to the command is twofold. First, it 
supports each of the other mission elements. It must be responsive to the direction of 
AFMC as a whole. As such, it must support and facilitate necessary changes in 
AFMC caused by the environments in which the command operates. 

Second, it is responsible for delivering its own products and services. That is, in 
addition to supporting the mission of the command and the other mission elements, 
BOS products and services directly impact the living and working environments of 
the people performing that mission and conhibute to their quality of life. Sound base 
operating support is a necessary condition for the success of the other mission 
elements, the quality of AFMC installations, and the productivity of its people. 

Three elements for effectiveness 

The BOS MEB operating procedures have three elements designed to optimize its 
effectiveness. The first is to assess progress in supporting command mission, goals 
and objectives by reviewing action plans and meaics. The second is to develop 
continuous improvement strategies that improve service and product delivery to 
AFMC customers. This same approach is used to assess and improve suppliers of 
goods and services to the various functional areas that constitute base operating 
support. The third is to revise, delete or add supporting objectives, actions plans and 
meaics as the need for updating becomes apparent. Together, the three support the 
MEB strategic plan. 

Since it was established, tbe BOS MEB has had both ownership and supporting 
roles in many of the command's goals and objectives. For example, BOS is the 
primary mission element that provides for human resources development-or put 
another way, ensuring our people have the knowledge, skills and abilities to 
accomplish the mission. Additionally, BOS provides the overall direction, planning 
and execution of AFMC's environmental pollution prevention, compliance and 
restoration programs. 

Improvement b the goal 

BOS also aims to improve AFMC's facilities, infrastructure and services, along 
with the working and living environments for all the command's people. This is a 
tough task in times of declining resources -but the MEB attacks the issues by using 
priorities and targeting the limited funding to those needs that will yield the highest 
impact in all these mas. 

BOS, along with all the other mission elements, also focuses on improving the 
quality and reducing the cost of our products and services. About 20 separate memcs 
show both the cost efficiency and quality aspects of BOS goods and services - the 
"BOS DOW Jones* average of product and services. Additionally, the MEB directs 
efforts toward commitment to the customers - making them and meeting them. The 
key to success is continuous interaction with the customer, before. during and after 
services are delivered. 

Playing a big role 

F d y ,  we play a big role in the abiity of AFMC to meet deployment, wartime 
support and base sustainment requirements. BOS active military and reserve 
individual mobilization augmentas play an important and continual support role in 
contingency situations worldwide. 

The BOS MEB's philosophy embraces its mission: "Provide excellence in support 
operations and services ..." Stakeholder involvement, thorough assessments of 
mission element support as well as the direct services it provides its customers, and 
continuous updating of MEB measurement tools, are the foundations of its success. 

Science & 
Technology 

echnological superiority is the 
cornerstone of the Air Force's T 

war fighting capability. Maintaining that 
edge into the future is the responsibility 
of the Air Force science and technology 
program and forms the basis for 
AFMC's Goal 3: Sustain Technological 
Superiority. 

To achieve that goal, the Science and 
Technology Mission Element Board 
provides a forum for deliberating 
AFMC corporate issues relating to the 
Air Force S&T program. 

Additionally, the S&T MEB functions 
within the framework of the AFMC 
strategic planning system and focuses 
on train/organizc/equip issues, 
objectives, processes, and metrics in 
support of all aspects of the AFMC 
S&T mission element. 

Integrated membership 

Key board members include the 
director and deputy director of 
Headquarters AFMC Directorate of 
Science and Technology; directors of 
the command's four "super" labs, the 
Air Force Office of Scientific Research, 
and the Technology Transition Office. 
The headquarters director of Science 
and Technology also serves as the Air 
Force technology executive officer, or 
TEO. 

Other core members include the 
assistant secretary of the Air Force for 
acquisition's director of Science and 
Technology; and, the Air Force chief 
scientist. 

Chief scientists or technology 
directors for the air logistics centers; 
product center advanced planning 
directors; test center chief scientists; 
technical directors (or the equivalent) of 
the other command centers, as well as 
directors or representatives from HQ 
AFMC's two-lener functions, serve as 
associate members and provide 
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important information relating to their 
areas of expertise. 

Operating philosophy 

Like its sister MEBs, the S&T board 
meets quarterly at various locations 
throughout the command to enhance 
information exchange and provide 
board members an opportunity to see 
the facilities. mission and related issues 
fitst hand. 

Key on the meeting agenda is a 
review of the overall effectiveness of 
the Air Force S&T program. During 
these meetings, board members assess 
the quality of support the S&T MEB 
provides to the command's mission, 
goals, and objectives as they relate to 
science and technology issues. 

Critical review 

Based on this critical review, the 
board establishes and revises supporting 
objectives, action plans, and rnetrics to 
ensure AFMC's science and technology 
program remains productive and on 
track The board will charter special 
groups to develop issues andfor options 
for consideration by the board at future 
meetings. 

All proceeding are carefully recorded 
so no ideas, recommendations or action 
items are left out. The S&T MEB, like 
the others, report their progress to the 
command's senior leadership at the 
S&T HORIZONS on mission element 
planning and performance. Results 
from this forum are then documented in 

the AFMC Strategic Plan. 

MEB initiatives 

The Technology Master Process 
provides an end-to-end process for 
technology development, transition, 
applicariodinsertion, and transfer. It 
allows for a free flow of communication 
with all Air Force S&T customers 
through AFMC Center Technology 
Councils and Technical Planning 
Integrated Product Teams. 

Under this concept, the MEB defined 
and documented the process, produced 
training videos for all the centers, and 
completed the first cycle of collecting 
information on their customer's needs. 
The customers then provided a list of 
prioritized needs, and the Air Force 
technology executive officer and the 
Technology Transition Office built 
dollar-constrained projects to meet 
those needs. 

The Air Force Science and 
Technology Report, or AFSTAR, was 
developed to emphasize to the public 
the value of thc Air Force S&T 
program. It also serves to focus the 
customers' attention on the importance 
of science and technology to their 
current and future operations. 

Finally, the report provides 
opportunities for recognition to 
AFMC's science and technology 
superstars. To achieve AFSTAEt's goal, 
a corporate AFSTAR budget was 
established and an AFSTAR integrated 
product team was formed. The W s  

main goal is to develop a strong and 
continuously improving AFSTAR 
program throughout AFMC to tell the 
Air Force science and technology story. 

With this goal in mind, the IPT 
developed a standardized format and 
distribution for S&T success stories; 
and established criteria for and publicity 
of AFMC AFSTAR events. 

Big emphasis on dual-use 

The S&T MEB places a great deal of 
emphasis on developing dual-use 
technologies and transferring c m n t  
technology to industry. In this arena, 
the MEB's objective is to promote dual- 
use technologies through research and 
development partnerships and 
cooperative agreements with industry, 
and by pursuing spin-off opportunities. 

As a result of the focus on dual-use 
technologies and technology transfer: 

Cooperative R&D agreements in the 
AFMC labs and centers have increased 
by almost 200 percent in the last 15 
months, from 45 to 123. 

The AFMC Technology Transition 
Office opened the technology 
information "hotline" in June 1993. 
Called the Technology Connections 
(TECH CONNECT) Team. this special 
line helps the commercial sector and 
other government agencies learn about 
potential technology transfer 
opportunities. The hotline has handled 
more than 600 requests over the past 
nine months. 

Support and Industrial Operations 
he Support and Industrial Operations Mission 
Element Board is responsible for the command act- 7- 

ivities that ensure the Air Force operating commands get the 
best support at the least cost for every system AFMC delivers. 

S&lO's members come mainly from the logistics com- 
munity, but also draws from a core of functional experts from 
throughout the command. 

The S&IO MEB emphasizes close interaction with the other 
four MEBs on issues that cut across mission elements. The 
S&IO focuses on continuous improvements to customer 
service. 

The Department of Defense can no longer afford to maintain 
redundant depot capabilities. Budget cuts, downsizing and the 
accompanying changes in defense svategies are the major 
challenges shaping S&IO philosophies. To meet those 
challenges, the board has sponsored a number of initiatives. 

Lean logistics 

In an environment of dwindling resources, the S&IO MEB 
is steering the Air Force toward Lean Logistics - an effort to 
improve customer support while reducing both the levels of 
spares in inventory and the repairlptocurement pipelines for 
those items necessary to accomplish the mission. 
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In addition, S t 1 0  is exploring ways for the major 
commands and the air logistics centers to work more closely 
together in deciding what to repair and how to distribute assets 
for better weapon system support. SMO policies are designed 
to provide balanced weapon system support to Air Force 
systems, and to respond quickly to evolving Air Force 
priorities. 

Two-level maintenance 

All major weapons systems. and the depot processes to 
support them, were historically developed with a thee-level 
maintenance concept - organizational, intermediate and 
depot- 

However, faced with shrinking defense spending, the 
secretary of the Air Force and the Air Force chief of staff have 
directed a transition to a two-level maintenance concept. 

Under the two-level concept, off-aircraft troubleshooting, 
repair and return to supply lines shifts from base-level shops to 
AFMC depots. If it can't be fixed on the aircraft, it's pulled 
and replaced, and the defective part is sent to the depot. 

Such a concept will maximize the fighting force while also 

Test and Evolucrtion 
he Test and Evaluation 
Mission Element Board is the T 

corporate leadership for AFMC's test 
community by providing guidance for 
T&E people who work in all phases of a 
weapon system's life cycle and manage 
the vast test infrastructure for all Air 
Force testers. 

AFMC people in the T&E arena assist 
in test planning from the earliest 
program stages. This help can include 
overseeing testing performed by 
contractors, performing sub-system or 
full-system testing themselves, or 
working with the operational test 
community in a combined effort. 

Once a system is fielded, 
developmental testing may be used 
again to evaluate system modifications. 

The T&E MEB performs the strategic 
planning necessary to support these 
workers by contributing timely, accurate 
and affordable information to single 
managers and other decision makers to 
support system life-cycle decisions. 
This is done through disciplined 
application of the test management 

complying with congressionally mandated military end- 
strength nductions. It supports the Air Force's vision of 
global reach/global power, because it reduces the numbers of 
people and equipment operational commanders must take with 
them when they go to war. 

Weapon system banding 

In the past, AFMC didn't have an established process for 
allocating and spending Reparable Support Division/Systcm 
Support Division "buy" obligation authority (OA) by weapon 
system when funding was si@cantly lower than the 
requirements. 

To c o m t  this and maximize the available OA, weapon 
systems wen organized into six bands according to priority. 
Weapon systems within each band are funded to achieve a set 
percentage of their desired availability goal. 

Using this system in times of low funding, items that are 
most critical to mission accomplishment can be given higher 
priority over other, not-so-critical items, therefore eliminating 
shortages that would adversely affect the mission. 

process while supporting AFMC's goals 
and objectives. 

Stratqlc planning 

A portion of each of the MEB's 
quarterly meetings is used for strategic 
planning. This planning can involve a 
detailed look at one or more steps in the 
test management process. 

Progress is monitored through a set of 
metrics with the primary focus placed 
on the customer satisfaction trend 
Special panels and teams evaluate sub- 
processes and proposed policy changes 
prior to an MEB vote. 

The operations panel, whose 
membership includes the test wing and 
test p u p  commanders, reviews test- 
execution organization inputs on policy, 
resources and infrastructure before these 
issues are submitted to the full board 

A technologies panel works with the 
command's laboratories to promote 
continued technology infusion into the 
test world. 

Other teams are documenting test 

resources within the logistics centers 
and addressing cost reporting and cost 
reduction initiatives. 

The T&E MEB has taken on many 
initiatives to improve communication 
within their mission element. The 
quarterly meetings arc rotated 
throughout the command to allow 
people in the field to view and 
participate in MEB activities. 

In addition, a field focal point 
network has been established to further 
facilitate T&E communications between 
headquarters and the field. Other 
initiatives include: 

Test process 

In conjunction with Air Force test and 
evaluation officials, the MEB is 
implementing a standardized test 
process m s s  all mission areas. 

This process is mandated through a 
new Air Force instruction and is 
supported by mission-area manuals. A 
standardized process will respond to test 
lessons learned by instituting grcater 
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discipline into the test function and 
ensuring best use of test resources. 

Slnglo face to the customer 

Single Face to the Customer Offices 
have been opened for each of the five 
T&E mission areas: electronic combat, 
space, aircraft-propulsion-avionics, 
armamenr/munitions. and command, 
control, communications and 
intelligence. These offices serve as 
repositories of expert knowledge on the 
mission area's test processes, 

capabilities and resources. 

The focus is on supporting 
acquisition/modification programs in 
the early planning stages with 
recommendations on test strategy and 
resource use. 

In addition, the offices support 
focused resource planning through the 
development and maintenance of 
mission area investment road maps. 

Test investment Strategic Plan 

Product Management 
he Product 
Management 

Mission Element Board 
covers the full range of the 
single manager's 
responsibilities - cradle-to- 
grave product management. 
Pruduct management 
activities &liver weapon 
systems to the warfighters 
and sustain them throughout 
their life cycle. 

Striving for efficiency 

The MEB strives to 
provide that capability in the 
most effective way by 
providing the best-value 
options to meet the 
warfighters' needs. The PM 
MEB provides the resources, 
tools and assistance to 
accomplish the single 
manager mission. 

The MEB also &velops or 
improves processes and 
tools for the command's 
product managers. The PM 
MEB is responsible for 
prioritizing its efforts and 
applying resources 
accordingly. 

Two concepts 

Two concepts, combined 
with participative 
management through the 
ballot process, are key to the 

PM MEB in using its 
resources to best advantage 
-- Integrated Weapon System 
Management, or IWSM, and 
Integrated Product 
Development or IPD. 

IWSM is the AFMC 
management philosophy for 
acquiring, evolving, and 
sustaining the command's 
products. It empowers a 
single manager with 
authority over the widest 
range of decisions and 
resources to satisfy customer 
requirements throughout the 
life cycle of the product. 

IPD is a philosophy that 
systematically employs a 
teaming of functional 
disciplines to integrate and 
concurrently apply all 
necessary processes to 
produce an effective and 
efficient product that not 
only satisfies the customer's 
needs. but also focuses on 
the processes that make the 
product possible. 

The board also uses 
product management focal 
points and single managers' 
conferences as ways to 
ensure full participation of 
headquarters and field units 
and single managers in 
deciding which issues need 
priority attention. In 

Through the Test Investment 
Strategic Plan, the T&E MEB has 
documented long-range mission area, 
infriistructure investment strategies. - 

The plan captures the results of the 
test investment planning and 
programming process and documents 
the known shortfalls, resource solutions 
and priorities as well as implementation 
strategies. 

addition to the MEB's 
regular meetings, the board 
uses the PD Monet and the 
center commanders' XR 
Hotline for rapid 
communication of 
information on current 
issues. 

The PM MEB is working 
on a number of initiatives to 
improve operations within 
the mission element. 

Integrated Product 
Development 

This initiative supports the 
command's objective to 
successfully institutionalize 
the Integrakd Product 
Development philosophy in 
all present and future AFMC 
activities. 

This objective will be 
achieved when decisions at 
all levels of the command 
hierarchy are consistently 
made through application of 
all eight tenets of IPD. 

Progress toward achieving 
this objective is measured 
against the tasks in the 
command implementation 
plan and the action plans 
associated with each task. 
A self-assessment memc is 
used to track progress in 
applying the eight tenets of 

IPD in each team. 

Pollution Prevention 

The board is developing 
an Air Force strategy to 
comply with federal orders 
to eliminate use of ozone 
depleting chemicals, and 
reduce the use of hazardous 
material in the production 
and sustainment of weapon 
systems. 

To accomplish this goal, 
the PM MEB is working 
with representatives from 
program executive offices, 
designated acquisition 
commanders, the Defense 
Logistics Agency, and the 
Joint Logistics Commanders 
to reduce duplication and 
solve common problems 
across systems to reduce 
cost. 

They also are working 
with suppliers in indusuy to 
leverage their efforts across 
common processes to further 
reduce costs. 

Progress is measured by a 
set of metrics that shows 
reductions in pounds. 
reduction in the use of ODCs 
and hazardous materials, and 
changes to governing 
technical orders for weapon 
systems. 
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The heart of Air Force Materiel Command's 
basic research efforts lies in its 

A FMC promotes dual-use technologies research 
and development partnerships and cooperative 

agreements with industry. As of May, cooperative 
agreements in AFMC's labs and centers have 

increased from 45 to 123. 
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Phillips Laboratory ................................................ 16 
Rome Laboratory .................................................. 17 
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Armstrong Laboratory 
Ensures the Air Force's weapon systems and the people operating 

them are compatible. It also provides a healtwer environment 
for Air Force members. 

A nnstrong Laboratory. Brooks AFB, Texas, researches 
and develops technology for maintaining, protecting 

and enhancing human capabilities during Air Force 
operations. 

An integral part of the Human Systems Center, at Brooks. 
the lab's programs concentrate on the human aspects of Air 
Force weapon systems. 

The lab's products ensure people can perform well at all 
system levels: individual, crew. team and force. They also 
enable the Air Force to meet current and future operational 
needs in aerospace medicine; crew systems; human resources; 
occupational and environmental health; and environmental 
restoration. 

Six Mission Directorates 

Plans and Programs reviews existing scientific and 
technological capabilities, and future system needs. ensuring 
customers state-of-the-art technology. 

Aerospace Medicine applies medical principles to 
selecting, retaining and maintaining Air Force people. 

Occupational and Environmental Health assesses risks to 
people from noise, hazardous material. electromagnetic 
radiation and various occupational processes in Air Force 
operations. 

Crew Systems researches how human operators interact 
with weapon systems to optimize people's performance, 
protection and survivability in combat. 

An F- 16 pilot, o M e d  with COMBAT EDGE, prepares for 
departure on a high-G air-to-air mission. COMBAT EDGE 
employs poSmve pressure breathing technology, 
developed ot Amstrong Lab, to provide aircrew 
additfond protection against high posmVe accelerc~tkms 
experfenced w M  today's modem flghter aircrcrff. 

Human Resources researches and develops technologies to 
acquire, classify, train, integrate, and manage Air Force 
people for maximum combat effectiveness. 

Environics develops low cost ways to resolve 
environmental problems and clean up existing facilities. 

. b " 

Just the facts ... 0 In December 1990, the Armstrong 0 Armstrong Lab employs more 
-" 

"super" lab was combined from the than 1,000 people, with scientists 
Ammedical Research Lab, the Air and engineers making up more than 

0 lab sPonwR and conducts Force Human Resources Laboratory, half that number. 
research and development in such the Force Drug T&g 

- disciphes as: toxic hazrudJ, . Laboratory, the Air Force 0 A majority of the lab's scientists 
aircrew medial standards, Occupational and Envtronmental and engineers have advanced 

- radiation and diRcted energy Health Laboratory and the Air Force technical degrees with about one- ' bioeffects, human engineering, crew School or- Micine. third holding doctoral degrees 
= protection and We support, and .- z ,  . - *  - +L 

-- .training devices and systems PArmstmng Lab does both in-house O The lab wants to expand the diets 
.F+ *.., and contracted basic, exploratory of bacteria being used to break 

' Armstrong Laboratory is and advanced development research down he1 contamination in soil so 
'named after Maj. Gen. Bay G. in 88 facilities located in Texas, they will also dine on other harmfid 

' sAnnstrong, Rrst directbr ofthe Arizona, Ohio, Florida and Okinawa. substances. 
'Aeiwmedid Research Laboratory. 
\ 1- 
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Phillips Laboratory 
The Air Force's single focal point for all space- and missiie-related research 

and technology, including geophysics, propulsion, space vehicles, 
survivabiiity, and directed-energy weapons. 

P hillips Laboratory. 
Kirtland Am, 

NM., is part of AFMCs 
Space and Missile Systems 
Center, located at Los 
Angeles AFB, Calif. 

Phillips Lab exploits 
technologies used to develop 
spacecraft, ballistic missiles, 
and dinxtedcnergy 
weapons. It integrates and 
transitions its restarch 
technology into military 
systems used by optrational 
commands and maintained 
by AFMC. 

Main organkatioru 

hpul s ioa  Edwards 
AFB, Calif., focuses on 
advanced concepts involving 
motors. propellants and test 
techniques. 

Geophysics, Hanscom 
AFB. Mass., explores the 
environment between the 
Earth and the sun, and its 
effects on systems and 
operations. 

Space and Missiles 
Techaology, Kirtland, 
focuses on spacecraft 

thermal management, 
sensors, electmnics and 
spacecraft tcchnologits. 

Lasers and Imaging, 
Kirtlmd, demonstrates the 
technical and engineering 
feasibility of lasers and 
imaging systems. 

Advanced Weapons and 
Survivability, Kirtland, 
develops high-energy 
plasma and microwave 
technologies, 
electromagnetic pulse 
hardening, space systems 
survivability, and advanced 
techniques and computer 
simulations for weapon 
effects. 

Space Experiments, 
Kirtland, plans, manages 
and conducts space 
experiments on the ground, 
from balloons, in aircraft 
and h m  space orbit 

The Airborn Laser 
system Prokram a c e ,  
Kidand, develop an 
aimaft-based technology 
that will acquire. track, and 
kill theater ballistic missiles 
in the boost phase. 

-18 Optlcul Range's 3.5 meter teiescope at 
Kirtkmd AFB, N.M., b the D e m e n t  of Defense's 
west telescope. me range's primary mission is to 
pdom fidd experiments and analyses on the 
Meets d otmcwpherlc turbulence upon propagating 
opIlcaI rwliatlon. The telescope is located 6,200 feet 
above sea level. 

structures, power and 

< ,.:*-' 

- ' : a$;lilable for building astronomical space and ground 
L , .. 

-2. ,, - . , ... : - . . a*? DTheTechnology for Autonomous Survivability 
- z ~ ~ ~ o r T A O S , a i n d o w f u h u e s p a c e c r a t t t o  

cmpb,,& ~ ~ ( l m d  ~ p 4  Na; -',madgate on their o v a  
'Bmm a d  ~ . l &  . -. --"This "ehnobgy, developed by PhiIIips Lab, was 
z*=C+<. = - -,;-U',,V4. 
$%K% - .- . 

yi" .... 
- :-- I-. lsPPched from Vandenberg AFB, Calif., in March, and, . - *  

~ P ~ p s L a b ~ l i s t s b a v e d c n l o p e d a n e w  .' ilspccesstiul, could reduce satellite ground support costs 
x e d u m ~  fa b,~iwq l y ~ ,  thin, lightweight mirmm f-fhh~. 
~ ~ f o r s p a c e ~ o ~ T h e ~ l o g ~ a l s o w i I l b e  . -z&.  .a- 
+= ,- . 3. 
-.c A' r r - 2  -. 
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Rome Laboratory 
Air Force Materiel Command's center for Command, Control, , 

Communicationsand Intelligence (C31) research and development. 

the Electronic Systems Center, AFB. Mass.. sets up a silicon guided-wave device tor rneasur8menfs in optlcd 
Hanscom AFB, Mass.. in technical components. o fetearch arm he pioneered and for whlch he received fie Air 
areas. Force Basic Research A ward in 199 1. 

- -. - ,--..- . e 

**Just the facts.;. - - ekctronics, physics, computer 
I .-a< *-  

%C '. 
sciences and mathematics. 

0 Since 1951, Rome Lab people 
bave developed the technology 
incorporated into systems such as the: 

- 
in 

% .  

.a > W i t  Early Warning Lie 

. Semi-Automated Ground -' 
. Environment System 

Back-Up Interceptor Control 
in Srstem 

Joint STARS 

Airborne Warning and Control 
System. 

0 Its annual budget is more than 
$300 million, with ongoing 
contracts valued in excess of $1.4 
biion. 

C1 In August 1960, Rome Lab 
scientists were the Girst to braosmit 
an intercontinental voice signal via 
satellite using the NASA Jkho I 
balloon satellite. 
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Wright Laboratory 
Leads laboratory djscovev, development and transition of aeronautical 
technologies that enable the Air Force to remain the best in the world. 

right Laboratory, 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Y 

Ohio, is responsible for 
developing materials, solid state 
electronics and manufacturing 
technologies for the entin Air 
Force community. Its parent 
product center is the 
Aeronautical Systems Center, 
also at Wright-Patterson. 

Research and development is 
conducted by seven technology 
directorates in 170 facilities 
located at Wright-Patterson, and, 
in Florida, at Eglin and Tyndall 
AFBs. 

Except for Manufacturing, 
each directorate performs the full 
spectnun of basic research, and 
exploratory and advanced 
&velopment 

Seven directorates 

Materids explores new 
materials and processes for 
advanced aerospace applications. 

Aero Propulsion and Power 
focuses on air-breathing 
propulsion and aerospace power 
technology, including high- 
performance/high-Mach air 

brrathing propulsion 
applications. 

Armament develops 
conventional armament 
technologies and integrates those 
into air-vehicle and other 
delivery platforms. 

Avionics conducts research 
and development in the fields of 
weapon delivery systems, 
reconnakance, electronic 
warfare, navigation, 
communications, avionics 
integration and offensive sensors. 

Flight Dynamics conducts the 
full spectrum of flight vehicle 
research including aircraft 
struc~ncs, flight control, 
aeromechanics, and vehicle 
subsystems. 

ManutacturingTechnologyis 
the focal point for planning and 
executing an integrated 
manufacturing program across 
the Air Force. 

Solid State Electronics is 
responsible for electronic device 
research and development in 
microtlectronics, microwaves 
and elcctrosptics. 

Robert McCady, program manager for Wright 
Lab's Directly Formed, Frameless Canopy 
Program, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, checks the 
placement of Mangulaffon points on an 
inlecfon-molded aircrdY canopy. mese visual 
cues are vital to testing the canopy's abitlty to 
protect aircrews from potentia/ly fatal bird dikes. 

science and engineering disciplines, with almost half 
that number having advanced degrees. 

0 Reseamhers at Wright Lab, working with experts 
&om Ohio and across the United States, are exploring 
ways to use advanced composites to repair and 

- reinforce bridges and roads. 
Advanced composites, well known for strength and 

.2 0 About 2,500 m i l k y  si;;d ebplo7ees work h rdstance to corrosion, have the potential of prolonging : 3 wrjght Laborptoq. - -- I: 4; .;:%&g$t. 
, - ,- - 

the service life of aging concrete stnrctures. 
- -,*. . - z&; Composites are also useful in sporting equipment and 

::IJ a ~ u ~ t n o - t h b d r  &-its @Ple le~d-  in for medical applications, such as in artificial joints. 
-4, .. 

/ 
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Using science and technology 
from their four major 

laboratories, A FMC's four 

develop and acquire systems, 
such as aircraft, spacecraft, 

electronics and missiles. 

Aeronautical Systems Center .............................. 20 
Electronic Systems Center ................................... 21 
Human Systems Center ....................................... 22 

..................... Space and Missile Systems Center 23 



Aeronautical Systems Center 
Researches, develops, tests, evaluates, and initially acquires 
aeronautical systems and retated equipment for the Air Force. 

A eronautical Systems Center, the host unit at 
Wright-Pattemn AFB, Ohio, is concerned 

primarily with strengthening strategic forces. 
modernizing and expanding tactical air forces, and 
expanding airlift capabilities. 

The center's major strategic program thrusts 
include the B-1 and the B-2 bomber, a manned 
bomber for penetrating enemy air defenses through 
low-observable or stealth technology. 

Other major progtams include the (2-17; the 
F-22; the T-IA, T-3A and Joint Primary Aircraft 
Trainer System; simulators; electronic warfare and 
reconnaissance systems; and the AC-130U and 
MC- 130H special operations aircraft. ASC also 
manages the Tri-Service Standoff Attack Missile, a 
low-observable cruise missile capable of both air and 
ground launch. Under the broad heading of 
armament, the center oversees several non-nuclear 
weapon programs at Eglin AFB, Fla ASC also 
manages the National Aem-Space Plane program, a 
joint Defense Department-NASA effon 

The center's Wright Laboratory, one of the four 
Air Force super laboratories, plays a vital role in 
providing advanced technologies critical to the 
development of weapon systems and other 
equipment. Its seven directorates perform the full 
spectrum of basic research and exploratory and 
advanced development in materials, aero propulsion 
and power, solid state electronics, avionics, 
armament, flight dynamics, and manufacturing. me F-22 alr superforfly fighter 

i " L A  

.a m'b c 

Q U S ~  the facts. .. . , - -  136 buildings on Wright-pattern~. than 60,000 beneficiaries within a 
* c 4y,-: 9, - 2 .. - 40-mile radius of the base. 

-A . 0 Wright-Patterson has two runways: 
r uWmls roughly on*fitth of lZ,OOO fat  and 7,000 feet in length. A f f r a c f j ~ n ~  
Fthee~tin Air ~ o r c e  budget anmdy .  ..v <- . *. r I 

&.;egC*C. . 0 Wright-Pathsoncovers8,145acres. 
P O ASC's 1993 budget was $14.5 - 0 The U.S. Air Force Museum 
S bmaoac4-6v~ Q Wrllht-hm& ~b~~~~ largest attracts 1.5 million visitors annually. 
%' - ,-. ,- *. &*.- 2 'c- .+ a- - . . +- - employer at a single location, with a 
, o A S C * A ~ ~  f o m  totals mofctbnn u- pa~rrou- $932 man 0 Hufianmrie  F W g  field9 
f 1 4 4 0 0 p e o p k - n e a r i y h ~ l ~ o f ~  mually. of four sites in a new national park, is 
: government employees working on where Orville and Wilbur Wright 
: Wright-Patterson AFB. Wright-PPtteRontsMedicalCenter, taught themselves and others to fly. - . . -7 . -  one of six regional Air Force medical 
.n Tbc 645th f i  BMewmgmanages centers, has 301 beds and serves more -- 
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McCbIhn AFB, Cali! 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center 

Newark AFB, Ohio 
Amspace Guidance and Metrology Center 

Robins AFB, Gcr 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 

KeU AFB, Tsrar 
{an ~otonio  ~ i r  ~ogistics cenm Enker Oklahoma AFB, City OAh Air Logistics Center 

Kirdcmd AFB, N.M. Cornmunicatioas Systems Center 
377th Air Base Wing 
PhillipsLabom~~y Wight-P&rson AFB, Ohio 

Los Angsles AFB, Calif. Aeronautical ystems Center 
Space and Missile Systems Center 

-cH==3- 
Air Force Seanity Assistance Center 
USAF Museum 

L 

Washington, D.C. 

AFB 

Gun& Annu, Maxwell AFB, Ala 
Standard Systems Center 

Wright Laborarmy 
Materiel Systems Center 



We Offer The Followin! i 

Dramatic changes in the U.S. Defense environment have Consider just a few of these Technology Transfer Pmner- 
opened a world of exciting and profitable new opportunities ships ongoing today 
for business and industry Computer innovations used in "Smart Weapons" are 

being qlored to help radiologists detect and pinpoint 
of Air Force Science and breast cancer much earlier than before. 
Technology continues to AtypeofPhased A m y ~ ~ i s  b e i n g p l  
maintain the best Air Force in school buses to warn drives that children are dose by 
the world, a new direction ~ S ' g " " O " f . . ~ ' ~ o p B n J b r ~ a r r ~ ~  

Self-lubrication ball bearings -used in the space shuale - 
e m e g  - me a healthyeconom~ and bo-g are being looked a for use in 
America's global competitiveness. By offering a wealth of ing situations. 

- - ---. 3 

research and technology, this new opendoor policy can 
provide countless new opportunities for your company hagme a pedestrian footbridge that 

never wears out, never rusts, never 
Technology Transfer - Open Access for Business needspahtingandrequiesvirtually 

Our new Air Force mission encourages the offering of technol- ~a~ntexmce. Now being 

ogy developed through Air Force hdlities for commercial this bridge is so lightweight it can be 

applications. We call it Technology limsfec lifted into place by a few workers using T ~ ~ ~ q - M ~  

Through these tmsfers, the Air Force is making its a small hoist tllefieldrof- 
erkrumonand- 

research laboratories, test centers and depots available to Thae are many other success 
business and in* like never before, creating partnerships stories whae dual-use technologies have been quickly and 
in "ctual-use" technologies. Considered the most promising of effeclively t r a n s f d  h m  Air Force Laboratories to the corn- 
aJl the research endeavors underway by the Air Force, dual-use m d  marketplace. Many more opportunities are waiting for 
technologies both meet the needs of our military forces and you. Can your oynizarion get Wed in Technology W? 
offer signdieant potential for commercial application. The answer is Yes! We work through simple ~ e n f s  with 



Rght Here On Earth. 

individual companies, alliances and partnerships. Call us today 
to discover the possbilities. 

New Technology - New Opportunities 

Imagine the opportunities - open access for your business or 
indusf~~group to proven, woriddass technology and thousands 
of skilled and experienced Air Force scientists and engineers. 
One-of-a-kind test Mties and sophiacated scientific reseafih 
Mties, coupled with nearfy 90 years of aerospace research 
and development, give you access to the best techo1ogy in 
the world 

Air Force Laboratories create technology solutions that are 
fully transferable to the commercial marketplace. lMany are 
d.redy on the shelf and waiting to be used 

These laboratories aiso have a reputation for solving some 
WIY tough technical problems. Iabomt~ry arpertise is ad- 
able in a broad array of W c a l  areas, including: 

n Electronics n Health Care 
Communications n Transportation 

l EducationlInstruction Energy 
n Environmental Sciences Materialsandstructures 
l I n d u t d  Design HumanFaaors 

Public Safety Man-g 
l Engines and Power Sources 

Products, Solutions, Partnering 

Technology Transfer offers a winning combination of scienti6:c 
expertk, unique W t i e s  and highly sophisticated equipment, 
all focused on helping your business ( 
new products, solve tough technical 
problems and become more corn- 
pebtive in the global marketplace 
h u g h  P e r i n g .  - 
companies from the fields of automo- 
bile design, aviation and medical Infmnd nifht vision 

-bwxrmeday 

research are lining up to take advan- 
aid& W y  i m M d  

tage of the awesome capabilities that the Air Force Laboratories 
have to offer. To enhance your company's position in the new 
global arena, give us a call at our "Tech Connect" Hotline and 
discover how we can bring new signs of life to your project 

Air Force Science and Technology. Offering business new 
possbilities. 

Air Force 
SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY 

A i r  Par, b Inducty - Todqv's P w p  fw Tomomnu's T-. 

Talk to us. Call Air Force "Tech Connect. " 
(800) 203-645 1 



Map of major facilities 
and installations 
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Edwads AFB, Coy. 
Air Force Flight Test Center 

Hill AFB, Uhh 
Ogden Air Logistics Center 



Electronic Systems Center 
Develops and acquires command, control, communications, 

computer and intelligence systems. 

g Ystem 
developed and 

acquired by the' 
Electronic Systems 
Center, Hanscom AFB, 
Mass.. monitor enemy 
forces and allow U.S. 
commanders to make 
quick decisions based on 
the latest information, 
and to quickly transmit 
those decisions to the 
troops in the field 

These systems include: 
mission planning 
systems, the Airborne 
Waming and Control 
SysteK the Ballistic 
Missile Early Warning 
System, the Joint 
Surveillance Target Attack 
Radar System, and the North 
American Aerospace 
Defense Command center in 
Cheyenne Mountain, Colo. 

Although civilian 
contractors perform the 
actual design and 
manufacturing. ESC 
manages the process from 

start to finish, making the 
customer's operational needs 
the number one priority. 

ESC personnel begin by 
finding out just what the 
customer needs and defines 
systems best able to meet 
those needs. 

After soliciting bids, ESC 
people select the best 
contractor to do the work 

IC;lust the facts. .. 
P The center's annual budget is nearly $3.1 billion. 

0 The center is ranked as the fourth largest industrial 
organization in Massachusetts. 
*- -- 
0 E S ~  employs more than 4,490 people and bas an 

' . h u a l  payroll of $653 million. 
-.a"- 

Newly gained units 
. ', 
' 0 Standard Systems Center, located at the Gunter 
Annex, Maxwell AFB, Ah., provides cradle-to-gmve 

and monitor the process. 
They then test the final 
product to make sure it 
meets customer needs. 

Technology for these 
advanced systems is 
developed by the Rome 
Laboratory at Grfiss AFB, 
N.Y., one of the Air Force's 
four super laboratories. One 
Rome Lab organization, the 
Electromagnetics and 

Crewmembers optdo  
consoleslnsMem 
A l ~ B o m e l l d d c c n d  
Conird 111 capsule. llw 
program is managed by 
ESC. 

Reliability directorate, is 
located at Hanscom. 

ESC recently took control 
of three former Air Force 
Communications Command 
units. These organizations 
make ESC the Air Force 
center for research, 
development and acquisition 
of command, contml. 
communications, computers 
and intelligence systems. 

support for all Air Force standard computer and 
communications systems needed by wing and 
warfighting commanders. 

0 Communications Systems Center, Tinker AFB, 
Okla., provides integrated communicationscomputer 
systems and services both before and during war and 
in peacetime for Air Force and speded DOD 
agencies. 

P Materiel Systems Center, located at Wright- 
Patterson AFB, Ohio, provides critical information 
systems, giving the necessary logistics support to keep 
Air Force units and weapon systems ready in peace 
and war. 
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Human Systems Center 
Prepares, maintains, protects and enhances human capabilities and 

human-system performance. 

AnntCrong Laboratory scientist man-rdes the F- 15E onbourd oxygen 
generating system. 

uman Systems Center, Brooks AFB, Texas, is the Air Force agent 
for human-centered research, development. acquisition and specialized 

operational support at both the individual and total force levels. The center 
works in four functional areas to meet current and future human-centered 
operational requirements: crew-system integration, crew protection. 
environmental protection and force readiness. 

HSC's Armstrong Laboratory conducts research and support activities in 
aerospace medicine, occupational and environmental health, human systems 
technology, environmental remediation and compliance, and human resources 
development. 

The Human Systems Program Office, the U.S. Air Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine and the 648th Air Base Group are also major center units. 

The School of Aerospace Medicine trains all aerospace medical people in the 
Air Force, including doctors, nurses and technicians. 

The Human Systems Program Office develops, acquires and sustains systems 
that touch almost everyone in the Air Force. These endeavors include aircmft 
life support, Air Force uniforms, chemical defense equipment, computer 
training aeromedical and environmental systems and the automation of 
administrative functions. 

The 648th Air Base Group maintains the base. Associate units include the 
NASA Lunar Depository, the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence, 
the Air Force Medical Support Agency, the 615th School Squadron, 6906th 
Electronics Squadron and the U.S. Army Medical Research Detachment. 
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Just the facts ... 
0 HSC's work force totals 
3,218 military and civilian 
employees. 

0 HSC's annual payroll is 
more than $100 million. 

0 About 5,000 students 
attend courses at the US. Air 
Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine every year. 

0 The NASA Lunar 
Depository, an associate unit 
Iocated at Brooks, houses 50 
kilograms of lunar material. 

History 
0 HSC traces its origins 
back to 1918 when the 
Medical Research Laboratory 
was formed at Hazelburst 
Field, N.Y. 

0 Brooks became the 
Aerospace Medical Center 
headquarters in October 
1959. This was the fvst step 
in placing management for 
aerospace medical research, 
education and clinical 
medicine under one 
mmmsnd. 

0 On Nov. 21,1963, 
President John F. Kennedy 
dedicated four buildings 
housing the Aerospace 
Medical Division 
headquarters and the Air 
Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine. It was his last 
officiai act before hi 
assassination the next day. 



Space and Missile Systems Center 
Designs and acquires space and missile systems, and completes satellite 

on-orbit checkouts after launch before turning systems 
over to other federal agencies. 

I 
country. 

he Space and Missile Systems Center. Los Angeles 
AFB. Calif., has operating sites throughout the 
including the operating location detachment at 

NASAS Johnson Spaceflight Center, Houston, Texas; 
Detachment 2 at Onizuka AFB, Calif.; and Detachment 9, 
Vandenberg AFB, Calif. 

SMC is also the parent center of the host unit at Kirtland, 
AFB, N.M. - the 377th Air Base Wig.  

The 377th ABW supports Kirtland's more than 150 
organizations, including the Phillips Lab, another of the 
Space and Missile Systems Center's operating sites. 

SMCs Detachment 10, Norton AFB, Calif., supports the 
Peacekeeper in M~uteman silos. The center also manages 
the Advanced Strategic Missile Systems program that does 
advanced development of ICBM subsystems. 

The center manages several Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization programs designed to detect and destroy enemy 
missiles. Additionally, it works closely with the Air Force 
Space Command, Peterson AFB, Colo.. the prime user of 
military space systems. 

The center maintains communications and data handling 
operations with the Air Force Satellite Control Network at 
Space Command's Falcon AFB, Colo., and Onizuka AFB. 

Launch programs SMC supports and manages include A ntcrn IV/Centaur space launch vehicle w c c e ~ I f y  IMs 
rocket boosters: Atlas II, Titan 11 and Titan N. It also the fld Miistar communications sateilite from Cape 

supports military missions on the space shuttle and assists Ccrncrveral AFS, flu. MlIdaf It one d SMC's major yxlc8 

Space Command in satellite tracking. data acquisition, and programs. 

command and control. 

. e< : 

::Just the facts. ..' - . 
Milstar Satellite 

. - 
- : b e  . \ * - "LS 
.. +? - Defense Support Rogram 
: y 0 SMC's work force totals 8,700 employees worldwide. 
%.- Titan IV Launch Vehicle g~ ~h ienter has 4 annua~ budget of more thn ss 

! 9 b W m  - * * r , .  - *.. 3 -  . . . a  -. r , ,  * *  _ 
. , Defense Meteorological Satellite Program 

L$& . s . L. 
.xvi-- - . i o ih &&rmPports tbe foliowing space . . '. , Peacekeeper 
% $ p p m s  . - 
-5; : 

b 

. . -  . . Q Aerospace Corporation, a non-profit and federally 
W;~av&Globalhitioning~ystem ,- * -, h d e d  organization, provides continuity to the center's -@:* 
?'a- programs through its technical expertise in space 
,A,,-* Defense Satellite Communications System 
y Y -  syste- 
; 
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Weapon systems are tested and 
evaluated in AFMC's three 

Each test center has world-class 
facilities not found elsewhere in the 

Defense Department, and 
sometimes nowhere else in the 

world. 

Air Force Development Test Center ...................... 25 
.................................. Air Force Flight Test Center 26 

Arnold Development Engineering Center ............. 27 



Air Force Development Test Center 
Tests and evaluates non-nuclear munitions, 

electronic combat systems and navigation/guidance systems. 

/ he Air Force Development 
Test Center, E g h  AFB, Fla, 

is the heart of a team comprising the 
complete munitions life cycle - from 
initial concept through development, 
acquisition, experimental testing, 
procurement. operational testing and, 
W y ,  combat. 

"Team Eglin" is a partnership 
between AFDTC, Air Force Materiel 
Command's Wright Laboratory and 
Aeronautical Systems Center, and Air 
Combat Command's U.S. Air Force Air 
Warfare Center and 33rd Fighter Wig. 

The centefs 46th Test Wing manages 
the o v e d  test and evaluation program. 
Eglin has extensive ground facilities 
and about 30 aircraft of various types. 
The test wing controls al l  of the land 
test ranges throughout the 724-wuare- 
mile ba& complex. 

Major tests on or above the AFDTCs 
mges involve all types of equipment. 
including aircraft systems and 
subsystems, missiles, guns, bombs, 
mkcts, targets and drones, high- 
powered radar and a h k m e  electronic 
countermeasures equipment. 

These systems an tested in a variety 
of environments and simulated combat 
conditions. The wing's 46th Test 
Group at Holloman AFB, N.M., 

An F 16 soon over Eglln AFB carrying the Dispenser Weapon System, 
DWS-24. me system is being nlght tested at Eglln for a commercicrl 
company under a new DOD program. The DWS-24 is an advanced 'fire 
and forger rnunMons dispenser system planned for use on the F- 16 and 
other aircM. As the DWS-24 approaches ih target, submunitions are 
ejected h m  each side ol the unit and form a precise pattern on the 
ground that coven an area up to 1,m feet wide and 3,000 feet long. 

operates a rocket-sled test track. Central Lnertial Guidance Test Facility. 

Among the group's unique facilities The quality of Eglin's infrastructure 
are the lo-rniie, high-speed test track; and services helped the base win the 
two radar target scatter measuring Air Force 1992 Installation Excellence 
facilities; and the Defense Department's Award. 

- 
%ust the facts. .. 0 Its regional hospital serves more than 77,000 
Sk. beneficiaries. *-:+ 
$0 Eglin's annual payroll is more than $494 million. 0 Eglin's transportation squadron is the largest in the 

.&c+ Air Force, with more than 2,700 vehicles. 
50 ~ g b  con* S,SO square miles o f A  ranges in 

GulfofMexiea 0 Eglin also runs one of the largest mobility centers 
in the Air Force. It is responsible for mobilizing more 

*TI Thebaseistwdurds <a. the size of Rhode Island. than 5,400 people and 22,000 tons of cargo in support w-: of wartime taskings. 
90 The center's 96tJ1 Air Base wing sup; senices 
*the omter and more than 40 associate units, including 0 Eglin earned the Gen. Thomas D. White Natural 
%nore tban 70,000 active duty members, civUms, Resources Conservation Award, part of the 1993 Air 
-:dhees and dependents in the local area. 

< - Force Environmental Awards. P - 
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Air Force Flight Test Center 
Tested all the aircraft in the Air Force inventory and is currently 

testing the 5-2, F-22 and C- 1 7. 

C- 17 Globemaster 111 before an arctic mission. 

he Air Force Flight Test ~ h h b e r .  Ridley Mission Control, 
Center is the host unit at and the integration facility for 7- 

Edwards AFB, Calif. avionics systems testing. 

The center's work force - 
civilian, military and contractor - 
work together to flight test and 
evaluate new aircraft and upgrades 
to aircraft already in inventory for 
Air Force units, the Department of 
Defense, NASA and other 
government agencies. 

These include improvements to 
radar weapons delivery and 
navigation systems, and a system 
to give tactical pilots the ability to 
strike ground targets from low 
altitudes at night and in adverse 
weather. 

The center develops, operates 
and maintains the Edwards Flight 
Test Range and Utah Test and 
Training Range. It also operates 
the U.S. Air Force Test Pilot 
School. 

AFFTC resources include the 
test and evaluation mission 
simulator, the Benefield Anechoic 
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Historical perspective 

In February 1948, the Air Force 
Flight Test Center was activated at 
Edwards, originally called the 
Muroc Bombing and Gunnery 
Range, and later Muroc AFB. 

The base played an important 
role in training fighter and bomber 
crews throughout World War 11. 

Muroc, with its excellent 
weather and dry lake bed (an 
immense natural runway for 
emergency landings) was ideally 
suited for year-round flight 
testing. Over the years, the lake 
bed has saved countless lives and 
aircraft. 

Muroc was renamed Edwards 
AFB in December 1949 in honor 
of Capt. Glen W. Edwards, a test 
pilot killed in the crash of an 
experimental YB-49 Flying Wing. 

Just the facts. .. 
0 Edwards sits on 301,000 acres 
on the western edge of the Mojave 
Desert. 

0 The base's population is 
composed of 4,400 military, 
10,800 civilians and 6,420 
dependents. 

D The nation's first jet- and 
rocket-powered aircraft made 
their fvst flights at Edwards. 

0 Men and aircraft fLtst 
exceeded Mach 1 through 6 and 
first flew above 100,000,200,000 
and 300,000 feet at Edwards 

D In 1977, the space shuttle's 
approach and landing tests were 
conducted at Edwards. 

0 The fmt shuttle landings from 
space began in April 1981. 

0 The B-2 bomber made its 
maiden flight at Edwards in 1989, 
the F-22 in 1990 and the C-17 in 
1991. 

I 



Arnold Engineering Development Center 
Possesses the most advanced and largest complex of flight 

simulation test facilities in the world. - 

v- 
/ he Arnold 

Engineering 
Development Center at 
Arnold AFB, Tenn., is a 
vital national asset, 
serving America's flight- 
simulation test needs for 
more than 43 years. 

The center's diverse 
collection of test assets 
includes more than 50 
aerodynamic and 
propulsion wind tunnels, 
rocket and turbine engine 
test cells and space 
environmental chambers. 

Its customers include 
the Air Force, Anny and 
Navy; private industry; 
NASA, FAA, allied 
foreign agencies and 
academic institutions. 

Engineers and scientists at the center 
te'st aircraft, missile, and space systems 
and subsystems at the conditions they 
will experience in actual flight. 

They frequently use models of weapon 
systems during testing, many of which 
are created by the center's craftspeople. 

A research and technology program 
is conducted at the center to develop 
advanced testing techniques and 
instrumentation, and to support the 
design of new test facilities. 

The center identifies long-range 
testing requirements, conducts facility 
concept studies and technology projects 
supporting facility planning efforts. 

An F-22 flghter as 
shown on a computer 
model wing 
C o m p ~ o n a l  Flu& 
Dynamics, a relatively 
new dkipilne being 
usedasatoolto 
complement wind 
tunnel tests. The 
modeling shortens the 
time needed to get 
complex infomclffon on 
aerodynamic effects 
INSET: A model of the 
F-22 is being prepared 
for testing in th 
center's 16-toot 
transonic wind tunnel. 

The program focuses on many areas. 
such as hypersonics, turbine engine 
testing and space testing. 

The program's results ultimately 
translate into specifications for new or 
improved facilities, improved 
instrumentation, procedures and 
computational tools. 

Just the facts ... partnering most recently helped Pratt & Whitney 
achieve FAA certification for its 4084 engine. This 
engine will power the new Boeing 777 airliner in 

0 AEDC engineers have contributed to the upcoming flight tests. 
development of many of the nation's top priority 
aerospace programs, such as the F-22, the F-117A, 0 Of the center's test units, 27 have capabilities 
F/A-18E/F, B-2 and the space shuttle. unmatched anywhere in the world. They can simulate 

flight conditions from sea level to outer space, and fkom 
0 AEDC support to oeprational systems also includes subsonic to Mach 20 velocities. 
store separation testing for the F-15 and RIB, engine 
testing for the T-37 and F-5, and rocket-motor testing 0 Four high-vacuum space chambem simulate space 
for Minuteman and Peacekeeper missiles. conditions in the altitude range of 200 miles. 

0 Only 10 percent of the center's 3500 employees are 
0 The center has opened its doors to commercial govenment workers. The remainder are employed by 
testing, a win-win relationship for the Department of one of the center's three support contractors o r  their 
Defense and the private sector. Public-private subcontractors. 
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Weapon systems receive depot-le vel 
maintenance and overhaul during their 

life cycles at the command's five 

Their customers include many foreign 
countries in addition to Defense 

Department organizations. 

Ogden Air Logistics Center ................................... 29 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center ...................... 30 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center .......................... 31 

.......................... San Antonio Air Logistics Center 32 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center. ..................... 33 



Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Provides worldwide logistics support for the entire 

Air Force inventory of intercontinental ballistic missiles and F- 16 Fighting 
Falcons. 

Ogden ALC workers pedom maintenance on a Navy F/A- 18 Hornet. 

Just the facts ... most powerful ICBM rocket motom $550,000 each year to the C o m b i i  
and explosive components. Federal Campaign. 

0 Hill provides support for the 
900,000-acre Utah Test and O As Utah's largest employer, ]Bill 0 Hill's overall economic impact in 
Training Range, DOD's largest has some 16,000 employees. Utah is estimated to be $19 b i n  
over-land special use airspace a n n d y .  
within the continental United States. 0 Of Hill's total work f o r g  

approximately 8,500 civilians and 0 Hill provides the logistics support 
0 More than 22,000 training 1,900 military are assigned to Ogden for the entire Air Force inventory of 
sorties and 1,000 test sorties are ALC. intercontinental ballistic missiles 
flown on the range each year by all 
military services. O The annual base payroll totals 0 Hill is the logistics manager Ior 

approximately $570 million. all landing gear, air munitions, solid 
0 The UTTR is used for testing propellants and explosive devices 
munitions and propellants up to the O Hill employees contribute roughly used throughout the Air POITS 
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Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
Provides specialized logistics support -- management, maintenance and 

distribution -- to defense weapon systems across the globe. - 

Directorate tracks more than 70,000 An environments/ engineer views a three-dimensional model to see levels of 
parts used on defense weapon systems contamination below the Earth's surface, This cutting edge software lets Tinker 

engineers select the best methods to clean up restoration sites and monitor 
progress. 

Just the facts ... 
0 Tinker blazed a trail in alternative fuel use by 
adapting some 551 vehicles to run on propane, 
compressed natural gas and electric battery power. 

0 Nearly 300 fleet vehicles have been converted to 
daaEthel CNG, giving T i e r  the distinction of having 
the largest dual-f'ud armada in Oklahoma - and one of 
the largest in the nation. 

O The joint Air Force and Navy physical security 
program, first of its kind in the Department of 
Defense, is located at Tinker and serves as a model for 
other installations. 

Cl Tinker is Oklahoma's largest single-site employer 
with more than 21,000 employees. 

0 Tinker's total economic impact is $2.8 billion. 

O In 1993, the base payroll topped $785 million. 

0 Tinker is the only AFMC base whose gates now 0 Tinker has formed a number of technology 
enclose the Navy. Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadron advancement coalitions to address a wide spectrum of 
Three and Four, both located at Tinker, conduct the environmental issues. One such venture will join all 
Navy's *Take Charge and Move Out* mission - Department of Defense installations in Oklahoma as a 
providing a survivable strategic communication link coalition to crossfeed information on compliance 
between national leaders and the country's arsenal of actions and improve the partnership between the EPA 
strategic nuclear weapons. and federal facilities. 
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Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
The Air Force's high technology center for communications-electronics, 

- space-based ground systems, manufacturing and aircraft systems. 

/ he Sacramento Air Logistics Center, located at 
McClellan AFB, Calif., is known throughout the 

Depamnent of Defense as a high technology industrial center. 

It has advanced capabilities in composites, microelectronics, 
electro-optics, software, hydraulics/pneudraulics, system 
engineering, flexible manufacturing, and environmental 
technologies - products of a $400-million investment over 
the past decade. 

The center manages communications-electronics systems, 
aircraft, and, as the predominant space logistics support 
facility. the ground control equipment that monitors space 
vehicles. 

In the spirit of dual use, the center is offering McClellan's 
capabilities, facilities, and technologies and experience for 
interservicing, and supporting commercial applications. 
McClellan's nondestructive inspection workloads are 
expanding to include other DOD services. 

The center hosted the Navy's F-14 in its unique full-aircraft 
nondestructive inspection facility, and the Army's Apache 
helicopter in both the full-aimaft facility as well as in the 
Nuclear Radiation center for blade inspection. 

The center also is deeply concerned for the environment. 
Since 1980. the Sacramento ALC has spent more than $160 
million to clean up areas damaged by past waste management 
practices. In addition, the center is continually searching for With McCIeIIan's Hufford Stretch Wrap machine, Ron 
ways to prevent future contamination. Shore can stretch and form up to 15~foot lengths of steel. 

- 

Just the facts ... o McClellan's work force totals electric vehicles. This cooperative 
more than 14,100 people. agreement will create civilian jobs 

,..- and help establish an electric 
o 'SM-ALc houses the only 0 The base's annual payroll is $583 vehicle industry in Sacramento. 
industrial nuclear reactor in DOD. million. 

0 Under a cooperative research 
0 In an agreement with the 0 The base's economic impact on and development agreement 
University of California, Davis the 10-county area surrounding between tbe center and Ford, 
Medical Center, the university will McCleUan is $22 billion. Chrysler and General Motors, an 
use the McCleLlan's nuclear reactor environmentally compliant casting 

.to study neutron boron capture 0 The base's groundwater facility will be developed for the 
therapy. treatment plants typically remove as domestic automobile industry and 
This effort could result in a much as 3,000 pounds of DOD. 

regional treatment center for contaminants from the groundwater 
previously inoperable brain tumors. each day. CI Since 1985, the center has cut I 

hazardous waste generation by 
0 SM-ALC is the largest 0 McClellan and a I d  utility more than 70 percent and reduced 
industrial employer in Northern company are developing advanced volatile compounds emissions by 
California technologies for zero-pollution 64 percent. 
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San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
Provides worldwide logistics support for weapon systems including 

the C-5, 1-37, T-38 and the new - C- 17. 

The center also manages the Air 
Force nuclear ordinance inventory. 
determines requirements for fuels and 
lubricants used by the Air Force, and 
supports all liquid missile propellants 
usad by the Air Force and NASA. 

Also managed by the center is the Air 
Force's fleet of boats and ships, and the 
51st Munitions Squadron, Lackland 
AFB, Texas. The squadron supports 
the standard air munitions package, and 
the standard tank, rack adaptors and 

An F 1 4 0  engine is readied for testing at one of the center's test cells following 
maintenance. San Antonio ALC is one of two AFMC centers with engine 
overhaul capability. Two-level maintenance, currently underway at Kelly, has 
helped improve the management process. 

pylon package program. In 1991 the center dedicated a new 
bead-blasting corrosion control facility 

In 1992 the center won a major three- for stripping paint from aircraft. Not 
Year contract worth an estimated $34.8 only is it the largest in the Air Force, it 
million. The contract calls for also incorporates the latest technology 
modification and inspection of the giant ,d will accomodate the C-5 and C- 17 
C-5A and C-5B transport aircraft. aircraft. 
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- 
Just the more than 75 percent of Speedline modifications. for the center was $7.1 

the Air Force's total billion. facts ... engine inventory. 0 The combined payroll at 
a The center manages . the center is $656 million. 0 The center employs 
more thm 19,000 aircraft 0 Ihving flscsll993, 35 11,676 civilians and 

cngia- aircraft underwent 0 Some 248 aircraft 1,367 military people. 
periodic depot engines and 2,708 modules 

a TheALCalsa maintenance at the center: were overhauled or 0 Another 3,750 full- , 

manages tb ~i~ F~~ eight B-52% 24 C-Ss, and repaired. time civilians and 3,640 
inventory of some 50,000 three T-389. Two C-SA military people work in 
n o n - a h d t  engines - aircraft underwent 0 The fscal 1993 budget associated organizations. 



Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 
Provides worldwide logistics management for the F- 7 5 Eagle, the 
C- 14 1 Starljfler, the C- 130 Hercules, utility aircraft, helicopters, 

missiles, and other vehicles. 

I he Warner Robins Air Logistics Center, 
located at Robins AFB, Ga, manages 

more than 200,000 items that represent the full 
range of avionic functions and technology, 
including aerospace communications and 
navigation equipment; airborne bomb and gun- 
directing systems; target acquisition systems; and 
most Air Force *me electronic warfare 
equipment. 

The centex provides cradle-to-grave logistics 
management support and &pot-level 
maintenance for the F- 15, C- 141 and C- 130 
aircraft. 

The center also provides cradle-to-grave 
management support for the Low-Altitude 
Navigational Targeting Infrared for Night 
System, the Joint Tactical Wonnation 
Distribution System, the Worldwide Military 
Command and Control System, and supports 
firefighting equipment and vehicles of all types. 

The center is also the technology repair center 
for life support equipment, instruments 
(gyroscopes), airborne electronics and aircraft 
propellers. 

Wamer Robins is responsible for procurement, 
supply and maintenance functions for most Air 
Force bases along the East Coast, as well as the 
Atlantic Missile Test Range. Newfoundland, 
Labrador, Greenland, Iceland, Bennuda, the 
Azores and all Air Force and Security Assistance 
Rograrn activities in Europe, Africa and the 
Middle East. 

Worken petform a center wing box replacement, a 
process, designed by Warner-Robins ALC engineen. It's 
the largest Jtructurol repair ever accomplished by an 
organic depot. 

Just the facts... ~ i r  Force inventory. 

O Warner Robins ALC is the host unit at Q Robins is Georgia's largest industrial 

Robins. complex, covering more than 8,790 acres. 

0 The base has 40 tenant organizations. Q At the end of fiscal 1993, Robins employed 
13,380 civilians and 4,547 military. 

RobiDs the opeRting base Q In fiscal 1993, military and civilian salaries for the E-8 Joint Surveillance and Target 
Attack Radar System aircraft as it enters the totaled $686.3 million. 
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Many development 
and logistics functions 

are handled 
in AFMC's 

These centers focus on critical 
areas such as basic research, 

cataloging and standardization, metrology, 
security assistance and "retired" 

weapon systems. 

........... Aerospace Guidance & Metrology Center 35 
Aerospace Maintenance & Regeneration Ctr ...... 36 
Air Force Office of Scientific Research ................ 37 
Cataloging & Standardization Center ................... 38 

................... Air Force Security Assistance Center 38 



Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
The single Air Force center for repairing inertial guidance and 
navigation systems for missiles and aircraft, and for certain 

aircraft displacement gyroscopes. 
- 

F-4 RF-4 
F-15 SRAM 

Technicians crt the Aerospace Guidance a,nd Metrology Center, Newark AFB, 
Ohio, assemble the stable member of a Peacekeeper missile. 

. . 
:i 0 The base's capital assets and equipment are valued 
-"at more than $300 million. , 
.$:- , 7 

o It employs more than 1,500 people 
- 

annual payroll totals approximately $70 - 
:-- ., . - .- 

is the only center in the Air Force where - ...,A .<---%*- .. 

inertial guidance and navigation for missiles and 
aircraft, as well as certain aircraft displacement 
gyroscopes, are repaired. 

0 Through interservice agreements, AGMC also 
repairs inertial guidance and navigation systems 
components on the Nav-y's A-7E, RF-4, and Class 688 
Attack Sub and the Amny's OV-1D and Position and 
Azimuth Determining System. 

Ll The center is pursuing privatization since Newark 
was selected for closure by the 1993 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commissioln. 
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Aerospace Maintenance & Regeneration Center 
Stores preserved aircraft indefinitely with a minimum of 

deterioration and corrosion because of the meager rainfall, low - 

humidity and alkaline soil near Tucson, .Ariz. 

/ he Aerospace Maintenance and 
Regeneration Center, located 

at Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz. is a 
service organization that provides for 
the storage, regeneration, reclamation, 
and disposal of aircraft and related 
aerospace items as well as selected non- 
aerospace, out-sized, and specialized 
items. 

Related aerospace items in storage 
include production tooling. engines, 
pylons, pylon load adapters and 
airfr;une components. 

AMARC's 750 employees maintain 
the specialized skills and knowledge 
necessary to work on more than 50 
different types of aircraft. 

The centtr's orimarv customers 
include the k ~ o r c e :  Army. Navy, 
Coast Guard, foreign military sales 
countries, and other non-Department of 
Defense agencies. AMARC provides 
services tailored to each customer. 

The center is much more than a 
storage facility. Historically, about one- 
fourth of the aircraft received for 
storage are eventually prepared for 
flight or ground shipment to support its 
custom~rs' n&. 

AMARC is also the elimination site 
for heavy bombers under the tenns of 

A l ~ ~ ~ ~ e d  ot tho Aerospace Maintmanc* cmd Regemdon Centw. 

the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
(START). 

The center also supports specialized 
training efforts of the FBI, FAA, 
Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center. aircraft battle damage repair 
school, and other DOD agencies. 

AMARC is organized with three key 
processes: 

Recess-In puts aircraft into storage 
and maintains them while they're in 
s1:orage. 

Process-Out removes aircraft from 
storage and prepares them for flight. 

Reclamation removes parts and 
assemblies from stored aircraft in 
sapport of customer requirements. 

AMARC will eliminate about 350 B-52 aircraft 
over a three-and-a-half-year period to comply with 
conditions of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. 

- 

D As of Sept. 30,11993, the center had 4,527 
aircraft in storage h m  the Air Force, Anny, Navy 
m d c m ~ -  A - Z - . . . ~ .  . 

0 Also in storage are 41 Titan missiles, 48 
C O m m ~ C I I ~ O I I S e ~ ' O m a g n ~ ~ m e ~ m ~ o g i ~  
units, and 180 photo-mconnaiepance shelters. 
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Air Force Office of Scientific Research 
Directs the basic science and engineering research program 

for the Air Force. - 

AFOSR investment strategy 
exploits scientific opportunities 
deemed relevant to Air Force 
research, by balancing 
"technology pull" -- what 
customers need -- with "research 
push" - scientific achievements 
showing promise for new 
technologies. 

The figure demonstrates the newly-acquired computational electromagnetic 
dmulcrtlon capability for the radar cross section of an aircraft. Tne invisible 
radar wave fringe W e r n  on the X24C- IOD reentry vehicle is made visible by 
this computational technique. To make this high-peifomance computation 
technique possible, a large system of equclrions must be solved describing 
the scdering electromagnetic wave phenomena around any object in the 
!tee spuce. Since the electromagnetic wave is generated at the speed of 
light and with a very shod wavelength, the required computing speed to 
mirnk the physics must also be very high. Xn fact, the computation has 
recrched a rate of nearly 10 billion calcuiati~~ns per second on a parallel 
computer. 

~ u s t  the facts ... 
- 0 AFOSR programs support 40 major research 

areas in four major scientific areas: 
 aerospace and materials sciences 

--- - -% 2 Chemistry and life science ., Physics and electronics - .. - , Mathematical and gecwciences 
,:.,.. -. 

.I*. 1 

P AFOSR also manages educational and scientific 
exchange programs, bringing research talent to the 
Air Force labs and allowing Air Force laboratory 
reseamhers to work at renowned university, 
-3:: : 

industry and government labs. 

0 To foster international cooperation, AFOSR 
operates the European Office of Aerospace 
Research and Development, London, and the 
Asian Office of Aerospace Research and 
Development, Tokyo. 

0 The Frank J. Seiler Research Laboratory, 
Colorado Springs, Col~o., offers Air Force 
Academy faculty and cadets access to a first-class 
research environment and performs basic research 
to support both academy research interests and 
Air Force technology oibjectives. 
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Cataloging and Standardization Center 
Prevents costly entry of duplicate items into the DOD inventory and ensures 
accurate logistics data exist for the 2.3 million items used by the Air Force. 

he Cataloging and 
Standardization Center in T 

Battle Creek, Mich., is the focal 
point for getting accurate logistical 
data or help in locating hard-to-find 
Parts. 

This centralized agency provides a 
single face to the customer, 
performing functions previously 
done as separate functions at the five 
air logistics centers. 

CASC's 400 employees use their 
technical expertise in more than 500 
federal supply classes to serve 
customers in AFMC, other Air Force 
commands, other military services 
and civilian agencies. 

Core services 

Item Entry Control compares 
new items proposed for weapon 
systems to currently cataloged items, 
prevents duplicate items from 

entering the inventory and technically 
assesses new items for performance 
and cost. 

Logistics Data Management 
maintains the catalog data once an 
item is assigned a national stock 
number. CASC is directly or 
indirectly responsible for 2.3 million 
supply items and provides tailored 
service to meet unique customer 
requirements. 

Program/Data System 
Management supports the 
infrastructure -- data systems, policy, 
procedures, and programs -- in 
addition to performing cataloging 
and standardization work on 
individual items. 

Specifications and Standards 
protects Air Force interests by 
identifying critical performance 
requirements for reliability and 
maintainability, while promoting 

conversion of DOD documents into 
more simplified commercial 
specifications and standards. 

Customer Assistance operates a 
worldwide, 24-hour customer 
helpline that receives nearly 500 calls 
per week. CASC answers 78 percent 
of these calls within one duty day 
and all others within 48 hours. 

HELPLINE 

Phone: DSN 932HELP 
COMM (616) 961-HELP 

Fax: DSN 932-7252 
COMM (616) 961-7252 

Email casc: 
911@cadis0l.casc.dlscdlami1 

'Electronic bulletin board: 
' 5 s  - .. DSN 9324340 
'?t COMM (616) 961440 

Air Force Security Assistance Center 
Establishes, implements and manages the Air Force security assistance 

programs assigned to the command. 

he Air Force Security Assistance Center, Wright 
Patterson AFB, Ohio, ensures that the U.S. Air T 

Force meets commitments to its foreign customers. 

The center's country managers negotiate foreign military 
sales cases directly with foreign countries to provide a 
wide variety of materiels and services to support their 
weapon systems. 

AFSAC also helps prepare cases managed by the 
secretary of the Air Force, and supports more than 80 
foreign governments, allies and international organiza- 
tions. 

AFMC currently manages more than 4,000 foreign 
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military sales cases totaling nearly $100 billion. 

The center's Logistics Support Group, headquartered in 
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, is responsible for the in-kingdom 
program management of U.S. Air Force security assis- 
tance programs with Saudi Arabia totaling more than $15 
billion. 

The center maintains several unique programs including 
military assistance programs authorized by the president 
of the United States tc3 provide specified materiel and ser- 
vices without cost to designated friendly foreign govern- 
ments during emergencies, and support to drug enforce- 
ment efforts by providing military articles and training 
free of charge to governments fighting drug trafficking. 



AFMC Logistics Directorate 
51 3-257-4307 
Mr. Larry Hess 
HQ AFMCLGPP 
4375 Chidlaw Rd, Ste 6 
WPAFB OH 45433-5006 

Oklahoma City Air Logistlcs Center 
405-739-2838 
Paul Wilson 
OC-ALQFMPB 
3001 Staff Dr. Ste 1AG76A 
Tinker AFB OK 731 45-3056 

Ogden Air Logistics Center 
801 -777-5851 
Vacant 
OQ.ALC/FMPM 
6009 Wardiiegh Rd 
Hill AFB UT 84056-3056 

San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
2014254726 
Ms. Ana De La Cnu 
SA-ALC/FMPF 
505 Perrin 
Kelly AFB TX 78241 -6435 

Sacramento Air Logistic8 Center 
9lSgq3.3911 
Ms. Oiane Margetts 
SM-ALCIFMPM. 
3237 Peacekeeper Wy, Ste 18 
M~Clellafl AFB CA 95652-1080 

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 
91 2-926-3202 
Mr. John Moore 
WR-ALCIFMPX-1 
480 2nd St. Ste 200 
Robins AFB GA 31 098-1 640 

Aerospace Guidance 
& Metrology Center , 

61 4-522-7646 
Mr. Arnold Smalley 
AGMCECX 
813 Irving Wick Dr 
Newark AFB OH 43057-5260 

AFMC Technology Transition Otflce 
51 3-255-7900 
Mr. William Bennett 
ASCISMT 
2690 C St, Station 5 
WPAFB AFB OH 45433-7412 

AFMC S&T Directorate Armstrong Laboratory 
51 3-257-7850 51 2-5363688 
Capt Amy Chalfant U Col Jim Rader 
HQ AFMCISTP AUXPTM 
4375 Chidlaw Rd, Ste 6 2509 Kennedy Circle 
WPAFB OH 45433-5006 Bmks  AFB TX 78235-51 18 

Air Force Offlce Phillips Laboratory 
of Scientific Research 505-846191 1 
202-767-6010 Mr. Rich Garcia 
Ms. Jane Knowlton PUPA 
AFOSWXPP 3550 Aberdeen Ave 8E 
110 Duncan Ave. Ste 8-1 15 KiRland AFB NM 871 17-5776 
Boiling AFB DC 20332-0001 

Rome Laboratory 
315-3303415 
Mr. Jim Brdock 
RL-XPS 
26 Electronics Parkway 
Griffiss AFB NY 13441-4514 

Wright Laboratory 
51 3-255-41 1 9 
Mr. Rick Bissaillon 
WUWR 
2130 8th St. Ste 1 
WPAFB OH 45433-7542 

Human Systems Center 
21 0-5364468 
Lt Col Peter Gavomik 
HSWRK 
251 0 Kennedy Cir, Ste 1 
Brooks AFB TX 78235-51 20 

Space and Missile Systems Center 
310-3364185 
Dr. Richard Awim 
SMC/XR 
P 0 Box 92960 
Los Angeles AFB CA 90009-2960 

Aeronautical Systems Center 
51 :3-2555035 
Lt Bruce Troxel 
ASC/XRS 
21 00 3rd St, Ste 2 
WF'AFB OH 45433-71 06 

Electronic Systems Center 
617-271 4717 
Capt Audie Hittle 
ESQXRR 
50 lGriffiss St 
Harlscom AFB MA 01 731 -1 624 

Air Force Development Arnold Engineering Air Force Flight Test Center 
Test Center Development Centw 805-277-3837 
904-88241 88 61 54546508 Mr. Larry Plews 
Mr. Bob Bums Mr. David C. Bond AFFTC/XRX 
AFDTC/XRP AEDQWT 1 South Rosemont Boulevard 
101 West D Ave, Ste 117 1099 Ave C Edwards AFB CA 93524-10343 
Eglin AFB FL 32542-5495 Arnold AFB TN 373891038 

Cataloging and Standardization Center Air Force Security Assistance Center 
616-981-5166 513-257-7923 
Ms. Marvin/Mr. Mobley Ms. Tammy Fent 
CASCICCB AF SAC/XMX 
74 N Washington Ave 1822 Van Patton Dr 
Battle Creek MI 49017-3094 WPAFB AFB OH 45433-5337 

Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center 
802-750-4001 
Mr. Bobby A. Puett 
AMARrnW, 
4855 S Wickenburg Ave, 
Davis-Monthan AFB AZ 85707-4334 
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