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Could Yield Signiiicant savings
The Department of Dcfense proposes to con-
solidate existing undcrgraduate helicopter

pilot trzining programs into on2 program at

Fort Rucker, Alabama. Consolidation should

make significant savings possible over the P

next b years.
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The Honorable Bill Chappell and .-

The Honorable Richard C. White , , :
llouse of Representatives '

On February 13, 1979, you asked us to evaluate the Sec-
retary of Defense's proposal to consolidate undergraduate
helicopter pilot training.(UHPT) at Fort Rucker, Alabama.
Your basic request was that we determine the most objective
cost comparisons for use in fiscal year 1980 budget deliber-—
ations. 1In addition, your letter raised several issues

regarding forecasted savings and/or the feasibility of con-
solidation, namely

-~the proposed consolidation ignores the advantages of
training within the services' unigue environments;

--an alleged Navy report showed sav1ngs of only $27 mil-
llon over the next 5 years- and

--even this Navy report did not consider:

~—-increased costs due to opening additional flylng
facilities

--purchase of additional Afmy training helicopters,

-~the need to either cdonstruct new quarters at
Fort Rucker .or house displaced military person-
nel in the civilian community, and .

—-~Fort Rucker's reduced surge potential for re-
sponding to emergencies requiring large training
- loads. .

As your letter recognizes, significant savings are
forecasted as a result of the proposed consolidation of UHPT.
The proposal is necessarily predicated on future events and
involves variables associated with the assumptions chosen.
Therefore, we must emphasize that we are dealing with esti-
mates and that true economies depend upon actual operation
of a consolidated program. What we have done in our review
is to test the validity of the cost estimates and related
savings.
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POSSIBLE EFIECT OF INCREASED FUEL CONSUMPTION AND

PRICES ON ESTIMATED SAVINGS FROM CONSOLIDATION

" Gallons required

(fiscal years 1986-84)

. Jet
Aviation propulsion
gas fuel
Gallons consumed
under consoli-
dation 9,867,252 127,211,098

Cost/gallon $ 0.63 $ © 0.45

$6,216,368 $ 57,244,994

Gallons conspmed
if UHPT is not

consolidated 16,641,797 117,450,738
Cost/gallon $ 0.63 $ 0.45
$10,484,332 $ 52,852,832
£
Difference in gal- - .
lons consumed (6,774,545) 9,760,360
Cost/gallon $ 0.63 § 0.45

$
$

Total

137,078,350

63,461,362

134,092,535

$(4,267,963) $_ 4,392,162 a/$

Cost/gallon
{doubled)

Cost/gallon
{tripled)}

$
$ 63,337,164
2,985,815
$ -—
124,199
$ 248,379
$ 372,598

g/Coﬁparison is based on fuel consumption for the total DOD

UHPT program. A similar comparison, i.e.,

fuel consump-

tion for Navy's separate program with the incremental fuel
consumption for Army to train Navy's helicopter pilots,

would yield the same differential in gallons consumed and
costs. This difference in fuel use and cost has been con-

‘'sidered in the current cost estimates.
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~official position is that the difference b
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PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION

There are now two UHPT programs:

--An Army program at Fort Rucker, Alabama, which
trains Army and Air lorce students and which uses
an all rolary-wing syllabus.

Lﬁp --4 Navy program at Whiting Field near Pensacola,

7\

Florida, which trains Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast
Cuard students and which uses a combination fixed-
wing/rotary-wing syllabus.

DOD proposes to consolidate these two programs into an all
rotary-wing program at Fort Rucker, Alabama. This training
would consist of a common core curriculum supplemented by
service—-unique segments. Existing service-unique follow-on
training for UHPT gygraduates would remain essentially the same.

DOD forecasts approximately $100 million in savings
over the next 5 years and believes a consolidated program
will offer training as gocod as or beLter than that Navy's
students now receive.

Our findings on those issues raised in your letter and
on others related to this proposal are discussed below.

ISSUE: OBJECTIVE COST
COMPARILSONS /SAVINGS

Cost comparisons have consistently shown that consoli-
dation of training facilities for helicopter pilots can reduce
training costs and result in significant sEvings; DOD's

tween Navy cost.
avoidance of $233.5 million and increased Army costs of $135.8
million--$97.7 million--constitutes forecasted savings over
a. 5-year period. These figures are based on the Secretary's
April 1977 study adjusted to reflect Defense Audit Service
findings of March 1978 and subsequent program implementation
slippages. GAO, which had recommended consolidation as

-early as May 1974, reviewed the Secretary s 1977 study and

reported in May 1977 that forecasted savings appeared conserv-
ative.

'In this current effort to test the validity of forecasted
savings, we reviewed the services' most recent cost estimates,
which were prepared under assumptions in the May 1979 Army/Navy
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s
jo1nt memorandum of understanding to zmploment consolidu~-

tion 1/. These estimates how total costs and related-
savings for fiscal years lJLO as follows:

nUnauditéd
(millions)

Navy's estimated cest avoidance

to give up UHPT $266.6
Arny's estimated incremental cost :

to train Navy's requirements 203.3

Savings : ' . $°63.3

We found that increases were necessary in both estimates.

The required increase in the Army's incremental cost estimate
is about $17 million, of which $12 million is due to changing
its fiscal year 1979 dollar base to a fiscal year 1980 dollar
base. The increase to the Navy's cost avoidance estimate
cannot be accurately determined at this time on the basis

of data provided by the Navy. Officials from the Department
of the Navy agree that its estimate needs revision and are
preparing a revised estimate. Nonetheless, the overall Navy
adjustments needed should exceed the $17 million adjustment
made to the Army's estimate. - Thus, the amount of savings
should exceed the $63.3 million shown above 2/.

A Other considerations that
i could affect savings

‘ During the debate over savings from %anolidation, gues-
| tions have arisen about the impact of certlhhin other factors

: on forecasted savings. We assessed the impact of some of the
more important of these on forecasted savings, and our.conclu-
sions are as follows.

Long-range impact on costs and savings

Your office requested that we analyze the impact of
consolidation on costs and related savings over the next

l/lhe Secretary has not yet approved the plan, but the serv-
ices have projected a significant increase in pilot needs,
-thus driving up projected cost estimates.

2/As of the date of this report, the adjustments to the Navy's
cost data had not been completed. We continue to believe
that the.net effect of the adjustments should result in net

S5-year sav1ngs from UHPT consolidation of more than $63.3
million. -~
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20 yoars. To reliably cstimate its long range cffcets,

such an analysis should be based on cost data -in itls final
£orm, i.e., after all adjustments have been made. Without
data in this forw, any cuantification of costs or savings
could be misleading. Long-rangc estimates are also highly
sensitive to ascuaptions concerning projected cost flows;
aircraft life, including replacement time; and inflation
rates. Because the Department of the Navy is making adjust-
ments to its cstimate and because DOD had not complcected its
review of the scrvices'® estimates, we could not reliably
estimate the impact of consolidation on costs and related
sav1n9s over the 20-year period.

Fuel consumption and prices

Consolidating UHPT would cause an increase in fuel use
but -only by about 3 million gallons over the 5-year period
from fiscal years 1980 through 1984. Increased fuel con—
sumption under a consolidated pxogram is prlnarlly due
to additional flying time for Ravy's students in advanced
rotary-wing aircraft. They are expected to get about 145
syllabus hours instead of some 65 hours they now receive.
DOD officials believe the additional hours will greatly
enhance the effectiveness of training in raiary-wing
fiight skills and thus prove cost &ffective. .

In June 1979 hearings before the Senate Subcomnmittee
on Manpcwer and Personnel, Committee on Armed Services, the
Chairman questioned the validity of fuel price figures used
in the services' cost estimates. The DOD-approved prices .
for costing purposes, as used in the estimates, are about
$§0.45/gallon for jet propulsion fuel and about $0.63/gallon
for aviation gas. The rate of-fuel price increases over
the next 5 years is of course open to speculat*on. However,
a doubling or tripling ‘of the above prices at the beginning
of fiscal year 1980 would decrease savings by '$0.2 million
or $0.4 million, respectively, during the 5-year period.
{(See app. I for further details on fuel use and costs.)

. Neither the increased fuel use nor the effects of
future fuel price increases should materially affect the
overall estimated savings from consolidating UHPT. Moreover,
the Secretary's proposal does not consider-alternatives that
could conserve DOD's use of fuel, alternatives which deserve
attention regardless of UHPT consolidation. These include,
for example, reducing actual flight time through more simu-
lated training exercises; increasing flight time in more

. fuel-cost-effective aircraft, with-a proportionate reduc-
- tion in the less fuel-cost-effective aircraft, and/or
.cuttlng back on m15510n specific follow-on training.
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military end civilian vanpower. Forecausted savings, there-
fore, will increasec due to reduced retirement costs and vet-
erans' beneilte.  fie ¢did not estimale the amount of savings
bazcd on the projected manpower reductions under the May 1979
implementotion plan. In May 1977, however, GAO rcported that
the Secrctary's proposal did not recognize these savings and

"estimated that the prescent value of the unfunded retirement

costs for military spacces aleone was $29 million over the
5-=year period under analysis. Saving$ due to reduced future
retirement costs and veterans' benefits are both legitimate

‘and significant and should be included in total savings.

- Additional factors

Two other factors will affect projected savings:

~-DOD, in realigning its activities, must help allevi-
ate the economic and social impact of realignment on
the affected region. In May 1977, <0OD's Office of
Economic Adjustment asscssed the economic impact of
realignment on the Pensacola area and concluded that
the region had strong- economic growth and adjustment
potential. It estimated costs associated with the
economic impact of consclidation at approximately
$2.6 million. These costs will reduce forecasted
savings.

--DOD now has 36 rotary-wing TH-57 aircraft committed
to primary helicopter pilot training for Navy.students.
A consolidated program will free these assets for sale
or use elsewvhere in the Government. Since they are
unigue to Navy's UHPT, DOD plans to sell the aircraft.
Sale to the public will increase forecasted savings.

ISSUE: PROPOSAL IGNORES ADVANTAGES

OF TRAINING WITHIN- THE SERVICES'

UNIQUE ENVIRONMENTS

The syllabus approved by the Secretary in June 1977 will
provide Navy students with training for the Navy-unique en-
vironment. It consists of a common core of 145 flight hours
and 40 hours of simulator time for all DOD students, plus an
additional 50 hours of flight time and 10 hours of simulator

. time for Navy's students. This "unique" portion of the syl-
- labus, taught by Navy instructors, is designed to provide

students with the knowledge, skills, and techniques necessary
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ter operate a helicopter in the Navy's cnvironment. Havy of-
ficials, including those responsible for flight: training,
belicve that thias cyllabus will produce auality pilots. PFor
example, the Secretary of the MNavy, testifying in June 1979
before the Scnate Subcomnittee on lanpower and Personnel,
Committee on Armed Services, stated that a consolidated
program would provide significantly more effective heli-
copter pilot training to Navy's students.

:'ISSUE: ALLEGED NAVY REPORT SHOWING
ONLY $27 MILLION IN SAVINGS

The $27 million figure appeared in two separate infor-
mal documents.- In neither was the figure reliable or repre-
sentative of savings forecasted from UHPT consolidation.
Therefore, whether either one considered the costs of open-
ing additional flying facilities, the purchase of additional
Army training helicopters, and either construction of new
personnel quarters at Fort Rucker or housing displaced mili-—
tary personnel in the civilian community is no longer really
pertinent to the alleged report. In revieying Army's cost
estimate, however, we determined whether costs associated
with these factors were included, as approprlate, to support
conqolldated training and found- that.

--Existing flying facilities will be used for consoli- -
dated training, so'that no funds are requ;red for
opening additional fa0111t1es.

y .
JGL --Additional helicopters requlred will not be procured
' Q/ but obtained through use of existing DOD assets.
‘& Army's cost estimate included $1.5 hillion for return-
ing to flyable status 40 rotary-wing primary trainers
‘in storage at the Military Aircraft Storage and Dis-

position Center, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona. .

We visited Davis-Monthan; examined the aircraft and
inventory records; and found, as the Army claimed,

that the helicopters have -not been cannibalized and
can be brought back to a flyable status within the

estimated cost range.

-=-BExisting facilities, both on and off base, appear
capable of supporting projected increases in person-
nel; therefore, no new construction is planned. 1In
April 1979, Navy officials examined facilities at
Fort Rucker and surrounding communities and concluded
that housing and support facilities were adequate to
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handle additional requirements and would not degrade
gqualily of life for Navy personncl. Army officials
consider it unlikely that .consolidation will displace -
& significant nueber of military personnel living

"on base. :

ISSUE: REDUCLD SURGE POTDHTIAL OF
THE ONE-SITE TRAINING PROGRAM

Fort Rucker, DOD's proposed site for consolidated train-
ing, appears adequate to accommodate anticipated pilot train-
ing loads over the next 5 years. Estimated annual output
capacity at the site is, peacetime, between 2400 and 2600 pi-
lots and, mobilization, about 4500 pilots. Projected service
requirenent for helicopter pilots in fiscal year 1984, includ-
ing foreign students, is 2482. DOD's need for pilots, which
is subject to review and amendment during annual planning,
programing, and budgeting cycles, would be affected by an
emergency situation such as war. Should such a situation arise
and require more pilots over a sustained period than any one
site can handle, expansion of some training functions to
other locations would be necessary, as was the case during
the Vietnam surge. )

L5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATICHNS

We believe that the Secretary of Defense's proposal to
consolidate UHPT should result in significant savings.
Based on the assumptions under the May 1979 Army/Navy Jjoint
memorandum of understanding to implement consclidation, the
estimated savings should exceed $63.3 million over the next
5 years. The advantages and disadvantages of consolidation
have been aired in studies, in audits, and in hearings be-
fore members of the Congress. We believe that the prepon-
derance of the evidence favors consolidating UHPT. ’

‘Estimated savings depend upon assumptions used and
timing of implementation and could vary. True economies
cannot be precisely determined without actually operating
a consolidated program. To verify the forecasted savings

~and to facilitate proper management of implementation, we

recommend that the Secretary of Defense

--gstablish a mechanism that accounts for the costs,
tracks the milestones for implementation, and records
the savings associated with consolidation; and
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--report back to the Congrn s at appropriate intervals
concerning the progress of implementation, related
costs, and savings.

SCOPE OF REVIRW

To obtain the information you requested, we reviewed
Arnmy and lavy cost estimates, as well as estimates of re-
lated savings from consolidation; and we analyzed documenta-
tion relating both to training within the services' unique
environments and to the alleged report held by the Navy. We
also observed and inspected facilities and equipment the
Army has identified for use in support of consolidated train-
ing. In addition, we discussed the issues with key officials
from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Department
of the Army, and the Department of the HNavy.

As instructed by your office, we did not obtain offi-
cial written Ctomments from the Department of Defense; but
we did discuss the results of our work with officials from
Defense and incorporated their comments where appropriate.
We also briefed your staff on five occasions; other Congress-
men's staff and interested parties attended some of these
briefings. As arranged with your office, we are sending
copies of this report to the Department of Defense and to
other interested parties who request then.

Comptroller General
of the United States









