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COMPTROLLER CONERAL. OF THE UNITED SATE3 

'The Honorable Charles F. Dougherty 
tfouse of Representatives 

The Honorable Robert W. EdF;ar 
ilouse of Representatives 

The Honorable James J. Florio 
Eouse of Representatives 

In response to your request, we reviewed the study 
&P 

prepared by the Defense Logistics Agency which seas usec to "9 /J5 
support the decision to close the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
Defense Contract Administration Services region and to reas- 
sign its ;nission to other regions, primarily the Atlanta, 
Georgia, region. 

~L&?2y'Il 

We were also asked to review two specific issues affect- 
ing the Agency's estimate of civilian personnel savings. 
These are: (1) the support new being provided by the Defense 
?ersonneI SupDor-, 
that this - 

Center in ?hiladelphi a and the possibility 
sulzport could result in greater savings in Phila- 

delphia than in Atlanta and (2) the appropriateness of using 
an average salary rate to compute civilian salar;. savings. 
In addition, we were asked to review the Agency's estimates 
of (1) recurring facility and space savings that would occur 
wren the "hiladelphia and Atlanta region headquarters vacated 
their present locations and (2) one-time costs that would be 
needed to make space available fcr each region headquarters 
in its new location. 

‘n . s urnmary , we concluded that: 

--The Agency's estimates of civilian personnel savings 
did not adequately consider the possi'bls savings 
for support services that could be provided by t!~e 
Support Center if the new headquarters is located 
in PhFladel?hia. aecause of data inadequacies, 
w e C3Ul.S not estimate the effect of this emission 
on the study results. Xowever, estimates provided 
to us by Support Center and Philadelxhia ragion 
personnel indicated that ilp to 43 ?ositions cculc? 
be saved as a result of the Center's support 53 

the Pniladelahia region. Using ihe Agency's average 
salary rate, savings might be as much as $1 million 
2.lTlUally. 

--The Acency’s us2 3f an averac;e sa1ar-r rate to ccm?;cte 
Ci'r'i .zan salarr7 savlnzs was aporopriace under t5e 4 
circ,Jnstsnces. 
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--The Agency's estimates of facility and space savings 
were based on erroneous data which resulted in over- 
stating the estimated recurring savings advantage 
at Atlanta by $68,000. 

--The Agency's estimated one-time site preparation costs 
for the Philadelphia location were understated by 
about $1.5 million. 

In our opinion, the Agency study does not provide a 
satisfactory basis for determining which of the two proposed 
locations will result in the greatest savings to the Govern- 
ment. Because of the issues raised in this report, particu- 
larly the support services issue, and the relatively small 
cost and savings differentials on which the Agency based its 
decision, we believe the Agency should reconsider its proposed 
actions to consolidate the region in Atlanta, Georgia. 

A summary of the Agency's estimates of recurring savings 
and one-time costs and a description of how the Agency com- 
puted civilian position savings are shown in appendix I. 
Our analysis and comments on the Agency's estimates of recur- 
ring savings are contained in appendix II. Our analysis and 
comments on the Agency's estimates of one-time costs are con- 
tained in appendix III. 

BACKGIiOUND 

This realinement is part of a larger Agency realinement 
consolidating the present nine Defense Contract Administra- 
tion Services regions into five. The Agency's support for 
its decision was contained in a study report issued in Novem- 
ber 1978 and revised in August 1979. 

We discussed the proposed consolidation and realinement 
with Agency officials at their headquarters in Cameron Sta- 
tion, Alexandria, Virginia, and reviewed supporting documen- 
tation for their study. We made field visits to the Atlanta 
and Philadelphia region headquarters to observe the facili- 
ties considered as alternative sites for the proposed region 
headcuarters and to discuss the proposed action with local 
officials. 

The Defense Logistics Agency estimated that merging 
parts of the New York and Philadelphia regions and all of 
the Atlanta region and locating the new region headquarters 
in Atlanta would result in one-time costs of S2,173,496 and 
recurring annual savings of $4,133,073. If the headquarters 
was located in Philadelphia, the Agency estimated one-time 
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costs of $2,310,430 and annual recurring savings of 
$4,124,424. On this basis, the Agency decided that locating 
the Southeast region headquarters in Atlanta instead of 
Philadelphia would be more cost effective because one-time 
costs would be $136,934 less and recurring annual savings 
would be $8,649 greater. 

The existing Atlanta and Philadelphia region headquar- 
ters are not identical. The Philadelphia headquarters has 
more personnel than Atlanta and is colocated with another 
Agency installation: 

/4 (e& CdJ 
?I 'ai'"'.. -I 

the Defense Personnel Support Center. 8. 
The Support Center is the host activity and provides a sig- 
nificant amount of support, such as civilian personnel and 
data processing services, to the Philadelphia region. The 
Atlanta region headquarters is located in a building owned 
by the Air Force and managed by a contractor. 

The Department of Defense announced the planned rea- 
linement of the Philadelphia and Atlanta regions in March 
1979. Implementation is scheduled to begin in April 1980 
and to be completed by October 1981. 

CENTER'S SUPPORT 

The Agency study did not attempt to determine whether 
there would be any additional savings resulting from the 
support that the Center would provide if the Southeast 
region headquarters was located in Philadelphia. Philadel- 
phia region officials claimed that savings would be realized 
because the Center could provide support for the additional 
workload of the Southeast region with fewer personnel than 
wo$lld be required in Atlanta. On the basis of data supplied 
by the Center, Philadelphia officials estimated that these 
economies-of-scale were equivalent to 48 positions. Using 
the Agency's average salary rate, these savings might be 
as much as $1 million annually. 

We believe there would be some position savings in Phil- 
adelphia as a result of the support arrangements between the 
Support Center and the region. However, because of the 
absence of reliable data that shows how much of the Center's 
worJk force has been used to support the Philadelphia region, 
we were unable to verify.that there would be savings equiva- 
lent to 48 positions. 

Although the Agency agrees there may be some savings 
resulting from the Center's support, it disagrees with 
the estimate of 48 positions. 9ut the Agency did not attempt 
to validate or disprove that such savings iJere possible. 
According to the Agency, savings may be offset in Atlanta 
in other functions that were not analyzed, but it did not 

3 
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attempt to validate this. The Agency cited an estimate from 
the Atlanta region claiming to be able to perform some of 
these other functions with fewer personnel than in Philadel- 
phia. This estimate was received too late for us to verify. 

Because of the significance of this matter and its 
potential for affecting the total savings for each alterna- 
tive, we believe the Agency should try to determine how the 
Center's support affects its savings estimates. 

USE OF AM AVERAGE 
SALARY RATE 

The Agency study used a single average salary rate 
(determined by combining the labor costs of the Atlanta, 
New York, and Philadelphia regions) to compute gross salary 
savings, but it used separate rates for Atlanta and Phila- 
delphia to compute net salary savings. The rate for Atlanta 
is higher than the rate for Philadelphia. If the Agency had 
consistently used a separate rate for each region, its comp- 
utation of salary savings for Philadelphia would have been 
higher. But it is not apparent that one rate is better than 
the other. 

The way in which these rates are used assumes that they 
measure savings only applicable to headquarters positions. 
Actually, the rates contain a significant cost for field 
activities. When the rates are applied to the headquarters 
positions being eliminated, the savings estimates are dis- 
torted. 

Further, using a separate rate for each location 
assumes that all savings will come cnly from that location. 
However, actual savings wil 1 be affected by those employees 
who elect to accept job offers, regardless of the employees' 
present locations. 

Additionally, Agency savings estimates do not recognize 
that some of the savings are attributable to positions in 
the Support Center. A separate Support Center rate could be 
used but only after the Agency determines the amount of 
current and future support provided by the Center. 

Because of the number of assumptions and variables 
involved and the absence of more precise data, we believe 
that the use of an overall average rate was appropriate. 

FACILITY A>JD SPACE SATJINGS 

Estimated recurring facility and space savings are 
savings that would occur when the Philadelphia and Atlanta 
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regions vacate their present locations. These savings are 
computed by comparing current space costs with future space 
costs. 

On the basis of errors and omissions in the Agency's 
study, which we identified and brought to the Agency's 
attention, estimates of costs per-square-foot and space 
actually occupied in Atlanta and Philadelphia were 
revised upward. The net effect is reduced savings for 
Atlanta. Previously, the Agency estimated that recurring 
facility and space savings would be $151,000 a year greater 
in Atlanta than in Philadelphia. With these adjustments, 
Atlanta's savings are now estimated to be about $83,000 a 
year greater than Philadelphia's. 

SITE PREPARATION COSTS 

The Agency study showed that the estimated costs needed 
to prepare space for the new Southeast region headquarters 
would be about $360,000 higher in Philadelphia than in 
Atlanta. The Support Center facility in Philadelphia is 
older than the Atlanta site. Costly rearrangement and reha- 
bilitation of space would be required to provide space for 
additional personnel if the Southeast region headquarters 
was located in Philadelphia. On the other hand, the Atlanta 
site is more modern and can accommodate the additional per- 
sonnel with less cost. We found that the Agency study 
omitted a $1.5 million cost for a military construction proj- 
ect which the SupDort Center now claim would be needed if 
the Southeast region is located in Philadelphia. Thus, Phil- 
adelphia's one-time site preparation costs are now estimated 
to be more than $1.7 million higher than Atlanta's, 

We did not furnish a copy of this report to the Defense 
Logistics Agency for written comment. However, we have dis- 
cussed these matters with Agency representatives and included 
their comments in the report. 



R-198075 

As agreed, we will withhold further distribution of this 
report for two days from the date of this report. Then it will 
be made available to the Secretary of Defense, the Director 
of the Defense Logistics Agency, and other parties who have 
requested a copy of the report. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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DLA's COMPUT'A'i'IO1J OF SAVIIJGS AJJD COSTS -- 

The Defense Logistics Agency is a Department of Defense 
component that supports the four military services. Its 
basic responsibilities fall into three categories: logistics 
services, contracting and supply support, and contract admin- 
istration. 

Agency headquarters, located at Cameron Station, Alex- 
andria, Virginia, develops policy and controls the Agency's 
field activities. Contract administration is performed 
through a nationwide network of Defense Contract Administra- 
tion Services regions. Each region consists of 

--a regional headquarters, 

--management area offices handling contracts 
within a given geographical area, and 

--plant representative offices handling 
contracts at designated contractors' plants. 

Management area offices and plant representative offices 
perform contrac, + administration services at or near contrac- 
tor plants to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions 
of Government contracts and to minimize problems of contract 
performance. Each region provides supervision and policy! 
guidance to the management area offices and plant representa- 
tive offices and handles palyments on contracts. 

COIJSOLIDATIOIJ AND 
REALI‘JEME"lT PLAlJS c L 

On Xarch 29, 1979, The Department of Defense anno:lnced 
that as part of the Defense Logistics Agency's ongoing effort 
to reorganize and streamline its contract administration 
field organization, it would be initiating actions to consol- 
idate Its nine regions into five. In the nrocnss, the :Jsw 
York and Philadelphia regions were to close, and some of the 
field activities under their j$Jrisdrction were to be trans- 
ferred to the new Sou%heast region ?eadquarTers in Atlanta. 

DETEX41'3INAT'ION OF 
SAVIZIGS AlJD COSTS 

The Agency's analysis, revised in August bf 1973, shswe? 
costs and savings that vould resell: if Atlanta 'or Philadelphia 
were the new Southeast region. This analysis 1s summarized 
3elow. 

1 
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Annual recurring savings 

Atlanta $47133,073 
Philadelphia 4,124..424 -.- 

Atlanta recurring savings 
greater by $ 8,643 

One-time costs - 
Philadelphia 
Atlanta 

$2;310.430 
2,173,496 - 

Atlanta one-time costs 
lower by $ 136,934 -- 

On this basis, the Agency decided that Atlanta was the more 
cost effective location for the Southeast region headquar- 
ters. 

Yost of the savings came directly or indirectly from 
the elimination of civilian positions as a result of the 
consolidation. The Agency study identified the following 
recurring savings and costs and one-time costs for each ?ro- 
posed location fx the Southeast region headquarters. , 
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Zstinated ; 
recurring annual 
savings/costs (-1 

Military salaries 
Civilian salaries 
Facility/space 
Data processing , 
Communications 
Travel 

Total 

$ 188 
3,822 

113 
75 

-10 
-55 

$4,133 --. 
Estimated 
one-time costs 

Permanent change of 
station 

Severance pay 
Training 
Transportation of 

equipment 
Xecords conversion 
Site preparation 
Data processing 
Communications 

$ 679 $ 638 
533 592 
653 441 

30 
56 
86 
17 

119 

Total $2,173 

Atlanta Philadelphia 

-----(OOO omitted)------ 

$ 188 
3,844 

-38 
75 

113 
-58 --- 

$4,124 

23 
73 

445 
17 
a2 -- 

$2,311 -.- 

AGENCY COMPUTATION OF 
CIVILIAi? SALARY SAVINGS - 

The Agency's calculation of ci:riii.an salary savings 
illustrates many of the basic assumptions incluced in the 
Agency's study and hel;?s to explsin how it computed other 
savings and costs. The computation began with the civilian 
position authorizations for the Atlanta, '3ew 'iork, and Ihil- 
adelphia regions as of April 5, 1978. Since some cf IJesJ 
Yzrk's and Philadel?his's field activities Yere being trans- 
ferred to the Soutlheast region, the Agency .allocated 'Jew 
York's and Philadel?hia's headquarters civilian pssitions 
to the kSoutheast region,' as follsws: 

3 
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Atlanta 

f:ew York 

P5iladelphia 

CTivilian 
positions 
authorized 

for 
headquarters 

337 

560 

g/509 

Percent 
allocated 

to the 
Southeast 

region - 

100 

48 

66 

Total civilian 
positions 
allocated 

to the 
Southeast 

region 

337 

k/264 

b/337 - -.- 

938 -- 

a/IncllJdes estimated 88 positions involved in administra- 
tive/logistics support provided by the Defense Personnel 
Supsort Center to the Philadelphia region. 

'u/:flinor differences due t3 the 4gency rounding off in compu- 
tation. 

'Ihis allocation was derived from the assump%ign that 
w he n a region's field activities are transferred to a ne3ii 
region, a portian of the regi3n's !?oadouarters staff should 
also 5e transferred. Applying this assumption, the miqency 
detsrmi?ed the percentage if each region's staff involved 
wit5 the Southeast region consolidation, as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Civilian personnel 
assiczned t:, field 
activities 

Civilian personnel 
of field activities 
transferrsd to Sout."- 
east region 

Perzen%age of field 
activities trans- 
ferred to Southeast. 
regic;n (line 2 $ 1) 

Atlanta ___-__ ze"r York- Philadelphia 

i,O90 1,335 

1.090 666 



APPEIJDIX I 

l?hus, the consolidation of the Southeast region included 
portions of the Philadelphia and ?Jew York regions and all of 
the Atianta region. 

Unique to the Southeast region consolidation is the 
administrative support that the Defense Personnel Support 
Center provides to the Philadelphia region. The Southeast 
region consolidation, therefore, aftects four Agency organiza- 
tions. These organizations vary in authorized staff levels 
and position costs. 

Personnel requirements -. . 
for the Southeast region - 

On the basis of estimates provided by directorates and 
offices in Agency headquarters, an organizaticnal staffing 
plan was developed for the consolidated Southeast region. 
For purposes of the updated study, the Agency ostimatz!d that 
740 positions would be needed if Atlanta was selected and 741 
positions if Philadelphia was selected. These requirements 
were applied to the allocated positions to establish the 
estilmated position savings, as follows: 

Atlanta Philadelphia _---- - -.- 
, 

Civilian positions allocated 
t'3 the Southeast region 938 933 

'Jroposed staffing of 
Southeast region 

Total 

7 4 0 ---- 741 --- 

198 197 -- 

Zeductions for management -- 
Z!GF-Zoffice augmentation - 

:4anage*ment area offices are colocated with The region 
headquarters and receive support from the headquarters. 
27.90 Agency determined that- as a siJc effect of the cznsoii- 
da&l, additional staffing jr0iri.d '?ave to be prg:Jided to the 
management area office r,emaining behind when the Atl.anta 
or Philadelphia region headauarters were closed. qisestab- 
Lishing region headquarters would require additional staff- 
rng so that the management area office coul3 support itself. 
'lhe Agency estimated tnat 
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--the management area office in Atlanta would 
need 28 additional positions (which would reduce 
the savings resulting from the Philadelphia 
alternative) if the Atlanta headquarters was 
closed and 

--the management area office in Philadelphia would 
need 32 additional positions (which xould reduce 
the savings resulting from the Atlanta alternative) 
if the Philadelphia headquarters was closed. 

estimate Aqency's 
of savings I- 

The Agency determined gross savings for Atlanta and 
Philadelphia by multiplying an average civilian position 
rate of $22,794 by the estimated positions saved at each 
location. T‘he Agency determined net savings by deducting 
estimated costs for augmentation of the applicable manage- 
sent area offices. For example: 

--The S22,794 average civilian position rate was 
derived from laaor hours and obligation authority 
data in the annual operating budgets for the 
Atlanta, Jew 'Jar:<, and Philadelphia regions for 
fiscal year 1979. Yhe data for the three regions 
xas combined to arrive at a combined average 
ci,Jilian salary rate which was then factored to 
provide for the Agency contributions for retirement 
and health and life insurance, plus incidentals. 
(See wp. II for this computation.) 

--Yr-ie estimated costs fDr augmentation Qf tne manage- 
rnerlt area offices were derived by computing an 
average rate for each of the functional categories 
in the offices and multiplying those average rates 
by the num3er of sur;port ?osi tions to be added 
in each functional categD,ry. 

‘The net civilian savings iqere then computed as fA.lows: 

8. 

1, 

‘8 
‘,,,,’ 

,’ 

‘, 
,‘,,, 
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Gross positions saved 

Average civilian position 
rate 

Gross civilian savings 

Management area office 
augmentations 

Total 

APPEfJDIX I 

9tlanta L---- PhiladelDhia -... ---1- 

19c 197 

$ ~22,794 $ ~22,794 

$47513,212 $4,49@?413 

-691,180 -646,055 -- 

$3,822,032 $3,844,363 __- -- 
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OUR A>JALYSIS OF AGENCY ES'TX:~lATSS 

OF RECURRING SAVINGS AND COSTS 

We reviewed the Defense Logistics Agency's estimates of 
recurring savings and costs for each of the proposed head- 
quarters in the Southeast region. Below is a summary of the 
Agency's data. In the sections that follow, we discuss 
civilian salaries and facility and space savings. Savings 
for the other costs were about the same for each location orl 
x+qhere Agency changes were made, were about the same for each 
alternative and therefore are not discussed. 

'Ihe Agency's computation of civilian salary savings did 
not consider certain factors that could substantially affect 
the estimated savings for each alternative. The Agency has 
revised its estimates of facility and sqace costs for Phil- 
adelphia and Atlanta. Wnile Philadelphia's costs 'nave become 
savings, savings will still be higher in Atlanta. 

Estimated 
recurring annual 
savings/costs (-1 Atlanta Philadelphia 

-----(OOO omitted)------ 

Civilian salaries 
Facility/space 
:.lilitar~~ salaries 
Data processing 
Communications 
Travel 

$3,822 $3,844 
113 -38 
138 188 

7s 7s 
-10 113 
-35 -58 -- 

Total $5.” ?._3 $4,124 -- -- --- 

3ECUXRING CIVILIAM 
SALARY SAVIXGS 

Thle updated Agency study estimated rPcurri.ng annual 
savings of $3,822 million if Atlanta was selected 'as the 
site for the Southeast region headquarters and recurring 
snnual savings of $3,a44 million if Philadelphia was selected. 
TtlUS, recurring annual civilian salary savings uould be 
$22,331 greater for Philadelphia than for Atlanta. rIo,wevctr, 
the Agency's computation (1) did not consider the impact 
of the support provided by the Support Center in detsrmin- 
ing the number of positions eliminated and (2) inconsis- 
zently computed civilian salary savings. The ?genq used 

a 
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one position rate to determine gross savings and several 
position rates to determine the position cost for each 
management area office augmentation. 

Impact of Center suoport 
on staf.fing requirements 
of the Southeast region -. - 

A potentially significant factor affecting the recurring 
annual civilian savings in the Philadelphia and Atlanta 
alternatives is the support provided by the Defense Personnel 
Support Center. This support is now being provided to the 
Philadelphia region and would be provided to the Southeast 
region headquarters if located at the Support Center. Such 
support and services include data processing, telecomnunica- 
tions, civilian personnel, security, and other functions. 

'Ihe Philadelphia region is the only region colocated 
witn and receiving supper, + and services from a larger acti- 
vity. The arrangement between the two activities is con- 
sistent with Agency regulations which require colocated 
Agency activities to make maximum use of common staff func- 
tions and services, particularly administrative and logis- 
tics support services. The intent of the regulations is 
to reduce costs by eliminating duplications of support ser- 
vices. 

Support Center and ?hiladelphia region officials claim 
that being colocated with and being supported and serviced 
by the Center provides economies-of-scale that would permit 
the mission of the Southeast region to be performed with 
fewer staff positions than would be required if t;Te region 
headquarters was located in Atlanta. This possibility of 
savings assumes that a large organization, such as tne 
Support Center, can absorb additional workload wit5i.n its 
existing organizational structure without needing as many 
additional personnel. Furthermore, it assumes that the size 
and wor!<load of the Support Center has justified the 
acquisition of faster, more efficient equipment tnat pernlts 
work to be done with less staff. 

Agency did not consider' 
possibility of position 
savings from Center's support - 

The Agency study did not address the impact of the sup- 
port arrangement between the Support Center ani t:he Philadel- 
phia region on staffing realuirements. The Acrenc'? made no 4 _ 
attempt to determine (1) \Jhether feVer ?OSitlGns Yerse rC?~UiTOrl 
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by the Center to support the Philadelphia region than would 
have been needed by the Philadelphia region if it were pro- 
viding the same support for itself, (2) how many staff posi- 
tions the Support Center would require to support the pro- 
posed Southeast region, and (3) how that compared with the 
number of staff positions the Atlanta region would need to 
provide similar support. 

The Agency's study assumed that the Center's current 
support to the Philadelphia region was equivalent to 88 posi- 
tions. The study also assumed that there would be no econo- 
mies or savings resulting from that support if Philadelphia 
would be the location of the Southeast region. 

The study assumed that the same number of positions 
would be required to perform the mission of the Southeast 
region, regardless of whether the headquarters was located 
in Atlanta or in Philadelphia. 

Attempts to measure 
economies and savings 
derived from Center support 

Thiladelphia region officials reviewed a position dis- 
tribution report prepared by the Agency for planning purposes 
and identified those functions that would be performed by the 
Support Center. The position distribution report, as 
adjusted, shows that a total of 743 civilian positions are 
needed for a Philadelphia-based Southeast region. Philadel- 
phia region officials estimated that there are 584 positions 
attributable to the headquarters. They believe they would 
not have to staff 159 of the positions because of the Center's 
support. The functions and related positions are shown below. 
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Functions 

Public affairs 

Equal Employment Office 

Nilitary personnel 

Civilian gersonnel 

Command support (tele- 
communications, 
administrative, etc.) 

Systems and financial 
management (data proces- 
sing, accounting, etc.) 

Total 

Positions -.- 

3 

4 

1 

54 

38 

Support %enter and 
I?hiladel?hia region 
estimates of support 

"here has been a continuing dialog between Support 
Center and Philadelphia region officials and Agency officials 
regarding the number of positions now provided by the Center 
to support the Philadelphia region. Center officials have 
contended that the Agency has overestimated the srrpport the 
Center has been providing. Philadelphia region officials 
believe that fewer staff positions will be needed if Phila- 
delphia was selected to become the Southeast region head- 
quarters because of economies-of-scale inherent ln the 
support provided by the Center and because such savings 
wo!uLd make Philadelphia the less costly choice. 

The Sapport Center and the Philadelphia region have 
periodically negotiated ?Ienorandums of dnderstanding :jhich 
identified the nature of the s;lpport and services to 'be 
provided by the Center and the number of positions that 
xould be required for performance of the f.uncti0n.s involved. 
But there is no cost accounting system to show how manv 
positions :k3ere applied in support of the Thiladol?hia region. 
'L'he number of positions xere derived from estimates and the 
judgments of personnel in the various organizational elements 
in t;le Stlpport Center that Trovided the supnor% and/or ser- 
vices. 

11 
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In a January 4,' 1980, letter, the Director of the Support 
Center's Office of Planning and :4anagement informed Agency 
headquarters that a review of the latest Memorandum of 'Under- 
standing disclosed that prior estimates of the level-of- 
support being provided by the Center were overstated. 

Support Center officials determined that they were currently 
applying the equivalent of 57 positions to support the Phila- 
delphia region and that 54 more positions would be required 
to accommodate the additional workload associated with the 
Southeast region. ;Ihus, the Center officials believed that 
support and service of the Southeast region would require 
a total of 111 positions. 

In consideration of the previous determination that 159 
positions would not be staffed because of the Center's sup- 
port and the Center officials' determination, as adjusted, 
that a total of 111 positions would be required to service 
the Southeast region, Philadelphia region officials believe 
there is a potential savings of 48 positions. If the Agency‘s 
average salary rate of $22,794 is used, these positions would 
be valued at $1.094 million. Zowever, the Agency contends 
that this does not consider other similar savings in Atlanta. 

Agency's view of the 
savings estimates 

Agency officials did not consider the difference in 48 
positions to oe the result of econcmies-of-scale. They 
asked each of their directorates and offices in the Agency 
headquarters to review data provided by the Center showing 
how the esti;nates were developed. In general, the Agency 
believes that the same number of positions will be required 
to perform the mission of the Soutlrleast region, whether 
located in Atlanta or Philadelphia. They considereti t:'lat 
the Support Center's estimates of the level-of-support were 
either understated or that the Philadelphia region's mission 
gerfornance xas being adversely affected because insufficient 
resources vJere being applied f,or support by the Center. 
Zfodever, all nine regions, including Philadelphia, :dec+ 
recently said to be performing srithin acceptable ranges.' 

The Agency also claimed that the Support Center and 
Philadelphia region analysis dealt only with (1) tne support 
functions that the Center was now providing and ~ou1l-l provide 
to the Southeast region and (2) 153 of the positions ia the 
position distribution report. Agency officials claimed that 
an analysis of the other functions may reveal that those 
positions zouli3 possibly be staffed -,Jith less personnel in 
.qtlanra. zlus, the total personnel requirement for the 
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Southeast region may be about the same for both alterna- 
tives. Agency officials cited an estimate from Atlanta 
claiming that only 695 positions would be needed to operate 
the Atlanta region headquarters at the workload levels used 
in the Agency study. This is about the same total estimated 
for the region headquarters in Philadelphia, including 
estimated support provided by the Support Center. 

Conclusions 

The Agency's comments on the possible savings from the 
Center's support relate to the operation of a region re- 
sponsible for providing for its own administrative support 
and logistics services. The study did not consider that 
the Philadelphia/Support Center relationship was a unique 
situation which prevented direct comparison of Philadel- 
phia with other regions in terms of their staffing require- 
ments. This approach did not address the contention that 
t:here were economies-of-scale that produced personnel savings 
because of the support arrangement between the Philadelphia 
region and Support Center. 

However, if the Agency plans to consider possible posi- 
tion savings in other functional areas, as claimed by the 
Atlanta region, it should also consider the potential for 
like savinqs for the Ptiiladelphia alternative. During our 
review, Philadelphia officials informed us that besides 
the position savings caused by the Center's support, their 
analysis of the proposed staffing of the Southeast region 
had disclosed opportunities for position reductions in the 
other functional areas. 

ijhile we cannot conclusively demonstrate that there 
would be savings of a total 0, 6 48 positions if the Southeast 
region was located in Philadelphia, it seems likely that 
there should be some position savings resulting from the 
Support Center and Philadelphia region support arrangements. 
Agency officials acknowledged that there could be some posi- 
tion savings stemming from the Center's support but not as 
many as 4a positions. 

We are unable to be more specific about the extent of 
any savings resulting from the Center's support primarily 
because of the absence of any reliable and verifiable data. 
The Support Center does not have a cost accounting system or 
any other formal system that shows how labor has been used 
to support the Philadelphia region. We attemoted to evaluate 
estimates based on the judgment of individuals in the Support 
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Center who are providing the support and those in the Phila- 
del?hia region rho ars receiving the support, as well as 
individuals in Agency headquarters who are responsible for 
managing both of these activities. 

Agency personnel have acknowledged that there are posi- 
tion savings deriving from the Center's support, but they do 
not accept the range of position savings indicated by the 
Center and Philadelphia region. Ne believe that the Agency 
should not have ignored the potential savings inherent in 
the Center's estimates in considering the economics of the 
alternatives. In our opinion, the potential savings of 
$1 million, represented by the 48 positions, is significant 
enough that the Agency should have tried to validate the 
Center's estimates of current and projected levels-of- 
support. Furthermore, any consideration of additional posi- 
tion savings in other functional areas should have been 
thoroughly investigated and applied consistently to both 
alternatives. 

AVEP..\GZ CIVILIAIl 
POSITION PATE 

To compute civilian salary savings, the Agency used an 
average position rate (determined by combininq the labcr 
costs of the Atlanta, [Jew York, and Philadelphia regions) 
instead of using a separate rate for Atlanta and Philadelphia. 
If the Agency had used a separate rate for each reqion, its 
computation of salary savings for Philadelphia ,nlould have 
heen higher. 

Agency computation 
of position rate 

To determine civilian savings for each ccnsoliiated 
alternative, the Agency used a position rate determined from 
a simple average of the budgeted labor costs for the three 
regions involved in the Southeast consolidation. The compu- 
tation xas ;nade as follows: 
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Direct hire Annusl operating 
staffyears budqet for labor 

(000 omitted) 

Atlanta 

Philadelphia 

'Jew York 

Total 

1,370 $ 30,485 

1,519 31,593 

1,a71 38,754 

4,760 $100,842 -- ---.- 

Computation of average civilian position rate: 

s1oo,a42 3 4,760 = a/$21,155 

$ 21,185 x 1.0736 = b/$22,744 

$ 22,744 + $50 (for office supplies) = $22,794 

a/Includes adjustments of 10 oercent for Agency contributions 
to retirement fund, health insurance, and life insilrance. 

&/The salary rate was multiplied by a factor of 1.0736 
to rrflect the current percentage of ~Government 
contributions as provided in Office of Yanagernent and 
Budget Circular No. A-76, Transmittal :ile;noranda Laos. 
2 and 3. 

The Agency then used this to compute salary savings 
as follows: 
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Atlanta 

Gross positions saved 193 

Average civilian position rate $ x 22,794 -- 

Gross civilian savings $4,513,212 

Yanagement area office 
augmentations (note a) -691,180 

Total $3,822,032 -.. -_- .- 

Philadelphia - 

197 

$ x 22,794 

$4,490,418 

-646,055 

$3,844-,363 -- -------.-- 

a/Management - area office augmentations are expkined on pp. 
5 and 6. In arriving at the deductions for augmentations, 
the Agency used different rates for Atlanta and Philadel- 
phia. 

An alternative procedure iqould have 'been ts compute a 
position rate for each region. Applying the same Agency 
assumptions, the average civilian position rate may ha-ve 5een 
computed as follows: 

, 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Labor costs (no%es b 
and c) 

Direct-hire staff- 
years 

Average civilian 
safary rate (line 
1 7 line 2) 

Adjustment to reflect 
current percentage of 
Government contribu- 
tions (note d) 
(line 3 x 1.0736) 

Add SSO for 02fice 
supplies 

Total 

Atlanta 

$30,485 

New York 

S38,764 

Support. Cen%er 
Philadelphia (note a) 

$31,593 $22,667 

1,370 1,871 1,519 1,230 

22,252 20,718 20,799 18,428 

S231890 $22,243 $22,330 $19,785 

50 

$23,940 

50 50 50 

$22,293 $22,380 $19,835 

a/To reflect. a more realistic average civilian position ra%e for the Center, 
- only the budget project code 900 was used because most. of the Center's 

direct. support to the Philadelphia region is 

b/Includes adjustments of LO percent of Agency 
fund, health insurance, and life insurance. 

c/ 000 omitted. 

within this code. 

contributions to retirement 

d/The salary rate was aultiplied by a factor of 1.0736 to reflect 
the current percen%age of Government contributions as provided in Office 
of tianagement and Budget Circular No. A-76, Transmittal !lemoranda Nos. 2 
and 3. 
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Impact of separate rates 

It is not apparent that either approach is superior. 
The total staffyears and the total cost for each region con- 
tains labor and costs attributable to each region's field 
activities and are therefore distorted. For example, the 
total Philadelphia staffyears of 1,519 contains over 1,000 
staffyears applicable to field activities. Therefore, the 
accuracy of any savings computed using the Philadelphia rate 
would be affected. However, if the particular rates for each 
region had been used instead of the overall average rate that 
the Agency used, the salary savings in Philadelphia would 
have been higher. 

The Agency's salary rate would have been more accurate 
if it had computed a position rate for each region, elimi- 
nating the labor and costs associated with the field activ- 
ities and using these figures to compute savings. The 
Agency's costs and savings estimates would also be affected 
by using a specific rate for the amount of current and 
future support provided by the Support Center. aut, as 
noted earlier, there is uncertainty about the extent of that 
support. 

RECURRIIJG FACILITY 
AIJD SPACE SAVI:?GS -- 

The three region headquarters being consolidated into 
the Southeast region occupy space in different types of 
facilities. Different bases are involved in the determina- 
tion of their facility and space costs. 

The Atlanta region headquarters is located in a 
Government-owned, contractor-managed facility. Under an 
agreement with the U.S. Air Force, the Atlanta region is 
responsible for all operation and maintenance costs related 
to the assigned space. 

The CJew York region headquarters occupies GSA-leased 
space and pays a standard level user charge, which is scpposed 
to approximate the cost of comparable commercial space. 

The Philadelphia region headquarters is a tenant on a 
facility operated and maintained by the Defense Personr,el 
Support Center. The Center absorbs facility costs rn its 
role as host activity. 

18 
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In the Agency's computation of recurring annual facility 
costs and savings: 

--Current costs were developed from estimates of 
space occupied rather than actual space occupied. 

--costs for public areas were inconsistently treated 
in developing net-square-foot costs for Atlanta 
and Philadelphia. 

--The Support Center's space costs were allocated 
incorrectly in computing the Philadelphia's space 
costs. 

Agency corrections had the effect of increasing the 
Agency's estimates of current and future facility and space 
costs for both Atlanta and Philadelphia and increasing the 
savings estimate for Philadelphia. 

Estimate of space occupied used 
instead of actual soace occupied 

The Agency computed current facility costs based on an 
estimate of space occupied at each headquarters and the 
colocated management area office, rather than the space 
actually occupied. This computation resulted in an under- 
statement of the space occupied alnd t:?e applicable cost 
at both locations. The space differences are shown below. 

agency estimate of amount ActLlt3 I amount 
of space occupied of space occupied 

(SC?. ft.) (sa. ft. ) -- 

Atlanta 

Philadelphia 

56,375 95,682 

Inconsistent treatment 
of public areas -*- 

The Agency's treafnent of public areas (aisles, passage- 
ways, and similar space) in computing annual facility costs 
per net-square-foot was not consistently applied in computing 
costs for Atlanta and Philadelphia. Costs for public areas 
were included in Philadelphia's cost but were not included 
in Atlanta's annual facility cost per n.et-square-foot. 
This difference in treatment of public areas resulted in 
AtLantaIs cost being ;Indersts ted bv SO.89 her net-sq'xare- 
fzot. 

19 
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The Agency originally computed Atlanta's annual facility 
cost per net-square-foot to be $4.31. However, adjusting 
for the cost of public areas would increase this to $5.20 
per net-square-foot. 

Allocation of Support 
Center space costs 

Because the Philadelphia headquarters occupies space 
provided by the Support Center, the Agency had to cse the 
Center's facility cost data to compute an annual facility 
cost for Philadelphia. This data was derived from the Cen- 
ter's annual operation and maintenance costs and was computed 
as a cost per square foot based on engineering estimates, 
assumptions, and judgments. 

E-Iowever, the data the Agency used contained mathematical 
errors and omissions. After we pointed out the errors and 
omissions the Agency corrected them and changed its method- 
ology for'computing some of these costs. The result was an 
increase from $5.96 to $6.19 per square foot of the annual 
facility cost for the Philadelphia region. 

SUMMARY 

Applying the above corrections and adjustments, we com- 
puted the current facility costs to be allocated to the 
Southeast region as follows: 
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$ 497,546 95,682 sq. ft. x $5.20 sq. ft. x 100% d/ 

New York: 

127,927 sq. ft. x $8.82 sq. ft. x 48% a/ 541,572 

Philadelphia: 

85,031 sq. ft. x $6.19 Q/ sq. ft. x 66% A/ 347,386 

Annual facility cost for Center support c/29,109 

Total $1,415,613 

Atlanta: 

$,/This is the proportion of the activity's cost that has been 
consistently allocated to the Souheast region. It is based 
on the proportion of field personnel being transferred to 
the Southeast region. 

G/The Agency used $5.96 per square foot+ We noted a mathe- 
matical error. Adjusting for this error, the corrected 
rate is $6.19. 

c/This is an estimate of the cost of the space occupied by 
the Support Center personnel who are currently providing 
support to the Philadelphia region. 

We computed the following recurring facility costs and 
savings for the alternative sites of the Southeast region 
using the Agency's methodology: 

21 
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Region and management area 
office positions 

Utiliza 
posit 

tion rat 
ion (sq. 

Total (sq. ft.) 

e per 
ft.) 

Annual facility cost per 
square foot 

Annual facility cost 

Plus: losing management area 
office facility costs -- 

Positions in Philadelphia 
management area office 

Positions in Atlanta 
management area office 

Utilization rate per 
position (sq. ft.) 

Space occupied by management 
area office (sq. ft.) 

Annual facility cost per 
square foot 

Losing management area office's 
annual facility costs 

Projected recurring annual 
facility costs 

Current facility costs 
allocated to the Southeast 
region 

Less: Imputed facility costs 
for the Southeast region 

Projected recurring facility 
savings 

22 

Atlanta Philadelphia 

818 912 

x 125 x 125 

102,25Q 114,OOJ 

$ x5.20 $ x 6.19 ~- 

$ 531,700 $ 705,660 -- 

223 

x 125 

27,875 

$ x6.19 --~ 

$ 172,546 -- 

S 704,246 

$1,415.613 

-704,246 _--- 

S 711,367 - ..-E 

126 

x 125 --- 

15.750 

$ ~5.20 L-.--- 

$ 81,900 --____ 

s ?87,560 _- .-- 

$1,415,613 

-787.560 

$ 628,053 -- - -- 
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The following table shows the net effect on revisions 
resulting from the issues discussed above. 

Recurring facility savings/costs (-1 

Alternative 

Atlanta 

Agency study Revised ---- 

$113,268 $711,367 

Philadelphia 

Total 

-37,508 628,053 -- 

$150,776 $ 83,314 -- 
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OUR ANALYSIS OF AGENCY COMPUTATION 

OF Ot;IE-TIXE COSTS 

The Agency's estimates of one-time costs are shown below. 
Site preparation and training costs are discussed in the 
sections that follow. Site preparation costs are substan- 
tially higher for Philadelphia. Additional costs of over 
$1.5 million have not been included, so a revised Agency 
estimate for Philadelphia would be even higher. Training 
costs are affected by the number of new hires that would be 
needed. In Philadelphia, the number of new hires could be 
affected by the amount of support the Support Center provides. 
As indicated earlier, Center and Philadelphia region offi- 
cials claim that the Center can provide support with fewer 
personnel. 

Other one-time costs were about equal and remained un- 
changed, or the Agency made changes that -were about the 
same for Atlanta and Philadelphia. 

Estimated 
one-time costs Atlanta Philadelphia 

-----(OOO omitted)------ 

Site preparation 
'Training 
Permanent change of 

station 
Severance pay 
Transportation of 

ecpl?ment 
Records conversion 
Data processing 
Communications 

Total 

S 86 S 445 
653 44i 

679 
533 

30 
56 
17 

119 ~- 

$2,173 

630 
392 

23 
73 
17 
82 

SITE PREPARATION COSTS 

The Agency's updated study c3stimated one-time site 
preparation costs for each of the alternatives as follows: 

24 
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Rehabilitation of existing space 

Preparation of additional space 

Facility modification 

Total 

Atlanta 

Atlanta Philadelphia 

$ 2,000 $259,593 

83,870 135,100 

50,000 

$35,870 $444,693 

We found the Atlanta facility in excellent condition 
and requiring little, if any, rehabilitation. The Agency 
estimate of $2,000 appears reasonable. 

The Agency estimated that Atlanta needed 16,160 square 
feet of additional space to accommodate the new region head- 
quarters. The cost to prepare this additional space was 
estimated at $5.19 a square foot, or a total of $83,870. 
However, the supporting documentation for this cost showed 
that 

--a total of 17,783 srruare feet of additional 
space was rz~~uired and 

--the $5.19 cost per square foot included costs to 
install raised flooring to accommodate additional 
telecommunications equipment, which is no longer 
required. 

If the cost to install the raised flooring is eliminated 
sind the same data shown in tne supporting documentation as 
the cost to prepare 17,7ti3 square feet of additional space 
needed is used, the costs to prepare the additional space 
will 3e 575,<:2. 

Philadelphia 

The Defense Logistics Agency estimated t3at the area 
where the Philadelphia region headquarters and management 
area office are located does not Frovide sufficient space to 
accommodate the number of positions that will be required by 
the Southeast region headquarters and the management area 
office. Therefore, to provide the additional space, tne 
Agency estimated that the fcllowing expenditures 97ould have 
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to be incurred: (1) $259,593 to reconfigure the existing space 
and (2) $135,100 to convert an area that had been used as a med- 
ical laboratory into office space. 

Agency officials said that reconfiguration of the exist- 
ing space was necessary because (1) this area currently has 
numerous small offices and (2) reconfiguration would permit 
better use of the space. The work would include removing 
2,360 linear feet of permanent walls, changing light switches 
and electrical wiring, repairing and replacing floor and 
ceiling tile, and painting the walls and ceiling. 

As a result of the reconfiguration and conversion, a 
total of 100,531 square feet of net usable space would be 
available. Agency officials said that this amount of space 
would be sufficient to accommodate the staffing requirements 
of a colocated Southeast region and management area office. 

Space requirement 

On the basis of Agency assumptions of (1) a space utili- 
zation rate of 125 square feet per person and (2) a staffing 
requirement of 912 positions for the combined Southeast region 
and the management area office, it appears that 114,000 square 
feet of net usable space will oe required, as shown below: 
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Tatal positions required 
for Southeast region 

Less: Positions to be 
located off-site 

Positions allocated 
to the Atlanta 
management area 
office 

Southeast region positions 
to locate in Philadelphia 

Plus: Philadelphia management 
area office staff 

Southeast region and management 
area office staff requirement 

Space requirement per position 
(=I* ft. ) 

Total space required (sq. ft.) 

APPENDIX III 

770 

37 

12 - 49 - 

721 

+ 191 

912 

x 125 

114,000 

Possibility of 
space deficiency 

With a requirement for 114,000 square feet of space and 
tile availability of about 101,000 square feet, if the recon- 
figuration and conversion expenditures are made, it appears 
that a deficiency of over 13,000 square feet would exist. 
The Agency planned to cvercome this oy placing 108 of the 
9i2 positions into other parts of the Support Center instal- 
lation. 

Philadelphia region officials estimate that 159 gosi- 
tions will not be staffed by the new region because the fJnc- 
tions will be performed by the Support Center as a continu- 
ation of the support the Center is providing to Philadelphia. 
However, Support Center and Philadelphia region officials 
believe the Center may be able to support the Southeast 
region with significantly less than the required 159 posi- 
tions. Depending on the total positions that are needed to 
operate and support the new region headquarters, space 
requirements may be reduced to the point where the available 
space would be adequate. 
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Other available space 
not considered 

Another possible way of overcoming the space deficiency 
relates to other organizational shifts within the Support 
Center that could create a net usable area of 11,520 square 
feet. This space is adjacent to the area where the Philadel- 
phia region is now located and, until January 1980, was occu- 
pied by the Center's Office of Planning and Management. The 
cost to prepare this space has not been determined and thus 
has not been included in the Agency study. If this space 
could meet the needs of the new region, the medical 
laboratory space may not be needed. 

According to Support Center officials, the medical lab- 
oratory space should never have been considered as available 
because it was to be converted for use by another Center 
organization. On the basis of this information, Center offi- 
cials believe that the cost to prepare the medical laboratory 
should not have been included as a cost to provide space for 
the Southeast region, although the cost to prepare the Office 
of Planning and Management space would then have to be 
included. 

In any event, not all of the Office of Planning and 
?4anagement space would be available. Agency officials said 
that a certain portion of the space would be required to 
accommodate an independent expansion of the Center's Office 
of the Comptroller. Although the Comptroller's exact space 
requirement is not yet known, it appears that the Office of 
Planning and Nanagement space might still be sufficient for 
the Comptroller and the new region personnel. This would 
depend cn how many total personnel the region would require 
and where they would be located. 

Requirement for a 
military construction 
project 

In July 1578 the Support Center requested $1.4 million 
to convert 39,000 gross square feet of existing warehouse 
space into administrative offices. The purpose of this proj- 
ect was to provide administrative space to enable relocaticn 
of 250 employees of the lenter and tenant activities who were 
currently occupying an overcrowded, energy deficient World 
Nar I building. Without extensive maintenance and repair 
measures, the useful life of the building would expire in 
1997. 
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In September 1979 the Support Center estimated that 
this project would cost $1.54 million. However, in the proj- 
ect justification, the Center indicated that the project 
would not be required if the Philadelphia region relocated. 

On March 10, 1980, the Agency agreed with the Center 
that the medical laboratory was not available for use by the 
staff of the Southeast region. As a result, the Agency and 
the Support Center concluded that the military construction 
project would be required if Philadelphia was selected as 
the site for the Southeast region. However, this cost was 
not included in the Agency's cost estimate for locating the 
headquarters in Philadelphia. 

Facility modification 

The Agency study included an estimate of $50,000 for 
one-time costs attributable to the Philadelphia region for 
facility changes required to accommodate the increased auto- 
mated data processing equipment requirements of a Southeast 
region headquarters in Philadelphia. The study's estimate 
included the installation of an air-conditioning unit and 
electrical modifications to provide for an uninterruptable 
power supply. 

Support Center officials said that the changes are 
required for their operations and that the costs would be 
incurred regardless of whether Philadelphia was selected as 
the site for a Southeast region. 

By reflecting these changes in the Agency's original 
estimates, we estimated the revised site preparation costs 
as follows: 

Atlanta - Philadelphia 

Rehabilitation of existing space s 2,000 $ 259,s93 

Preparation of additional space 7 6 ,r12 

Facility modification 

Military construction prefect 1,540,OOO .- __ - -- 

Total 
_. . -_ .: / _ ')A 2. --L.- $1,799,593 
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The following table shows the net effect of the revision 
resulting from the issues discussed above. 

One-time site 
preparation costs 

Agency study Eievised 

Philadelphia $444,693 $1,739,5?3 

Atlanta 85,870 78,6L2 -- .- -- 

Total $358,823 s1,72c!,si;i; 

Training costs 

The Agency's updated study estimated one-time training 
costs for civilian new hires at $653,510 for Atlanta and 
S441,OOS for Philadelphia. These costs were derived by (1) 
determining th, Q number of positions that would have to be 
filled at each location, (2) subtracting the number of 
employees presently at that location and those expected to 
transfer to the location, and (3) multiplying the resulting 
quantity (the new hires) by an estimated individual training 
cost. 

Flowever, the Agency's calculation of one-time training 
costs included military positions in the determination of 
the requirement for civilian new hires and used 1979 staffing 
data for the Atlanta and Philadelphia regions and fiscal 
year 1978 data for the IJew York region. 

The Agency computation assumed that 66 positions were 
being provided by the Center for support of the PhiladelpIhla 
region. However, as we noted earlier, the Center estimates 
its current level of support to be less than 66 positions. 
Also, the Center estimates that future support can be provi- 
ded with less personnel than the Agency estimates. The 
Agency computation did not consider that fewer personnel 
might be needed by the Center if there were economies-of- 
scale resulting from the. support relationship oetween the 
Support Center and the Philadelphia region. A different 
estimate of the Center 's support *would affect the number of 
new hires computed in the Agency's study and calculation of 
one-time costs for training. 

(945389j 30 



Single copies of GAO reports are available 
free of charge. Requests (except by Members 
of Congress) for additional quantities should 
be accompanied by payment of $1.00 per 
copy. 

Requests for single copies (without charge) 
should be sent to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Distribution Section, Room 1518 
441 G Street, NW. 
Washington, DC 20548 

Requests for multiple copies should be sent 
with checks or money orders to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Distribution Section 
P.O. Box 1020 
Washington, DC 20013 

Checks or money orders should be made 
payable to the U.S. General Accounting Of- 
fice. NOTE: Stamps or Superintendent of 
Documents coupons will not be accepted. 

PLEASE DO NOT SEND CASH 

To expedite filling your order, use the re- 
port number and date in the lower right 
corner of the front cover. 

GAO reports are now available on micro- 
fiche. If such copies will meet your needs, 
be sure to specify that you want microfiche 

I copies. 



AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

UNITED STATES 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 

POSTAGE AN0 FL&S PAID 
A 

U. 5. GENEUAL ACCOUNTING OPFICE 

OFFICIAL BUStNEW 
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE,WM 

THIRD CLASS 




