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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20548 

T o  the Pres iden t  of t h e  Senate and t h e  
Speaker of t h e  House of Representat ives  

The General Accounting Off ice  has reviewed t h e  estab-  
lishment and opera t ion  of photographic f a c i l i t i e s  a t  t h e  N a-  
t i o n a l  Aeronautics and Space Administrat ion 's  John F. Kennedy 
Space Center and t h e  A i r  Force's Eastern T e s t  Range, both lo- 
cated nea r  Cocoa Beach, Florida. This r e p o r t  p resen t s  our  
f inding  t h a t  consol ida t ion  of t h e  photographic operations of 
the two f a c i l i t i e s  is f e a s i b l e  and t h a t  considerable savings  
can be achieved each year through such ac t ion .  

The photographic s e r v i c e s  discussed hn t h i s  r e p o r t  re- 
la te  t o  those requi red  t o  provide coverage of launch opera- 
t i o n s  e S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  photographic s e r v i c e s  provide 
highly accura te  d a t a  on p o s i t i o n ,  a t t i t u d e ,  v e l o c i t y ,  and ac- 
c e l e r a t i o n  of missiles and space vehic les ;  record sequences 
o€ events  during missile and space veh ic le  tests; and provide 
photographs of a l l  phases of missile and space veh ic le  pro- 
grams f o r  pub l i c  information releases and general h i s t o r i c a l  
records. During calendar  year  1 9 6 6 ,  contractor employees 
provided these  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  Eastern T e s t  Range and the  
Kennedy Space Center a t  a cost of about $6 mi l l ion .  

A 1 9 6 3  agreement between t h e  Department of Defense and 
t h e  National Aeronautics and Space Administration de l inea ted  
%he t e c h n i c a l  and geographical a reas  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  
two agencies f o r  photographic coverage at t h e  T e s t  Range and 
the  Space Center and provided for t h e i r  coordinated e f f o r t  t o  
avoid or minimize dup l i ca t ion  of services. Although t h e  
agreement apparent ly contemplated t h a t  some degree of dupl i-  
ca t ion  might  occur,  it appears to u s  t h a t  t h e  photographic 
c a p a b i l i t y  subsequently developed by t h e  Space Center dupl i-  
cates t o  a g r e a t  e x t e n t  t h e  p r e e x i s t i n g  c a p a b i l i t y  of t h e  
T e s t  Range. 

Although w e  were n o t  able t o  estimate, with reasonable 
accuracy, t h e  p o t e n t i a l  savings t o  r e s u l t  from conso l ida t ing  
photographic opera t ions  of t h e  two f a c i l i t i e s ,  w e  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  such savings would be s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h i s  conclusion is 
supported by (I) our analyses  of c o n t r a c t o r  s t a f f i n g  and 
equipment u t i l i z a t i o n ,  (2) evalua t ions  by A i r  Force o f f i c i a l s  
d i r e c t l y  connected with the photographic opera t ions ,  and ( 3 )  
corrobora t ing  s tatements  by the t w o  c o n t r a c t o r s  providing 
photographic se rv ices .  
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We have therefore proposed that the Secretary of Defense 
md the Administrator, lieiakiolX%%. Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration, appoint a special group to review the photographic 
requirements and capabilities of both. installations for the 
purpose of determining the most efficient and economic ar- 
rangement p o s s i b l e ,  notwithstanding earlier agreements, 

In line with our proposal, both agencies agreed to ini- 
tiate a joint review of the photographic operations at the 
two installations eo dstcmfne the most efficient and econom- 
i c a l  method of acquiring photographic SerVlCESSe In addit ion,  
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration advised US 
that it would reexmine olther support areas with the Air 
Force in an attempt to obtain both operational responsiveness 
and economy. 

We axe bringing this matter to the atten%ion of the Con- 
gress because s€ the savings which we believe would result 
from consolidating photographic operations at the John F. 
Kennedy Space Center and the Air Force Eastern Test Range. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the  Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; the Secretary of Defense1 the Secretary 
of the Air Force; and the Administrator, National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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REPORT ON 

OPPORTUNITY FOR SAVINGS BY 

CONSOLIDATING PH0TOGFtAPHT.C OPERATIONS 

AT THE J O H N  F. KENNEDY SPACE CENTER 
~ - ~~ 

AND THE: A I R  FORCE EASTERN TEST RANGE 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

AND DEPARTMENT O F  DEFENSE 

INTRODUCTION 

The General  Accounting Off ice  has made a review of t h e  
e s t ab l i shmen t  and o p e r a t i o n  of photographic  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  
the John F. Kennedy Space Center  (KSC) of t h e  Nat iona l  
Aeronaut ics  and Space Adminis t ra t ion  (NASA) and t h e  A i r  
Force E a s t e r n  T e s t  Range (AFETR) of t h e  Department of De-  
f e n s e  (DOD), b o t h  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of Cocoa Eeach, 
F l o r i d a .  Our review w a s  made pursuant  t o  t h e  Budget and 
Accounting A c t ,  1 9 2 1  (31 U.S.C. 53); t h e  Accounting and Au- 
d i t i n g  A c t  of 1950  (31 U . S . C .  67); and t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  
Comptrol ler  General  t o  examine c o n t r a c t o r s '  records, as set 
f o r t h  i n  c o n t r a c t  c l a u s e s  p re sc r ibed  by t h e  United States 
Code (10 U.S.C. 2313 (b)). 

W e  i n i t i a t e d  a review of photographic  o p e r a t i o n s  be- 
cause our pre l imina ry  i n q u i r i e s  showed t h a t  KSC w a s  5ub- 
s t a n t i a l l y  expanding i t s  photographic  c a p a b i l i t y ,  even 
though AFETR appeared t o  have adequate  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  accom- 
modate KSC photographic  requi rements ,  Our review inc luded  
an  examination of DOD-NASA agreements, agency and cont rac-  
tor  r eco rds ,  and d i s c u s s i o n s  wi th  o f f i c i a l s  of KSC, AFETR, 
and t h e  c o n t r a c t o r s  p rov id ing  photographic  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  
t w o  i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  

O w  review d id  no t  cover t h e  manner i n  which t h e  pho- 
tog raph ic  suppor t  c o n t r a c t o r s  for  RSC and AF'ETR were car- 
r y i n g  out t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  o p e r a t i o n s ,  nor  d i d  it encompass 
o the r  a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  t w o  agenc ies .  Nei ther  d id  o u r  
examination i n c l u d e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  p o s s i b l e  a l t euna -  
t i v e  of performance by c i v i l  s e r v i c e  employees of t h e  func-  
t i o n s  p r e s e n t l y  be ing  performed under c o n t r a c t .  

The p r i n c i p a l  O E f i c i a l s  of t h e  Nat iona l  Aeronaut ics  
and Space Adminis t ra t ion ,  Department of Defense, and D e-  
par tment  of t h e  A i r  Force r e s p o n s i b l e  for t h e  adminis t ra-  
t i o n  of a c t i v i t i e s  d i scussed  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  are  l i s t ed  i n  
appendix I. 



BACKGROUND 

The A i r  Force Eas te rn  T e s t  Range, e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  1 9 4 9  
as t h e  J o i n t  Long Range Proving Ground to suppor t  missile 
test programs of t h e  Department of Defense, ex tends  f r o m  
Cape Kennedy t o  t h e  Ind ian  Ocean and inc ludes  f a c i l i t i e s  
and equipment for launching and t r a c k i n g  missile and space  
veh ic l e s .  S ince  1958, AFETR has also provided suppor t  f o r  
space programs of t h e  Nat iona l  Aeronaut ics  and Space Admin-  
i s t r a t i o n .  

The John F, Kennedy Space Cen te rp  so named i n  November 
1963,  was es tab l i shed  i n  July 1960 as t h e  Launch Operat ions  
Directorate under NASA's George Ce Marshall Space F l i g h t  
Center  a t  H u n t s v i l l e ,  Alabama, and it became an independent 
NASA c e n t e r  i n  J u l y  1962. KSC p l a n s  and directs launch 
o p e r a t i o n s  for NASA's manned and unmanned space  v e h i c l e s  
launched i n  the Cape Kennedy area. KSC is located on 
Merritt I s l a n d ,  which is ad jacen t  t o  AFETR f a c i l i t i e s  on 
Cape Kennedy. 

Both AFETR and KSC have prime c o n t r a c t o r s  which pro-  
vide suppor t  s e r v i c e s ,  d i r e c t l y  or  through t h e  u s e  of sub- 
c o n t r a c t o r s o  Photographic s e r v i c e s  for t h e  t w o  i n s t a l l a -  
t i o n s  are provided by subcon t r ac to r s  which use  Government- 
fu rn i shed  equipment and f ac i l i t i e s .  The term " con t r ac to r"  
as used i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  r e p r e s e n t s  prime arad subcon t r ac to r s ,  

AFETR has  established and equipped a photographic  lab- 
o r a t o r y  and has acqui red  t h e  necessary  camera equipment t o  
suppor t  range u s e r s ,  Faci l i t ies  f o r  overhaul  and rnainte- 
nance of t h e  photographic  equipment have a lso been pro- 
vided, Most of AFETR's p r e s e n t  photographic  f a c i l i t i e s  
were es tab l i shed  i n  1957 and 1958 t o  m e e t  expanding missile 
t e s t  program requirements ,  

The photographic f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment used i n  
AFETR's photographic  ope ra t ions  are located at P a t r i c k  A i r  
Force B a s e ,  a t  Cape Kennedy, a t  Merritt I s l a n d ,  a t  i n s t r u -  
mentat ion s t a t i o n s  on t h e  range,  and aboard ins t rumented 
s h i p s  and a i rcraf t .  

P r i o r  t o  1 9 6 4 ,  KSC relied p r i m a r i l y  on AFETR and its 
c o n t r a c t o r  for photographic s e r v i c e s ,  I n  January 1964,  RSC 
e n t e r e a  i n t o  a c o n t r a c t  for suppor t  s e r v i c e s  which inc luded  
p rov i s ion  for  photographic  suppor t  and t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of KSC 
photographic  f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment. S ince  t h a t  date,  
KSC has p e r i o d i c a l l y  expanded i t s  photographic  f a c i l i t i e s  
a t  N e r r i t t  I s l a n d  and Cape Kennedy, A map of KSC zind AFETR 
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installations, showing the location of principal  
photographic f a c i l i t i e s ,  is included as appendix II. 

During calendar year 1966, contractor employees pro- 
vided photographic services to M E T R  and KSC at a level of 
effort of about 330  and 140 man-years, respectively, and at 
a combined cost of about $6 million, The cost of 
Government-furnished photographic equipment and facilities, 
a t  December 3 1 ,  1966, was about $14.5 million for AFETR and 
about $2 million for  KSC. 

The three principal types of photographic coverage-- 
metric, engineering sequential, and documgntary--requirea 
in connection with Launch operations are explained below. 

Metric photography provides highly accurate data on 
position, attitude, velocity, and acceleration of missiles 
and space vehicles, The film is used to evaluate flight 
performance of vehicles through a comparison of in-flight 
trajectory data recorded by the metric cameras with the in- 
tended flight trajectory data. 

Engineering sequential. photography is the recording of 
sequences sf eventsp during missile and space vehicle 
tests, for engineering study of the occurrencep na tu re ,  and 
d u r a t i o n  Q €  the events, Examples of some of the events are 
propellant ignition, support arm releasep vehicle first mo- 
t i o n ,  and vehicle separation. 

Documentary photography, which may be still or motion 
picture, is performed primarily to provide photographs of 
all phases of missile and space vehicle programs for  public 
information releases and general h i s t o r i c a l  records. Pub- 
ltic release includes those photographs furnished to news 
media, such as newspapers and television networks. F i l m  
for historicaL records is rased for such purposes as histor- 
ical briefings and report-type film productions. 

LJASA and DQB have, at various times, entered into 
agreements concerning the management of KSC and AFETR op- 
earations in the Cape Kennedy area. The agreements sta te  
that ,  as a generak concept, operations should be under 
slrigle management unless  there are compelling technical or 
operational reasons f ~ r  doing otherwise and that duplica- 
tion shsuad be avoided to the fullest extent possible. In 
connection with photographic operations, the agreements 
permit a divided responsibility; that is, AFETR performs 
certain -Lypes of photographic work in specified areas and 
KSC perfoms other types, The basic agreement, dated Jan- 
uary 17, 1963, delineates the areas of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of 
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DOD and NASA and provides for coordinated effort to avoid 
or minimize duplication. The following t a b b e  shows the 
general division of responsibility as specified in the 
several. agreementsI 

Merritt Island Cape Kennedy 
NASA NASA BOD 

launches launches launches 

Metric photography 
Engineering sequential 

Documentary photography 
photography 

AFETR AFETR WETR 

KSC AFETR AFETR 
KSC KSC U E T R  

KSC and 
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F I N D I N G  

OPPORTUNITY FOR SAVINGS BY CONSOLIDATING 
PHOTOGRAPHIC OPERATIONS 

Under a 1963 agreement between DOD and NASA, p r o v i s i o n  
i s  made f o r  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  and geograph ica l  a r e a s  of respon-  
s i b i l i t y  of DOD and NASA f o r  photographic  coverage and re- 
produc t ion  a t  AFETR and KSC and for coord ina ted  ef for t  to  
avoid or minimize d u p l i c a t i o n .  Although t h e  NASA-DOD 
agreement appa ren t ly  contemplated t h a t  some degree  of du- 
p l i c a t i o n  might occur  because of unusual  c i rcumstances ,  it 
appears  t o  u s  that t h e  photographic  c a p a b i l i t y  subsequent ly  
e s t a b l i s h e d  by KSC d u p l i c a t e s ,  t o  a g r e a t  e x t e n t ,  t h e  a l -  
ready e s t a b l i s h e d  WETR c a p a b i l i t y .  W e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  s ig-  
n i f i c a n t  sav ings  could  be r e a l i z e d  i f  t h e  photographic  ca- 
p a b i l i t i e s  of KSC and AFETR were conso l ida t ed .  

The basic DOD-NASA agreement and subsequent  implernent- 
ing agreements between AFETR and KSC provide  for t h e  estab- 
l i shment  and o p e r a t i o n  of s e p a r a t e  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  
where t h e r e  are compell ing t e c h n i c a l  or  o p e r a t i o n a l  rea- 
sons; however, ou r  review d i d  n o t  reveal any s u b s t a n t i v e  
ev idence  t h a t  HSC's o p e r a t i o n a l  and t e c h n i c a l  requi rements  
were so demanding as to  r e q u i r e  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  d u p l i c a t e  photographic  f a c i l i t i e s  and t h e  asso- 
ciated manpower necessary  f o r  t h e i r  o p e r a t i o n .  O f f i c i a l s  
a t  KSC were unable  t o  prov ide  u s  w i t h  t h e  overal l  j u s t i f i -  
c a t i o n  used to  suppor t  t h e  e s t ab l i shmen t  of a photographic  
c a p a b i l i t y  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater than  t h a t  which e x i s t e d  
p r i o r  t o  1 9 6 4 ,  when NASA began t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  expand i t s  
c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

Our conc lus ion ,  t h a t  a conso l ida t ed  photographic  oper-  
a t i o n  to  support both AFETR and KSC would be more e f f i c i e n t  
and economical than  t h e  e x i s t i n g  d u a l  o p e r a t i o n ,  is  sup- 
por t ed  by (1) o u r  ana lyses  of c o n t r a c t o r  s t a f f i n g  and 
equipment u t i l i z a t i o n ,  ( 2 )  e v a l u a t i o n s  by AFETR o f f i c i a l s  
d i r e c t l y  connected w i t h  t h e  photographic  o p e r a t i o n s ,  and 
( 3 )  co r robora t ing  s t a t emen t s  by t h e  t w o  c o n t r a c t o r s  provid-  
i n g  photographic  services. Although w e  cou ld  n o t ,  on t h e  
basis of o u r  review, independent ly  de te rmine  an estimate of 
p o s s i b l e  s av ings  t h a t  might  be r e a l i z e d  i f  t h e  photographic  
o p e r a t i o n s  of KSC and AF'ETR were consolidated, b o t h  of t h e  
contractors provid ing  such s e r v i c e s  estimated t h a t  annua l  
s av ings  could be as much as $2 m i l l i o n .  

Our f i n d i n g  was s u b m i t t e d  t o  NASA and DOD for  review, 
and t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  comments the reon  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  
r e p o r t  and inc luded  a s  appendixes 111 and I V .  
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Personnel and equipment capacity 
in excess of requirements 

Each support-service contractor is staffed and gener- 
ally equipped to accommodate the peak workloads specified 
separately by AFETR and KSC, Because of the normal method 
of operating, the services of many technical. personnel of 
t h e  two support-service contractors are not f u l l y  utilized 
during periods between launchings. In our opinion, if only 
one contractor, staffed to meet peak workloads, were to 
provide the necessary photographic services to bath instal- 
lations, utilization of certain equipment and personnel 
could be greatly improved. 

Early in our review, information came to our attention 
indicating that a singbe contractor could provide the re- 
quired photographic services to KSC and AFETR more effi- 
ciently and economically than two contractors providing 
similar services. ACCOKdingly, w e  made selective tests of 
the various photographic operations for the purpose of con- 
sidering whether there w a s  a potential €or better utiliza- 
t i o n  of facilities and contractor personnel. 

Our analysis of utilization records showed that 
AFETREs motion picture laboratory was being used substan-  
tially below capacity during 1964 and 1965 ,  Nevertheless, 
KSC established a new motion picture laboratory which be- 
came operational in October 1966. Some of t h e  equipment 
for the KSC laboratory, such as two motion picture proces- 
sors costing about $183,000, w a s  similar to M E T R  equipment 
being operated below capacity. 

The following table shows the production capacity and 
utilization of the motion picture laboratories for calendar 
years 1964 through 1966. The table is presented to illus- 
trate simply the productive capacity and actual usage of 
the facilities. It should be recognized that, even under a 
consolidated operation, the disparity between capacity and 
usage would probably continue to be Parge, assuming that 
the contractor would still be required to be equipped to 
meet peak workload requirements. As noted by the agencies, 
these statistics do not conclusively demonstrate that 
short-term capacity was in excess of peak requirements. 
However, as shown on page 17, our analyses indicated that, 
even during peak workload periods, there was considerable 
unused capability. 
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Number of feet  
KSC - Tota l  AFETR 

( thousands 1 
Annual p roduc t ion  c a p a c i t y  106 ,405  1 0 2 ,  411a 3 ,994b 
Actual produc t ion  f o r  cal- 

endar  y e a r s  
1 9 6 4  8,493 8 ,408  85 
1 9 6 5  8 , 7 4 1  8 ,710  31  
196 6 7 , 4 2 9  7,135 294c  

Tota l  €or 3 y e a r s  24.663 24 2 z  410  

Three-year product ion 
c a p a c i t y  319,215- 307.233 11,982 

The l a b o r a t o r y  was opera ted  on a 2- s h i f t  b a s i s  because of 
t h e  need for p e r i o d i c  s e r v i c e s  of t h e  second s h i f t ,  

a 

bRepresents the c a p a c i t y  p r i o r  t o  October 1 9 6 6  when KSC 
l a b o r a t o r y  f a c i l i t i e s  were expanded. The annual  produc- 
t i o n  c a p a c i t y  w a s  i nc reased  t o  about  3 6 . 9  m i l l i o n  f e e t  on  
a 2- s h i f t  b a s i s .  

%est of t h e  process ing  of f i l m  by KSC i n  1 9 6 6  occur red  af-  
ter t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  f a c i l i t i e s  w e r e  expanded i n  October. 
Product ion f o r  t h e  f i r s t  9 months of 1 9 6 6  w a s  3 2 , 0 0 0  fee t .  

Equipment u t i l i z a t i o n  is  n o t  t h e  on ly  f a c t o r  t o  be 
considered i n  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  €or e s t a b l i s h i n g  o r  r e t a i n-  
i n g  photographic  l a b o r a t o r i e s .  However, u t i l i z a t i o n ,  cou- 
p led  wi th  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of costs €or equipping and ope ra t-  
ing  such f a c i l i t i e s ,  and t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of s i m i l a r  f ac i l-  
i t i e s  t h a t  can provide t h e  r e q u i r e d  c a p a b i l i t y  appear  t o  be 
prominent f a c t o r s  for cons ide ra t ion .  Inasmuch a s  AFETR 
photographic  l a b o r a t o r i e s  were a l ready providing substan-  
t i a l  s e r v i c e  t o  KSC and had an e x i s t i n g  c a p a c i t y  for pro-  
v id ing  a d d i t i o n a l  s e r v i c e ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  to  expand KSC mo-  
t i o n  p i c t u r e  l a b o r a t o r i e s  appears  t o  Ge ques t ionab le .  

In J u l y  1965,  KSC's investment  i n  photographic  equip-  
ment was about $367 ,000 ,  Acqu i s i t i on  of a d d i t i o n a l  equip-  
ment i nc reased  t h e  to ta l .  investment  t o  about  $1.7 m i l l i o n  
a t  December 31, 1966 .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t he  cost  of c o n t r a c t  ser- 
v i c e s  r e q u i r e d  t o  operate KSC photographic  f a c i l i t i e s  have 
increased  s i n c e  award of t h e  c o n t r a c t  i n  January 1 9 6 4 ,  when 
4 2  c o n t r a c t o r  employees were provid ing  photographic  ser- 
vices. The following t a b l e  shows t h e  number of c o n t r a c t o r  
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employees prov id ing  s e r v i c e s  a t  t h e  close of each  c o n t r a c t  
yea r  (January 1 4 t h )  and t h e  es t imated  cost of t h e s e  
services f o r  contract  y e a r s  1 9 6 4  through 1966 ,  

E s t  i r n a t  ed 
C o n t r a c t  yea r  Number of employees c o n t r a c t  cost 

endin2  a t  end of c o n t r a c t  yea r  (no te  a )  

Jan.  14, 1965 
", 1966 
", 1967 

I: 

II 

81 
121 
155 

$ 717,000 
1,196,000 
$1,775,000 

a Does n o t  i n c l u d e  prime c o n t r a c t o r s s  g e n e r a l  and adminis-  
t r a t i v e  expenses and f ee .  These  costs amounted t o  about 
$127 ,000  f o r  the  c o n t r a c t  year  ended January 1 4 ,  1967. 

Comparable employee and cost d a t a  were n o t  r e a d i l y  
a v a i l a b l e  a t  AFETR for  each of t h e  3 years shown above. 
During ca l enda r  yea r  1 9 6 6 ,  c o n t r a c t o r  employees provided 
photographic  services t o  AFETR a t  a l e v e l  of e f f o r t  of 
about 330 man-years. T h e  estimated annual  cost was about  
$ 4  m i l l i o n ,  i nc lud ing  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  costs, According 
t o  AFETR, i n  comparison w i t h  t h e  KSC t o t a l  of 155 employ- 
ees, t h e  AFETR. d i r e c t  photographic effort t o t a l e d  235 em- 
ployees  a t  December 3 1 ,  1966 .  

Analys i s  of t h e  use  of staff dur ing  t w o  s p e c i f i c  pho- 
t o g r a p h i c  ass ignments  also i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  one contract for 
conso l ida t ed  photographic  services would probably r e s u l t  i n  
b e t t e r  u t i l i z a t i o n  of personne l  and a corresponding reduc-  
t i o n  i n  the  c o s t  t o  t h e  Government, I n  bo th  cases w e  noted 
t h a t  cameramen and suppor t ing  t e c h n i c i a n s  of one c o n t r a c t o r  
were working overtime at t h e  same t i m e  t h a t  similar-type 
employees of t h e  other c o n t r a c t o r  had nonproductive t i m e .  
I t  seems t h a t ,  because of t h e  normal method o f  o p e r a t i n g ,  
better u t i l i z a t i o n  of personne l  could be ob ta ined  through a 
c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of photographic  s e r v i c e s .  

W e  r eques ted  XSC t o  f u r n i s h  u s  w i th  s t u d i e s ,  plans,  
and j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  which might have been prepared t o  sup- 
p o r t  i t s  d e c i s i o n  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a d d i t i o n a l  photographic  lab-  
o r a t o r y  c a p a b i l i t y  a t  KSC, KSC o f f i c i a l s  advised u s  t h a t  
t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made i n  1963 and t h a t  such documentation 
w a s  prepared b u t  could n o t  be Located, These officials ad- 
vised us t h a t  KSC had established i t s  own c a p a b i l i t y  be- 
cause  AFETR was unable  t o  m e e t  i t s  t i m e  and q u a n t i t y  re- 
quirements .  

Although KSC could  n o t  f u r n i s h  u s  wi th  d a t a  suppor t ing  
i t s  i n i t i a l  d e c i s i o n ,  t h e  w r i t t e n  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  for t h e  
procurement of KSC photographic  l a b o r a t o r y  equipment stated 
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t h a t  t h e  equipment was needed to meet requi rements  for  (1) 
d e l i v e r i n g  c e r t a i n  engineer ing  and documentary items t o  
NASA Headquarters and other NASA c e n t e r s  w i t h i n  24 hours ,  
( 2 )  s t i l l  p i c t u r e s  i n  s i z e s  and q u a n t i t i e s  n o t  p e r m i s s i b l e  
under AFETR r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and ( 3 )  a d d i t i o n a l  sound-reproduc- 
i ng  c a p a b i l i t y .  

AFETR o f f i c i a l s  informed u s  t h a t  t hey  had m e t  i n  t h e  
past and could con t inue  to  meet KSC's immediate s e r v i c e  re- 
quirements.  For example, AFETR processed about  9 ,500  
s t i l l- pho tog raphy  items t o  s a t i s f y  NASA's press release re= 
quirements  for  t h e  Gemini 1 2  miss ion on November 11, 1966. 
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  our  examination of  KSC f i l e s  t o  de te rmine  t h e  
e x t e n t  of its documented complaints  about t h e  photographic  
services provided by AFETR showed t h a t  t h e s e  compla in t s  
were minimal. 

Regarding NASA a s s e r t i o n s  as t o  l i m i t a t i o n s  on s i z e s  
and q u a n t i t i e s  of piclures, w e  were advised by AFETR o f f i -  
c ia l s  that the a p p l i c a b l e  local r e g u l a t i o n s  could  be waived 
i f  the r e q u e s t e r s  adequa te ly  j u s t i Z i e d  t h e i r  requirements .  
They s ta ted  f u r t h e r  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  these r e s t r i c t i o n s  
had been waived for NASA, I n  this regard, KSC's reliance 
on the p o s s i b l y  restr ict ive AFETR r e g u l a t i o n s  as a j u s t i f i -  
cation for  duplicating existing AFETR f ac i l i t i e s  and capa- 
b i l i t i e s  and AFETR's s t a t emen t  that  the r e g u l a t i o n s  could 
be waived i f  KSC would provide  adequate  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
t h e r e f o r  are, i n  our  op in ion ,  i n d i c a t i v e  of a need for  
g r e a t e r  coopera t ion  between t h e  t w o  agencies .  

Our review confirmed t h a t  AFETR's sound- recording ca- 
p a b i l i t y  w a s  l i m i t e d  and i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  m e e t  KSC's s t a t e d  
needs. However, we were advised t h a t  AFETR could have ex- 
panded i t s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e s e  requirements .  I n  
any event ,  t h i s  is a r e l a t i v e l y  minor p o r t i o n  of t h e  KSC 
photographic  o p e r a t i o n  and i s  no t ,  i n  ou r  op in ion ,  j u s t i f i -  
c a t i o n  for t h e  e x t e n s i v e  d u p l i c a t i o n  of facilities that now 
e x i s t s ,  

We t h e r e f o r e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  problems set f o r t h  i n  
t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  could have been s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  resolved 
had AFETR and NASA a t tempted  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  t h e i r  e f fo r t s  t o  
avoid  o r  minimize d u p l i c a t i o n ,  which would have been i n  ac- 
cordance w i t h  t h e  e x p l i c i t  i n t e n t i o n  of NASA-DOD agreements 
for coopera t ion .  
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KSC/AFETR eva lua t ions  of 
photographic opera t ions  

KSC and AFETR have recognized the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of du- 
p l i c a t i o n  of e f f o r t ,  and var ious  s t u d i e s  of t he  problem 
have been made. W e  reviewed t h e  resul t s  of one such s tudy 
completed i n  March 1966 which, i n  our opinion,  d id  no t  ac- 
complish i t s  intended ob jec t ive ,  

I n  a le t ter  da ted  J u l y  28, 1965, t o  t h e  Director, KSC, 
the Commander, AFETR, i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
d u p l i c a t i o n  of work i n  s e v e r a l  areas and the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
a review of photographic services by the General Accounting 
Office, made the  following suggestion: 

'I*** t h a t  we have the  KSC/AFETR Advisory Group 
meet t o  i d e n t i f y  a reas  t h a t  should be examined. 
Ad hoc teams, j o i n t l y  s t a f f e d  by our profes-  
s i o n a l s ,  would be appointed by t h e  Advisory Group 
t o  examine i n  de ta i l  and r e p o r t  on areas of pos- 
sible dup l i ca t ion ,  w i t h  recommendations f o r  e f-  
f e c t i n g  g r e a t e r  economy or  more e f f i c i e n t  opera- 
t i o n s .  They should examine both our e x i s t i n g  and 
proposed operat ions."  

The Di rec to r ,  KSC, agreed to t h e  aforementioned pro- 
posa l  i n  a le t ter  dated August 9 ,  1965, and made t h e  fol-  
lowing statement  t o  the Commander, AFETR: 

" In  o rde r  t o  prevent  any possible misin terpre ta-  
t i o n  by our s t a f f s  as t o  t h e  purpose of t h e s e  re- 
views, I suggest  t h a t  w e  ask t h e  Advisory Group 
t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  ad hoc groups do n o t  g e t  i n t o  
t h e  area of r o l e s  and missions,  as t hese  have been 
c l e a r l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  Webb-McNamara Agree- 
ment of 1 7  January 1963 and our  implementing 
agreement of 9 March 1965. S tudies  of t h i s  na- 
t u r e  would i n e v i t a b l y  lead t o  f r i c t i o n  which I 
know w e  both be l i eve  i s  unnecessary and should be 
avoided. 'I 

The ad hoc team f o r  the  study of photographic s e r v i c e s  
w a s  established November LO, 1965, The c h a r t e r  es tab l i sh-  
i n g  t h e  group contained t h e  following ob jec t ive  and cri- 
te r ia ,  i n  p a r t :  

"2 ,  Objective: To s tudy and recommend t h e  photo- 
graphic service arrangements between AFETR and 
KSC (NASA) t h a t  offer maximum e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a t  
t h e  least c o s t  t o  t h e  Government and assu re  rt:ini- 
mum d u p l i c a t i o n  between these a c t i v i t i e s .  



"3.  Criteriar 

* * 
d. Basic KSC (NASA)/AFETR roles and missions 

as defined in the DoD/NASA Agreement, 17 
Jan 63, will be observed. 

e. The fol lowing will not be considered as 
restraints upon the recommended solution 
for optimum arrangements: 

(1) Existing reimbursement po l i c i e s .  
( 2 )  The existence of separate photographic 

service contracts 

The study repor t  dated March 1, 1966, contained sched- 
ules showing experienced and projected requirements f o r  
photographic services and made several recommendations con- 
cerning distribution of the work to obtain more balance in 
t he  workloads oi the t w o  servicing organizations. I n  es- 
sence, it appears from the report  that the primary direc- 
tion of the study w a s  ts establish a samewhat better method 
of distributing the workload to the t w o  contractors without 
disturbing the status quo, The report does not indicate 
that cost-effectiveness studies were made of alternatives 
to the  e x i s t i n g  two-contract situation, such as a single 
contract approach for providing the necessary services. 
There were no observations or recommendations concerning 
the cost of the photographic services, 

Ira. OUT opinion, the approach taken by the study  group 
did not r e s u l t  in the attainment of the objective of the 
study, whish was to recommend arrangements that would be 
least castl~ to the Government and ensure minimum duplica- 
_.__ tion. I n  this regard, it appears that  t h e  KSC Director's 
August 9 ,  1965, letter mentioned above and criteria item 
(d) in the ad hoc study team's charter, by r e q u i r i n g  obser- 
vance of existing roles and missions, may have effectively 
precluded an objective evaluat ion of t h e  situation. 

Other evidence that the photographic operations can be 
mQPe efficiently operated at less cost to the Government 
includes (11 statements of responsible AFETR officials di- 
rectly connected with  the operations, ( 2 )  an unsolicited 
proposal by the KSC photographic service contractor to pro- 
vide service to AFETR at an mount  substantially below the 



existing cost, and ( 3 )  statements made by both photographic 
service contractorss 

In a memorandum to the AFETR Plans and Requirements 
Office, dated September 27, 1965, the AFETR Director of 
Range Operations, in commenting on duplication of ef fo r t ,  
stated : 

"Duplication of effort between the U E T R  and NASA 
exists across the board in the photographic area. 
It is our opinion that one photographic contrac- 
tor could provide all photographic services to 
both NASA and the ETR. *** 

staffed motion picture and still laboratory that 
can provide support for both NASA and the ETR. 
It is understood that NASA is in the process of 
developing a similar though somewhat smaller ca- 
pability which w i l l  duplicate equipment and ser- 
vices already i n  existence at t h e  ETR, However, 
it should be noted that  the Webb-McNanara Agree- 
ment of 17 Jan 63 recognized the 'need' for cex- 
tain 'quick look8 and proprietary requirements  by 
NASA, and is permissive with regard to duplica- 
tion in both field and laboratory photographic 
areas. " (Underscoring supplied) 

In January 1967 another  responsible AFETR range opera- 
tions o f f i c i a l ,  directly connected with photographic op- 
erations, advised us of h i s  belief that the photographic 
operations of AFETR and KSC could be conso l ida t ed  and that 
such an operation would result in significant savings, 

Unsolicited ProDosal to 
provide photographic s e r v i c e s  
at a reduced cost 

An unsolicited proposal to provide photographic ser- 
vices t o  AFETR w a s  submitted by the KSC photographic con- 
tractor on January lLat 1966, The contractor stated that, 
because of the contract w i t h  K S C p  it could provide services 
t o  AFETR and the Government could real ize  the  economic and 
opera t ive  benefits that would result from such things as 
improved utilization of t e c h n i c a l  persannel, more ef'fective 
planning for the utilization of equipment and support 
personnel, advance scheduling sf equipment repair and main- 
tenance, and the ability to coordinate the workload and 
schedule the manpower more e f f i c i e n t l y .  

- 
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The contractor, in estimating the number of employees 
that would be necessary to provide service t o  AFETR, recog- 
nized that more deta i l ed  knowledge of workload would be 
necessary in order for  a more precise estimate of staffing 
t o  be made. A f t e r  consideration of t h i s  qualification, the 
estimake of costo as cornpuked by AFETR photographic offi- 
cials, was &out $1,5 million lesa than Lhe amount being  
paid by AFETR for phokographic servicesr The estimated 
savings are not all iraclusive in that the amount reflects 
on ly  t he  reduction in manpower reguisenents needed to cow- 
t i m e  operation of both KSC and AFETR existing facikkties, 
Additional savings should r e s u l t  from the consolidation of 
photographic laboratories and othex photographic fac i l i -  
ties. 

AFETR fi les contained two evaluations, dated February 
1 and 23, 1366, by AFEZIR of f i c i a l s  who were of the opinion 
%hat the proposal w a s  generally sound and worthy of further 
cons ide ra t ion ,  Howeverd the contractor was advised by 
AFETR on May 19, 1966, khat: 

" W e  have thoroughly reviewed your proposal; how- 
ever@ w e  are not in a position t o  consider enter- 
ing i n t o  a contract w i t h  your company at t h i s  
time, f o r  the services you propose, because we 
presenkly have a contrack E Q ~  such services and 
the contractor is meeting OUT needs and is pes- 
f O l 3 2 i f i g  Very Sati8faCtOZfly*'' i 

In September 1966 we discussed with the Director of 
Range Operations the two evaluations of the proposal made 
by his subord ina tes .  I t  was his opinion that the proposal 
w a s  not sound because it w2s ev iden t  that the contractor 
did n o t  know enough about the e x t e n t  of the work performed 
by AFETK since he had proposed to perform w i t h  261 employ- 
ees ths work being done by tne exist ing contractor w i t h  
about 400 man-yeamrs of effort. Also, pr ior  and subsequent 
t o  r e c e i p t  0f the proposal, the AFETR contractor had e l i m -  
inated many unnecessary positions. 

Even if the AFETR ofgic . ia l*s  reasons were valid, t h e  
s u b s t a n t i a l  savings which were indicated should have made 
evident the d e s i r a b i l i t y  of W E T R a s  requesting a firm pro- 
posal from the contractor whish would have given full rec- 
ognition t o  AF'ETi19s photographic mission, A recommendation 
of this n a t u r e  w a s  made by one 02 the subordinate AFETR of- 
ficials in the February 1, 1966, evaluat ion.  
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Contractors' comments 

~n October 1966  we interviewed o f f i c i a l s  of t h e  t w o  
photographic service contraetaro t o  discuss t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  
of a consol ida ted  photographic opera t ion  a t  AJ?ETR and KSC 
and t he  b e n e f i t s  t o  be derived therefrom. 

I n  separate in terv iews,  o f f i c i a l s  of both c o n t r a c t o r s  
s a i d  t h a t  (1) consol ida t fon  of t h e  operations under a 
single contract was feas ib le ,  ( 2 )  separate operations were 
i n e f f i c i e n t  and excess iveby .cos t ly  because both c o n t r a c t o r s  
w e r e  staffed and equipped for  peak workloads which f luc tu-  
ate widely,  and ( 3 )  s i g n i f i c a n t  savings could be rea l ized  
through a single photographic operat ion.  Documentation of 
the disadvantages of having two c o n t r a c t o r s  provide photo- 
graphic  s e r v i c e s  and the advantages of having a s i n g l e  con- 
t r a c t o r  opera t ion  was provided t o  us by the con t rac to r s .  
Both of the  c o n t r a c t o r s  s t a t e d  t h a t  a consol idated opera- 
t ion could r e s u l t  i n  a reduction i n  t h e  manpower require-  
ments and t h a t  savings approaching $2 m i l l i o n  a year were 
conceivable , 

Some of t h e  f a c t o r s  cited by the  c o n t r a c t o r s  are e m -  
merated below: 

1. Photographic support could be provided with less 
equipment and personnel through the increased e f f i -  
f i c i e n c y  of a consolidated operat ion.  There would 
be more e f f i c i e n t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of manpower and 
equipment, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when t e s t s  are scheduled 
close together. 

2,  Laburatory f a c i l i t i e s  a t  both AJ?ETR and KSC Would 
be unneeded because t h e  f a c i l i t y  a t  AFETR h a s  t h e  
capac i ty  t o  meet both AFETR and KSC requirements. 

3 ,  Duplicat ion of effor t  in planning, supply and 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  data handling,  and management lay- 
e r i n g  could be avoided. 

One of t h e  con t rac to r s  stated t h a t :  

" I n e f f i c i e n t  use is being made of both manpower 
and m a t e r i a l s  i n  the two separa te  photographic 
efforts due t o  the n a t u r e  and time-of-occurrence 
of t h e i r  r e spec t ive  peak workloads. Peak work- 
loads are experienced by these two f ac i l i t i e s  i n  
direct re la t ion  t o  t he  range schedule; and, the 
range schedule is purposely arranged so t h a t  suc- 
cessive m i s s i l e  t e s t s  i n t e r f e r e  as l i t t l e  as pos- 
sible. Manpower and materials are therefore no t  



being f u l l y  utilized under the present photo- 
graphic services configuration. 

"In order to effect a more even distribution of 
workload and realize maximum utilization of man- 
power and resources, consideration should be 
given to the establishment of a single photo- 
graphic service unit, responsive to both the ETR 
a d  NASA.n 

This contractor concluded that a single contractor op- 
eration not only would r e s u l t  in annual savings of over $2 
million by reducing manpowero transportation, and supply 
costs b u t  also would result in initial savings on equipment 
of about $ 2  million through selective cancellation of fu- 
ture procurements, combining resources, and declaring 
equipment excess which is not needed to support the com- 
bined operation, 
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Conclusion, agency comments, 
and our evaluations thereot 

Because of the apparent savings involved, we expressed 
the view in our draft report that the requirements of NASA 
and DOD organizations could be provided adequately under a 
consolidated organization and that the possible problems 
{i.e., coordination and administration) under such an ar- 
rangement were not insurmountable provided that both or- 
ganizations would approach the situation in a spirit of 
cooperation in tne interest of overall economy. 

In view of the potential savings that could be real- 
ized if the photographic capabilities of the Air Force 
Eastern Test Range and the Kennedy Space Center were con- 
solidated, we proposed that the Secretary of Defense and 
the Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration, appoint a special group to review the photographic 
requirements and capabilities of both installations for the 
purpose of determining the most efficient and economic 
arrangement possible, notwithstanding earlier agreements, 
and that in the review consideration be given to the 
consolidation of facilities and the solicitation of 
proposals for the operation of these photographic 
facilities by one contractor. 

In line with our proposal, both agencies agreed to 
initiate a joint review of the photographic operations at 
the two installations to determine the most efficient and 
economic method of acquiring photographic services. In 
addition, NASA advised us that it would reexamine other 
support areas with the Air Force in an attempt to obtain 
both operational responsiveness and economy. 

As discussed below, however, the agencies were not in 
complete agreement with certain of the data presented in 
our draft report. 

Although agreeing that a consolidated photographic op- 
eration would be more economical, the Air Force did not 
concur in our suggestion that consideration be given in the 
joint review to the solicitation of proposals for the 
operation of consolidated photographic facilities by one 
contractor. 

The Air Force expressed the view that the same result 
could be achieved by having one of the present prime con- 
tractors furnish all photographic services for both KSC and 
AFETR without the introduction of a separate prime con 
tractor. The Air Force stated that the prime support con- 
tractor at AFETR also was operating all other technical 



facilities at that installation and that the Air Force 
wished to avoid fragmenting a well-run responsive contrac- 
tor operation, not  on ly  because of the disruption ts re- 
lated planning functions but also because the operation of 
other technical facilities by the prime contractor made 
significant economies possible. 

It was not our intention in the draft report to advo- 
cate one method or' contracting in preference to other means 
of resolving t h e  apparent problem of duplication, It was 
our intention to have the problem reviewed in depth, free 
from any unnecessary constraints, in order that various 
alternatives could be explored with due recognition being 
given in each instance to costs and mission requirements. 
A f t e r  consideration of past approaches to resolving this 
problem, it was, and still is, our view that NASA and DO13 
should give full consideration t o -a l l  alternatives in t h e i r  
joint review, 

NASA was of the opinion that the t a b l e  comparing the 
annual production capacity of the motion picture labora- 
tories with the actual production for calendar years 1964 
through 1966 w a s  misleading. NASA stated that  measuring 
output against equipment capacity was s u i t a b l e  for a 
commercial-type operation with long runs and no priority 
changes; the primary purpose of the laboratories at KSC and 
APETR was to periodically process large amounts of en- 
gineering and launch footage on a high-priority basis. Ac- 
cording to NASA, there was no requirement for  continuous, 
high-volume output. 

NASA stated Zurther that the equipment capacity had, 
in fact, been inadequate for NAS3 requirements during three 
criticah post-launch periods, According to NASA, the 
short-term capacity of the equipment will be taxed to an 
even greater extent on future launches.  

I n  analyzing the merits of HASA*s comments, we made a 
comparison of short-term capacity and production figures 
during the three critical post-launch periods cited by NASA 
and found that, contrary to the views of NASA, actual 
motion picture laboratory production a$ AFETR never ex- 
ceeded 25 percent of t h e  capacity on any one day and that 
on most days a c t u a l  production was less than 10 percent of 
capacity, 

In addition, we have been advised by AFETR officials 
that, because of a continuing decrease in production, the 
AFETR photographic processing laboratory has converted to a 
one-shift operation and has discontinued the use of two 
motion picture processors, On the basis of the above 
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information, it appears that there is a substantial unused 
capability within AFETR to meet future demands. 

NASA also indicated that it had encountered problems 
in obtaining its requirements from AF'ETR on a timely basis, 
As an example, it stated that only 5 percent ( 3  of 64 
items] of the film requirements for a launch in August 1966 
were processed on time. Our examination of the data 
provided to us by NASA to support the contention that AFETR 
had not met the film requirements on time indicated that 
the 64 items did not relate to the photographic operations 
discussed in this report. 

The apparent discrepancies in facts regarding AFETR's 
production capacity and response time were discussed with 
responsible NASA representatives to obtain clarification of 
its views and to ensure full consideration of its comments 
in the presentation of our final report on this matter, 
NASA did not furnish us with any additional pertinent 
information. 

To give further consideration to the merits of its 
comments on our draft report, we reviewed the photographic 
work orders processed by the AFETR laboratory for the 
launch in question in order to determine how well the time 
requirements were being met. We found that AFETR w a s  able 
to meet commitments made previously to NASA for 96 percent 
of the work orders (194 of 202 orders). 

With respect to the cost estimates, proposals, and 
statements of the photographic contractors, it was NASA's 
view that they should not form the support for  our con- 
tention that economies are possible because, according to 
NASA, these contractors did not have detailed knowledge of 
the total job. 

Inasmuch as the contractors are responsible fo r  ac- 
tually providing the photographic services and should, 
therefore, be in a position to have some reasonable degree 
of knowledge as to the problems associated with this ac- 
tivity, we cannot agree that their statements and proposals 
are without merit as suggested by NASA. Accordingly, other 
data obtained during our review, when combined with the 
contractors' views, provide strong arguments in favor of a 
consolidated operation. 

The agreement by NASA and DOD to' initiate a joint re- 
view of the photographic operations of both installations, 
in line with our proposal, evidences a positive approach 
toward resolution of the matters discussed in this report. 
We plan to examine into the actions taken as a result of 
t h e  joint review. 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACG ADPIINISTRATION 

DEPARTl'4ENT OF DEFENSE AND DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

RESPONSIBLE FOP. THE ADMINISTRATION 

OF A C T l V i T I E S  DISCUSSED 

Tenure of office 
FrORl TO - - 

L AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADNINISTRATION 

ADMINISTRATOR: 
James E .  Webb 

DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR: 
Hugh L. Dryden 
Robert C,  Seamans, Jr. 

ASSOCIATE ADMIKISTRATOII: 
Robert C. Seamans, Jr, 
Homer E. N e w e l 1  

Feb. 1961 Present 

Octo 1958 DeC.  1965 
Dec. 1 9 6 5  P r e s e n t  

Sept .  1960 Sept. 1 9 6 7  
O c t .  1967  P r e s e n t  

ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
MAENED SPACE FLIGHT: 

George E. Mueller  Sept.  1963 P r e s e n t  

DIRECTOR, KENNEDY SPACE CENTER: 
Kur t  I.;, Debus J u l y  1962 Present 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE : 
Robert S .  McNamara Jan. 1961 Present  

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS) : 
Thomas D .  Morris Jan. 1961 Dec. 1964 
Paul R. Ignatius D e c .  1964 July 1967 
Thomas D. Evlorris Aug.  1967 Present 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ADMINISTRATION 

OF ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED 

IN THIS REPORT (cont inued)  

Tenure of office 
From TO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE: 
Eugene M. Zuckert Jan.  1 9 6 1  Sept .  1965 
Harold Brown Oct. 1965  Present 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 
FORCE (INSTALLATIONS AND LOGIS- 
TICS)  : 

Robert H. Char les  Nov. 1 9 6 3  P re sen t  

COMMANDER, AI2 FORCE SYSTEMS COM- 
MAND: 

Gen. Bernard A. Schr i eve r  A p r .  1 9 5 9  Aug. 1966 
Gen. James Ferguson Sept. 1966  P r e s e n t  

COMMANDER, A I R  FORCE EASTERN TEST 
RANGE (formerly Air Force Mis- 
sile T e s t  Center): 
Ma], Gen. Harry J. Sands, Jr. Jan. 1 9 6 4  J u l y  1964 
Maj . Gen, Vincent G.  Houston Aug. 1964 Hay 1967 
Maj. Gen. David M. Jones  May 1967 Present 
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DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
WASHINGTON. D C 20301 

27 JUL P967 

M r .  Will iam A.  N e m a n ,  Jr. 
Direc to r ,  Defense Division 
U .  S. Genera l  Accounting Office 
Washington, De C. 20548 

Dear  M r .  Newman: 

Your l e t t e r  of May 10 ,  1967,  t o  the  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense t ransmi t ted  
copies of a proposed GAO repor t  t o  the Congress  on the  opportunity 
f o r  savings by consolidation of photographic operations a t  the John 
F. Kennedy Space Cente r  and A i r  F o r c e  E a s t e r n  T e s t  Range,  and 
requested the  Department of Defense comments .  (OSD Case  # 2 6 0 9 )  

W e  have no objection t o  the appointment of a specia l  Department of 
Defense /National Aeronautics and Space Adminis t ra t ion group to  
review the photographic requi rements  and capabil i t ies of both ins ta l la-  
t ions f o r  the  purpose of determining the  most efficient and economic 
a r rangement  within the f ramework  expressed  in the  GAO recommenda-  
tion on page 21 of the  repor t .  
requested t o  init iate appropria te  action with NASA. 

Accordingly,  the A i r  F o r c e  is being 

We apprecia te  the opportunity to comment on this  repor t .  
comments ,  a s  p r epa red  by the A i r  F o r c e  a r e  at tached. 

Detailed 

Sincerely ,  

John S. F o s t e r ,  J r .  

Attachment 
A / S  
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REPOJp TO c 

TKE CONGRBSS OF %%E UNITED STALI'ES 

OPPOR1"ITY FOR SAVIMGS BY 

CONSOLIDATION OF PHGT0GRARKI.C OPmUIONS 

NATIONIL AERONAUTICS AN11 SPACE AI)MINISTKATIOM 

I. BACKGROUND: (pages 3 througii 6 ) .  These statements a r e  co r r ec t  ex- 
cept f o r  manpower and cos t  fQpres. These a r e  In e r r o r  as shown i n  
paragraph 111, below. 

11. OPPORTUNJILTY FOR SA77JilGS BY CONSOLIDATION OF P H O T O M X C  OPERATIONS: 
(pages 7 ttnd 8 ) .  

V I I ,  the  A i r  Force agrees t h a t  consolidztion may be mare e f f i c i en f ;  and 
economical. 

Su>ject to %he comiwts s e t  fwTL i i i  TxiZiLkph V I  and 

111. PERSOKNXL AND EQUIPMENT C - P A C I T Y  I N  EXCESS OF REQUlTEI@NTS: (pages 
8 t h r o n ) .  
the  peak workloads t h a t  OCCUT with each launch. If the inputs  t o  the  
laboratory remsined a t  this peak, the  laboratory produ.ction f lgures  would 
be  much higher. This should be c l a r i f i e d  i n  the si,u.LIy so t h a t  the  pro- 
duction capacity figures set  for-th on page 9 are not misconstrued. I n  
addit ion,  the  AFETR manpower f i gu re  should read 317 instead of 340 a n d  t he  
estimated annual cos t  should be about $3 mil l ion rei;liei- "than $4 mill ion 
(page 11) as of 31 December 1966. Finally,  t h e  ME33 and KSC! contractor  
manpower f igures  a r e  n o t  d i r e c t l y  comparable. The KSC f i gu re  reprcsents  
t h e  d i r e c t  labor  of the photographic range operatiom people only; the 
AFEm figure includes the i n d i r e c t  l8'bor of photographi.c staff managers, 
o p t i c a l  engineers, high echeloii quz l i ty  con t ro l  pz'rsortnel, a.ad o p t i c a l  
maintenance personnel. 
235 mn-years as corrpared to t h e  KSC figure of 155. (See GAO note. 1 

2 3 .  K S C / A T R  F N A I ~ U ~ I O F T S  O F  PHOTOGRAPHIC OPERATIONS : (pages 13 through 
15). The A i r  Force concurs i n  this por t iou of the  draft report. The 
cons t ra in t s  placed on the ad hoc study team are similar t o  those t h a t  
another group would encounter unless it i s  spec i f i c a l l y  f reed from a l l  
pr ior  agreements, including thc  WD/NflSA 1963 agreement. 

AFhm photographic resources are manned and equfpTed for 

The AF..TR d i r e c t  range operations perscnnel t o t a l  

GAO note: Differences in the figures presented in our draf t  
report and in the  Air Force's response thereto 
have been reconciled through subsequent discussions 
with AFETR of f i c i a l s ,  
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V. 
P H ~ G R A P H I C  F A C I L I T I E S : '  
t h i s  por t ion of the  draft reyor t .  

OTHER DATA RELiLLING To FFfiIBILITY O F  SI3IGI.E COi.ljRRCTOR O d T I O N  O F  
(pages 15 and  1.6). The A i r  Force concurs i n  

V I .  
COST: (pages 16 through 19). ?'his proposal w a s  cazeful ly  considered, 
but AFETR d id  not  have t h e  aut,hori t y  to consolidate the  photographic 
operations under a s ingle  CoilLractor. 
services m e  per fomid  th?-ou& the  Fri  me support con t rac tors ,  and it was 
no t  f e a s ib l e  t c  ask both prim;. contractors  t o  employ the  same photographic 
subcontractor. It should a l s o  be remembered t h a t  t he  prime support con- 
t r a c t o r  a t  lcFETR a l so  operates a l l  o ther  technical  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  t h a t  
i n s t a l l a t i on .  The economies of this consolidated operation, which employs 
some 3,000 people a t  a cos t  of about $40 mj l l i on ,  outtreigh t he  advantage 
t o  be gained by consolidating the  photographic services  i n  a separate 
prime contraactor. 

UNSOLICITED PEOPOSAL TO PROVIDE YHOTOGRnpHIC S E R V I C E S  AT A REDUCED 
- 

The KSC and AFETR photographic 

V I I .  
and 20. 
photographic operation would be more economical, b u t  f e e l s  t h a t  nothing 
i n  the repor t  j u s t i f i - e s  separat ing the  photographic from t h e  rest  of t he  
prime con t rac to r ' s  r e spons ib i l i t i e s .  As  pointed out  above, a b e t t e r  con- 
solida.tion plan would be t o  have t he  AFETR or KSC furn i sh  a l l  photographic 
services f o r  both ins-tallnt-ions. 
a well-run, responsive contractor  oper3.tion, not  only because of t he  dis- 
ruption t o  related planrijng functions,  bu t  a l s o  because such consolidation 
makes s i gn i f i c an t  economies possible.  The K5C has recent ly  consolidated 
a num3c-r of diverse contracts  because of i t s  experience with a fragmented 
contractor operaii  011. 

LOCAL AGECITCY -- COMMl3NTS, OUR EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION: (pages 19 
The A i r  Force agrees with the  conclusion t h a t  a consolidated 

The A i r  Force wishes t o  av0i.d fragmenting 

[See GAO n o t e . ]  

V I I I .  
NATIONAL AEHOXAVXIXS ANI SPACE ADMTN.lSWTIOTJ: (page 21 1. For the  rea- 

RECOMMEiiATION TO THE SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE Am ADMINISTRATOR, 
.- v 

sons set f o r t h  i n  paragraphs V I  and-911 above, t he  A i r  Force recommends 
s t r i k i n g  the recomwnc7lation t h a t  considerat ion be gj ven t o  s o l i c i t i n g  pro- 
posals for the  operation of KSC and AFETR photographic f a c i l i t i e s  by one 
contractor.  
prime contractors  with0u.t t he  introduction of a separate prime contractor.  

The same r e s u l t  can be achieved through one of the  present  

It i s  a l s o  recomended t h a t  t he  statement "earlier agreenents notwith- 
standing" be emphasized t o  assure t h a t  no previous agreements, e spec ia l ly  
the  DOD/NASA 1963 agreement, be considered by any reviewing group i n  
a r r i v ing  a t  i t s  recommendations (see pnragraph N above). 

GAO note :  Refers to  material contained in draft report  but 
omitted from f i n a l  report. 
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NATlONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20546 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

AUG 2 1967 

M r .  Morton E. Henig 
Ass i s t an t  Director  
C i v i l  Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear M r .  h'enig: 

Attached are the NASA comments on your d r a f t  report t o  Congress 
e n t i t l e d ,  "Opportunity f o r  Savings by Consolidation of Fflotographic 
Operations of the John F. Kennedy Space Cen%er and A i r  Force Fastern 
Test  Range, NASA and DCDer' 

The comments point out areas which we fee l  should be given more 
considerat ion i n  your ana lys i s  of t h e  j o i n t  photographic operat ions.  
We do, however, agree with t h e  recommendation t ia t  NASA and the  
A i r  Force restudy the area. 
study and will, through silbsequent studies, re inves t iga te  o ther  
support areas with the Air Force in a n  a t t anp t  t o  s b t a i n  both opera- 
t i o n a l  responsiveness and economy. A let+,er from the  Associate 
Administrator for  Manned Space Flight to tbe Director ,  KSC, ou t l in ing  
these steps i s  also attached. 

We have taken steps t o  i n i t i a t e  t h a t  

Associate Administrator  f o r  
Orgmization and Managemen% 

Enclosure 
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NASA COMMENTS OFJ GAO DRAFT REPORT TO CONGRESS, 
OPPORTUNITY TOR SAVINGS BY CONSOLIDATION 
OF PHOTOGRAPHIC CIPERATIONS AT KSC E ETR 

The basic GAO c o n t e n t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  and  equ ipmen t  
c a p a c i t y  of KSC E ETR is i n  e x c e s s  of t h e  combined r e q u i r e -  
ments  of b o t h ,  The method employed by GAO t o  d e t e r m i n e  p r o c-  
e s s i n g  equ ipmen t  u t i l i z a t i o n  was t o  compare a c t u a l  o u t p u t  t o  
r a t e d  c a p a c i t y  of t h e  mach ine ry .  T h i s  i s  m i s l e a d i n g .  The 
o u t p u t  of  a commerc ia l  l a h o r a t o r y ,  w i t h  l o n p  r u n s  and  no  
D r i o r i t y  c h a n g e s ,  c o u l d  be  e f f e c t i v e l y  measured a p a i n s t  e q u i p-  
ment c a p a c i t y .  The p r i m a r y  p u r p o s e  of t h e  pho to  l a b s  a t  KSC 
E ETR, however ,  i s  t o  p e r i o d i c a l l y  p r o c e s s  l a rpe  amounts  of 
e n g i n e e r i n p  and  l a u n c h  f o o t a E e  on a h i g h  p r i o r i t y  b a s i s .  
T h e r e  i s  no  r e q u i r e m e n t  for c o n t i n u o u s ,  h i p h  volume o u t p u t  
a n d  no a t t e m p t  i s  made t o  encouraFe  D r o d u c t i o n  fot .  p r o d u c t i o n ' s  
sake. The equiDment c a n a c i t y ,  i m D r e s s i v e  as  i t  i s ,  h a s ,  i n  
f a c t ,  been  i n a d e q u a t e  for NASA r e q u i r e m e n t s  d u r i n p  t h e  c r i t i c a l  
p o s t - l a u n c h  p e r i o d s  on AS 2 0 1 ,  2 0 2 ,  and  2 0 3 ,  These were 
l a u n c h e s  of v e h i c l e s  which NASA had b u i l t  ( as  o n m s e d  t o  t h e  
AF v e h i c l e s  u sed  i n  Gemini )  and  which  a r e  t o  b e  manned. Our 
p h o t o  r e q u i r e m e n t s  fol? t h e s e  l a u n c h e s  were t h e  D r e c u r s e r s  af  
t h e  m a s s i v e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  fol? t h e  manned f l i g h t s  of t h e  u D r a t e d  
S a t u r n  I and  t h e  unmanned a n d  manned f l i g h t s  of S a t u r n  V ,  On 
these  f u t u r e  f l i g h t s ,  t h e  s h o r t - t e r m  cay>ac i ty  of t h e  equiDment 
w i l l  b e  t a x e d  t o  a n  even  p r e a t e r  e x t e n t ,  b u t  t h e  a n n u a l  o u t p u t -  
t o - c a p a c i t y  f i p u r e s  w i l l  n o t  be  g r e a t l y  i n c r e a s e d .  

An example  of t h e  problems i n v o l v e d  i n  a j o i n t  p h o t o  o p e r a t i o n- -  
prob lems  which CAO summarizes  a s  " *  * . c e r t a i n  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
p rob lems"  and  ' I ,  r e l a t i v e l y  i n s i r n i f i c a n t  m ,  e "--was t h e  l a u n c h  
of AS 2 0 2  a n d  a q u i c k l y - f o l l o w i n a  T i t a n  IIIC l a u n c h  by t h e  A i r  
F o r c e ,  The d u a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  were p r o c e s s e d  by t h e  A i r  F o r c e  
w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  only 5 %  of t h e  AS 2 0 2  f i l m  r e q u i r e m e n t s  
were p r o c e s s e d  on t i n e  and  7 0 %  were more t h a n  15 d a y s  l a t e .  
T h i s  w a s  n o t  a n  i n s i p i f i c a n t  p roblem and  was a p a r t  o f  t h e  
da ta  d i s t r i b u t i o n  problem r e p o r t e d  t o  t h e  DOD Manapep for 
Manned Space F l i g h t  S u p p o r t  O p e r a t i o n s  by t h e  NASA D i r e c t o r  of 
M i s s i o n  O n e r a t i o n s .  ( E ~ c l o s u r e  1) 

NASA h a s  a t t e m t e d  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  and  e c o n o m i c a l l y  meet i t s  
c r i t i c a l  p h o t o  s u p p o r t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  bv:  

(1) B r i n g i n g  de l ays  and  d e f i c i e n c i e s  t o  ETR's a t t e n t i o n  
( E n c l o s u r e s  3 and  21,  

( 2 )  E s t a b l i s h i n g ,  w i t h  ETR knowledpe and  c o n c u r r e n c e ,  a 
l i m i t e d  in- house  c a p a c i t y  for o u r  most  c r i t i c a l  n e e d s  
and  a i m i n g  for t h i s  t o  become f u l l y  o D e r a t i o n a 1  when t h e  
volume of o u r  n e e d s  was p rea t e s t  ( A S- 5 0 1 )  ( E n c l o s u r e  3 ) .  

GAO note: The enclosures ci ted in the above comments have 
not been included in o u r  report  because they are 
voluminous and merely expand upon the statements 
already made in the comments, 
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( 3 )  Reducing pho to  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  wherever p o s s i b l e ,  ( e .g .  
camera coverage  on l a u n c h  
p r i n t s  1 ( E n c l o s u r e  4 1. 

e x t r a  o p t i c a l  masters and 

T h i s  i s  n o t  a s t a t i c  area and we i n t e n d  t o  keep e x p l o r i n g  
nays t o  g e t  the b e s t  s u p p o r t  a ~ :  t h e  l e a s t  c o s t ,  
t h e s e  e f f o r t s ,  frze concur  in t h e  GAO recommendation t h a t  a 
j o i n t  s t u d y  g roup  rev iew t h e  pho tograph ic  s u p p o r t  o p e r a t i o n s  
and have advised  the Director, K S C ,  t o  i n i t i a t e  s u c h  a study 
w i t h  t h e  A i r  Force  E a s t e r n  T e s t  Xange. An a d e q u a t e  s t u d y  
w i l l  need t o  e x p l o r e  how any  p r o p s e d  change i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  
two separate contractor s t r u c t u r e s  ~ou1.d a f f e c t  present launch 
m i s s i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  managernent controls, f u n d i n g  o r  
reimbursement  pi-acticcs, and t h e  nrocurement  r e c o m p e t i t i o n  
p o l i c y  g u i d e l i n e s  of t h e  two zovernment a g e n c i e s  invo lved .  

I n  l i n e  w i t h  

On t h e  c o s t  estimates, p r o p o s a l s ,  and s t a t e m e n t s  made by t h e  
two i n v o l v e d  s u b c o n t r a c t o r s ,  w e  do n o t  f e e l  t h a t  t h e y  should 
f o r n  t h e  s u p p o r t  -For G A G ' S  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  economies are 
p o s s i b l e ,  
d e t a i l ed  knowledge of t h e  t o t a l  j ob ,  b u t  w i t h  a s t ror .g  monetary 
i n c e n t i v e  t o  i n f l a t e  - t he i r  estimates of s i m p l i c i t y  a i d  economy. 
GAO, who s t u d i e d  bo th  o p e r a t i o n s ,  d i d  n o t  make a n  estimate of 
s a v i n g s  and wc f e e l  an informed estimate tmuld  be v e q  d i f f i -  
c u l t  to make because of The r e l a t i o n s h i p  of suppo r t  ecor;omFes 
t o  o p e r a t i o n a l  problems. 
it i s  m i s l e a d i n g  for the GAO t o  i n f e r  t h a t  t h e  $ 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  
annual s a v i n g s  estinated by one of t h e  s u b c o n t r a c t o r s  is a 
good estimate o f  -the savi i lgs  which might  he a c h i e v e d ,  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of t h e  pho tograph ic  problem, if indeed  a problem 
e x i s t s ,  w i l l -  be p o s s i b l e  a t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  of t h e  new RFINASA 
s t u d y  re fe r red  t o  above.  

T h e  c o n t r a c t o r s  are  makin? rough esti:n:tes, w i t h o u t  

In viet: of these f a c t o r s ,  we b e l i e v e  

A be t t e r  

f o r  Manned Syace F l i p h  
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20546 

JUL 13 1967 

IN REPLY REFER TO: MSR 

Dr. Kurt H. Debus, Director 
John F. Kennedy Space Center, NASA 
Kennedy Space Center, Florida 32899 

Dear Kurt: 

Confirming my telephone conversation with you this morning, 
I would like to have you initiate with the Eastern Test 
Range a joint study of photographic operations at the Cape. 
This study should give consideration to the operational 
factors involved and the cost of performing the operation 
with a single contractor as opposed to the current situation 
where each installation has its own facilities and contractor. 
Where operational considerations are determined to be more 
important than costs, we should be able to tie these con- 
siderations directly to actual or potential program delays. 

I recognize that this effort could lead to a reevaluation of 
the Webb-McNamara agreement. With this in mind, I would also 
like to have you re-examine from a cost and operational view- 
point each of the support areas at KSC where a similar capa- 
bility exists at ETR. I would appreciate being advised of 
your schedule (by functional area) for conducting these 
reviews. 

I think it highly desirable that there be some Headquarters 
participation in these studies and ask that you make arrange- 
ments for this participation with Paul Cotton. 

Sincerely I 

/s/ George 

George E. Muellem: 
Associate Administrator 
for Manned Space Flight 

30 US. GAO Wash., D.C. 




