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MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U. S . Army Aviation Technical Test 
Center, ATTN: Test Support Directorate, 
Plans and Security Division (Mr. Roy 
Miller) , Fort Rucker, Alabama 36362-5276 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished to DOD Cross-Service Work 
Groups - -  INFORMATION MEMORANDUM CR 94-707 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
data your command provided for the test and evaluation data 
call for the DOD cross-service work group. The Director of 
Management requested the review. We will include results in 
this report in a summary report to higher levels of 
management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objectitre of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data the Army 
furnished DOD cross-service work groups. Our specific 
objectives were to determine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 
- Supported by reasonable documentation. 

- In accordance with cross-service work group, DA, and 
maj or command guidance. - 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished DOD cross-service 
groups, we: - 

- Reviewed cross-service work. group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with procedures used 
by U.S. Army Aviation Technical Test Center personnel 
to respond to the cross-senrice group data call. 
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- Interviewed personnel from the center's Test Support 
Directorate and Public Works Directorate, who helped 
prepare, review, and validate responses to the data 
elements. 

- Tracked responses to data elements to supporting 
documentation including aeronautical charts, 
technical bulletins, physical descriptions, 
architectural and engineering drawings, accounting 
databases, and our own database files compiled on the 
center1 s raw data. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
3 . Background. 

a. Cross-Service Work Groups. The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides 
DOD a means to make needed adjustments to the installation 
Structure. Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Base 
Realignment and Closure guidance memorandum dated 7 January 
1994 established several Office of the Secretaq of Defense- 
led study groups to evaluate opportunities for c:ross-service 
Base Realignment and Closure actions. Those work groups 
focus on: 

- Medical treatment facilities and graduate medical 
education centers. 

- Test and evaluation facilities. 

- - Laboratory facilities. 
- Undergraduate pilot training. 

- Military depot maintenance activities. 
- Economic impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide general information needed to assess 
and identify cross-service opportunities. 

b. Army Process. The Chief of Staff, United States 
Army issued a 21 March 1994 memorandum implementing Office 
Of the Secretary of Defense guidance and providing 
procedural instructions for ~ r m y  data calls. A,my guidance 
required responses from each activity identified in the 
Cross-service data calls. Activit.ies were to furnish these 
responses to their major commands. The major c:ormnands 



provided certified data to the Amy-Basing Study Office. 
The Army Basing Study Office was to-then provide data to 
each of the cross-service work groups. This memorandum 
addresses your cormand's response to the Anny Basing Study 
Office for the test and evaluation data call. 

C. Test and Evaluation Data Call. The test and 
evaluation data call consisted of 94 data elements. The 
data elements included a mix of objective and subjective 
information about the center's mission, workload, and 
facilities. These questions were developed by the cross- 
service group to identify excess capacity and other cross- 
service opportunities. 

The center reports to U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command . 

which was subordinate to Anny Materiel Command. We 
evaluated the accuracy and supporting documentation for 22 
of the 94 data elements. We reviewed the 22 data elements 
that focused on excess capacity, workload, and facilities. 

4. Results of Review. Overall, data provided by the 
center was generally accurate. The center reported accurate 
data for 15 of 22 elements and the following results for the 
other elements : 

- Data reported on the data call was found t-o be 
inaccurate for three elements. 

- Data responses were revised for three elements after 
initial conferences with Army Audit. (Note: We did 
not view these responses as inaccurate, but as 
differences in interpretations. ) 

- One data element was determined to have insufficient 
,supporting documentation. 

Details on the elements we reviewed and differences noted 
are in the annex. Conclusions on specific objectives 
follow: 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The center reported 
accurate data for 15 of the 22 elements we reviewed. 
Re~orted data for seven elements included errors, omissions, 
o; interpretation differences . 



(1) Accurate Data. The center report'ed accurate 
data for 15 of the elements we reviewed. We di~dn't identify 
any discrepancies in data reported for: 

- Forecasted workload by program element 
(2.1.B.1.). 

- Forecasted workload by functional areas 
(2.1.B.2.). 

- Specified role in approved war plan (2.3.A.). 

- Limitations imposed by environmental/ 
encroachment considerations (3.1.C.1.). 

- Test missions canceled due to commercial use, 
public use, or encroachment (3.1.C.S.A. and 
3.1.C.6.). 

- Facility equipped for secured operations 
(3.1.E.3.). 

- Description of topography, ground cover and 
vegetation (3.1.H.l.). 

- Test restrictions due to bad weather- 
(3.1.H.10.). 

- Description of airfield and support facilities 
(3.2.B.1.). 

- W e s  of air vehicle testing that can be 
supported (3.2.C.1.). 

- Maximum number of simultaneous missions 
requiring telemetry that can be performed 
(3.2.C.6.). 

- Maximum number of simultaneous threats that can 
be simulated (3.3 .A.2.) . 

- Size, weight, or other limitation on test 
operations the facility can support (3.3.B.1.). 

- Type of directed energy weapons tested 
(3.4.A.l.). 

- Area (square miles) available for the testing of 
rockets, missiles, and bomb systems 
(3.4.B.l.A.). 



(2) . Inaccurate Data. Data- - reported for three 
elements included mistakes. 

- Capital improvements underway or approved for 
1995 5-year development plan (3.1.E.4.). 

- Air, land, and sea space (square mil-es) 
available to support test operations (3.1.G.1.). 

- Maximum straight-line segment in air space 
(nautical miles) (3.1.G.7.). 

(3) Interpretation Differences. Data was reported 
for three elements that were subsequently revised by 
command. Command had interpreted the data call requirements 
differently than Army Audit personnel. After our initial 
meeting, command agreed with our interpretation and revised 
the data call. 

- Facility Condition (MV 11) - Measure of Merit. 
Replacement cost of installation (3.1.B.). 

- Special aspect of installation that would allow 
for an expansion of missions perfomled 
(3.1.E.1.). 

i - 
- Availability of airspace, land, or water areas 

adjacent to areas under DOD control (3.1.E.2.). 

b. Supporting Documentation. The center maintained 
sufficient supporting documentation for 21 of th.e elements 
reviewed. At our request, additional documentation is being 
accumulated to support responses for one of the elements 
reviewed - -  unconstrained capacity (2.2.A.). 

c. Compliance With Cross Service, DA, and Major 
Command Guidance. Generally, the center gathered and 
reported data consistent with cross-service work group, DA, 
and major command guidance. The center complied with all 
upper level guidance when responding to the data call. In 
addition, the center's commander certified that the data was 
accurate to the best of his knowledge. 

5. Discuseion of Results. We discussed the results of Our 
review with Mr. Roy L. Miller, Chief of Plans and Security 
Division on 1 July 1994. He agreed with our conclusions and 
said that action had been or would be taken to correct and 
retransmit-inaccurate data element responses to Test and 
Evaluation Command. This report isn't subject to the 
official command-reply process. 



6. Thank you for the courtesies andcooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

RA L. MCCAULLEY 
[/ Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Army Baaing Study Office 
U.S. A m y  Test and Evaluation Command 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. A m y  Aeromedical Research 
Laboratory, ATTN: SGRD-UAC-E 
(Dr. Kinball), P.O. Box 577, Building 6901, 
Fort Rucker, Alabama 36362-0577 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished to DOD Cross-,Service Work 
Groups - -  INFORMATION MEMORANDUM CR 94-708 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
data the U.S. Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory provided 
for the laboratory data call for the DOD cross-service work 
group. The Director of Management requested the review. We 
will include results in this report in a summaq report to 
higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data the Axmy 
furnished DOD cross-service work groups. Our specific 
objectives were to determine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 
- Supported by reasonable documentation. 
- In accordance with cross-sewice work group, DA, and 
ma j or command guidance. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and repolrting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished DOD cross-service 
groups, we : - 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with procedures used 
by U.S. A m y  Aeromedical Research Laboratory 
personnel to respond to the cross-service group data 
call. 



- Interviewed personnel from t.he Directorate of 
Programs and Plans who helpedrprepare, review, and 
validate responses to the data elements. 

- Tracked responses to data elements to supporting 
documentation including accounting systems, 
memorandums, monthly internal reports, and historical 
workload data. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source dotcumentation. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 

3 . Background. 

a. Croaa-Service Work Groups. The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides 
DOD a means to make needed adjustments to the installation 
structure. Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Base 
Realignment and Closure guidance memorandum dated 7 January 
1994 established several Office of the Secretary of Defense- 
led study groups to evaluate opportunities for cross-service 
Base Realignment and Closure actions. Those work groups 
focus on: 

- Medical treatment facilities and graduate i - medical 
education centers. 

- Test and evaluation facilities. 

- Laboratory facilities. 
- Undergraduate pilot training. 

- Military depot maintenance activities. - 
- Economic impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide general information needed to assess 
and identify cross-service opportunities. 

b. Army Process. The Chief of Staff, United States 
Army issued a 21 March 1994 memorandum implementing Office 
of the Secretary of Defense guidance and providing 
procedural instructions for Army data calls. Army guidance 
required responses from each activity identified in the 
cross-service data calls. Activities were to furnish these 
responses to their major commands. The major commands 
provided certified data to the Army Basing Study Office. 
The Army Basing Study Office was then to provide data to 



each of the cross-service work groups. This memorandum 
addresses your command's response to-the A m y  Basing Study 
Office for the laboratory data call. 

C. Laboratory Data Call. The laboratory data call 
consisted of 25 data elements. The data elements included a 
mix of objective and subjective information about: the 
laboratory's mission, workload, and facilities. These 
questions were developed by the cross-service group to 
identify excess capacity and other cross-service 

- opportunities. 

The laboratory is a subordinate activity of U.S. Rnny 
Medical. Research, Development, Acquisition and Logistics 
Command. We evaluated the accuracy and supporting 
documentation for 21 of the 25 data elements. We didn't 
evaluate responses for the remaining four data elements. 
These four elements addressed the education, experience, 
accomplishments, and technical papers written by the 
laboratory's personnel. 

4. Results of Review. Overall, data provided by the 
laboratory was generally accurate. The laboratory reported 
accurate data for 20 of the 21 elements we reviewed. 
Details on the elements and differences noted are in the 
annex. Conclusions on specific objectives follow: 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The laboratory reported 
accurate data for 20 of the 21 elements we reviewed. 
Reported data for one element (laboratory facilities) 
included the following errors: 

- Counted one building twice. 

- Omitted one building from the list. 

- Transposed figures between the source doc:ument and 
the data call reply. 

These errors were identified and corrected during our 
review. 

b. Supporting Documentation. The laboratory 
maintained sufficient supporting documentation for all 
21 elements reviewed. Documentation maintained included 
monthly personnel strength reports, support agreements, and 
program budget accounting systems documents. 



c. Compliance With Cross Service, DA, and Major 
Command Guidance. Generally, the laboratory gathered and 
submitted data consistent with cross-service work group, DA, 
and major command guidance. In addition, the laboratoryls 
commander certified that the data submitted was accurate to 
the best of his knowledge. 

5. Discu~sion of Results. We discussed the results of 
review with laboratory personnel on 30 June 1994. They 
agreed with our conclusions and said that actions had be 
taken to correct and transmit accurate data element 
responses to U.S. Army Medical, Research, Development, 
Acquisition and Logistics Command. This report isn't 
subject to the official command-reply process. 

our 

en 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Regional Audi 

CF: 
Inspector General, Department of Defense . - 
Army Basing Study Office 
U.S. Amy Medical, Research, Development, 
Acquisition and Logistics Command 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
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SAAG-NER (36-5e) 1-5 June 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Garrison-Commander, Fort Ritchie, ATTN: 
ANRT-CD, Fort Ritchie, Maryland 21719-5010 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Fort Ritchie--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-709 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
installation assessment your command did for the 1995 Army 
Basing Study. The Director of Management requested the 
review. We will include data in this report in a summary 
report to higher levels of management. 

2 .  Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for assess- 
ing installation values. Our specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 
- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 
We made the review during May and June 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent 
necessary under the circumstances. We didn't follow certain 
aspects of the field work and reporting standards. In our 
opinion, however, we believe that not following t.hose stand- 
ards had no material effect on the results of our review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data used for assessing instal- 
lation values, we: 

- Reviewed DA guidance on installation assessments and 
compared it with the guidance and methods Fort Ritchie 
used to determine attribute values. 

- Interviewed personnel from the Directorates of Resource 
Management, Public Works, Information Management, and 
Plans, Training and Mobilization who helped prepare, 
review and validate reported attribute data. 



SAAG-NER - 
- 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Fort Ritchie--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-7 09 

- Tracked values to supporting data in the Hea'dquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System as of April 
1994. 

- Compared selected data from the Real Property Planning 
System with data in the Integrated Facilities System 
and Real Property Record (DA Forms 2877). 

- Examined the installation Master Plan, area and instal- 
lation maps, blueprints for selected buildings, finan- 
cial reports, and various environmental reports. We 
visited some facilities to confirm supporting data. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
3 .  Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides a timely, 
independent and fair process for closing and realigning 
U.S. Military installations. The Army established the 
Basing Study Office to manage the study process. The office 
divided the study into two phases. Under phase I the Army 
does installation assessments to measure the relative mili- 
tary value of its installations. Under phase I1 the Army 
identifies and evaluates alternatives for closure and 
realignment. This memorandum addresses only our review of 
your command's installation assessment process. 

b. Attributes. Fort Ritchie is a subordin-ate activ- 
ity of the Military District of Washington and is catego- 
rized by the Army as an administrative support installation. 
Installations in this category were required to report data 
for 20 attributes to the Basing Stud.y Office. DA, provided 
values for 5 of the 20 attributes and the Military District 
of Washington provided the values for 1 attribute. We 
evaluated the accuracy of the remain.ing 14 attributes 
provided by Fort Ritchie. 

4. Results of Review. Overall, data used for assessing 
installation values at Fort Ritchie was generally accurate, 
and the Army could use the data to make closure a.nd realign- 
ment analyses. Reported data for 9 of the 14 attributes was 
accurate, but data for 5 attributes included some incorrect 
values. Details on attributes reviewed and differences 
noted are in the annex. Conclusions on specific objectives 
follow. 
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SAAG-NER 
SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Fort Ritchie--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-7 09 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. Fort Ritchie reported 
accurate data for 9 of 14 attributes, but the remaining 
5 contained some incorrect values. 

(1) Accurate Data. Fort Ritchie reported accu- 
rate data for 9 attributes. We didn't identify any mistakes 
in values reported for Accessibility, Average Age of Facili- 
ties, Barracks and Family Housing, Buildable Acres, Family 
Housing Cost a Dwelling Unit, Maintenance Facilities, 
Operations/Administrative Facilities, Percent Permanent 
Facilities, and Supply and Storage Facilities. 

(2) Inaccurate Data, Data reported for five 
attributes (Environmental Carrying Capacity, Information 
Mission Area, Infrastructure, Mobilization Capability and 
Reserve Training) included errors. 

(a) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Fort 
Ritchie reported an incorrect value for one of seven factors 
related to this attribute. For the water quality factor, . 
Fort Ritchie reported that it twice exceeded the parameters 
of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
during FY 92. This equates to a value of 30 points. 
Discharge monitoring reports showed that the installation 
exceeded the parameters three times during the fiscal year, 
giving a total of 45 points. 

(b) Information Mission Area, Installation 
personnel incorrectly computed values for three of seven 
categories for this attribute. Multiplication errors 
resulted in incorrect category values for Outside Cable 
Plant, Common User Mainframe Support, and Post Wide Area 
Network/Defense Data Network Node, but didn't affect the 
overall attribute score of 1,370 points. 

- Outside Cable Plant. Fort Ritchie repclrted 
320 points. The category had 11 points and a 
weight of 20 points. Therefore the score should 
have been 220 points (11 points times 20). 

Common User Mainframe Support. Fort Ri,tchie 
reported 335 points. The category had 27 points 
and a weight of 15 points, equating to a score of 
405 points (27 points times 15). 

- Post Wide Area Network/Local Area Network. Fort 
Ritchie reported 45 points instead of 75 points. 
The category had 5 points and a weight of 
15 points ( 5  points times 15). 
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(c) Infrastructure. Fort Ritchie reported an 
incorrect value for one of four factors on this attribute. 
For the water factor, Fort Ritchie reported .552 million 
gallons a day. The Installation Master Plan, however, shows 
that Fort Ritchie's water capacity is .522 millio~l gallons a 
day. Fort Ritchie personnel told us the variance was a 
typographical error. 

(d) Mobilization Capability. Fort Ritchie 
reported incorrect values for two of six categories for this 
attribute. It reported 2,577 mobilization billets; our 
review identified 2,660 billets. Also, Fort Ritchie 
reported two indoor ranges with eight lanes. Our review 
showed that one of the two ranges, which was undergoing 
construction, will have five lanes. Therefore Fort Ritchie 
should have reported two indoor ranges with a total of nine 
lanes. 

(e) Reserve Training. Fort Ritchie reported 
incorrect values for this attribute's two categories. It 
reported 65 Reserve Component personnel for annual training 
and 2,340 days for individual duty training (baseld on 
65 soldiers training 2 days a month for 11 months and 
2 weeks annual training). Our review showed that the 
National Guard unit training at Fort Ritchie had 61 sol- 
diers--not 65--and wouldn't do annual training there. Thus 
Fort Ritchie shouldn't have reported any personnel in the 
annual training category. And the value it reported for 
individual duty training should have been 1,342 training 
days (61 soldiers multiplied by 22 days). 

b. Data Sources and Methods. Personnel used appro- 
priate sources and methods to determine data values for 
13 of 14 attributes. For the Reserve training attribute, 
Army guidance states that installations should compute the 
average training days for FYs 91-93. Fort Ritchie personnel 
didn't have actual Resenre training records for that period, 
so they reported the number of training days programmed for 
FY 95. 

c. Completeness of Records Kaintained. Fort Ritchie 
personnel generally maintained adequate supporting documents 
for the data values they reported, except for the Reserve 
Training attribute, as discussed previously. And, although 
documentation of past reserve component training was not 
available, the methodology/records used by Fort Ritchie to 
obtain an attribute value were reasonable and appropriate. 
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5 .  D i s c u s s i o n  of R e s u l t s .  We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. Charles Pearl, Director of Resource Man- 
agement and Ms. N a r t y  Shaffer, Budget Analyst on 3 June 
1994. They agreed with our conc1usi.ons and said that action 
had been or would be taken to correct and resubmi.t the 
attribute values to the Military District of Washington. 
This report isn't subject to the official command-reply 
process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl 
V 

ENRY P .  CULLERTON 
cegional Auditor General 

CF: 
Basing Study Office 
Commander, U.S. Military District 
of Washington 



ANNEX 

DATA ATTRIBUTES RNEWED 

Dats A t t r i b u t c  

Accaaa ib i l i t y  

Avaraga kU1.a Por t  Ri tchia  
Car r i roa  

(1 Avmrag. M1.a Carriaon and Tanmta I I 66  1 6 6  I 0  

I i a r r a c l u  and ~ a m i l y  Housing U n i t .  I 2.937 ( 
I I 

Avarage Ago1 
Sqrurm Poot 

I[ ~nvir-.nu1 Carrying Capacity Compoaita I n d u  

Arclu.ology and H i s t o r i c  B u i l d h g s  .49 .49 
0  

I I I 

41.48 

11 intormmcioo M a s i a  &a. Various I I I 

41.48 ! 0  

(1 ~ u c a i d .  a b l e  p l a n t  I I 320 1 1.20 1 100 

11 C-on ~1.r b in f ram.   upp port I I 335 1 b05 I ( 7 0 )  

Tota l  Scot. 1.370 1 ,370  ( 0  11 I I I 

D i g i t a l  Swirchod N.ruorklD~f.nao 
Data N.twrk Nod. 

Mil l ion Callona 
.552 

75 

Mill ion 
Mlovo lc  h p a  1 5 . 0 0 0 1  

75 / 0  

Sawaga Traacmanr 

ppp-p - 11 L n d f i l l  Dol lars  6 5 

Mil l ion Callonm 

* These are explained in the body of the memorandum. 

- 5  1/01 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Director, U.S. Army Redstone Arsenal 
Technical Test Center, ATTN: STERT-TE, 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama 35898-8052 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cross-Service Work 
Groups - -  INFORMATION MEMORANDUM CR 94-710 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
data your center provided for the test and evaluation data 
call for the DOD cross-service work group. The Director of 
Management requested the review. We will include results in 
this report in a summary report to higher levels of 
management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of Our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data the Army 
furnished DOD cross-service work groups. Our specific 
objectives were to determine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 

- Supported by reasonable documentation. 
- In accordance with cross-service work group, DA, and 
major c o m n d  guidance. 

We madCthe review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not followi.ng those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished DOD cross-service 
groups, we: 

- Revkwed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
c o m n d  guidance and compared it with procedures used 
by Redstone Technical Test Center personnel to 
respond to the DOD cross-service work group data 
call. 



- Interviewed personnel from Redstone Technical Test 
Center who helped prepare, review, and validate 
responses to the data elements. 

- Tracked responses to data elements to supporting 
documentation including accounting systems, 
memorandums, internal reports, and historfical 
workload data. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 
- Verified calculations of data values. 

3 . Background. 

a. Cross-Service Work Groups. The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides 
DOD a means to make needed adjustments to the installation 
structure. Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Base 
Realignment and Closure guidance memorandum, dated 7 January 
1994, established several Office of the Secretary of 

as for Defense-led study groups to evaluate opportunitic- 
cross-service base realignment and closure actions. Those 
work groups focus on: 

- Medical treatment facilities and graduate,medical 
education centers. 

- Test and evaluation facilities. 
- Laboratory facilities. 
- Undergraduate pilot training. 
- - Military depot maintenance activities. 
- Economic impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide general information needed to assess 
and identify cross-service opportunities. 

b .  Process. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army issued 
a 21 March 1994 memorandum implementing the DOD guidance and 
providing procedural instructions for Army data calls. Army 
guidance required responses from each activity identified in 
the cross-service data calls. Activities were to furnish 
these responses to their major commands. The major commands 
provided chtified data to the A m y  Basing Study Office. 
The Army Basing Study Office will then provide data to each 
of the cross-senrice work groups. This memorandlm addresses 
Your center's resDonse to the Army Rasing Study Office for 4 -  

the test and eva1;ation data call. 



c. Test,and Evaluation Data Call. The test and 
evaluation data call consisted of 94:data elements. The 
data elements included a mix of objective and subjective 
information about the center's mission, workload, and 
facilities. These questions were developed by the cross- 
service group to identify excess capacity and other cross- 
service opportunities. 

Redstone Technical Test Center--a subordinate command of 
U.S. A m y  Test and Evaluation Command--was requirled to 
provide responses for four test facilities. Those test 
facilities are the Component Test Facility, Inducled 
Environment Facility, Non-Destructive and Natural 
Environments Range, and the Small Missile Range. For each 
test facility's response, we evaluated the accuracy and 
supporting documentation of 23 of the 94 data elements. We 
reviewed the 23 data elements that focused on excless 
capacity, workload, and facilities. 

4. Results of Review. Overall, data provided b:y the 
Redstone Technical Test Center was generally accu:rate. 
However, some corrections are needed. Details on the 
elements we reviewed and differences noted are in the annex. 
Conclusions on specific objectives follow: 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. Redstone Technical Test 
Center's data call response had some errors. We identified 
the following errors that should be corrected and.reported 
to the U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command: 

- For data element 3.1.B (Facility Condition), all four 
test facilities used acquisition cost to report the 
replacement cost of their respective facilities. We 
believe this significantly understates the actual 

-cost to replace their facilities. 

- The Component Test Facility reported unconstrained 
capacity of 133,719 hours (data element 2 . . 2 . A ) .  The 
actual unconstrained capacity is 1,333,719 hours. 
The error was caused by a miscalculation of the 
reported data. 

- The Component Test Facility and the Induced 
Environment Facility omitted upgrades valued at 
$1.1 million and $325,000, respectively, from data 
element 3.1.B (Facility Condition). 

- The-Component Test Facility identified a Millimeter 
Wave Facility as a capital improvement (data element 
3.1.E.4) programmed for FY 95. The facility is 
ongoing and below the threshold of a capital project. 



b. Supporting Documentation. Redstone Technical Test 
Center generally maintained sufficient supporting 
documentation for all of the elements reviewed. In cases 
where the center didn't have records or the capability to 
track and monitor the requested data. personnel kept records 
that clearly explained their logic and any assumptions made 
in answering the requested data element. 

c. Compliance With Cross-Semite. DAf and Major 
Command Guidance. Generally, the center gathered and 
reported data consistent with cross-service work group, DA, 
and major command guidance. For example. the center's 
director certified the data was accurate to the best of his 
knowledge. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Redstone Technical Test Center personnel on 
12 July 1994. They agreed with our conclusions and said 
that action had been or would be taken to correct and 
retransmit corrected data element responses to U.S. Army 
Test and Evaluation Command. This report isn't subject to 
the official command-reply process. 

6 .  Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

. - 

dd'fi 
L. MCCAULLEY 

Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Amy Basing Study Office 
U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 
U.S. Army Missile Command 



Annex 

Component Test Facility 

-- 

Data C a l l  
Referanca Numbar 

Adequate 

-- 

In-house workload r epor t s  

2 .1 .B. l  

Yes 

Branch Chiafs  

U.S. Army Test  and Evaluatton 

Yes 

Yes 

Technology Dmvalopent and 
Acquis i t ion Plan 

3.1.C. 1 Envrronmantal Assessment Yes 

- 
Branch Chiefs  Yes 

Branch Chiefs  

j 
I 
I 

Program Elemants 23801, 63757, 63392, 64816, 23802. 62303, 
63238, CA0252. C16000. CA0260, CE8710. CA0286. C18600, 
C20000, CA0267, CA0275, C1920C1, C35200, CA0255, C22200, 
C70300. M0968. M0977, C7010Cl, E37335, E37337, E37333. 
E37334. CA0253. C59403, C61700 

Othar TkE - 98.0 workyaus  Other TkE - 84 .5  workyaus  
A/W - haman t s /waapons  
ThE - Test  and Evaluation 

3 . l . c . 6  

3 .1 .E.1  

Raportad 133.719 hours o f  annual  unconstrainad capaci ty ,  
should ba 1,333,719 hours  o f  a m u a l  unconstrainad capaci ty .  

No r o l e  i n  approvad war p l ans .  II 

Branch ~ h i a r s  

Branch Chiafs  

(1) Acqurs i t ion valua  ( S 4 8  mil . l ion)  usad aa replac-t cos t :  
raplacamant valua  would bo  s r & n i f i c a a t l y  h ighar  (no astimato 
a v a i l a b l a ) .  
( 2 )  3 upgradas planned b u t  not, r apor t ad  (os t imatad c o s t  of 
$1.125 m i l l i o n ) .  

Y ~ S  

Yes 

Limit of 600,000 pounds o f  p ropa l l an t  burnad is a c t u a l l y  an 11 
es t ima te  

Reportad 3 t e s t s  canceled bacauso of  coamarcial  o r  publ ic  (1 

Reported 3 t e s t s  cancalad because of encroachmaat. 

No s p a c i a l  a spec t s  t h a t  would enhance t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  

No adjacent  land s u r t a b l e  f o r  expansion t o  support  new 
missions o r  rncreased f o o t p r r n t s .  



Component Test Facility 

Branch Chiefs Yes Can support ail ieveis of secure operatrons. 

Reported a millimetar wavo facility as prosranmod for FY 95:  
facility is ongorns and below thm threshold of a capital 
project. 

Major Construction Actrvity 
project administrator 

1.4 square miles. Yes Branch Chiefs and map of 
facility 

Branch Chimfs and map of 
facility 

Yes 4.5 vertical miles; 0 horizontal milea. 

Branch Chiefs Yes Bills/Forest. 1 square milm; Open lowlands. 0.4 squue miles. 

Branch Chiefs Yes 0.5 percent of time 

Deputy Diroctor Yes Not appl.icable; don't test ail: vehicles. 

Deputy Director Yes Not applicable; don't test all: vehicles. 

Deputy Diroctor Not applicable; don't test air vehicles. Yes 

Deputy Dirmctor 

- 
Yes Not applrcable; don't test electronic combat systonu or 

subsystems. 

Not applrcable; don't test electronic combat syStemS or 
subsystems. 

Deputy Diroctor Yes 



Component Test Faciiity 



Induced Environments Test Facility 
- - - 

Data Call Sourca Adequate Result 
i Referenca Numbmr 

I 
i 
/ 2.1.B.2 

I 
2.2.A 

I 2.3.A 

U.S. Army Teat and EvaLuatron 
Cornand 

In-houaa workload reports 

Branch Chiefs 

Daputy Director 

Tachnolo8y Davalopmant and 
Acquraition Plan 

Environmantal Assaasment 

Branch Chiefs 

Branch Chiafa 

Branch Chiefs 

- 
Branch Chiefs 

I 

I 
I 

L 

3 l.C.l 

3.1.C.5.A 

3 1.C.6 

3.1.E.1 

3 1 E.2 

Yes 

Y es 

Y as 

Yas 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Y as 

Yes 

Yea 

Pro8ram Elammnts 23801. 63757, 63392. 64816. 23802. 62303. 
63238, CAO252. C16000, CA0260, CE8710, CA0286, C18600. 
C20000. CA0267, CA0275, C49200, C35200, CA0255. C22200, 
C70300, M0968. M0977, C70100, E37335, E37337, E37333, 
E37334, CA0253, C59403, C61700 

- FY 93 
A/W = 22.8 workyaars A/W = 23.9 workyears 
Othar ThE - 51.8 workyaara Othar T6E - 54.4 workyears 
A/W - h.manta/Waapona 
The - Test and Evaluation 
411,720 hours of unconstramacl capacity. 

No rola ln approved war plans. 

. - 
(1) Acqulsltion valua ($41.8 million) usad aa raplac.mant 
cost: raplacwant velum would ba sis73iiicantly hi6har (no 
estimata availabla). 
(2) 3 up8radaa plannad; only :! reportad (mi8aing upgrsda 
astimatad to cost S325.000). 

No limtting envlronmantal or oncroachmant charactariatics. 

No tast misslons cancelad. 

No test missions canceled. 

No special aspacts that would enhanca this facility. 

No adjacent Land sultabla for expansion to support new 
missions or ~ncreased footprints. 



Induced Environments Test Facility 
- - - 

Can support a l l  l e v e l s  of sectiro operations. 

No c a p i t a l  p ro jec t s  plannod. 

0 .3  squaro miles.  

4 9 v o r t i c a l  milos; 0 h o r i z o n e a l m i l o s .  

0 3 square m i l s s  of cultlvatoci lowland. 

. - 
Data not  ava i l ab le .  

Not applicablo; don ' t  t e s t  a i r  vehicles. 

Not appl icable;  don't  t e s t  ari: vehicles .  

Not appl.icablo; don ' t  t o s t  a i r  vohiclor .  

Not appl icabla:  don ' t  t e s t  e loc t ron lc  combat s y s t o m ~  o r  
subsystma.  

Not applzcablo: don ' t  t e s t  e loc t ron lc  combat s y r t w a  o r  
subsystems. 

h 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yor 

Yes 

Yes 

Branch Chiofs 

Major Construction Actzvity 
projmct admrnrstrator 

Branch Chiofs and map of 
f a c i l i t y  

Branch C h i ~ f s  and map of 
f a c z l ~ t y  

Branch Chiofr 

Branch Chrefs 

Deputy Diroctor 

- 
Deputy Director  

Daputy Dirmctor 

Deputy Diroctor 

- 
Deputy Director  

- 

1 1 E . 3  

I 
I 

3 1 E . 4  

3.1.G. 1 

3.1.G.7 

3  1 8 . 1  

10 

3 2.B.1 

3  Z.C.1 

3 2.C.6 

3 3 A 2  

3 3 B 1  
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Induced Environments Test Facility 

3 . 4 . A . 1  Branch Chiefs 

3.4.B.l.A Branch Chiefs and map of Not appl icable;  don't  conduct f l i g h t  tests. 



Non-Destructive and Natural Environments Test Facility 

-- 
Data Call 

Reference Number 
Source Adequate Reriult 

2.1.B.1 U.S .  A m y  Test and Evaluatron Yes Program Elements 23801, 63757, 63392, 64816, 23802, 62303, 
Colmand 63238, CA0252, C16000, CA0260, CE8710, CA0286, C18600, 

C20000. CA0267, CA0275. C49200. C35200, CA0255, C22200, 
C70300, M0968, M0977, C70100, E37335, E37337, E37333, 
E37334, CA0253, C59403, C61700 - 

Branch Chiefs 

2.1.B.2 

Deputy Diroctor 

In-house workload reports 

Y es 

- 
566,845 hours of unconstrained capacity. 

I 

Yes 

Technology Development and 
Acquisition Plan 

3.l.C.S.A Branch Chiefs ;.. 

- FY 92 FY 93 - .  
A/W = 34.8 workyeera A/W = 27.6 workyears 
Other The - 68.7 workyeus Other T&E - 74.9 workyeus 
A/W - Annaments/Weapona 
T ~ E  - ~ e s t  and Evaluations 

No 

Environmental Assessment 

Branch Chiefs 

Yes 

Branch Chiefs I yes 

Branch Chiefs Yea 

(1) Acquisition value (S40.5 ~iillion) used as repLac.m.nt 
cost; replacement value would be significantly higher (no 
estimate available). 
(2) 2 upgrades planned. 

No Limrting environmental or encroachment characteristics. I 
No test missrons canceled. 1 
No test missions canceled. s 
No specral aspects that would enhance thrs facility. I 
No adjacent land surtable for expansron to support new 
missions or increased footprints. 
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Non-Destructive and Natural Environments - - Test Facility 

- 

Branch Ch ie f s  

Major Const ruct ion  A c t i v i t y  
p r o j e c t  admin i s t r a to r  

Branch Chief. and map of 
f a c i 1 i t y  

Branch Ch ie f s  and map of 
f a c i l i t y  

Branch Chiefs  

Branch Chief. 

Deputy D i r e c t o r  

- 
Deputy Di rec to r  

-- 

Deputy D i r a c t o r  

Deputy D i r e c t o r  

- 
Deputy Di rec to r  

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Y.. 

Yes 

Yes 

Can suppor t  a l l  Levels o f  s ecu re  opera t rons .  

No c a p r t a l  p r o ~ e c t s  p lanned-  

5 . 8  square  m i l e s .  

3 . 5  n a u t i c a l  m i l e s .  

Forest/.Jungle. 1 squar. m i l e ;  Cu l t i va t ed  lowlmd ,  4 . 8  square  
mi l e s .  

Data n o t  available. 

Not app.LicabLe; don ' t  t e s t  a i r  v e h i c l e s .  

Not app l i cab le :  d o n ' t  t e s t  alr v e h i c l e s .  

Not app l i cab le ;  don ' t  t e s t  a i r  veh ic l e s .  

Not app l i cab le ;  d o n ' t  t e s t  e l .ec t ronic  combat syst-  o r  
subsystems. 

Not app l r cab le ;  d o n ' t  t e s t  el .ectronlc combat s y s t w s  o r  
subsystems. 
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Non-Destructive and Natural Environments Test Facility 
- - 

Not applicable; don't t e a t  directed enargy weapons. 

5 . 8  squma miles .  

Yes 

Yea 

3.4.A.1 

- 
3.4.B.l.A 

Branch Chiefs 

Brmch Chiefs and map of 
f a c i l i t y  
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Small Missile Range 

Data Call 
Roforenco Numbor 

Adequate Result 

Program Elomats 23801, 63757, 63392, 64816, 23802, 62303, 
63238, CA0252. C16000, CA0260, CE87lO. CA0286, C18600. 
C20000, CA0267, CA0275, C49200, C35200, CA0255, C22200, 
C70300, M0968, M0977, C70100, E37335, 337337, E37333. 
E37334, CA0253. C59403. C61700 

u 
A/W 9.7 uuikyearr 
Othor T6E -101.6 uurkyous Other T6E -100.7 rorkyoars 
A/W - Armam.nta/Woapoas 
T6E - Tort and Evaluatiw 

- -- 

2.1.B.2 In-houao workload reports Yor 

323.390 hours of uncorutrainod capacity. 2.2.A 

No rolo in approved war plans. s Deputy Diroctor 

Branch Chiofr Yoa 

(1) Acquisition valuo (S75.4 u~illion) used as replacameat 
cost; roplacoment valuo would be rienificantly highot (no 
0atfm.t. availabl.). 
(2) 2 upgrados plannod. 

Technology Dovolopont and 
Acquisition Plan 

- - 

No limiting onvironmontal or c~ncroachmont chuactorirtics. 

No 

Branch Chiofs No tort missions cancolod. 

Branch Chiefs No teat missiona cancolod. 

Typo of testing is constrained by Land; no Land available. Branch Chiofa 

No adjacont land suitablo for expanaron to support now 
missions or increased footprints. 

Yes 

Branch Chiefs Yes 



Small Missile Range - 
-- - 

Branch Chimfa I 
Major Construction Activity Yma 
projmct administrator 

Branch Chiefs and map of 
facility 

Branch Chimfa and map of 
facility 

Branch Chimfa Y as e Branch Chiefs 

Deputy Director Yms 

Dmputy Director Yea 

-- - - - - - 

Dmputy Dirmctor 

Dmputy Dirmctor ' 
Dmputy Dirmctor I 

Can support a11 lmvmla of smcurm opmrationa. 

No capital projmcta pluurmd. 

6 nautical miles. 

Mountains. 1.5 squ.rm miles; Formmt/Junslm. 1.5 squum milma: 
Cultivated lowland. 10.3 squum milma. 

Data not availablm. 

Not applicablm: don't teat air vmhiclms. 

Not applicable; don't tmst air vehic~ms. 

Not applicablm; don't tmat air vmhiclma. 

Not applicablm; don't teat mlrctronic combat systaM or 
subayatma. 

- 

Not applicablm; don't tart mls~ctronfc combat syrtams or 
subryrt.ma. 
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Undergraduate Pilot 
Training Data Call 

U.S. Army Aviation Center and 
Fort Rucker, Alabama 

21 September 1994 
Audit Report: CR 94-713 



DEPARTMENT OFTHE ARMY 
CENTRAL REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

12140 WOODCREST EXECUTlVE DRIVE 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63141-5046 

21 September 1.994 

Director of Management 
Director, Army Basing Study office 
Commander, U.S. Army Aviation Center and Fort Rucker 

This is our report on the audit of data furnished to the 
undergraduate pilot training joint cross-service work group. 
The Director of Management requested the audit. Because the 
audit was part of a multilocation audit, we will include 
these results in an overall report to senior Army 
management. 

These are the report's key !sections: 
I 

- The Summary of the Audit is an overview of what we 
audited and found. 

- General Information tells how we conducted the audit 
and gives other important information on matters 
related to the audit. 

- Annex A lists detailed information for the data 
elements reported by the activity. Annex B lists 
others receiving copies of the report. Annex C lists 
the audit staff. 

This report isn't subject to the command-reply process that 
AR 36-2 prescribes. 

I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation extended to us 
during the audit. 

FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

RAYMOND L. MCCAULLEY 
Regional Auditor General 
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WHAT WE AUDITED 

We audited the Army's response and supporting documentation 
for the undergraduate pilot training ~oint cross-service 
Work Groupls 1995 Base Realignment and Closure data call. 
The audit focused on procedures that reporting activities 
used to gather and submit data to the Army Basing Study 
Office. The Basing Study office will submit the information 
to the work group. 

The audit was part of a multilocation audit of data 
furnished to each of the Joint Cross-Service Work Groups. 
Therefore, we will include the results in a summary report 
to senior Army management. 

OBJECTIVES. CONCLUSIONS, AND SUGGESTED ACTIONS 

Our overall objective was to evaluate the accuralcy of data 
the Army furnished the DOD cross-service work groups. We 
established two specific objectives for the audit. Here are 
those specific objectives, our conclusions, and suggested 
actions. 

Obiective: To determine whether data was prepared in 
accordance with cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance. 

conclusion: Generally, data for all 23 elements we reviewed 
was prepared in accordance with cross-service work group, 
DA, and major command guidance. Aviation Center and 
Fort Rucker didn't comment on the usability of the 
installation for undergraduate pilot training, which was 
requested in the guidance as part of one data element. 
Command personnel stated they were unsure of how to answer 
the request so they didn't respond. 

The requested comment on usability gives command an 
opportunity to provide information--not addressed elsewhere 
in the data call--which may be useful to the cross-service 
work group. 

Susqested Action: Command should comment on the usability 
of the installation for undergraduate pilot training. 

Objective: To determine whether data reported WilS accurate 
and adequately supported. 
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Conclusion: Data command reported for 20 of the 23 data 
elements was accurate and adequately supported. One data 
element wasn't accurate, and two data elements weren't 
adequately supported. 

Command's reported amounts for the data element of 
additional capacity in flight operations per hour to be 
gained, given no operational funding constraints were 
inaccurate. Command used only operations in the most active 
month of FY 93 to report this data element. By using the 
most active month, command overstated the current level of 
activity. We believe that if command used an average of all 
months for the fiscal year, it would more accura~tely portray 
current levels of activity and, also, portray additional 
capacity to be gained. Command calculated the a~dditional 
capacity by subtracting the current level of act-ivity from 
the maximum capacity. 

The two data elements that weren't adequately supported were 
additional capacity to be'gained in terms of: 

f 

- Flight operations per hour, given no construction/ 
equipment funding constraints. 

- Student hours, given no construction/equi.pment 
funding constraints. 

Command responded to the flight operations element by 
stating that given unlimited construction/equipa~ent funding, 
any desired amount of capacity could be achieved[. Command 
replied to the student hours element with the cclmment that 
Fort Rucker would have unlimited capabilities if' unlimited 
resources were provided. Neither of these responses 
provided meaningful data, adequately supported by 
documentation to the cross-service work group. 

Details on the 23 elements we reviewed and the differences 
we noted are in Annex A. 

Suqqested Actions: 

Command should revise its reply addressing additional 
capacity to be gained in flight operations per h.our, given 
no operational funding constraints. The reply will provide 
a more accurate response if the current level of activity is 
based on an average of all months for the fiscal year, 
rather than the most active month. 

Command should resubmit its response for the dat.a elements 
additional capacity to be terms of both flight 
operations per hour and student hours--given no 
construction/equipment funding constraints. (We suggested, 
and command is considering, assigning unit costs to the two 
unsupported elements. By assigning unit costs, command 
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* 
could graph capacity to be gained for any level of funding- 
Command stated that support for the cost data could be 
obtained from the databases.) 

We discussed the results of our review and suggested actions 
with command personnel on 30 June 1994. Command personnel 
expressed no objections to our suggested actions and wanted 
to reserve any comments until they received the final audit 
report. 
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I AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

We performed the audit: 

- At the request of the Director of Management. 
- From June through July 1994. 

We performed the audit, in most material respects, in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Accordingly, we tested internal controls to the 
extent we considered necessary under the circumstances. We 
didn't follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
audit. 

The audit covered transactions representative of operations 
current at the time of the! audit. 

I 

We: 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with procedures used 
by Fort Rucker personnel to respond to the cross- 
service group data call. 

- Interviewed personnel from the Directorate of Plans, 
~raining, Mobilization and security; the Directorate 
of Public Works; and the Aviation Training Brigade. 
These personnel helped prepare, review, and validate 
responses to the data elements. 

- Tracked responses to data elements to supporting 
documentation including regulations, architectural 
and engineering drawings, memorandums, and maps. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
- Observed training facilities to verify classroom 
space for student capacity. 

- Reviewed 23 data elements from several hundred the 
cross-service work group included in the data call. 
Personnel from the Office of the Inspector General, 
DOD, assisted us in selecting the more significant 
data elements for our review. 
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, BACKGROUND 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, provides DOD a means to make needed adjustments to 
the installation structure. Deputy Secretary of Defense 
1995 Base Realignment and Closure guidance memorandum, dated 
7 January 1994, established several Office of the Secretary 
of Defense-led study groups to evaluate opportunities for 
cross-service base realignment and closure actions. Those 
work groups focus on: 

- Medical treatment facilities and graduate medical 
education centers. 

- Test and evaluation facilities. 
- Laboratory facilities. 
- Undergraduate pilot,training. 

I 

- Military depot maintenance activities. 
- Economic impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide information needed for assessing and 
identifying cross-service opportunities. The chief of Staff 
issued a 21 March 1994 memorandum implementing office of 
Secretary of Defense guidance and providing procedural 
instructions for Army data calls. Generally, each of the 
Army activities identified in the cross-service data calls 
were to furnish responses to the major commands which 
provided certified data to the Army Basing Study Office. 
The Army ~asing Study office then provided consolidated data 
to each of the cross-service work groups. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, 
Logistics and Environment) is responsible for policy and 
management of all Base Realignment and Closure initiatives. 

The Army Basing Study Office, established 1 August 1993, 
serves as the single Army staff point of contact for Base 
Realignment and Closure 1995. The Director, Army Basing 
Study Office has staff responsibility for: 
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- Army liaison with joint cross-service work groups. 
- Establishing and disseminating cross-service and 
DA guidance to major commands and reporting 
activities. 

As the Army's single point of contact for Base ~ealignment 
and Closure, the Army Basing Study Office was also 
responsible for: 

- Receiving and reviewing cross-service data furnished 
by major commands and reporting activities. 

- Forwarding data to the cross-service work groups. 
- Reviewing and supporting Army rec~rnmendati~ons to the 
cross-service work groups. 
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REVIEW OF REPORTED DATA ELEMENTS 

O b n ~ c l i ~ f U  limiting placement of planes in hangars Dyncorp CAD pmgnrn Yes No obstnrclion~ No obstructions 
Contract DhBTOl-92-R4072 
TM 55-1520-210-10 

Maximum number of sircnA maintained at installation Hirtorical Supplement, U S M V N C  Yes 1147 1147 -. 
Inlerviews with Vietnam-en employees 

New mi l iuq  missiona p l a ~ e d  for irutallation Inlewiew (oo new misaiona planned) Yea No new missions No new missiona 

I 
Possibility of inctusing utiliration of sinpace . 

AR95-2 Yes Yes Yes 
Memo for DARR to FAA. Southern Region, 27 Oct 93, Subjtcl: R e d c t t d  Aru lMi l iuq  

Opentiom Am Utilization 

Whether i n c d  in tenm of volume or  houn of use New Orlearn Sectioml Aemnrutical Chsn. 53rd Ed. Yes Both Both 
FAA Ioint Use Restricted Area Lenen of h e d u r e  

Whefher commercial open ton  pone connninta on opcntions U S M V N C  Regulation 210-5 Yes No conltminta No conrtninta 

- DARR - DA Regionrl Representative - FAA - Fedenl Aviation AdminisIration 
- TM - Technial Manual - TRADOC - U.S. Army Tnining and Doctrine Commsnd - UPT - Underpduate Pilot Tnining - U S M V H C  - U.S. Army Aviation Center - USMVNS - U.S. Army Aviation School 
- USACOE - U.S. Army Corps of Engineen 



Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRA1NI:NG 

Total Aircraft by Type and Fiscal Year 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRAINING 

Cairns Aircraft by Type and Fiscal Year 
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Aircraft 

AH-1 

AH-64 

AH-64A 

AH-64D 

C-12 

C-2 3 

CH-47D 

H-3 

OH-58A/C 

OH-58D 

ov-1 

TH-67 

u-2 1 

UH-1 

UH-60 

FY94 

3 

9 

2 

4 

2 

7 

5 

27 

4 

71 

48 

FY95 

4 

10 

4 

4 

2 

5  

40 

5  

92 

35 

FY96 

4 

6 

4 

4 

2 

5 

3 1 

3 

44 

35 

------ FY97 

4 

9 

4 

4 

2 

4 

34 

3 

36 

35 

FYOO 

2 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

34 

3 

36 

3 5  

FYOl 

2 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

34 

3 

36 

35 

FY98 

2 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

34 

3 

3 6  

3 5  

FY99 

2 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

34 

3 

36 

35 



ANNEX A 

- 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRAINING 

Hanchey Aircraft by Type and Fiscal Year 
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Aircraft 

AH- 1 

AH-64 

AH-64A 

AH-64D 

C-12 

C-23 

CH-47D 

H-3 

OH-58A/C 

OH-58D 

ov-1 

TH-67 

u-2 1 

UH-1 

UH-60 

FY94 

30 

57 

17 

33 

FY95 

18 

69 

18 

35 

FY96 

18 

51 

i8 

3 5 

FY97 ------ 
18 

48 

18 

36  

FY98 

20 

53 

18 

3 6 

FY99 

20 

53 

18 

3 6 



ANNEX A 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRAINING 

Lowe Aircraft by Type and Fiscal Year 

- 
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Aircraft 

AH-1 

AH-64 

AH-64A 

AH-64D 

C-12 

C-23 

CH-47D 

H-3 

OH-58A/C 

OH-58D 

ov-1 

TH-67 

u-21 

UH-1 

UH-60 

FY94 

71 

18 

135 

FY95 

67 

95 

123 

FY96 

1 

61 

88 

71 

. 
FY97 ------ 

58 

96 

53 

FY98 

58 

96 

52 

FY99 

58 

96 

52 



ANNEX A 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT NOT USED FOR TRAINING 

By Type and Fiscal Year 
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Aircraft 

AH- 1 

AH-64 

AH-64A 

AH-64D 

C-12 

C-23 

CH-47D 

H-3 

OH-58A/C 

OH-58D 

ov- 1 
TH-67 

u-21 

UH-1 

UH-60 

FY94 FY95 

1 

6 

3 

2 

1 

2 

3 

2 

4 

19 

6 

FY96 

1 

4 

3 

2 

i 
2 

2 

1 

4 

11 

6 

FY99 

1 

4 

4 

2 

1 

2 
I 

2~ 

1 

3 

4 

11 

FY97 ------  
1 

4 

4 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 

3 

11 

5 

FY98 

1 

4 

4 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 

3 

4 

11 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWU/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield 

Allen **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 22,800 15,900 19,500 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Brown **OH-58** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 
Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Cairns AAF **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 161,393 209,806 140,277 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 15,962 18,244 17,338 
Other 
Total Sorties 

 on-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Cairns AAF **UH-60** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 30,849 48,838 53,807 
Graduate Training 35,363 41,715 32,284 
Training Support 9,029 11,192 11,739 
Other 
Total Sorties 75,241 101,745 97,830 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield 

Cairns AAF **U-21** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 6,589 4,784 5,002 
Training Support 591 421 435 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Cairns AAF **C-12** 
Operational 

I 

Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 6,880 5,269 5,329 
Training Support 140 108 109 
Other 
Total Sorties 7,020 5,377 5,438 

Non-operational 
Standowns 24 24 24 
Maintenance 

Cairns AAF **OV-1** 
operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Highbluff **UH-60** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 7,332 6,156 8,052 
Graduate Training 8,268 5,244 5,148 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 15,600 11,400 13,200 

Non-operational 
Standowns 14 14 14 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield FY 91 - FY 92 - FY 93 

Hooper **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 32,700 
Graduate Trainina - 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Hunt **AH-1** 
Operational t 

Undergraduate Training 11,458 8,165 7,709 
Graduate Training 3,422 1,915 2,851 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Hunt **OH-58D** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 3,720 2,520 2,640 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Lowe AHP **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 223,702 173,292 100,663 
Graduate Training 12,856 12,090 28,398 
Training Support 20,571 16,120 17,600 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield FY 91 , FY 92 FY 93 

Lucas **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 15,600 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Runkle **UH-1** 
Operational I 

Undergraduate Training 10,640 3,850 3,225 
Graduate Training 5,560 33,050 2,475 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 16,200 36,900 5,700 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Skelly **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 21,000 12,600 8,700 
Graduate Training 
 raining Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 21,000 12,600 8,700 

Non-operational 
Standowns 9 9 9 
Maintenance 

Stinson **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 32,400 27,300 36,810 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 32,400 27,300 36,810 

Non-operational 
Standowns 14 14 14 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

Airfield 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Toth **UH-1** 
operational 
Undergraduate Training 8,400 
Graduate Trainina 

4 

Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Ech **AH-64** 
Operational I 

Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 11,100 11,700 10,680 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Goldberg **CH-47** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 11,900 6,610 6,840 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
standowns 
Maintenance 

Hanchey AHP **AH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 27,646 30,231 23,681 
Graduate Training 7,953 5,384 7,662 
Training Support 2,272 5,798 3,482 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 

Hanchey AHP **AH-64** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 42,340 41,239 29,034 
Training Support 6,892 5,623 3,959 
Other 
Total Sorties 49,232 46,862 32,993 

Non-operational 
Standowns 20 20 20 
Maintenance 

Hanchey AHP **CH-47** 
Operational I 

Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 18,708 8,936 8,139 
Training Support 5,277 1,962 2,859 
Other 
Total Sorties 23,985 10,898 10,998 

Non-operational 
Standowns 20 20 20 
Maintenance 

Hanchey AHP **OH-58D** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 
Graduate Training 13,179 8,239 11,034 
Training Support 1,969 1,569 1,796 

' Other 
Total Sorties 15,148 9,808 12,830 

Non-operational 
Standowns , 20 4 0 20 
Maintenance 

Shell AHP **OH-58A/C** 
operational 
Undergraduate Training 119,206 85,343 80,957 
Graduate Training 63,597 45,516 43,177 
 raining Support 15,894 11,379 10,795 
Other 
Total Sorties 198,697 142,238 134,929 

Non-operational 
Standowns 20 . 20 20 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 3 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF FLYING HOURS PER DA'Y 

Davlicrht N i s h t  - 

Average flying hours per day: 

FY 9 1  2904 21304 

FY 92 2904 1 4 5 2  

FY 93 2904 1 4 5 2  

- 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 5 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OPERATIONAL HOURS AIRFIELDS CAN SUPPORT 

Basefields 

Shell 
Lowe 
Hanchey 
Cairns 

Staqefields 

Allen 
Brown 
Ech 
Goldberg , 

Hatch I 

Highbluf f 
Hooper 
Hunt 
Louisville 
Lucas 
Runkle 
Skelly 
Stinson 
Tabernacle 
Toth 

Operational Hours 

- 
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Attachment 6 

A1)DITIONAL CAPACITY IN FLIGHT OPERATIONS-NO OIPERATIONAL 
FUNDING CONSTRAINTS 

Additional operational Hours 

Originally Suggested 
Staqefields Reported - Chanqes- 

Allen 
Brown 
Ech 
Goldberg 
Hatch 
Highbluf f 
Hooper 
Hunt 
Louisville 
Lucas 
Runkle 
Skelly 
Stinson 
Tabernacle 
Toth 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 7 

MAXIMUM SORTIE-GENERATING CAPACITY PER YEAR 

Aircraft Maximum Capacity 

AH-64 
AH-1F 
OH-58D (I) 
OH-58A/C 
CH-47D 
UH-1H 
UH-60 
TH-67 
ov- 1 
C-12 
u-21 I 

I 

Undergraduate P i l o t  Tra in ing Data Ca l l  (CR 94-713) Annex  page 35 



REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

FIELD CAT CODE FACILITY TYPE 

Allen 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

' 136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Brown 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Def ueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE 

Attachment 8 % 

QUANTITY 



Attachment 8 

FIELD 

REQUESTED MEASURE8 AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

CAT CODE 

Cairns AAF 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Highbluf f 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 -- 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

FACILITY TYPE 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Def ueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open ~mmunition Storage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
~ i r e c t  Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE QUANTITY 



FIELD 

Hunt 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

CAT CODE 

111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Lowe AAF 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

FACILITY TYPE 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE 

Attachment 8 
m 

QUANTITY 



Attachment 8 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

FIELD CAT CODE FACILITY TYPE UNIT MEASURE 

Lucas 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Runkle 111 
111 
111 

1 
113 
113 
121 

! 121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Def ueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open ~mmunition Storage 



Attachment 8 , 5 
REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

FIELD CAT CODE 

Skelly 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Stinson 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
i21 
121 
124 

136-36  (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

FACILITY TYPE 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammuniti~n St~rage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE QUANTITY 



FIELD 

Toth 

Attachment 8 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

CAT CODE FACILITY TYPE 

111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Ech 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Def ueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Def ueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE QUANTITY 



FIELD 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

CAT CODE 

Goldberg 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

Hanchey AH 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

FACILITY TYPE 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
~efueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
~rresting Gear 
Amunition Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, Rotor Wing 
Parking Pads 
Parking Aprons 
Access Aprons 
Direct Fueling 
Truck Fueling 
Defueling 
Fuel Storage 
Carrier Lighting 
Arresting Gear 
 munition Storage 
~mmunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE 

Attachment 8 kz z 
M 
X 

QUANTITY 



FIELD 

A t t a c h m e n t  8 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

CAT CODE 

S h e l l  AF 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

4 2 2  ( A F )  
4  2 5 

FACILITY TYPE 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
Runways, R o t o r  Wing 
P a r k i n g  P a d s  
P a r k i n g  Aprons  
A c c e s s  Aprons  
Direct F u e l i n g  
Truck  F u e l i n g  
D e f u e l i n g  
F u e l  S t o r a g e  
C a r r i e r  L i g h t i n g  
A r r e s t i n g  G e a r  
Amuni t ion  S t o r a g e  
Ammunition S t o r a g e  
Open Ammunition S t o r a g e  

UNIT MEASURE QUANTITY 

USN - U.S. Navy 
AF - U . S .  A i r  F o r c e  



Attachment 9 

SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 

Restricted Areas: 

Name: R-2103 

Location: Ft. Rucker, AL 

Size: 60 sq. mi. (area) 
2.76 st. mi. (altitude) 
165.9 cu. mi. (volume) 

Available Times: Continuous 

Airspace Controlling Activity: FAA, Jacksonville ARTCC 

Scheduling Activity: Commanding General, U.S. Army Aviation Center, Ft. Rucker, AL 

Method of ScoringlRecording: NA 

Proximity to Airport Traffic Areas: No airport traffic areas impact training. 

Provider of radar/cornmunications coveragelcontrol: Cairns Army Radar Approach Control 
(radar and communications) 

Owner of land under training airspace: Army 

Distance en route: 5 NM or less 

Environmental limitations impeding mission: None 

Land, sea, or air encroachments endangering long-term availability: Ncone 

The following Restricted Areas are within 100 NM of Ft. Rucker, but the requested information 
isn't available at Ft. Rucker: 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 9 

SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 

Military Operations Areas: 

Name: Rucker A 

Location: Ft. Rucker, AL 

Size: 280.0 sq. mi. (area) 
0.26 st. mi. (altitude) 
74.20 cu. mi. (volume) 

Available Times: By notice to airmen, at least 24 hours in advance 

Airspace Controlling Activity: FAA, Jacksonville ARTCC 

Scheduling Activity: Commanding Gmeral, U.S. Army Aviation Center, Ft. Rucker, AL 

Method of ScoringlRecording: NA 

Proximity to Airport Traffic Areas: No airport traffic areas impact training. 

Provider of radarlcommunications coverage/control: Cairns Army Radar Approach Control 
(radar and communications) 

Owner of land under training airspace: MOA floors don't extend to the land surface. As 
such, there's no requirement to control the property under the airspace. 

Distance en route: 5 NM or less 

Environmental limitations impeding mission: None 

Land, sea, or  air encroachments endangering long-term availability: None 

Name: Rucker B 

Location: Ft. Rucker, AL 

Size: 330.0 sq. mi. (area) 
0.26 st. mi. (altitude) 
87.45 cu. mi. (volume) 

Available Times: By notice to airmen, at least 24 hours in advance 

Airspace Controlling Activity: FAA, Jacksonville ARTCC 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 9 

SPECIAL USE AtRSPACE 

Scheduling Activity: Commanding General, U.S. Army Aviation Center, Ft. Rucker, AL 

Method of ScoringiRecording: NA 

Proximity to Airport Traffic Areas: No airport traffic areas impact training. 

Provider of radarlcommunications coveragelcontrol: Cairns Army Radar Approach Control 
(radar and communications) 

Owner of land under training airspace: MOA floors don't extend to the land surface. As 
such, there's no requirement to control the property under the airspace. 

Distance en route: 15 NM or  less 

Environmental limitations impeding:mission: None 

Land, sea, or air encroachments endangering long-term availability: None 

Name: Rucker C 

Location: Ft. Rucker. AL 

Size: 396.0 sq. mi. (area) 
0.26 st. mi. (altitude) 
104.94 cu. mi. (volume) 

Available Times: By notice to airmen, at least 24 hours in advance 

Airspace Controlling Activity: FAA, Jacksonville ARTCC 

Scheduling Activity: Commanding General, U .S. Army Aviation Center, 13. Rucker, AL 

Method of Scoring/Recording: NA 

Proximity to Airport Traffic Areas: No airport traffic areas impact training. 

Provider of radarlcomrnunications coveragelcontrol: Cairns Army Radar Approach Control 
(radar and communications) 

Owner of land under training airspace: MOA floors don't extend to the land surface. As 
such, there's no requirement to control the property under the airspace. 

Distance en route: 20 NM or less 

Environmental limitations impeding mission: None 

Land, sea, or air encroachments endangering long-term availability: None 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 9 

SPECIAL USE AJRSPACE 

ARTCC - Air Route Traffic Control Center 

MOA - Military Operations Area 

NM - Nautical Miles 

The following Military Operations Areas are within 100 NM of Ft. Rucker, but the requested 
information isn't available at Ft. Rucker: 

Pensacola South and Pensacola North 

Camden Ridge 

Pine Hill East 

Eglin A East, A west, B, C, D, E, and F 

Rose Hill 

Moody 1 and h4oody 2 

Tyndall A, B, C, D, E, and G 

Alert Areas: 

Name: A-21 1 

Location: Ft. Rucker, AL 

Size: 9,000 sq. mi. (area) 
0.871 st. mi. (altitude) , 

104.94 cu. mi. (volume) 

Available times: 0600-2200 M-F 

Airspace Controlling Activity: NA 

Scheduling Activity: Commanding General, U.S. Army .Aviation Center, Ft. Rucker, AL 

Proximity to Airport Traffic Areas: There are five areas of Class D airspace wlthin A-211. 
Four of the areas-Shell, Andalusia, Troy, and Cairns--are in direct support of the flight 
training mission of the installation. The fifth area--Dothan--is within 25 air miles of A-21 1. 
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SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 

Attachment 9 

Provider of radar/comrnunications coveragelcontrol: Cairns Army Radar Approach Control 
(radar and communications) 

Owner of land under training airspace: There is no requirement to cont~ol the surface under 
A-21 1. 

Distance en route: Immediate proximity (four of five areas). 25 NM (one area). 

Environmental limitations impeding mission: None 

Land, sea, or air encroachments endangering long-term availability: None 

The following Alert Areas are within 100 NM of Ft. Rucker, but the requested information 
isn't available at Ft. Rucker: 

Percentage of possible increase in usable airspace: 

Usable airspace: 37.5 % possible increase (8,000 to 1 1,000 sq. mi.) 

Density: 346.4% possible increase (one aircraft every 44.64 sq. mi. to one aircraft every 10 
sq. mi.) 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 10 

ADDITIONAL CAPACITY IN STUDENT HOURS 

Training Current Projected Gain In 
Facility Capacity Ca~acity Clapacity - 

Totals 5,337,552 16,012,656 10,675,104 
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Attachment 11 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT BASED.AND PARKED ON AE'RONS 

Airfield 

Hanchey AH-64 
CH-47 
AH- 1 
0-58D 

Lowe 

Cairns 

Shell 

Knox 

UH-1 
, TH-67 
; UH-60 
ov- 1 
C-12 
u-2 1 
OH-58A/C: 
OH-58D 
AH-1 
AH-64 
CH-47 

- - 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 12 

OBSTRUCTIONS LIMITING PLACEMENT OF PLANES ON APRON 

Aircraft 

UH-1 
AH- 1 
OH-58A/C 
UH-60 
AH-64 
CH-47 
TH-67 
C-12 
ov-1 
u-2 1 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 13 

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT TO BE HOUSED I N  HANGARS 

Aircraft Maximum 
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ANNEX B 

OTHERS RECEIVING COPIES OF THE REPORT 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (~inancial ~anagement) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (~nstallations, ~ogistics 
and Environment) 

~ssistant ~ecreta;~ of the Army (Manpower and Reserve 
~f fairs) 

~ssistant- Secretary of the Army (Research, Development and 
Acquisition) 

Director of the Army Staff 
The Inspector General 
chief of Legislative Liaison 
chief of Public Affairs 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans 
Deputy Chief of Staff for .Personnel 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics 
Assistant Chief of Staff fbr Installation Management 
Chief of Engineers 
Commanders 
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 
U.S. Army Materiel Command 
U.S. Army Criminal Investigation command 
Third Region. U.S. Army Criminal ~nvestigation Command 

commandant, U.S. Army Logistics Management College 
Director, Center for Army Lessons Learned 

Comptroller, Department of Defense 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Directors 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 

Auditor General, Air Force Audit Agency 
Auditor General, Naval Audit Service 

Undergraduate P i l o t  Training Data Cal l  (CR 94-713) Annex E/Page 53 



ANNEX C 
_ I  ' i  

AUDIT STAFF 

Central R e q i o n a l  O f f i c e  

Ralph H. Bruns 
Wini f red  C. Cur ran  
Ben V. Sche f f e r  
J e r r y  P. S m i t h  

MICOM F i e l d  O f f i c e  

Joseph  W .  Beard 
J e r r y  R. Hopper 
George R.  Cash 

Fort Rucker F i e l d  Office 

J a s o n  M. McVey , 
I 

- 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  
U . S .  A R M Y  A U D I T  .AGENCY 
N O R T H E A S T E R N  R E G I O N  

1027 A R C H  S T R E E T  
P H I L A D E L P H I A .  P E N N S Y L V A N I A  1 9 107-23 17 

SAAG-NER (36-5e) 15 June 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Garrison Commander, Carlisle Barracks, ATTN: 
ATZE-GC, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania 
17013-5002 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Pha.se I - 
Installation Assessment, Carlisle Barracks--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 9 4-7 06 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
installation assessment your command did for the 1995 Army 
Basing Study. The Director of Management requested the 
review. We will include data in this report in a summary 
report to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for assess- 
ing installation values. Our specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 
- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 
We made the review during May and June 1994. :In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data used for assessing 
installation values, we: 

- Reviewed DA guidance on installation assessments and 
compared it with the guidance and methods Carlisle 
Barracks personnel used to determine attribute values. 

- Interviewed personnel from the Directorates of Resource 
Management, Public Works, Information Management, and 
Plans and Training who helped prepare, review and 
validate reported attribute values. 



SAAG-NER 
SUBJECT: Review of the Army ~asing~~tudy - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Carlisle Barracks--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-706 

- Tracked values to supporting data in the Headquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System as of April 
1994. 

- Compared selected data in the Integrated Facilities 
System to Real Property Records (DA Forms 2877). 

- Reviewed the installation Master Plan and C:ultural 
Resource Management Plan, area and installa.tion maps, 
financial reports and various environmental. studies and 
reports. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
3. Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base C1osur:e and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides a timely, 
independent and fair process for closing and realigning 
U.S. Military installations. The Army established the 
Basing Study Office to manage the study process. The office 
divided the study into two phases. Under phase I the Army 
does installation assessments to measure the relative mili- 
tary value of its installations. Under phase I1 the Army 
identifies and evaluates alternatives for closure and 
realignment. This memorandum addresses only our review of 
your command's installation assessment process. 

b. Attributes. Carlisle Barracks is a subordinate 
activity of the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command that 
the Army categorizes as a professional education installa- 
tion. Installations in this category were required to 
report data for 20 attributes to the Basing Study Office. 
DA provided values for 5 of the 20 attributes. Training and 
Doctrine Command required Carlisle Barracks to report data 
for 7 of the 15 remaining attributes and to verify data 
command reported for the 7 of the other 8 remaining 
attributes. We evaluated the accuracy of data for the 
14 attributes that Carlisle Barracks reported or verified. 

4. Results of Review. Overall, data used for assessing 
installation values at Carlisle Barracks was generally 
accurate, and the Army could use the data to make closure 
and realignment analyses. Reported data for 11 of 14 attri- 
butes was accurate, and data for 3 attributes included some 
incorrect values. Details on attributes reviewed and dif- 
ferences noted are in the annex. Conclusions on specific 
objectives follow: 



SAAG-NER 
SUBJECT: Review of the Army BasingyStudy - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Carlisle Barracks--1NFOlRMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-706 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. Carlisle Barracks 
reported accurate data for 11 of 14 attributes, :but the 
remaining 3 attributes included some incorrect values. 

(1) Accurate Data. Carlisle Barracks reported 
accurate data for 11 attributes. We didn't identify any 
discrepancies in values reported for Applied 1ns.tructional 
Facilities, Average Age of Facilities, Barracks, Buildable 
Acres, Family Housing, Family Housing Cost a Dwelling Unit, 
General Instructional Facilities, Infrastructure, Mobiliza- 
tion Capability, Reserve Training, and Workspace. 

(2) Inaccurate Data. Data reported for three 
attributes (Environmental Carrying Capacity, Information 
Mission Area, and Percent of Permanent Facilities) included 
mistakes. 

(a) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Carlisle 
Barracks reported values for eight factors for this attri- 
bute. Values for seven were accurate, but the historical 
building factor included five incorrect values: 

- Historical Buildings Density. The barracks 
reported a density of 103 historic buildings. 
However, a 1991 Cultural Resource Management Plan 
and enclosed map for the barracks identified 
104 buildings. 

- National Register of Historic Places. The bar- 
racks reported 26 buildings on the National Regis- 
ter of Historic Places. Supporting registration 
documentation identified only 22 buildings. 

- Eligible Buildings. The barracks reported 
76 buildings eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. It should have reported 
82 buildings. All 104 historic buildings identi- 
fied in the Cultural Resource Management Plan are 
eligible less the 22 already registered. 

- Buildings Surveyed. The barracks reported 
27 buildings surveyed. The Cultural Resource 
Management Plan, however, showed that a contractor 
surveyed 102 buildings in 1991. 

- Percent Completed. The barracks reported that 
surveys were completed on 26 percent of its build- 
ings. It should have reported 98 percent (102 of 



SAAG-NER 
SUBJECT: Review of the Army BasingxStudy - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Carlisle Barracks--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-706 

104 buildings) based on the contractor's survey 
cited in the Cultural Resource Management Plan. 

(b) Information Mission Area. Carlisle Barracks 
reported incorrect values for three of seven cat:egories in 
this attribute: 

- Telephone Switching. Personnel used an August 
1993 survey of the switching system to determine 
the value of 250 points in the telephone switching 
category. However, this survey didn't include 
telephone lines for a new building recently con- 
structed at the barracks. To accommodate the new 
building, the barracks increased the number of 
equipped and expandable telephone lines. This 
action increased the value for telephone switching 
to 400 points. 

- Common User Mainframe Architecture. The barracks 
reported 450 points for this category,, including 
75 points for being a regional data center for the 
Army Standard Information Management System. 
However, this isn't the case. Information manage- 
ment personnel at the barracks told us they aren't 
a regional data center or data processing center 
for the system. Therefore the barracks should 
have reported only 375 points in this category. 

- Digital Switched Network/Defense Data Network 
Node. The barracks didn't report poirlts for the 
Military Network or the Defense Information Sys- 
tems Network. However, information management 
personnel at the barracks told us they have and 
use both networks. Therefore the value for this 
category should be increased from 25 t:o 75 points. 

(c) Percent of Permanent Facilities. Training 
and Doctrine Command asked Carlisle Barracks to verify the 
76.51 percent that command reported for this attribute. To 
do this, barracks personnel reviewed the age distribution 
report from the Headquarters Real Property Planning and 
Analysis System and found that 98 percent of the buildings 
were permanent. The barracks reported this change to com- 
mand. We reviewed the documentation barracks personnel used 
and agree that 98 percent is correct. 

b. Data Sources and Methods. Carlisle Barracks 
followed Army installation assessment guidance and used 



SAAG-NER 
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Installation Assessment, Carlisle Barracks--1NFOliMATION 
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appropriate sources and methods to obtain data values for 
the 14 attributes reviewed. 

c. Completeness of Records Maintained. Carlisle 
Barracks maintained adequate records to support reported 
data values. Barracks personnel had sufficient (documenta- 
tion on file to verify reported val.ues for the 14 attributes 
reviewed. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Lieutenant Colonel McIlwain, Director of 
Resource Management, and Mr. DiDomenico, Budget Analyst, on 
3 June 1994. They agreed with our conclusions and said that 
action had been or would be taken to correct and retransmit 
attribute values to the Training and Doctrine Command. This 
report isn't subject to the official command-reply process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperaticln extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl 

CF : 
Basing Study Office 
Commander, U.S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command 



ANNEX 

DATA ATTRIBUTES REVIEWED 

*Differencar are explained in the body of the memorandum. 

* *U.S.  Army Training and Doctrine Command reported the value. Carlirle Barrackin -8 responrible for 
verifying che value. 
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General Instructional Facilities** 

Information Mission Area 

Telephone Switching 

Outside Cable Plant 

Cotnmon User Mainframe Support 

Defense Switched Network1 
Defense Data Network Node 

Post Wide ArenILoca1 Area 11 Networks 

)I Telecommunications Center 

11 Video Teleconference 

Total Score 

11 water 

II Sewage Treatment 

Electricity I 11 Landfill 

11 Percent Permanent Facilities** 
I 
1) Reserve Training 

Mobilization Capability 

11 Annual Training 

1) Individual Duty Training 

Square Feet 260,000 260,000 
0 1 

Various 
I I 

Gallons/Day 
(Millions) 

GallonsIDay 
(Millions) 

1 .O 

.25 

Kilovolt 
Amperes 
(Millions ) 

Various I 0 1 0 1 0 

l . O  0 

Dollars/Short 
Ton 

Percent 76.51 

10.000 10,000 

$41.69 

*Differences are explained in the body of the memorandum. 

$41.69 I 0 

Square Feet 

**U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command reported the value. Carlisle Barrack.9 was responsible for 
verifying the value. 

107,000 107,000 0 
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SAAG-NER (36-5e) 15 June 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Savanna Army Depot Ac!tivity, 
Savanna, Illinois 61074-9636 

SUBJECT: Review.of the Army Basing Study - Pha~se I - 
Installation Assessment, Savanna Army Depot Activity-- 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM NR 94-707 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of 
installation assessment your command did for the 1995 Army 
Basing Study. The Director of Management requested the 
review. We will include data in this report in a summary 
report to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objecti-ve of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for 
assessing installation values. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 
- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 
We made the review during May and June 1994. I:n most 
material respects, we made the review in accorclance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

Our review consisted of: 

- Comparing the DA guidance for the appropriate determin- 
ing the value of installation assessment attributes 
with the guidance and method that Savanna Army Depot 
Activity used. 

- Reviewing the source data and documentation supporting 
the values the depot reported. 

- Verifying the mathematics used to determine the 
reported values. 
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.We also made limited tests of the accuracy of the data 
values reported. This included: 

- Reviewing installation real property records and visit- 
ing some facilities to evaluate the reasonableness of 
the records. 

- Reviewing installation maps. 
- Confirming by telephone the data provided :by individu- 
als not located at the depot. 

- Discussing the data provided by individuals at the 
depot. 

- Reviewing accounting records for prior yea:rsl actual 
costs. 

- Reviewing regulatory guidance. 
3. Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base C1osu:re and 
Realignment Act of 1990 provides a fair process that will 
result in the timely closure and realignment of military 
installations. The Army established the Basing Study Office 
to manage the study process. The office divided the study 
process into two phases. Under phase I the A n w y  assesses 
the relative military value of its installations. Under 
phase I1 the Army identifies and evaluates alternatives for 
realignment and closure. This memorandum addresses only our 
review of your command's participation in the installation 
assessment process. 

b. Attributes. The depot reported data values for 
20 attributes. DA identified 17 of the attributes as apply- 
ing to ammunition storage installations. The U.S. Army 
Industrial Operations Command (Provisional) directed the 
depot to provide data values for three additional attri- 
butes. We reviewed the basis for the values for all 
20 attributes. The annex identifies the attributes the 
depot reported. 

4. Review Results 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The depot didn't 
report accurate values for 8 of 20 attributes. For four 
attributes, the reported value was inaccurate by more than 
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.10 percent. Here are the attributes with inaccuracies of 
more than 10 percent: 

- Available Workforce. The depot reported an avail- 
able workforce of 25,090. It should have reported 
29,857. The depot didn't use the correct census 
information. 

- Buildable Acres. The depot reported 1,992 build- 
able acres. It should have reported 494 buildable 
acres. The depot included 1,498 acres in safety 
fan areas adjacent to ammunition bunkers. DA 
guidance for calculating buildable acres specifi- 
cally excludes safety fan areas. The depot 
included the safety fan areas because DOD 
6055.9-STD (DOD Ammunition and Explosive Safety 
Standards) allows storage of some materiel in 
these areas (for example, the inert components of 
ammunition). The depot reasoned that because the 
areas can be used to store some materiel, they 
should be included in the depot's buildable acre 
inventory. 

- Excess Capacity-Storage. The depot reported 
153,000 square feet of excess storage capacity, 
based on the Headquarters Real Property Planning 
and Analysis System (the source specified in the 
DA installation assessment guidance). Our inspec- 
tion of the buildings in the depot's calculation 
showed they contained only 107,000 square feet of 
available space. 

- Family Housing Cost A Unit. The depot reported a 
cost of $5,450 a unit. It should have reported a 
cost of $9,027. The depot considered only mainte- 
nance cost in calculating its value, when it 
should have included costs for administration, 
furnishings, services and utilities. When it did 
the calculations, the depot didn't have the 
DA-revised guidance to include these additional 
costs. 

For the remaining four attributes, the inaccuracies were 
less significant. Here are the four attributes with minor 
inaccuracies: 

- Ammunition Storage. The depot reported 2 ,427 ,000  
square feet of ammunition storage space, based on 
the Real Property Planning System. It: should have 
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reported 2,426,000 square feet of spac:e. The 
depot's real property records show that the source 
system included about 1,000 square feet more than 
it should have. 

- Average Age of Facilities. The depot reported 
that the average age of its facilities was 
52.5 years. (Again, the number was from the Real 
Property Planning System.) The depot should have 
reported either 52 years (if only buildings are 
included) or 49.5 years (if facilities such as 
roads and outside storage areas are included). 
These are the correct numbers based on the depot's 
real property records. 

- Deployment Network. The depot reported that the 
nearest port was 956 miles distant and that the 
nearest airfield was 76 miles. It should have 
reported 926 miles for the port and 63 miles for 
the airfield. The U.S. Government Mileage Guide 
indicates that the nearest port (Bayonne, New 
Jersey) is 926 miles away. The nearest airfield 
with the needed capability is in Moline, 
Illinois--63 miles away--not in Rockford, 
Illinois. 

- Encroachment. The depot reported a population of 
36.2 a square mile. It should have reported 35.6. 
The depot used incorrect census information. 

The annex shows the data values that the depot reported and 
we verified for all 20 attributes. 

b. Data Sources and Methods. The depot followed the 
DA installation assessment guidance for determining data 
values, except for: 

- Including safety fan areas in buildable acres. 
- Not including all cost factors in the value for 
family housing cost a unit. 

- Using a factor based on the Variable Housing 
Allowance that service members receive at the 
depot. The Industrial Operations Command (Provi- 
sional) told the depot to use this fac:tor instead 
of the Cost of Living Index because the depot 
wasn't included in the index's calculation. 
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c. Completeness of Records Maintained. Depot person- 
nel had adequate documentation to support their reported 
data values. The information was cross-referenced and 
maintained by the Chief, Installation Support Division. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Major Richard Thibodeau, Commander and Mr. Arlen 
Dahlman, Chief, Installation Support Division. They agreed 
with our conclusions and said the inaccurate data values 
would be corrected and retransmitted to the Industrial 
Operations Command (Provisional). This report isn't subject 
to the official command-reply process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl P. CULLERTON 
Regional Auditor General 

CF: 
Commander, U.S. Army Materiel 
Command 

Basing Study Office 
Commander, Industrial Operations 
Command (Provisional) 
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> 

Ammunition Storage 

Available Workforce 

Average Age of Facilities 

Base Operations and 
Mission Population 
BASOPS Account 
RPMA Account 
Environmental 
Audiovisual 
Base Communications 
Family Programs 

Buildable Acrea 

Coat of Living 

Deployment Network 
Railhead 
Port 
Airfield 
Highway 

Encroachment 

Environmental Capacity 
Historic Sites 
Endangered Species 
Uetland8 
Total Installation 
Air Qunlity 
Water Quality 
Noise Quality 
Contaminated Sitea 

Excess Capacity 
Storage 

Information Mission Arms 

Inf rastructura 
Sewage Treatment 
Water Supply 
Electrical 
Solid Waate Landfill 

hintenmce Pluibility 
Commodities Reparable 

MCA Coat Factor 

Pemanent Pacilitias 

Quantity-Distance 

Reaerve Training 
Annual 
Iorctiva Duty 

Square Peat 

Population 

Years 

Dollars 

Acres 

Indox 

Miles 

Population a Sqrure Mile 

Number 
Number 
Percent of Tot.1 Acre. 
Acrea 
1 - Attainment 
Violations 
Acres 
Number 

Square Poet 

Points 

CallonslDey (Killions) 
CallonsIDey (Millionr) 
KVAIDay (Millions) 
DolhrsIDay (Tons) 

Number 

I n d u  

Percent 

Waivers 

Personnel 
U o r b y s  

2,427,000 

25,090 

52.5 

$6,058,745 
4,275,341 
1,012,321 

143,700 
289,100 

96,479 

1,992 

$9.02 

.1 
956 

76 
52 

36.2 

52 
1 

6,174 
13,062 

1 
0 
0 

74 

153,000 

885 

.36 
7.60 
5.50 

$46.20 

2 

1.08 

96 

0 

95 
7 ,061 

2,426,000 1 1  

29,857 21 

52149.5 21 

$6,058,745 
4,275,341 
1,012,321 

143,700 
289,100 

96,479 

494 61 

$9.02 21 

.1 
926 6-1 

63 71 
52 

35.6 2/ 

52 
1 

6,174 
13,062 

1 
0 
0 

74 

107,000 81 

885 

.36 
7.60 
5.50 

$46.20 

2 

1.08 

96 

0 

95 
7,061 - 
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Other Elemente 
Off-Post Adequate 

Family Unite 
on-Post Family 
Dwelling Unite 

Family Eouaing Cost 
A Unit 

Locality Pay Factor 

Number 

Number 

Dollare a Unit $5,450 $9,027 21 
Percent 1.03 1.03 

NOTES : 

1/ Information from the Headquarters Real Property Plan- - 
ning and Analysis System shows 1,286 square feet more for 
category 42200 than Savanna Depot's real property records 
show. 

2 /  The depot didn't use the correct 1990 census - 
information. 

3 /  Information from the Real Property Planning System - 
shows a higher average age of facilities than the depot's 
real property records show. Using only buildings, the real 
property records show an average age of 52. If all facili- 
ties at the depot are included (including facilities such as 
roads and outside storage areas as well as builtiings), the 
real property records show an average age of 4 9 . 5  

4 /  Of the 1,992 acres reported, 1,498 were in safety fan - 
areas. DA guidance excludes safety fan areas from the 
calculation of buildable acres. 

5/ A cost of living index factor wasn't available for the - 
depot area. The depot used DAIS Variable Housiing Allowance 
Factor instead. 

6/ The U.S. Government Mileage Guide shows the mileage to - 
Bayonne, New Jersey as 926. 

7/ The depot used the 76 miles to the Rockford, Illinois - 
airport when the Moline, Illinois airport is closer and has 
the needed capability. Mileage to the Moline a.irport is 63. 

8/ Our inspection of the general storage buildings showed - 
less storage space available. 

9/ The depot included only maintenance costs. It should - 
also have included costs for administration, fu.rnishings, 
services and utilities. 
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SAAG-NER (36-5e) 15 June 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Communication-Electronics 
Command and Fort Monmouth, Fort Monmouth, New Jersey 
07703-5000 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Fort Monmouth--1NFORMAT'ION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-708 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of 
installation assessment that your command did folr the 1995 
Army Basing Study. The Director of Management requested the 
review. We will include data in this report in a summary 
report to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for assess- 
ing installation values. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 
- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 
We made the review during May and June 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accorda:nce with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

Our review consisted of: 

- Comparing the DA guidance for determining the value of 
installation assessment attributes with the guidance 
and method Fort Monmouth used. 

- Reviewing the source data and documentation supporting 
the values Fort Monmouth reported. 
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- Performing limited tests on the accuracy of the data 
values reported. 

- Verifying the mathematics used to determine the 
reported values. 

3. Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 provides a fair process that will 
result in the timely closure and realignment of military 
installations. The Army established the Basing Study Office 
to manage the study process. The office divided the study 
process into two phases. Under phase I the Army assesses 
the relative military value of its installations. Under 
phase I1 the Army identifies and evaluates alternatives for 
realignment and closure. This memorandum addresses only our 
review of your command's participa.tion in the ir~stallation 
assessment process. 

b. Attributes. Fort Monmouth reported data values 
for 11 of the 12 attributes that will be used to assess the 
relative value of commodity installations. The annex iden- 
tifies these attributes. DA will provide the value of the 
12th attribute--available workforce. 

4. Review Results 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. Fort Monmouth didn't 
report accurate values for 4 of 11 attributes. Here are the 
attributes with inaccuracies: 

- Base Operations and Mission Population. Fort 
Monmouth reported that it cost $8,702 a year to 
support each of its 9,668 mission employees. It 
should have reported a cost of $8,800. Fort Mon- 
mouth didn't include the cost of guard services 
that are reimbursed by customers. 

- Information Mission Area. Fort Monmoilth reported 
1,440 points for this area. It shoultl have 
reported 1,425 points. Fort Monmouth miscalcu- 
lated the points for having a Teleconference 
Center. 

- Infrastructure. Fort Monmouth reported that its 
infrastructure included an electrical capacity of 
65,000 kilovolt-amperes. It should have reported 
a capacity of 78,000 kilovolt-amperes, It appears 



SAAG-NER - 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army ~asing-study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Fort Monmouth--1NFORMA1CION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-708 

that Fort Monmouth didn't include three transform- 
ers in its count. 

- Operational/Administrative Facilities. Fort Mon- 
mouth reported that it had 1,394,635 square feet 
of this kind of space. It should have reported 
1,263,509 square feet. The difference of about 
131,000 square feet occurred because Fort Monmouth 
double-counted the space in two buildings. 

The annex shows the data values that Fort Monmouth reported 
and we verified for all 11 attributes. 

b. Data Sources and Methods. Fort Monmollth followed 
the DA installation assessment guidance for determining data 
values, except for: 

- Using a local database (Desk Resource Real Prop- 
erty) in lieu of the DA-specified Headquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System to 
determine most of the facility data values 
reported. The local database is the source for 
updating the Real Proper.ty System. 

- Using its Budget Resource Information Management 
System to calculate the Base Operatio~~s and Mis- 
sion Population value in lieu of the DA-specified 
Standard Financial System 218 Report. Command 
personnel said that Fort Monmouth doesn't produce 
a 218 report. 

- Using a factor representing the Variable Housing 
Allowance that service members receive at Fort 
Monmouth. The U.S. Army Materiel Comnand told 
Fort Monmouth to use this factor instead of the 
Cost of Living Index because New Jersey wasn't 
included in the index's calculation. 

c. Completeness of Records Maintained. Port Monmouth 
had adequate documentation to support the reported data 
values. The documentation was kept by the directorates pro- 
viding the information (for example, Facility Engineers and 
Resource Management). 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. John Gemelli (Acting Director) and Mr. Bruce 
Banasz of the Program Analysis and Evaluation Directorate 
(the office that coordinated command's reporting). Fort 
Monmouth agreed with our conclusions and said it would 
correct the inaccurate values and resubmit them to 
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Materiel Command. This report isn't subject to the official 
command-reply process. 

6 .  Thank you for the courtesies and cooperatio:n extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl 
~ ' & C & B L ~  
HENRY P. CULLERTON 
Regional Auditor General 

CF: 
Commander, Materiel Command 
Basing Study Office 



ANNEX 

DATA AllRIBUTES REVIEWED 

Average Age of Facilities Years 43.6 43.6 

Base Operations and 
Mssion Population Dollars/Persoa a Year $8,702 $8,800 I /  

Buildable Acres Acres 280.95 280.95 

Cost of Living Index Index Value 1,231.85 1,231.85 2 

Environmental Capacity 
Historic Sites Number 0.72 0.72 
Endangered Species Number 0 0 
Wetlands Percent of Total Acres .073 .073 
Air Quality 10 - Not in Attainment 10 10 
Water Quality Violations 0 0 
Noise Quality Acres 0 0 
Contaminated Sites Numbar 0 0 

Information Mission Area Points 1,440 1,425 31 

Infrastructure 
Sewage Treatment GallonslDay (Millions) 65,000 78,000 A/ 
Water Supply Gallons/Day (Millions) 5.40 5.40 
Electrical KVA/Day (Millions) 4.17 4.17 
Solid Waste Landfill Dollars a Ton $68.70 $68.70 

MCA Cost Factor Index 1.19 1.19 

OperatFonalIMminis- 
trative Facilities Square Feet 1,394,635 1,263,509 51 

Permanent Facilities Percent 90.2 90.2 

Research and Development 
Facilities Square Feet 728,555 728,555 

+ 

NOTES : 

1/ Command didn't include $947,401 of costs for reimburs- - 
able guard service. By doing so, we increased the  cost to 
support the mission population of 9,668 to $8,800 a person. 

2/ This is a factor representing the Variable Housing - 
Allowance service members receive at Fort Monmouth. The 
U.S. Axmy Materiel Command told command to use t.his factor 
instead of the Cost of Living Index because New Jersey 
wasn't included in index's calculation. 

3 /  Fort Monmouth overstated the points for having a Tele- - 
conference Center by 15 because of an arithmetic: mistake 
(the factor was multiplied by 20 instead of 15). 

4 /  Total kilovolt-amperes (KVA) is 78,000, not 65,000. - 
Evidently, Fort Monmouth didn't count three transformers at 
two substations. 



5/ Fort Monmouth counted two buildings twice. One build- - 
ing with 46,248 square feet was counted twice. Another with 
84,878 square feet was counted once as existing administra- 
tive space and again as a conversion to administrative space 
in the planned construction category. 
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SAAG-NER (36-5e) 15 June 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Tobyhanna Army Depot, ATTN: 
SDSTO-IR, Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 
18466-5000 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Tobyhanna Army Depot--INFORKATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-710 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our rleview of 
installation assessment that your command did for the 1995 
Army Basing Study. The Director of Management requested the 
review. We will include data in this report in a summary 
report to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for 
assessing installation values. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 
- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 
We made the review during May and June 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. Our review consisted of: 

- Comparing DA guidance for determining the value of 
installation assessment attributes with th.e guidance 
and method Tobyhanna Army Depot used. 

- Reviewing the source data and documentation supporting 
the values the depot reported. 

- Verifying the mathematics used to determine the 
reported values. 

We also performed limited tests on the accuracy of the data 
values reported. This included: 
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- Visiting offices to validate the accuracy of equipment 
and real property records. 

- Reviewing installation master plans to determine the 
extent to which improvements were recognized and 
planned. 

- Reviewing maps, environmental studies and other avail- 
able reports to recalculate and verify the accuracy of 
reported data values. 

3. Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 provides a fair process that will 
result in the timely closure and realignment of military 
installations. The Army established the Basing Study Office 
to manage the study process. The office divided the study 
process into two phases. Under phase I the Arm]? assesses 
the relative military value of its installations. Under 
phase I1 the Army identifies and evaluates alternatives for 
realignment and closure. This memorandum addresses only our 
review of your command's participation in the installation 
assessment process. 

b. Attributes. Tobyhanna Depot reported data values 
for all 17 of the attributes that will be used t:o assess the 
relative value of maintenance depots. The annex identifies 
these attributes. 

4. Review Results 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. Tobyhanna Depot 
didn't report accurate values for 3 of 17 attributes. Here 
are the attributes with inaccuracies: 

- Excess Storage Capacity. Tobyhanna Depot reported 
260,000 square feet of excess storage capacity. 
It should have reported 240,000 square feet. The 
depot included 20,000 square feet of space that 
supports the depot's maintenance mission. Our 
figure represents only excess supply storage 
space. DA guidance wasn" clear on whether activ- 
ities should include maintenance storage space. 
We believe the attribute is intended t:o include 
only supply storage capacity. 

- MCA Cost Factor. The depot reported a cost factor 
of .91. It should have reported a factor of 1.06. 
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Depot personnel believed that the factor of 1.2 in 
the DA-directed source document was too high. 
They therefore analyzed commercial guides and 
recent contracts and concluded that .!31 was a more 
accurate figure. We contacted the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (the source of the data in the DA- 
directed document). The Corps agreed that the 
currently published factor of 1.2 was too high, 
but said the depot's factor of .91 was too low. 
The Corps changed the rate for the depot to 1.06 
in a revised document now awaiting signature at 
DOD . 

- Reserve Training. The depot reported that 3,438 
Reserve personnel took their annual training there 
and that 9,682 workdays of inactive duty training 
was performed at the depot. It should have 
reported numbers of 1,420 and 9,429, respectively. 
The depot based both figures on the number of 
Reserve personnel "projected" to train at the 
depot. The annual training figure also included 
personnel from units who stopped at the depot on 
the way to their actual annual training site. Our 
figure is the number of personnel who actually 
trained at the depot. 

b. Data Sources and Methods. Tobyhanna Depot fol- 
lowed the DA installation assessment guidance for detennin- 
ing data values except for two attributes: 

- The MCA cost factor discussed earlier. 
- The depot's available workforce figure. The depot 
reported a figure of 592,419, representing the 
workforce from the 5 counties surrounding the 
depot (Carbon, Lackawanna, Luzerne, Monroe and 
Wayne). DA guidance was to use only Monroe County 
(where the depot is located), which ha,s an avail- 
able workforce of 73,326. We accepted, the depot's 
reported figure because 80 percent of the its 
current workforce lives in the four counties it. 
included. The depot clearly draws workers from 
beyond Monroe County. 

The DA-directed source for two other attributes (supply 
capacity and excess storage capacity) may also result in 
inaccurate data values. In both ca.ses the depot used the 
DA-directed source. It reported the figures in the current 
version (June 1993) of the Defense Logistics Agency's DD 



SAAG-NER 
SUBJECT: Review of the Army ~ a s i n ~ ~ ~ t u d y  - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment, Tobyhanna Army Depot--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM NR 94-710 

.Form 805 (Storage ~tilization/Occupancy and Analysis 
Report). This report showed 1,231,000 square feet of supply 
storage space at the depot, of which 240,000 square feet was 
excess. These numbers are no longer current. In May 1994 
the Logistics Agency remeasured the depot's storage space 
and concluded there was only 975,000 square feet of space 
available (a reduction of about 20 percent) and that only 
139,000 was excess. The biggest changes are that the agency 
no longer considers some areas to be adequate storage space 
and reclassified some space from supply to maintenance. 
Agency personnel said the remeasurement will be reflected in 
a June 1994 revision to the DD Form 805 report. (The agency 
may have remeasured other depots. They also could have less 
storage space.) 

c. Completeness of Records Maintained. T1obyhanna 
Depot had adequate documentation to support its reported 
data values. The depot appointed an administrator who main- 
tained files in accordance with DA guidance. Each data 
value had its own file that was clearly marked and secured. 
Each file contained copies of the source data. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with the Commander, Tobyhanna Depot and members of 
his staff on 3 June 1994. They agreed with our conclusions 
and said they would correct and resubmit inaccurate data. 
However, they didn't agree to reduce the amount of available 
and excess storage space reported. They believed that some 
of the Logistics Agency's criteria for judging storage space 
as "inadequate" should be reevaluated. This report isn't 
subject to the official command-reply process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl HENRY P. CULLERTON 
Regional Auditor Gen.era1 

CF: 
Commander, U.S. Army Materiel 

Command 
Basing Study Office 
Commander, U.S. Army Depot 

System Command 



ANNEX 

DATA AllRIBUTES REVIEWED 

NOTES : 

kta iktttfbatrr 

Available Workforce 

Average Age of 
Pacilitiea 

Buildable Acrea 

Deployment Network 
Railhead 
Port 
Airfield 
Highway 

Encroachment 

Environmental Capacity 
Historic Sitea 
Endangered Species 
Wetlands 
Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Noise Quality 
Contaminated Sitea 

Exceaa Capacity 
Maintenance 
S toraga 

Information Misrion Area 

Infrastructure 
Sewage Treatment 
Water Supply 
Electrical 
Solid Waote Landfill 

Installation and Base 
Operating Expense 

MCA Cost Factor 

Maintenance Capacity 

Maintenance Flexibility 
Commodities Reparable 

Miraion Overhaad 

Permmant Pacilitiaa 

Reaerve Training 
Annual 
Inactive Duty 

Supply Capacity 

1/ Tobyhanna Depot's figure of 592,419 represents the - 
available workforce from the 5 counties surrounding the 
depot (Carbon, Lackawanna, Luzerne, Monroe and Wayne). 

lh%2 Q* ~(M~B]c(I 

Population 

Year 

Acrea 

Milea 

Population a Square Mils 

Number 
Numbar 
Percent of Total Acres 
10 - Not in Attainment 
Violation 
Acres 
Numbar 

Square Peat 
Square Feet 

Pointa 

GallonaIDay (Millions) 
GallonslDay (Million.) 
KilowattaIDay (Millions) 
DollaraITon 

Dollars 

Index 

Direct Labor Bours 

Number 

Dolhra/Direct 
Lbor Hour 

Parcant 

P o r a o ~ a l  
U o r U y a  

Squara Peat 

592,419 

34.4 

873 

0 
105 
22 
.2 

158 

0 
0 

15 
10 
0 
0 

64 

520,000 
260,000 

1,170 

0.802 
0.936 
0.3 

$58.22 

$10.22 

.91 

4,633,435 

13 

$10.34 

592,419 1 1  

34.4 

873 

0 
105 
22 
. 2  

158 

0 
0 

15 
10 
0 
0 

64 

520,000 
240,000 21 

1.170 

0.802 
0.936 
0.3 

$58.22 21 

$10.22 

1.06 41 

4,633,435 

13 

$10.34 

1,420 21 
9,682 9,429 61 

1,231,000 1,231,000 11 



ANNEX 

DA guidance was to use only the county the depot is located 
in (Monroe), which has an available-workforce o f  73,326. 
Because 80 percent of the depot's current workforce lives in 
the four other counties, we accepted the depot's figure of 
592,419. 

2/ The depot interpreted DA guidance to include both - 
'maintenance (20,000 square feet) and supply (240,000 square 
feet) of excess storage space. Our figure (240,000 square 
feet) excludes the maintenance storage space. Also, the 
Defense Logistics Agency intends to reduce the depot's 
excess supply storage capacity to 139,000 square feet in a 
pending update to the source of this informatioli. 

3/ The figure $58.22 represents only the fee the landfill - 
charges. It doesn't include the cost of transportation to 
the landfill. With transportation expenses, the cost would 
be $161.40 a short ton. DA guidance wasn't clear about what 
costs were to be included in this data attribute. 

4 /  The DA-directed source document showed a factor of - 
1.20. The depot believed this was high. Consequently, it 
analyzed commercial construction cost guides and recent 
contracts and concluded that .91 was a more accurate figure. 
We contacted the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the source of 
the data in the DA document). The Corps told us it consid- 
ered 1.20 high and .91 low, and that the rate for Tobyhanna 
was changed to 1.06 in a pending revision now at DOD for 
approval. 

5/ The depot's annual training figure is based on the - 
number of personnel who were "projectedw to take their 
annual training at the depot. It also included personnel 
from units who "stopped off" at the depot on their way to 
their actual training site. Our figure is the number of 
personnel who actually did their training at the depot. 

6/ The depot's inactive duty training figure teas also - 
based on projections. Our figure was based on actual 
attendance. 

7/ The DA-directed source showed 1,231,000 square feet of - 
space. However, the Logistics Agency intends to reduce the 
depot's supply capacity to 975,000 square feet in a pending 
update to this source. 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWE 

VERIFIED BY 
UNIT OF REPORTED BY ARMY AUDIT 

DATA ELEMENT MEASURE WHfTE SANDS AGENCY 

Average Age of Years per 
Facilities Square 

Foot 

Buildable Acres Acres 260,480 270, 895z1 

Environmental Capac- Composite 
ity Index 

Archeology 
Endangered 
Species 

Wetlands 
Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Noise Quality 

Zone I1 
Zone I11 

Contaminated 
Sites 

Information Mission 
Area Various 

Infrastructure 

Water Gallons 5,501,000 8,592,0001~ 
Sewage Gallons 1,000,000 1,000,000 
Electrical Dis- Killowatt 
tribution Hours 155,000,000 434,846,40N1 

Landfill Dollars $1.16 $1.lg1 

Percent Permanent 
Facilities Percent 

Test and Evaluation 
Mission Diversity 

Commodity Areas Each 23 23 

Test and Evaluation 
Facilities 

Facilities Square Feet 1,578,736 1,578,736 
Equipment Dollars $1,042,344,000 $1,009,490,299~~ 

Test and Evaluation 
Ranges 

Ranges 
Acreage 

Each 
Acres 

ANNEX 



The install,-ion used the Integrated F~;ilitiea System 
database to compute the average age of facilities. 
DA guidance required the use of the April 1994 Headquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System database and a 
weighted average. 

- 

The installation didn't report 10,415 additional acres 
identified by operating personnel. 

Wetlands, water quality, and noise quality facto:rs haven't 
been determined. 

The information mission area data value was unde:rstated by 
75 points because the installation didn't report Direct 
Access Storage Devices. 

Water capacity was recalculated at our request. 

Electrical distribution was recalculated at our request. 

The cost for landfill was recalculated at our request. The 
difference is due to rounding. 

Two construction projects in the Military Construction, Army 
appropriation weren't included in the reported value. 

Equipment value was overstated by $32,853,701. This 
overstatement occurred because (i) the equipment value wasn't 
added correctly, (ii) equipment valued at less than $100,000 
was included in the reported value, and (iii) replacement 
cost was used instead of investment cost. 

ANNEX 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE A R M Y  
u.6, ARMY AUDIT AGQNCI- 
NOHTb4LASTC R N REG ION 

1027 A R C H  STREET 
PHlLliOELPWIA, P E N N S Y L V A N I A  ( 9  107-23 t 7 

M E M O W U M  FOR Comrnatlder , Ze t tcrkenrly Army  Depot, ATTN : 
SDSLE-CI , Chnmbersburg, Pennsylva:~ia 17201 

SUBJECT: Review of Data ~urnished DOD Cross-Service Work 
Groups, Letterkenny Army Depot--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 
NR 9 4 - 7 1 3  

1. Xntroduction. Thie ie the report on our review of t h e  
data your conmand p r ~ v i d e d  f o r  t h e  Depot Maintenance data 
call for t h e  DOD cross-service work group. The Cirector of 
Management reqvested the review. We wiil include data in 
thi.  report i n  a summary report to higher levels of 
management. 

2 .  Objretiv.8 .ad Beopa. The overall objective of our 
review waa to evaluate the zccuracy of data the  Army fur-  
nished DOD croes-eervice work groups. Our specific objec- 
tives were to determine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 

- Supported by reasonable documentation, 

- In accordance with cross-service work grcup, DA and 
major command guidance. 

We made che review during June and July 1994. In mosc 
material respects, we made the review in a~cordnnc:e w i t h  
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal control6 to t h e  extent we 
co~sidered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion. however, not  following thoee 
standards had co material effect  on t h e  results o f  our 
review. 

TO evaluate the accuracy of data furnished the depot 
maintenance crass-oervice group, we: 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA and major command 
g~idance an6 compared it with procedure5 used by 
Letterkenny Army Depot personnel to respocd to the 
crose-service group data  call. 

- Interviewed perscnnel from t h e  Directoratee of Inte- 
grated Logistics Support. Maintenance and Ammunitior. 
Operacione, the Public Works Center, and the 



SAFIG-NER 
SUBJECT: Heview uf Data Furnished DUD <:rose-service Work 
Groups, Lct,terkcnr,y Army Depot--1NF'OKMATION MEMORANDUM 
NR 94-713 

Adminietrativc Management Office who helped prepare, 
review and va1ldat.e resyonwes ro   he data elements. 

- Raviewed support agreer~nente, area and inetallatiori 
maps, f l o o r  p l ans ,  contracts, budget data, program 
noticee, travel  docutnents, the Letterkenny Depot 
Capabilities 1990-2000 report, and Military 
Construction Project Data Foma (DD Foxma 1391). 

- Compared selected data in the Integrated Facilities 
System to Real Property Records IDA Fome 287'7) . 

- Toured maintenance facilities at; Letterkenny Depot .  

- Teeted the accuracy of eelected source documentation. 

- Verified calculariona of data valuea. 
3 .  Background 

a .  C~omr-garvica Work broupm. The Defenaa Baee 
Cloeure and Realignment A c t  of 1990, as amended, provides 
DOD a means to make needed adjustments tc the ins1:allation 
structure. On 7 January 1994 the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense established six 30D-led work groups to evaluate 
opportunitiee for cross-earvice base cloaure and realignment 
actions. The work grogpa are: 

- Military Treatment Facilities and Qraduate Medical 
Education Centers .  

- Test ar,d Evaluation Facilities. 

- Laboratories. 

- Vndergraduate Pilor Training. 
- Depot Maintenance. 

- Ecocornic Impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide general information needed to assess 
and identify cross-Service opportunitioa. 

b. Army Proccrmr. Army guidance required responses 
from each activity identified i n  tho cross-service data 
calls. Activitiee were to furnish these responses to their 
major rommande. The major commands provided certified data 



SAAG-NER 
SUBJECT: Review of Data Furrliohed DOD Croee-Servi.cc Work 
Groups, I . e t t e r k e n n y  Army Depot--1NFCRMnTXOX MEMORANUIM 

to the Army ~ a s i n g  Study office. The Off ice  will t h e n  
provide data to e a c h  3f the cross-service work g m u p r .  This 
memorandum addresses your command's responac to thc Army 
Basing Study O f f i c e  for the depot maintenance da ta  call. 

C .  Dapot Maintenurca Data C.11. The depot 
maintenance data call consiscrd of 39 data elernentzs. The 
element8 included a m i x  o f  objective and subjective 
questlone about a depotle rnieeion, workload and f a c i l i t i e  
The question. were developed by the DOD work group to 
identify croea-eervice opportunities. Individual depots 
provided the information for 32 elements, the U.S. Army 
Materiel Command fo r  one and the Depot System Command for 
s ix  (maintenance depots are subordinate activities of the 
Depot Sya tern Command) . 
We evaluated the accuracy and support for 1 4  uf the 32 data 
elements provided by Latterxenny Depot. We will seport 
separately or- the data elements provided by t h e  Depot system 
Command and Army Materiel Command. The 14 depot-provided 
data alernenc~ were relectsd for revlsw by DOD. 

4 .  RomuLte of Review. Overall, the depot provided data 
that was generally accurate. The depot reported accurate 
data for 10 of  tho 14 elemenre we reviewed. And, only  one 
o f  the errors was significant---the depot understared the 
workload arid potential savings from i ts  Paladin Enterprise. 
Two other errDrs lnvolved unit of measure misstatements and 
one error slightly understated t h e  coral space avai1,able for 
expansion. Details on che element. reviewed and diiferences 
noted are i n  the annex. Conclusions on specific objectives 
follow. 

a .  Accuracy of Reported Data. L e t  t e r l c c ~ n y  Depot 
reported accurate data for  10 of 14 elements. 

(1) Accurate Data. Here are the  data elernencs 
che depot reported accurate data for. 

Locat i o n  
O t h e r  Collocated Activities 
Unique or Peculiar Faci1 i . t  ies 
Buildings an3 Their Condition 
Unique and/or Pecul ia r  

Capabilities and Capacitien 
Interface with Custorner~ 



- 

SAAG-NEK 
SUDJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cro~a-Service Work 
Groups, LC?tterKer?ny Army Irepot ~+INF'ORMATION MEMORANCflM 
NH 94-713 

We didn't verify t h e  unlaueness of the facilities, 
capabilit i e e  , capaci t i s e  "or workloade that Letterkenny Depot 
reported. We only verified t h e i r  existence. 

( 2 )  Zn~ccurrte D a t r .  Letterkenny Depot: reported 
inaccurate data for 4 clemente. 

l a )  C o o  
Letterkenny Depot reported that about 2 ,400  square 

feet was available for expanoion in category 44110. Our 
review showed tha t  the space available for expaneion in this 
category should be about 4 , 0 0 0  square f e e t .  

(b) w e  and/or 
t; 8 .2 )  , Lett-erkenny Depot reported 

it had two capabilities that were unique to the Army or DOD: 
an emieeion control eyetam and the Paladin Enterpxiee. The 
data reported for the emission contro l  Byetern war accurate, 
but some of the information on the Paladin Enterpriee was 
inaccurate. The depot reported: 

- Different production quantities for the Paladin. 
One paragraph c i t e d  a quantity of 7 5 0  Paladin 
systems; another paragraph showed a quantity of 
824 eystems. According ta the Product Manager for 
Paladin and t ha  contract, the production quantity 
should be 8 2 4 .  

-- Savings of about $32 million for t he  Paladin 
multiyear contract. Budget data provided by the 
product manager supported savings of about 
$ 4 6  million for FYs 93-96. 

( c )  lSniqua and/or Ps.oulfar workloads L!h$iff 
r 1 5 . 1 . N  1 5 . 2 ) .  Letcerkenny Depot used t h e  wrong 

unit of meamre I n  reporting its core and aon-core workload. 
The depoc didn't adjust the  numbers i t :  reported to show a 
change from che l 'Mil l ions of Labor Hoursn provided by t h e  
Depot System Command t o  the simply "Labor Hours" it was 
reporting, For example, t he  depot reported its core 
workload for tactical missiles as ,499 direct labor hours 
insread of 4 9 9 , 5 3 0  houra ( . 4 9 9  M i l l i o n  Hours). 

Depct personnel agreed to catrect che inaccuracies we 
identified. 

b. Supporting Docwantation. Let terkenny Depot 
maintained adequate eupporting documentation for the 
elementm we reviewed. 
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SAAG - NER 
SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD C2:aee-Service Work 
Groups, Letterkenny A r m y  bepot--INFORMATION MEMOHANDUM 
NR 94-'713 

c. Compliurcm with Croar-Sarvics, DA and Major 
CQ-nd Quitlanee. The depot used DOD cross-service work 
group, DA and major command guidance to gather and repore 
t he  data for the elements we revi.ewcsd. 

5 .  Dircuanion of Roaultr. We diseuseed the roeulte of our 
review with Mr. Lynn Rameey, Strategic Managemant 
Specialist, Directorate of Integrated Logistics Support on 
14 July 1 9 9 4 .  He agreed with our  conclusion^ and said that 
he had or would correct and retransmit the data to Depot 
System Cornand. Thir report isn't subject to the official 
command-reply proceso. 

6 .  Thank you for the courteeieu and cooperation extended 
tc us during the review. 

Encl & ? ~ ~ k N  Regional ditor General 

CF: 
Inepector General, DOD 
Army Baaing Study office 
Commander, Army Materiel Command 
Commander, Depot System Command 



Lettcrkenny Army Depot reported the major highways, t r u c k  L~rles, 
por t s  and airfields which were eccessiblc? t o  t h e  depot, 

The depot reported 15 collocated activities. I t  included the :  

- Benefits and relationship of the collocated activities to the 
depot maintenance activity. 

- Supporc provided by the collocated activities to the depot 
maintenance activity. 

- Effect if the activities weren't collocated. 

We verified the exietence of the collocated activities. 

r Unlpw or Plwlhr FacllMr (Eknmb 6.1.6.2 and 6.3) 

The depot listed seven unique or peculiar facilitjes: 

- Antenna Pattern Testing Facility. 
- Radar Testing S i t e .  

- Firing Range. 

- Vehicle Test Track Complex. 

- Radiographic: Inspectivrr Facility. 

- Laboratory Facilities. 

- Radiographic Inspection Facility. 

(Audi  tor.8 Note: The radiographic inspection facf  1 i t ; y  wan 
i n a d v e r t e n t l y  listed twice.  Depot perrronnal agreed to remove the 
d u p l i c a t i o a .  ) 

The depoc provided a description of t h e  facilit~es and explained 
'- es weren' t che srnpact an maintenance operations if t h e  facili,. 

available. We verified t he  existence of each unique or peculiar 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 
Buildlrrg8 and Their Condition (Elements 7.1 and 7.2) - 
:n element 7.1 che depot ~ r o v i d e d  the aquare footage of building8 
use? for depot m a i ~ t e n a n c e  by category and condition: 

A bv C Q ,  

~rrtffr;rcrv r v ~ e  of ~ a c i l i t v  - '-' 
(Thoucando of Square Feet) 

Box and crate 
Range Support 
Qanar#l Maintenance 
Vehicle Maintenance 
Rebuild Shop 
vehicle Component ~tbuilding 
Heavy bun Shop 
~ l n m u n i  t i on Surve i i lance 
Quality Anourancc 
~lecrronics Maintenance 
:Con-Table of Organization 

and Equipaent Support 
Hs intenance 

Maintemnca . ~enerai Purpose 
Optical Repair Shop 
Canvar m d  Leather Shop 
Printing 
Ordnclnas 
~ e n o r r l  Ptrrpoae Wrrehouae 
Concrallcd Humidity Warehouoe 
Open Warehouse 
vehicle Storage 
~a3er.i Scorehouoe 
Open Warehoure 
Admini6trat:vs 

nuilding 422  viPl be upgraded due r ?  Base Closure and We=lignmentl 1993 
rniesile transition (AudLtar'n Aotrr Building 426 ,  net 422,  vill ba 
upgraded) . 

* *  Buildings 11 and 12 v i l l  be  paraded due to baare Closure and Realignment 1993 
miasilc traneicion. 

11 We verified the  accuracy of the data. 11 1 



Building. mnd Their Condition (Continued) 

In element 7 . 2  tho depot provided t h e  square foo~sgc of buildings 
with space available for cxpannion. Here's the expansion space the 
depot reported in buildings it contro l led .  

Misoile M6tilitenanc8 
Ammunition Renovation 
Inrpection Woxkmhop 
Loading Facility 
Maintenance Suetminmnt 
Optical Repair Shop 
Magazine 
General Purpoae Warehouse 
Controlled Humidity 
Warehouse 

The 2 , 4 0 0  square feet reported for  category 44110 i e  inaccurate. 
O i l r  review showed there is 4 , 0 0 0  square feet available for 
expanmion. Letterkenny Depot agreed to correct the error. We 
verified the accuracy of remaining measurements. 

The depot alao reported t h a t  1,167,304 Bquare f ee t  of apace used by 
the Defense Logistics Agency wae available f o r  expaneion of the 
maintenance misslor.. The epace is now used by the logastics agency 
t o  store wholesale supply and war reserve materiel. Although the 
space is in the maintenance area of the depot, this materiel  would 
have to be relocated before t h e  space could be used f o r  
maintenance. 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 11 
If 

Unique rndhr Peculiar Capabllitk. and CapacCtles (Element8 8.1 

In element 8.1 the depot described 25 unique and/or peculiar 
capabilities and capacities. We didn't verify t h e  uniqueness of 
t h e  capabilities and capacities. P u t ,  we did verify that the / capabilities and capacities, existed. 

In element 8 . 2  the depot described two capabilities u.nique to the  
Army or DOD: 

- Emiseion control  system. 

1 - Paladin E,nterpriee. II 
The 2sta  for the emission control system was accurate. However, 
tho description of the Paladin Gnferprlse contained ~ o m e  inaccurate 
numbers. The depot reported: 

- Different production quantities for the Paladin. One paragraph 
cited a quantity of 750 Paladin oystems; another paragraph 
showed a quantity af 824 systeme. According to the Product 
Manager for Paladin and the  contract ,  t h o  production quantity 
mhould be 8 2 4 .  

+ - Saving8 of $32 million f o r  the Paladin multiyear contract. 
Budget data provided by the product manager supported savings 
of $ 4 6  millicn f o r  FYe 93-96. 

Depot personnel agreed to change these numbers. 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 
I II 

Uniqum andlor Pmculiar Worlrloada (Elmmenb 15.1 and 15.2) 

FCY data element 15.1 the depot reported t h e  t o t a l  uorc workload 
t h a t  w a R  unique ncd/or  peculiar: 

H-d 
Cam- ErOUD u PY 97 u.a 

(Direct  Labor Hournl 
FYE 

Hieailem Tactical . 4 9 9  . 4  74 , 5 1 7  . 5 2 3  
Combat Vehicles, 

Self-Propelled 1.180 I. .  2 0 8  ,618 . 4 1 6  
Cembrc Vehicleo ,  Towed a ,915 duii 4fL 

Letterkenny Depot personnel used workload dara developed by t h e  
Depot System Command for Data Element 13.1. But,  Lerterkenny 
didn't adjuet the data to accurately convert from the YMillions of 
Direct Labor Hoursn reported by the Depcc System Command to t h e  
"Direct Labor HoursH it reported. For example, Letterkenny ehould 
have reported 4 9 9 , 0 0 0  direcr labor houra far tactical mi~eiles, not 
. 4 9 9  houra. we didn't review the Depot Syatem Command's support 
for the data it developed. We will do so separately as part of our 
review of that command's participation in tho data call. 

I 

i 
Mieailts Tactlc.1 , 6  96 . 7 G O  .a17 , 9 7 9  
Combac Vehicle@, 

salt- Propellad 0 0 0 i! 
Combat  Vehicles, Toved a 0 0 c 
Ground General 

~quipment M u n i t i 0 ~ ~  0 0 0 0 
~enorat~rrr  - 0 4  7 o D 0 
Other oeh A 2 -A 

For data element 15.2 =he depot reported t h e  non-core workload rhat  
was unique and/or peculiar: I 

i 

Total a a .EIOQ 

Wormad 
commo&$cv G r o u ~  F L U  U 

(Direct L a b o r  Noure) 
EL= 

As w i t h  t h e  previoua bata Element 15.2, LeLterkenny Depot used 
workload dara developed by Depot System Command witho7sc accurately 
adjusting for  the change in unit o f  measure. There was also one / ocher minor error---the "9c.herU commodity group should i n c l u d e  

I 1,090 direct labor hours  for FY 99. I 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

The dopot reported that it provided o i x  services to c :us tomers :  

- Symcem Integration Check O u t .  

- N e w  Equipment Training. 

- Total Package Fielding. 

- Pre- Production Planning. 
- Technical Aseietance. 

- Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Air Fiiter Teet Program. 
We verified t h e  accuracy of the data.  





DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  
U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 
NORTHEASTERN REGION 

1027 ARCH STREET 
PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 19 107-23 17 

SAAG-NER (36-5e) 12 August 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Tobyhanna Army Depot, ATTN: 
SDSTO-IR, Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 
18466-5000 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cross-Se:rvice Work 
Groups, Tobyhanna Army Depot--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 
NR 94-714 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review ofsthe 
data your command provided for the depot mainteinance data 
call for the DOD Cross-Service Work Group. The Director of 
Management requested the review. We will include data in 
this report in a summary report to higher levels of 
management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data the Army fur- 
nished DOD cross-Service work groups. Our specific objec- 
tive was to determine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 

- Supported by reasonable documentation. 

- In accordance with cross-Service work group, DA, and 
major command guidance. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished the DOD 
cross-Service group, we: 

- Reviewed cross-Service work group, DA and major command 
guidance and compared it with procedures used by Toby- 
hanna Depot personnel to respond to the cross-Service 
group data call. 

- Interviewed personnel from collocated activities, 
Directorates of Resource Management, Maintenance, 
Public Works, and the Command Group who helped prepare, 
review and validate responses to the data elements. 
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- Reviewed area and installati.on maps, floor plans, 
budget data, Installation Master Plans, Capability 
Engineering Data Reporting System reports, industrial 
engineering studies, and strength reports. 

- Toured maintenance facilities. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 

3 . Background 

a. Cross-Service Work Groups. The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides 
DOD a means to make needed adjustments to the installation 
structure. On 7 January 1994, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense established six DOD-led work groups to evaluate 
opportunities for cross-Service base closure and realignment 
actions. The work groups focused on: 

- Medical Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities. 

- Laboratories. 

- Undergraduate Pilot Training. 

- Depot Maintenance. 

- Economic Impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide general information needed to assess 
and identify the cross-Service opportunities. 

b. Army Process. Army guidance required responses 
from each activity identified in the cross-Service data 
calls. Activities were to furnish the responses to their 
major commands. The major commands provided certified data 
to the Army Basing Study Office. The Army Basing Study 
Office will then provide data to each of the cross-Service 
work groups. This memorandum addresses your command's 
response to the depot maintenance data call. 

c. Depot Maintenance Data Call. The depot mainte- 
nance data call consisted of 39 elements. The elements 
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included a mix of objective and subjective questions about a 
depot's mission, workload and facilities. The questions 
were developed by the DOD work groups to identify cross- 
Service opportunities. Individual depots provided the 
information for 32 elements, U.S. Army Materiel Command for 
1 element and U.S. Army Depot System Command for 6 elements 
(maintenance depots are subordinate activities of the Depot 
System Command). We evaluated the accuracy and supporting 
documentation for 14 of the 32 data elements reported by 
Tobyhanna Depot. We will report separately on the data 
elements provided by the Materiel and Depot System Commands. 

I 

4. Results of Review. Tobyhanna Depot generally provided 
accurate data. The depot accurately reported 9 of the 
14 elements reviewed. Only 2 of the inaccuracies were 
significant: the depot overstated the space available for 
expansion (data element 7.2) and its unique/particular core 
workload (element 15.1). The three other inaccuracies 
slightly misstated the depot's distance from a seaport 
(element 1.1), the space used for maintenance (element 7.1) 
and the depot's non-core unique or peculiar workload (ele- 
ment 15.2). Details on the elements reviewed and differ- 
ences noted are in the annex. Conclusions on specific 
objectives follow. 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. Tobyhanna Depot 
reported accurate data for 9 of 14 elements. 

(1) Accurate Data. Here are the elements the 
depot reported accurate data for: 

Title Data Elements 

Other Collocated Activities 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 
Unique or Peculiar Facilities 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 
Unique and/or Peculiar Capa- 
bilities and Capacities 8.1, 8.2 

Interface with Customers 17.1 

We verified the existence of the unique facilities, capa- 
bilities, capacities or workloads that Tobyhanna Depot 
reported. We didn't verify their uniqueness. 

(2) Inaccurate Data. The depot reported inaccu- 
rate data for five elements. 



SAAG- NER 
SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cross-Service Work 
Groups, Tobyhanna Army Depot--INFORMATION MEMOFlANDUM 
NR 94-714 

(a) Location (Data Element 1.1) . The depot 
reported that the nearest port was 1 hour away by road. The 
port (Bayonne New Jersey) is a distance of about 105 miles, 
or about 2 hours driving. We consider this a minor error. 

(b) Buildings and Their Condition (Data Ele- 
ment 7.1). The depot reported that it had 1,14:5,237 square 
feet of electronic maintenance space (category 21710). We 
identified arithmetic errors that overstated the amount by 
5,810 square feet. Depot personnel agreed to change their 
reported figure to 1,139,427 square feet. We c!onsider this 
a minor error. 

(c) Space Available for Expansion (Data Ele- 
ment 7.2). The depot reported 2,142,943 square feet of 
space available for expansion: 495,293 square feet of 
electronic maintenance space and 1,647,650 squa.re feet of 
warehouse space. The reported figure overstated the amount 
of maintenance space by about 154,000 square feet, and we 
consider this a significant error. In making its estimate, 
the depot took about 40 percent of the gross space in exist- 
ing maintenance buildings and added planned new construc- 
tion. The depot used a percentage of existing space because 
40 percent of its existing workstations are unstaffed. 
However, this approach overstated the potential for expan- 
sion because much of a maintenance building's gross space 
(such as aisles, restrooms, washup areas and break rooms) 
isn't used for workstations. The depot agreed, and its 
industrial engineering activity recalculated an estimated 
expansion potential of 341,500 square feet. We reviewed the 
engineering analysis and found it reasonable. The depot 
agreed to report that it had an expansion potential of 
341,500 square feet (not 495,293) in maintenance buildings. 

(d) Unique and/or Peculiar Core and Non-Core 
Workloads (Data Elements 15.1 and 15.2). The depot made 
arithmetic and transposition errors that overstated the 
communications-electronics workload associated with the 
unique capabilities it reported. Here are the direct labor 
hours the depot reported and the hours it should have 
reported : 
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Core 

Depot 468,000 445,000 452,000 445,000 
Auditors 424,000 404,000 410,000 403,000 

Non- Core 

Depot 
Auditors 

We consider error in the core workload to be significant. 
The depot agreed to submit correct direct labor hours for 
both data elements. 

b. Supporting Documentation. The depot :had adequate 
documentation for the data elements we reviewed. 

c. Compliance with Cross-Service, DA and Major Com- 
mand Guidance. The depot used cross-Service wo:rk group, DA 
and major command guidance to gather and report the data for 
the 14 elements reviewed. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. Robert Haas, Chief Productivity Branch, 
Resource Management on 18 July 1994. He agreed with our 
conclusions and said the depot would submit new data to the 
Depot System Command. This report isn't subject to the 
official command-reply process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

HENRY 6 .  CULLERTON 
Regional Auditor General 

CF: w encl 
Inspector General, DOD 
Army Basing Study Office 
Commander, Materiel Command 
Commander, Depot System Command 



ANNEX 

DATA ELEMENTS REVlEWED 

Location (Element 1.1) 

Tobyhanna Army Depot reported the major railways, highways, sea and 
air facilities which were accessible to the depot. 

We identified one minor mistake in the statement. The depot 
reported that the Bayonne, New Jersey seaport is approximately 
1 hour away. Bayonne is 105 miles away, or about 2 hours by road. 

Depot personnel agreed to make the change. 

Other Collocated Activities (Elements 4.1,4.2 and 4.3) 
I 

The depot reported five collocated activities related to the depot 
maintenance mission. The depot included the: 

- Benefits and relationship of the collocated activities. 

- Support provided by the collocated activities. 

- Effect if the activities weren't collocated. 

We verified the existence of the activities and the depot's rela- 
tionship statements by visiting the collocated activities and 
interviewing supervisory personnel. 

Unique or Peculiar Facilities (Elements 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3) 

The depot listed 13 unique or peculiar facilities: 

- Communication Security Facility. 
- Satellite Communications Facility. 
- Reserve Component Training, High-Tech Regional Training 
~ite/Maintenance. 

- ~nvironmental Stress Screening Production Laboratory. 
- U.S. Army Material Command Logistics Support Activity Packag- 
ing, Storage and Containerization Center. 

- Digital Communication Satellite Subsystem Prot:otype Room. 
- ~ndustrial Operations Facility. 
- Tactical End Item Repair Facility. 
- sensitive Compartmented Information Facility. 
- Hazardous Material Spill Control Facility. 
- Clean Room, Instrument Repair Facility. 
- Paint Curing System. 
- Automatic Test ~quipment/~est Program Sets Support Facility. 



The depot described each facility and explained why it was needed. 
We verified the existence of each facility. We didn't verify their 
uniqueness. 

C1 

Buildings and Their Condition (Elements 7.1 and 7.2) 

DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

Unique or Peculiar Facilities (Continued) 

In element 7.1 the depot reported that the 16 buildings used for 
electronics maintenance (category 21710) had 1,145,,237 square feet 
of adequate space and 37,222 square feet of substandard space. 

We identified arithmetic errors that overstated adequate space by 
5,810 square feet. Depot personnel agreed to correct the errors 
and change their reported figure for adequate space to 1,139,427 
square feet. 

In element 7.2 the depot provided the square footage of buildings 
with space available for expansion: 

T m e  of Buildins Catesorv Underused Swace 
(Square Feet) 

1 Electronic Maintenance 21710 4515,293 
General Purpose Warehouse 44110 852,811 
Controlled Humidity 
Warehouse 44130 794,839 

Total 

Electronics Maintenance Space. The 495,293 square feet of space 
reported as available for expansion is overstated by about 154,000 
square feet. The figure reported is 40 percent of the gross space 
in existing maintenance buildings plus planned new construction. 
The depot calculated this number based on the fact that 40 percent 
of its current workstations are unstaffed. 

3020 - 1810 x 1,145,237 + 36,440 = 495,293 square feet 
3020 

We concluded that the depot's analysis overstated the potential for 
expansion, mainly because much of a maintenance building's gross 
space isn't used for workstations. For example, aisles for moving 
material and people in, out, around and through the building; 
restrooms; washup areas; and break rooms. The depot agreed. 
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I 
I 

DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

Buildings and Their Condition (Continued) 

A subsequent analysis by the depot's industrial engineering activ- 
ity resulted in an expansion potential. estimate of 341,500 square 
feet . 
The study concluded that 1,937 additional workstations could be 
placed in the space now occupied by 3,020 workstations and that 
workstations could be placed in 30,000 square feet of space not now 
used for this purpose. We reviewed the engineering analysis and 
found it to be reasonable. The depot agreed to report an expansion 
potential of 341,500 square feet (not 495,293) in its electronics 
maintenance buildings. 

Warehouse Space. As reported by the depot, the 852,811 andm794,839 
square feet of warehouse space is now used by the Defense Logistics 
Agency. 

Unique andlor Peculiar Capabilities and Capacities (Elements 8.1 and 8.2) 

In element 8.1 the depot described 15 unique and/or peculiar 
capabilities and capacities. We verified the existence of these 
capabilities and capacities. We didn't verify their uniqueness. 

In element 8.2 the depot described five depot maintenance facili- 
ties and equipment which are one of a kind within tlie Army or DOD. 

- Communication Security Facility. 
- Satellite Communication Facility. 
- Digital Communications Satellite Subsystem Prototype Room. 
- Automatic Test Equipment/Test Program Sets Support Facility. 
- Environmental Stress Screening Production Laboratory. 

We verified the existence of each facility. We didn't verify their 
uniqueness. 

I 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

Unique andlor Peculiar Workloads (Elements 15.1 and 15.2) 

For data element 15.1, the depot reported the total. core workload 
for five unique operations: 

Communications-Electronics 

Computer Numerically Controlled 
Manufacturing 

Computer-Aided Engineering 
Test Program Sets 
Satellite Communications 

Special Interest 

Communication Security Facility 

Workload 
Commodity Group FY 96 FY 97 EFY 98 FY 99 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

Communications-Electronics 468 445 452 445 
Special Interest 168 168 168 168 

The depot made arithmetic and transposition errors in compiling 
this data from source documents. The correct numbers are: 

Workload 
Auditors' Results FY 96 FY 97 EFY 98 FY 99 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

Communications-Electronics 424 404 410 403 
Special Interest 168 168 168 168 

The depot agreed to correct its submission. 

For data element 15.2 the depot reported the non-core workload that 
was unique and/or peculiar: 

Workload 
Commoditv Group FY 96 FY 97 F'Y 98 FY 99 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

Communications-Electronics 0 22 15 23 
Special Interest 0 0 0 0 



ANNEX 

I Unique andlor Peculiar Workloads (Continued) (I 
As in data element 15.1, the depot made arithmetic and transposi- 
tion errors in compiling this data. Here are the correct numbers: 

Workload 
Auditors' Results FY 96 FY 97 F'Y 98 FY 99 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

Communications-Electronics 0 20 14 21 
Special Interest 0 0 0 0 

The depot agreed to make the change. 
m 

Interface with Customers (Element 17.1) 

The depot performs: 

- Onsite technical assistance to include system fielding, modi- 
fications, installation and maintenance. 

- Acceptance inspections on application Test Prclgrams Sets. 

- Evaluations of contractor prepared technical d.ata. 

We verified the accuracy of the data. 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  A R M Y  
U . S .  ARMY AUDI'T AGENCY 

N O R T H  E A S T E R N  R E G I O N  
1027 A R C H  S T R E E T  

PHILADELPHIA.  PENNSYL-VANIA 19 107-23 17 

SAAG-NER (36-5e) 8 August 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Communicatior~s-Electronics 
Command, ATTN: AMSEL-IR, Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey 0 7 7 0 3 - 5 0 2 9  

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished .DOD Cross-Service Work Groups; 
U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command Research, Develop- 
ment and Engineering Center; Fort Monmouth, New Jersey-- 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM NR 94-715 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the data 
your command provided for the laboratory data call for the DOD 
Cross-Service Work Group. The Director of Management requested 
the review. We will include data i:n this report in a summary 
report to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our review 
was to evaluate the accuracy of data the Army fulmished DOD 
cross-Service work groups. Our specific objective was to deter- 
mine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 

- Supported by reasonable documentation. 

- In accordance with cross-Service work group, DA and major 
command guidance. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most material 
respeats, we made the review in accordancewith generally 
accepted government auditing standards. And, accordingly, we 
tested internal controls to the extent we considered necessary 
under the circumstances. We didn't follow certain aspects of the 
fieldwork and reporting standards. In our opinion, however, not 
following those standards had no material effect on the results 
of our review. To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished the 
laboratory cross-Service group, we: 

- Reviewed cross-Service work group, DA and major command 
guidance and compared it with procedures center personnel 
followed to respond to the cross-Service group data call. 

- Interviewed personnel from the U.S. Army Connmunications- 
Electronics Command Research, Development and Engineering 
Center; Resource Management Office; Safety Office; and Pro- 
gram Analysis and Evaluation Directorate; and' from Fort Mon- 
mouth's Directorate of Public Works. The personnel we 
contacted helped prepare, review and validate command's 
response to the data call. 
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- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 

3. Background 

a. Cross-Service Work Groups. The Defense Rase Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides DOD a means to 
make needed adjustments to the installation structure. On 
7 January 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense established six 
DOD-led work groups to evaluate opportunities for cross-Service 
base closure and realignment actions. The work gr-oups focused 
on : 

- Military Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities. 

- Laboratories. 

- Undergraduate Pilot Training. 

- Depot Maintenance. 

- Economic Impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requi,ring activities 
to provide information needed to assess and identify cross- 
Servic? opportunities. 

b. Army Process. Army guidance required responses from 
each activity identified in the cross-Service data. calls. 
Activities were to furnish the responses to their major commands 
The major commands provided certified data to the Army Basing 
Study Office. The office will then provide the da.ta to the 
cross-Service work groups. This memorandum addres.ses your 
command's response to the laboratory data call. 

c. Laboratory Data Call. The laboratory data call con- 
sisted of 25 data elements. The elements included. a mix of 
objective and subjective questions about a laboratory's mission, 
workload and facilities. These questions were developed by the 
DOD work group to identify cross-Service opportunities. The 
Research, Development and ~ngineering Center is a laboratory of 
the Communications-Electronics Command; which is a subordinate 
activity of the U.S. Army Materiel Command. We evaluated the 
accuracy and support for 21 of the 2 5  data elements the 
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Engineering Center reported on for its Fort Monmouth facility. 
The center also reported on its laboratory facility at Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia. We didn't review the information submitted 
for Fort Belvoir. 

4. Results of Review. The center reported accurate, verifiable 
data for 9 of the 21 elements we reviewed. The data for six 
elements was inaccurate, and we coul.dnlt tell if the data 
reported for the remaining six elements was accurate because of 
inadequate documentation. Four of t.he six inaccuracies may be 
significant; the other two were minor errors. Details onsthe 
data elements reviewed and differences noted are in the annex. 
Our conclusions on specific objectives follow. 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The center reported accu- 
rate data for nine elements. It reported inaccurate data for six 
elements. 

(1) Accurate Data. The center reported accurate data 
for these nine elements: 

Title Data Elements 

Mission 3.0 
~eographical/Climate Features 3.1.1 
Environmental Constraints 3.1.3 
Special Support Infrastructure 3.1.4 
Total Personnel 3.2.1 
Projected Direct Funding 3.3.2.1 
Projected Other Obligations 3.3.2.2 
Planned Construction 3.5.1.3 
Buildable Acres 3.5.2 

(2) Inaccurate Data. The center reported inaccurate 
data for six elements. 

(a) Workload (Element 2.1) . The center reported 
funding and workyears between FYs 89 and 97. The funding infor- 
mation was accurate, but the numbers reported as workyears didn't 
represent workyears as defined in the DOD reporting guidance: 

- The "programmed" workyears reported were actually the 
center's authorized strength at the beginning of each 
fiscal year. 
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- The 'lactualn workyears reported were the center's 
actual strength at the enci of each fisc(a1 year. 

Responsible personnel told us the center's corpor,ate information 
systems didn't provide the workyear data DOD requlested, so they 
reported the authorized and actual staffing inforlmation. The 
center's submission didn't indicate that the information reported 
wasn't workyears. 

(b) Excess Laboratory Capacity (Element 2.2). This 
element is based on the data reported in element 2.1. Itrshows 
excess laboratory capacity by subtracting the workyears pro- 
grammed for FY 97 from the peak workyears between FYs 89 and 93. 
The center reported 363 workyears. But its calculation was based 
on staffing levels, not workyear data. 

(c) Licenses and Permits (Element 3 .l. 2) . The center 
reported four licenses from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis- 
sion and one permit from DA. Generally, the documents authorize 
the handling of radioactive materiel. We identified one addi- 
tional Nuclear Regulatory Commission license and three additional 
DA permits the center should have reported. We consider this a 
minor error. 

(d) FY 93 Workyear and Life Cycle (Element 3.3.1 .l) . 
The center reported its actual staffing level at the end of 
FY 93, not the number of workyears f:or FY 93. Also, the center 
reported 151 military personnel on board at that time. The 
correct strength was 141. 

I 
(e) Laboratory Facility Expansion Pote:ntial (Element 

3.5.1). The center reported that it had about 115,000 square 
feet of laboratory facility space and that all of it would be 
excess when all BRAC 91 relocations are completed. The center 
actually has much more space than that--one major laboratory 
facility alone has about 400,000 square feet of space. Center 
personnel believed they had to report only excess space. The DOD 
reporting guidance asked for total space, used space and excess 
space--not just excess space. 

(f) Utilities (Element 3.5.3). The center reported a 
current electrical capacity of 65,000 kilovolt-amperes. The 
correct number is 78,000 kilovolt-amperes. We consider this a 
minor error. Also, the center reported the current capacity of 
its1 utility systems (electricity, water and sewage). The DOD 
reporting guidance asked for the center's capability to expand or 
procure Ifadditional" utility services. 
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b. Supporting Documentation. The center didn't have 
adequate supporting documentation for six data elements. 

(1) Proximity to Mission-Related Organizations (Ele- 
ment 3.1.5). The center couldn't fully document its estimate of 
workyears performed for or by mission-related organizations. 
(The reported proximity to the organizations was reasonable.) It 
used various noncorporate databases (for example, records of 
support provided to program executive officers and records of 
cooperative research and development. agreements with academic 
institutions and corporations). We verified that the center used 
these records to estimate the workyears, but we couldn't verify 
that the records used gave an accurate counting oE workyears. 

(2) FY 93 Workyear and Life Cycle (Element 3 - 3  .l. 1) . 
In addition to reporting its staffing level at the end of FY 93 
rather than workyears incurred during the year (am inaccuracy 
discussed earlier), the center couldn't support its breakdown of 
the data into science and technology, engineering development and 
in-service engineering categories. We reviewed the support for 
the breakdown at five of the center's directorates (the 
activities that developed the information). Only one directorate 
could reconstruct the numbers it reported to the center level. 

(3) Engineering Development and In-Service Engineering 
(Elements 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.1.3). The center could~n't fully docu- 
ment the funding and workyears reported for engineering develop- 
ment and in-service engineering. We verified the accuracy of the 
funding reported for some of the systems we reviewed, but weren't 
able tp do so for most. The center also couldn't reconstruct the 
"average cost a workyearn factor it used to convert funding to 
workyears. 

(4) Major Equipment and Facilities (Element 3.4 .l) . 
The center couldn't document the $844 million estimated replace- 
ment cost reported for 23 major facilities. Generally, director- 
ate personnel making the estimates told us they lacked the 
facility records needed to estimate the costs using the procedure 
called for in the DOD reporting guidance (inf1ati:ng original 
cost). Instead, they roughly estimated what they believed it 
would cost to build such a facility today. 

(5) Workyear Expansion Potential (Element 3.5.1.2) . 
The center couldn't fully document that it could support 350 to 
400 additional workyears without major modification to its 
laboratory facilities. The lower number is supported: as part 
of BRAC 91, the Army Research Laboratory will movle from Fort 
Monmouth and about 350 people work fzor the laboratory. But the 
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center had no documentation for the estimate that another 
50 people beyond that could work in its laboratory facilities. 
Currently, about 2,000 personnel wor:k in the facil-ities. 

c. Compliance with Cross-Service, DA andMajor Command 
Guidance. The center didn't comply with the DOD data call 
guidance for six elements. For Workload (Element 2.1), Excess 
Laboratory Capacity (Element 2.2) and FY 93 Workyears (Element 
3.3.1.1)~ the center should have reported workyears rather than 
staffing levels. For Major Equipment and Facilities (Element 
3.4.1)~ it should have estimated replacement cost by inflating 
original cost. For Laboratory Facility Expansion Potential 
(Element 3.5.1), it should have reported total space, used space 
and excess space instead of just excess space. For Utilities 
(Element 3.5.3), it should have reported the capak~ility to expand 
or procure additional utility service instead of its current 
capacity. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. Roger Weist and Ms. Connie Carnevale of the 
center and Ms. Patricia Devine of the Program Anal.ysis and 
Evaluation Directorate on 1 August 1994. They agreed with our 
conclusions and said that the center would: 

- Notify the Materiel Command that the data reported as work- 
years was actually staffing levels at various times. 

- Better document and explain the workyear estimates it did 
report .  

- Better document its facility replacement cost estimates. 

- Correct the minor errors in the data reported for the 
licenses/permits and utilities elements. 

This report isn't subject to the official command-.reply process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended to us 
during the review. 

Encl HENRY CULLERTON 
Regional Auditor General 

CF: w encl 
DOD Inspector General 
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CF: (CONT) 

Army Basing Study Office 
Commander, Army Materiel Command 



ANNEX 

DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED /1 
i 

Workload (Element 2.1 ) 

The U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command R-esearch, Devel- 
opment and Engineering Center reported the following funding and 
workyear data: 

Information Fiscal Year 
Rewired - 8 9 ----- 9 0 91 92 9 3 9 4 -- 95 - 96 - 97 

Total Funds 
Programmed 
($MI 853 806 849 938 980 838 799 766 749 
Total Actual 
Funds ($M) 856 791 859 908 967 
Programmed 
Workyears 1,918 1,946 2,309 2,539 2,256 2,418 2,311 2,239 2,176 
Actual 
Workyears 1,933 2,011 2,158 2,230 2,181 

The programmed and actual funding data for FYs 89-94 came from the 
historical records of the Finance and Accounting Office. The 
programmed funding for FYs 95-97 came from the Program Objective 
Memorandum as of 1 April 1994. The programmed workyear data 
through FY 94 represents the center's authorized strength at the 
beginning of each fiscal year. The programmed workyears for the 
outyears were estimated based on the continuation of the current 
hiring freeze imposed to meet expected lower fundi,ng levels. The 
actual workyears are the center's actual strength at the end of 
each fiscal year. 

We verified the accuracy of the fund.ing and strength numbers the 
center used. Its estimate of outyear staffing was reasonable. 
But the DOD reporting guidance asked for programmed and actual 
"workyears" by fiscal year, not authorized or actual staffing 
levels .' 

The center agreed to inform the U.S. Army Materiel Command that it 
reported authorized and actual staffing levels rather than the 
workyears requested in the DOD reporting guidance. 



DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED a 11 Excess Laboratory Capacity (Element 2.2) 

The center reported that it had 363 workyears of excess capacity. 
It calculated this number using the formula specified by the DOD 
guidance--the largest number of programmed or actual workyears 
between FYs 89 and 93 (2,539 programmed in FY 92) less the number 
of workyears programmed for FY 97 (2,176). 

As with data element 2.1, the number the center reported repre- 
sents the difference in staffing levels, not workyears. 

The center agreed to inform the Materiel Command that the number 
reported is based on staffing levels instead of workyears, as 
requested in the DOD reporting guidance. 

I 

Mission (Element 3.0) 

II Here's the mission the center reported: 
Provide the highest quality support to the American Armed 
Forces by delivering superior technologies, products and 
service for: 

- Digitizing the battlefield. 
- Owning the night. 
- Owning the spectrum. 
- Knowing the enemy. 
- Software development and sustainment. 
- System of systems architecture. 
- Global seamless communications. 

II The mission statement was written by the director of the center. I 

11 The statement is a reasonable synopsi-s of the center's mission. 
11 GeographicallClimatological Features (Element 3.1.1) 11 
The center provided a narrative description of the advantages of 
its location at Fort Monmouth. The description noted the proxim- 
ity to major metropolitan areas, academic institutions and commer- 
cial electronic activities. 

The description was reasonable. 
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i 

Licenses and Permits (Element 3.1 -2) +I 
The center reported four licenses from the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and one permit from DA. Generally, the licenses and 
permits authorize the handling of radioactive material. 

We identified one additional Nuclear Regulatory Commission license 
and three additional DA permits that the center should have 
reported. 

11 The center agreed to report the additional authorizations. II 

The center reported that there were no environmental constraints 
on its operations. 

I 

We identified no environmental constraints. 

Environmental Constraints (Element 3.1 -3) d l  

Special Support Infrastructure (Element 3.1 -4) 

The center reported that a pulse power facility currently belong- 
ing to the Army Research Laboratory, but transferring to the 
center during FY 95, had special capabilities. It described the 
facility's high-power generation and cooling capabilities and its 
Tempest protection. 

We verified the capabilities described. 
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Proximity to Mission-Related Organizations (Element 3.1 -5) 

Here's the information the center provided on the proximity of the 
five types of organizations considered most important to its 
mission: 

Type of WORKYEARS 
Name Orsanization Distance - performed Funded 

PEO, COMM/ 
CCS/IEW Government Colocated 815 0 
CRDA 
Contractors Commercial 10-100 mi O m  1 4  
Universities Universities 5- 50 mi 0 30 
C31 Acq Ctr Government Colocated 149 0 
Hi Tech Cont Commercial I- 20 mi 0 200 

The center developed the workyear information using various non- 
corporate databases (for example, records of personnel providing 
support to program executive officers and records of cooperative 
research and development agreements made with academic 
institutions and corporations). 

We verified that the center used these records to develop the 
numbers. We didn't verify that the records gave an accurate total 
of workyears used. 

The center agreed to prepare document:ation better explaining how 
the workyear estimates were developed. 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED = 
( Total Personnel (Element 3.2.1) 

Here's the information the center provided on the personnel 
engaged in supporting the C41 Common Support Function (the level 
of detail required by the DOD reporting guidance). C41 stands for 
Command, Control, Communications, Computers and Intelligence. 

Types of Number of Personnel* 
Personnel Civilian Military Onsite FFRDC Onsite SETA 

Technical 1,103 5 9 
Management ( Supv) 176 2 9 
Other 3 95 5 3 

* FFRDC1s and SETA1s are non-government employees working !it 
Federally funded laboratories. 

The total number of personnel reported represents actual strength 
at the end of FY 93. The breakdown by technical, management and 
other was based on the center's analysis of its organizational 
structure. 

We verified the accuracy of the total number reported. The tech- 
nique used to distinguish between technical, management and other 
was reasonable. 

Note: The Materiel Command directed the center to report on t h i s  
d a t a  element by the C 4 1  subcategories of airborne, ground fixed 
and ground mobile. Our review was 1:imi ted to  verifying the accu- 
racy o f  the d a t a  a t  the DOD-stipulated C 4 1  level only. 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

FY 93 Workyear and Life Cycle (Element 3.3.1 -1 1 

Here's the information the center provided on FY 93 workyears by 
the categories of science/technology, engineering clevelopment and 
in-service engineering: 

FY 93 Actual 
Lab Civilian Military FFRIIC -- SETA 

Science and 
Technology 556 

Engineering 
Development 652 

In-Service 
Engineering 466 

The numbers reported represent the center's onboarci strength at 
the end of FY 93. The breakdown into the categories of science 
and technology, engineering development and in-senrice engineering 
was made by individual directorates using noncorporate databases. 
Examples of the data sources used were organization charts, roster 
reports, reimbursable logs and workyear performed information. 

We verified that, with one exception, the numbers reported repre- 
sented onboard strength at the end of FY 93. The exception is 
that at the end of FY 93, the center had 141--not 151--military 
personnel on board. The error was arithmetic. 

But the DOD reporting guidance asked for "workyearsM in FY 93, not 
the staffing level at the end of the year. We also couldn't 
verify the accuracy of the center's breakdown of the data into 
scienc& and technology, engineering development anti in-service 
engineering categories. We attempted to do so at ffive of the 
center's directorates (the activities that developed the informa- 
tion). Only one directorate could reconstruct the numbers 
reported. 

The center agreed to tell the Materiel Command that it reported 
staffing level rather than workyears as requested in the DOD 
reporting guidance. It also agreed to correct the error in mili- 
tary personnel and better document and explain how data was broken 
into the various categories. 

As with the previous data element, the center broke down workyear 
and life-cycle information by the C41 subcategories of airborne, 
ground fixed and ground mobile. Our review was limited to the 
data reported for the DOD-stipulated C41 level only. 
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11 Engineering Development (Element 3.3.1.2) 11 

The center listed and described the 50 programs that were in 
engineering development. It also reported that about $200 million 
and about 1,000 workyears were spent on these programs during 
FY 93. The funding for each program was provided by individual 
directorates. The center then used a.n average cost a workyear to 
calculate workyears. 

We reviewed the information provided for five major programs 
(accounting for about 16 percent of the funding). 

- The funding data the directorates provided was accurate for 
four of the five programs. For one program, the directorate 
had no documentation supporting the funding it report&d. 

- The average cost a workyear dewloped at the center level was 
unsupported and we couldn't reconstruct it. 

The center agreed to better document and explain how the funding 
and workyear estimates were developed. 

In-Service Engineering (Element 3.3.1.3) 

The center reported that all operational C41 systerns receive some 
level of in-service engineering support from the center and iden- 
tified 45 major systems that do so. It reported that it spent 
about $123 million and about 1,600 workyears providing this sup- 
port during FY 9 3 .  Individual directorates provided the funding 
and workyear data for each program. 

We reviewed the information provided for three major systems 
(about $20 million) and all post -deployment software support 
(about $87 million). For two of the three systems, the funding 
and workyear data reported was accurate. For the other system, 
the directorate couldn't support either number. The directorate 
providing post-deployment software support also couldn't document 
or reconstruct the numbers it reported. 

The center agreed to prepare documentation better explaining how 
the funding and workyear estimates were developed. 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED I/ 
i 

I( Projected Direct Funding (Element 3.3.2.1) 11 

Here's the projected direct funding tihe center reported (the 
numbers reflect funding for both the Fort Monmouth and Fort Bel- 
voir activities) : 

Direct Fundins ($MI FY 94 FY 95 -- FY 9 6  FY 97 

RDTE 
PA 
OMA 

The FY 94 numbers came from finance and accounting records'. The 
numbers for FYs 95-97  came from the Program Objective Memorandum 
as of 1 April 1 9 9 4 .  

We verified the accuracy of the reported numbers. 

The center also broke this data element down by the C41 subcate- 
gories of airborne, ground fixed and ground mobile. Our review 
was limited to the data reported for the DOD-stipulated C41 level 
only. i 

Projected Other Obligations (Element 3.3.2.2) -1 
Here's the projected other obligations the center reported (the 
numbers reflect funding for both the Fort Monmouth and Fort Bel- 
voir activities) : 

Other ~blisations (SM) 

RDTE Reimb 
OMA Reimb 
Dir Cite 

II The numbers are estimates based on FY 93 actual obligations 
recorded in finance and accounting records. 11 
The estimates correlated with actual obligations in FY 93 and were 
reasonable. 

The center also broke this data element down by the C41 subcate- 
gories of airborne, ground fixed and ground mobile. Our review 
was limited to the data reported for the DOD-stipulated C41 level 
only. 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 7 
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I( Major Equipment and Facilities (Element 3.4.1 1 11 

The center listed and described 23 major facilities at Fort Mon- 
mouth that had a replacement cost of about $844 million. DOD 
reporting guidance was to calculate replacement cost by inflating 
the facility's original construction cost. 

We selected five of the listed facili.ties, valued at $761 million, 
and verified their existence. However, the directorates providing 
the information weren't able to document their estimates of 
replacement cost, primarily because they lacked records on the 
facilities' original cost. 

The center agreed to prepare documentation better (explaining how 
the facility replacement cost estimates were developed. 1 

Laboratory Facility Expansion Potential (Element 3.5.1 ) - 
Here's what the center reported: 

Facility TYP~ Space Capacity (KSF) 
Description of Swace Current Used -- Excess 

Myer Center (ARL- Technical 57 .5  
Occupied) Admin 45 .3  

Misc 7.1 
Battery Test 
Facility Technical 5 .4  

The cen,ter didn't comply with the DOD reporting guidance. It only 
reported excess space (mostly resulting from the planned move of 
the Army Research Laboratory from Fort Monmouth as part of 
BRAC 91. It should have reported the total laboratory space 
(administrative, technical, storage and utility) available, what 
was used and what was excess. For example, the Myer Center alone 
has about 400,000 square feet of space. 

We verified that the Army Research Laboratory is scheduled to 
vacate about 110,000 square feet of space in the Myer Center in 
compliance with BRAC 91. 

The center agreed to report laboratory space in accordance with 
DOD guidance. 



ANNEX 

DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED P 
(1 Workyear Expansion Potential (Elements 3.5.1 .I and 3.5.1.2) 

1 The center reported that it could support 3 5 0  to 400 additional 
workyears without major modifications to its laboratory facili- 
ties. The low side of the estimate is about the number of people 
I currently working for the Army Research Laboratory (the activity 
moving as part of BRAC 91). The high side represents an estimate 
that 5 0  additional personnel could work in the entire center 
facility without major modification to the space. The center 
couldn't fully document its estimate. We verified that about 
3 5 0  personnel work for the Army Research Laboratory. But the 
center had no documentation showing how it arrived at the estimate 
that 5 0  more personnel could work in its facilities. 

The center agreed to prepare documentation better explainifig how 
it determined that the 5 0  additional personnel could work in its 
laboratory facilities. 

Planned Construction (Element 3.5.1 -3) 

The center reported the plans to construct a new laboratory facil- 
ity for its Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Directorate (relo- 
cating from Vint Hill Farms Station as part of BRAC 93). It also 
reported on the planned construction of additional laboratory 
space for satellite communications. 

We verified that the two new construction projects were still 
planned. 

11 Buildable Acres (Element 3.5.2) 

The center reported about 281 buildable acres. This is the same 
number reported in Fort Monmouth's submission in response to the 
Army's installation assessment for BRAC 9 5 .  

We verified the accuracy of the reported number of buildable acres 
during our review of the earlier submission. 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

)I Utilities (Element 3.5.3) 

The center reported that Fort Monmouth had a total electrical 
capacity of 65,000 kilovolt-amperes, a water system capacity of 
4.17 million gallons a day and a sewer capacity of 5.4 million 
gallons a day. These are the same numbers reported in the fort's 
submission in response to the Army's installation assessment for 
BRAC 95. 

The center didn't comply with the DOD reporting guidance. The 
guidance asked for an estimate of the installation's capability to 
expand or procure "additional" utility services (el-ectric, gas, 
water) . 
We verified the reported numbers during our review of FortmMon- 
mouth's earlier submission. As reported then, electrical capacity 
should have been 78,000 kilovolt-amperes. The other reported 
capacities were correct. 

The center agreed to report on uti1it.y capability i.n accordance 
with DOD guidance. 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE A R M Y  
U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 
NORTHEASTERN REGION 

1027 ARCH STREET 
PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 1 9 107-23 17 

18 November 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Communications- 
Electronics Command, ATTN: AMSEL-IR, 
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey - 07703-5029 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished Cross-Service 
Laboratories Work Group Supplement Data Call, U.S. Army 
Communications-Electronics Command, Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM NR 95-705 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
supplemental data your command provided to the DOD Cross- 
Service Laboratories Work Group. The Director, Army Basing 
Study Office requested the review. We will include the 
results of our review in a summary report to higher levels 
of management. 

2. Objective and Scope. The objective of our review was 
to determine whether the data U.S. Army Communications- 
Electronics Command furnished the DOD Laboratories Joint 
Cross-Service Work Group was: 

- Accurate. 

- Supported by reasonable documentation. 

- In accordance with Cross-Service Laboratories Work 
Group, DA and major command guidance. 

We made the review from 2 to 10 November 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And, 
accordingly, we tested management controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished the Cross-Service 
Laboratory Work Group, we: 

- Reviewed guidance provided by the work group, DA and 
U.S. Army Materiel Command and. compared it with proce- 
dures U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command per- 
sonnel followed to respond to the data call. 
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- Interviewed personnel from the Communications- 
Electronics Command Research, Development and Engi- 
neering Center; Resource Management Office; Program 
Analysis and Evaluation Directorate; Security 
Assistance Management Directorate; Fort Monmouth's 
Directorate of Public Works; and the Command Office 
Building Manager's Office. These personnel helped 
prepare, review and validate command's response to the 
data call. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 

- Verified calculations of selected data values. 

3 .  Background 

a. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990, as amended, provides DOD a means to make needed 
adjustments to the installation structure. On 7 January 
1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense established six DOD- 
led work groups to evaluate opportunities for cross-Service 
base closure and realignment actions. One work group 
focused on laboratories. Each work group prepared a data 
call requiring activities to provide information needed to 
assess and identify Cross-Service opportunities. We previ- 
ously evaluated and reported on the accuracy of the 
Communications-Electronics Command's submission to the 
initial data call (INFORMATION MEMORANDUM NR 94-715, 
8 August 1994). 

b. The DOD Laboratories Joint Cross-Service Work 
Group issued a Command, Control, Communications, Computer 
and Intelligence supplemental data call on 6 October 1994 
with responses due by 20 October 1994. The Director, Army 
Basing Study Office asked us to review the Army's response 
and supporting documentation for the supplemental data call 
This memorandum addresses your command's response to the 
supplemental data call, which consisted of 8 data require- 
ments with a total of 18 elements. The elements included a 
mix of objective and subjective requirements. We evaluated 
the accuracy and support for each of these elements. 

4 .  Results of Review. Command reported accurate data for 
14 of the 18 elements. The data for four elements was 
inaccurate, unsupported or wasn't reported in accordance 
with appropriate guidance. Our conclusions on specific 
objectives follow. 
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a. Accurate Data Elements. Command reported accurate 
data for these 14 elements: 

- Organizational Elements 

Collocated C41 Organization: 
- List Organization 
- Summarize Overall Mission 

b. Inaccurate Data Elements. Command reported 
inaccurate data for two elements. 

(1) FY 93 Program Funds and Programs (Ele- 
ment 2c). Command overstated reported FY 93 prolgram funds 
by about $1.6 billion. Command reported a total of about 
$4.8 billion for FY 93 programs including foreign military 
sales totaling about $1.7 billion. Command's reported 
foreign military sales included all open and pending cases 
regardless of year awarded or status. Our review showed 
that command awarded only about $94.4 million in foreign 
military sales during FY 93. 
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(2) Initial Coat of Equipment Difficult to Move 
or Replicate (Element 3c). Command significantly overstated 
its reported cost of about $864.1 million for this element. 
The error occurred because command essentially reported the 
same costs that it reported for element 3.4.1 (Major Equip- 
ment and Facilities) in the original data call--even though 
the supplemental data call asked for different imformation. 
Of the $864.1 million, we reviewed the $500 million that 
Command reported for the Software Engineering Directorate. 
In validating that amount, w e  found the director-ate had 
decreased the estimate to about $44.1 million. However, 
command still reported $500 million for the supplemental 
data call. Also, only about $1.5 million of the $44.1 
million was for equipment that was difficult to move or 
replicate. The remaining $42.6 million covered costs to 
construct a new facility and to move personnel a~nd 
equipment. 

ermanen 

c. Supporting Documentation. The center didn't have 
adequate supporting documentation for two data elements. 

(1) Workyear Requirement for Contractual Support 
(Element 2a). Command couldn't provide supporting documen- 
tation for workyear requirements for onsite and offsite con- 
tractor support. Two directorates in the research center 
reported: 
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Reported Contract Personnel 
Workyears for 

Directorate Onsite Off site 

Software Engineering 
Command, Control and 
Systems Integration 

Total 

The directorates reported 80 percent of the onsite and 
98 percent of the offsite totals for the research center. 
However, neither directorate had any documentation to sup- 
port the reported workyears. The directorates cited 
personal knowledge as the source of its information. 

(2) Main Cuetamere (Element 2d) . Command 
couldn't document the main customers of the support office. 
Command reported 148 main customers by name and told us the 
list was generated from the Business Plan database. How- 
ever, only 66 of the reported customers were in the data- 
base. Command couldn't support the remaining 82 customers, 
including at least 8 contractors and universities. 

d. Compliance With Cross-Service, DA and Major Com- 
mand Guidance. Command generally complied with guidance. 
However, for data element 3c, command didn't identify and 
estimate the cost of equipment or facilities that couldn't 
be moved or replicated. Instead, command reported the 
replacement cost of facilities and equipment identified and 
reported in the original data call. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. Larry Smith, Acting Director, Program Analy- 
sis and Evaluation Directorate, and Ms. Patricia Devine, 
Acting Director, BRAC Office, on 10 November 1994. They 
agreed with our conclusions and said they would: 

- Correct the amount of program funds reported for the 
Logistics and Readiness Center. 

- Review and identify facilities and equipment that can't 
be moved or replicated and report revised estimates to 
DA . 

- Improve how reported workyear estimates for. contractor 
support personnel are documented. 
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- Review and update the list of the support office's main 
customers. 

This report isn't subject to the official commantl-reply 
process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Inspector General, DOD 
Army Basing Study Office 
Commander, Materiel Command 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Garrison, Fort George G. 
Meade 

SUBJECT: Review of the 1995 Army Baaing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessments--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM SR 94-709 

1. Introduction, This is our report of the installation 
assessments that your command did for the 1995 Arrrry Basing 
Study. The Director of Management requested that we make 
the review. We will include the results in this report in a 
summary report to higher management levels - This memorandum 
isn't subject to the official command-reply process that 
Army Regulation 36-2 prescribes. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used flor assess-, 
ing installation values. Specific objectives were to evalu- 
ate the: 

- Appropriateness of data sources and methodologies used 
to obtain data values. 

- Accuracy of reported data. 

- Adequacy of records maintained. 

We made the review during May and June 1994. In ]nost 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards, We 
reviewed management controls to the extent we deemed neces- 
sary under the circumstances. Our review consisted of: 

- Identifying quantitative data you reported to the 
Commander, U.S. Army Military District of Washington on 
12 May 1994 in response to the DA data call for instal- 
lation assessments, dated 18 April 1994, and change l, 
dated 5 May 1994. 

- Comparing reported quantitative data with source data 
at the installation. Source da.ta consisted of both 
automated and manual records and reports and. physical 
exhibits such as land, buildings, and utility systems. 

- Evaluating the adequacy, completeness, and aqpropriate- 
ness of supporting data and exhibits. We reviewed 
applicable criteria, verified computations, reviewed 
a~plicable reports and documents from goverrtment and 
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contractor sources, and performed onsite inspections of 
selected physical assets. 

3. Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides a timely, 
independent, and fair process for closing and realigning 
U.S. military installations. The Army established the 
Basing Study Office to manage the study process. It divided 
the study process into two phases. Under Phase I, the Army 
performs installation assessments to assess the relative 
military value of its installations. Under Phase 11, the 
Army identifies and evaluates alternatives for realignment 
and closure. This memorandum addresses only our review of 
your cormnand*~ installation assessment process. 

b. Data Elements. Fort Meade is a subord:inate 
activity of the Military District of Washington i2nd is 
categorized by the Army as a coxcmand and control/ 
administrative support installation. The Military District 
of Washington tasked Fort Meade to report data for 15 of 20 
data elements in this category. 

4. Review Results. We concluded that the quantitative 
data that your command reported was generally accurate and 
reliable for the Army to use in realignment and closure 
analyses. We reviewed the accuracy of quantitative data for 
the 15 data elements and the adequacy of records maintained 
to support the data. Fort Meade generally used appropriate 
data sources and methodologies, reported accurate data, and 
had adequate documentation. We found some minor deficien- 
cies in the sources used, accuracy of data, and supporting 
documentation. We reported these discrepancies to the 
personnel involved in the assessment process, and they 
immediately took corrective action. Fort Meade personnel 
revised the four data elements. On 21 June 1994, the base 
realignment officer sent the revisions to the Military 
District of Washington. The details of our review are in 
the following paragraphs, and the results of our verifica- 
tion are in the enclosure. 

a. Data Sources and Methodologies. Fort Meade 
personnel used the standard data sources and methodologies 
that DA guidance required for 14 of the 15 data elements. 
For the 15th data element, accessibility, personnel in your 
Directorate of Resource Management used FY 94 data to report 
the value when DA guidance required. FY 93 data. 



SAAG- SER 
SUBJECT: Review of the 1995 Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessments--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM SR 94-709 

- The analyst didn't use FY 93 data because Fort 
Meade transferred to the command and control of 
the Military District of Washington on 1 October 
1993, The analyst- concluded that the FY 93 data 
was no longer applicable. But the ana-Lyst didnl t 
obtain a written waiver to use FY 94 data. DA 
Installation Assessment Program guidance requires 
a written waiver. 

- We advised the analyst and Fort Meade's base 
realignment officer to ask for a written waiver to 
use FY 94 data to develop the assessibility data 
element. The base realignment officer took prompt 
action to get this done. He prepared (a written 
request for the waiver and, on 10 June 1994, sent 
it to the Military District of Washington for 
forwarding to DA. 

b. Accuracy of Reported Data. Your command 
accurately reported quantitative data for 10 of the 15 data 
elements that the Military District of Washington tasked you 
to develop. For the remaining five data elements: 

- Buildable Acres. Personnel from the Master 
Planning Division made errors when copying numbers 
from their computer terminal onto a handwritten 
spreadsheet that they used to group and analyze 
the data for buildable acres. As a result, they 
understated the value of this data element by 186 
acres. When we brought errors to their atten- 
tion, they promptly adjusted their computation. 

- Maintenance Facilities, and Operations/Administra- 
tive Facilities. At the installation level, the 
automated Integrated Facility System was the 
primary source for this data elemenc. The 
facility system feeds the real planning and 
analysis systems, which is the data source DA 
prescribed for these two data elements. Personnel 
at your Master Planning Division didn't use 
correct facility category qrouus to extract data 
from the automated system. Therefore, they under- 
stated the value for the maintenance facilities 
data element and overstated the value for 
operations/administrative facilities. When we 
brought these data errors to the attention of the 
points of contact for the data element:~, Master 
Planning personnel explained that they weren't 
fully familiar with facility category groups in 
the automated system. They contacted a commercial 
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contractor to determine which codes would provide 
complete data for the data elements in question. 
They then recomputed the value of these data 
elements and pulled together the needed1 documenta- 
tion to support the recoxcputed figures. 

- Environmental Carrying Capacity. Persclnnel from 
your Environmental Management Office inadvertently 
included Tipton Army Air Field in the c:omputation 
of the data element for environmental czarrying 
capacity. However, a 1988 Base Realigrunent and 
Closure Action declared the air field excess to 
the installation and put it into the category of 
property for disposal. Thus, Environmental 
Management Office personnel shouldn't have 
included the air field as a factor in the current 
assessment. Based on our verification,, Environ- 
mental Management Office personnel excluded the 
air field from their computation and recomputed 
the quantitative value of the data element. They 
gave the revised data to your base realignment 
office. On 21 June 1994, the realignment officer 
forwarded the revised computation to the Military 
District of Washington. 

- Reserve Training. We cou.ldn't verify the accuracy 
of this data element due to a lack sufEicient 
supporting documentation. 

c. Adequacy of Records Maintained. Responsible 
personnel gathered and maintained adequate suppo:rting docu- 
mentation to show how they developed quantitative data for 
14 of the 15 data elements. But they didn't have complete 
records to support the data that your command reported for 
the data element on reserve training. They calculated the 
scoring for this data element from the number of people on 
annual training and the number of days of inactive duty 
training. Fort Meade computed the value for annual training 
from lists of the number of personnel by Reserve Component 
units for FY 91, FY 92, and FY 93. It used Fort Meade Form 
DRC 8 (Counterpart Training Worksheet) to compute the value 
for inactive duty training. These forms didn't identify the 
individual's unit or that the forms were for inactive duty 
training. While the reported values were the best informa- 
tion available, we couldn't verify them. There wasn't any 
original-source documentation available to support the 
computations ~ a d e  from these documents. 

5 .  Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
verification cf the installation assessment with Fort 
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Meadeis point of contact for each specific data element. We 
discussed our overall results with your base realignment 
officer on 8 June 1994. He agreed with our conclusions. 

6. I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation your people 
extended to us. 

Encl E. e- REEFER 
V' Regional Auditor General 

Director of Management 
Army Basing Study Office 
Commander, U.S. Army Military 
District of Washington 



DATA 

Reported 
by 

Fort Meade 

Verified . 
by 

Armv Audit Data Element U n i t  of Measure 

Miles Accessibility 

Average Age of 
Facilities 

Average Age 
(years 

Sum of dwelling 
units and spaces 

Barracks and 
Family Housing 

BASOPS/Mission 
Population 

Dollars 
(in millions) 

Buildable Acres Acres 

Environmental 
Carrying Capacity 

Historic bldgs 
Endangered 
species 

Wetlands 
Air quality 
Water quality 
Noise quality 
Contamination 

Sites per acre 
Number of 
species 

Acres 
Attainment 
Times exceeded 
Acres offpost 
Number of sites 

.0025 
none 

-0025 
none 

Family Housing 
Cost 

Dollars 
per dwelling 

Information 
Mission Area 

Numeric factor 

Infrastructure 
Water 
Sewage 
Electrical 
Lanaf ill 

Million gal/day 
Million gal/day 
Kilovolt amps 
Dollars per ton 

Square feet 
(in thousands) 

Billets 

Maintenance 
Facilities 

Mobilization 
Capability 

Enclosure 



Data Element Unit of Measure 

Operations/ Square feet 
Administrative (in millions) 
Facilities 

Percent 
Permanent 
Facilities 

Percent 

Reported Verified 
by by 

Fort Meade Armv Audit 

938 916 (d) 

Reserve Training Number of personnel 2,226 
Mandays 392 

Supply and 
Storage 

Square feet 
(in thousands) 

Explanation of differences between the amounts that Fort Meade 
reported and the amounts that we verified: 

(a) Accessibility: Initially used FY 94 data witklout getting. a 
waiver to deviate from required source data. Fort Meaded 
requested a waiver to use FY 94 data. 

(b) Buildable Acres: Inaccurately copied data from a computer 
terminal, which understated the number of acres. 

(c) Environmental Capacity: Included data that should have been 
excluded. 

(d) Maintenance Facilities and Operations/Administrative 
Facilities: Incorrectly extracted data from the automated 
system, understanding maintenance facilities and overstating 
operations/administrative facilities. 

(e) Reserve Training: Insufficient supporting doc~lmentation. 

This value is the total BASOPS mission cost for !:he installa- 
tion. The Basing Study Office, DA will compute the value of the 
unit of measure--dollars per person per year--for 1:hi.s data 
element. 

* *  Values aren't weighted. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Garrison, Fort Belvoir, 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia 

SUBJECT: Review of the 1995 A .  Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessments, Fort Belvoir--INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM SR 94-710 

1. Introduction, This is the report of the installation 
assessments that your command did for the 1995 Axnty Basing 
Study. The Director of Management requested that we make 
the review. We will include the results in this report in a 
sununary report to higher management levels. This  memorandum 
is for your information and isn't subject to the official 
command-reply process that Army Regulation 36-2 prescribes. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objectiv'e of our . 

review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for assess- 
ing installation values. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate: 

- Appropriateness of data sources and methodologies used 
to obtain data values. 

- Accuracy of reported data. 

- Adequacy of records maintained. 

We made the review during May and June 1994. In. most 
material respects, we made the review in accorda.nce with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. We 
reviewed management controls to the extent we deemed 
necessary under the circumstances. Our review c:onsisted of: 

- Identifying data you reported to the Commander, 
U.S. Army Military District of Washington on 20 May 
1994 in response to the DA data call for ir~stallation 
assessments, dated 18 April 1994, and change 1, dated 
5 May 1394. The data call included 15 data elements. 

- Comparing reported data with source data at the instal- 
lation. Source data consisteci of both automated and 
manual records, reports, and copies of maps showicg 
land and buildings. 

- Evaluatizg the adequacy, completeness, and appropriate- 
ness of supporting data. We reviewed applicable 
criteria, verified computations, reviewed reports and 
documents from government and contractor sources, and 
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performed onsite inspection of selected physical 
assets. 

3 .  B a c k g r o u n d  

a. B a s e  Closure. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides a timely, 
independent, and fair process for closing and realigning 
U.S. military installations. The Army established the 
Basing Study Office to manage the study. process. It divided 
the study process into two phases. In Phase I, the Army 
performs installation assessments to assess the relative 
military value of its installations. In Phase 11, the Anny 
identifies and evaluates alternatives for realignment and 
closure. This memorandum addresses only our reviiew of your 
command's installation assessment process. 

b. Data Elements. Fort Belvoir is a subordinate 
activity of the Military District of Washington and is 
categorized by the Army as a cormand and control/ 
administrative support installation. The Military District 
of Washington tasked Fort Belvoir to report data for 15 of 
20 data elements in this category. 

4. Review Results. We concluded that your comrnand needed 
to improve the accuracy and reliabiility of the quantitative 
data you reported for Army use in realignment anti closure 
analyses. We found some minor deficiencies in the sources 
used, accuracy of data, and supporting documentation. The 
details of our review are in the following paragraphs and 
the results of our verification are in the enclosure. 

a. Data Sources and Methodologies. Your czormnand used 
appropriate data sources and methodologies to report data 
values for 7 of the 15 data elements. These data sources 
and methodologies were either consistent with the Army's 
installation assessment guidance or an acceptable alterna- 
tive to the guidance. The Integrated Facility System was an 
acceptable data source substitution for the Headquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System, For the remain- 
ing eight data elements, deviations in the data sources or 
methodologies werenf t appropriate. These data elements were 
accessibility, average age of facilities, barracks and 
family housing, buildable acres, environmental carrying 
capacity, family housing cost per dwelling unit, infrastruc- 
ture, and mobilization capability. 

b. Accuracy of Reported Data. Your commalnd accu- 
rately reported data for 4 of the 15 data elements that the 
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Military District of Washington tasked you to address. The 
remaining 11 contained some incorrect values. 

(1) Accurate Data. Fort Belvoir repo:rted accu- 
rate data for four data elements. Command accurately 
reported values for base operations/mission popu.lation, 
maintenance facilities, operations/administrativ~e facili- 
ties, and percent permanent facilities. 

(2) Inaccurate Data. Data reported for 11 data 
elements wasn't accurate. The enclosure shows the differ- 
ences between the values that Fort Belvoir reported and the 
values we verified. Fort Belvoir agreed to correct these 
data values. 

(a) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Fort 
Belvoir used the wrong weight for the air quality factor. 
It used a weight of 5 instead of 15. Also, Fort Belvoir . 
reported values for three factors (archaeology/historical 
building, noise quality, and contaminated sites), but didn't 
have the supporting documentation for its computation. 
Without the original source documents, we couldn't verify 
the accuracy of- these factors. 

(b) Information Mission Area. Installation 
personnel incorrectly computed values for three of the seven 
categories for this data element, They used the wrong 
criteria within the category~values for Outside Cable Plant, 
Defense Data Network Node, and the Post Wide Area 
Network/Local Area Network. Therefore, they incorrectly 
computed the scores for these three categories. 

- Outside Cable Plant. Fort Belvoir reported 260 
points. The category had 11 points and a weight 
of 20 points. Therefore, the score should have 
been 220 points (11 points times 20). 

- Defense Data Network Node. Fort Belvoir reported 
25 points. The category had 10 points and a 
weight of 5 points, equatizg to a score of 50 
points. 

- Post Wide Area Network/Local Area Network. Fort 
Belvoir reported 75 points instead of 45 points. 
The category had 3 points and a weight of 15 
polnts ( 3  points times 15 1 . 

(c) Reserve Training. Personnel in the Reserve 
Training Division incorrectly used calendar year data 
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instead of fiscal year data to develop data for this data 
element. Based on our verification, they should. have 
included 3 months of data--October, November, and December 
1990 - -and excluded 3 months of data- -October, Nc~vember, and 
December 1993. Training Division personnel corrected the 
data element and said they would resubmit it to the Military 
District of Washington. 

(dl Supply and Storage Facilities. Clommand 
didn't include square footage for facilities under construc- 
tion in the ~ l u e  for this data element. Our review showed 
that coxrunand should have included an additional 208,000 
square feet under construction in the computation for this 
data element. 

(el Other Differemces. There were minor differ- 
ences in the values that command reported for ac:cessibility, 
average age of facilities, barracks and family housing, 
buildable acres, family housing cost per dwelling unit, 
infrastructure, and mobilization capability. Command per- 
sonnel used improper sources or methodologies, a m  discussed 
previously, or made arithmetical errors when they computed 
the values for these data elements. 

c. Adequacy of Records. Our review indicated that 
command didn't maintain an adequate audit trail to support 
the data values reported for three data elements: 

- Accessibility. Actual travel data for FY 93 
should have been used to support the data value 
reported. Command personnel didn't maintain such 
data. They used locations and distances based on 
personal travel experience to compute the average 
mileage to the four most traveled-to 1-ocations. 
We confirmed the distances to the four locations: 
Fort McNair; the Pentagon; Alexandria, Virginia; 
and Fairfax City, Virginia. We used t:he Official 
Travel Distance Manual and an Americari Automobile 
Association map to verify the data reported. 

- Environmental Carrying Capacity. Responsible 
personnel couldn't locate the source documents 
used to support three of the seven factors in this 
data element. Fort Belvoir should have used the 
Installation Cultural Surveys to support the 
archaeology/historical building factor, the 
Installation Master Plan or equivalent document 
for noise quality factor, and the U.S. Army ~oxic 
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Hazardous Material Agency Survey for contaminated 
sites data. 

- Infoxmation Uaeion Area, Command personnel 
didn't have documentation to support same of the 
information mission area data values a.s discussed 
previously. We obtained the informati.on from the 
Office of the Defense Telephone Service- 
Washington, which was located on post, 

5, Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with you and Mr. Maury Cralle, Base Reali.gnment 
Officer, on 10 June 1994. You both agreed with the results 
of our review for each of the data elements and agreed to 
forward revisions to the Military District of Washington. 

6. I appreciate the courtesies and cooperatio~l your peopr'e 
extended to us. 

Encl 
- 
STEPHEN E, KEEFBR 1 Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Director of Management 
Army Basing Study Office 
Commander, U.S. Army Military 

D i s t r i c t  of Washington 



DATA ELEMEHTS REVIEWED 

Reported Verif l e d  
by Fort by Army 
Belvoir Audit 

unit of 
Measure D a t a  Element 

Miles 17 (it) 16 Accessibility 

Average Age of 
Facilities 

Years 

Barracks and 
Family Housing 

Family Housing: 
On post Units 
Off post Units 
Complex units Units 
Personnel Housing: 
Unaccompanied 
Officer Spaces 
Unaccompanied 
Enlisted Spaces 

~ASoPS/Mission Dollars $83.4 
Population* (in millions) 

Buildable Acres Acres 1,047 (£1 

Environmental 
Carrying Capacity** 

Archaeology/historical 
building sitesibuilding 0.175 ( g )  
Endangered species Plants/animals 15 
Wet lands Acres 1.0465 (h) 
Air quality Attainment SO (i) 
Water quality Times exceeded 30 
Noise quality Acres offpost 3,000 ( j )  
Contaminated sites Number of sites 0 (k) 

Family Housing 
Cost 

Dollars $6,732 (1) 
per dwelling 

Information 
Mission Area 

Telephone switching Weight 
Outside Cable Plant Weight 
Common user support Weight 
Defense Switched/ 
Data Network Node Weight 



Data Element 
Unit of 
Measure 

Post Wide Area/Local 
Area Network Weight 
Center: 
Telecommunications Weight 
Video - 
Telecommunications Weight 

Infrastructure 

Water 
Sewage 
Electrical 

Landfill 

Maintenance 
Facilities 

Mobilization 
Capability 

Operations/ 
Administrative 
Facilities 

Percent Permanent 
Facilities 

Million gal/da.y 
Million gal/day 
Kilovolt amps 

Dollars per 
short ton 

Square feet 
( in thousands 1 

Spaces 

Square feet 
(in millions) 

Percent 

Reported Verified 
by Fort by Army 
Belvoir Audit 

4 .4  
1.8 
48 

(megawatts/ 
hour) (p) 

Reserve Training 

Annual training Personnel 1,277 ( s )  1,305 
Inactive duty 
training Mandays 239,469 (t) 231,163 

Supply and Square feet 119 (u) 327 
Storage Facilities (in thousands) 

3xplanation of differences between the amounts that. Fort Belvoir 
reported and the amounts that we verified. 

(a Fort Belvoir didn't make the estimate based on FY 93 travel; 
we used Fort Belvoir's Official Travel Distance Manual to 
compute miles to the four most traveled-to 1oc:ations. We 
don't consider the difference of 1 mile to be significant. 



(b) Personnel reported a date instead of numbers of years. 

(c) Reports indicated total units as 2,071. Command personnel 
are currently researching supporting data. 

(dl Housing report showed actual number of units as 1,279. 

(e) Coxunand personnel are researching data on ndber of actual 
units. 

(f) Personnel used wrong measurement for conversion factor to 
determine buildable acres in place of the Master Plan data. 

(g) For archaeology/historical buildings, supporting data wasn't 
available. 

(h) For wetlands, personnel used 8,600 acres in their formula; 
they should have used 9,200 acres. However, the difference 
in number of acres didn't significantly affect the weighted 
factor. 

(i) Perso~el used the wrong weight for this factor. Instead of 
a weight of 5, they should have used a weight of 15. 

(j) For noise quality, supporting data wasn't ava.ilable. 

(k) For contaminated sites, supporting data wasn't available. 

(1) Personnel used 2,070 units to compute cost; a.ctual'number of 
units on record was 2,071. We don't consider the difference 
to be significant. 

(m, Information mission area personnel selected the wrong 
n , o )  categories for cable type, service network node, and the 

post wide network; therefore, numbers used in the formula 
were incorrect. 

(p) Personnel reported data value in megawatts per hour instead 
of kilovolt amps. 

(q) Personnel used dollars per ton as measurement:, instead of 
using dollars per short ton, A short ton is 10 percent more 
than a ton. We don't consider the difference to be 
significant. 

(r) Personnel miscounted numbers of available billets. We don't 
consider the difference (three billet space) to be 
significant. 



( 9 ,  Personnel used calendar years instead of fiscal years to 
t) compute average for the 3-year period. 

(u) Personnel didn't include square footage for the facilities 
currently under construction. 

* This value is the total BASOPS mission cost for the installa- 
tion. The Basing Study Office, DA will, compute the value of the 
unit of measure--dollars per person per year--for this data 
element. 

** Values are based on weighted factors. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Corranander, U. S . Army Armor Center .and 
Fort -ox, Fort Rnox, Kentucky 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Baaing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment - -  INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 
CR 94-704 

1. XattoduatSoa. Thie ie our report on the audit o f  
installation assessmente that your command did f o r  the 1995 
Army ~asing Study. The Director of Management requested we 
make tke review. We will include data in this report in a 
summary report to higher ,management levels. 

2 .  Objective6 and Bcopo. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used :for 
assessing inatallation values. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: i 

- Appropriateness of data sources and methodoXogies used 
to obtain data values. 

- Accuracy of repor ted  data. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 
We made the review during May and June 1994, In rnost 
material raapects, we made t h e  review in accor8ant:e with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Accord- 
ingly, we reviewed internal controls to the extent we deemed 
necessary under the circwnstancee. Our review cor~sisted of 
reviewing appropriate reports, atcdie~, mape , corraspon- 
dence, and other supporting documentation maintairled by 
installation personnel. We also conducted several inter- 
views with installation personnel. In addition, we selec- 
tively verified the existence of ranges, buildingu, and 
o t h e r  facilities an the installation. 

a. Bara Closura. The Defense Baee Closure and Realign- 
ment Act of 1990 furnishes a fair process that will 
result in the  tizely closure and realignment of military 
installations. The Army established the ~asing Study 
Office t o  manage the study procees. It divided the 
study process into two phasee. Under Phaae I, the Army 
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performa inatallation assessments to asseaa the relative 
military value of its installations,. Under Phase 11, 
the Army identifies and evaluate0 alternatives for 
realignment and cloaure.  hie memorandum only addresses 
our review cf your command's installation aseesement 
proceaa . 
b. Attributee. Fort Knox is a subordinate acrtivity of 
U.S. Anny Training and Doctrine Conrmand and i a  catego- 
rized by the Army as a Training School Installation. 
Training and Doctrine Command tasked Fort Knox to report 
data for 12 of 19 attributes in this category. Although 
not required, Fort Knox reported data for some attri- 
butes where the data values were supgo~ed to be 
extracted from the Headquarters Real Property Plannicg 
and Malyais Syetem (HQRPLANS) . To report data for the 
attributes, Fort Knox had to obtain information for 
103 data elements, 

4 .  Review Reeulte. We concluded *hat the data the 
installation reported was generaliy accurate and reliable 
for the Amy to use in realignment and cloeure analy~ee. We 
found differences in the values reported for 22 data ele- 
ments and couldn't verify the valuee For 6 other elements. 
We don't believe the differences that we found distorted the 
reported values, We preeent detailed results of our review 
of the data the irrstallatic~n reported in Annex A. 

a. Data Saurcea an& Mathodelegi+#. Responsible 
personnel used appropriate data sources and :method- 
ologiea to obtain values for the data elements, 

- Peraonnel used the standard data sources 
identified in the installation assessment 
guidance from the Army Baeing Study Group to 
gather information on the data elements, 

- For data aourcee not specifically identified i n  
the guidance, personnel used various instal- 
lation databases, report@, studies, and 
contractor personnel to compute the values for 
the data eiementa, 

- Personnel uaed a spreadsheet report format 
provided by U.S. Army Training and Doctrine 
Command. The format clearly ahowed the data 
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personnel provided us a copy of the noise level 
study report, but the report didn't reference 
the value reported for the data elemetnt. 

- We couldn't verify the number of people or day8 
for FYa 91 and 92 related to Army Re~enre 
training--annual training and inactive duty 
training. The personnel who computed the value@ 
f o r  FYS 91 and 92 Reeerve training da,ta element 
were no longer aaeigned to the installation, and 
no one else could explain how the figure was 
computed. We were t o l d  that personnel obtained 
the reported values from briefing chaste. We 
tried t o  verify monthly ?&my Reserve training 
data figures for May 1991 and June 1992 from 
supporting documents provided by Army Re8erve 
training personnel. Our  calculation^ produced 
different monthly valuee. And since the 
installation personnel who produced the reports 
were unavailable, we concluded that we couldntt 
verify the valuea reported for FY 91 and FY 92. 
We believe that some of the supporting documents 
were miming. We did verify the value far the 
data element for FY 93 and found it to be in 
error. Uthough we couldnlt verify the reported 
data for T Y s  9 1  and 92, we did verify that the 
average computed for the 3-year period FYe 91 
through 93, uoing the reported data, was 
correct. But the error that we found with the 
FY 93 data caused the 3-year averages t o  be 
incorrect.  

For the remaining data elemente, we found that there was a 
clear deeiaion trail supporting the valuee reported. 
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5 .  Dieoueeion of Results. We discussed the reeults of our 
review with Ms. Joy King and Mr. Dan Jenkins, the instal- 
lation's trusted agents aa well as with other personnel 
responsible for reporting specific data e l a e n t e .  They all 
agreed with our c~nclusiona and agreed to report the changes 
to Training and Doctrine Command. This report ien't subject 
to the official command-reply proceae. 

bod a?. T2fYA//& 
RAYMOND L. MCCAULLEY / u 
Regional ~uditor General 



DATA -S B W I m  

Data ~lement 

~uildable Acres 

Deployment Network 
Railhead Distance 
Airport Distance 
Seaport Access Distance 
Interstate Highway 

Bnvironmental Carrying Capacity 
Archaeological Factor 
Archaeological Site Demity 
Listed on National Register 
Eligible/Potential S5tes 
Total Acres Surveyed 
Total Installation Acres 

Historical Building Factor 
Historical Building Density 
Listed on National Register 
Eligible/Patential Buildings 

Total Buildings Surveyed 
Endangered Species Factor 

, Total Bndangered Species 
Zmb.zjgered Pmm 
Endangered F l o r a  

Total Threatened Species 
Threatened Fauna 
Threatened F l o r a  

Wet1 and Factor 
Total Wetland Acreage 
Total Ins tal lat iw Acres 

Air Quality Factor: 
In Attainment (Y/N) 

Unit of 
-- 

Acres 

Miles 
Miles 
Milea 
Miles 
Milea 

Gitea 
Sites 
Sites 
Acree 
Acres 

Buildings 
Buildings 
Buildings 
Buildings 

Species 
Fa-Una 
Flora 
Species 
Fauna ' 

Flora 

Acres 
Acres 

Values 
Reported Verified By 
By Fort Army Audit 

gnox Acrencv Notes 



Data Element 

Water Quality Factcr - 
# F E S  Exceeded 

Noise Quality Factor 
Total Acres XKT.lZ/ICTOZ Zone I1 
Total A c r e s  AICUZ/ICIJZ Zane I11 

Contaminated Sites Factor 
Total Number of IRP Sites 
Total Number of NPL Sites 

Family Housing Cost P e r  D w e l l i n g  Unit 
Average AFHO Coets 

FI 93 AFH Operations C o s t  
F? 92 AFEI Operations C o s t  

- . .  FT l AFB Operations Cost . . - . 

Impact Acres 
f i r  Force Borabing Capable 
Attack Helicopter Capable 
Tube Artillery Capable 
Above Three All Yea 
l'ZLaS Capable 

Information Mission Area 
Telephone Svltching 

Main DCO Digital S w i t c b  (Y/N) 
Percentage of Fill 
Llnes (Equipped) 
Lines imcparhble TO) 

Outside C a b l e  P l a n t  
OSCAR ~nplexnentatian P b a e  
Completed 
Cable Type (Fiber Backbone, 
Mixed or Copper) 
Percentage of F i l l  

Unit: af 
MPasure 

Acres 
A c r e s  
Acres 
Sites 
S i t e 3  
Sites 

$ per uit 
$ per wit 
$ per wit 
$ per wit 
., 

Acrss 
(Y/N) 
( Y/N) 
( Y/N) 
( Y / W  
( Y/N) 

P o i n t s  
P o i n t  s 
P o i l l t s  
P o i a t s  
Poi1123 
P o i n t s  
P o i n t s  

P o i n t s  

P o i n t s  
P o i a t s  

AlWEXA 
Values 

Reported VerifLed By 
By Fort Amy Audit 
m o x  Asencv Notes 



Data Element 

Comnon User Mainframe Architedture 
Mainframe type 
Total MIPS 
ASIMS (RDC or DPC) 
E-Mail (Sperry/BNDP, Other or None) 
Front End Processor (FEP) 
Super Computer 

Conmton U s e r  DASD (GIGABYTES) 
DSN/DDN N o d e  
DSN (Y/N) 
M l X W l '  (Y/N) 
DISNET (Y/N) 
SCINET (Y/N) 

Po8 t Wide WAN/LAN 
Fiber Optic (Y/N) 
Other (Y/N) 

TCC 
GKNSER Type 
DSSCS Type 
AMME or ASC (Y/N) 
C o r n  Secure Processor (Y/N) 

VTC Facility 
VTC Facility (Y/N) 

Infrastructure 
Ll-. n a ~ e r  b trea'uient eiipabilf ty 
Sewage treatment capability 
Blectrical distribution 
capability 

Land Fill (Dollars per Short Ton) 
On Post (Const/Demolition landfill) 

. Off Post 

Maneuver Acres 

Mechanized Maneuver Acres 

Unit of 
Measure 

Points 
Points 
Points 
P o i n t s  
P o i n t s  
Points 
 point^ 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Boints 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Points 
Pointa 

Dollars 
Dollars 

Acres 

Acres 

ANNRXA 
V a l u e s  

Reported Verified By 
By Fort Army Audit 
Knox Asencv - Notes 



A m q 3 X  A '  
Values 

Reported Verified By 
By Fort Army Audit 
Knox Aqencv Notes 

Unit of 
Data Element 

Mobilization Capability 
Permanent Officer Mob UOPH 
~enrknent ~nlisted.Mob UEPH 
Temporary Officer Mob UOPH 
T h p o r a r y  Enlisted Mob UEPH 

Spacee 
spaces 
Spaces 
Spaces 

Ranges 
Nurober of MPRC 
Number of RETS Equipped 
Firing Points 

Standard mlUT Range Available 
(Y/N) 

Total Number of Ranges 

Nurnber 

Number 

Points 
Nurnber 

Reaenre Training 
Annual Training (Average) 

FY 9 3  
FY 92 
FY 91 

Inactive Duty Training (Average) 
FY 9 3  
FY 92 
FY 91 

a 1  

People 
People 
People 
People 
Mandays 
Mandays 
Mandays 
Mandays 

Applied Instructional Facilities Square F e e t  

Average Age of Facilities Years 

Barracks (UPH) 
Pednent UOPH Spades (FCG 72400) 
Permanent URPH Spaces (FCG 721051 
Trainee Assets (FCG 7216P) 

Spaces 
Spaces 
Spaces 

Family Housing 
On-post Family Dwelling Units 
Off-post Family Dwelling Units 

mi ts 
Units 



A N m x A  
Values 

Reported Verified By 
Unit of BY Fort Army ~udit 

.Data Element Measure Knox Asencv Notes 

General Ins tructional Facilities Square Feet l60,OOo 168,000 u 

percent Pernranent Facilities Percent 61.84 78.6 u 

workspace Square Feet 2,353,000 2,572,540 u 

a - Reporting error--no one verified the number to the source.documents. 
b - We could not verify the figure because it was based on a noise study completed in June 1992 by a 

contractor; the contractor's report doesn't identify a specific figure. 
c - Fort Knox originally reported 34 sites to TRADOC, and TRADOC changed this number to 18. The 

correct number is 34. L 

d - A decrease of four units in FY 93 changed.bhe 3-year average cost per unit. 
e - A decrease of four units in FY 93 changed the FY 93 average cost per unit. 
f - Changes in the values assigned to ~leveral subdata elements in the 'Information Mission Area 

caused the overall total to change. 
g - Change in Percentage of Pill subelement caused the overall total for the category to change. 
h - Percentage of Fill was averstated resulting in assigning a lower value to the subelement. 
i - Sub-data-element change resulted in new total. 
j - Fort Knox has upgraded DSN equipment. 
k - Sub-data-element changed, which also changed the overall total. 
1 - Mathematical error. 
m - Typographical. error. 
n - On-post landfill is for construction ana cianolition debris; ail other t=sh is 

disposed of off post. Off - post landfill cost wan' t previouely reported. 
o - Calculation error, 
p - Addition error in PY 93 data changed the average. 
q - Addition error in FY 93 data. 
r - We could not verify the figure because the personnel who cclpputed the data are no longer at 

. Fort Knox and no one else could explain how the figure was computed. 
s - Addition error in FY 93 data changed the average. 
t - Addition error in FY 93 data. 
u - We based our figures on May 1994 data; IlQRPLANS figures based on earlier data. 
v - We didn't have sufficient t h e  to verify several weighted average calcu3ations to compute a 

value for this data element. 



APH 
AFHO 
A I C U Z  
AMME 
ASC 
ASIMS 
DASD 
DCO 
DISNET 
DPC 
DSN 
DSSCS 
FCG 
PEP 
GENSER 
ICUZ 
IRP 
LAN 
m m  
MIPS 
MLRS 
MMDF 
WUT 
MPRC 
NPICDES 
NPL 
OSCAR 
KI)c 
RETS 
SCINET 
TCC 
URPH 
UOPH 
UPH 
VTC 
WAN 

Army Family Housing 
Army Family Housing Operations 
Air Force Installation Compatibility Use Zone 
Automated Mu1 ti-Media Exchange 
Automated Switching Center 
Army Standard Information Management System 
Direct Access Storage Device 
Dial Central Office 
Defense Information Syetems Network 
Data Processing Center 
Defense Switched Network 
Defense Special Security Cmnications System 
Facility Category Group 
Front End Processor 
General Service .(I 

Inatallation Canpatibility Use Zone 
Ins tallation Restoration Plan 
Local Area Network t 

Military Network 
Millions of Instructions Per Second 
Multiple Launch Rocket System 
Multichannel Memorandum Distribution Facility 
Mounted Operations and Urban Terrain 
Multi-Purpose Range Complex 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination Systems 
National Priority Listing 
Outside Cable Rehabilitation 
Regional Data Center 
Remote Target System 
Scientific Infomation Network 
Telecomrmnica tions Center 
unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Housing 
~naccompanied Officer Personnel Housing 
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing 
Video Teleconference 
Wide Area Network 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CENTRAL REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

12140 WOODCREST EXECUTIVE DRIVE 
ST. LOUIS. MISSOURI 63141-5046 

SAAG-CER ( 3 6 )  1 8  JUL 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, lOlst Airborne Division (Air 
Assault) and Fort Campbell, ATTN: AFZB-IR, 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky 42223-5000 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I - 
Installation Assessment - -  INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 
CR 94-706 

1. Introduction. This is our report on the audit of 
installation assessments that your command did flor the 1995 
Army Basing Study. The Director of Management rlequested we 
make the review. We will include data in this rleport in a 
summary report to higher management. levels. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for 
assessing installation values. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: 

- Appropriateness of data sources and methodologies 
used to obtain data values. 

- Accuracy of reported data. l 

- Completeness of records maintained. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Accordingly, we reviewed internal controls to the extent we 
deemed necessary under the circumstances. Our review 
consisted of reviewing appropriate reports, studies, maps, 
correspondence, and other supporting documentation 
maintained by installation personnel. We also conducted 
interviews with installation personnel. In addition, we 
selectively verified the existence of ranges, buildings, and 
other facilities on the installation. 

3. Background 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 furnishes a fair process that will 
result in the timely closure and realignment of military 
installations. The Army established the Basing Study Office 
to manage the study process. It divided the study process 



into two phases-. Under Phase I, the Army perfonns 
installation assessments to assess.the relative military 
value of its installations. Under Phase 11, the Army 
identifies and evaluates alternatives for realignment and 
closure. This memorandum only addresses our review of your 
cormand's data submitted for the installation assessment 
process. 

b. Attributes. Fort Campbell is a subordinate 
activity of U.S. Army Forces Command and is categorized by 
the Army as a Maneuver Installation. Forces Command tasked 
Fort Campbell to report data for 15 of 17 attributes in this 
category. To report data for the 15 attributes, 
Fort Campbell had to obtain information for 96 separate data 
elements. 

4. Review Results. We concluded that the data the 
installation reported was generally accurate and reliable 
for the Army to use in realignment and closure analyses. We 
found differences in the values reported for 12 data 
elements. The differences (both increases and decreases) 
for the data elements tended to offset one another. We 
report detailed results of our review of the data in the 
annex to this report. 

a. Data Sources and Methodologies. Responsible 
personnel used appropriate data sources and methodologies to 
obtain values for the data elements. 

- Personnel used the standard data sources identified 
in the installation assessment guidance from the Army 
Basing Study Group to gather information on the data 
elements. 

- For data sources not specifically identified in the 
guidance, personnel used various installation 
databases, reports, and studies to compute the values 
for the data elements. 

- Personnel used a report format provided by Forces 
Command. The format clearly showed the data elements 
that Fort Campbell was required to report. 

b. Accuracy of Reported Data. Command generally 
reported accurate data values. 

- We validated the information reported by c!ommand for 
96 data elements for the 15 attributes. Fort 
Campbell used data from the Headquarters Real 
Property Planning and Analysis System (HQRPLANS) to 
report data for several of the elements to Forces 
Command. In some cases, Fort Campbell had to use 



other sources for the data because some of the data 
in the Headquarters System wasn't accurate or 
current. We identified differences for 12 of the 
96 data elements. 

- Personnel at Forces Command worked with Fort Campbell 
personnel to obtain the required data. Fort Campbell 
reported its data elements to Forces Command on 
23 May 1994. Fort Campbell personnel verbally 
advised Forces Command, unti.1 10 June 1994, of 
revisions to some of the dat.a element val.ues. Forces 
Command also revised some of the values for the data 
elements during this period, We evaluatemd the 
accuracy of the revised data that Forces Command had 
as of 10 June 1994. 

- On 10 June 1994, Forces Command personnel provided 
Fort Campbell with a schedu1.e of revised data formthe 
installation assessment. Fort Campbell didn't 
request Forces Command to change any of the data 
after 10 June 1994. 

- We attributed most of the differences of the reported 
data and our verified data to different 
interpretations of guidance, outdated or .inaccurate 
data in the Headquarters System, or mathe~natical 
errors in accumulating the data. 

c. Completeness of Records. Except for two data 
elements, installation personnel generally had adequate 
documentation to support the values they reported. 

- Fort Campbell didn't keep the supporting working 
papers for its computations of Army Reserve 
training--annual training and inactive duty training. 
Personnel who computed the data were no longer at 
Fort Campbell. At our request, Fort Campbell 
personnel reconstructed the data. We selectively 
verified the reconstructed data to Annual Historical 
Review Reports. We weren't able to verify the number 
of personnel in training as reported in the Annual 
Historical Review Reports because the training 
rosters for the Reserve units weren't at 
Fort Campbell. 

- We couldn't verify the reasonableness of 7,475 off- 
post family housing units because command didn't keep 
the source documents to support the reported amount. 
Also, we didn't verify the reasonableness of the 
methodology used by Fort Campbell to determine the 
number of off-post family housing units. 
Fort Campbell estimated off-post family housing units 



by taking responses received by the housing referral 
office and adjusting this amount for non-responses. 
At our request, housing managers provided us housing 
referral data current as of 20 June 1994. The data 
indicated that about 3 percent more families rented 
or owned homes than the number Fort Campblell reported 
to Forces Command. Housing managers said the slight 
increase could have been due to receiving more 
housing referral responses. The housing managers 
didn't have time during our review to adjust the data 
for those who didn't respond. 

d. Maneuver Rights Memorandum of Agreement. The 
Memorandum of Agreement with the Tennessee Valley Authority 
for maneuver rights to 160,000 acres expired on :14 June 
1994. Fort Campbell was in the process of obtaining a new 
memorandum of agreement. In April 1994, Fort Campbell , 
personnel requested the U.S. Army Engineer District, 
Louisville, to prepare another memorandum of agreement with 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. However, at the time of our 
review Fort Campbell and the Tennessee Valley Aulzhority 
hadn't signed a new memorandum of agreement. 

5 .  Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Colonel Zannie Smith, Chief of Staff,, Mr. Donnie 
Pogue of the Directorate of Resource Management, Mr. Joe 
Chaudoin of the Directorate of Public Works, and other 
personnel responsible for reporting specific data elements. 
They agreed with all of our conclusions, except our 
conclusion to exclude 1987 housing units occupiecl by 
bachelors that were included in the data element for off- 
post family housing spaces (Footnote a, Annex). 
Fort Campbell personnel agreed to report to Force IS Command 
all the differences that we identified except for the 
difference with the off-post housing units occupied by 
bachelors. This report isn't subject to the official 
command-reply process. 

*4"% 
OND L. MCCAULL 

Regional Auditor General 
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. . 
. , ANNEX 

SCHEDULE OF DATA ELEXENTS 

Values 
Reported Verified By 

Unit of By Fort Army Audit 
Data Element Measure - Cam~bell- Asencv 

Average Age of Facilities 
(Reported by Forces Command) 

Barracks and Family Housing 
Family Housing Units 
On-Post Spaces (FCG 7110F) Spaces 4,248 4,248 
Off -Post Spaces (FCG 7110P) Spaces 9,539 0 *a 

Permanent UOPH Spaces 
(FCG 7240P) Spaces 48 48 
Permanent UEPH Spaces 
(FCG 7210s) Spaces 9,372 9,&78 *b 

BASOPS/Mission Population 
Base Operations (BASOPS) Thousand $ 61,817 61,817 
Real Property 'Maintenance Thousand $ 20,817 20,817 
Environmental .Programs Thousand $ 13,347 13,347 , 

Audio-visual Thousand $ 762 762 
Base Communications Thousand $ 3,58.2 3,582 
Family Programs Thousand $ 2,313 2,313 
FY 93 DOD RPMD (9730131) Thousand. $ 9,84.5 9,845 

Buildable Acres Acres 9,0010 9,000 

Deployment Network 
RaiZhead Distance Miles 
Airport Distance Miles 
Seaport Distance Miles 
Interstate Highway Distance Miles 

Environmental Carrying Capacity 
Archaeological Factor 
Listed on National Register 
Eligible/Potential Sites 

Historical Building Factor 
Listed on National Register 
Eligible/Potential Buildings 

Endangered Species Factor 
Wetland Factor 
Total Wetland Acreage 

Air Quality Factor 
In Attainment 

Water Quality Factor 
Number NPDES Exceeded 

Noise Quality Factor 
Total Acres AICUZ/ICUZ Zone I1 
Total Acres AICUZ/ICUZ Zone I11 

Contaminated Sites Factor 
Total Number of IRP Sites 
Total Number of NPL Sites 

Sites 
Sites 

Buildings 
Buildings 
Species 

Acres 

Points 

Times 

Acres 
Acres 

Sites 
Sites 



ANNEX 

Unit of 
Data Element Measure - 

Family Housing Cost Per Dwelling 
Unit - Average AFHO Costs $ per unit' 
FY 93 AFH Operations Costs $ per unit 
FY 92 AFH Operations Costs $ per unit 
FY 91 AFH Operations Costs $ per unit 

Impact Areas 
Impact Acres Acres 
Air Force Bombing Capable (Y/N) 
Attack Helicopter Capable (Y/N) 
Tube Artillery Capable (Y/N) 
Above Three A11 Yes (Y/N) 
MLRS Capable (Y/N) 

Infomation Mission Area Points 
Telephone Switching Points 
Main DCO Digital Switch (Y/N) Points 
Percentage of Fill Points 
Lines (Equipped) Points 
Lines (Expandable to) Points 

Outside Cable .Plant Points 
OSCAR Implementation Phase 
Completed Points 
Cable Type (Fiber Backbone, 
Mixed or Copper) Points 
Percentage of Fill Points 

Common User Mainframe Architecture Points 
Mainframe Type Points 
Server Speed Points 
Total MIPS Points 
ASIMS (RDC or DPC) Points 
E-Mail (Sperry/MMDF, Other, 
or None) Points 
Front End Processor (FEP) Points 
Super Computer Points 
Common User DASD (GIGABYTES) Points 

DSN/DDN Node Points 
DSN (Y/N) Points 
MILNET (Y/N) Points 
DISNET (Y/N) Points 
SCINET (Y/N) Points 

Post-Wide WAN/LAN Points 
Fiber Optic (Y/N) Points 
Other (Y/N) Points 

TCC Points 
GENSER Type Points 
DSSCS Type , Points 
AMME or ASC (Y/N) Points 
Communication Secure 
Processor (Y/N) Points 

VTC Facility Points 
VTC Facility (Y/N) Points 

Values 
Reported Verified By 
By Fort A M y  Audit 
Campbell. Asencv 



ANNEX 

Values 
Reported Verified By 

Unit of By Fort Army Audit 
Data Element Measure Cam~bell- Asencv 

Infrastructure 
Water Treatment Capability ( MGD 
Sewage Treatment Capability (MGD) 
Electrical Distribution Capability (MVA) 
Land Fill ( $  per Short Ton) $ 

Maneuver Acres 
Maneuver Acres 
Maneuver Acre Rights 

Acres 
Acres 

Mechanized Maneuver Acres Acres 51,000 51,000 

Mobilization Capability 
Mobilization Billets 

Percent Permanent Facilities 
(Reported by Forces Command) 

Ranges 
Number of MPRC 
Number of RETS Equipped 
Firing Points 

Standard MOUT Range 
Available (Y/N) 

Total Number of Ranges 

Spaces 11,468 15,838 *i 

Number 

Number 

Points 
Number 

Reserve Training 
Anntlal Training (Average People 
FY 93 People 
FY 92 People 
FY 91 People 

Inactive Duty Training (Average) Mandays 
FY 93 Mandays 
FY 92 Mandays 
FY 91 Mandays 

Work Space (Total) 
Aviation Maintenance 
Vehicle Maintenance 
Administrative 

*a - Fort Campbell personnel included 1,987 units occupied by bachelors in 
this data element. The Army Basing Study Group instructions said to 
include only family housing units for this data element and 
unaccompanied bachelor spaces on the installation for the data 
elements for permanent UOPH and UEPH spaces. Fort C:ampbell personnel 
said the bachelor units should have been included because 
Fort Campbell was in the process of making unaccompa~nied married 
soldiers move from the barracks to housing units on the local economy. 
Fort Campbell personnel included 77 leased housing units overstating 
leased housing units by 4. The remaining 7,475 units were an estimate 



ANNEX 

of fhe number of families who owned or rented local. economy housing 
units. Personnel didn't retain supporting source clocuments so we 
couldn't verify the reasonableness of the estimate. 

*b - Error in counting the number of barracks spaces. 
*c - Fort Campbell personnel included 95 leased housing units and 1 unit 

dropped from the real estate inventory. The Army Basing Study Group's 
instructions for this attribute said leased housing units should be 
excluded in computing the cost per unit. Fort Campbell personnel . 
thought it was more logical to include leased housing units because 
the instructions called for including housing lease costs in the total 
housing costs. 

*d - Mathematical error. 
*e - Forces Command guidance didn't clearly say that five points should be 

assigned to each element. 
a 

*f - Fort Campbell used actual usage data. Electrical d.istribution 
capacity should have been used. Fort Campbell's electrical 
distribution capacity was 112.5 MVA's. However, the electrical 
substation serving the installation had a capacity of only 62.0 MVA1s. 

*g - Fort Campbell uses only land fill area that is located off the 
installation. Fort Campbell personnel used one of several estimated 
tipping fee costs cited in an engineering report prepared in January 
1993. The verified data is the tipping fee cost of $28 per short ton 
currently being paid in accordance with terms in the installation's 
contract for trash removal. In addition, the costs include $47.89 to 
have the trash picked up and hauled to the land fill. 

*h '- The Memorandum of Agreement with the Tennessee Valley Authority for 
maneuver rights to 160,000 acres expired on 14 June 1994. 
Fort Campbell was in the process of obtaining a new memorandum of 
agreement with the Tennessee Valley Authority. In April 1994, 
Fort Campbell personnel requested the Louisville Engineer District to 
prepare another memorandum of agreement with the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. At the time of our review, Fort Campbell and the Tennessee 
Valley Authority hadn't signed a new memorandum of ,agreement. No 
memorandum of agreement existed for maneuver rights to another 
4,000 acres included in the computations. 

*i - Forces Command entered the wrong amount for this data element. 

*j - Fort Campbell didn't retain supporting working papers for its 
computations. Personnel who computed data were no longer at Fort 
Campbell. At our request, personnel reconstructed the data. We 
selectively verified the reconstructed data to Annual Historical 
Review Reports. 

*k - Overstated 31,300 SF because personnel included the square footage for 
two buildings (approved for construction) twice in ~zomputations. 
Overstated 53,900 SF because personnel used an 0utdi3ted FCG-Category 
Code crossreference table in computing square footage. 

*1 - Rounding error. 
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AFH 
AFHO 
AICUZ 
AMME 
ASC 
AS IMS 
DASD 
DCO 
DISNET 
DPC 
DSN 
DSSCS 
FCG 
FEP 
GENSER 
ICUZ 
IRP 
LAN 
MILNET 
MIPS 
MLRS 
MMDF 
MOUT 
MPRC 
NPEDES 
NPL 
OSCAR 
RDC 
RETS 
SCINET 
TCC 
UEPH 
UOPH 
UPH 
VTC 
WAN 

Army Family Housing 
Army Family Housing Operations 
-Air Force Installation Compatibility Use Zone 
Automated Multimedia Exchange 
Automated Switching Center 
Army Standard Information Management System 
Direct Access Storage Device 
Dial Central Office 
Defense Information Syst.ems Network 
Data Processing Center 
Defense Switched Network 
Defense Special Security Communications System 
Facility Category Group s 

Front End Processor 
General Service 
Installation Compatibility Use Zone 
Installation Restoration Plan 
Local Area Network 
Military Network 
Millions of Instructions Per Second 
Multiple Launch Rocket System 
Multichannel Memorandum Distribution :Facility 
Mounted Operations and Urban Terrain 
Multipurpose Range Complex 
National Pollution Discharge Eliminat.ion Systems 
National Priority Listing 
Outside Cable Rehabilitation 
Regional Data Center 
Remote Target System 
Scientific Information Network 
Telecommunications Center 
Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Housiing 
Unaccompanied Officer Personnel Housing 
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing 
Video Teleconference 
Wide Area Network 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTHEASTERN REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

7526 CONNEUEY DRIVE, SUITE J 
HANOVER, MARYLAND 21076-1663 

6 J a n u a r y  1 9 9 5  

Director of Management 

This is our report on the audit of the Cost of Base 
Realignment Action (COBRA) model. The audit was part of the 
audit support you requested for the 1995 Army Basing Study. 
We will include these results in a summary report at the end 
of the study. 

These are the report's key sections. 

- The Summary of the Audit describes what we audited and 
found . 

- General Information describes the audit scope and 
methodology, background, and responsibilities and 
resources for the Cost of Base Realignment Action 
model. 

- Annex A lists the model's enhancements for :L995; 
Annex B shows the Army Basing Study Office's: verbatim 
comments; Annex C lists others receiving copies of the 
report; and Annex D lists the audit staff. 

I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation extended to us 
during the audit. 

FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

STEPHEN E. KE&FER 
Regional Auditor General 
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WHAT WE AUDITED 

We audited the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model 
as part of our ongoing support to the Axmy Basing Study 1995 
that the Director of Management requested. 

The model calculates costs and savings of base realignment 
and closure recommendations. U.S. General Accourlting Office 
reports on previous recommendations of the 1991 and 1993 
Base Closure and Realignment Commissions have discussed 
weaknesses in the model and its application by users. DOD 
and the Army have addressed most of these weaknesses, and 
other issues that users identified, through imprc~vements and 
enhancements to the model. One outstanding concern is the 
General Accounting Office's desire for an independent valid- 
ation of the model's formulas. 

OBJECTIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

We established three objectives for our audit. Here are our 
overall conclusion, objectives, and detailed conc~lusions: 

Overall Conclusion: The Cost of Base Realignment; Action 
model reliably calculated costs, savings, and net 
present values. Also, planned enhancements to the 
model for the 1995 process adequately address the 
General Accounting Office's concerns and will make the 
model more user-friendly. However, the bases for the 
model's calculations are standard factors and base- 
specific workload data that users control. The model's 
accuracy and consistency are dependent on the accuracy 
of the factors and data. Thus, users should continue 
to have strong management controls to make sure that 
this information is accurate and complete. 

Obiective: To determine whether the Cost of Base Realign- 
ment Action model calculated cost and savings estimates 
as prescribed in the operator's manual. 

Conclusion: The model correctly calculated cost and savings 
estimates as shown in the operator's manual for three 
of the four algorithms we reviewed. The algorithm in 
the operator's manual for base operations support 
savings didn't reflect the algorithm that the software 
used. With assistance from the Army Basing Study 
Office, we obtained the formula the software used and 
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use the formulas shown in the operator's manual. Our 
analysis showed that the model's software formulas, 
however, were the proper formulas. Basing Study Office 
personnel took immediate action to have the operator's 
manual revised. 

Our recalculations verified the accuracy of the model's 
calculations, as shown in the following table: 

Model Cost and Savinss Calculations 

Cost/Savings Calculations 
Element Model Audit Difference 

Military Construction 
(Dollars in 000's) $ 39,847 $ 39,848 

Miscellaneous Recur- 
$(I) 

ring Costs (Annual) 278,078 278,078 0 
Civilian Salaries- 
Savings (Annual) 625,747 625,750 

Base Operations Support 
( 3 )  

Savings (Annual) 195,952 195,952 0 

We concluded that the minor differences were due to 
rounding and wouldn't have affected base realignment 
and closure decisions. 

Objective: To determine whether the algorithm for calculat- 
ing net present value in the Cost of Base Realignment 
Action model was accurate. 

Conclusion: The model properly calculated net present 
value. 

The net present value algorithm is made from a standard 
arithmetic formula. We compared the model's calcula- 
tions with calculations from another software model to 
test for accuracy and consistency in use of standard 
formulas. We used the Automated Economic Analysis 
Package computer model, version 3.0, for our baseline. 
This package is a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' soft- 
ware program. We had reviewed the Economic Package 
previously and determined that the formulas were accu- 
rate and used the classic text book examples for its 
computations. 

We used the same cost and savings elements, discount 
rate, and analysis period in the Economic Package as 
the Amy used in the model for its seven recommenda- 
tions in the 1993 round. 
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COMMAND COMMENTS 

The Army Basing Study Office agreed with our conclusions and 
furnished information to update the planned enhancements for 
1995 (Annex A). Annex B contains verbatim comments. 
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AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

We performed the audit: 

- From January through November 1994. 
- In accordance with generally accepted goverrunent audit- 
ing standards and included tests of internal controls 
that we considered necessary under the circumstances. 

The audit used calculations the Army made with the Cost of 
Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model during the 1993 base 
realignment and closure round for: 

- Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama. 
- Vint Hill Farms Station, Virginia. 
- Presidio of Monterey, Californ.ia. 
- Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. 
- Letterkenny Axmy Depot, Pennsylvania. 
- Tooele Army Depot, Utah. 
- Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

Based on information contained in the Appropriations Detail 
Reports for the seven installations, we identified the 
significant cost and savings elements for fiscal years 1994 
and beyond. Total costs and savings associated with the 
Army's recommendations were $1.128 billion and 
$1.366 billion, respectively. 

We performed a review of enhancements to the model and made 
comparisons of model formulas with other Army-approved 
computer software models. In addition, we performed manual 
recalculations of four algorithms relating to cost and 
savings estimates. 

BACKGROUND 

The Cost of Base Realignment Action model is a DOD standard 
computer model that serves as a consistent method for evalu- 
ating realignment and closure options. The model is 
designed to estimate the costs and savings associated with a 
proposed realignment or closure alternative. The model is 
intended to use data that is readily available to military 

Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) Model (SR 95-755) General I l n f  onnationlPage 13 



RESPONSIBILITIES AND RESOURCES 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security 
designated the Army as the lead agency for making enhance- 
ments to the Cost of Base Realignment Action computer model. 

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Logis- 
tics and Environment) is responsible for policy and manage- 
ment of all Army base realignment and closure initiatives. 

The Army Basing Study Office, under the Director of Manage- 
ment, is the proponent for the model. The office estab- 
lished the Joint Process Action Team for the model. Team 
members consist of representatives from the: 

- Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
- Defense agencies. 
- Military departments. 

The team is responsible for: 

- Monitoring, approving or disapproving, and controlling 
the changes to the model. 

- Requiring that all proposed changes are documented 
through analysis for effectiveness and interface 
requirements. 

The cost for revising the model for FY 95 was $213,866. The 
Army's portion was $68,819. 
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ANNEX A 

COST OF BASE REALIGNMENT ACTION MODEL 

ENHANCEMENTS FOR THE 1995 COMMISSION 

1 Weakness and/or 
i Limitation in 1993 Version 

Family housing cost 
algorithm counted all costs 
as savings even in cases 
where family housing assets 
weren't completely shut 
down. 

Full mothball/shutdown 
costs were calculated for a 
closed activity regardless 
of the number of square 
feet entered. Also, the 
model didn't calculate 
shutdown costs for 
realigned activities when 
necessary. 

-- 

Administrative planning and 
support costs were 
calculated at incorrect 
timeframes and scenarios. 
Some output reports 
displayed different costs 
and savings. 

Some output reports 
displayed cost and savings 
data that were inconsistent 
with the output and related 
algorithms. 

The model didn't provide a 
summary of cost and savings 
data on a collection of 
scenarios. 

Some output reports were no 
longer useful. 

I Planned Enhancement 

Family housing algorithm 
will apply a percentage 
rate to family housing 
costs to identify savings. 

Shutdown costs will be 
calculated based on square 
feet of activity closed or 
realigned. 

Administrative planning and 
support cos-ts will 
calculate only duri.ng the 
following closing events : 
personnel movement, 
equipment movement, 
elimination of personnel, 
or shutdown of realignment 
events. 

A single set of cos,t and 
savings figures will be 
compiled and placed. in the 
output reports. 

Cost and savings data can 
be summarized on a 
collection of scenarios. 

Unnecessary reports will be 
eliminated. 
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Weakness and/or 
Limitation in 1993 Version 

"Other cost" not properly 
classified in the model; 
example was Priority 
Placement which should have 
been shown as a moving 
cost. 

Lease cost and costs 
associated with tenant 
organizations weren't 
clearly identified. 

Base operations personnel 
costs beyond the number 
relocating from losing 
sites weren't captured. 

Force structure changes for 
students weren't allowed. 

Recurring costs and savings 
were calculated for a full 
year for closures and 
realignments. 

User had to input 
Headquarters Real Property 
and Analysis System factors 
manually. 

Planned Enhancement 

"Other cost" will be 
properly identified and 
recategorized. 

The model will incl.ude 
algorithms reported for 
leased space and tenant 
organizations. (Thiis 
enhancement was revised. 
See Annex B.) 

Costs associated wi.th 
relocating base operations 
personnel beyond th.e number 
relocating from the losing 
site will be captured in 
the model. 

A line for military 
students will be included 
on the force struct.ure 
screen. 

Recurring costs and savings 
will be computed based on a 
percentage in the year of 
change, except for base 
operating costs. 

Factors will be 
electronically loaded into 
the model. 
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OTHERS RECElVlNG COPIES OF THE REPORT 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S.  ARMY AUDIT AGENCY . . 
N O R T H  EASTERN REGION 

1 0 2 7  ARCH STREET 
PHILADELPHIA.  PENNSYLVANIA 19  107-23  17 

31 October 1994 

Director, Total Army Basing Study Office 
Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command 

This is the report on our audit of data furnished to the 
cross-Service work group on depot maintenance for the 1995 
base realignment and closure process. The Director of 
Management requested the audit. Because the audit was part 
of a multilocation audit, we will include these results in 
an overall report to senior Army management. 

These are the report's key sections: 

- The Summary of the Audit is an overview of what we 
audited and found. 

- General Information tells how we conducted the audit 
and gives other important information on matters 
related to the audit. 

- Annex A contains verbatim command comments. Annex B 
lists the activities included in the audit and the 
period of audit work. Annex C includes the data 
elements reviewed. Annex D lists others receiving 
copies of the report. Annex E shows the audit staff. 

This report isn't subject to the command-reply process that 
Army Regulation 36-2 prescribes. 

I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation extended to us 
during the audit. 

e 

FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

Regional Auditor General 



CONTENTS 

Page 

Summary of the Audit 

. . WhatWeAudited . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Objectives and Conclusions . . . . . . . . .  5 
Command Comments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 

Agency Evaluation of Command Comments . 9 

General Information 

Audit Scope and Methodology . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Responsibilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 

Annexes 

A . Verbatim Command Comments . . . . . . . . . .  19 
B . Activities Included in the Audit . . . . . .  21 
. C Data Elements Reviewed . . . . . . . . . . .  22 

D . Others Receiving Copies of the 
Report . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 

Dam Furnished DOD Work Croupr. Depot Syrtem Cormnond (NR 95-700) C;ontants/Page 1 

CLOSE HOLD 



SUMMARY OF THE AUDIT 
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WHAT WE AUDITED 

We audited U.S. Army Depot System Command's response to the 
data call of DOD's Cross-Service Work Group on Depot 
Maintenance. The work group is one of six formed as part of 

' 

the 1995 base realignment and closure process. The audit 
focused on the accuracy of the information reported to the 
work group. 

The data call consisted of 39 elements. The elements were a 
mix of objective and subjective questions on a depot's 
mission, workload and facilities. The Depot System Com- 
mand's Directorate of Maintenance developed the data for 
7 elements, while the 5 maintenance depots included in the 
call provided the information for the remaining 32 elements. 

Command reported the data to the Total Army Basing Study 
Office, which will submit it to the DOD work group. 

The audit was part of a multilocation acdit of the data 
furnished to all the DOD work groups. Therefore we! will 
include the results in a summary report to senior A m y  
management. 

BACKGROUND 

On 1 October 1994, the U.S. Army Industrial Operations 
Command assumed the duties and responsibilities formerly 
carried out by Depot System Command. For the purposes of 
this report, we wil1,refer to Depot System Command. 

OBJECTIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

We established three objectives for the audit. Here are 
those objectives and our conclusions: 

Obiective: To Atermine whether the data the Depot System 
Command reported was accurate and adequately supported. 

Conclusion: Most of the data reported by the Depot System 
Command was accurate and adequately supported. But 
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until we saw the data from all depots during this . . 
audit. 

Unique Workload. We believe most of the five depots 
involved in the data call incorrectly stated their 
unique workload: 

- Anniston, Corpus Christi and Letterkenny Army 
Depots reported that all their workload was 
unique. 

- Red River Army Depot reported that about 67 per- 
cent of its workload was unique. 

- Tobyhanna Depot reported that about 17 percent of 
its workload was unique. 

We believe some depots reported that all their workload 
was unique because Army depots specialize in repairing 
certain end-items, and each end-item is almost always 
repaired.at one depot. However, only Corpus CIhristi 
Depot has a truly unique function. It repairs only 
.helicopters and is the only Army depot that does. 

The other depots aren't so specialized. For example, 
- Letterkenny, Anniston and Red River Depots repair 

tracked and wheeled vehicles, but different models. 
Letterkenny and Tobyhanna Depots both repair electron- 
-ics equipment, with Letterkenny specializing in missile 
systems while Tobyhanna specializes in radar, avionics, 
and command and control systems. Other overlaps in 
mission and capability exist throughout the depot 
system. 

When we raised this issue, personnel at Depot System 
Command told us the DOD guidance didn't specifically 
define unique workload. They also believed that as 
centers for technical excellence, depots could consider 
the workload for the commodities they repair to be 
unique. However, the Total Army Basing Study Office 
and the DOD work group didn't agree with this defini- 
tion of uniqueness. The office directed command to 
redo the data on unique workload so that depots 
reported only workload that could not  be done at any 
other Army depot. Command hadn't completed the revi- 
sion of the information to meet this criterion when we 
concluded our review. 
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COMMAND COMMENTS 

The Total Army Basing Study Office reviewed the report and 
provided no comments (we made no recommendations to that 
off ice). 

The Depot System Command agreed with the recommendczd actions 
we gave it during the audit. However, it disagreed with two 
issues in the report: . . 

- Command didn't agree that the unique workload data 
submitted was incorrect. It said its contact with the 
Basing Study Office after the auditors raised this 
issue indicated that the office was satisfied with the 
data and didn't desire to have it reworked. 

- Command didn't agree that its procedures for processing 
data from the depots were inadequate. It saidi the 
report failed to acknowledge that the data call's 
abnormally short timeframe didn't allow command to make 

. a comprehensive review of depot submissions. Command 
said that depot commanders or their delegated repre- 
sentative attested to the accuracy and completeness of 
the data. 

Command's verbatim comments are in Annex A. 

AGENCY EVALUATION OF COMMAND COMMENTS 

The Total Army Basing Study Office wasn't satisfied with the 
unique workload data submitted. It directed U.S. Amy 
Materiel Command (the Depot System Command's major command) 
to review and rework the data so that it showed workload 
that could be done only at the depot involved. 

We noted.in our report that Depot System Command personnel 
didn't believe the data call timeframe permitted a compre- 
hensive review of depot submissions. 
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AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

We performed the audit: 

- From June through August 1994. 
- In accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards and included the tests of internal 
controls that we considered necessary under tihe 
circumstances. 

The audit covered transactions representative of operations 
current at the time of the audit. 

We reviewed 20 of the 39 elements in the data call for 3 of 
the 5 participating depots. We: 

- Reviewed guidance from the cross-Service work group, DA 
and U.S. Army Materiel Command and compared it with 
procedures used to respond to the data call. 

- Interviewed.personne1 from U.S. Army Depot System 
Command and the depots who prepared, reviewed and 
validated responses to the data elements. 

- Reviewed maps, floor plans, budget reports, contracts, 
program notices, support agreements, industrial.engi- 
neering studies, and program summary reports. 

- Toured maintenance facilities. 
- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 
- Verified calculations of data values. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, gives DOD a way to make needed adjustments to the 
installation structure. On 7 January 1994, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense established DOD-led work groups to 
evaluate opportunities for cross-Service base closure and 
realignment actions. The six work groups are: 

- Military Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers. 
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Depot System Command (the Materiel Command's lead lactivity 
for the depot maintenance data call) was responsible for: 

. . 

- Reviewing the responses to the data call from the five 
depots. 

- Preparing the responses for seven of the elements in 
the data call. 

- Submitting the responses (through Materiel Co~nmand) to 
the Basing Study Office. . . 

Depot System Command consisted of eight depots and five 
depot activities. It had about 20,000 military and civilian 
employees and managed an annual operating budget of more 
than $2 billion. 
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ANNEX A 

. . DEPARTMENT O F  THE ARMY 
. . HEADQUARTERS. U. S. ARMY DEPOT SYSTEM COMMAND . . CHAMBERSBURG. PENNSYLVANIA 17201-4170 

REPLY TO 
AlTENTlON OF 

AMSDS-IR 
1 6 SEP 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Regional Auditor General, U.S. Army Audit Agency, 
Northeastern Region, 1027 Arch Street, 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-2317 

SUBJECT: Draft Report on the Data Furnished DOD Cross-Service 
Work Group, U.S. Army Depot System Command 

1. The U.S. Army Depot System Command reply to subject draft 
report is enclosed. We disagree with two issues in the draft 
report, however, it should be noted that errors identified by 
USAAA were corrected and revised data was submitted to the 
Total Army Basing Study Office. No additional corrective 
actions are planned. 

2; The point of'contact is Mr. Frank Boyle, DSN 570-9536. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

Enc 1 
Colonel, GS V 
Chief of Staff 
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ANNEX B 

ACTlVlTlES INCLUDED IN THE AUDIT 

. . 

Audi. t 
Report 

Activity Period Number 

U.S. Annv Depot Svstem Command 

Headquarters Jun-Aug 94 a/ 
Corpus Christi Army Depot . . Jun-Aug 94 WR 9z-708 
Letterkenny Army Depot Jun-Aug 94 NR 94-713 
Tobyhanna Army Depot Jun-Aug 94 NR 94-714 

a/ This report includes results from the audit of this - 
activity. We didn't report the results separately. 

Data Furnirhad DOD Work Croupr, Dopot Syrtm Command (NR 95-700) .Annu BIPaga 21 

CLOSE HOLD 



Core Worldoads (Element 13.1) 

The Directorate of Maintenance provided the core workload 
to be applied against the core capabilities in data ele- 
ments 12.1 and 12.2. The data is direct labor hours for 
each depot by commodity group for FYs 96-99. 

The workload data for Corpus Christi, Letterkenny and 
Tobyhanna Depots was generally accurate and supported. 
However, for one commodity group at each depot, c:ore 
workload exceeded core capabilities. For example, at 
Corpus Christi Depot, the core workload for aircraft 
components is at least three times the core capability 
the Army required for FYs 96-99. Heref s a summary: 

Workload 
FY 96 FY 97 -- FY 98 - FY 99 
(Millions of Direct Labor Hours) 

Corpus Christi Depot, 
Aircraft Com~onents 

Core Workload . .952 1.038 1.064 1.088 
Core Capabilities - .309 - .309 - .305! .309 - 

Difference .643 - .729 - ,7551 
I 

.779 - 
Letterkenny Depot, 
Missiles Tactical 

Core Workload ,499 .475 ,517 .527 
Core Capabilities - .465 - .465 .465 -. - .465 

Difference .034 - .010 - .052 
I 

.062 - 
Tobyhanna Depot, 
Missiles 

Core Workload .042 .042 .035 ,029 
Core Capabilities - 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 

Difference .042 - .042 - .035 - ,029 - 
Personnel from the cross-Service work group for depot 
maintenance told us that the figure reported for this 
element should be limited to core capabilities (the 
reporting guidance asked for the workload that could be 
applied against capability). But work group personnel 
said the data was acceptable if the Army was consistent 
in its reporting (that is, the Army reported core work- 
load regardless of whether it was higher or lower than 
capability). Because the reporting was consistent, we 
didn't recommend that Depot System Command revise the 
data. 

- - 

Data Furpiahad DOD Work Group., Depot Syatem Cammond (NR 95-700) Annu CIPage 23 

CLOSE HOLD 



ANNEX D 

OTHERS RECEIVING COPIES OF THE REPORT 

Assistant Secretary of the Amny (Financial Management and 
Comptroller) 
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Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
Director of Management 
Commanders 
U.S. Army Materiel Command 
U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command 
Corpus Christi Army Depot 
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Commandant, U.S. Army Logistics Management College 
Director, Center for Army Lessons Learned 

Comptroller, Department of Defense 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Directors 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 

Auditors General 
Air Force Audit Agency 
Naval Audit Service 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
WESTERN REGION 

U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 
8810 BROADWAY, SUITE 200 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78217 

5; August 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Corpus Christi Army Depot, 
308 Crecy Street, Corpus Christi, TX 
78419-5260 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cross-Service Work 
Groups--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM WR 94-708 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
data that the Corpus Christi Army Depot provided for the 
depots maintenance data call for the DOD cross-service wprk 
group. The Director of Management requested the review. We 
will include data in this report in a summary re:port to 
higher levels of management. 

2 .  Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data the .Army 
furnished DOD cross-service work groups. Our specific 
objectives were to determine whether data furnished was: 

- Accurate. 
- Supported by reasonable documentation. 
- In accordance with cross-service work group, DA, 
and major command guidance. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accorda~~ce with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material .effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished DOD cross-service 
groups, we: 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with procedures 
used by Depot personnel to respond to the cross- 
service group data call. 

- Interviewed personnel or reviewed supporting 
documentation from the Directorate of Business 
Operations, Directorate of Engineering Senrices, 
Directorate of Resource Management, Directorate of 
Quality Control and Production Support, 
Directorate of Contracting, Directorate of 
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Groups--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM WR 94-708 

Airframe Production, Directorate of Engine 
Production, Directorate of Manufacturing, 
Directorate of Components Production, Direckorate 
of Industrial Risk Management, and Directorate of 
Personnel who helped prepare, review, and validate 
responses to the data elements. 

- Tracked responses to data elements to supporting 
documentation including Naval Air Station I 

Facilities Master File; Axmy Regulation 415-28, 10 
August 1973; Corpus Christi Army Depot Master Site 
Layout; South Texas Military Facilities Task Force 
Depot Profiles, Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis 
Group Technology Assessment Division, September 
1993; supporting documentation provided by various 
depot organizational element personnel; and 
Support Agreements. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source 
documentation. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
3. Background. 

a. Cross-Service Work Groups. The Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides DOD a 
means to make needed adjustments to the installation 
structure. Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Base 
Realignment and Closure guidance memorandum, dated 7 January 
1994, established several Office of the Secretary of 
Defense-led study groups to evaluate opportunities for 
cross-service base realignment and closure actions. Those 
work groups focus on: 

- Medical Treatment Facilities. 
- Test and Evaluation Facilities. 
- ~aborator~ Facilities. 

- Undergraduate Pilot Training. 
- Depot Maintenance Activities. 
- Economic Impact. 
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b. Army Process. Army guidance required activities to 
provide general information to assess and identify cross- 
service opportunities. Activities were to furnish these 
responses to their major commands which will then provide 
data to the Army Basing Study Office. The Army Baaing Study 
Office then provides data to each of the cross-senice work 
groups. This memorandum addresses only your command's 
response to the Depot data call. 

c. Depot Maintenance Data Call. The Depot maintenance 
data call consisted of 39 elements. The Depot was required, 
as a subordinate of U.S. Army Depot System Command, to 
provide responses for 31 of the elements in the depot data. 
call. Responses for 7 of the remaining data elements were 
provided by the Depot System Command. The other data 
element was left blank at the direction of U.S. 'Army 
Materiel Command. We evaluated the accuracy and slipporting 
documentation for 20 of the data elements. 

4. Results of Review. Generally the Depot reported 
accurate data for 11 of 20 elements and inaccurate data for 
1 of the elements we reviewed. Seven data elements were 
proviC5d by Depot System Command, and the other element was 
left   lank at the direction of U.S. Army Materiel Command. 
Details on the elements we reviewed and differences noted 
are in the annex. Conclusions on specific objectives fol- 
low: 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The Depot reported 
accurate data for 11 elements we.reviewed. Reported data 
for one element included errors. 

(1) Accurate Data. We didn't identify any 
discrepancies in data reported for: 

- Unique/peculiar facilities, testing facilities - 
list and explain. 

- Unique/peculiar facilities, reasons required for 
depot maintenance. 

- Unique/peculiar facilities, how could maintenance 
be performed without them? 

- Unique/peculiar capabilities and capacities,. 
unique and/or peculiar capabilities and 
capacities. 
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- Unique/peculiar capabilities and capacities, one 
of a kind facilities and equipment. 

- Interface with customers. 
- Location. 
- Buildings and their conditions, space for 
expansion for most mission important category 
codes. 

- Other collocated activities, which directly s 
benefit the depot activity and their impac:t. 

- Other collocated activities, which support or are 
supported by the activity. 

- Other collocated activities, how would these 
activities function if not collocated. 

(2) Inaccurate Data. Data reported for one 
element, buildings and their conditions, was over stated by . . 
195,000 square feet due to computational errors. The errors 
were corrected, and the data was retransmitted to U.S. Army 
Depot System Command. 

b. Supporting Documentation. Corpus Christi maintained 
sufficient supporting documentation for 12 of the 20 
elements reviewed. An audit trail was not available for 7 
elements because the data element was provided by Depot 
System Command. The elements were: 

- Core capability in direct labor hours needed to 
support Army core requirements. 

- Core capability in direct labor hours needed to 
support other services requirements. 

- Core workload in direct labor hours. 
- Unique/peculiar workloads in direct labor hours, 
direct labor hours which are core. 

- Unique/peculiar workloads in direct labor hours, 
direct'labor hours which are not core. 

- Annual operating costs, annual operating .c:osts 
dollars for depot maintenance, excluding 
materials, FYs 90 through 93. 
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- Annual operating costs, annual operating costs per 
direct labor hour. 

The other element core capability in direct labor hours 
percentage of core requirements which are title 10 
requirements was left blank at the direction of Amny 
Materiel Command. 

c. Compliance With Cross-Service, DA, and Major Command 
Guidance. Generally, the depot gathered and reported data 
consistent with, cross-service work group, DA, and major , command guidance. For example, the depot commander 
certified the data was accurate to the best of his 
knowledge. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with the Civilian Executive Assistant, Corpus Christi 
Army Depot and the Directorate of Business Operations on 
13 July 1994. They agreed with our conclusions and said 
that actions had been taken to correct and retransmit 
inaccurate data element responses to U.S. Army Depot System 
Command. This report isn't subject to the official command- 
reply process. 

6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended to 
us during the review. 

- KENNETH R. SHAW 
Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Army Basing Study Office 
U.S. Army Materiel Command 
Commander, Depot System Command 
SAAG-SER 



DATA ELEMENTS RESPONSES 

ELEMENT DESCRIPTION RESPONSE 

Data Core Capability in Direct Labor FY 96 - 2.785 (mil 1 ion) 
Element Hours Needed to Support Army FY 97 - 2.785 
12.1.a Core Requirements FY 98 - 2.785 

FY 99 - 2.785 
We verified the mathematical accuracy for the above table. However, source 
documentation was not verified since U.S. Army Depot System Command provided 
direct labor hour data without supporting documentat ion. 

Data Core Capability in Direct Labor FY 96 - .059 (million) 
Element Hours Needed to Support Other FY 97 - .O!j9 
12.2.a Services Requirements FY 98 - .059 

FY 99 - .O!j9 
We verified the mathematical accuracy for the above table. However, source 
documentation was not verified since U.S. Army Depot System Command provided 
direct labor hour data without supporting documentation. 

Data Core Capability in Direct Labor Data element left blank 
Element Hours percentage of Core at the direction of Army 
12.3.a Requirements which are Title 10 Materiel Command. 

Requirements (Army Control led) 

Data Core. Workload in Direct .Labor FY 96 - 2.900 (million) ' 

E 1 emen t Hours FY 97 - 2.995 
13.1.a FY 98 - 2.967 

FY 99 - 3.165 
We verified the mathematical accuracy for the above table. However, source 
documentation was not verified since U.S. Army Depot System Co~mnand provided 
direct labor hour data without supporting documentat ion. 

Data UniqueIPecu 1 iar Workloads in FY 96 - 2.900 (million) 
Element Direct Labor Hours which are FY 97 - 2.995 
15.1 Core FY 98 - 2.967 

FY 99 - 3.165 
We verified the mathematical accuracy for the above table. However, source 
documentat ion was not verified since U. S. Army Depot System Command provided 
direct labor hour data without supporting documentation. 

Data UniqueIPecul iar Workloads in FY 96 - .607 (mi 1 1  ion) 
E 1 emen t Direct Labor Hours which are FY 97 - .640 
15.2 not Core FY 98 - -639 

FY 99 - ;668 
We verified the mathematical accuracy for the above table. However, source 
documentation was not verif ifed since U.S. Army Depot Systems Command 
provided direct labor hour data without supporting documentation. 

ANNEX 



- .  

. Data' UniqueIPeculiar Facilities, Aircraft parking, 
Element . Testing Facilities - List and operat iona 1 check, 
6.1 Explain taxiway, take-off and 

landing zone. 

Existence of facility was verified. Uniqueness of facility was a subjective 
evaluation of f aci 1 i ty based on experience of depot personnel. 

Data UniqueIPecul iar Faci 1 it ies, Flight testing is 
Element Reasons Required for Depot required to complete 
6.2 Maintenance aircraft maintenance 

process. 

Requirement for flight testing verified through review of maintenance 
procedures. 

Data UniqueIPecul iar Faci 1 it ies , How Only alternative is to 
Element cou 1 d maintenance be performed tow or truck aircraft to 
6.3 without them? another locat ion for 

f 1 ight testing. I 

Alternative verified by confirming flight testing requirement and logic of 
alternative site flight testing if facility not available. 
Data UniqueIPeculiar Capabilities Corpus Christi Army 
Element and Capacities Depot is only Army 
8.1 organic facility for the 

repair and over-haul of 
rotary wing aircraft. 

Data element was verified0by a judgmental sample of various supporting 
statements such as overall repair statistics, types of aircraft repaired, 
and types of aircraft repair facilities available. 

Data Un iqueIPecu 1 iar Capabi 1 it ies Corpus Christi Army 
Element and Capacities, One of a Kind Depot has 25 one of a 
8.2 Facilities and ,Equipment kind facilities and 

equipment. 
Data element was verified by a judgmental sample confirming the existence of 
the facilities and equipment. Uniqueness of facilities and equipment was 
based on experience and knowledge of various depot personnel and was not 
independently verifiable. 

Data Annual Operating Costs, FY 90 - 195,417 
Element excluding materials FY 91 - 196,498 
19.1 FY 92 - 200,199 

FY 93 - 228,586 
(Thousands $) 

Data element furnished by U. S. Army Depot Systems Command and reasonableness 
conf irmed by depot comparison to local cost data. 

. . 

Data Annual Operating Costs, per FY 90 - 44.21 
Element Direct Labor Hour excluding FY91-45.64 . 

19.2 materials FY 92 - 53.82' 
FY 93 - 73.77 

ANNEX 



. ~ a t a  element furnished by U. S. Army Depot systems Command and supporting 
documentation -was not available locally to derify data element., 
Data Interface with customers Narrative of how various 
Element relationships with 
17.1 customers operate. 

Data element verified by comparing each customer narrative to supporting 
documentat ion provided by various depot organizational element personnel. 

Data Locat ion 
Element 
1.1 

Narrative of depot 
location relative to 
industrial facilities, 
transportation 
facilities, and 
climate's effect on 
f 1 ight testing. 

Data element verified by judgmental sample of narrative to source 
documentat ion (South Texas Mi 1 i tary Task Foqce Depot Prof i les 1993, Joint 
Depot Maintenance Analysis Group Technology Assessment Division September 
1993). 

Data Buildings and their Conditions, 2,033.15 thousands of 
Element Area in thousands of square square feet in adequate 
7.1 feet, SF by Category Code, SF condition; originally 

by Condition within Category reported 2.228 thousands 
Code of square feet 

Date element verified by measurement of a judgmental sample of buildings and 
a comparison of SF to building drawings for building 8. 

Data 
Element 
7.2 

Buildings and their Conditions, Hangers - 8.04 thousands 
Space for expansion for most of square feet 
important category codes Product ion 

Space - 59.86 
thousands of square feet 
Total - 67.90 thousands 
of square feet 

Data element was verified by discussion with depot personnel regarding 
rational for percentage of existing space used to. develop data element. 

Data Other Collocated Activities, Narrative of seven 
Element Which Directly Benefit the collocated activities 
4.1 Depot Activity and the Impact. and benefits they 

receive from depot 
Data element was verified by comparison of activities to South Texas 
Mi 1 itary Task Force Depot Prof i les 1993, Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis 
Group Technology Assessment Division September 1993 and depot s'upport 
agreements. 

Data Other Collocated Activities, Narrative of seven 
Element Which Support or are Supported collocated activities 
4.2 by the Activity which support or are 

supported by depot 

ANNEX 



. . -  
Data element was verified by review of support agreements for col located 
activities. ' 

Data Other Collocated Activities, Narrative of seven 
E 1 emen t How would these Activities collocated activities 
4.3 Function if not Collocated? and how .activities would 

function if not 
collocated with depot. 

Data element was verified by comparisons of narrative to supporting 
documentat ion provided by various depot organizational element personnel. 

ANNEX 
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MEMOIRANDVM FOR Commander, U.S, Amy White Bands Mianile 
Range, ATTNI STEWS-In, White Sands KFeeile 
Range, IM 88002-5001 

SUBJECT: R€iviW of Data Furnished DOD Crors-BervFce Work 
G~u~~--INFORMATION MEWORANDIM WR 94-709 

1. Introduction. This Lo the report on our review of the 
data that the U.6, Army White Sand8 Miseile Range provided 
for the test and evaluation data ca l l  f o r  the DOD CZO88- 
uervice work gxoup. The Director of  ZWmgankfBnt rwpe8t.d 
the review. We will include data in thir report in a sum- 
mary report to higher levele of management. 

2. Objectives and Scape. The overall objective o f  our 
review war to evaluate the accuracy of data the A m  fur- 
ninhad W D  croms-oervice work groups. Our mpecific objec- 
tives were to determine whether data furnighed waot 

- Accurate. 
- Supported by reasonable documentation. 
- In accordance with craeu-eenrice work group, M, and 
U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Conmrand guidance, 

We made the review during Juno and July 1994.  In most 
material rerpectrr, we made the review in accordance w i t h  
generally accepttad government auditing standards. And 
accordingly, we tested internal controla to the extent wa 
considered necessary under the circwtancea. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and ropoxting 
atandarcim. In our opinion, however, not following those 
etandardr had no material effect on the reaultr of ouz 
review, 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furninhed DOD croa8-eemice 
groups, we: 

- Revieo~ed croes-service work group, DA,, and Tort  and 
Evaluation Command guidance and compared it w i t h  
procedures used by White Sands Missile Range pozronnel 
to rsapond to the croes-service group data ca l l ,  

- zntsmiewtid oOmrnQnd personnel who helped prepare, 
review, and validate reaponsea t o  the data alementr. 

- Reviewed data sources and methodologfern u ~ e d  and 
~ n m h m r b t 4  t b ~ m  +n t h a  na m . : A a m m r  
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- Reviewed source documents and compared the ,data values 
t o  the data reported, 

- Verified calculations of data valuea. 
3 .  Background. 

. Cmcra-Sdce  Work Grwps. The Defense Base Cloaure 
and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides DOD a 
means to make needed adjustments to .the installation etruc- 
ture.  Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Baee Realignmsnt and 
Cloeure guidance menrorandm, dated 7 January 1994, , eatab- 
lished several Office of the Secretary of ~efenae-led study 
groups to evaluate opportunities for crose-remice bane 
realigment and closur~ actiona. Those work groups are thet 

- Medical Treatment Facilitige and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers work group. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities work group. 
- Laboratory Facil i t ies  work group. 

- Undergraduate Pilot Training work-group. 
- Hilitary Depots work group. 

- Economic Impact work group. 

Each of the work group8 prepared a data cal l  requiring 
activiti&s pmvide geaeral i n f a m t f a n  needed to aasesm and 
identify crose-service opportunities. The Chief of Staff, 
United States Asny ieeued a 21 March 1994  ora an dun impla- 
menting Office of the Secretary of Defense guidance and 
providing procedural instruction8 for Arnry data calla, 
Generally, each of the Anay activities identified in the 
cross-eervice data calla were ta furnish reepanses to the 
major commands which provided certified data to the A m y  
Baaing.Study Office. The Army Basing Study Orfice then 
provided data to each of the croae-aervfca work groups. 
Thie memorandum addreraelr only your canunandts response to 
the ceet and evaluation data call. 

5 .  Attributes. White Sands Miaeile Range is a t e s t  
range under the ccntrol of the Test and Eva1uatio:n Command, 
a aubardinate command of the U.S. Army Materiel Command. As 
a test and evaluation facility, White Sands Missile Range 
W ~ B  d ~ q u i r d  t o  provide responrem f o r  94 element. in the 
teat and evaluation data call. We evaluated the accuracy 
and eupporting documentation f o r  22 data elements, Our 
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review also included thm rerponrer that were furnished by 
the U . S .  Amy  Electronic Proving Graunda at Fort: Huachuca. 

4 .  Result8 of Rnview. The data provided by White Sande 
.Useile Range and the Electronic Proving Groundr war gener- 
~ l l y  accurate. ~3.10, the data waa #upported by reaeonable 
documentation, and i n  accordance with guidance furmished by 
the croaa-service group, DA, and the Test and Evaluation 
Command. The element6 we reviewed are lirted in the Annex. 
Conclueions on specific objectives followr 

I - white Sand8 MLuuile Range and the Electzonic Proving 
Grounds reported accurate data for all 22 element8 we 
reviewed. During the review, owl noted f iva data 
e l a e n t a  ehat had minor mathemtical and typographical 
otroro. Command personnel in i t iated  correcrtiw 
action8 and eubmnttteb change eheets f o r  each error. 

- White Sands Missile Range didn't maintain uufficient 
mup orting documentation for three of the elmants 
rev f owed. A t  our mquort, command per80mel accumu- 
lated additional dacumentation to rupport their 
rerponaes. The Electronic Proving Grounds had ado- . 
quate dccuentation for a l l  22 data elsmsnta we& 
reviewed. Camand personnel ured expert knowledge to 
nnawer 10 elements. A t  ous aequeat, they p.mvided 
adequate rationale for their answers. 

- White Sand8 Missile Range and the Eleatronic Proving 
Grounda reported the data element8 in accordance with 
the guidance Curnirrhed by the crosr-cretvice work 
group, DA, and tha Teat and Evaluation Conmaand. 

5.  Dirrcuurisn of Rasnltu. We diucurred the. rcr8u.lta of our 
review with Gene Foraythe, Special Assiatsnt f o r  Engineer- 
ing.  Ha agreed with our conclusions. This report isn't 
eubject to  the o f f i c i a l  cornmand-reply psoceaa. 
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6 .  Thank you f o r  the courtesiaa and eooporation extended to 
us during the review. 

FOR THE AUDXTOR GENERALt 

Encl KENNETH R. SHlw f Regional Auditor GtBn@ral 

CP: 
hrmy Baeing Study Office 
If.$. Angt Teat and Evaluation Command 
SAAG-8ER 
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MEMOR-UM FOR Commander, Test and Experimentation Command, 
ATTN: CSTE-TRM (Mr. Bill Hill),, Fort Hood, 
TX 76544-5065 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cr088-Semice Work 
Groups--INFORMATION MEMOlUNDUM WR 94-707 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
data your headquarters provided for the data call (Bane 
Realignment and Closure 95 Data Call #7 - Test and Evalua- 
tion) for the DOD cross-service work group. A separate 
information memorandum will be issued to you on our review 
of data the Intelligence and Electronic Warfare T e a t  Direc- 
torate submitted to your headquarters. The Direc:tor of 
Management requested the review. Results of our review at 
the Test and Experimentation Conrmand will be incl.uded in our 
overall report to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our 
zeview was to evaluate the accuracy of data the Army fur- 
nished DOD cross-service work groups. Our specific objec- 
tives were to determine whether data furnished wa.8: 

- Accurate. 
I 

- Supported by reasonable documentation. 
- In accordance with cross-service work group, DA, 
and major command guidance. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most 
material respects, we made the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. And 
accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumatances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the field work and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

To evaluate the accuracy of data furnished DOD cross-service 
groups, we: 

- Reviewed data the Test and Experimentation Command 
Headquarters provided to the data call for 'rest 
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and Experimentation Command's center and two test 
directorates for completeness and responsiveness. 

- Intemiewed personnel from Test and Experimenta- 
tion Command Headquarters, who acquired and 
reviewed the center and test directorates' 
responses to the data elements. 

- Evaluated changes the Test and Experimenta,tion 
Command Headquarters made to the center and two 
test directorates' responses. 

- Discussed operation and control of ranges used by 
the Test and Experimentation Command at Fo:rt Hood 
with I11 Corps and Fort Hood G-3 Range personnel. 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with procedures 
used to respond to the cross-service group data 
call. 

3. Background. 

a. Cross-Semice Work Groups. The Defense :Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides DOD a 
means to make needed adjustments to the installation struc- 
ture. Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure guidance memorandum, dated 7 January 1994, estab- 
lished several Office of the Secretary of Defense-led study 
groups to evaluate opportunities for cross-service base 
realignment and closure actions. Those work groups are the: 

- Medical Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medi- 
cal Education Centers work group. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities work group. 
- Laboratory Facilities work group. 
- Undergraduate Pilot ,Training work group. 
- Military Depots work group. 
- Economic Impact work group. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide general information needed to assess 

- and identify cross-service opportunities.. The Cliief of 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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Staff, United States Army issued a 21 March 1994 memorandum 
implementing Office of the Secretary of Defense (midance and 
providing procedural instructions for Rrmy data calls. 
Generally, each of the Army activities identified in the 
cross-service data calls were to furnish responses to the 
major commands which provided certified data to the Army 
Basing Study Office. The Army Basing Study Office then 
provided data to each of the cross-service work groups. 
This memorandum addresses only your command's response to 
the Test and Evaluation data call. 

b. Attributes. The Test and Experimentation Command is 
a subordinate command of the Operational Test and Evaluation 
Command. The Test and Experimentation Command Headquarters 
at Fort Hood has one center and nine test directorates. 
Locations of the activities are: 

Fort Hood, Texas 

- Close Combat Test Directorate. 
- Aviation Test Directorate. 
- Engineer/Combat Support Test Directorate. 
- Command, Control and Communications Test Directorate. 
- Information Mission Area Test Directorate. 

Fort Hunter-Liqqett, California 

- Experimentation Center. 
Fort Brauu, North Carolina 

- Airborne and Special Operations Test Directorate. 
Fort Bliss. Texas 

- Air Defense Artillery Test Directorate. 
Fort Huachuca, Arizona 

- Intelligence/Electronic Warfare Test Directorate. 
Fort Sill, Oklahoma 

- Fire Support Test Directorate. 

FOR OFPICIAL USE OHLP 
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As a test and evaluation facility, Test and Experimentation 
Command activities were required to provide and provided 
responses for 94 data elements in the test and evaluation 
data call. One center and two test directorates of the Test 
and Experimentation Command provided data in response to 
Data Call 17:  

- Experimentation Center, Fort Hunter-Liggett, 
California. 

- Intelligence/Electronic Warfare Test Directorate, Fort 
Huachuca, Arizona. 

- Air Defense Artillery Test Directorate, Fort Bliss, 
Texas. We reviewed the activitiest responses for 23 
of the data elements. 

4. Results of Review. 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. 

(1) We couldn't verify the accuracy of Test and 
Experimentation Command activitiest responses because.sup- 
porting documentation wasn't available at the Test and 
Experimentation Command Headquarters. Generally, responses 
to the data call appeared complete and responsive. However, 
at our suggestion additional data or clarification was 
obtained for nine data elements reviewed. 

(2) In addition to review for general accuracy, the 
Test and Experimentation Command Headquarters reviewed data 
submitted by the center and two test directorates for typo- 
graphical errors and to ensure that appropriate data 
elements were answered. Changes made by the Test and Exper- 
imentation Command to data submitted by the center and two 
test directorates for the data call were appropriate. 

b. Supporting Documentation. We couldn't determine if 
the Test and Experimentation Command maintained sufficient 
supporting documentation for the data elements reviewed. 
Supporting documentation for data furnished by the center 
and two test directorates wasn't available at the Test and 
Experimentation Command Headquarters. 

c. Compliance With Cross-Service, DAr and Major Command 
Guidance. The Test and Experimentation Command used cross- 
service work group, DA, and Operational Test and Evaluation 
Command guidance to obtain data for the elements reviewed. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE OELY 
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Guidance Teat and Experimentation Command Headquarters 
furnished the center and test directorates concerning ele- 
ments requiring responses and the scope of responses was in 
accordance with guidance from the cross-service, DA, and 
Operational Test and Evaluation Command guidance. The 
center and test directorates followed the guidance issued by 
the Test and Experimentation Coxuuand Headquarters. 

At a coordination meeting held 16-18 May 1994, chaired by 
the Test and Evaluation Management Agency, Test and Experi- 
mentation Command's activities that should respond to the 
data call were identified. Exclusions of seven Test and 
Experimentation Command test directorates from Data Call #7 
appear valid. 

Four test directorates were excluded from the da.ta call 
because they didn't test the functional areas (air vehicles, 
electronic combat, and armament/weapons) selected by the 
data call group. The directorates were: 

- Close Combat Test Directorate whose mi.ssion is to 
plan, conduct, and report on operational tests of 
doctrine, organization, training, and materiel 
related to infantry, armor, cavalry and combined 
arms operations. 

- Engineer/Combat Support Test Directorate whose 
mission is to plan, conduct, and report on user 
tests and field experiments involving doctrine, 
training, organization and material relating to 
engineer, chemical, quartermaster, logristics, 
ordnance, Army training, military poli-ce, medi- 
cal, soldier support, and transportati.on 
operations. 

- Command, Control, and Communications Test Direc- 
torate whose mission is to formulate t.est meth- 
odology; develop test plans; conduct t.ests; and 
report on assigned tests, demonstrations, and 
experiments of automated tactical command and 
control systems and associated communi.cations' 
electronics systems. 

- Information Mission Area Test Directorate whose 
mission is to plan, conduct, and report on user 
tests of doctrine, organization, training, and 
systems related to the information mission area. 

FOR OFPICIAL USE 05Y 
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The Aviation Test Directorate was excluded from the data 
call because the directorate didn't own or contx:ol aviation 
facilities or ranges at Fort Hood. The Directorate is 
authorized 52 personnel, and its mission is to plan, con- 
duct, and report all operational user tests. At Fort Hood, 
aviation facilities and ranges are operated and controlled 
by I11 Corps and Fort Hood. 111 Corps and Fort Hood units 
that conduct aviation tests schedule the use of Fort Hood 
ranges. The Aviation Test Directorate has no control over 
range availability or usage at Fort Hood or at other instal- 
lations. In addition, the Aviation Test Directorate didn't 
own aviation-unique test equipment. 

Two directorates were excluded from the data call because 
their functional areas were Army-unique or had ltittle poten- 
tial for consolidation. The directorates were: 

- Airborne and Special Operations Test Directorate 
whose mission is to plan, conduct, and report on 
user tests and field experiments involving doc- 
trine, training, organization, and materiel 
relating to airborne equipment, procedures, and 
systems to include aerial delivery anci transpor- 
tation items in support of air movement in both 
U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force aircraft;; and mate- 
riel related to special operations forces. 

- Fire Support Test Directorate whose mission is 
to plan, conduct, and report on development 
tests, special studies, commercial equipment 
evaluations, customer tests, user tests, and 
field experiments involving doctrine, training, 
organization, and materiel relating to field 
artillery. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Colonel Ray Ivey, Chief of Staff, Headquarters, 
Test and Experimentation Command on 13 July 1994. They 
agreed with our conclusions and were receptive to our sug- 
gestions. This report isn't subject to the official com- . 
mand-reply process. 
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6. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended to 
us during the review. 

PL~Ac 
KENNETH R. SHAW 
Regional Auditor General 

CF: 
Army Basing Study Office 
Operational Test and Evaluation Command 
.SAAG-SER 
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U.S.ARMYAUDlTAGENCY 
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SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78217 

- - -  
11 J u l y  -Y:L 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, I Corps and Fort Lewis, ATTN: 
AFSH-CS-IR, Fort Lewis, Washington 98433-5000 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I, Installatizx 
Assessment -- INFORMATION MEMORANDUM, WR 94-704 

1. Introduction. This is our report on the audit of 
installation assessments that your command did for the 1995 A m -  
Basing Study. The Director of Management requested we make the 
review. We will include data in this report in a summary reporr 
to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scap.. The overall objective of our review 
was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for assessing 
installation values. Specific objectives were to evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 

- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. I 

- Completeness of records maintained. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most material 
respects, we made the review in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. Accordingly, we tested 
internal controls to the extent we considered necessary under the 
circumstances. We didn't follow certain aspects of the field 
work and reporting standards. In our opinion, however, not 
following those standards had no material effect on the results 
of our review. Our review consisted of: 

- Comparing DA guidance for determining the value of 
installation assessment attributes with the guidance a:-5 
methods Fort Lewis used. 

- Reviewing source data and documentation supporting t h e  
values the installation reported. 

- Verifying the mathematics used to determine the repcrrsl 
values. 

We performed our work at Fort Lewis and Yakima Training Center 
Washington. 
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3 . Background. 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 furnishes a fair process that will result in the 
timely closure and realignment of military installations. The 
Army established the Basing Study Office to manage the study 
process. The Office divided the study process into two phases. 
Under Phase I, the Army assesses the relative military value of 
its installations. Under Phase 11, the Army identifies and 
evaluates alternatives for realignment and closure. This 
memorandum only addresses our review of your command's 
participation in the installation assessment process. 

b. Attributes. Fort Lewis reported data values for 15 of 
the 23 attributes that will be used to assess the relative value 
of maneuver installations. Forces Conmiand guidance didn't 
require the installation to report the remaining 8 attributes, 
which will be reported either by Forces Coxunand- or DA. 

4 .  Review Remlta. We concluded that the data the installation 
reported was generally accurate and reliable for the Army to use 
in closure and realignment analyses. Our review didn't show any 
material differences for attribute values which ,we verified. We 
discuss specific differences below and present detailed results 
of our review for Fort Lewis in Annex A and for Yak- Training 
Center in Annex B. 

a. &curscy of Roportod Dnta.- The installation made a 
number of errors in calculating data values. 

- Base Operationu. The installation excluded some costs 
and made a number of mathematical errors in comuting 
base operations costs for FY 93. For Fort Lewis, the 
installation reported $129,670,200. We verified that 
the total base operations costs for .FY 93 were 
$132,421,500. The primary reason for the difference 
at Fort Lewis resulted from adding $360,400 instead of 
$3,630,410 in base operations - direct costs. 
For Yakima Training Center, the installation reported 
$2,849,200 and we verified $3,458,800. The primary 
reason for the difference in the training center's 
numbers was caused by command excluding $621,583 for 
civilian salaries in base operations - direct costs. 
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- gnvironmental Carrying Capacity. The installation 
made mathematical errors in determining the number -f 
sites potentially eligible for listing on the Nati~nal 
Historical Register. A t  Fort Lewis, command reported 
102 sites. We verified that the actual number was 83 
sites. At Yakima Training Center, command reported 
384 sites instead of 269 sites which we verified. 

- Reserve Training. The data available to support 
reported reserve training personnel and mandays was 
limited. Command informed us that there is no formal 
DA or Forces Cormnand system for reporting reserve 
training. 

The Directorate of Reserve Component Support prepares 
weekly and monthly reports showing training days at 
Fort Lewis, Yakima Training Center and other training 
sites, based on knowledge of training at Fort Lewis 
and submissions from the other sites. Training data 
is normally based on planning documents and not on 
actual counts of personnel by training day. 

i 

Yak- Training Center doesn8t break out trahing days 
between annual training or inactive duty training. 
When preparing the reports, the Directorate 
categorizes the training based on the number of days, 
assuming that any training over 4 days is annual 
training. 

In our verification process, we s n d  numbers of 
personnel on active training from supporting monthly 
reports. We did the same thing for inactive duty 
training mandays. 

For Fort Lewis, the installation reported that 12,421 
Reserve personnel attended annual training and 18C,O'Z 
days of inactive duty training were performed durl7.g 
FY 92 and FY 93. We verified 12,798 personnel anc 
170,301 mandays during the same fiscal years. The 
installation reported 10,419 annual training Resen-e 
personnel and 62,379 inactive duty training mandays rz 
FY 91. Those numbers matched the FY 91 report. 
However, no supporting weekly or monthly reports wire 

available for FY 91. 
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For Yakima Training Center, the installation repcrte.2 
that 12,486 Reserve personnel attended annual tral~lr-; 
and 99,142 days of inactive duty training were 
performed during FY 92 and FY 93. We verified 12,242 
personnel and 111,607 mandays during the same fiscal 
years. The installation reported 6,954 annual 
training Reserve person.ne1 and 90,411. inactive duty 
training mandays in FY 91. Those nunbers matched the 
FY 91 report. As noted for Fort Lewis, no supportic,; 
weekly or monthly reports were available for FY 91. 

Some differences between what we verified and what tke 
installation reported were due to mathematical errors 
in adding training days. Other differences occurred 
because for the purpose of the data c:all, annual 
training days had to be converted to personnel 
strength, assuming a 14-day annual training cycle. 
Not all annual training was conducteti on a 14-day 
basis. Our calculation for annual training was based 
on actual personnel strength,and time spent on annual 
training. 

8 

b. Data Sourcaa ud Ihthoda. In general, the installation 
used the appropriate data sources and methods as prescribed by m 
and Forces Comand. 

B u m m b  aad P d l y  Baruimg, Tort trri8. In calculatipg 
the number of unaccompanied enlisted spaces, the 
installation excluded a planned FY 95 construction 
project which added 800 spaces. According to DA and 
Forces Command guidance, construction projects through F Y  
96 were to be included in reported spaces. The 
installation reported 8,755 spaces; we verified 9,555 
spaces. 

Infraetructure. Instead of using maximum capacity, the 
installation estimated capacity based on usage data ic 
some infrastructure elements. For example, for Fort 
Lewis, the installation estimated sewage capacity as C 
million gallons per day. We verified that reported 
sewage capacity should have been 10.32 rnillion gallcn 
per day based on the mobilization master plan. 
Differences are shown by line item in the annexes. 

Maneuver Acres, Fort Lewis. The insta1:Lation reporte? 
62,536 maneuver acres based on the installation 
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environmental baseline study. We verified 63,062 acres 
based on the installation RPLANS and a recent 
environmental impact statement. Based on DA and Forces 
Command guidance, the installation should have used the 
installation RPLANS. 

c. Completeness of Records. Installation personnel 
generally had adequate documentation to support their reported 
data values. In particular, the Directorate of Engineering and 
Housing had a very good audit trail. The Directorate of 
Information Management would-benefit from ensuring that source 
documents are easily accessible. 

d. Other Adjustments. We also noted one additional issue 
regarding adjustnaents to data reported for the information 
mission area attribute. During the verification process, the 
information management office reevaluated the estimate of the 
Fort Lewis' outside cable plant, resulting in a decrease of 2 
points. We added 10 points to the attribute value to give the 
installation credit for two adUitiona1 canununications network 
nodes it had initially overlooked. a 

5 .  of.cr9.8ioa of Suul t8 .  We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. William Gibson, Deputy Garrison Cormunder, and 
other cammand principals on 6 July 1994. Personnel agreed with 
our conclusions and said they would retsubmit correct data to 
Forces Canaaand. This report isn't subject to the official 
cosnaand-reply process. 

FOR THE REGIONAL AUDITOR GENERAL: 

Encls 
&d. 9 /%- RONALD G. ANDER ON 
Associate Regional. Auditor 
General 



ATTRIBUTE 

ARRACKS AND FAMILY HOUSING (P-) 

~amily Housing 

Unaccompanied Enlisted 

lASE OPERATIONS COSTS (ARMY) 

BASOPS - Direct 

BASOPS - Reimbursable 

Real Property Maintenance - Direct 

Real Property Maintenance - Reimbureable 

Environmental Programs - Direct 

Environmental Programs - Reimbursable 

Audio Visual - Direct 
" 8 . .  

Audio Visual - Reimbursable 

Units 

Spaces 

Spaces 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 



Base Commo - Reimbursable 

Thousands 
Family Programs - Reimbursable 

iSE OPERATIONS COSTS (DOD) 

Real Property Maintenance 

JILDABLE ACRES 

lPLOYMENT NETWORK 

To Railhead 

To Airport 

To Seaport 

To Highway 

JVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY 

Archaeology Sites and Historical Buildings 

- Number On National Register 
- Number of Sites Eligible 
Endangered Species . 
- Bald Eagle; Spotted Owl 

of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Acres 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Museum 

Sites 

Species 

$5,897.6 

9,913 

0 

3 

17 

0 

1 

102 

2 

- 

$ 5 , 8 9 7 . 6  

9,913 

0 

3 

17  

0 - 

1 

8 0 

2 

a 



Noise Quality Parameters Exceeded 

Contaminated Sites 
- Installation Restoration Program Sites 
- National Priority List Site8 

WILY HOUSING COST PER DWELLING UNIT 

F Y  9 1  Direct 1 9 0 0  Account Funds 

FY 9 2  Direct 1 9 0 0  Account Funds 

FY 9 3  Direct 1900 Account Funds 

IPACT AREA 

?FORMATION MISSION AREA 

JFRASTRUCTURE 

Water Capacity 

Sewage Treatment Capacity 

Electrical Power Capacity 

Acres 

Sitea 

Unit 

Unit 

Unit 

Acres 

Points 

Million 
Gallons/Day 

Million 
Gallons/Day 

Million 
Kilowatt Hrs 

73  

1 6  
2  

$ 5 , 0 0 0  

$ 5 , 0 0 0  

$ 5 , 0 0 0  

1 2 , 5 1 1  

1 , 2 2 5  

19.1 

9.0 

80 MVA 

73 

16 
2 

$ 5 , 0 0 0  

$ 5 , 0 0 0  

1 9 . 1  

1 0 . 3 2 8  

8 0  MVA 



ISERVE TRAINING 

FY 9 1  Annual Training 

FY 92  Annual Training 

FY 93  Annual Training 

FY 9 1  Inactive Duty Training 

Personnel 

Personnel 

Personnel 

Mandays 

FY 92 Inactive Duty Training Mandays 

FY 9 3  Inactive Quty Training Mandays 

10 ,419  

6,562 

5 ,859 

62,379 
- - 

10, 41911 

6, 31612 

6 ,482  

- 6 2 , 3 7 9  

83 ,724 

96 ,348  

7 5 , 7 6 8  

94 ,533  a, 



The verification value includes 800 additional spaces for FY 95 MCA construction. 

The installation value contains mathematical errors. 

The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

The installation value contains a piathematical error. 

The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

The verification value includes adjustments for network nodes and percentage of fill 
outside cable. .I 



The installation value was based on a usage estimate rather than the maximum capacj .y 
the mobilization master plan. 

The installation value ($36.00) was an estimate based on historical operating costs ind 
]ts of new construction. On 6 July 1994, the installation computed the new value of 
.OO based on opening and closing landfill areas plus operating costs. We verified ?he 
. 0  0 value. 

The verification value is based on the installation RPLANS and the environmental 
)act statement. The installation number was only 526 acres less and came from the 
itallation environmental baseline study although the installation stated in its 
,mission that the value came from the environmental impact statement. 

This note applies to annual and inactive duty training for FY 91. The only source 
.a available for FY 91 was for the last week of the year which showed cumulative yearcynd 
als. We couldn't verify the accuracy of the cumulative amounts as we did for FY 92 and 
93. 

This note applies to FY 92 and FY 93 annual training and inactive duty training. :':me 
fferences were because of mathematical errors in adding annual training and inactivc 
lining days. Other differences occurred because annual training days were required 
converted to personnel strength, assuming a 14-day annual training cycle. Not all 
lual training was conducted on a 14-day basis. 

- 6 -  
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M T A  ATTRIBflCILB RIIVISWBD 
Y A K I m  TwuMIm C m m R ,  WASHIWIGITON 

4SE OPERATIONS COSTS (ARMY) 

BASOPS - Direct 

BASOPS - Reimbursable 

Real Property Maintenance - Direct 

Real Property Maintenance - ~eimbursable 

Environmental Programs - Direct 

Environmental Programs - Reimbursable 

Audio Visual - Direct 
. 

Audio Visual - Reimbursable 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

$1,864.0 

0 

$298.6 

0 

$479.8 

0 

0 

0 

$2,474.5l 

0 

$298.6 

0 

$478. g2 

0 

0 

0 

I' 



- a -  
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Family Programs - Reimbursable 
BASE OPERATIONS COSTS (DOD) 

Real Property Maintenance 

BUILDABLE ACRES 

.; DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 

To Railhead 
4 

To Airport 

To Seaport 
L 

To Highway 

j ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY 
Archaeology Sites and ~istorical Buildings 

I 

- Number On National Register 
T 

- Number of Sites Eligible 

Endangered Species 
- Bald Eagle 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Acres 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Sites 

Sites 

Species 

0 

$880.1 

834 

2 

12 

149 

1 

1 

384 

1 

0 

$880.1 

834 

2 

1 2  

1 4 9  

1 

1 

2 6 9 3  

1 

L 



ATTRIBUTE UNIT 08 
lmamR8 

Wet lands Acres 

Air Quality Not In Attainment 
- Particulate Matter-10 Acres 

Water Quality Parameters Exceeded Incidents 

Noise Quality Parameters Exceeded Acres 

Contaminated Sites Sites 
- ~nstallation Restoration Prograrh Sites 
- ~ational Priority List Sites 

WILY HOUSING COST PER DWELLING W I T  

FY 91 Direct 1900 Account Funds Unit 

FY 92 Direct 1900 Account Funds Unit 

FY 93 Direct 1900 Account Funds Unit 

MPACT AREA Acres 

NFORMATION MISSION AREA Points 

NFRASTRUCTURE 

Million 
Water Capacity Gallons/Day 

Million 
Sewage Treatment Capacity Gallons/Day 

Million 
Electrical Power Capacity Kilowatt Hrs 

Dollars per 
1,;rncI F i  1 1 Short Ton 

RSPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

0 

1 5  MKWH 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

0 



ATTRIBUTE VLQIT OF REPORTED BY VERIFIED BY 
MBMuRB INSTALLATION USAAA 

W E W E R  ACRES I Acres 253,956 1 253,956 
I 

IECHANIZED MANEWER ACRES Acres 197,172 197,172 

IOBILIZATION CAPACITY 

Enlisted 1 Personnel 1 1,716 1,716 

Officers Personnel 198 198 

W G E S  

Ranges I Number ! 23 ( 23  

Multi-purpose Range Complex ! Number 1 1 1 

Remote Engagement Target System 
Equipped M-16 Firing Points Number 0 0 

iESERVE TRAINING 

FY 91 Annual Training Personnel 6,954 6, 9546 

FY 92 Annual Training Personnel 5,022 4 , 5 1 8 ~  

FY 93 Annual Training Personnel 7,464 7,724 

FY 91 Inactive Duty Training Mandays 90,411 90,411 

FY 92 Inactive Duty Training Mandays 49,353 56,005 

FY 83 Inactive Duty Training ' Mandays I 4 9 , 7 8 9  5 5 , 6 0 2  

" WORK SPACE 
-- 

Thousand 
Aviation Maintenance Square Feet 0 0 



1. The installation value excludes about $621,000 in civilian pay and includes a 
mathematical error. 

2. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

3. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

4 .  The installation value of 2.085 million gallons per day came from the installation 
environmental baseline study. Our verification of 2.182 million gallons per day came from 
the draft master plan and local data base. 

5 .  The installation value was based on total usage for one year. The verification value 
is based on maximum capacity shown in the draft master plan study. 

ml- 2 - 6 .  ~ 1 1 ~ s  note applies to annuai and inactive duty training for FY 91. The only source 
data available for FY 91 was for the last week of the year which showed cumulative yearend 
totals. We couldn't verify the accuracy of the cumulative amounts as we did for FY 92 and 
f Y 2  

- 5 -  

CLOSE HOU) 



Document Separator 



SAAG-WER-FLFO (36-5e) 10 August 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, I Corps and Fort Lewis, .ATTN: 
AFSH-CS-IR, Fort Lewis, Washington 988433-5000 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Basing Study - Phase I, Installation 
Assessment -- INFORMATION MEMORANDUM, WR 94-704 

1. Introduction. This is our report on the audit of 
installation assessments that your command did for the 1995 Army 
Basing Study. The Director of Management requested we make the 
review. We will include data in this report in a  summary report 
to higher levels of management. 

2. Objectives and Scope. The overall objective of our review 
was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for assessing 
installation values. Specific objectives were to evaluate the: 

- Accuracy of reported data. 

- Appropriateness of data sources and methods used to 
obtain data values. 

- Completeness of records maintained. 

We made the review during June and July 1994. In most material 
respects, we made the review in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. According.ly, we tested 
internal controls to the extent we considered necessary under the 
circumstances. We didn't follow certain aspects of the field 
work and reporting standards. In our opinion, howcever, not 
following those standards had no material effect on the results 
of our review. Our review consisted of: 

- Comparing DA guidance for determining the value of 
installation assessment attributes with the guidance and 
methods Fort Lewis used. 

- Reviewing source data and documentation supporting the 
values the installation reported. 

- Verifying the mathematics used to determine the reported 
values. 

We performed our work at Fort Lewis and Yakima Training Center, 
Washington. 

CLOSE HOLD 
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3 . Background. 

a. Base Closure. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 furnishes a fair process that will result in the 
timely closure and realignment of military installations. The 
Army established the Basing Study Office to manage the study 
process. The Office divided the study process into two phases. 
Under Phase I, the Army assesses the relative military value of 
its installations. Under Phase 11, the Army identifies and 
evaluates alternatives for realignment and closure. This 
memorandum only addresses our review of your comtnd's 
participation in the installation assessment process. 

b. ~ttributes. Fort ~ewis reported data values for 15 of 
the 23 attributes that will be used to assess the relative value 
of maneuver installations. Forces Command guidance didn't 
require the installation to report the remaining 8 attributes, 
which will be reported either by Forces Command or: DA. 

4. Review Results. We concluded that the data the installation 
reported was generally accurate and reliable for the Army to use 
in closure and realignment analyses. Our review didn't show any 
material differences for attribute values which we verified. We 
discuss specific differences below and present detailed results 
of our review for Fort Lewis in Annex A and for Yakima Training 
Center in Annex B. 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The installation made a 
number of errors in calculating data values. 

- Base Operations. The installation excluded some costs 
and made a number of mathematical errors in computing 
base operations costs for FY 93. For Fort Lewis, the 
installation reported $129,670,200. We verified that 
the total base operations costs for FY 93 were 
$132,421,500. The primary reason for t,he difference 
at Fort Lewis resulted from adding $3601,400 instead of 
$3,630,410 in base operations - direct costs. 

For Yakima Training Center, the installation reported 
$2,849,200 and we verified $3,458,800. The primary 
reason for the difference in the training center's 
numbers was caused by command excluding $621,583 for 
civilian salaries in base operations - direct costs. 

CLOSE HOLD 
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- Environmental Carrying Capacity. The installation 
made mathematical errors in determining the number of 
sites potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Historical Register. At Fort Lewis, command reported 
102 sites. We verified that the actual number was 80 
sites. At Yakima Training Center, comnland reported 
384 sites instead of 269 sites which we verified. 

- Reserve Training. The data available t.o support 
reported reserve training personnel and mandays was 
limited. Command informed us that there is no formal 
DA or Forces Command system for reporting reserve 
training. 

The Directorate of Reserve Component Support prepares 
weekly and monthly reports showing training days at 
Fort Lewis, Yakima Training Center and other training 
sites, based on knowledge of training at Fort Lewis 
and submissions from the other sites. Training data 
is normally based on planning documents and not on 
actual counts of personnel by training day. 

Yakima Training Center doesn't break out training days 
between annual training or inactive duty training. 
When preparing the reports, the Directorate 
categorizes the training based on the n.umber of days, 
assuming that any training over 4 days is annual 
training. 

In our verification Drocess. we summed numbers of 
personnel on active training from supporting monthly 
reports. We did the same thing for inactive duty 
training mandays. 

For Fort Lewis, the installation reported that 12,421 
Reserve personnel attended annual training and 180,072 
days of inactive duty training were performed during 
FY 92 and FY 93. We verified 12,798 personnel and 
170,301 mandays during the same fiscal years. The 
installation reported 10,419 annual training Reserve 
personnel and 62,379 inactive duty training rnandays in 
FY 91. Those numbers matched the FY 91 report. 
However, no supporting weekly or monthly reports were 
available for FY 91. 

CLOSE HOLD 
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For Yakima Training Center, the install-ation reported 
that 12,486 Reserve personnel attended annual training 
and 99,142 days of inactive duty training were 
performed during FY 92 and FY 93. We verified 12.242 
personnel and 111,607 mandays during the same fiscal 
years. The installation reported 6,954 annual 
training Reserve personnel and 90,411 inactive duty 
training mandays in FY 91. Those numbers matched the 
FY 91 report. As noted for Fort Lewis, no supporting 
weekly or monthly reports were available for FY 91. 

Some differences between what we verified and what the 
installation reported were due to mathematical errors 
in adding training days. Other differences occurred 
because for the purpose of the data call, annual 
training days had to be converted to personnel 
strength, assuming a 14-day annual training cycle. 
Not all annual training was conducted on a 14-day 
basis. Our calculation for annual training was based 
on actual personnel strength and time spent on annual 
training. 

b. Data Sources and Methods. In general, the installation 
used the appropriate data sources and methods as prescribed by DA 
and Forces Cormand. 

Barracks and Family Housing, Fort Lewis. In calculating 
the number of unaccompanied enlisted spaces, the 
installation excluded a planned FY 95 construction 
project which added 800 spaces. According to DA and 
Forces Command guidance, construction projects through FY 
96 were to be included in reported spaces. The 
installation reported 8,755 spaces; we verified 9,555 
spaces. 

Infrastructure. Instead of using maximum capacity, the 
installation estimated capacity based on usage data in 
some infrastructure elements. For example, for Fort 
Lewis. the installation estimated sewage capacity as 9.0 
million gallons per day. We verified that reported 
sewage capacity should have been 10.32 million gallons 
per day based on the mobilization master plan. 
Differences are shown by line item in the annexes. 

Maneuver Acres, Fort Lewis. The installation reported 
62,536 maneuver acres based on the installation 

CLOSE HOLD 
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environmental baseline study. We verified 63,062 acres 
based on the installation RPLANS and a recent 
environmental impact statement. Based on DA and Forces 
Command guidance, the installation should have used the 
installation RPLANS. 

c. Completeness of Records. Installation personnel 
generally had adequate documentation to support their reported 
data values. In particular, the Directorate of Engineering and 
Housing had a very good audit trail. The Directorate of 
Information Management would benefit from ensuring that source 
documents are easily accessible. 

d. Other Adjustments. We also noted one additional issue 
regarding adjustments to data reported for the infomation 
mission area attribute. During the verification process, the 
information management office reevaluated the estimate of the 
Fort Lewist outside cable plant, resulting in a decrease of 2 
points. We added 10 points to the attribute value to give the 
installation credit for two additional communications network 
nodes it had initially overlooked. 

5. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with Mr. William Gibson, Deputy Garrison Cc>mmander, and 
other command principals on 6 July 1994. Personnel agreed with 
our conclusions and said they would resubmit correct data to 
Forces Cormnand. This report isn't subject to the official 
command-reply process. 

FOR THE REGIONAL AUDITOR GENERAL: 

Encls RONALD G. ANDERSON 
Associate Regional Auditor 
General 

CLOSE HOLD 
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DATA ATTRIBUTES REVIEWED 
FORT LEWIS, WASHINGTON 
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ATTRIBUTE 

BARRACKS AND FAMILY HOUSING ( PERMANENT) 

Family Housing 

Unaccompanied Officer 

Unaccompanied Enlisted 

BASE OPERATIONS COSTS (ARMY) 
-- 

I '  

BASOPS - Direct 

BASOPS - Reimbursable 

Real Property Maintenance - Direct 

Real Property Maintenance - Reimbursable 

Environmental Programs - Direct 

Environmental Programs - Reimbursable 

Audio Visual - Direct 

W I T  OF 
MEASURE 

Units 

Spaces 

Spaces 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALIATION 

1 7 , 6 1 2  

8 1  

8 ,755  

$75,702.8  

$11,772.7  

$15,545.6  

$7 ,588 .7  

$ 1 0 , 5 7 5 . 1  

$1 ,011 .3  

$444 .2  

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

17 ,612  

8 1  

9,55s1 

$78,462.32 

$11,772.7 

$15,  535.S3 

$7,589 .74  

$ 1 0 , 5 7 6 . 0 ~  

$1,011.3  

$444.2  
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- 2 -  

CLOSE HOLD 

.. 

r 

ATTRIBUTE 

Audio Visual - Reimbursable 

Base Commo - Direct 

Base Comrno - Reimbursable 

Family Programs - Direct 

Family Programs - Reimbursable 
I 

BASE OPERATIONS COSTS (DOD) 

Real Property Maintenance 

BUILDABLE ACRES 

DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 

To Railhead 

To Airport 

To Seaport 

To Highway 

ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY 

Archaeology Sites and ~istorical ~uildings 

- Number On National Register 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

$4.3 

$2,695.5  

$796 .7  

$3 ,533 .3  

0 

$5 ,897 .6  

9 ,913 

0 

3  

1 7  

0 

1 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Acres 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Museum 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

$4.3 

$2,695.5 

$796.7 

$3,533.3 

0 

$5,897.6 

9,913 

0 

3  

1 7  

0 

1 
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CLOSE HOLD 

- 

n- 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

806 

2 

4 ,500 

6,900 
1 , 5 0 0  

0  

73 

1 6  
2  

$5,000 

$5 ,000  

$5 ,000  

1 2 , 5 1 1  

1 , 2 3 3 7  

1 9 . 1  

ATTRIBUTE 

- Number of Sites Eligible 

Endangered Species 
- Bald Eagle; Spotted Owl 
Wet lands 

Air Quality Not In Attainment 
- Acres Not in Ozone Attainment 
- Acres Not in Carbon Monoxide Attainment 
Water Quality Parameters Exceeded 

Noise Quality Parameters Exceeded 
I 

Contaminated Sites 
- Installation Restoration Program Sites 
- National Priority List Sites 

FAMILY HOUSING COST PER DWELLING UNIT 

FY 9 1  Direct 1 9 0 0  Account Funds 

FY 9 2  Direct 1 9 0 0  Account Funds 

FY 93 Direct 1 9 0 0  Account Funds 

IMPACT AREA 

Ir\?FOF-WLITION MISSION AREP. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Water Capacity 
7 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Sites 

Species 

Acres 

Acres 

Incidents 

Acres 

Sites 

Unit 

Unit 

Unit 

Acres 

P ~ i n t s  

Million 
Gallons/Day 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

1 0 2  

2  

4 ,500 

6 ,900 
1 ,500  

0  

73 

1 6  
2  

$5,000 

$5,000 

$5,000 

1 2 , 5 1 1  

1 ,225  

1 9 . 1  
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1. ' ' ~ h e  installation value excludes $621,583.66 in civilian pay and includes a 
mathematical error. 

.- 

2. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

3. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

ATTRIBUTE 

Vehicle Maintenance 

Unit Operations Buildings 

Operations 

Administrat ion 

4. The installation value of 2.085 million gallons per day came from the installation 
environmental baseline study. Our verification of 2.182 million gallons per day came from 
the draft master plan and local data base. 

5 .  The installation value was based on total usage for one year. The verification value 
is based on maximum capacity shown in the draft master plan study. 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

6. This note applies to annual and inactive duty training for FY 91. The only source 
data available for FY 91 was for the last week of the year which showed cumulative yearend 
totals. We couldn't verify the accuracy of the cumulative amounts as we did for FY 92 and 
93. 

- 5 -  

CLOSE HOLD 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

50.3 

0 

0 

8.1 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

50 .3  

0 

0  

8.1 



7. This note applies to FY 92 and FY 93 annual training and inactive duty training. Some 
differences were because of mathematical errors in adding annual training and inactive 
training days. Other differences occurred because annual training days were required to 
be converted to personnel strength, assuming a 14-day annual training cycle. Not all 
annual training was conducted on a 14-day basis. 

- 6 -  
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CLOSL 3LD 

DATA ATTRIBUTES REVIEWED 
YAKIMA TRAINING CENTER, WASHINGTON 

- 1 - 
CLOSE HOLD 

ATTRIBUTE 

BARRACKS AND FAMILY HOUSING ( PERMANENT) 

Family Housing 

Unaccompanied Officer 

Unaccompanied Enlisted 

BASE OPERATIONS COSTS (ARMY) 

'~ASOPS - Direct 

BASOPS - Reimbursable 

Real Property Maintenance - Direct 

Real Property Maintenance - Reimbursable 

Environmental Programs - Direct 

Environmental Programs - Reimbursable 

Audio Visual - Direct 

Audio Visual - Reimbursable 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Units 

Spaces 

Spaces 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

0 

0 

0 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

0 

0 

0 

of Dollars $2,474.5l 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thoi~sanis 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

0 

$298.6 

0 

$479.8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

$298.6 

0 

$478. g2 

0 

0 

0 - 



CLOSL 3LD 

- 2 - 
CLOSE HOLD 

., 

ATTRIBUTE 

Base Commo - Direct 

Base Commo - Reimbursable 

Family Programs - Direct 

Family Programs - Reimbursable 
BASE OPERATIONS COSTS (DOD) 

lReal Property Maintenance 

BUILDABLE ACRES 

DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 

To Railhead 

To Airport 

To Seaport 

To Highway 

ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY 

Archaeology Sites and Historical Buildings 

- Number On ~ational Register 

- Number of Sites Eligible 

Endangered Species 
- Bald Eagle 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Thousands 
of Dollars 

Acres 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Sites 

Sites 

Species 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

$206.8 

0 

0 

0 

$880.1 

834 

2 

12 

149 

1 

1 

384 

1 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

$206.8 

0 

0 

0 

$880.1 

834 

2 

12 

149 

1 

1 

26g3 

1 
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ATTRIBUTE 

Wet lands 

Air Quality Not In Attainment 
- Particulate Matter-10 
Water Quality Parameters Exceeded 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Acres 

Acres 

Incidents 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

0  

1 ,000 

0 

Noise Quality Parameters Exceeded 

Contaminated Sites 
- Installation Restoration Program Sites 
- National Priority List Sites 

FAMILY HOUSING COST PER DWELLING UNIT 

IFY 91 Direct 1900 Account Funds 

FY 92 Direct 1900 Account Funds 

FY 93  Direct 1 9 0 0  Account Funds 

IMPACT AREA 

INFORMATION MISSION AREA 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Water Capacity 

Sewage Treatment Capacity 

Electrical Power Capacity 

Land Fill 

4 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

0  

1 ,000  

0  

0 

1 
0  

0 

0  

0 

21,040 

40 

2 .085 

0 .72  

15 MKWH 

$34.00 

Acres 

Sites 

Unit 

Unit 

Unit 

Acres 

Points 

Million 
Gallons/Day 

Million 
Gallons/Day 

Million 
Kilowatt Hrs 

Dollars per 
Short Ton 

0  

1 
0  

0  

0  

0  

21 ,040  

40 

2 .  1824  

0 .72 

9 .36  MVA~ 

$34 .00  
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CLOSE HOLD 

ATTRIBUTE 

Sewage Treatment Capacity 

Electrical Power Capacity 

Land Fill 

MANEWER ACRES 

MECHANIZED MANEWER ACRES 

MOBILIZATION CAPACITY 
I '  

Enlisted 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Million 
Gallons/Day 

Million 
Kilowatt Hrs 

Dollars per 
Short Ton 

Acres 

Acres 

Personnel 
-- 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALIATION 

9.0 

80 MVA 

$36.00 

62,536 

6,000 

39,000 

Officers 

RANGES 

Ranges 

Multi-purpose Range Complex 

Remote Engagement Target System 
Equipped M-16 Firing Points 

RESERVE TRAINING 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

10.32' 

80 MVA 

$31.009 

63,062" 

6,000 

39,000 

Personnel 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Personnel 

Personnel 

Personnel 

Mandays 
* 

FY 91 Annual Training 

FY 92 Annual Training 

FY 93 Annual Training 

FY 91 Inactive Duty Training 

1,200 

67 

0 

16 

10,419 

6,562 

5,859 

62,379 

1,200 

67 

0 

16 

10, 41911 

6, 31612 

6,482 

62,379 .. 
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+ 

ATTRIBUTE 

FY 92 Inactive Duty Training 

FY 93  Inactive Duty Training 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Mandays 

Mandays - 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

83 ,724  

96 ,348  

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

75 ,768  

94 ,533  



CLOSE dOLD 

1. The verification value includes 800 additional spaces for FY 95 MCA construction. 

2. The installation value contains several mathematical errors. 

- 

3. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

4. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

5. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

ATTRIBUTE 

WORK SPACE 

Aviation Maintenance 

Vehicle Maintenance 

Unit Operations Buildings 

Operations 

I '  

Administration 

6. The installation value contains a mathematical error. 

7. The verification value includes adjustments for network nodes and percentage of fill 
of outside cable. 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

Thousand 
Square Feet 

CLOSE HOLD 

REPORTED BY 
INSTALLATION 

425.3 

1,520.8 

10.8 

12.1 

1,961.7 

VERIFIED BY 
USAAA 

425.3 

1,520.8 

10.8 

12.1 

1,961.7 



8. The installation value was based on a usage estimate rather than the maximum capacity 
in the mobilization master plan. 

9. The installation value ($36.00) was an estimate based on historical operating costs and * 
costs of new construction. On 6 July 1994, the installation computed the new value of 
$31.00 based on opening and closing landfill areas plus operating costs. We verified the , 
$31.00 value. 

10. The verification value is based on the installation RPLANS and the environmental 
impact statement. The installation number was only 526 acres less and came from the 
installation environmental baseline study although the installation stated in its 
submission that the value came from the environmental impact statement. 

11. This note applies to annual and inactive duty training for FY 91. The only source 
data available for FY 91 was for the last week of the year which showed cumulative yearend 
totals. We couldn't verify the accuracy of the cumulative amounts as we did for FY 92 and 
FY 93. 

12. This note applies to FY 92 and FY 93 annual training and inactive duty training. Some 
differences were because of mathematical errors in adding annual training and inactive 
training days. Other differences occurred because annual training days were required to 
be 'converted to personnel strength, assuming a 14-day annual training cycle. Not all 
annual training was conducted on a 14-day basis. 

- 7 -  
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E P L Y  TO 
bTTENTION OF: 

SAAG- SER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTHEASTE RN REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

7526 CONNEUEY DRIVE. SUITE 1 
HANOVER, MARYLAND 21076-1663 

I February 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR Director of Management 

SUBJECT: Review of Headquarters Real Property Planning and 
Analysis System for the 1995 Army Basing Study, 1:NFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM SR 95-757 

1. This is the report on our review of how the 1995 Army 
Basing Study plans to use data from the Headquarters Real 
Property Planning and Analysis System. You requested tha't 
we furnish audit support for the 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure process. This report doesn't contain suggestions 
for corrective action. 

2. The 1995 Amy Basing Study planned to use, and is 
using, data from the system properly. The basing study 
relies on the system's data only when external sources have 
confirmed the data. The system is appropriate for DA-level 
planning, and is a good tool for the basing study to use in 
its preliminary reviews. However, inherent limitations in 
the system preclude the basing study from relying on system 
data to meet the "accurate and completew requirement for 
information used in the base realignment and closure 
process. 

3. We discussed the results of our review with key 
personnel in the Army Basing Study Office and the Office of 
the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management. 
They agreed with our facts and conclusions. This report 
isn't subject to the official command-reply process. 
However, we will include these results in an overall summary 
report on the 1995 process. 

4. Please contact Mr. John M. Williams at (703) 355-3034 
if you have questions about this report. Thank you for the 
courtesies and cooperation extended to us during the review. 

Encl STEPHEN E. KEEFER 7 Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Director, Army Basing Study 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 



HEADQUARTERS REAt PROPERTY PLANNING AND ANALYSIS SYSTEM 
FOR THE 1995 BASING STUDY 

WHAT WE REVIEWED 

Prom January to December 1994, we reviewed the 1995 Anny 
Basing Study's planned use of data from the Headquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System. Th:is review was 
part of our audit support to the 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure process. We will include these results in a sununary 
report on the overall process. 

We made the review, in most material respects, in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. We 
didn't follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and repotting 
standards. We didn't evaluate the system's programming, and 
we didn't review controls for the external databases that 
the system integrates. In our opinion, however, not 
following these standards had no material effect on the 
results of our review. 

BACKGROUND 

The Headquarters Real Property Planning and Analysis System 
is a software program for analyzing facility assets and 
space allowances. The system gives DA and majo~r commands an 
automated tool to support facilities planning arid program- 
ming decisions. It joins data from several DA automated 
systems. This gives planners a capability to calculate 
peacetime facility space allowances and compare them with 
real property assets for a variety of facility types. 
~rimarily, planners use the system to validate c:onstruction 
programs, forecast maintenance and revitalization programs, 
and evaluate stationing proposals. The attachment shows a 
simplified flowchart of the system's major input systems and 
output reports. 

The Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for 1:nstallation 
Management is the proponent of the system. Before the 
office's establishment, the Office of the Assistant Chief of 
~ngineers was the proponent. 

Army basing studies for,the base realignment and closure 
process also use data the system generates. System data is 
a significant factor in two major analyses that the basing 
study uses. 

- Facilities Ca~acitv Analvses. These analyses identify 
excesses and shortages of major facilities categories 

Enclosure 



at a given installation. The basing study uses the 
system to compare space allowances with real property 
assets. The Assistant Chief of Staff for :Installation 
Management prepares these analyses for the basing 
study. Basing study analysts mainly use these analyses 
in identifying potential gaining installations. 

- Cost of Base Realisnment Actions Model. This is a DOD 
standard model for cost analyses of realigrment and 
closure recommendations. The basing study uses model 
results to evaluate the financial feasibility and 
affordability of each recommendatim. Data from the 
system affects several categories of savings and costs 
--from maintenance cost avoidance at closing installa- 
tions to construction costs at gaining installations. 

OBJECTIVE AND CONCLUSION 

We established one objective for this review. That objec- 
tive and our conclusion follow. 

Obiective: To evaluate the planned use of Headquarters 
Real Property Planning and Analysis System data in the 
1995 Army Basing Study. 

Conclusion: The 1995 A m y  Basing Study planned to use 
system data appropriately. Basing study arialysts will 
use system data as an indicator, or startirig point, for 
further analyses. The basing study won't use system 
data without other evidence to confirm the data's 
accuracy. 

We agree with this approach because the system, in and 
of itself, wasn't designed or intended to meet the 
basing study's needs for llaccurate and ~ornplete'~ infor- 
mation that the base closure legislation requires. 

S~stem Desisn. The system was designed to calculate 
space allowances, not requirements for all types of 
facilities. The system uses space algorithms based on 
validated usage, planning criteria, or actual assets to 
calculate allowances. Currently, it uses 1.96 
algorithms. 

The system's records indicated that 65 of the 196 
algorithms had been statistically validated.; Another 
40 algorithms were accepted for use, but hadn't been 
statistically validated. The remaining 91 algorithms . 
were for facility types that don't lend themselves to 
algorithms. These facilities were specific to an 
individual site, such as roads and utility lines, or a 



specific activity, such as research and test facili- 
ties. In these cases, the system data showed that 
allowances equalled assets at a given installation. 

Basinu Study Focus. The basing study addresses changes 
in requirements at losing and gaining installations. 
Facilities requirements at gaining installations, for 
example, are a significant element in the cost model. 
Typically, facilities requirements are a major factor 
in determining if a given recommendation is financially 
feasible and affordable. 

Thus, basing study analysts needed additiorial informa- 
tion from that available from the system to accurately 
establish requirements. 

The basing study hadn't documented the planned use of 
system data for the 1995 process. However, the planned 
use was consistent with statements basing study and 
installation management personnel made to us during 
interviews. It was also consistent with: 

- How Previous Basinff Studies Used System Data. 
Basing study analysts in 1993 had personnel out- 
side the basing study confirm data the analysts 
used in the cost model. These outside personnel 
were from what is now the Office of the Assistant 
Chief of Staff for Installation Management. For 
the 1993 process, they confirmed data they fur- 
nished the basing study analysts by using other 
information from major commands and in.stallations, 
and from personal experience. The same personnel 
are involved in the 1995 process and have become 
even more adept at analyzing and interpreting the 
system's data. 

We reviewed facilities data in eight facilities 
categories in the cost of base realignment action 
model for six of the nine recommendations the Army 
made in the 1993 base closure process. The 
confirmed data agreed with the system data for 
only three of the eight facilities categories for 
only one of the six recommendations. Confirmed 
data didn't agree with the system data in the 
remaining five categories for that recommendation 
and all eight categories for the other five recom- 
mendations. These results showed that independent 
confirmation and adjustment of system-generated 
data were necessary in the basing study process. 

- Standard Facilities Analysis Assuxmtio~. Similar 
to the 1993 process, the Assistant Chief of Staff 
for Installation Management furnished the 1995 
Army Basing Study with standard facilities 
analysis assumptions in September 1994. The 



assumptions described facilities planning 
policies, identified 11 mission-essential 
facilities categories that the Army would build at 
gaining installations, and addressed limitations 
in the system's data for those category codes. 

The assumptions cautioned that some of the excess 
capacity the system calculates may not be avail- 
able or usable. This is partly due to gross-to- 
net-square-footage relationships that vary across 
facility type and year built. Also, changes in 
allowances and designs result-in buildings that 
are larger than allowed today, but too small to 
reuse the excess. The assumptions identified 
specific limitations for bachelor and family hous- 
ing, administrative space for large organizations, 
and research, development, test and evaluation 
facilities. I 

System Purpose. The system is a good tool for its 
intended purpose of supporting DA planning and program- 
ming decisions. The Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Installation Management and the system's previous 
proponent have emphasized and reported much progress on 
improving the accuracy and reliability of data in the 
DA systems that the system integrates. 

Also, the system has some good oversight procedures. 
A configuration control board meets regularly to moni- 
tor the system and approve system enhancements. And 
the control board established the Facilities Allowance 
and Requirements Analysis process to give installation 
managers a vehicle for furnishing feedback on space 
allowance criteria and installation-unique space 
situations. 

Attachment 



HEADQUARTERS REAL PROPERTY PLANNING 
AND ANALYSIS SYSTEM (HQRPLANS) 

MAJOR INPUTS AND OUTPUTS FLOWCHART 

I TOE 6 TDA 
Tables of Organ- 
ization 6 Equip. 

Tables of Distri- I but i on te: I lowan- 

T M D S  

The Army 
Author i .?at i on 
Documen t s 

System 

Structure and 
Manpower 

Allocation 
System 

+ 
ASIP 

Facilities Army Stationing 
P l a n n ~ n g  System Construction and Installation Appropriation 

Plan Programming. 
Control and 

Execution System 

RPYA 

Real Property 
Maintenance 
Actlvlty 

b 
Back log 

Maintenance 
and Repa i r 

H Q R P L A N S  

HQXFS 

Headquarters 
Integrated A 
Facilities ACTS 

System Army Criteria 
Tracking System 

7 u 

Reports Generated by the System 

1. Real Property Summary 7. Facility ~evi.talization 
2. Tabulation of Facilities Analysis 
3. Facility Buyout Analysis 8. Facility Maintenance 
4. Construction Programs Analysis 
5. ASIP Troop List 9. Installation Assessment 
6. Stationing Executions 10. Non-structura.1 Attributes 

11. General References 
12. Installation Reference 

Attachment 
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EPLY TO 
hTTENTION OF: 

SAAG- SER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTHEASTERN REGION. U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

7526 CONNELLEY DRIVE. SUITE J 
HANOVER, MARYLAND 2107a-1W 

14 December 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Director of Management 

SUBJECT: Review of the Management Control Plan for Base 
Realignment and Closure 1995, INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 
SR 95-756 

1. This is the report on our review of the management 
control plan for the Base Realignment and Closure 1995. 
You requested that we furnish audit support for t.he.1995 
process. 

2 .  The management control plan for 1995 provides adequate 
controls and, if followed, should provide the Army with 
accurate and complete data and reliable analyses. The 
enclosure describes what we reviewed and our objective and 
conclusion. 

3 .  We discussed the results of the review with key person- 
nel in the Army Basing Study Office. They agreed with our 
facts and conclusions. This report isn't subject to the 
official command-reply process. 

4 .  Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl i STEPHEN E. KEEFER 
Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Director, The Axmy Basing Study 



MANAGsMaJT CONTROL PL%N FOR THE 
BASE REALIGNMENT ANXI CLOSURE 1995 

From January to November 1994, we reviewed the management 
control plan for the Base Realignment and Closure 1995. The 
review was part of the audit support for the 1995 round of 
base closures that the Director of Management requested. We 
will include the results in an overall report to higher 
levels of management. 

We made the review, in most material respects, in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. We 
didn't follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and reporting 
standards. In our opinion, however, not following those 
standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. 

BACKGROUND 

DOD required that the Services develop and implem,ent a 
management control plan that outlines the internal controls 
for the 1995 base realignment and closure process. Deputy 
Secretary of Defense memorandum dated 7 January 1994 
outlined requirements for the plan. The plan, as a minimum, 
should include : 

- Uniform guidance defining data requirements and 
sources. 

- Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all 
levels of command. 

- Documentation justifying changes made to data received 
from subordinate commands. 

- Procedures for checking the accuracy of the analyses 
made from the data. 

- An assessment by auditors of the adequacy of each 
management control plan. 

The Army Basing Study Office, under the Director of Manage- 
ment, is responsible for centrally managing the process and 
developing Army recomendations for the Base Realignment 

Enclosure 



and Closure 1995. As part of these~responsibilities, the 
Basing Study Office prepared a management control plan to 
define the internal controls that will be used for the 1995 
process. 

The Army had management control plans in the previous cycles 
of base realignment and closure. In 1993, the major weak- 
ness was that the plan wasn't specific enough in identifying 
detailed controls for data gathering and analysis and didn't 
recognize the training requirements for study personnel. 

OBJECTIVg AND CONCLUSION 

Obiective: To evaluate the management control plan for Base 
Realignment and Closure 1995. 

Conclusion: The Basing Study Office established a compre- 
hensive management control plan for the 1995 process. 
The plan fully addressed DOD criteria, improved the 
1993 management control plan, and set good c:ontrols for 
the 1995 process. If followed, the plan should give 
the Army assurance that its analyses are reliable and 
based on accurate data with complete documentation. 

We performed the review in two phases, which. paralleled 
how the Basing Study Office wrote the plan. First, we 
evaluated the portion of the plan that addressed 
phase I of the 1995 process. Phase I included proce- 
dures and controls for gathering data, assessing 
installation military values, and providing data to DOD 
Cross-Service Work Groups. Second, we evalu'ated the 
analytical procedures the Basing Study Office set for 
phase I1 of the 1995 process. Phase I1 included proce- 
dures and controls for analyzing data accumu.lated and 
developing recommendations. 

Phase I. Controls prescribed for phase I were ade- 
quate. We reviewed the 1995 management control plan in 
both the draft and final stages of developmerlt. We 
found that this portion of the plan fully addressed 
issues identified in the DOD memorandum related to the 
data gathering and installation military value assess- 
ment part of the process. DOD guidance for furnishing 
data to the cross-service work groups wasn't clear 
enough for the Army to describe specific cont:rols. 
Until clarifying guidance is received, the Basing Study 
Office planned to use the same basic data-gathering 
process that it used for the Army assessments. 



The 1993 management contkol plan had some minor weak- 
nesses. The plan didn't identify specific: 

- Plans for collecting accurate and complete infor- 
mation and certifying the accuracy of the data. 

- Plans for analyzing information within the Total 
Army Basing Study Group. 

- Training requirements for its personnel. 

For the 1995 process, the Basing Study Office required 
Army installations and all levels of command to use 
standard automated information systems to retrieve 
data. This data and other information used in the 
process were to be certified in writing as to accuracy 
and completeness. In addition, the Basing Study Office 
centralized the input, operations, and analyses of the 
military value computations. Major c:ommands performed 
these computations and analyses in previous base 
realignment and closure processes. 

The plan also included schedules that identified train- 
ing requirements for the staff assigned to the Basing 
Study Office. 

Phase 11. Controls prescribed for phase I1 were ade- 
quate. The analytical procedures for. developing recom- 
mendations identified specific steps for documenting 
and checking for the accuracy and completeness of the 
analyses made during phase I1 of the 1995 process. The 
specific steps furnished good procedures and adequate 
checks for this Dart of the process. Our review 
included prepar-xu a flowchart of the draft analysis 
process.  The -chart helped u s  understand the  pro-  
cess and deter . _  whether the procedures met the DOD 
criteria. The ing Study Office later incorporated 
our flowchart iczs the final version of the analytical 
procedures. This should help basing study analysts 
maintain a consistent approach in developing recomen- 
dations and making sure that their analyses are ade- 
quately documented. 
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7526 CONNEUEY DRIVE, SUITE 1 
HANOVE R, MARYLAND 2 1076-1 663 

1 3  December 1 9 9 4  

Director, The Army Basing Study 

This is our report on the audit of the Test and Evaluation 
Joint Cross-Service Data Call. The Director of Management 
requested the audit. The audit was part of a multilocation 
audit. We will include these results in an overall report 
to senior Army management. 

These are the report's key sections: 

- The Summary of the Audit is an overview of what we 
audited and found and includes command actions and our 
suggested actions. 

- General Information tells how we conducted the audit 
and gives other important information on matters 
related to the audit. 

- Annex A lists data elements reviewed. Annex B lists 
the activities included in the audit. Annex C shows 
others receiving copies of the report. Annex D lists 
the audit staff. 

This report isn't subject to the command-reply process that 
Army Regulation 36-2 prescribes. 

I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation extended to us 
during the audit. 

FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

STEPHEN E. KEEFER 
Regional Auditor General 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, provides DOD a means to make needed adjustments to 
the installation structure. The Deputy Secretary of 
Defense's 1995 Base Realignment and Closure guidance memo- 
randum, dated 7 January 1994, established several study 
groups. The study groups, led by the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense, are to evaluate opportunities for cross- 
service base realignment and closure actions. Those 
cross-service work groups focus on: 

- Medical Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities. 
- Laboratory Facilities. 
- Undergraduate Pilot Training. 
- Depot Maintenance Activities. 
- Economic Impact. 

Each cross-service work group prepared a data call requiring 
activities to provide information needed to assess and 
identify cross-service opportunities. 

Army guidance required activities to furnish responses to 
their major commands. The major commands provided certified 
data to the Army Basing Study Office. The Basing Study 
Office will then provide data to each of the cross--service 
work groups. 

The test and evaluation work group issued its data call on 
31 March 1994. The data call required responses from test 
and evaluation activities operating in three functi-onal 
areas : 

- Air vehicles. . 

- Electronic combat. 
- Armament and weapons. 

The Army identified eight test and evaluation activities 
that should report: 
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WHAT WE AUDITED 

We audited the Army's process for responding to the Test and 
Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Work Group's data call. The 
audit focused on procedures that reporting activities fol- 
lowed to gather and submit data to the Basing Study Office. 

The audit was part of a multilocation audit of data fur- 
nished to each of the joint cross-service work groups. The 
Director of Management requested the audit. Annex B lists 
the Army activities included in the audit. 

OBJECTIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

We established three objectives for the audit. Here are our 
overall conclusion, objectives, and detailed conclusions: 

Overall Conclusion: The data call responses that test and 
evaluation activities provided the Basing Study Office 
were generally accurate and adequately supported. 
After the activities implement the changes we suggest, 
the responses may be relied on by the cross-service 
work group for evaluating cross-service opport.unities. 

Objective: To determine whether major command procedures 
for processing data call responses from subordinate 
activities were adequate. 

Conclusion: Major commands and their subordinate commands 
followed adequate procedures for processing da.ta from 
subordinate activities. Oversight of data call 
responses was adequate, appropriate activities 
responded, and reporting activities certified the data. 

Oversight 

The Basina Studv Office. The office instructed Army 
Materiel Command and Operational Test and Evaluation 
Command to support the data call by: 

- Selecting data call respondents. 
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Test and Evaluation Command properly excluded Dugway 
Proving Ground. The cross-service work group properly 
decided to exclude Dugway Proving Ground because it 
didn't operate in any of the functional areas that 
applied to the data call. 

The supplemental data call addressed range capacities 
and requirements for specific categories of systems. 
The Basing Study Office sent the supplemental data call 
to Army Materiel Command. Only Axmy Materiel Command 
activities own and control ranges in the Army. Opera- 
tional Test and Evaluation Command controls ranges only 
when it uses them for its tests. 

Operational Test and Evaluation Command. Test and 
Experimentation Command properly forwarded data calls 
to 3 of its 10 test activities. It sent data calls to 
the : 

- Experimentation Center, Fort Hunter-Liggett. 
- Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Directorate, 
Fort Huachuca. 

- Air Defense Artillery Test Directorate, Fort 
Bliss. 

Test and Experimentation Command appropriately excluded 
four other directorates. These directorates d.idnft 
test any of the functions that applied to the data 
call. 

- Close Combat Test Directorate, Fort Hood. 
- Engineer/Combat Support Test Directorate, Fort 
Hood. 

- Command, Control, and Communication Test Director- 
ate, Fort Hood. 

- Information Mission Area Test Directorate, Fort 
Hood. 

Test and Experimentation Command also excluded three 
other directorates. 

- Fire Support Test Directorate, Fort Sill. 
- Airborne and Special Operations Test Directorate, 
Fort Bragg. 

- Aviation Test Directorate, Fort Hood. 
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- The maximum capacity of the facility element re- 
quired activities to complete a Determination of 
Unconstrained Capacity Form. Activities didn't 
know the cross-service work group wanted the ca- 
pacity limited to a fully staffed and funded cur- 
rent facility. The cross-service work group was 
still working on this problem as we prepared this 
report in November 1994. 

The cross-service work group advised activities to 
complete the data elements to the best of their 
ability. It planned to follow up on problem data 
elements during its review of the data call responses. 
The work group issued requests for clarification when 
it detected problems with data call replies. And it 
issued a supplemental data call to obtain new data on 
ranges. The Army had responded to all requests at the 
time we prepared this report in November 1994. 

Objective: To determine whether data reported was accurate 
and adequately supported. 

Conclusion: Generally, Army Materiel Command and Opera- 
tional Test and Evaluation Command submitted accurate 
and adequately supported data to the Basing Study 
Office. They agreed to correct and resubmit inaccurate 
or incomplete responses that we identified. However, 
some corrections hadn't been submitted at the time we 
prepared this report in November 1994. 

We evaluated the accuracy of the initial data call 
responses from four activities and supplemental data 
call responses from two activities. Here are our 
results from each activity reviewed: 

U.S. Army Aviation Technical Test Center, Fort Rucker 
(Audit Report: CR 94-707) 

The Aviation Technical Test Center's responses were 
generally accurate. It reported accurate data for 15 
of the 22 data elements. For the other seven data 
elements : 

- Replies to three data elements included mistakes 
which the center agreed to correct. 
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- It understated the maximum capacity of the Compo- 
nent Test Facility by 1.2 million hours. The 
correct number was 1.3 million hours instead of 
the reported 0.1 million hours. 

- It didn't include $1.4 killion of upgrades planned 
for the Component Test Facility and the Induced 
Environment Facility. 

The Test Center made changes to its data and submitted 
it to the Basing Study Office. 

The Test Center completed the supplemental data call 
accurately. 

The Test Center generally maintained sufficien.t sup- 
porting documentation for all the data e1ement.s or 
recorded its logic and any assumptions for those data 
elements without documentation. 

U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range (Audit Report: 
WR 94-709, Initial Data Call and Audit Report: 
WR 94-713, Supplemental Data Call) 

The Missile Range reported generally accurate data for 
the 22 data elements. Its response also included data 
from its subordinate activity, the Electronic Proving 
Ground, Fort Huachuca. 

The Missile Range had minor mathematical and typograph- 
ical errors in five data elements and needed additional 
documentation to support three data elements. The 
Missile Range accumulated the additional documentation 
during the review. However, as of this report, the 
Missile Range hadn't submitted corrections for the five 
minor mathematical and typographical errors to the 
Basing Study Office. 

The Missile Range reported U.S. Air Force data for the 
air-to-air missile category in the supplemental data 
call. However, the National Range Directorate had 
documentation to support a larger land space require- 
ment for the same weapon system. The cross-service 
work group needs to review the data to make sure it 
uses accurate data. 
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SUGGESTED ACTIONS AND COMMENTS 

For the Director, 
The Army Basing Study 

1. Suaaested Action: Direct the Intelligence and Elec- 
tronic Warfare Directorate to submit a corrected capi- 
tal improvements plan that includes the $8.4 million 
not in the data call response. 

2. Suaaested Action: Direct the White Sands Missile Range 
to submit corrected data for the five minor mathemati- 
cal and typographical errors in its data call response. 

3. Suuuested Action: Advise the cross-service work group 
about the difference between U.S. Air Force and 
National Range data for air-to-air missiles at White 
Sands Missile Range and the need for Air Force data to 
correct the problem. 

Command Comments: The Basing Study Office, A m y  
Materiel Command, and Operational Test and Evaluation 
Command agreed. Operational Test and Evaluation 
Command stated that it directed the Intelligence and 
Electronic Warfare Directorate to submit corrections to 
the capital improvements data element. Army Materiel 
Command stated that it directed White Sands Missile 
Range to correct the minor arithmetical and tjrpographi- 
cal errors and to resolve the differences in the Air 
Force and National Range data. 
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AUDIT SCOPE 

We performed the audit: 

- At the request of the ~irectbr of Management. 
- From June through November 1994. 

We made the audit, in most material respects, in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and reporting stand- 
ards. In our opinion, however, not following those stand- 
ards had no material effect on the results of our audit. 

We reviewed data call responses from four of the eight test 
and evaluation activities that completed data calls: 

- U.S. Army Redstone Technical Test Center, Redstone 
Arsenal. 

- U.S. Army Aviation Technical Test Center, Fort Rucker. 

- U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range. 
- U.S. Army Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Director- 
ate, Fort Huachuca. 

We audited supplemental data calls from the Redstone Techni- 
cal Test Center and White Sands Missile Range. 

The audit covered transactions representative of operations 
current at the time of the audit. 

AUDIT METHODOLOGY 

To do the audit, we: 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with procedures activ- 
ities followed to respond to the cross-service group 
data call. 

- Interviewed personnel from the test and evaluation 
cross-service work group, U.S. Army Materiel Command, 
U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Command, 
their major subordinate commands, and test and . . 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

Initial Data Call 

Appropriations expected to generate a test. 
Amount of test work done at facility. 
Maximum capacity of the facility. 
Facility's wartime role. 
Condition of the facility. 
Current or future environmental and encroachment 

factors. 
Number of tests canceled because of non-DOD factors. 
Special factors enabling the facility to expand output. 
DODfs ability to control adjacent areas for tests. 
Facility support for secure operations. 
Capital improvements under way or planned for FY 95 and 
beyond. 

Number of square miles available for testing. 
Maximum straight line in nautical miles of airspace 

available. 
Facilities physical characteristics including 
vegetation. 

Percentage of time the weather restricted tests. 
Brief description of airfield and support facilities. 
Types of air vehicle testing the facility can support. 
Maximum number of simultaneous missions using 

telemetry. 
Number and type of simultaneous electronic combat 
threats. 

Limitations on weapon system tests. 
Directed energy weapon system tests. 
Area available for live rocket, missile, or bomb tests. 

Su~vlemental Data Call 

1. Required airspace. 
2. Restricted airspace. 
3. Required total land space. 
4. Required DOD land space. 
5. Required sea space. 
6. Required straight-line segment. 
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ANNEX C 

OTHERS RECEIVING COPIES OF THE REPORT 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management and 

Comptroller) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Logistics and 

Environment) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Development and 
Acquisition) 

General Counsel 
Director of the Army Staff 
The Inspector General 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
Chief of Public Affairs 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Budget 
Director of Management 
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 
Commanders 
U.S. Army Materiel Command 
U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 
U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range 
U.S. Army Redstone Technical Test Center 
U.S. Army Aviation Technical Test Center 
U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Command 
U.S. Army Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Directorate 
U.S. Army Test and Experimentation Command 

Director, Center for Army Lessons Learned 

Comptroller, Department of Defense 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 
Auditors General 
Air Force Audit Agency 
Naval Audit Service 

.. . 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTHEASTERN REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

7526 CONNELLEY DRIVE, SUITE J 
HANOVER, MARVLAND 21076-1663 

1 7  November 1 9 9 4  

Director, The Army Basing Study 

This is our report on the audit of the Laboratory Joint 
Cross-Service Data Call. The Director of Management 
requested the audit. The audit was part of a multilocation 
audit. We will include these results in an overall report 
to senior Army management. 

These are the report's key sections: 

- The Summary of the Audit is an overview of what we, 
audited and found and includes command actions and our 
suggested action. 

- General Information tells how we conducted the audit 
and gives other important information on matters 
related to the audit. 

- Annex A shows the data elements reviewed. Annex B 
lists the activities included in the audit. Annex C 
shows others receiving copies of the report. Annex D 
lists the audit staff. 

This report isn't subject to the command-reply process that 
Army Regulation 36-2 prescribes. 

I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation extended to us 
during the audit. 

FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

-- Y 

STEPHEN E .  KEEFER 
Regional Auditor General 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, provides DOD a means to make needed adjustments to 
the installation structure. The Deputy Secretary of 
Defense's 1995 Base Realignment and Closure guidance memo- 
randum, dated 7 January 1994, established several study 
groups. The study groups, led by the Office of t:he 
Secretary of Defense, are to evaluate opportunities for 
cross-service realignment and closure actions. Those cross- 
service work groups focus on: 

- Medical Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities. 
- Laboratory Facilities. 
- Undergraduate Pilot Training. 
- Depot Maintenance Activities. 
- Economic Impact. 

Each of the cross-service work groups prepared a data call 
requiring activities to furnish information needed to assess 
and identify potential cross-service base closure and 
realignment opportunities. 

Army guidance required responses from each activity identi- 
fied in the cross-service data calls. The activities were 
to furnish these responses to their major commands. The 
major commands were to provide certified data to the Army 
Basing Study Office. The Basing Study Office will then 
provide data to each of the cross-service work groups. 

The laboratory data call consisted of 25 data elements. The 
data elements included a mix of objective and subjective 
information about each activity's mission, workload, and 
facilities. We evaluated the accuracy and supporting docu- 
mentation for 21 of the 25 data elements. Annex A lists the 
data elements we evaluated. The four elements that we 
didn't evaluate addressed the education, experience, accom- 
plishments, and technical papers written by people assigned 
to the activities. 

The laboratory data call identified 27 laboratories within 
the Army: 
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Conclusion: The Army had adequate procedures and, 
management controls to process data from subordinate 
laboratories. The Basing Study Office published guid- 
ance on 19 April 1994 applicable to all joint cross- 
service work group data calls. The guidance came early 
in the process and established adequate management 
controls for processing data. The memorandum required 
commanders to ensure that: 

- Responses were supported. 
- Data sources were consistent. 
- Data was accurate. 
- Complete records were maintained. 

Also, the guidance required Chiefs of Staff of labora- 
tory activities completing the data call to certify 
that reports were accurate and complete. Generally, 
the major commands and the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Personnel effectively used and implemented the Basing 
Study Office guidance. 

Army Materiel Command had adequate procedures for 
reviewing and validating the data from its 16 subordi- 
nate laboratories. Before submitting responses to the 
Basing Study Office, command personnel: 

- Verified mathematical calculations. 
- Determined whether reported data was accurate 
based on institutional knowledge and historical 
records. 

- Held several meetings with representatives of the 
reporting laboratories to discuss, clarify, and 
revise, when necessary, the data call replies. 

Medical Command had adequate controls. It relied on 
oversight that the U.S. Army Medical Research, Develop- 
ment, Acquisition, and Logistics Command furnished. 
All six medical laboratories reported through this 
subordinate command of Medical Command. Medical 
Research, Development, Acquisition, and Logistics 
Command reviewed the data based on institutional knowl- 
edge and historical records. These procedures were 
adequate and satisfied the intent of the Army's 
guidance. 
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The Communications - Electronics Command Research, 
Development and Engineering Center didn't maintain or 
report data in the format requested by the data call. 
For example, for the workload, excess laboratory capac- 
ity, and workyear and lifecycle elements, the cross- 
service work group asked for information relating to 
workyears. The data call guidance defined a workyear 
as a block of 2,080 hours worked. However, the center 
reported programmed workyears as authorized strength at 
the beginning of the year and actual workyears as its 
onhand strength at the end of the year. Center person- 
nel agreed to report and explain this deviation from 
the data call guidance. 

Cross-service guidance for the excess laboratory capac- 
ity element also created confusion at the other three 
laboratories. The element included the following 
formula using data from the workload element: 

Sum of the Peak Workyears 
- Sum of the Projected Workyears 
Excess Laboratorv Capacity 

The term "peak workyears" confused laboratory personnel 
because they didn't know if they should use more than 
1 year, and whether they should use actual or program- 
med workyears. 

During the audit, the cross-service work group provided 
additional guidance directing laboratories to use the 
highest value for actual workyears listed in the work- 
load element. 

- The Aeromedical Research Laboratory and the 
U.S. Army Missile Research, Development and Engi- 
neering Center both complied with this additional 
guidance and provided accurate data. 

- The Research Institute entirely omitted data for 
the excess laboratory capacity element because 
management personnel didn't believe it applied to 
them. The data call guidance specified that the 
DOD component level was to measure this element, 
indicating it wasn't applicable to the lower level 
activities. During our audit, the cross-service 
work group furnished additional guidance enabling 
the Research Institute to provide corrected and 
accurate data. 
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- Utilities. Reported current capacity instead of 
expansion capability. 

Center personnel agreed with our results and resubmit- 
ted corrected data for these elements during our 
review. 

The center also didn't maintain sufficient supporting 
documentation for six data elements: 

- Proximity to mission-related organizations. 
- Engineering development. 
- In-service engineering. 
- Major equipment and facilities. 
- Workyears capacity. 
- Additional workyears. 

The absence of supporting documentation for each of 
these elements occurred because data call guidance 
requested information that wasn't available in the 
laboratory's databases. Center personnel stated that 
to compile complete supporting documentation would be 
an immense undertaking. But they did agree to provide 
detailed explanations of their rationale for deviating 
from the guidance and document these explanations. 
However, they hadn't furnished the documentation for 
these data elements at the completion of our review. 
The Basing Study Office needs to make sure this docu- 
mentation is submitted. 

The Missile Research, Development and Engineering 
Center reported accurate and adequately supported data 
for all 21 data elements. 

The Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social 
Sciences reported accurate data for 19 of the 21 data 
elements. Reported data for one element (laboratory 
facilities) included: 

- Arithmetical errors. 
- Inconsistent rounding. 

In addition, the Research Institute didn't respond to 
the excess laboratory capacity element. An earlier 
data element also included the data for this element, 
and Research Institute personnel didn't understand the 
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Command Comments: Basing Study Office and Army Materiel 
Command personnel agreed and stated that they directed 
the Communications - Electronics Command Research, 
Development and Engineering Center to submit a recerti- 
fied data call response and gather sufficient support- 
ing documentation. Army Materiel Command had received 
the recertified response by the completion of our 
audit. 
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AUDIT SCOPE 

We performed the audit: 

- At the request of the Director of Management. 
- From May through October 1994. 
- At U.S. Army Materiel Command; U.S. Army Medical 
Command (Provisional); the Army Basing Study Office; 
U.S. Army Medical Research, Development, Acquisition, 
and Logistics Command; and at the four laboratories 
listed in Annex B. 

We made the audit, in most material respects, in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Accordingly, we tested internal controls to the extent we 
considered necessary under the circumstances. We didn't 
follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and report-ing stand- 
ards. In our opinion, however, not following those stand- 
ards had no material effect on the results of our audit. 

The audit covered transactions representative of operations 
current at the time of the audit. 

AUDIT METHODOLOGY 

To do the audit, we: 

- Reviewed cross-service work group, DA, and ma.jor com- 
mand guidance and compared it with procedures laborato- 
ries followed to respond to the cross-service group 
data call. 

- Interviewed managers from the Army, major commands, and 
laboratories. 

- Tracked data element responses to supporting documenta- 
tion, including accounting systems, memorandums, Army 
regulations, internal reports, and historical workload 
data. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 
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ANNEX A 

Workload 

Excess Laboratory Capacity 

Mission 

Geographical/Climatological Features 

Licenses and Permits 

Environmental Constraints 

Special Support Infrastructure 

Proximity to Mission-Related Organizations 

Total Personnel 

Workyear and Lifecycle 

Engineering Development 

In-Service Engineering 

Direct Funding 

Other Obligations 

Major Equipment and Facilities 

Laboratory Facilities 

Workyears Capacity 

Additional Workyears 

Military Construction 

Buildable Acres 

Utilities 
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ANNEX C 

OTHERS RECEIVING COPIES OF THE REPQRT 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Manage:ment and 

Comptroller) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Logistics 

and Environment) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Deve1o:pment and 

Acquisition) 
General Counsel 
Director of the Army Staff 
The Inspector General 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
Chief of Public Affairs 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Budget 
Director of Management 
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 
Commanders 
U.S. Army Materiel Command 
U.S. Army Medical Command (Provisional) 
U.S. Army Medical Research, Development, Acquisition, and 

Logistics Command 
U.S. Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory 
U.S. Army Missile Research, Development and Engineering 

Center 
U.S. Army Communications - Electronics Command Research, 

Development and Engineering Center 
Directors 
U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and 

Social Sciences 
Center for Army Lessons Learned 

Comptroller, Department of Defense 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 
Auditors General 
Air Force Audit Agency 
Naval Audit Service 
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SAAG- SER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTHEASTERN REGION. U.S. ARMY AUOU AGENCY 

7526 CONNEUY DRIVE, SUITE J 
HANOVES MARVIANO 210761663 

OF: 

MEMORANDUM FOR Director, U.S. Army Research Institute for 
the Behavioral and Social Sciences; 
Alexandria, Virginia 

SUBJECT: Review of Data Furnished DOD Cross-Service Work 
Groups--INFORMATION MEMORANDUM SR 94-714 

1. Introduction. This is the report on our review of the 
data your command provided for the DOD cross-service work 
group laboratory data call. The Director of Management 
requested the review. We will include data in this report 
in a summary report to higher levels of management. 

2. Scope of Review. We made the review from June through 
August 1994. In most material respects, we matie the review 
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. And, accordingly, we tested internal controls to 
the extent we considered necessary under the circumstances. 
We didn't follow certain aspects of the fieldwork and 
reporting standards. In our opinion, however, not following 
those standards had no material effect on the results of our 
review. Also, we limited our fieldwork to documentation and 
facilities at Headquarters, U.S. A m y  Research Institute for 
the ~ehavioral and Social Sciences in Alexandria. We didn't 
visit any of the Institute's 11 subordinate activities. In 
our opinion, this limitation on our scope of work had no 
material effect on the results of our review. 

3. Methodology of Review. Our review focused on data 
accuracy, supporting documentation, and procedures used for 
gathering and submitting data to the laboratory cross- 
service work group. We: 

- ~eviewed cross-service work group, DA, and major 
command guidance and compared it with proc:edures Insti- 
tute personnel followed to respond to the cross-service 
work group data call. 

- Interviewed personnel from the Directorate! of Plans, 
Programs, and Organizations Office who helped prepare, 
review, and validate responses to the data. elements. 

- Tested the accuracy of selected source documents. 

- Observed the Institute's facilities and operations. 
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4 .  Background 

a. Cross-Service Work Groups. The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides 
DOD a means to make needed adjustments to the installation 
structure. Deputy Secretary of Defense 1995 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure guidance memorandum dated 7 January 1994 
established several DOD-led study groups to evaluate oppor- 
tunities for cross-service realignment and closure actions. 
Those work groups focus on: 

- Medical Treatment Facilities and Graduate Medical 
Education Centers. 

- Test and Evaluation Facilities. 

- Laboratory Facilities. 
- Undergraduate Pilot Training. 
- Depot Maintenance Activities. 
- Economic Impact. 

Each of the work groups prepared a data call requiring 
activities to furnish information needed to assess and 
identify cross-service base closure and realignment 
opportunities. 

b. Process. Army guidance required responses 
from each activity identified in the cross-service data 
calls. Activities were to furnish these responses to their 
major commands. The major commands were to send certified 
data to the Army Basing Study Office. The Army Basing Study 
Office would then provide data to each of the DOD cross- 
service work groups. This memorandum addresses the 
Institute's response to the Army Basing Study Office for the 
laboratory data call. 

c. Laboratory Data Call. The laboratory data call 
consisted of 25 data elements. The data elements included a 
mix of objective and subjective information about the Insti- 
tuters mission, workload, and facilities. We evaluated the 
accuracy and supporting documentation for 21 of the 25 data 
elements. We didn't evaluate responses for the remaining 
four data elements. These four elements addres;sed the 
education, experience, and accomplishments of t:he 
Institute's personnel, and their written technical papers. 
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d. Research Institute. The Institute is a field 
operating agency of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. 
~ t s  mission is to support the total force through timely 
research in the accession, training, use, and retention of 
soldiers. Its mission placed the Institute in the labora- 
tory category. 

5. Objectives and Conclusions. Our specific objectives 
were to determine whether the data you furnished for the DOD 
cross-service work group was: 

- Accurate. 

- Supported by reasonable documentation. 

- In accordance with cross-service work group and DA 
guidance. 

Generally, data that the Institute provided was accurate, 
adequately supported, and consistent with cross-service work 
group guidance. We discuss details on the elements we 
reviewed in the following paragraph and the annex. 

a. Accuracy of Reported Data. The Institute accu- 
rately reported: 

- Workload. 
- Mission. 

- ~eographic/Climatological Features. 

- Licenses and Permits. 

- Environmental Constraints. 

- Special Support Infrastructure. 

- Proximity to Mission-Related Organizat~ions. 

- Total Personnel. 

- Workyear and Lifecycle. 

- ~ngineering Development by Acquisition Category. 

- In-Service Engineering. 

- Direct Funding. 
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- Other Obligation Authority. 

- Major Equipment and Facilities. 

- Workyears Capacity. 
- Additional Workyears. 

- Military Construction. 
- Buildable Acres. 
- Utilities. 

(1) Inaccurate Data. Data that the Institute 
reported for laboratory facilities space capacity included 
arithmetic errors and inconsistent rounding. The Institute 
corrected the errors we identified during our review. 

(2) Data Omitted. Initially, the Institute 
didn't respond to the excess laboratory capacity element 
because it hadn't received adequate guidance. The cross- 
service work group provided clarification which enabled the 
Institute to respond. The Institute then provilded accurate 
data for the data element. 

b. Supporting Documentation. The Institute main- 
tained sufficient supporting documentation for all of the 
elements reviewed. Documentation supporting the Institute's 
response included: 

- Accounting system reports. 

- Memorandums and correspondence. 

- Army regulations. 

- Internal reports. 

- Historical workload data. 

- Structure and Manpower Allocation System Reports. 

C. Compliance With Cross-Service Work Group and DA 
Guidance. Generally, the Institute gathered and reported 
data consistent with work group and DA guidance. The 1nsti- 
tute provided adequate footnotes to clarify its response and 
properly certified its data call submission. 
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6. Discussion of Results. We discussed the results of our 
review with the Chief of the Plans, Programs, and Organiza- 
tions Office on 13 July 1994. The Institute corrected all 
deficiencies we noted during our review, and no further 
action is needed. This report isn't subject to the official 
command-reply process. 

7. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Encl I/ STEPHEN E. KEEFER 
Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel 
Army Basing Study Office 



The Institute reported the following funding and workyear 

Fiscal Years 
86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 

- Programmed Funds* 50 45 47 53 34 36 37 37 31 27 25 27 

- Actual Funds* 51 46 47 52 35 36 37 38 - -  - -  - -  - -  
- Programmed Workyears 234 229 218 228 228 227 234 227 226 226 226 226 
- Actual Workyears 240 235 234 248 244 222 227 227 - -  - -  - -  - -  

*Figures in millions of dollars. 

We verified the supporting documentation for the above tables. 
Sources used were the Revised Approved Progran~, U.S. Army 
Research Institute Fund Guidance, Research arid Development 
Fund History, Manpower Authorization, Table of Distribution 
and Allowance, Base Realignment and Closure Manprint, 
Structure and Manpower Allocation System Report, Manpower 
~uthorization Documentation, Information Management System 
Report, and Status of Approved Resources Report. 

Excess Laboratory Capacity (Element 2.2) 

Initially, the Institute didn't provide a response for this 
data element. Its interpretation was that thins element would 
be answered at the DOD level. In addition, the data used to 
answer this element is from data used to answer data element 
2.1. 

We verified the following data using the same sources used to 
support element 2.1.:  

Peak workyear Workyear Excess Capacity 
(Actual FY 89 1 (Projected FY 97) 

248 ( - )  226 - - 2: 2 

The Institute resubmitted its data call on 1 3  July 1994 and 
provided the above information. 
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The Institute reported that its missions were to: 

- Maximize combat effectiveness through timely research 
in the accession, training, use, and retention of 
soldiers. 

- Support decision making by the Army's leaders through 
personnel performance and training, research and 
development, and test and evaluation programs. 

I 

We verified the mission by reviewing AR 10-7 and Army Research 
Institute Supplement 1 to AR 10-7. 

GeographiclClimatological Features (Element 3.1.1) 

The Institute responded that there weren't any geographic or 
climate features relevant to the mission. 

We verified that Institute facilities are composed of standard 
office space through visual inspection and interviews with 
Institute personnel. 

Licenses and Permits (Element 3.12) 

The Institute responded that there are no special licenses or 
permits necessary to carry out the mission. 

We verified this through visual inspection and interviews with 
Institute personnel. 

Environmental Conshints (Element 3.13) 

The Institute responded that there are no environmental 
constraints needed to carry out the mission. 

We verified this through visual inspection and interviews with 
Institute personnel. 
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Special Support Mmstmctore (Element 3.1.4) 

The Institute responded that there is no special support 
infrastructure needed to carry out the mission. 

We verified this through visual inspection and interviews with 
Institute personnel. 

Pfoxhmitg to Mkion-Related O ~ o n s  (Element 3.1.5) 

The Institute reported the following data about the proximity 
to mission-related organizations: 

11 Common  upp port Function: 

11 Training Syatem. 
Type of 
Oraanization 

Consortium of Universities/ 
Universities Colleges 
in the Greater 
Washington Area 

Workyears Workyears 
Performed Funded 

I U.S. Army Armor Training School/ 14 - - - -  
Center Operational Units 

II U.S. Army Aviation Training School/ 16 - - - - 
Center Operational Units 

U.S. Army Infantry Training School/ 11 - - - -  
Center Operational Units 

U.S. Army Simulation, Material 
Training, and Acquisition 
Instrumentation Command 

Manpower and Personnel 

Consortium of Universities/ 
Universities Colleges 
in the Greater 
Washington A r e a  

U.S. Army Combined Training School 
Arms Center 

11 U.S. Military 11  Academy University 

We verified this data using internal documentat:ion and the 
FY 93 Status of Approved Resources Report. 
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Total PeRannel (Element 3.2.1) 

The Institute reported the following data on total personnel: 

Conunon Support Function: Manpower and Personnel 
Number of Personnel 

Types of Government 
Personnel Civilian Military 

Technical 45 2 
Management 8 1 
Other 3 4 0 

Common Support Function: Training Systems 
Number of Personnel 

Types of 
Personnel 

Technical 
Management 
Other 

Government 
Civilian Militarv 

6 6 8 
13 0 
5 4 1 

We verified the data in the preceding tables using the Table 
of Distribution and Allowances and historical reports. There 
were no personnel at the On-Site Federally Funded Research and 
Development Centers and On-Site Systems Engineering Technical 
Assistance Centers. 

Workyear and Lifecycle (Element 3.3.1.1) 

/I The Institute reported the following data on actual workyears: 

Manpower and Personnel 
Science and Technology 

Fiscal Year 1993 Actual Workveas 
Civilian Militarv 

Training Systems 137 
Science and Technology 

Engineering Development 0 0 

In-Service Engineering 0 0 

We verified the data in the preceding tables wing the Sources 
and Uses Report, and documentation provided in. the Institute's 
historical reports. There were no personnel at the On-Site 
Federally Funded Research and Development Centers and On-Site 
Svstems Ensineerins Technical Assistance Centers. 
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Engbmhg Development by Acqnisition Category (Element 33-12) 

I1 The Institute responded that there weren't any activities involved. in engineering development. 

We verified this through visual inspection and interviews with 
Institute personnel. 

M e  Enpineering (Element 33.13) 

The Institute responded that there weren't any activities 
involved with in-senrice engineering. 

We verified this through visual inspection and. intenriews with 
Institute personnel. 

D h A  Mding (Element 33.2.1) 

The Institute reported the following direct funding data 
( in thousands ) : 

Manpower and Personnel $14,366 $12,424 
Training Systems 17,575 14,497 

We verified the data in the table using the Revised Approved 
Program, the Execution Review Decisions, the F'Y 95 Presidents 
Budget and the FY 95 Research, Devslopment,Test, and 
Evaluation Description Summary. 

I( Other Obligation Authority (Element 3 3 3 3 )  1 
The Institute provided the following data on other obligation 
authority: 

FY 9 4  11 Common Suuuort Function 
Manpower and Personnel $ 200,000 $ 295,000 $ 400,000 $ 400,000 
Training Systems 3,692,154 6,312,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 

We verified the data in the table using the Reimbursable Funds 
Report and other internal records and projections. 

b 
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DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

Major Equipmeat and Facilities (Element 3.4.1) 

The Institute reported that the headquarters is approximately 
50,000 square feet in the U.S. Army Materiel Command building 
in Alexandria, Virginia. The facilities and equipment aren't 
unique. The replacement cost is $6,200,000. 

We verified this through visual inspection of the Institute 
and data provided by the facility engineers. The data call 
also included information from 11 activities a,t other 
locations. We verified the data using headqua.rtersl 
documentation. 
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11 DATA ELEMENTS REVIEWED 

The Institute reported the following facilities data: 

Common 
Support 
Functions 

?tpe Space Capacity 
of (In thousands of sauare feet) 

sRK!2 Current Used Excesa 

Manpower and 
Personnel (60%) Administrative 35 3 2 3 
Training Technical 10 10 0 
Systems (40%) Storage 5.5 5 - 5  0 

The Institute also submitted data from 11 subactivities which we verified 
at the headquarters level. Data reported for 4 of the 11 subactivities 
wasn' t accurate. 

II Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 
Common 
Support 
Functions 

Space Capacity 
JIn thousands of sauare feet) 
Current Used Exce s Q 

II Manpower and Personnel ~dministrative 7.6(7.7) 7.6(7.7) 0 

)I Port Banning, Georgia 
Training Administrative 6 6 0 
System Technical .5 -5 0 

Storage 1.3 (1) 1.3 (1) 0 

Training Administrative 2.6(3) 2.6(3) 
System 

11 Presidio of Monterey, California 
Training Administrative 10.7 (10) 10.7 (10) 
System Technical 2.3 (4) 2.3 (4) 

Storage 2.1(3) 2.1 (3) 

We verified data for the Institute Headquarters using 
documentation that the facility engineers provided. 

The Institute corrected all errors during the review. The 
accurate values are shown above, with the original incorrect 
figure in brackets. Errors were all due to rounding and 
arithmetic. Based on the audit results, the 1:nstitute 
submitted a corrected data call to the Army Basing Study on 
13 July 1994. 



The Institute responded that its headquarters has the capacity 
within its current facilities to increase the number of 
personnel and equipment to 1,000 percent of it.s current 
resources. The Institute clarified its response by stating 
that it was based on the assumption it could occupy all 10 
floors of the Army Materiel Command building. The Institute 
currently occupies only one floor of the building. While it 
is only theoretical that the Institute could occupy the entire 
building--numerous other occupants would have to be relocated. 
We determined this response was consistent with cross-service 
work group guidance. 

We verified all workyears capacity by visual i-nspection and 
data that the facility engineers provided. The Institute 
currently occupies 1 floor of 10 floors in the Army Materiel 
Command building. Therefore, it responded that, if it was the 
sole occupant of the building, it could increase its personnel 
and equipment 10 times. No errors were found., 

Additional Workyeam (Element 3.5.1.2) 

The Institute responded that the headquarters has the capacity 
to absorb 20 additional similar workyears for both common 
support functions within the space currently allocated. 

We verified the additional unconstrained capacity by reviewing 
data that the facility engineers provided and a memorandum of 
understanding between the Institute and U.S. Total Army 
Personnel Command. The memorandum requires the transfer of 
approximately 20 individuals to the Institute effective 
1 October 1994. The Institute won't be given additional space 
to support the transferred activity. No errors were found. 

Military Construction (Element 3.5.13) 

The Institute responded that there is no military construction 
programmed in FY 95 for its headquarters. 

We verified programmed military construction by reviewing data 
that the facility engineers provided. The headquarters is 
located within the Army Materiel Command building, which is 
leased government property. No errors were found. 



The Institute responded there are no buildable acres at its 
headquarters. 

We verified buildable acres by reviewing data provided by the 
facility engineers. The headquarters is located within the 
Army Materiel Command building, which is leased government 
space. No errors were found. 

The Institute responded there is no capability to expand the 
utility service at its headquarters. 

We verified utilities capacity by reviewing data that the 
facility engineers provided. The headquarters is located 
within the Army Materiel Command building, which is leased 
government space. No errors were found. 
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