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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 sununary 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 
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 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 
cormnand guidance and compared it with procedures used 
by U.S. Army Aviation Technical Test Center personnel 
to respond to the cross-service 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 
center'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 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. 
- 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. Acmy Process. The Chief of Staff, United States 
Army issued a 21 March 1994 memorandum implementing Office 
of the Secsetary of Defense guidance and providing 
procedural instructions for ~rmy 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 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 command's response to the A m y  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- 
senrice 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 Army 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 to be 
inaccurate for three elements. 

- Data responses were revised for three elements after 
initial conferences with Army Audit. (Note: We did 

L--L - -  not view these responses as inaccurate, DUL au 
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. 
Reported data for seven elements included errors, omissions, 
or interpretation differences. 



(1) Accurate Data. The cwter reported accurate 
data for 15 of the elements we reviewed. We didn'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.). 

- Types of air vehicle testing that can be 
supported (3.2.C.l.). 

- 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.l.). 

- 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. Datb - 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 miles) 
available to support test operations (3.1.G.1.). 

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

(3) Interpretation Differemces. Data was reported 
for three elements that were subsequently revised by 
coxrunand. Command had interpreted the data call requirements 
differently than A m y  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 performed 
(3.1.E.1.). 

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

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

b. Supporting Documemtation. The center maintained 
sufficient supporting documentation for 21 of the 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. Discussion 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 anhcooperation extended 
to us during the review. 

Regional Auditor General 

CF : 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Army Basing Study Office 
U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CENTRAL REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

12140 WOODCREST EXECUTIVE DRIVE 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 6314t5046 

Q 4 AUG 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army 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 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 command guidance. 

A 

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 : 

.I 

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



- Interviewed personnel from the Directorate of 
Programs and Plans who helped-prepare, 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 documentation. 
- Verified calculations of data values. 

3 .  B a c k g r o u n d .  

a. C r o s s - S e r v i c e  Work G r o u p s .  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. 

- - 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 .  Arny P r o c e s s .  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 toxthe Army Basing Study 
Office for the laboratory data call. 

c. Laboratory Data Call. The laboratow 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. Army 
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 document 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 persomel strength reports, support agreements, and 
program budget accounting systems documents. 



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

5. Discussion 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. 

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

* ~ X L @ -  oND L. MccAuLLEY 

Regional Auditor Gengral 

CF : 
Inspector General, Department of Defense -. - 
Army Basing Study Office 
U.S. Amy Medical, Research, Development, 
Acquisition and Logistics Command 



LABORATORIES SOURCE 
ADEQUATE 

DATA ELEMENT SOURCEUSED Y/N DATA ELEMENT VALUE 

I I I I 

13.1.4  SUPPORT AGREEMENT I Y  AVIATION CENTER PROVIDES SUPPORT 7. Spepial Support Infrastructure 

6. Environmental constraints 

I  LOCATION I 1 INFRASTRUCTURE 
8. Proxlrnity to Misslon-Related organizations 13.1.5 IMOA,MOU,ISA Y  CLOSE TO AVIATION CTR, S A F W  CTR. 

1. Workload - hlstoric and projected at each activity 
(see attachment # 1 ) 

2. Excess lab Capacity- Measured at the DOD Component Level 

3. Mission Capabilities 

4. Geographicail Cllmatologlcal features 

5. Ucenses 81 Permits 

2.1 

2.2 

3.0 

3.1.1 

3.1.2 

3.1.3 

(see attachment # 1 ) I I I I SETA PERSONNEL 
10. Workyear and Ufecycle 13.3.1.2  WORK MEASUREMENT RPT Y 178.5 CIVILIAN. 72.8 MILITARY. AND 25.7 

SEE ATTACHED 
DATA CALL ELEMENT 2.1 
PEAK WORKYEARS MINUS PROJECTED FY97 WKYRS 

170-115 = 55 
MISSIONS CLASSIFIED IN 2 PERVASIVE FUNCTIONS 
- HUMAN SYSTEMS 
- MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL 
FT RUCKER AREA CONDUCIVE TO YEAR 
ROUND FLIGHT RESEARCH 
LICENSE FOR IODINE 

PROGRAM BUDGET ACCT SYS 
STANFINS, WORK MGT SYS 
WORK MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
DATA CALL FORMULA 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
OBJECTIVES (STO) 

I 

WEATHER BUREAU 

LICENSE 

(see attachment # 1 ) 
9. Total Personnel 

(see attachment # 1 ) I  VOUCHERS I I SETA WORKYEARS 
11. Engineering Development by Acquisition Category 13.3.1.21 * Y  LAB DOES NOT PROVIDE DIRECT 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

KNOWLEDGE 

3.2.1 

Y 

N A 
12. In-Service Engineering 

RESEARCH/EXPERT CONSULTATION TO 
SUPPORT PRODUCT AND SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 
ON A REIMBURSABLE BASIS 

NO KNOWN CONSTRAINTS 
I 

I 

LOCATION 
MONTHLY STRENGTH RPT 

N A I I 
3.3.1.3 

I SUPPORT OF WEAPONS SYSTEMS 

Y 

I I SPT TO PRODUCT FUNCTIONS 
t Y ]LAB DOES NO IN-SERVICE ENGINEERING IN 

U.S. ARMY AEROMEDICAL RESEARCH LABORATORY PROVIDES I 

TECH TEST CTR, AND AEROMEDICAL CTR 
73 CIVILIAN, 62 MILITARY. AND 24 NON TDA 



DATA ELEMENT 
13. Direct Funding 

(see attachment # 1) 
14. Other Obligation Authority 

(see attachment # 1) 
15. Major Equipment and Facilities 

(see attachment # 2) 
16. Laboratory Facilities 

(see attachment # 3) 
17. Capacity to absorb additionai simiiiar workyears categorized 

in the same common support function with minor 
facility modiflcatlons 

18. Number of additionai workyears that may be supported 

19. Impact of military construction programs 
other alterations projects programmed in FY 1995 
Pregident's Budget Submission. 

20. Number of buildable acres for additlonai laboratory1 
adminlstratlve support constructlon at your lnstallatlon 

21. Estimate lnstallatlons capabilities to expand or procure 
addltlonal utiity services (electric, gas, water). 

SOURCE USED y/N DATA ELEMENT VALUE 
3.3.2.1 ~CMD BUDGET GUIDANCE FOR I Y  SEE ATTACHED DATA CALL ELEMENT 3.3.2.1 

 PREPARING DATA CALL I I 
3.3.2.2 IMIPR DATA ON REiMB AMTS Y I FY94 ONLY- USAARL RElMB AMOUNTS NOT ABLE TO 

 HISTORICAL DATA I I 
3.5.1  REAL ESTATE UTILIZATION RPT I Y IUSAARL OCCUPIES 9 BUILDINGS; CORRECTIONS 

3.4.1 

I I 1 ANY MODIFICATIONS 
3.5.1.2  ESTIMATE Y I ESTIMATE OF 14 CONTRACT WORKYEARS BASED 

STATEMENTS OF WORK 
ESTIMATES BASED ON 

3.5.1.1 

I I ION KNOWN DECREASES IN PERMANENT PERSONNEL 

Y 

HISTORICAL WORKLOAD DATA 

BE IDENTIFIED IN FY95 PBS 
SEE AlTACHED DATA CAU ELEMENT 3.4.1 

3.5.1.3 

I ]PLANIMETER MAPS I I 
13.5.3  DIRECTORATE OF PUBUC Y I USAARL- ELEC 25K KWH. WATER 675K GALDAY 

Y 

3.5.2 

I  WORKS RECORDS I I TOTAL INSTALLATION- ELEC 67K KWH 
WATER 6 MILLION GAVDAY 

WERE MADE TO DATA CALL FIGURES FOR 3 BLDGS 
ABLE TO SUPPORT 167 WORKYEARS IN FY 93 AND 

PI 95 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET 
SUBMISSION 

DIRECTORATE OF PUBLIC 
WORKS RECORDS 

Y NO MCA CONSTRUCTION I 

I 

Y FORT RUCKER HAS 5203 BUILDABLE ACRES 
USAARL IS A TENANT ORGANIZATION 



- 

ARHY AVIATION CENTER 1 MILE 
I 

I 

I 
FISCAL YWRS 

I( DIR OF CCMBAT DEVELOPMENT I 1 MILE I I I 

- - 

pROGMYED FUNDS (SH) - 
ACTUAL FUNDS (*) 

~ROGRAEMED W O ~ ~ ~ A R S  

ACTUAL KIRKYEARS 

I TECrnICAL TEST CENTER 8 MILES j 
I 

( AERWDICAL CENTER 1 1/2 MILE 1 I I 1 I 

87 

7.4 

5.4 

153 

167 

88 

7.0 

5.4 

156 

. 172 

3.2.1 TOTL PERSONNEL 

TYPES 

11 TOTAL 

-- 

TECHNICAL 

NANAGEHENT 

OTHER 

89 

6.2 

5.9 

167 

. 186 

CIVILIAN 

4 3 

5 

2 5 

MILITARY 

- -  - 

3.3.1.1 MlRKYGAR AND LIFE CYCLE 

. 

9 0 

6.8 

6.7 

170 

. 183 

SET A 

4 8 

8 

6 

SCIENCE AM) TECHNOLOGY 

HUMAN SYSTEMS 

MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL 
-- - - 

I TOTAL 78.5 

3 3 2 1 DIRECT FUNDING (SKI 

91 

7.6 

7.6 

164 

. 172 

24 

0 

0 

- - - -- 

FY93 

MILITARY 

61.8 

11.0 

CIVILIAN 

64.5 

14.0 
--  

72.8 

FY95 

3982 

483 

4465 

HUMAN SYSTEMS 

MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL 

- -- 

SETA 

13.7 

12.0 

FY94 

4131 

685 

4816 

-- 

25.7 

FY96 

3663 

444 

4107 

- 

3 3 2 2 OTHER OBLIGATION FY94 (SK) 

HVMAN SYSTEMS 

SONNEL 

- 

FY97 

663 

444 

4107 

4 12 

57 

- 



ATTACHMENT 2 

REPLACEMENT 
COST ($K) 

$20,000 

25,000 

1 O , O O O  

2,500 

5,000 

5,000 

3,500 

2,500 

2,880 

3,200 

9.1 

FACILITY 

UH60 HELICOPTER RESEARCH 
SIMULATOR 
2 ROTARY, 1 FIXED WING RESEARCH 
AIRCRAFT (JUH 60,  JUH 1, JU 21)  
MAN-RATED MULTI-AXIS RIDE 

SIMULATOR 
HELMET IMPACT TEST 

FACILITY 
ACOUSTICAL SCIENCES 
RESEARCH FACILITY 
VISUAL SCIENCES RESEARCH 
FACILITY 
REMOTE BLAST OVERPRESSURE 
RESEARCH FACILITY 
KIRKLAND AFB, NM 
FLIGHT PERFORMANCE DATABASE 
AVIATION LIFE SUPPORT 
SQUIPMENT RETRIEVAL PROGRAM 
UISERP ) DATABASE 

AVIATION EPIDEMIOLOGY DATA 
REGISTER- MEDICAL FLT RECORDS 

UNIQUE 
TO 

U.S. 

U.S. 

FED GOVT 

U.S. 

FED GOVT 

DOD 

U.S. 

U.S. 

U.S. 

NOT 
UNIQUE 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CENTRAL REGION, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

12140 WOODCREST EXECUTIVE DRIVE 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 631414046 

SAAG-CER (36) ;)4 JUN 1294 

MEMORANDUM FOR Germander, U. S. Army  viat ti on Center and 
Fort Rucker, Fort Rucker, Alabama 

SUBJECT: Review of the Army Baaing Study - Phaee I - 
Installation Aaseaament - -  INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 
CR 94-705  

1. Introduction. Thia is our report on the audit of 
installation aesessments that your command did far the 1995 
Army ~asing 8tudy. The Director of Management requested we 
make the review. We will include data in this report in a 
summary report tc higher ,management levels. 

2. 0bjmativ.r MU Scope. The overalL objective of our 
review was to evaluate the accuracy of data used for 
aaseesing installation  value^. Specific objectives were to 
evaluate the: i 

- ~ppropriateness of data Gources and methodologies 
used to obtain data valuea. 

- Accuracy of reported data. 
- Completeness of records maintained. 

We made the review during May and June 1994. In moat 
material respects, we mada the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Accordingly, we reviewed internal controls to the extent we 
deemed neceesary under the circumstancee. Our review 
conaisted of reviewing appropriate reporcs, studies, maps, 
correspondence, and other sup oreing documentation that 
installation personnel mainta ! ned. We also conducted 
several interviewe with installation pereonnel. In 
addition, we selectively verified the existence of rangee, 
buildings, and other facilities on the installation. 

a. Baee Cloaure. The Defense Base Cloaure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 furnishes a fair process that 
will result in the timely closure and realignment of 
military installations. The A m y  eetabliahed the 
Ba~ing Study Office to manage the etudy process. It 
divided the study procese into two phases. Under 



Phase I ,  the Army pertom installation asaeaernents to  
asseas the relative military value of its 
installations. Under Phase 11, the Army identifies and 
evaluates alternatives for realigrment and closure. 
This memorandum only addreeeee our review of your 
cammandt~ installation assessment proceae. 

b. Attributam. Fort Rucker is a subordinate activity 
of U.S. Amy Training and Doctrine Co-d and is 
categorized by .-he m y  aa a Training School 
Installation. Training and Doct r ine Coltrmand taaked 
Fort Rucker to report data f o r  23 of 26 attributee in 
t h i ~  category. TO report data for the 23 attributes, 
Fort Rucker had to ob ta in  information f o r  112 data 
elements. 

4 .  Review Reeults. We concluded that the data .the 
installation reported wa8 generally accurate and reliable 
for the Army to use in realignment and closure analyses. We 
found differences in the values reported for the following 
attributes: Information Mi~aion Area, Infrastructure, 
Reeerve Training, and Work Space. All of the differences 
required changes to the installatipn assesament data that 
Fort Rucker reported. We present detailedresulta of our 
review of the data the installation reported in Annex A. 

a. Data Souraar and Motbodalogiee. Responsible 
personnel used appropriate data sources and 
methodologies to obtain values for the data elements. 

(1) Perso-me1 generally ueed the standard data 
eources identified in the installation assessment 
guidance from the Army Basing Study Group to gather 
infomation on the data element. There were two 
exceptions: 

(a) Personnel attempted but were unable to locate 
the U.S. Amy Airspace Master Plan referenced by DA 
to validate the data for the Special Airspace 
attribute. They contacted the DA representative to 
the Federal  viat ti on ~dministration. The 
representative provided them with the calculations 
to support the size of the special airspace around 
Fort Rucker. 

(b) Personnel did not use the informat ion  from the 
Headquarters Real Property Planning and Analysia 
Syatem (HQRPLANS) dated 21 April 1994 to calculate 
the acreage around Fort Rucker because they 



considered the information t o  be inaccurate. 
Instead, they measured the acreage using current 
maps and a Planimeter, and eubmitted the data t o  
Training and Doctrine Command personnel who agreed 
with the new meaourements. 

(2 )  For data source0 not specifically identified in 
the guidance, personnel used varioua inatallation 
databases, reports, studies, and contractor 
peraonnsl to compute valuea f o r  the data elements. 

(3) Personnel used a spreadsheet report format the 
major comnandts headquarters provided. The format 
clearly showed the data elements the U.S. Amy 
Aviation Center and Fort Rucker was required to 
report. 

b. Aoauraay o f  Raportad Data. Commbnd genpsally 
reported accurate data valuea. 

(1) We reviewed the infomation reporxed by command 
f o r  112 data elements for the various attributes 
and found 10 differences., We classified 9 of the 
10 differences as reporting errors.  The remaining 
difference was in the Work Space attribute and was 
attributed t o  a typographical error; we verified 
that che data which comprised the total was valid. 
The 9 difference8 classified a0 reporting errors 
were in three attributes--Information Mission Area, 
Infrastructure, and Reserve Training. 

(a) In the ~nformation Mietaion Area attribute. the 
percentage of fill m e  initially assessed by 
installaticn personnel at 60 t o  75 percent full. 
During our inspection we found the f i l l  rate at 
leBa than 50 percent. 

(b) In the Infraatructure attribute, t h e  initial 
submiasion war baaed only on the main 
installation's capacity. During our verification 
we noted that Information on the satellite 
activities wa8 not included in the data. The 
addition of the data for the satellite activities 
raieed Port Ruckerls capacity in the areas o f  wut 
treatment, sewage treatment, and electrical 

( c )  In the R e p e w e  Training attribute, the numbers 
reported for Reeeme training were cor rec t  only for 



FY 93 annual training. Incon~itatencieta in the 
range reporting format led to incorrect 
computations. We recalculated the FY 91 and 92 
annual training and the FY 91, 92, and 93 inactive 
duty training. 

(2 )  Personnel at the major conmand'e headquarters 
worked with Fort Rucker personnel to make sure the 
data element valuee reported by Fort Rucker were 
accurate. 

(3) Major command personnel also provided 
Fort Rucker pergonnel a last review of the values 
ascligned to each data element before the data wae 
submitted to Headquarters DA. Baoed on this review 
Fort Rucker reque~ted that  raining and Doctrine 
Command change some yalues before it forwards the 
data. 

c. Completene~s of Reaordl. Installation personnel 
generally had adequate documentation to support their - 
reported data valuee . 

A 
(1) Except for one attribute, installation 
personnel had adequate documentation to support 
their reported data element valuea. 

( 2 )  Personnel who computed ROBQNO Training 
attribute's data element values were not consistent 
in their format. The current method of conrputiag 
training days at Fort Rucker does not consider the 
disbursement of a unit into smaller groups 
deploying to more than one range. Consequently, 
some pereonnel were counted more than once on a 
given training day, and both the personnel trained 
and the training days were weretated. Other 
monthly reports failed to multiply the personnel 
trained by the training days, and thus understated 
the training days associated with inactive duty 
training. 

( 3 )  For the remaining data elements, we found that 
there wae a clear decieion trail supporting the 
valuea reported. 



5 .  Dimauamion of Raflulta. We diacu~sed the result. of our 
review with the appropriate directorate-level personnel as 
well as other personnel responeible for reporting the 
specific data elements. They all agreed with our 
conclusions and agreed to report  the changes to Training and 
Doctrine C o m n d .  Thia report isn't subject to the official 
c~mmand- reply process. 

RAYMOND L. MCCAULLEY 
Regional Auditor General 

/ u  



D a t a  Element 

1, Applied Instructional Facilities 

2 - Average Age of Faci l i t i es  

3, Barracks (UPH) 
Permanent UOPE Spaces (FCG 72400) 
Permanent UEPE Spaces ( K G  72105) 
MILCON (PY 92-96) 
Construction Loss 
Total 

- Values 
Reported Verified By 

Unit of By Fort Army Audit 
Measure Rucker Asencv N o t e s  

Sq.Ft, 000 182 182 

Age Sq.Ft. 32 - 19 32.19 

Spacea 
Spacea 
Spaces 
Spaces 

4 -  BASOPS/Mission Population 
BASOPS, Account (xxxx96) 
ABCDEFGHJMNQSTUWX 

BASOPS , Account (xxxx9 6 )  P&Y 
RPM, A C C O U ~ ~ S  (-7 ~ / X Y C X Y K ~ ~ )  K&L 
Emrir Pgnns, Account Ixxxx.56) 
Audio-visual, Account (mcxx90) 
Base Comma, Account (-5) 
Family Programs, Accounts (878 708/719/720) 
DODKPM 93/94 Total 
Personnel 
Non-Personnel 
Installation Population (ASIP) PY93 

5 .  Buildable Acres 

6 .  Cost of Living Index 

Acres 

Percent of Avg . 



D a t a  Element 

7. Deployment Network 
Railhead Distance 
Airport Distance 
Seaport A c c e s s  Distance 
Interstate Highway 

9. Gnvironmental Carrying Capacity 
Archaeological Factor 
Archaeological Site Density 
Listed on National Register 
Eligible/Potential Sites 
Total Acre~l  Surveyed 
Total Installation Acres 
Percent Completed 

Historical Building Factor 
Historical Building Density 
Listed on National Register 
Eligible/Potential Buildings 

Total Buildings Surveyed 
Percent Completed 

Endangered Species Factor 
Total Bndangered Species 
Endangered Fauna 
Bndangered Flora 

Total Threatened Species 
Threatened Fauna 
Threatened Flora 

Wetland Factor 
Total Wetland A c r e a g e  
Total Installation Acres 

Unit of 
Measure 

Miles 
Miles 
Miles 
Miles 
Miles 

Sites 
Si t ea  
S i tea  
Acres 
A c r e s  

Buildings 
Buildings 
Buildings 
Buildings 

Species 
Fauna 
Flora 
Species 
Fauna 
Flora 

A c r e s  
Acres 

Values r 

Reported Verified B~ 
By Fort Army Audit 
Rucker Aqencv N o t e s  



Data Element 

Air Quality Factor: 
In Attainment f Y/N) 

Water Quality Factor - 
# NPDES Exceeded 

Noise Quality Factor 
Total Acres AICUZ/ICUZ Zone 11 
T o t a l  Acres AICUZ/ICUZ Zone I11 

Contaminated Sites Factor 
Total Number of IRP Si tea  
Total Number of NPL Sites 

10. Family Housing 
On-post Family Dwelling Unite 
Off-poet Family Dwelling Units 

11. Family Housing Cost Per Dwelling Unit 
Average AFHO Costs 
FY 93 AE'H Operations Cost 
FY 92 AFH Operations Cost 
FY 91 AFH Operations Cost 
Number of AFH Units on Post 

12- General Instructional Facilities 

13 - Impact Area 
Impact Acres 
Air Force Bombing Capable 
Attack Helicopter Capable 
Tube Artillery Capable 
Above Three All 
MLRS Capable 

Values I 

Reported Verified By 
Unit of BY port Army A u d i t  
Measure Rucker -Am?2QL-- Not .eH 

26 
Acres 
Acres 85,197 . 
Acres 20,019 
Sites 
Sites 33 
Site8 0 

Units 
Units 

Dollars per unit 4,274 
Dollars per unit 5,154 
Dollars per unit 3,795 
Dollars per unit 3,872 

1,516 



ta E l e m e n t  

14, I n f o r m a t i o n  Mission Area 
Telephone S w i t c h i n g  
Main DCO D i g i t a l  Switch (Y/N) 
Percentage of F i l l  

I l i  nea (Equipped) 
Lines (Expandable To)  

Outside Cable P l a n t  
OSCAR I m p l e m e n t a t  ion P h a e  
Compl eted 

C a b l e  Type {Fiber Backbone, 
Mixed or Copper) 
Percentage of P i l l  

Comwn U s e r  Winf ram Architecture 
Mainframe Type 
Total MIPS 
ASIMS (RDC or DPCI 
B-Mail(Sperry/MMDF, Other or None) 
Front End P r o c e s s o r  (PEP) 
Super Computer 

Combon User DASU (GIGABYTES) 
DSN/DDN  ode 

DSN (Y/N) 
(Y/W 

D I S ~  (Y/N) 
SCINBT (Y/N) 

P o s t  Wide WAN/LAN 
F i b e r  Optic (Y/Nl 
Other (Y/N) 

TCC 
GENSKR Type 
DSSCS Type 
AMME or ASC (Y/N) 
Comn Secure Processor (Y/N) 

Unit of 
_Meamre 

Points 
P o i n t s  
Points 
P o i n t 6  

P o i n t 8  
P o i n t s  
P o i n t s  

P o i n t s  

P o i n t s  
 point^ 
P o i n t s  
Points 
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 n t s  
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 n t s  
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 n t s  
P o i n t s  
P o i n t s  
 point^ 
P o i n t s  

Values 
R e p o r t e d  Verified By 

By F o r t  Amy Audit 
Rucker A s e n c v  N o t e a  



Data Element 

VTC Facility 
VTC Facility (Y/N) 

15, Infrastructure 
Water Treatment Capability 
Sewage Treatment Capability 

E l e c t r i c a l  Distribution 
C a p a b i l  i ty 
Land Fill (Dollars per short ton) 

16, Locality Pay Factor 

17, Maneuver Acree 

18, MCA Coat Factor  

19. Mechanized Maneuver Acres 

20. Mobilization Capability 
Permanent Officer Mob UOPH 
Permanent Enlisted M o b  UEPH 
Temporary Officer Mob UOPH 
Temporary E n l i s t e d  Mob UBPH 

21, Percent Permanent Facilitiee 
Total Sq, F t .  ( P e m a n a n t )  
MILCON- (FY 92-96) 
Total Installation Sq, F t ,  

2 2 .  Ranges 
Number of MPRC 
Number of RBTS  quipped 
Firing Points 

U n i t  of 
amre 

Points 
Points 

(-1 
Dollars 

Index as Percent 

Index Value 
?- 

Acres 

Spaces 
Spaces 
Spaces 
Spaces 

P e r c e n t  
(000) 
( 0 0 0 )  
(0001 

Number 

Values 
Reported Verified l3y 

By Fort  Army Audit 
Rucker Asencv Notes 



Values 
Reported Verified By 
By Port  Armry Audit 
Rucker Aqency H Q b a  

Unit of 
Measure 

Standard MOUT Range ~vailable 
(Y/IQ) 

Total Number of Ranges 
Points 
Number 

23- R e ~ e n r e  Training 
Annual Training (Average) 
FY 93 
FY 92 

People 
People 
People 

PY 91 
Inactive Duty Training {Average) 
FY 93 
FY 92 
FY 91 

People 
Mandays 
-YS 
-YS 
Mandays 

24. Special Airspace Cubic Miles 
b .  

25 .  VHA Factor 
E-5 With Dependents 
W-3 W i t h  Dependents 
0-3  W i t h  Dependents 

Dollars 
Dollars 
Dollars 

2 6 ,  Work Space 



Notes 
EXPLANATION FOR DIFFERENCES 

1 - The BASOPS/Misaioa Population numbers we verified were Fort Rucker's initial submission to the 
data call, and did not include DODRPM figures as Fort Rucker was not asked to include these numbers. 
Training and Doctrine Carmaand changed most of Fort Ruckera numbere for this attribute in the last 
call review (to include providing numbers for the DODRPM) and did not provide any support for these 
change6 so that we could verify them here at Fort Rucker. These numbers shuuld be verified at 
Training and Doctrine Cormnand, 

2 - The American alligator which resides on Fort Rucker is no longer endangered or threatened based 
on its numbers. The alligator was placed on the Federal Registry as an endangered species due to 
its similarity in appearance to the American crocodile which i~ endangered, Fort Rucker's ability 
to perform its mission is not limited due to the existence of the alligator on the inatallation. 

3 - The increase of 40 points was  caused when Fort Ruckex per'somel overestimated the percentage of 
fill subdata element. The element was initially estimated at 6 0 - 7 5 %  filled when in actuality it is 
lee8 than 50% filled. This caused an increase i n  the uutside cable plant data element. 

4 - The initial submission considered only the main irustallation capacity for all the data elements 
wbich make up the infrastructure attribute.  During w r  review we found that information on the 
satellite installations wasn't included causing the water, sewage, and electrical data elements to 
increase. ! I  

5 - The format used to report unit training was inconsistent. Fort Rucker did not account for the 
splitting of units into smaller groups and training on several ranges during one day. Thia resulted 
in individual8 being double counted causing the annual training and inactive duty training data 
element6 to be incorrect. We took the raw data and developed a spreadsheet to calculate the Reserve 
training numbers which were approved by Port Rucker personnel.. 

6 - The difference of 20,000 square feet was attributed to a typographical error as the subdata 
elements which canrprise the Work Space attribute were valid and totaled to 1,373,000. 



AFH 
AFHO 
AICUZ 
mwi3 
ASC 
ASlMS 
DASD 
DCO 
DISNET 
DPC 
DSN 
DSSCS 
FCG 
FEP 
GENSER 
ICUZ 
IRP 
LAN 
MILNET 
MIPS 
rnRS 
m m F  
Mom 
MPRC 
NPEDES 
NPL 
OSCAR 
RDC 
RETS 
scrm 
TCC 
WPH 
UOPH 
UPH 
VTC 
WAN 

Axmy Pamily Housing 
Army Family Housing Operations 
Air Force Installation Campatibility Use Zone 
Aut~mated Multi-Media Exchange 
Automated Switching Center 
Army Standard ~nfonnation Management System 
Direct Access Storage Device 
Dial Central Office 
Defense Information Systems Network 
Data Processing Center 
Defense Switched Network 
Defense Special Security Carmrmnications System 
Facility Category Group 
Front End Processor 
General Service 
Installation Compatibility Use Zone 
Installation Restoration Plan 
Local Area Network 
Military Network 4- 

Millions of Instructions Per Second 
Multiple Launch Rocket System 
Mu1 t icha~el Memorandum Distribution Facility 
Mounted Operations and Urban Terrain 
Multi-Purpose Range Coarrplex 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination Syatens 
National Priority Listing 
Outside Cable ~ehabilitation 
Regional Data Center 
Remote Target System 
Scientific Information Network 
Telecammunications Center 
Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Housing 
Unacccsrnpanied Officer Personnel Housing 
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing 
Video Teleconference 
Wide Area Network - 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  
CENTRAL REGION. U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

12140 WOOOCREST EXECUTIVE DRIVE 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63141-5046 

21 September 1994 

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 keylsections: 
I 

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

- General ~nformation 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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SUMMARY OF THE AUDIT 



WHAT WE AUDITED 

We audited the Army's response and supporting documentation 
for the undergraduate pilot training Joint Cross-Service 
Work Group's 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 accuracy of data 
the Army furnished the DOD cross-service work groups. We 
established two specific objectives for the audit. Here are 
those specific ob3ectives, 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. 

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

Objective: To determine whether data reported was accurate 
and adequately supported. 

Underaradcmt- P i l n t  T r a i n i n n  nl*= P - I  I r c n  n, .7+r* 
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Conclusion: Data command reported for 20 of the 23 data 
elements was accurate and adequately supported. One data 
element wasnft 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 accurately portray 
current levels of activity and, also, portray additional 
capacity to be gained. Command calculated the additional 
capacity by subtracting the current level of activity from 
the maximum capacity. 

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

I 

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

- Student hours, given no construction/equipment 
funding constraints. 

Command responded to the flight operations element by 
stating that given unlimited construction/equipment funding, 
any desired amount of capacity could be achieved. Command 
replied to the student hours element with the comment 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 ~ctions: 

Command should revise its reply addressing additional 
capacity to be gained in flight operations per hour, 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 data elements 
additional capacity to be gained--in 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 

Underarndu~o O i l - +  Traininn n s t s  r-11 r r o  n r - 7 * 7 \  - . .. . ... .- 



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 pers~nnel 
expressed no objections to our suggested actions and wanted 
to reserve any comments until they received the final audit 
report, 



GENERAL INFORMATION 
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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 thelaudit. 

/ 

We: 

- ~eviewed 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  raining 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. 



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 Basing 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: 

- 

Undergraduate P i lo t  Training Data Call (CR 94-713) General Infnnnarinn/oaoo 17 



- Army liaison with joint cross-service work groups. 
- Establishing and disseminating cross-service and 
DA guidance to major commands and reporting 
activities. 

As the Amy's single point of contact for Base Realignment 
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 recommendations to the 
cross-service work groups. 

Undergraduate Pi lot  Training Data Call (CR 96-713) General Information/Page 13 



ANNEXES 
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ANNEX A 

- 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRAINING 

Total  A i r c r a f t  by Type and F i s ca l  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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ANNEX A 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRAINING 

Hanchey Aircraft by Type and Fiscal Year 

- 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT ON BASE FOR TRAINING 

Lowe Aircraft by Type and Fiscal Year 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 1 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT NOT USED FOR TRAINING 

By Type and Fiscal Year 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 

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** 
I 

Operational 
Undergraduate Training 7,740 6,480 7,560 
Graduate Training 5,160 4,320 5,040 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 12,900 10,800 12,600 
Non-operational 
Standowns 14 14 14 
Maintenance 

Cairns AAF **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate  raining 161,393 209,806 140,277 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 15,962 18,244 17,338 
Other 
Total Sorties 177,355 228,050 157,615 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

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

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 7,180 5,205 5,437 

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 6,600 4,833 4,616 
Training Support 537 421 814 
Other 
Total Sorties 7,137 5,254 5,430 

Non-operational 
Standowns 24 24 24 
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 
Maintenance 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield 

Hooper **UH-1** 
Operational 
undergraduate Training 32 , 700 
Graduate Trainina - ~ 

  raining Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance' 

Hunt **AH-1** 
I 

Operational 
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 Trainina 

2 

Graduate Training 3,720 
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 

Undergraduate P i l o t  T ra in ing  Data Ca l l  (CR 94-713) Amex A/Page 26 
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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 17,100 16,200 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 15,600 17,100 16,200 

Non-operational 
Standowns 9 9 9 
Maintenance 

Runkle **UH-1** 
Operational t 

Undergraduate Training 10,640 3,850 3,225 
Graduate Training 5,560 33,050 2,475 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

Skelly **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 21,000 
Graduate Training 
Training 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 

SORTIES FLOWN/BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 

Toth **UH-1** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 8,400 1,500 10,800 
Graduate Training 
Training Support 
Other 
Total Sorties 8,400 1,500 10,800 

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 37,871 41,413 34,825 

Non-operational 
Standowns 20 20 20 
Maintenance 

- - 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 2 

SORTIES FLOWNIBY AIRCRAFT TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR 

Airfield 

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 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
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 40 20 
Maintenance 

Shell AHP **OH-58A/C** 
Operational 
Undergraduate Training 119,206 85,343 80,957 
Graduate Training 63,597 45,516 43,177 
Training Support 15,894 11,379 10,795 
Other 
Total Sorties 

Non-operational 
Standowns 
Maintenance 

- 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 3 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF FLYING HOURS PER DAY 

Davlisht Nisht 

Average flying hours per day: 

FY 91 

FY 92 

Undergraduate P i l o t  Training Data  C a l l  (CR 9L-713)  Amex A/Paae 30 



Aircraft 

AH-1 

Attachment 4 I 

DAYLIGHT UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING SORTIES LOST LAST THREE YEARS 

Graduate, 
Undergraduate, 

Factor FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 or Both 

Weather 6.75% 5.80% 5.92% 
Maintenance 0.84% 1.84% 1.27% 
Other 1.91% 1.03% 0.80% 

Total 9.50% 8.67% 7.99% 

Both 

Weather 6.37% 5.78% 5.33% Graduate 
Maintenance 2.16% 8.20% ..,.lo. 46% 
Other 1.51% 0.51% 0.62% 

Total 10.05% 14.48% 16.41% 

Weather 
Maintenance 
Other 

Total 

Weather 
Maintenance 
Other 

Total 

Weather 
Maintenance 
Other 

Total 

Graduate 

Graduate 

Both 



Aircraft 

UH-60 

Attachment 4 !z z 
M 

DAYLIGHT UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING SORTIES LOST LAST THREE YEARS 

Graduate, 

Factor 
undergraduate, 

or Both 

Weather 10.09% 6.07% 7.15% Both 
Maintenance 2.96% 3.11% 3.09% 
Other 2.60% 1.07% 1.34% I 

Total 15.65% 10.24% 11.58% 

Weather 11.45% 6.77% 8.61% 
Maintenance 2.. 53% 0.53%. 0.23% 
Other 1.59% 0.49% 0.49% 

Total 15.56% 7.79% 9.34% 

Both 

Weather 3.98% 2.71% 4.06% Graduate 
Maintenance 2.16% 1.60% 0.74% 
Other 1.59% 0.62% 0.74% 

Total 7.74% 4.93% 5.54% 



ANNEX A 

Attachment 5 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OPERATIONAL HOURS AIRFIELDS CAN SUPPORT 

Basefields 

Shell 
Lowe 
Hanchey 
Cairns 

Allen 
Brown 
Ech 
Goldberg , 

Hatch I 

Highbluff 
Hooper 
Hunt 
Louisville 
Lucas 
Runkle 
Skelly 
Stinson 
Tabernacle 
Toth 

Operational Hours 

- 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 6 

ADDITIONAL CAPACITY IN FLIGHT OPERATIONS-NO OPERATIONAL 
FUNDING CONSTRAINTS 

Additional Operational Hours 

Originally Suggested 
Staqefields Reported Chanses 

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

- 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 7 

M I M U M  SORTIE-GENERATING CAPACITY PER YEAR 

A i r c r a f t  Maximum capacity 

Undergraduate P i  l o t  Tra in ing Data Ca l l  (CR 94-713) A m x  A/Paoe 35 



Attachment 8 

FIELD CAT CODE 

Allen 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 ~ ' 136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

Brown 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
425 

FACILITY TYPE 

Runways, Fixed Wing 
~unways', 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 QUANTITY 



Attachment 8 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

FIELD CAT CODE FACILITY TYPE . UNIT MEASURE 

cairns AAF 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

4 2 2  (AF) 
425 

Highbl u f f  

136-36 ( 

4  2  2 

111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 
USN) 
149 
421 
(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 

QUANTITY 



Attachment 8 2 
m 
X 

jl I 
FIELD 

Hunt 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

CAT CODE FACILITY TYPE UNIT MEASURE 

111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
4 2 5 

Lowe AAF 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

136-36 (USN) 
149 
421 

422 (AF) 
4 2 5 

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 

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 
~mmunition Storage 
Open Ammunition Storage 

QUANTITY 



Attachment 8 

REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

FIELD CAT CODE 

L u c a s  111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
121 
124 

USN) 
149 
421 
(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 

Runkle 111 Runways, Fixed Wing 
111 Runways, Rotor Wing 
111 Parking Pads 
113 Parking Aprons 
113 Access Aprons 
121 Direct Fueling 
121 Truck Fueling 
121 Defueling 
124 Fuel Storage 

136-36 (USN) Carrier Lighting 
149 Arresting Gear 
421 Amunition Storage 

422 (AF) Ammunition Storage 
425 Open Ammunition Storage 

UNIT MEASURE QUANTITY 



Attachment 8 5 
REQUESTED MEASURES AND COMMENTS ABOUT USABILITY FOR 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

FIELD CAT CODE FACILITY TYPE UNIT MEASURE 

Skelly 111 
111 
111 
113 
113 
121 
121 
12 1 
124 

USN) 
149 
421 
(AF 1 
425 

Stinson 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 
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 

QUANTITY 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 9 

SPECIAL USE AtRSPACE 

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 

i 

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

Rose Hill 

Moody 1 and Moody 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 

Method of Scoring/Recording: N A  

Proximity to Airport Traff~c Areas: There are five areas of Class D airspace within A-21 1. 
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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ANNEX A 

Attachment 9 

SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 

Provider of ra&r/communications coveragelcontrol: Cairns Army Radar Approach Control 
(radar and communications) 

Owner of land under training airspace: There is no requirement to control the surface under 
A-21 I .  

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 11,000 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 

Training 
Facility 

Totals 

ADDXTIONAL CAPACITY IN STUDENT HOURS 

Current Projected Gain In 
Capacity Capacity Capacity 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 11 

NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT BASED.AND PARKED ON APRONS 

Airfield Aircraft Quantity 

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

Cairns UH-1 
, TH-67 
f UH-60 
ov-1 
C-12 
u-21 
OH-58A/C 
OH-58D 
AH-1 
AH-64 
CH-47 

Shell 

Knox 

- - 
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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-21 

Parkinq ~imensions separation 

Undergraduate P i l o t  Tra in ing Data C a l l  (CR 94-713)  A m ~ r  /Dane 51  



ANNEX A 

Attachment 13 

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT TO BE HOUSED I N  HANGARS 

Aircraft 

UH- 1 
OH-58A/C 
UH-60 
TH-67 
C-12 
U-2 1 
AH-64 
H-3 
C-2 3 
AH-1 
CH-47 
OH-58D ( 

Maximum 
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ANNEX B 

OTHERS RECEIVING COPIES OF THE REPORT 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (~nstallations, ~ogistics 
and Environment) 

~ssistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve 
Affairs) 

Assistant 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 bogistics 
~ssistant 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 Investigation 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 ~ogistics Studies Information Exchange 

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

AUDIT STAFF 

Central Reqional Office 

Ralph H. Bruns 
Winifred C. Curran 
Ben V. Schef fer 
Jerry P. Smith 

MICOM Field Office 

Joseph W. Beard 
Jerry R. Hopper 
George R. Cash 

Fort Rucker Field Office 

Jason M. McVey I 
/ 

- 
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ANNEX A 

Attachment 10 

Training 
Facility 

Totals 

ADDITIONAL CAPACITY IN STUDENT HOURS 

Current Projected Gain In 
Capacity Capacity capacity 

Undergraduate P i t o t  Training Data Cat[ (CR 94-713) A ~ P V  A l O a n ~  LO 





ANNEX A 

Attachment 12 

OBSTRUCTIONS LIMITING PLACEMENT OF PLANES ON APRON 

Aircraft Parkins Dimensions Separation 

Undergraduate P i  l o t  Training Data Call  (CR 94-713) A ~ P X  AlPrae 5 1  



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 (Financial Management) 
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) 

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 bogistics 
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 Investigation 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 
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SAAG-CER (36-5e) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CENTRAL REGIOII, U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

12140 WOODCREST EXECUTIVE DRIVE 
ST. LOUIS. MISSOURI 63141-5416 

0 6 AUG 1394 

MEMORANDUM FOR Director, U.S. A n y  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 command guidance. 

we madgthe review during June and July 1994. In most 
rnaterial 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 : 

- Revkewed cross-senrice work group, DA, and major 
command 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, rwiew, and validate 
responses to the data elements. 

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

- Tested the accuracy of selected source documentation. 

- Verified calculations of data values. 
3 . Background. 

a. Croae-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,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 Proceae. 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 cgrtified 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 center's respocse to the Army Basing Study Office for 
the test and evaluation data call. 



C. Teat 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. Amy Test and Evaluation Command--was required to 
provide responses for four test facilities. Those test 
facilities are the Component Test Facility, Induced 
Environment Facility, Non-Destructive and Natural 
Enviroments Range, and the Small Missile Range. For ea 
test facility's response, we evaluated the accuracy and 
supporting documentation of 23 of the 94 data elements. 
reviewed the 23 data elements that focused on excess 
capacity, workload, and facilities. 

4. Results of Review. Overall, data provided by the 
Redstone Technical Test Center was generally accurate. 
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 3.1.8 (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) progrmed 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. Cwliance With Cr0.8-Ser~ice, DA, 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. Dfacussion 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. 

i - 

+"dm 9 
RA OND L. MCCAULLEY 
Regional Auditor General 

CF: 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
Army Basing Study Office 
U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 
U.S. Army Missile C o m n d  



Component Test Facility 

1 .  

2.2.A 

2.3.A 

3 1 C . l  

3 . 1 . C . 5 . A  

3 . 1 . C  6 

3  1 E.l 

3 1 E.2 

I 

Branch Chiefs 

Deputy Diroctor 

Technology Development and 
Acquisrtion Plrn 

Envrronmental Assessment 

- 
Branch Chirfs 

Branch Chiefs 

Branch Chiefs 

- 
Branch Chiefs 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

T6E - Test and Evaluation 
Reported 133 .719  hours of annual unconstrained capacity, 
should be 1 , 3 3 3 , 7 1 9  hours of annual unconstrained capacity. 

No role in approved war plans. 

. - 

(1) Acqursition value ( $ 6 8  million) used as replacmoat cost; 
roplacmont value would be srgnificantly higher (no estinuto 
available). 
(2) 3  upgrador planned but not roported (estfmated cost of 
$1 .125  million). 

Lrmit of 600,000 pounds of propellant burnod is actually an 
estimate. 

Roported 3  tests canceled because of cornnorcia1 or public 

us.. 

Roported 3 tests cancoled bocauso of encroachment. 

Yes 

Yes 

No special aspects that would enhance this facility. 

No adjacent land sultablo for expansion to support new 
mrssrons or rncreasad footprrnts. 

.L 



Component Test Facility 

Can suppor t  a l l  lev@Ls of s ecu re  opera t rons .  

Reported a mrl l imetor  wevo f a c i l i t y  a s  programed f o r  FY $5; 
f a c r l r t y  IS ongorng and below t h e  th re sho ld  of a  c a p r t a l  
p roJec t .  

1 .4  square  mr l e s  . 

4 5 v e r t i c a l  mi l e s ;  0 h o r t z o n t a l  mi les .  

H ~ l l s / F o r e s t ,  1 square  mr l e :  Open L o ~ l a n d s ,  0 .4  s q u u o  mrles.  

. - 
0 . 5  pe rcen t  of timo. 

Not a p p l ~ c a b l a ;  d o n ' t  t e s t  a r r  vah ic l e s .  

Not app l r cab le ,  d o n ' t  t e s t  arr vehrc l e s .  

Not app l r cab le ;  d o n ' t  t e s t  a r r  v e h ~ c l e s .  

Not a p p l r c a b l e ,  d o n ' t  t e s t  e l e c t r o n i c  combat s y s t w s  o r  
subsystems. 

-- 
Not a p p l r c a b l e ,  d o n ' t  t e s t  e l e c t r o n ~ ~  combat systems o r  
subsystems. 

* 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Y es  

Y es  

Y e s  

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

? 1 E.3 

I 

I / 3  1 E . 4  

i 
I 

I 
3 1  G . l  

I 

i G.7 

i 
1 3 1 H . l  

1 10 

3 2 .6 .1  

3  2.C 1 

3 2.C.6 

3 3 1 4 2  

I 

J 

Branch Chiefs  

Major Const ruct ion  Ac t rv l ty  
p ro j  a c t  adrmnrs t ra tor  

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

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

Branch Chiefs  

Branch Chiefs  

Deputy Di rec to r  

Deputy Di rec to r  

Deputy Di rec to r  

Deputy Di rec to r  

- 
Deputy Di rec to r  
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Component Test Facility 
- - 



Induced Environments Test Facility 
- - - 

Referenca Numbmr 

C20000, CA0267, CA0275, C49200, C35200, CA0255, C22200, 

2.1.B.2 In-houso workload reports 
= 22.8 workyaars A/W = 23.9 workyears 

2.2.A 

2.3.A 

3 l.C.l 

3.1 C.5.A 

/ 1.C.6 

' 3 1.E.1 

3 1 E.2 

Branch Chiofs 

Daputy Director 

Tachnology Davalopumnt and 
Acquzsition Plan 

Environmental Assessment 

- 

Branch Chiafs 

Branch Chiafs 

Branch Chiafs 

- 
Branch Chiafs 

Yes 

Y es 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yas 

Yes 

Yes 

411.720 hours of unconstraznad capacity. 

No rola in approved war plans. 

. - 
(1) Acquisition valua ($41.8 million) used as roplacmmant 
cost; raplacamont valuo rould be significantly highor (no 
astimata availabla). 
(2) 3 upgradas plannad; only 2 roportad (missing uplrade 
astimatad to cost S325.000). 

No limzting envzronmantal or encroachment characteristics. 

No test misslons canceled. 

No test missions canceled. 

No spacial aspects that would enhanca thzs facility. 

No adjacent land suitable for expansion to support new 
missions or zncreased footprints. 

- 



Annex 

Induced Environments Test Facility 

2 

. 

Can support a l l  l e v a l s  of secure  operat rons .  

No c a p i t a l  p r o j a c t s  planned. 

0 . 3  squara milaa.  

4 . 9  v e r t i c a l  mi las ;  0  h o r i z o n t a l  milam. 

0 .3  squara milas  of c u l t r v a t a d  lowland. 

. - 
Data not  ava i l ab le .  

Not appl icabla ;  don ' t  t a r t  a i r  veh ic laa .  

Not appl icabla ;  don ' t  t e s t  a ~ r  veh ic le s .  

Not appl icabla ;  don ' t  tmat a i r  vah ic lea .  

Not appl icabla :  don ' t  t e s t  e l ac t ronrc  combat syat.clu o r  
subsys tma .  

Not applrcabla ;  don ' t  t e s t  a l ec t ronrc  combat s y s t ~  o r  
subsys tem.  

Y e s  

Yea 

Yes 

Yon 

Yes 

Yes 

Y a s  

Y e8 

Y ma 

Yes 

Yes 

3  1.E.3 

3 1.E.4 

3.1.G.1 

3.1.G.7 

3 . 1  ti 1 

.10 

3.2.B.1 
I 
f 

3 2.C.l  

3.2.C.6 

3 3 A 2  

3 3 B l  

Branch Chiafs 

Muor  Conatmct ion Ac t iv i ty  
p ro jec t  adrmnrstrator 

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

Branch Chiafa and map of 
f a c r l r t y  

Branch Chiafa 

Branch Chrafs 

Deputy Diractor  

- 
Daputy Director  

Deputy Diractor  

Deputy Diractor  

- 
Deputy Drrector  
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Induced Environments Test Facility 

3.4.A.l 

3.4.B.l.A Branch Chiafs and map of Not applicabla; don't conduct flight tests. 
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Non-Destructive and Natural Environments - Test Facility 
- - 

Result 

Ref ermce Number 

2 . 1 . B . 1  U .S .  hmy Test and Evaluatzon 

, E37335, E37337, E37333, 

2 . 1 . B . 2  In-housa workload reports 

2.2.A 

2 . 3 . A  

3 . 1 . C . l  

I 

1 3.l.C.5.A 
I 

Branch Chiefs 

Deputy Director 

Technology Developnant and 
Acquisition Plan 

Environmental Assessment 

d 

Branch Chiefs 

Branch Chiefs 

Branch Chiefs 

- 
Branch Chiefs I 

1 
1 

i 

I 

3 . 1 . C . b  

3 . 1 . E . 1  

1 ' E.2 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Y es 

Yes 

Yes 

566,845 hours of unconstrained capacity. 

No role la approved war plans. 

. - 
(I) Acqursltion value ($40.5 million) used as replacmant 
cost; replacment valum would be significantly higher (no 
estlmetm avaxlablm). 
( 2 )  2 upgrades planned. 

No llmltrng environmental or encroachment chuactaristics. 

No test mlsstons canceled. 

No test mlssions canceled. 

No special aspects that would enhance thrs facility. 

No adjacent Land suitable for expansion to support new 
missions or increased footprints. 

A 
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Non-Destructive and Natural Environments Test Facility 
- - 

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

No c a p i t a l  p r o j o c t s  plannod. 

5 .8  squaro  miloa.  

3.5 n a u t i c a l  mi l e s .  

Fo res t / Jung le ,  1 squaro MLO; Cultivated lowland. 4 . 8  square  
mrlos.  

. - 
Data n o t  a v a i l a b l e .  

Not applicable; d o n ' t  t e a t  a i r  veh ic loa .  

Not a p p l ~ c a b l e ;  d o n ' t  t e s t  a i r  v e h i c l e s .  

Not applicable; d o n ' t  t e s t  a i r  vehicles. 

Not app l r cab le ,  d o n ' t  t e s t  e l e c t r o n i c  combat r y s t ~  o r  
subsystems. 

Not a p p l ~ c a b l e ,  d o n ' t  t e s t  e l e c t r o n r c  combat s y s t w s  o r  
s u b s y s t w s .  

. 

4 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Y e s  

Yes 

Y e s  

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Y es  

Yes 

Branch ChioLs 

Major Const ruct ion  A c t i v i t y  
p r 0 ~ 0 C t  admin i s t r a to r  

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

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

Branch Ch ie f s  

Branch Chi020 

Deputy Di roc to r  

Doputy D i r e c t o r  

Doputy Di roc to r  

Deputy Di roc to r  

- 
Deputy Di rec to r  

I 

I 

i 
I 
I 

i 
I 

i 

I 
I 
I 

3 1.E.3 

3.1.E.4 

3.1.G.1 

3.1.G.7 

3.1.E.1 

' 

10 

3.2.B.l 

3.2.C.1 

3.2.C.6 

3.3.A.2 

3 3 8.1 
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Non-Destructive and Natural Environments Test Facility 



Small Missile Range 

Annex 

2 . 2 . A  Branch Chiofs Yo8 323,390 hours of unconstrained capacity. 

I I 

1 2 . 3 . A  Deputy Diroctor Y os No role tn approvod war plans. 

I 
5 - 

Tochnolo6y Dovolopmont and No (1) Acquisition valuo ( $ 7 5 . 4  mrLLionl usod a8 roplacmont 
Acquisition Plan cost: roplacomant value would bo si~nificantly highor (no 

0stim.t. availabl.). 
(2)  2 upgradom p l w o d .  

3 . 1 . C . l  Environmental Assossmont Yes No limiting onvironmontal or oncroacbmont chuactoriatics. 

- 
3 . 1 . C . S . A  Branch Chiofs Ye8 No tort missions cancolod. 

3 . 1 . C . 6  Branch Chiof8 Yos No tost missions carrcolod. 

I 
I 

3 . 1 . E . 1  Branch Chiofs Yes Typo of tostins is constramod by land; no Land available. 

- 
, 3 1 . E . 2  Branch Chirfs Yes No adjacont land suitablo for erpansron to support now 

missions or incroasod footprints. 

- 
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Small Missile Range 
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Yaa 

Yea 

Yms 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

Yma 

Ymr 

C m  support a l l  ImvaLs of secure opmrations. 

No c a p ~ t a l  projmcta planned. 

13.3 squum miles. 

6 nau t ica l  milea. 

Mountarna. 1.5 s q u u e  milms; Forest/Juryle, 1.5 s q u u a  milea; 
Cultivated Lowland. 10.3 a q u u a  miles. 

i - 
Data not avai lable .  

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

Not rpplicablm; don't  t e a t  a i r  vmhiclms. 

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

Not applicable; don ' t  tmst e lec t ron ic  combat spat- o r  
subayatmlU. 

Not appl icabls ;  don ' t  t e a t  e lectronic  combat ryat- o r  
subsystms.  

Branch Chiefs 

Msjor Construction Activi ty 
p ro jec t  adminiatrator 

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

Branch Chiefs and map of 
f a c r l i t y  

Branch Chiefs 

Branch Chi .is 

Dmputy Director 

Dmputy Dirrctor  

Dmputy Director 

Deputy Dirmctor 

- 
Deputy Director 

I 

I 
I 

. 

3.1.E.3 

3.1.E.4 

3.1.G.l 

3.1.G.7 

3.1.8.1 

l -  
.10 

i 

3.2.B.1 

3.2.C.1 

3.2.C.6 

3.3.A.2 

3.3.B.1 



Small Missile Range 
- - - - 


