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pl The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

rYL 1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

A Dear Chairman Courter: 

On May 4, 1993, representatives of the City of Huntsville will testify at the regional 
hearing of your commission in opposition to the Department of the Army's proposal to 

4 reverse the 199 1 decision to relocate Army armaments acquisition and materiel 
management functions from Rock Island Arsenal to Redstone Arsenal. 

9 We are enclosing additional material for your consideration which demonstrates 
that your 1991 position and the subsequent legislation was correct, that it improved Army 
readiness, that nothing has happened which justifies revisiting this matter and that this 

411 
Army proposal now before your commission is unsupported in logic or fact. 

Asking you to reverse your 1991 decision, the Army, in essence, says: 

- The Headquarters of the Army Materiel Command reviewed your 
decision and rejected it. 

- A substantial one-time investment cost avoidance can be claimed by not 
complying with your decision (and presumable any other Commission 

decision) 

1 - You should now also sanction moving - at significant public expense - 
additional functions from New Jersey to Rock Island because the Army 
has excess capacity at Rock Island and seeks to use it. 

d We do not believe these are compelling reasons to reverse your 1991 decision. 

d 
In 1991, the Army came to the Commission with recommendations that resulted 

from careful study of Army materiel acquisition and logistics functions that began to 
implement a long range plan through a process of consolidation, increased efficiency, 
planned reduction and economy. 

4 
The Commission accepted those proposals. We urge you to stay the course in 1993. 

Bud Crarner 
Member of Congress 
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Bud Cramer, Congressman, 

5th Congressional District of Alabama 

Testimony to BRAC-93 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission. I am Bud Cramer and I represent the 

5th District of Alabama in the House of Representatives. The Army's Redstone Arsenal is 

located in my District. 

I would like to rnank the Commission for giving our community the opportunity to 

discuss with you some issues relating to the 1993 base closure recommendations that affect the 

Army Materiel Command and the Redstone Arsenal. We believe that the decisions made by 

this Commission in 1991 to consolidate Army commodity activities at Redstone Arsenal were 

the correct decisions and that the Army's effort to reverse those decisions this year will not 

withstand your scrutiny. 

With me today are Steve Hettinger, the Mayor of the City of Huntsville, and retired 

Army Brigadier General Larry Capps. 

I would like to proceed by recognizing Mayor Hettinger, who v. ,i present to you an 
overview of the investment that the Huntsville Community is making in response to this 

Commission's base closure decisions in 199 1. 

[Mayor Hettinger will give his presentation.] 



a MEN 

Thank you Steve. I would now like to outline for the Commission the rationale for 1 
reaffirming your recommendations in 1991 relating to consolidations at Redstone Arsenal. I 
General Capps will then address the details of this presentation. 

Redstone Arsenal is one of the Army Materiel Command's commodity installations and 
is the home of the Army Missile Command. Its mission is to conduct, perform, or manage I 
research and engineering, acquisition, logistics management and maintenance support for all 1 
missile weapons systems, subsystems and associated equipment. 1 

The Army has rated Redstone Arsenal its most valuable commodity oriented installation 

and the 2nd most valuable installation in the Army Materiel Command. 

In 1991, the Army Materiel Command had a plan for its future and proposed a long- 

range, well-reasoned process of consolidation, increased efficiency. planned reduction and 

economy. The plan recommended, among other things, the consolidation of commodity 

management activities at Redstone Arsenal to reduce manpower requirements and overhead 

expenses. 

The 1991 BRAC legislation, following the Army's plan and this Commission's 

recommendation, relocated the Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) 

from Rock Island Arsenal to Redstone Arsenal. Merging the armament and chemical 

management functions with the missile management functions would create the Missile. 
Armaments and Chemical Command (MACCOM). This follows a Defense Management 

Report Decision to consolidate inventory control points. At that time the move would have 

brought 1445 personnel to Redstone Arsenal. The Army stated that this move; 

1. Improved the efficiency of Army logistics, 

2, Reduced inventory control points, 

3. Improved supply distribution efficiency, and I 



The recommendation eliminated 1170 positions and saved M5 million each year. The 

payback for the one time costs of the consolidation at Redstone Arsenal was reached within 2 

years. 

The 1991 BRAC Commission, on which some of you served, the President and the 

Congress agreed with the Army's rationale and the consolidation was begun. 

The story we get from the Army this year is surprisingly different. They want to 

reverse the 1991 decision and keep these functions at Rock Island, where they will be 

reorganized under the Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) in Michigan. The Army claims 

that this will save the one time costs of the 1991 consolidations. 

The Army's 1993 logic fails for several reasons; 

1. Primarily it doesn't allow the Army Materiel Command to operate more efficiently 

with fewer dollars, people and installations. 

2. There is no consolidation of inventory control points. 

3. It sanctions split-site logistics operations that are inefficient, and finally, 

4. It proliferates commodity organizations instead of proposing consolidations and 

closures. 

In this time of downsizing the military to meet changed circumstances, we must be 

careful not to proliferate operations. Consolidations and closures must occur to meet today's 

increasing budget constraints, The 1993 Army proposal does not do this. 

In 1991, this Commission agreed with A m y  rationale for consolidation at Redstone 

Arsenal. That rationale is just as valid today as it was 2 years ago. Has anything really 

changed since 199 l? I don't think it has. We urge you to r e a f f m  the 199 1 decision. 

General Capps will now address some of the details and will leave time for any 

questions that you might have. 





STEVE HETTINGER 
Mayor, City of Huntsville 

TESTIMONY TO BRAC 93 

Chairman Courter and distinguished members of the Commission, I am Steve Hettinger, 

Mayor of the City of Huntsville. We are extremely grateful for the opportunity to offer this 

testimony to the Commission. I am representing today more than 250,000 citizens of Huntsville 

and Madison County, a community with an outstanding 50 year relationship with the Department 

of Defense and Redstone Arsenal. Huntsville and the North Alabama community were major 

players in the Army's decision this year to name Redstone as the best medium size Army post in 

the United States in the annual Army Communities of Excellence program. The Huntsville 

community recognizes the need to reduce defense expenditures through realignment, and we 

support these efforts. Employment at Redstone Arsenal over the years has provided a positive 

and significant economic impact to our community. In return, the City of Huntsville has sought 

to provide a high quality of life for the many Redstone employees. The fact that many of these 

employees have chosen to retire in Huntsville following their employment proves our success in 

creating a desirable place to live and work. 

In 1991, the city of Huntsville was tasked once again to prepare the infrastructure needed to 

accommodate a consolidation of Army activities at Redstone Arsenal. The Army Materiel 

Command told us then to get ready. This Commission told us then that the work and jobs from 

Rock Island would be moved to Huntsville. We believed the 199 1 Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission. Based on what is now public law, our community went to work. 

The City of Huntsville staff spent nearly 5,000 hours evaluating and planning for the 

impact of the decisions made by BRAC-91. We modeled the possible impacts to our 

transportation network and made additional commitments to road construction and 

improvements, as needed, to accommodate significant increases in employment and residences. 

We facilitated an agreement with the State of Alabama and the leadership at Redstone Arsenal to 



construct a $150 million parkway across Redstone. Patriot Parkway. as i t  has come to be known. 

is not only one of the state's major road construction projects. but is also an immediate cost 

savings to the Army of $7.3 million dollars, an amount the BRAC Commission was told in 199 1 

would be part of the cost of relocating the mission and jobs from Rock Island to Redstone. The 

Army said i t  needed the money to build access roads on the Arsenal. Those roads will be built. 

at no cost to the Army, because the Huntsville community asked the State of Alabama to provide 

that access. The State of Alabama agreed because it believed the 91 BRAC Commission. 

In addition, the City of Huntsville has expended over $1 million on engineering costs alone 

for four mqor  road improvement projects to improve access to residential areas where additional 

development was expected to occur as a result of BRAC-9 1 .  

The City of Huntsville has extended its existing Cummings Research Park westward to 

accommodate additional Research & Development activities, mostly related to defense and 

aerospace projects coordinated through Redstone Arsenal. Anticipating growth resulting from 

BRAC-91 and future BRAC decisions, the City of Huntsville recently committed to spend over 

$8.1 million in land purchases, infrastructure development and road improvements costs within 

Cummings Research Park West. 

The City of Huntsville and Madison County School Systems and Boards also expect 

significant growth as a result of BRAC-9 1 and beyond. More than $20 million in capital 

improvements is being committed to expand existing city and county schools or add additional 

schools partially as a result of BRAC-91 and future BRAC decisions. 

As you deliberate recommendations in 1993, Huntsville now finds itself as a community 

already committed to providing additional capital infrastructure based on your decision two year 

ago. Yet today, we are a community which stands to lose jobs as a result of recommendations 

being made this year. 

In summary, the recent recommendation to reverse the realignment which this Commissi 

approved in 1991 will cause many questions among communities affected by future BRAC 

decisions. We acted in good faith. We lived up to our part of the deal. We feel that the best 



rP efforts and intentions of BRAC-91 would be undermined by the reversal of the BR AC-9 1 

decision to realign to Redstone Arsenal. The City of Huntsville is ready and to I 
4 work with the Defense Department to support the continuation of the BRAC effort. We believe 

that the City of Huntsville. Madison County and Redstone Arsenal, together. are positioned to 

accommodate significant growth now and in the future. O u r  efforts to date provide ample 

a evidence of this willingness. WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE BRAC-9 1 DECISIONS AS 

ADOPTED, AND WE ARE READY TO CONTINUE WORKING T O  IMPLEMENT THEM. I 
dl THANK YOU. 

rlk 





TO RECOMMEND THE 1991 BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION (BRAC) LEGISLATION 

THAT CONSOLIDATED SELECTED ARMY 

COMMODITY MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES UNDER A 

SINGLE COMMAND AT REDSTONE ARSENAL NOT BE 

CHANGED. 





AMC VISION 2000 TASK FORCE 

ESTABLISHED IN OCTOBER 1990, BY AMC LEADERSHIP TO ACHIEVE ECONOMY OF OPERATION 
THROUGH CONSOLIDATION, BASE CLOSURES, AND COLOCATION OF LIKE ACTIVITIES: 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Reduce AMC strength from over 100,000 
(1990) to approximately 60,000 over 5-7 yrs. 

Consolidate 6 separate AMC commodity Establish DSC at Redstone Arsenal, AL based on 
government-owned land available, the strong commands into a single Development and technological community environment, the Sustainment Command (DSC). reasonable cost of living, the community growth 
potential, and no adverse impacts on other missions. 

Consolidate all depots and arsenals under 
a single Industrial Operations Command (IOC). Establish the IOC at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

Consolidate all separate laboratory activities under Establish the CMRL at Aberdeen Proving 
a single Combat Materials Research Laboratory 0 Ground, MD. 
Command (CMRL). 

Consolidate all test and evaluation activities under Establish the TECOM at Aberdeen Proving 
a single Test and Evaluation Command (TECOM). 

AMC VISION 2000 REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ARMY. ARMY SUPPORTED CONCEPT OF 
CONSOLIDATION, BUT COULD NOT APPROVE ENTIRE PLAN DUE TO UPFRONT COST. 



ARMYIAMC BRAC-91 
RECOMMENDATION 

(REDSTONE ARSENAL CONSOLIDATION) 



BRAC-91 LEGISLATION 
(REDSTONE ARSENAL CONSOLIDATION) . 

JUSTIFICATION 

"Relocate armament, munitions, and Improve overall efficiency of Army 
chemical command from Rock Island 
Arsenal to Redstone Arsenal as part 
of the inventory control point 
consolidations under Defense Consolidate missile and armanent 
Management Report Decision functions into one inventory control 

"Relocate Material Readiness Improve supply distribution Support Activity from 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot to efficiency 
Redstone Arsenal along with the 
relocation of the Logistics Control Achieve immediate return on 
Activity from the Presidio of San investment 
Francisco to Redstone Arsenal." 



IMPACT OF BRAC - 91 
LEGISLATION 

Army began actions required to implement BRAC-91 Legislation. 

- Identified $42M in construction funds required from Congress for new 354,000 sq. ft. facility to 
provide work space for personnel transferred from Rock Island Arsenal, The Presidio of San 
Francisco, and Lexington Bluegrass Army Depot. 

- Requested Congressional authorization and appropriation of construction funds in FY93 Defense 
Budget. (Subsequently approved by the Congress) 

- Initiated the transfer of personnel from The Presidio of San Francisco and Lexington Bluegrass 
Army Depot.. (Personnel moves have begun.) 

City of Huntsville and Redstone Arsenal initiated activities required to support the 
consolidation. 

-- Necessary transportation improvements 

-- Expansion of Cummings Research Park 

-- Capital expenditures for education 

-- Employee retention and relocation efforts 

L 



REAL VALUE OF BRAC-91 
CONSOLIDATION PLAN 

It commits AMC to a long-term consolidation plan with Redstone 
Arsenal as the site for commodity operations and Rock Island 
Arsenal for industrial operations. 

It consolidates similar commodities and missions into one command. 

It  better positions the Army Materiel Command to achieve 
FUTURE commodity consolidations at Redstone Arsenal. 

It complies with DMRD 926 and physically consolidates two national 
Inventory Control Points. 

It provides steady-state annual savings of $45M by relocating the 
Rock Island Inventory Control Point. 

In the Army's own words: "It improves the efficiency of Army 



ARMYIAMC BRAC-93 
RECOMMENDATION 

(REDSTONE ARSENAL CONSOLIDATION) 



NEGATIVE IMPACT OF ARMYIAMC 
BRAC-93 RECOMMENDATION 

Sets precedent that legislated BRAC recommendations are subject to 
subsequent reversal without compelling rationale. 

Does not comply with approved legislation from BRAC-91 nor DMRD 926 
to consolidate national inventory control points. 

Loses recurring savings of $45M per year. 

Proliferates commodity organizations versus consolidation and closure. 

Loses long-term savings potential associated with consolidation of similar 
functions and organizations within AMC. 

BRAC-91 Report to the President, p. 5-22. 

"The Commission did consider alternatives such as 
splitting the inventory control point or separating the 
inventory control point from its parent command. 
However, it determined the DoD realignment to be more 
operationally sound and cost effective." 





RECOMMENDATION I 
REAFFIRM THE COMMISSION'S 1991 RECOMMENDATION 

AND SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION TO CONSOLIDATE ARMY 

COMMODITY MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES AT REDSTONE 

ARSENAL FOR ALL THE REASONS CITED IN THE BRAC-91 

REPORT. 



BG (Ret) LARRY R. CAPPS 
Huntsville, Alabama 

TESTIMONY TO BRAC 93 

Chairman Courter and distinguished members of the Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission (BRAC), I am Larry Capps of Huntsville, AL, a retired U. S. Army Brigadier 

General, former Deputy Commanding General of the U. S. Army Missile Command (MICOM) 

from 1988 to 1991, and a former member of the Army Materiel Command (AMC) Vision 2000 

Task Force in 1990 and 199 1. At the request of Senator Heflin, Congressman Cramer, and 

Mayor Hettinger, I am also here today to represent the citizens of Huntsville and Madison 

County before this Commission. 

(Chart 1) My purpose here today is to recommend that the 1991 Base Closure and 

Realignment Legislation not be changed. That legislation consolidates selected Army 

Commodity management activities under a single command at Redstone Arsenal and requires the 

transfer of related functions and personnel from Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois. We also request 

that without compelling rationale, you should not set a precedent of reversing the 

recommendations of previous BRAC's, particularly those recommendations that were 

subsequently enacted into Public Law. I do not believe you will find any compelling rationale to 

justify the reversal of your previous position. If this presentation has a theme, it is "to stay the 

course." 

(Chart 2) First of all, let me give you some background and historical perspective that led 

to the 1991 BRAC Legislation. The Army Materiel Command, headquartered in Alexandria, 

VA, has primary responsibility for developing, acquiring, and maintaining all Army equipment 

and weapons. To accomplish its mission, AMC has 126 subordinate organizations located at 355 

separate locations; and a work force in 1991 of approximately 105,000 government civil 

servants. Today that workforce is approximately 80,000 civil servants. In 1990, it was 

recognized that the Department of Defense and Army Budgets would decline drastically over the 



coming five to ten years. Hence, a review of AMC's operations was chartered in an 

organizational study titled "AMC Vision 2000", whose purpose was to reduce operating costs 

and improve overall organizational efficiency. The goal was to reduce the civilian work force 

from the then 105,000 to approximately 60,000 over the next five to seven years. It was clear 

then, that to achieve a cutback of 45,000 personnel (or 43% of the workforce) and still be able to 

perform the mission effectively and efficiently, bases would have to be closed or realigned. 

headquarters would have to be eliminated and functions would have to be consolidated at fewer 

installations. These facts have not changed. AMC's Vision 2000 plan recommended, among 

other things, the consolidation of commodity management activities at Redstone Arsenal, AL to 

reduce manpower requirements and overhead expenses. BRAC-9 I approved a subsequent 

"reduced in scope" recommendation and the Congress of the United States authorized and 

appropriated funds to support the transfer of functions and personnel from Rock Island Arsenal, 

to Redstone Arsenal, and to construct new facilities to provide work space for these personnel. 

The FY93 Army submission to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission seeks to reverse 

the 1991 decision (and law) and keep related functions and personnel at Rock Island Arsenal. 

What has changed with AMC's new leadership is to delay the inevitable decision that some 

things will have to go away - - or to accept the inefficiency of too many headquarters and 

unaffordable installations whose personnel overhead requirements surely compete with mission 

accomplishment. 

Mr. Chairman, with your and the committee's indulgence, for the next few minutes let me 

take you step by step through the AMC Vision 2000 process, the subsequent ArmyJAMC BRAC- 

9 1 recommendations, the BRAC-91 Legislation as it pertains to Redstone Arsenal, and the 

impact of that legislation on the actions of the Army and the City of Huntsville. Then I will 

discuss the FY93 ArmyJAMC recommendations to the BRAC Commission and the negative 

impact of those recommendations. 

(Chart 3) In October 1990, the then AMC leadership responding to projected drastic 

budget cuts in the Defense Department; set about to take a serious and thoughtful look at how 



AMC could be restructured and still perform its vital mission of support to the Army's deployed 

forces. The mechanism for this study effort came to be known as " AMC Vision 2000" - or how. 

from a 1990 perspective, would AMC have to change by the year 2000 in order to do its job. 

The objective of this effort was to achieve economy of operation through consolidations, base 

closures, and colocation of like (or similar) activities. Hundreds of AMC personnel were 

involved in this very comprehensive st~ldy effort. I, personally, was the co-chairman of a 

"Process Action Team" of approximately fifty personnel whose function was to look at how the 

six separate AMC commodity commands could be restructured into one command. Those 

commands were the U.S. Army Missile Command (MICOM) at Redstone Arsenal; the U.S. 

Army Aviation Command (AVSCOM) at St. Louis, MO; the U.S. Army Troop Support 

Command (TROSCOM) at St Louis, MO; the U.S. Army Tank-Automotive Command 

(TACOM) at Warren, MI; the U.S. Army Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command 

(AMCCOM) at Rock Island, IL; and the U.S. Army Communications and Electronics Command 

(CECOM) at Ft. Monmouth. NJ. Our study substantiated that it was feasible and desirable to 

consolidate the similar functions of these separate commands into one Development and 

Sustainment Command (DSC) at Redstone Arsenal, AL. Other "Process Action Teams" were 

charged with looking at the functions of other AMC commands. Their work substantiated that: 

1. All depots and arsenals (the industrial functions) could be consolidated under a single 

Industrial Operations Command (IOC) at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

2. All separate laboratory activities could be consolidated under a single Combat 

Materiels Research Laboratory Command (CMRLC) at Aberdeen Proving Ground. 

MD. 

3. All test and evaluation activities could be consolidated under a single Test and 

Evaluation Command (TECOM) at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

In early 199 1, The AMC Vision 2000 Report was submitted to the Army for 

consideration as part of the BRAC-91 process. The Army supported the concept of these 

consolidations; but could not approve the entire plan at the time because of the up front FY92 



and FY93 investment costs. Subsequently. the then AMC leadership divided its concept into 1 
eleven (1 1 )  separate increments that would eventually achieve the desired and required 

consolidations. 

(Chart 4) What was approved by the Army and subsequently submitted to BRAC-9 1 was 

the initial step of establishing a new Missile, Armaments. and Chemical Command at Redstone 

Arsenal by relocating the armaments acquisition and materiel management functions from Rock 1 
Island. IL. This also supported a Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD 926) to 

eliminate one National Inventory Control Point (NICP) by consolidation. The projected savings 

were 1 170 personnel positions and $45M per year in operating expenses beginning in CY95 

when the personnel moves were completed. The one-time investment costs were $27.8M for the 

movement of personnel from Rock Island Arsenal to Redstone Arsenal and $38.3M for the 

construction of new facilities at Redstone Arsenal. The return on investment would be 

accomplished within 2 years after implementation. 

(Chart 5) In mid 1991, the BRAC Commission accepted the Army's recommendation as i t  

pertained to Redstone Arsenal and forwarded it to the President as part of the proposed BRAC- 

91 Legislation. The BRAC-91 Legislation was subsequently passed by the Congress and enacted 

into Public Law. That specific law requires the Army to "Relocate the Armaments, Munitions, 

and Chemical Command from Rock Island Arsenal to Redstone Arsenal as part of the inventory 

control point consolidations under Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD 926)." The 

law also requires the Army to "relocate [the] Materiel Readiness Support Activity from I 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot to Redstone Arsenal along with the Logistics Control Activity 

from the Presidio of San Francisco to Redstone Arsenal." The justification for the BRAC actions 

was to: 

1. Improve overall efficiency of Army logistics. 

2. Consolidate missile and armaments functions into one inventory control point. 

3. Improve supply distribution efficiency. I 
4. Achieve immediate return on investment. 



(Chart 6) With passage of the required legislation. the Army began the necessary actions to 

implement BRAC-91 for Redstone Arsenal. As examples, the Army: 

1. Identified S42M in military construction funds required for a new 354.000 sq. ft. 

facility to provide work space for personnel transferred from Rock Island Arsenal. 

The Presidio of San Francisco, and Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot. 

2. Requested Congressional authorization and appropriation of construction funds in the 

FY93 Defense Budget. (Congress subsequently approved the request.) 

3. Initiated the transfer of personnel from The Presidio of San Francisco and Lexington- 

Bluegrass Army Dept. (Personnel moves are now underway.) 

Similarly, the City of Huntsville and Redstone Arsenal initiated activities to support the 

consolidation effort. Mayor Hettinger very precisely and eloquently elaborated on those 

Huntsville and Madison County actions required to improve the transportation network, to 1 
expand Cummings Research Park. to provide capital expenditures for education. and to aid in 

Army employee retention and relocation efforts. 

(Chart 7) At this point, let's go back and take a summary look at the real value of the 

BRAC-9 I Legislation: 

1. It commits the Army Materiel Command to a long-term consolidation plan with 

Redstone Arsenal as the site for commodity operations and Rock Island Arsenal for 

industrial operations. 

2. It consolidates similar commodities and missions for guns and missiles into one 

command. 

3. It positions the Army Materiel Command to more easily achieve future commodity 

consolidations at Redstone Arsenal. 

4. It complies with DMRD 926 and physically consolidates two national inventory I 
control points. 



5. It provides steady-state annual savings of S45M by relocating the Rock Island 

Arsenal Inventory Control Point. 

6. And. in the Army's own words: *'It improves the efficiency of Army logistics." 

(Chart 8) Now. let's leave 1991 and go forward in time to 1993 and look at the Army and 

AMC recommendations for BRAC-93 as it pertains to the Redstone Arsenal consolidation. This 

year's input would have you reverse the BRAC-91 Legislation and keep the armaments 

acquisition and materiel management functions at Rock Island Arsenal; yet reorganize them in 

place under the Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) at Warren, MI. The projected savings 

are $ l M  for additional personnel savings (over the BRAC-91 plan) and $44M associated with 

the transfer of functions and personnel to Redstone Arsenal. At best, the later is not a savings, 

but a cost avoidance that does not reap the $45M per year in recurring savings of the BRAC-9 I 

Legislation. The AMC justification for this change is that there is a closer alignment between 

armaments and chassis functions than there is between armaments and missile functions. This is I 
a matter of philosophy, but not fact. Also, AMC says the NICP functions can be executed fully 

from Rock Island Arsenal without relocating. I'm sure this is true because those functions have 

been executed at Rock Island Arsenal for a number of years; however, DMRD 926 required the 

consolidation of two NICP's into one and BRAC-9 1 chose that the Rock Island Arsenal NICP 

function be physically consolidated and moved to Redstone Arsenal. In fact, there is very 

specific language on page 5-22 of the BRAC-9 I Report to the President: (and I read), '-The 

Commission did consider alternatives such as splitting the inventory control or separating the 

inventory control point from its parent command. However, it determined the DoD realignment 

to be more operationally sound and cost effective." 

(Chart 9) From the Huntsville perspective, there are some very important negative impacts 

of the AMC BRAC-93 recommendations as they pertain to Redstone Arsenal in particular. and to 1 



1. Sets a precedent that legislated BRAC recommendations are subject to subsequent 

reversal without compelling rationale. but apparently solely due to changes in 

personalities and management philosophy. 

2. Does not comply with approved legislation from BRAC-91 nor DMRD 926 to 

consolidate national inventory control points. 

3. Loses the near-term recurring savings of S45M per year. 

4. Proliferates commodity organizations versus consolidation and closure. 

5. Loses long-term savings associated with consolidation of similar functions and 

organizations within AMC. 

(Chart 10) Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the commission's patience in letting me carry you 

though this bit of history as to how we got to where we are today, and what's changed or not 

changed since the BRAC-9 1 Legislation. Let me conclude by stating that in 199 1 ,  the Army 

Materiel Command had a well thought-out plan for its future and made proposals to the 

Commission that began to implement that long-range plan through a well-reasoned process of 

consolidation, increased efficiency, planned reduction, and economy. The Commission reviewed 

those proposals, found them sound, and accepted them. Subsequently, those proposals became 

the law of the land. The rationale for supporting the consolidation at Redstone Arsenal is just as 

valid today as it was two years ago. 

(Chart 1 1) We ask that you "stay the course" and reaffirm the Commission's 1991 

recommendation to consolidate Army commodity management :.:tivities at Redstone Arsenal for 

all the reasons cited in the BRAC-91 Report. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, we thank you for the opportunity to come 

here today and personally present our material to you. We hope you will continue your very 

important work to a successful conclusion. 





BRAC-93 POSITION PAPER OF THE CITY OF HUNTSVILLE, ALABAMA 

INTRODUCTION 

decisions that significantly affected the operations of the Army Materiel Command and 

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama. Those decisions were the result of intensive evaluation and 

ultimately received Congressional validation when enacted into public law. 

Much of what was done in BRAC-91 was in response to the desire of Congress to 

downsize the military. The Commission evaluated the efficiencies of many bases and 

decided that many of the people-intensive operations in the AMC commodity commands 

were good candidates for consolidation. Redstone Arsenal is one of the facilities affected by 

that consolidation. 

While the conclusions of BRAC-91, with respect to Redstone Arsenal, were the result 

of thorough evaluation, it now appears that the Army has abandoned the wisdom of the long- 

term approach approved two years ago. Some carefully considered decisions of 1991 are in 

jeopardy of being reversed by a sudden change in position by the Army. We strongly urge 

you to reject that effort and reaffirm the conclusions of BRAC-91. We also ask that you not 

set a precedent, without compelling reason, that reverses recommendations made by previous 

BRAC's and subsequently enacted into law. We believe you will find no compelling 

rationale for the change recommended by the Army. 1 
BACKGROUND I 

The U.S. Army Materiel Command ("AMC), supports the development, testing, 1 
buying and maintenance of the Army's equipment and weapons. The Command has 1 



approximately 80,000 civilian employees in 126 organizations at 355 locations and has 

undergone significant downsizing in recent months. 

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama is one of the Command's installations. It is the home of 

the Army Missile Command ("MICOM"). 

In 1990, AMC designed a new command-wide organization capable of efficiently 

performing its mission in the future with significantly fewer dollars, people and installations. 

What evolved from that process was a decision to restructure AMC and depart from the 

existing and inherently inefficient, widely-dispersed commodity-based organization. 1 
BRAC-91 

In 1990, as part of a plan entitled Vision 200Q. AMC decided that it was inefficient to 

maintain a multitude of organizations that served as commodity centers for military supplies. 

The commodity commands perform research and develop, buy, maintain and supply specific 

equipment and weapons to the Army. Generally, each location duplicates the functions of the 

other locations for the various commodities the Army manages. 
. . islon 200Q made several key observations. First, the work of these material 

distribution centers does not require unique facilities or equipment and may be done in 1 
virtually any office building with adequate communication facilities. Second, there is 1 
significant duplication in the multiple centers resulting in too many people. 

To  improve overall efficiency, AMC proposed to consolidate all the commodity I 
management operations into a single command located at Redstone Arsenal. The 1 
management of all Army-owned manufacturing installations and Army depots was to be 1 
based at a second command at Rock Island Arsenal. The consolidations were the 

. . 
cornerstones of the Plan that AMC originally proposed to the Army for BRAC- 

9 1 consideration. 



. . 
The Army ultimately decided that funding of the entire Vision 200Q Plan was not 

feasible and elected to begin the implementation with, among other things, the following 

actions: 

1. Combine the industrial elements of the Armament, Munitions and Chemical 

Command at Rock Island with the Depot Systems Command headquarters, thus creating the 

Industrial Operations Command; and merge the armament and chemical management 

functions and personnel at Rock Island into Redstone Arsenal's missile management 

functions. The new command at Redstone Arsenal was to be named the Missile, Armaments 

and Chemical Command. These consolidations also satisfied the near-term requirement of 

Defense Management Report Decision 926 by reducing the number of inventory control 

points. Additionally, the actions recommended positioned AMC to transfer future 

commodity functions and personnel to Redstone Arsenal as originally contemplated by the 

Vision 200Q Plan. 

2. "Relocate the Materiel Readiness Support Activity from Lexington-Bluegrass Army 

Depot to Redstone Arsenal along with the relocation of the Logistics Control Activity from 

the Presidio of San Francisco to Redstone Arsenal ... The merger of these two activities at 

Redstone will form the Logistics Support Activity." 

The actions proposed by AMC became part of the Army BRAC-91 proposal and 

received approval of the Commission, the President and Congress, 

REALIGNMENT JUSTIFICATION 

While there was a lengthy discussion of the desirability of the realignment, no language 1 
more succinctly validates the benefits of this consolidation than the following BRAC-91 1 
report language: 1 



9)  ncv . , . lthe r u n m e n t l  ~rov ldes  an ~mm&te return on ~nvestmertt. 

The civilian personnel reductions estimated because of this action were: 

-- Original Base Line (positions at Rock Island) 2,406 

-- Positions Required (final figure March 1993) 1,236 

-- Positions Eliminated (by consolidation) 

The one-time costs for this action were: 

-- New Administrative Space at Redstone 

-- People (MovesIPayouts) 

-- Total One-Time Costs 

The report estimated savings at $45M annually beginning in CY95 (1170 positions 

eliminated x $35K annual salary plus $4.7M overhead) yielding a total payback in less than 

two years. 

In response to BRAC-91 Legislation, planning and environmental work necessary to 

implement this consolidation is nearly complete. Although not a military cost of the 

relocation, the City of Huntsville, State of Alabama and Madison County, in response to this 

consolidation, took steps to enhance the infrastructure necessary to support the influx of 

people. All of these local government agencies incurred significant costs to support the 

BRAC-91 relocation. The process has been progressing and, in fact, the personnel moves to 

Redstone Arsenal have begun and are a year ahead of schedule. 

The BRAC-91 decision was well reasoned. It has the effect of giving an immediate 

return on investment in a period when military efficiency is increasingly more important with 1 
each passing day. There is nothing that has changed that would suggest a reevaluation of the 1 
Commission's earlier decision. The following benefits that supported the decisions of 1 



1. Significant efficiencies are gained through the consolidation into one command of 

the materiel management functions for guns and missiles; 

2. The move sets the stage for future AMC commodity consolidations at Redstone 

Arsenal, the facility recently ranked as Number 2 in military value in AMC; 

3. State and local government became the Army's partner when it committed to 

significant infrastructure improvements to accommodate the move; 

4. The realignment provides long-term annual savings of $45M. 

5. The realignment complies with DMRD 926 (consolidation of inventory control 

points); and, 

6. As the Army stated, the move "improved the efficiency of Army logistics." 

The rationale is well documented. The long-term efficiencies are real. The decision of 

the Commission in 199 1 is valid and should remain public law. 

The second decision affecting Redstone Arsenal, approved in BRAC-91, was the 

relocation of two commands to form a new single command, the Logistics Support Activity. 

Because of this action, more than 700 personnel are currently in the process of moving 

to Redstone Arsenal. These people are temporarily housed in Redstone Arsenal in four 

former military barracks buildings pending construction of permanent facilities. 

It is particularly significant that, when initially polled, 86 percent of the federal civilian 

employees impacted by this decision have stated their intent to relocate with their jobs to 

Redstone Arsenal. The percentage is extremely high and well above government experience 

in other relocations (20-22 percent is the range used in government computer models). This 

statistic is a testament to the attractiveness of North Alabama as a relocation site. 

To support the BRAC-91 decisions, the Army combined the new facility requirements 

(and funding) of the Logistics Support Activity and Redstone ArsenaYRock Island 

realignment into a single construction project. The Army requested, and Congress 

appropriated in FY93, $42M in military construction funds to construct 354,000 square feet 



of new administrative space at Redstone Arsenal. Bids for the facility have been solicited, 

received and evaluated. At the point of contract award, the Army, on March 16, 1993, 

delayed the award pending the outcome of BRAC-93. I 
The reason for the delay became apparent a few days later when the Army made public 

its 1993 recommendations to your Commission. The Army decided to abandon its earlier 

recommendations and seek to reverse the BRAC-91 Legislation. 

Since the enactment of BRAC-91 by Congress, there have been key leadership changes 

in AMC. Instead of following the 1990 master plan of commodity command consolidation, 

favored by prior leadership, AMC has established two additional commodity organizations: 

1. The Army Simulation, Training and Instrumentation Command, and 

2. The Army Chemical Biological Defense Agency 

AMC's demonstrated intent to create new organizational entities is directly contrary to 

the stated intent of DoD to achieve efficiency and economy through consolidation. AMC 

now proposes to use the BRAC 93 process to further fragment its operations. 

In 1993, the Army reversed it's 1991 recommendations affecting Redstone Arsenal by 

advocating that the management functions of the U.S. A m y  Armament, Munitions and 

Chemical Command (at Rock Island) not be moved to Redstone Arsenal. As justification for 

this reversal, the Army has cited the immediate cost savings of not relocating over 1000 

employees to Redstone Arsenal. In a statement that completely contradicted its earlier I 
recommendations and the findings of this Commission, the Army stated: 1 

"Return on Investment: Implementing this recommendation will avoid approximately 

$44M while incurring no costs. Annual . . . savings of about $ l M  are anticipated ,from 

eficiencies gained from additional reductions in personnel" 



This recommendation is short sighted and does not meet the long-term objectives that 
. . the Army was attempting to achieve in Vision 200Q and BRAC-91, and should be rejected by 

the Commission for the following reasons: 

1. The reversal does not comply with DMRD 926. National inventory control point 

consolidation is not achieved by long-distance management that results in the duplication of 

services. 

2. The reversal is contrary to Public Law enacted in response to the Commission's 

199 1 findings; 

3. The reversal encourages split-site logistics operations with all its known 

inefficiencies, duplications and recurring costs. In fact, the Commission, on page 5-22 of its 

1991 Report to the President, stated that it, "did consider alternatives such as splitting the 

inventory control point or separating it from its parent command. However, it determined the 

DoD realignment to be more operationally sound and cost effective." 

4. Split-site operations cannot be adequately managed because computer files must be 

integrated. There are no dollars allocated for this difficult and expensive process. 

5. The reversal does not improve Army logistics. Split-site inventory points create 

logistics nightmares that are hardly in keeping with the Army's goal of consolidation. 

6. AMC loses the benefits and opportunities that the $42M for construction of new 

administrative space provides. The loss of flexibility created by the construction of new 

facilities hinders future consolidations at Redstone. 

7. The loss of new administrative space forces the Logistics Support Activity to 

permanently occupy converted barracks space with resultant loss of efficiency and economy. 

8. The Army claims that the immediate $44M cost avoidance is to the benefit of the 

Army but that argument could be used to justify the reversal of any BRAC decision. The 

earlier findings never suggested that there not be an upfront cost to the consolidation plan, 

but rather justified it by citing the long-term savings associated with the consolidation plan. 



BRAC-91 also found that, in a very short period of time, the upfront costs would be recouped 

and after about 1.5 years there would be a gain to the Army. Any other finding is short 

sighted and contrary to the long-term goal of AMC to consolidate its operations and achieve 

long-term efficiencies. 

CONCLUSION 

In 1991, AMC developed a long-term plan for its future and requested that the 

Commission support that plan. That well-reasoned proposal fostered consolidation, 

increased efficiency, personnel reductions and economy -- certainly desirable goals in a 

period of military downsizing and budget reductions. 

The Army's 1993 proposal advocates fragmentation rather than consolidation. The 

proposal promotes the proliferation of new organizations rather than the consolidation of 

existing organizations. Instead of critically examining the desirability of unneeded facilities, 

the Army is proposing the perpetuation of inefficiency through antiquated facilities linked by 

long-distance communications. This position is contrary to the long-term objectives of the 

Commission and should not be supported. 

In two short years, the Army is suggesting that all of its previous studies and analyses 

were wrong. It now proposes that there should be no realignment and that near-term cost 

avoidance is more important than long-term efficiency. Such inconsistency begs the 

question: "What has changed?" The answer is simple: "Nothing." In fact, the Army does 

not argue the long-term savings, it does not argue the correctness of the 1991 decision, it 

simply changed its mind. This inconsistency does not enhance long-range planning. It does 

not encourage efficiency. The decision in 1991 was sound when made. It is still correct in 

1993. 



The Army's current arguments are extremely short sighted, at best, and should be 

rejected by the Commission. We strongly urge you to enforce your 1991 decision, reaffirm it 

in 1993, and not set a precedent of allowing changes to the Public Law without compelling 

rationale. 





Rock Islmd Arsenal, Illinois 

R a c ~ n d a t i o n :  Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission 
regarding Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as follows. Instead of sending 
the materiel management functions of U.S. Army Armament, Munitions 
and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as 
recommended by the 1991 Base Closure Commission, reorganize these 
functions under Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) with the functions 
remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. .- 

Justification: Under the Commission's recommendation in 1991, the 
materiel management functions for AMCCOMts armament and chemical 
functions were to be transferred to Redstone Arsenal for merger 
with U . S .  Anny Missile Command (MICOM). The merger would have 
created a new commodity command to be called the Missile, Armament 
and Chemical Command (MACCOM). This merger allowed one national 
inventory control point ( N I C P )  to be eliminated. 

In December 1992, the Commander of Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
directed that the command's Core Competency Advocates (Logistics 
Power Projection, Acquisition Excellence, Technology Generation) 
review the creation of MACCOM to see if there was a more cost 
effective option to realign Redstone Arsenal. These competency - advocates recommended that the AMCCOMts materiel management 
functions should remain in place as a subset of the NICP at TACOM. 
A closer alignment exists between the armaments and chassis 
functions than between armaments and missiles, making the - .  

reorganization under TACOM more beneficial and cost effective for .-- 
the m y :  

- AMCCOM perfoms approximately $50 million and 500 work 
years for Tank Automotive Command's research and development effort 
compared to only $9 million and 90 workyears for Missile Command. 

- AMCCOM receives $29 million from TACOM versus $0.1 million 
from MICOM for sustainment. I 

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly produce all tanks, howitzers, and 
infantry vehicles. AMCCOM and MXCOM do not jointly produce any 
weapon systems. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM use common contractors and universities, - AMCCOM and TACOM jointly field, manage, and sustain common 
weapon systems. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM share common business practices. 

- Guns have their fire control sensors and computers in the 
vehicle and require extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM and 
TACOM do now. Missiles have their sensors and fire control in the 
missile and are easier to mount on a vehicle, as MICOM and TACOM do 
now. 



L 
The m y  believes that the arnament/chemical materiel 

management functions can be fully executed from Rock Island Arsenal 
1 without relocating. There is precedence for geographic dispersion 

of NICP functions. The U.S. Conununications-Electronic Cornand NICP 
is currently performed at three separate sites. 

11111 
Retention of this activity at Rock Island Arsenall as a 

subordinate element of the TACOM NICPI avoids the expense of 

ill building new facilities at and relocating over lI0OO employees to 
Redstone IVsenal. 

C1 
t u  n v t :  Implementing this recomendation will avoid 
approximately $44 million while incurring no c o s t s .  iinnual steady 
state savings eabout 51 million are anticipated from efficiencies 
gained from additional reductions in personnel. - 

1 Impacts: There are no environmental or cornunity infrastructure 
impediments from this recomendation. 



F o r t  Xonnoutb, New Jersey 

R p c ~ e n d a t i o n :  Realign Fort Monmouth. Relocate the 
headquarters of U.S. A n y  Communications Electronic Comand 
LCECOM) from leased space outside Fort Monmouth to Rock Island 
Arsenal, Illinois and tzansfer the Chaplain School to Fort 
Jackson, South Carolina. Consolidate activities to maximize 
utilization of main post Fort Monmouth. Dispose of excess 
facilities and real property at Evans and Charles Woods sub 
posts, as well as main post, Fort Monmouth. 

Justificatioo: Fort Monmouth ranks fourth out of twelve 
installations in military value. It is a small installation with 
elements located off base in costly leased space. Relocating the 
CECOM Headquarters, an administrative and logistical 
headq~arters, from leased facilities located outside the main 
post of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey to permanent facilities at Rock 
Island Arsenal, Illinois allows the Army to terminate a lease of 
515  million per year with additional savings of over $8 million 
per year in locality pay dif'erential for the civilian workforce. 
A t  the same time it better utilizes the excess space identified 
at Rock Island. Separating the headquarters and administrative 
function from the research and development aspect of CECOM will 
not have an operational impac:. 

d 
Rock Island Arsenal has the infrastructure to support and 

house the headquarters element of CECOM. Currently, Rock Island 
has administrative space to accommodate approximately 1,000 
additional personnel and permanent building space that can be 

d renovated to accommodate even more personnel. The computer 
system center on the arsenal is one of the Army's largest and can 
accommodate the needs of the headquarters. 

Id The Rock Island community infrastructure can accommodate the 
new residents without the need to construct new schools, new 

d 
water and sewer facilities or other public facilities. There is 
abundant housing at reasonable costs and excellent access to 
higher education, both at the graduate and undergraduate level. 

Fort Jackson trains about one half of the basic trainees and 
is the largest recruit training center. It is also the home of 
the Soldier Support Center, which is relocating from Fort 
Benjamin Harrison. The report to the 1991 Commission describing 
the proposed closure of Fort Benjamin Harrison stated that the 
Army planned to collocate the Chaplain School with this Center 
eventually. The transfer of the Chaplain School to Fort Jackson 
benefits not only the Chaplain School's students, but also the 
large population of basic trainees who are beginning a new career 
in the Army, many of whom are separated from their families for 
the first time. The Chaplain School and its staff of chaplains 
will facilitate the trainees' transition to the Army life. 

Return on ZnvesMeat: Total estimated one-time costs for this 
realignment are approximately $93 million. Annual steady state 



Impacts: The realignment of Fort Monmouth will have an impact on 
the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both 
direct and indirect, is 3 percent of the employment base in the 
Monmouth County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. This potential job loss is partially offset 
by the proposed movement of personnel to Fort Monmouth from Vint 
Hill Farms. There are no known environmental impediments from 
this realignment. Environmental restoration will continue until 
complete. There are no known obstacles in the ability of the 
receiving community's infrastructure to support this 
recommendation. 

savings are about 5 2 0  million, with a return on investment in 
three years. 



1 
Latterkonny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

Rocozmnendation: Realign Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) by 
reducing it to a depot activity and placing it under the command 
and control of Tobyhanna Army Depot. PA. Relocate the / . - .  . 
maintenance functions and associated workload to other depot 
maintenance activities, including the private sector. Retain 'the 
conventional ammunition storage mission and the regional Test 
Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) mission. Change the 
recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding Letterkenny as 
follows. Instead of sending Systems Integration Management 
Activity East (SIMA-E) to Rock Island Arsenal. Illinois, as 
recommended by the 1991 Commission, retain this activity in 
place. Retain the SIMA-E and the Information Processing Center 
at Letterkenny until the Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) completes its review of activities relocated under Defense 
Management Review Decision (DMRD) 918. The activities of the 
depot not associated with the remaining mission will be 
inactivated, transferred or otherwise eliminated: Missile 
maintenance workload will not consolidate at Letterkenny. as 
originally planned. However. Depot Systems Command will relocate 
to Rock Island Arsenal, where it will consolidate under the 
Industrial Operations Command there, as approved by the 1991 
Commission. 

I 4 Justification : The decision to realign LEAD was driven by the 
results of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review 
of roles and missions in the Department of Defense. As part of 

d this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot Maintenance 
Consolidation Study. The study identified a significant amount 
of excess depot capacity and duplication among the Services. 

I 
4 The Army has concluded that the projected ground systems and 

equipment depot maintenance workload for fiscal year 1999 is not 
sufficient to maintain all of the ground systems and equipment 

1 depots. 

In drawing the conclusion to downsize LEAD, the Army 
considered the following factors: relative military value of 
depots; the future heavy force mix; reduced budget; workforce 
skills; excess capacity; ability of the depots to accommodate 
workload levels; the proximity of the depots to the heavy for 
in the U.S.; and the resulting savings. 

the 

new 
ces 

SIMA-E performs computer systems design and data management 
functions for a variety of activities. This organization is 
transferring to the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) in 
1993. Retention keeps this activity focused regionally upon the 
customer. SIMA-West is located in St. Louis and supports 
functions in the western portion of the U.S. DISA advised the 
A r x  that there were no advantages or savings s d  relocatlon 
to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. Less than 25% of the work performed 
by SIMA-E is associated with the Industrial Operations Command at 
~ b c k  Island Arsenal. 



Return OD InvestlDant: Total estimated one-time costs for this 
realignment are approximately $106 million. Annual steady state 
savings are about $30 million, with an immediate return on 
investment. 

Inpact.: The realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot will have a 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employmen 
loss, both direct and indirect, is 7 percent of the employment 
base in the Franklin County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. There are no significant 
environmental impediments from this realignment. Environmental 
restoration will continue until complete. There are no known 
obstacles in the ability of the receiving communityts 
infrastructure to support this recommendation. 





ARMYIAMC BRAC-93 
ASSERTIONS 

ASSERTION; "The Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) and the Tank 
Automotive Command share common business practices." 

RESPONSE; All Army Materiel Command commodity commands share common business 
practices, not just the two cited by the Army. 

ASSERTION; "Guns have their fire control sensors and computers in the vehicle and require 
extensive joint integration, as the Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command 
and the Tank-Automotive Command do now. Missiles have their sensors and fire 
control in the missile...." 

Not true and not relevant. The wire guided TOW anti-tank missile, which is 
managed a t  Redstone, for example, is mounted on numerous ground and air 
vehicles. Its fire control system is in the vehicle (not in the missile). Also, the 
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) family of missiles (to include the new 
ATACMS) has its fire control in its track mounted launch vehicle. In addition, the 
attack helicopter fleet (managed by the Aviation and Troop Support Command) 
requires joint integration of its fire control (in the helicopter), its guns (managed by 
the Armaments Munitions and Chemical Command, its missiles (managed by the 
Missile Command, and its communication equipment (managed by the 
Communications and Electronics Command). 



ARMYIAMC BRAC-93 
ASSERTIONS 

ASSERTION; "The Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command performs approximately $50 
million and 500 work years for the Tank Automotive Command's research and 
development effort compared to only $9M and 90 work years for the Missile 
Command...The Armaments, Munitions and Chemical Command receives $29M from 
the Tank Automotive Command versus $O.lM from the Missile Command for 
sustainmentet ' 

RESPONSE All three of these Army Materiel Command commodity commands spend billions of 
dollars annually. The numbers cited ($50M/$29M) are a minuscule portion of the 
annual budgets of these commands, not a justification to pick one over another to 
merge with the third. 

ASSERTION; "The Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command and the Tank-Automotive 
Command jointly produce all tanks, howitzers and infantry vehicles. The Army 
Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command and the Army Missile Command do 
not jointly produce any weapon systems." 

RESPONSE This assertion conveniently omits mention of the close and continuing relationship 
between the Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command and the Missile Command 
over many years. Most Army missile systems have warheads and fuses that are 
developed and procured by the Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command. 







Airlift is the critical element of success of JCS 
worldwide mission 

Kelly is the largest engine depot - Highest volume, 
largest facility, largest workload 

Kelly is the only DOD depot that can support 
the C-5 
- C-5 is the only outsize cargo-capable aircraft 

currently in the U.S. fleet 
- 23 years of C-5 management and 

maintenance experience at Kelly 
- Only hangar in the DOD which can hold 6 C-5's - Only depot able to  repairhest C-5 engine (TF39) 
- Only modern paint and corrosion control facility 

large enough for the C-5 
- Best quality record in  large aircraft repair 
Kelly support integral t o  the C-130 
(Tactical Airl ift Workhorse) 

- Only DOD depot repairing C-130 engine (T56) - USAF, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard T56 
engines repaired at Kelly - 7 years experience in depot repair of C-130 

Kelly wi l l  manage and maintain the C-17 
(the newest airlift aircraft) 
- Kelly management personnel already 

involved in  support - Depot activation for C-17 at Kelly being planned 
- New engineering facility built exclusively for C-17 
Co-located management and depot repair 
provides an integrated process for: 

- Aircraft (C-5 and later C-17) and engines 
(TF39 and T56) - On-the-spot engineering and 
management decisions 

433rd Military Airl ift Wing (C-5) located at Kelly 
- 12% of C-5 fleet 
- Reserve Unit that has been first to deploy 
Kelly able to  expand with existing facility 

Excellent weather for outside work 

Engines managed and repaired solely at Kelly are 
critical t o  USAF operations 
- TF39 (C-5) and T56 (C-130) 
- F100 engine powers the F-15 and F-16, the 

front line fighter aircraft in the USAF 

Recent absorption of intermediate (wing-level) 
F100, TF39, and T56 workload puts Kelly directly 
i n  the line of support t o  USAF units 
Kelly i s  the lowest cost engine producer in DOD 

- Repair at other DOD depots costs $22 million to  
$39 million more per year 

Only ALC where Foreign Air Forces have come for 
depot maintenance (F100 upgrade for 
Saudi ArabiaJPortugal) 
Most modern engine depot in DOD 
- $615 million investment 
- $29 million in  facilities and equipment in  

last 5 years 
- Unique one-of-a-kind capabilities exist at Kelly 
Best multi-skilled and experienced engine 
work force in  DOD - Best quality record with 
99.9% defect free performance 
Able to  expand engine work with existing 
facilities 

Only 24 bourn day a week air base providing 
mobility link to Southern Hemisphere 

Primary USAF support activity for "Just Cause" 
Major support activity for "Desert ShieldlStorm" 

- 64% of items for airlift support came from Kelly - Shipped 590,000 components - More than any 
other ALC 

- Surged 19 C-5 and 6-52 Aircraft - Second only to 
the 41 C-141s from WR-ALC 

- Shipped 17 million pounds of munitions 
- 309 aircraft loads of munitions in  191 days 
- 45% of aircraft carrying munitions from U.S. 

Kelly workload continues even wi th planned 
force structure reductions 

- C-5 work grows as the aircraft ages 
- F100 engine in  use well into the 21st Century 
- Major support of all Automatic Test and Support 

Equipment for USAF aircraft 

Kelly manages USAF {and NASA) fuels and USAF 
nuclear weapons 
Kelly manages more items than any other ALC 
- Moving this management would create major 

disruptions in  support 

Labor cost of maintenance lower than other 
DOD depots 

- Cost is $10-$15 a hour less than Navy depots 
- Moving Kelly maintenance to Navy depots 

would cost $60-$90 million more per year 
Kelly manages more foreign military sales than 
any other ALC 

Largest repair capabilities in  DOD would 
have to be moved 
Re-creating unique and high-tech facilities would 
cost $I billion 
Largest ALC population in  DOD would be affected 

Kelly downsized by 8,000 since 1990 
(equivalent t o  2 Navy depots) 
41 Tenants at Kelly 
- Major support to USAF mission 
- Defense Information Systems 

Regional Megacenter 
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Steve Hettinger, Mayor 

City of Huntsville 
P.O. Box 308 

dm Huntsville, Alabama 35804 
(205) 532-7304 

April 25, 1993 

General Joe W. Rigby 
Commanding General 
USAMICOM 
Redstone Arsenal, AL 

Dear General Rigby: 

In preparing for testimony before the Base Closure and Realignment 
Couanission scheduled for May 4, 1993, in Birmingham, I was provided a copy 
of a January 23, 1993, Information Paper from Mr. James R. Davidson, Chief 
of the BRAC Office. In this document it is stated that ". . . Cdr, MICOM 
was reluctant to accept the mission for the armamentlchemical commodities 
for even 1245 authorizations, testament to fact that colocation would not 
result in any personal savings." Is this a valid concern or one that you 
have expressed to AMC leadership? 

Once again our community welcomes the opportunity to assist the army in the 
execution of its mission. Call on me at any time. 

Sincerely, a 
Steve Hettinger 
Mayor 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARMY MISSILE COMMAND 

REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 35898-5000 

May 3, 1993 

dl Office of the Commanding General 

Honorable Steve Hettinger 
Mayor of Huntsville 
Municipal Building 
Huntsville, Alabama 

Dear Mayor Hettinger: 

I am responding to a question raised in your letter 
of April 25, 1993. 

Regarding the Headquarters, Army Materiel 
Command memo, dated January 23, 1993, which states: 
"Commander, MICOM, was reluctant to accept the mission 
for the armament/chemical commodities for even 1245 
authorizations, testament to fact that colocation would 
not result in any personnel savings." 

The statement attributed to me is in error or 
quoted out of context. The number of personnel to be 
transferred with the mission was of concern to me. I 
did raise it in discussions preceding the AMC decision. 
The point I made was that with the number of personnel 
reduced to 1245, mission accomplishment would be 
difficult unless the group was moved to Redstone and 
consolidated with elements of the Army Missile Command 
which could then provide adequate base and headquarters 
support. Isolated at Rock Island, I was concerned that 
a group of 1245 individuals would have to use some of 
its people for base and headquarters support; thereby 
reducing even further the number of personnel available 
to perform the primary mission of armament/chemical 
commodity management. 

Sincerely, 

jor ~eneral, U.S. Army 
Commanding 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 





TEAD REORGANIZATION 

MISSION MISSION 
TOTAL DIR OH BASOPS 

--- - - - 

TEAD 1965 1029 381 555 

Sacramento Spaces 75 0 0 75 

TOTAL 2040 1029 381 630 



Tooele Army Depot TDA Totals 

CIVILIAN 

MILITARY 

TOTAL 

REQUIRED AUTHORIZED 

2045 1965 
(5) Toxic Chemical Demil Facility 

(75) Sacramento Support 
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1 TITLE: OFC OF THE CDR UICDR: iJOrlYAA TPACO: XH PPKO: NE 
001 01 COIIRAHDER 06 91A97 bY?2 OD K A A Q ZGSZOOOO BM AD64 i 1 4 P v  

FIG i Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO 5AH AM 1 1 
- -, 

€9 6X50 031 O l A  DE? ZR SGT 
001 G: CIV EXEC ASST 15 ~]i;:$l GN C B D Y ZGSZOOOO BAH ADGA 1 1 4 p v  

001 03 ADPIINS? 11 00301 GS C C F Y ZGSZW0 BAH ANA 1 4 7 v  

001 34 SECY (STENOIGA; 08 00318 GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO PAH ADM 1 1 3 '? v 

PGRA6lWl 001 TOTALS: 5 3 

009 TITLE: CFU) SF STAFF OFC 
009 01 NUN MllTL ST OFC 
009 02 S ATNY ADV (GEM 
009 03 LEGAL OFCR 
009 04 CHEn SURETY OFCR 
009 05 ATTNY AW (GEN) 

..._ , 009 06 UEN SURETY SP 
009 07 AUDITUR 
009 08 PUB AFFAIRS SP 
009 09 CMPLIANCEOFCR 
009 10 PUB AFFAiRS SP 
009 11 PROC ANAL 
009 12 TRN INST rcn SUR) 
OW 13 i'lGTASST(W) 
009 14 PARALEG SP (OA) 
009 14A AiDITOR ASST 
009 15 LEGAL CU( (MI 

01.3 TITLE: PROD ASSUR OFC 
013 01 CdIEF 
013 02 SUPV C+,MIST 
013 03 SUPV @A jPEC 
013 04 CHRlIST 
015 05 QASPEC 
013 06 CHEMIST 
013 07 QA SPEC 
013 08 QA SP !MNT MTRL) 
013 08A PHYS SCIENCE TECH 
013 09 SECY (STENOIOA) 
013 10 PROT EQ RPR 

UICDR: 
13 01910 
12 01320 
12 01910 
11 01320 
11 01910 
11 01910. 
09 01910 
09 01910 
09 01311 
06 00318 
07 04816 

TPACO: XH PPCICO: NE 
OD K Y Y Y MUD0000 HWC ADLS 
GH C B D Y ZGSZOOOO BYA ADGA 
JA K E F Y ZGSZMOO BY4 ADGA 
Gf4 C C F Q MLAVOOOO X3D ADLS 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO BY& ADGA 
GS C C F Q MLAVOOOO XDD ADLS 
GS C C F Y Z6SZ0000 CSA ADM 
GS C C F Y ZGSiOOOO BKA ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO BAH A36A 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO Wk ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBA ADGfl 
6S C C F Y RLAVOilOO XDD ADLS 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO BAH ADM 
GS C Y Y Y ZSSZOOOO BYA ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ00O0 CGA ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZSSZO000 BYA ADGA 

PMAGRCIPH 009 TOTALS: 21 16 

WOtMM TPACO: XN PPACO: NE 
@l C C F Y MDZMOC~OO 1424 ADMD 
GS C Y Y Y MD2fl0000 NJA ADMD 
@3 C C F Y MD2M0000 NJA ADIlD 
6S C Y Y Y MDulOO00 NJA ADM 
GS C Y Y Y RD2Mw0 NJA ADMD 
GS C C F Y MDUlOOOO NJA AMD 
GS C Y Y Y MD2MOOOO NJ'A ADND 
GS C Y Y Y PlD2M0000 NJA ADND 
GS C Y Y Y HD2MOO00 NJA ADHD 
6S C C F Y NDmOO00 NJA ADHD 
1)6' C Y Y Y ND2M0000 NJA ADMD 

pI\RAGRAPH 013 TOTALS: 30 30 

045 TITLE: DIR LF RESOURCES UICDR: WOmrCICl TPCO: XH PPKO: NE 
045 01 DIRECTOR 14 W501 6n C C F Y ZGSZOOOO YFlJ A D M  1 1 

(r 015 
02 SECY (STENOICM) 06 00318 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO YAJ ADGA 1 1 
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P&A LINE N R S R  T S F V  
NO IiU POSITIO~~TITLE GR FOSCO D ASIC0 LICCO LPIHD BRNCH T Q T Q M O  SLJC HDEP RllSTR WTR PEfiF1KS 5 ' G P 
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PARWWH 045 TOTALS: 2 2 

050 TITLE: W RES DIV 
050 01 CHIEF 
050 G2 PERS STAFF NM] 
050 03 SPV PEZS ffiT SP 

1 050 04 SFV PERS RGT SP 

1 050 05 EBUAL ENPL HGR 
, 050 06 PERS ffiT SP 

050 07 PERS HGT SP 
050 08 LAB REL SP 
050 09 PERS MST SP 

' 050 10 PERS MGT SP 

i 050 11 PERS NGT SP 
050 12 EMPL DEV SP 
050 13 EGUAL EWL SP ' 050 14 PERS A3f: (OA) 1 050 15 PERS ASST lOA) 

/ 050 16 SECY (OA) 
050 i7  PER K T  CLK (OA) 
050 18 PER ACT CLI (OA) 
050 19 E W  GF ASST 
050 20 PERS CLK (OA) 
050 21 PERS CLK (OA) 
050 22 m CLK (OA) 

UICDR: 
13 00201 
Eb 7S30 
12 00201 
12 00201 
12 00260 
12 00201 
12 00201 
12 00233 
11 00201 
11 00201 
11 00201 
11 00235 
11 00260 
07 00203 
07 00203 
07 00518 
Oh 00203 
06 00?03 
06 00361 
05 00203 
05 00203 
04 00203 

WOMHM TPACO: Xff 
GR 
NC 
GS 
Gs 
ffi 
6s 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 

PPACO: NE 
C C F Y ZGSZOOOO RDC AW 
I Y Y Y Z6SZOW PBD fWl 
C C F Y  rlDZHOOOOREZ~ 
C C F Y 265Z0000 REZ fW4 
C Y Y Y Z6SZ0000 RM ADGA 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO REZ ADGA 
C Y Y Y MD2R0000 REZ ADMD 
C Y Y Y ZGSZO000 RBC AM 
C C F Y NDmOW REZ AIWlD 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOW REZ bM 
C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 RIM A M  
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO RDB ADGA 
C Y Y Y Z6SZ0000 RCA ADM 
C Y Y Y ND2M0000 REZ ADMD 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO REZ AWill 
C C F Y ZGSZOOOO RDC AMjR 
C Y Y Y flD2HO000 REZ ADHD 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO REZ ADGA 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO BLB ADGA 
C Y Y Y RD2ff0000 REZ ADHD 
C C F Y ZGSZOOOO REZ ADGA 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO REZ ADGA 

PARAGRAPH 050 TOTALS: 58 50 

055 TITLE: FISCAL MS D I V  UICDR: WOMHAA TPACO: XH PPACO: NE 
055 01 CHIEF 13 005Ul GM C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FAA ADGA 1 1 2 P v 
055 02 OPER ACCT 12 00510 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 FEE ADGA 1 1 TI 

L ' V  

055 03 PROG ANAL 11 00343 GS C Y Y Y ZffiZ0000 DBA A M  1 1 2 7 v 
055 04 OPER ACCT 11 00510 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FDA ADGA 2 1 4 P 

PARAGRAPH 055 TOTALS: 5 4 
.- 

' 05% TITLE: PRO6& BUI) El? 
05% 01 CHIEF 
055A 02 BUD AN& 
055A 03 BUD ANAL 
05% 04 BUD ANAL 
055A 05 BUD ANAL 
055A 06 SECY (OAi  

UICDR: ilOHflAA TPACO: XM PPNO: NE 
13 00560 GH C C F Y ZGSZGUOO FFE ADGA 1 1 7 r v  

& 

12 00560 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOCOO FFE ADM 2 2 2 ;  v 
11 00560 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FFE ADM 3 3 * j .. v 

11 00560 GS C Y Y Y HD?M0000 FFE AMlD 1 1 ? F $  

09 00560 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 FFE ADGA 3 2 
, - 
't r 

05 00318 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 FFE ADGA 1 1 : ; v  
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S I P P P  . C E C  
Q D S P P  ' i F 0  
I E I S S  t S L N  

PARA LINE C) .. N R S R  ‘ S A V  
NO NO POSITiON TITLE (jR POSCO D ASIC0 LICCO LPIND BRNCH T D T Q AtlSCO S& HDEP ciQSTR M T R  PERMS f i G F' 

TITLE: PROD NGTfWAL BR UICDR: WClMMAll 
01 CHIEF 12 06343 
02 f f iT  ANAL 11 o u 3 3  
03 . PROG Liili- !1 00343 
04 MGT ANAL 11 00343 
05 PROG IhW 09 00343 
06 MET ANAL 09 00343 
07 RGT AWL 09 00343 
G8 YGT &Si (ON 07 00344 
09 f f iT  ASST (04) 05 00344 

TPACO: X I  PPfU3: NE 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FGD Am 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 F,iD ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOWU FGE ADGR 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 FED ADGll 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO F5E A M  
GS C Y Y Y HDMOOOO FGE AMID 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FGD ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZCiSZOGOO FGD AKA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FGD ADM 

/ 055C TITLE: FIN P A Y W  BR 
05% 01 CHIEF ! 055C 02 LD CIV PAY TECH 

I 055C O3 VOCCHEi EXAH 
055C 04 CIV PAY TECH 
055C 05 VOUCHER EXAH 
055C 06 VOUCHER EXM 

UICDR: 
08 00503 
07 00544 
06 00540 
06 00544 
05 00540 
05 00540 
05 00544 
03 00326 

TPACO: PPACO: 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FCr. A M  
ffi C Y Y Y  ZGSZOOOOFCBNlGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FCD ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FCB A M  
GS C Y Y Y Z6SZO000 FCE A M  
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO FCD AD64 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOO00 FCB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y Z6SZO000 FCK ADG4 

055C 07 CIV PAY TECH 
055C 08 OA CLK 

PMMAPH 055C TOTALS: 

060 TITLE: INFO FiES DIV 
060 01 CHIEF 
060 02 ISSO/SEC &I? 
060 03 SECY ISTENO/OA) 

UICDR: WOtIHAA 
14 00301 
11 00301 
06 oosia 

TPACO: XH PPMO: NE 
El! C B 0 Y 26520000 DGA AD@ 
6S C B D Y ZGSZOOOO DGA AM 
6S C C F Y ZGSZOOOO DGA ADGA 

PARAGRAPH 060 TOTALS: 

ObOA TITLE: VIS IkFO SPT 0R 
, 060A 01 CHIEF 

ObOA 02 TV PROU SPEC 
060A 03 PHOTO 
ObOA 04 AV PROD SPEC 
O60A 05 VIS INFO ASST 

UICDH: WI~flM 
14 00301 
09 01071 
07 01060 I 

07 01071 
05 01001 

TPACO: X f l  PPIICO: NE 
GM C C F Y ZGS110OG0 DGA NUlN 
GS C C F Y ZGSAWClO DFC XUlH 
GS C C F Y ZGSAOOOO DFB I4UlH 
GS C C F Y ZGSGOrjOO DFC RUlH 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSAO060 DFH MJlH 

S'v 
- P v  
4 .v 
T - v  
7 Z q  

PARAGRAPH Ob0A TOYALS: 

ObOB T!iLE: ItiFO RES MGT EH 
0608 C I  CHIEF 
"600 02 CWT SP 

TPA2O: XN PPACO: NE 
GH C B D Y ZGSZOOOCI DGA AOGA 
GS C C F Y ZGSZ0000 DGA AW 
GS YP C F Y ZGSZOOOO DGA ADGA 
GS C B D Y ZGSZOOOO DGA ADGA 
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I P P P  S - ; i C  
0 D S P P  ; . i F C  w I E I S S  S 3 L K  

PARA L I K  o N R S R  T S A V  

NO NO PCSITIM TITLE GR POSCO D ASIM LlCW LPIND W H  T 0 T 0 AHSCO SWC W RQSTR lKlSTR PERKS 5 T G P 

075 01 DIRECTOfi 14 01101 
075 02 ADMIN SP 09 00301 
075 03 SECY (STENO/OA) 05 00318 

6H C C F Y ZGSZOOOO GCC IW)6A 1 1 2 2 ~  
GS C Y Y Y Z6SZ000(] GZZ LM I 1 2 P v  
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GCC AWI 1 1 5, i v 

? A R M  075 TOTALS; 3 3 

080 TITLE: CONTRACTING D!V UICDR: W O M  TPKO: XM PPIICO: E 
080 01 CHIEF 13 01102 Gn C  Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 GCC ADGA 1 1 

PIWWPH 080 TOTALS: 1 1  

I 
I OBOE 1 OBOE 
I 0808 
I 0600 

OBOB 
080B 
0800 
MOB 
0800 

TITLE: SUPPORT BRANCH 
01 CHIEF 
02 PROC M Y S T  
03 CNT PRCICST W 
04 CNPT S? 
05 CNT PRC/CST AtW 
06 CWT SP 
07 PROC ANAL 
08 FfiK A M  
09 PROC CLK (OA) 

TITLE: CONTRACTING BR 
01 CHIEF 
02 CONTRACT SPEC 
03 CON: '.IEG?T:ATOR 
04 COtiTRACT ADMIN 
C5 CDNTFiXT SPEC 
66 CONTRAC' SPEC 
07 CJNTRACT 4i)MIN 
OB PROC ELI: 

I OBOC TITLE: PIRWSING BR 
08% 01 CHIEF 
080C 02 LD FURCH AGENT 
080C 03 PURCH AGENT 
080C 04 PURCH HGENT 
0BOC 05 PllRCH AGENT 
080C 06 PROC CLK 
080C 07 PROC CLI: 

UICDR: WOmAll 
12 01102 
12 01102 
12 01102 
12 00334 
11 01102 
11 00S4 
11 01102 
09 01!02 
04 01106 

UICDH: WONMA 
12 01102 
12 01102 
11 01102 
11 01:02 
11 01102 
09 01102 
09 01102 
04 0110s 

OBOC 00 PROC CLK 04 OllOb 

TPEO: XN PPACO: M 
6S C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GM MEA 
6S C Y Y Y  ZGSZOOOO6MADGA 
GS C  Y Y Y iGSZOOO0 GBB AN3 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO DND A m  
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOW DND ADGA 
GS C  Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 GAA ADOA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GAA ADGfi 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOWO GAA ADGA 

PARAGRAPH 080A TOTALS: 

TPEO: XM PPACO: NE 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBC ADGI\ 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 GBC ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBC ADGh 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ51100 GBD A K A  
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBC GDGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ6000 GbC ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBD ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBA ADGA 

PARAGRAPH OBOB TOTALS: 

TPACO: xn PPACO: NE 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 GBE AD6A 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GEE ADGA 1 1 
GS C  Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GbE ADM 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GEE ADGR 9 6 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GEE ADM 9 b 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GEE ADGIl 1 0 
GS C Y Y Y HD2rWlOl)r) GEE AMlD 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBE ADGA 2 2 
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PARAGRAPH O8OC TOTfUS: 25 18 

080D TITLE: CONTZkCT ADMIN SR UICDR: WW TPACO: XM FPACO: NE 
080D 01 MIEF 12 01102 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO GBD MlY 1 0 
080D 62 COFiTR ADHIN 12 01102 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 GBD ADGA 2 0 
OBOD 03 CCNT ADY 11 01102 GS C Y Y Y ZSSZ0000 GBD AD6A 2 0 
O8GD 04 CONTR ADBIN OF 01102 GS C Y Y Y 26520000 GBD 4DGA 1 0 
080D 05 PROC CLK 05 01106 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 GBD ADGA 3 0 
080D 04 PROC !%K 04 01106 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO 6BD A H  3 0 

TITLE: BUS f f i T  OFC 
01 CHIEF 
62 MGT AKAL 
05 INDSPIGEN) 
04 CDNTRACT SP 
05 INC SP GEN 
06 TRANS SVC SP 
07 IND SPEC (EENJ 
08 MGT GSST 
09 MINT WI(R SWV 
10 MINT WI(;H 

11 HAINT WKR 

TITLE: DIH IN0 R!SK RGT 
01 DIRECTOR 
02 SECi (STENG/3A) 

TITLE: DATGBASE MGT UFC 
01 SUPV PROG ANAL 
02 PRDG ANAL 
02A PROG AEWL 
03 PRWjANAL 

04 ADfl SPT AST (013) 
04A ENV PRT AST (OA) 
05 OA CLE 

11' 13 TIRE: SAFETY DIV 

UICDR: WOHHM 
14 00340 
12 00343 
12 01150 
12 01102 
11 01150 
11 (30301 
09 01150 
05 06344 
08 04749 
06 04749 
05 04749 

PARAGRAPH 080D TOTALS: 12 0 

TPACO: XM PPAMI: NE 
Gfl C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 BAH VCAP 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 BAH ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y HD2M0000 C!Z AOND 
GS C Y Y Y MDZMOOOC CZZ ADHD 
GS C Y Y Y HDZRWW CZZ ADHD 
GS C Y Y Y ZG!30000 BAH VCAP 
GS C Y Y Y ND2M0050 C Z Z  ADND 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSWOCIOO BAH VCAP 
WS C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JHE ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSY000:S JHE ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSYO000 JiiE ADM 

'PARAGRAPH 085 TOTALS: 19 16 

UICDH: WOnMC\A TPACO: Xfl , PPACO: NE 
14 00819 G I  C C F O ZGSZOOOO JFA ADGA 1 1 
06 00318 GS C C F Y ZGSZ0000 JFA ADGA 1 1 

PARClGRWH 120 TOTALS: 2 2 

TPACO: XM PPIICO: NE 
GH C C F Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VM 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFli ;KNC 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VENC 1 0 
GS C C F Y ZGSEOOC@ JFA VENC 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSE0000 JFA VENC 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSEGOOO JFA VENC 1 0 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JFA ADGA 1 1 

PARAGRCIPH i21 TOTALS: 8 6  

UICDR: WNHAA TPACO: XM PPACO: IiE 

2 , v  
' :, 
- ,  
< -, * - $' 

??, ,  ., 3 i : V  
2 ? v  
'2 7 v 
C ' v  
4 = v  
t , : v  

4 = t  
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S I P P P  L - E :  

w 
P A M  LIKE 

D S F P  
E I S S  
N R S R 
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CHIEF 
SAFETY ENGH 
ItiD HYGIENST 
SAF Ci, ~ L T H  S f  
SAFETY EMGfi 
SGFETY EXGR 
SAFETY ENBR 
SF OCC K T H  Sr" 
SAF OCC K T H  S? 
9 C Y  (JA) 
C W  CLK (OA) 

GH C C F Q ZGSZWOO ChB 
GS C C F Y ZGSZ0000 CHB 
GS C Y Y Y flD2RWOO CHB 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO CHB 
GS C C F Y NLADOOOO CHB 
GS C Y Y Y MLAVWOO CHP 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZONX CHJ 
5S C C F Q ZGSZOOW CHB 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOUO CHB 
65 C C F Y ZGSZOOOO CHP 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO CHB 

PARAGRAPH 122 TOTALS: 

(\m 
A M  
AWID 
RDG A 
ADLS 
ADLS 
bD6A 
ADGA 
AQGA 
ADR 
AM; A 

123 TITLE: ENVIRON NGT DIV UICDR: W O M  TPACO: XN PPhCO: NE 
1 

. - 
14 00819 GN C Y Y Y 26SEOO00 JFA VENC 1 - ' V  ' 123 O l  CHIEF 

GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VENC 1 1 $ 2  \. 
123 1.12 SECY iC$ t  05 00318 

123G TITLE: HRZ NASTE HGT BR UICDR: YOmM 
123A 01 SUPV ENV EN6R 13 00819 

' 123A 02 ENVIRDN ENGR 13 00819 
1 1 2 3  0: ENVIRON ENGR 12 00819 

1 2 3  05 ENVIRON PROT SP 12 O O O Z ~  

j 
123A 0% ENVIRON ENGR 11 00819 
1234 06 ENVIRON PROT SP 11 00028 . 
123A 07 IND WASTE WKR 07 06901 

I 

PARAZWH 123 TOTALS: 2 2 

TPGCO: xn PPACO: NE 
GPl C Y Y Y Z6Si0000 JFA VENC 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VENC 
6S C Y Y Y Z6SE0000 JFA VENC 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VENC 
GS C Y Y Y Z6SE0000 JFb VENC 
6S C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA UENC 
W6 C Y Y Y NDmOOOO JFA ADMD 

1 

PARAGRAPH 12% TOTAS: 

123B TITLE: ENVIRON PROG BR IJICDR: UOMEKIA TPGCO: XN PPACO: H 
123B 01 S W  ENV ENGR 13 00819 GN C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOC, JFA VENC 1 1 2 ? v  

1230 02 ENVIRDN ENGR 12 00819 GS C Y Y Y ZGSECOOO JFA VENC 2 1 4 i' 

123B 03 ENVIRON ENGR 11 00619' GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VENC 5 5 4 P v 

123B 04 ENV PfiOT SP 11 00028 GS C Y Y Y ZGSEOOOO JFA VENC 2 1 4 ' - 

I PARC\GRC\PH 1230 TOTALS: 10 8 

124 TITLE: FIR PRVJPRT DIV UICDR: WOhllM TPCICO: XH PPW: NE 
124 0 1  CHIEF 12 00081 GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO JHD ADGA 1 1 ?3,, 

. 8  

124 0 2  SUW FFGTR 10 00081 6S C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JllD f@6A 2 2 2 F v  

124 03 LD FFGTR 07 00081 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JHD ADGA 5 5 1 P v  

124 04 FIREPAOTINSP 07 OOOBl GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 JHD A M  2 2 2 P v 

GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JND GDGA 15 15 
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S I ? F F  L I E :  
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PARA L ~ N E  2 N R S R  T S ~ V  
NO NO POSITION TITLE W PCSCO D ASIC9 L!CCO LPIt4il 65NCH T Q T Q AtlSCO 3jlC YDEP ROSTR AUSTR RRWS 5 i Ci P 
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1-C - 7  
A -  ATE: 31% FA: S T  GICDR: WOWtAA TPfiCO: %I: PFACO: ':E 
1;: 5: DIRECTCZ :4 00340 Ed C 1 Y Y ZGSZOOirO JAE ADGA 1 1 
I -c 
i - J  32 HJJFI:dG BG2 11 0117; G5 C Y Y Y Z(jSF0000 JAB E3W 1 1 
:?5 C3 SEC'I (OA) 06 00318 GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JAR ADGA 1 1 

140 TITLE: FAC HGT PLAN DIV UICDR: WMM 
140 01 CHIEF 11 00341 
140 02 PRMi ANGL 09 00343 

i 140 03 BUDGET ASST 0 i  m i 6 1  

i 140 04 PMWj COORD 07 00303 
140 05 ADn SF1 GST (OA) 05 00303 
140 06 SVC ORD CLK (04) 05 00303 
140 07 ADN SPT CLK (OCI) 04 00303 

j 140 08 WRK DRD CU (OA) 03 00303 
: 140 09 0A CLK 03 00326 

140 10 FILE CLK 

145 TITLE: FK EN137 DIV 
145 01 CHIEF 
145 02 MINT MECH SUPV 
145 03 FmECT CCORD 

14% f ITLE: ENGIKEERINE BR 
145A 01 CHIEF 
14% 02 CHEN ENGR 
145A 03 CIVIL ENGR 
14% 04 ELECT ENGR 
14% 05 GEN ENGR 
145A 06 HECH ENGR 
145A 07 CIVILENGR 
145A 08 CMUSTR REP 
145A 09 ELECT fNGR 
145A 10 GEN ENGR 
145A 11 MECH ENER 
145A 12 ENGR TECH 
145A 13 EN% TECH (DRFT) w 145A 14 REAL PROP TECH 

TPACD: X f l  PPEO: HE 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JAZ ADGA 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZffiZ0000 JAB AlEA 1 1 
6S C Y Y Y Z65Z0000 JCD ADGFl 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JCA A M  3 3 
6S C Y Y Y Z6SZ0000 JAZ ADGA 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JCA AD64 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JAZ ADM 3 3 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NBC ADGA 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO ADG ADGA ! 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO BRA ADGA 1 1 

PAR%RAPH 140 TOTALS: 16 16 

UICDR: WOMW TPACC: xn P P ~ :  NE 
14 00001 Gn C C F Y ZGSZOOOO JAA AM 1 1 
10 04749 WS C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JJJ ADGA 1 1 
12 00301 GS C Y Y Y RDZMOOOO JfiA MHD 1 1 

UICDR: #OMflFiA 
13 00801 
12 00893 
12 60810 ' 
12 00850 
12 00801 
12 00830 
11 00810 
11 00809 
11 00850 
11 00801 
11 00830 
09 00802 
07 00802 
07 00303 

PARAGRAPH 145 TOTALS: 3 3 

TPACC: XI? PPFICO: NE 
6tl C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 JAA ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOWO JDD ADM 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JDB ADGA 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO JDB ADGA 
6S C Y Y Y ZGSiWO0 JDD ADGA 
6S C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JDB ADGA 
6S C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JDB AM 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JDC GD6A 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 JDB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y Z6SZ0000 JDB ADM 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JDB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZffiZ0000 JDD Am 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JDD ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZWOO JCC AD64 
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PARAGRW 145A TOTALS: 25 20 

1158 TITLE: UTILiT:ES Bfr' 
4 1 UTL SYS C'PR SUFV 
14% 02 6 PLT JF/PF SPV 
1458 03 ELECT MECH 
1450 04 ELECT NECK 
1458 05 AC EQ HECH 
1456 06 BLR R T  WR 
1458 07 ELECT (HIGHVOL) 
145B 08 P14 S SY N(AC1EL) 
145B 09 BLR PLT GPIPIPFT 
1458 10 BLR PLT 0% 
1458 11 BLR PLT OPR 
1458 12 ELECT 
1458 13 MINT ECH 
1450 14 PLUMBER 
145F 15 WT TR PLT OIPLilB 
1456 16 HT EQUIP MECH 

14SC TITLE: NAlNT f ALT 8R 
145C 01 MINT MECH SW 
14SC 02 FCIC MGT ASST 
145C 05 M I N T  MECH LDR 
14% 04 ELECTRICIAN 
14% 05 ELECT6;XN 
14% Ob hFIINTNiCH 
145C 07 MAiNT RECH 
1 4 s ~  oa WLDRJSHT t4n MEC 
145C 09 NAiNT KCH 
145C 10 MAINT HECH 
145C 11 NAINT MECH 

I 

UICDR: WONNAA 
05406 
05402 
02604 
02604 
05306 
OC&2 
OZBlO 
05378 
05402 
05402 
054 32 
02805 
04749 
04206 
05409 
05309 

UICDR: woHllM 
10 04749 
08 01601 
10 04749 
10 02805 
10 02805 
10 04749 
10 04749 
10 03703 
09 04749 
09 04749 
09 04749 

TFACO: XM PPACO: NE 
WS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO JGfl CUHiCl 
WS C Y Y Y  ZGSZOOOCIJGAADM 
#G C C F 0 ZSSYOOOO JJJ AKA 
WG C Y Y Y flD2M00o0 JJJ AMD 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSY0000 JJF 
I46 C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JJC ADEA 
W6 C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JJJ A I M  
WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JJJ ADGA 
W6 C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JJC 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JJC A E A  
M6 C Y  Y Y HLRDOOOO JJCADLS 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JJJ ADGA 
ffi C Y Y Y MD2M0W JHE ADnD 
Mi C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JJF kDGA 
f f i  C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JJL ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y  ZGSYOOOOJJEADGA 

PMfiAGRAPH 145B TOTALS: 34 34 

TPKO: X t l  PPW: NE 
WS C V. Y Y ZGSZOOOO JGA ADGA 
liS C Y. Y Y ZSSZC1000 JDD ADGA 
WL C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JHE ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSYWJOO JKE ADGA 
ffi C Y Y Y  ZGSYM0OJJJADM 
ffi c Y Y Y ~ D ~ M O O O O  JHE aDno 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JHC ADGA 
ffi C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JHC ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JHE ADGCI 
ffi C Y Y Y MD2n0000 JHE ADHD 
ffi C Y Y Y HLAVOOOO JHE ADLS 

i PARAGRAPH 14% TOTALS: 27 24 

I 
I 145D TITLE: ROADSIGROUNDS BR UICDR: WOMHM TPACO: XN PPACO: NE 

145D 01 ENG EQ OP SPV 10 05716 IJS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO JGA NGk 1 1 

145D 02 CRN OF (FNG EQ OP) 11 05725 WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JGA ADGA 1 1 

1450 03 EN@ EL OPR 10 05716 WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JGA AM 2 2 

145D 04 MVO 07 05705 ffi C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOQ JJR ADGA 2 2 
145D 05 MVO 07 05703 WG C Y Y Y ~GSZOOOU JJlJ ADGA 1 1 

145D 06 TRACTOR DF'R 07 05705 WG C Y Y Y ZGSYOOOO JHG ADGA 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 145D TOTAS: 0 8 
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PARA i!KE 1 .. N R S R  T j A V  
N9 NO FOSIT!ON TITLE GR POSCO D ASiCO LICCO LP!ND ERNCH T Q T Q AISSCO SWC NDEP ROSTR AUSTR PERKKS '2 7 S P 
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TITLE: SOUTH AREA BR 
01 SUPV GEN ENGR 
02 EQU!F f P  (GEN) 
03 ELECT XECH 
03A ' ELECTRICAL YEW 
04 ELEC:?C!N 
05 ENGR EQUIF CPR 
06 HVY Pi6  EQ MECH 
07 NAINT MECH 
08 BCITrnY RPR 
OW AUTO WKH 
09 TRACTOR OPR 

UIMR: N M I A A  TPACO: 
0080 i 
01670 
02604 
02604 
02805 
C57 16 
05"; 
04749 
03725 
05823 
05705 

XH PPACO: NE 
GS C C F Y ELADO000 JAi ADLS 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y MLClDOOOO MC AMS 1 1 
WG C C F Q NLADOOOO JJJ AMS ? 2 
WG C Y Y Y MLADOOOO JJJ AMS 1 0 ZA 
ffi  C Y Y Y mADOO00 JM ADLS 1 1 
'& C Y Y Y illADOOO0 JHG ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y MiADO00O LQB ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y lLAD0000 JHE ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y llLADOOOO LVC ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y P l i A m M  LVC ADLS 2 0 ZA 
WG C Y Y Y MLC1D0000 J!iG ADLS 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 14SE TCTALS: 13 10 

1 150 TITLE: DEP EB/ACZT DiV UICDR: WOflMAA TPACO: XH PPACO: NE I 150 01 CHIEF 13 01601 GM C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQA ADGA 1 1 

PARClGAAPH 150 TOTALS: 1 f 

1504 TITLE: ECUIP ACCT PR 
150k 01 CHIEF 
150A 92 LOG f f iT  SP 
150A 03 EGUIP SP GEN 

1 1504 04 ENSUP SP 
150A 05 PRQG AVK 
150A 06 flAINTSYSAN4L 
150A 37 GEN Sir' SP 
150A 00 GEN Slip SF' 
150A 09 ?RE6 PLK 
15OA 10 SUPCLK 

UICDR: 
12 00346 
11 00346 
11 0i640 
11 02001 
09 00343 
09 01101 
09 0200! 
07 02001 
05 00303 
04 02005 

150B TITLE: MATEliIAL NGT BR UICDR: W O W  
150B 01 WOSUW 07 05703 
150B 02 NAiNT PCETS SP 09 01101 
150b 03 SUP C;C iOA)  05 02005 
150B 04 SUP CLK 05 02005 
150B 05 SUP CLK (OAI  04 02005 
150B 06 RVO 07 05703 
1500 07 LDRY KC OP/flT! HDLR 06 07305 
150B 09 STORE iORKER 05 069i4 

iJOMMFlFl TPACO: XH PPACO: NE 
6s C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQCi GDM 
GS C Y Y Y ZGS20000 NOR ADM 
6S C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQC ADGA 
ffi C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOGOO NPA ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y Z"uSZ0000 NCA ADGA 
GS C V Y Y ZGSZirOOO NQB NGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQC ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NO0 ADGA 

PARAGRAPH 150A TOTALS: 16 16 

TPACO: XN PPKO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO M A  RDGA 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NQC ADGA 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 NBC ADGA 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO HHG ADGA 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 NBC ADGA 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO MNA ADGA 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y NLAD00OO KLA ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NBA ADGA ? 2 

? F v  
2 F  y 

4 F 1  
4 F v  
4 = v  
4 " v  
S ' v  
4 = v  

PFIRAGRAPH 150B TOTALS: 12 12 
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PAM LINE 2 N R S R  T S A V  

NO NO POSITION TITLE GR POSCO D ASIC0 iiCCO LPIND PRNCH T Q T O MSCO SWC ilDEP RESTR Atfi;TR PEWS S : u" P 
============I================-----------=====================z================--===I==========================I=z===========5===z==== 

I 150C T!TLE: CWRCIL TL f i M  BR UICDfi: 'w'OV!GA 
I :50C 01 RVO S!I5V 07 05703 

15CC 01A S?P Tim 05 02005 
150C 02 SL? ELK 04 02005 

' 15UC 03 TGO; ti ED WKR 08 04840 
15K 04 MVOIMTL XPD 07 05703 
15OC 05 MVOIMATL XPD 07 05703 
l5OC 06 RGTL XF'D 06 06910 

I 150C 07 MATL XPD 06 06310 
( 150C 08 TOW. XPD Ob 06910 

TPkCB: Xd PFACO: 
WS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
'ffi C Y Y Y  
klG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
W6 C Y Y Y  

NE 
ZGSZOOOO NBi ADGA 
ZGSZOOOO NBC ADGA 
ZGSZOOOO NBC ADGA 
flD2MOO00 NBC ADHO 
\D2MOW0 LVC ADHD 
ZGSZOOW LVC A3SA 
ND2M00OO LVC ADHD 
ZGSZOOOO LVC AKA 
HLAV0000 NbC ADLS 

I 
; 150D TITLE: VEHICLE SVCS BR 
1 150D 01 AUTO KECn SUPV 

150D 02 EO SP (AMHE) / 150D 03 ED COlXD CLK 
, 150D 04 BTRY RPR LDR 
' 1500 044 ELECT MECH 

150D 05 MOB EQ MTL NEEH 
150D 06 HOB EQ DRV INSP 

I 

1 150D 07 BTRY RPR 
1500 08 BTRY RPR 
15OD 09 MVO / lJOD 10 WO 
150D 11 two 1 !SOD 12 MQB ED ITL WKR I 150D 13 RUB EQ RPR 
150D 14 RUB ii2 2% 

/ 150E TITLE: EGUIP NAINT ER 
150E 01 HKEM SUPV 
150E 0: EQ 9 (AMHE) 
150E 03 EQ CXl3D 
150E 01 HVY ROB EO MECH 
150E 05 IND CABL INSPIR 
150E 06 AUTllV MECH 
150E 07 NTiW HECH 
150E 08 AUTRV i'iECri 
15GE 03 AUTMV 3KR 
150E 10 AUTMV K R  
l50E 11 ;1UTfld WKR 
l50E 1: MOB EQ SVCR 
150E 13 ROB EQ 5VCR 

.I / 150E 14 8 B  EQ SVCR 
15OE !5 KCB ELI SVCR 

UICDR: W O H i W  
10 05823 
il 01670 
04 00303 
08 03725 
12 02604 
10 03809 
09 05701 
OB 03725 
08 03725 
08 05703 . 
08 05703 
08 05103 
08 03803 
06 04361 
06 04361 

UICDR: WOMMAA 
10 05803 
11 01670, 
07 00303 
10 05803 
10 05301 
10 05823 
10 05823 
10 05823 
08 05823 
08 05823 
08 05823 
06 05806 
06 05806 
05 0306  
05 05ao6 

TPACO: xn PPRW: NE 
WS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO LVC ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NCC ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO LVC ADG4 
WL C Y Y Y ZGSZFOOO LVC ADM 
WE C Y Y Y ZGSZOGOO LVC ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 LVC ADGA 
ffi C Y Y Y ZGSZOOCIO LVC ADGA 
WG C Y Y Y NLAVOOOO LVC ADLS 
ffi c C Y Y flLADOO00 LVC ADLS 
W6 C Y Y Y HD2M0000 LVC ADHD 
UG C Y Y Y KAVOOOO LVC ADLS 
W6 C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO LPA ADGA 
ffi C Y Y Y HLADO0OO LPA ADLS 
(J6 C Y Y Y ND2R0006 LFA GDND 
WG C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO LFA ADGA 

TPACO: XN 
01s 
GS 
GS 
WG 
WG 
WG 
WG 
WG 
WG 
WG 
gG 
WG 
WG 
WG 
WG 

PARAGRAPH l5OC TGTAiS: 21 20 

PPACO: NE 
C Y Y Y LGSZOUOO LOB A3GA 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NCC AXA 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO NCC ADGA 
C Y Y Y ZGSZQ000 LO5 ADGA 
C Y Y Y MDEMCOOO NGC ADND 
C Y Y Y ND2MOUOO LVC ADMD 
C Y Y Y ELAVO000 LVC ADLS 
C Y Y Y ZGSZ0000 LVC ADGA 
C Y Y Y MD2M0000 LVC ADHD 
c Y Y Y MLADOCdO LVC aDLs 
C Y Y Y ZGSLGOOO LVC ADGA 
C Y Y Y RD2M0000 LPG ADHD 
C Y Y Y ZGSZO000 LVC ADM 
C Y Y Y MLCWOOOO LPA ADLS 
C Y Y Y ZGSZOOOO LPG ADGA 
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PARAGRAPH 150E TOTALS: 23 23 

155 T!TLE: LA i  EWISEC DIV UICDR: WORRAA TFACO: XH FPACO: NE 
155 01 STF PMlSCTY OFC 04 31000 R K Y Y Y ZGSZ00110 TEA A M  1 1 XC ; 3 v  

155 02 SECY (24) 05 00318 GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO TEA A M  1 1 2 F ' v  

TITLE: CNTRINTEL/PLAN BR 
01 STF PMlSCTY OFC 
02 SEC SP (INFO) 
03 SEC SP (AUTO) 
0 3  PHY SEC sf' 
04 TRNG lHSiR (SEC) 
05 SEC ASST (OA) 
06 SEC CLK (OA) 
07 SEC CLK 
08 SM ARM RPR (LKSI1) 

UICDR: WONMA 
04 31BOO 
11 00080 
11 OOOBO 
09 00080 
09 01712 
05 00086 
04 00086 
04 00086 
09 66610 

1550 TITLE: SECURITY BR 
1550 O i  CHIEF 
1550 02 SliPV SEC GGMC 
1550 07. SUFV SEC WARD 
1550 04 LD SEC SURRD 
1558 05 LD SEC 3?'ARS 
155E Ob SEC GllfiHD 
4 CF iaa0 07 SFC EdAF3 
1556 08 SEC GUAX 
1558 69 SEC WA?D 
1550 0% SiC G'iARD 
1558 10 SEC GWRD (DSGTI 
1558 11 SECY (CAI 

l6OC TITLE: FAM SPT BH 
l6OC 01 ACS OF3 
lbOC 02 ARMY FAN PRG COGRD 
l60C 03 YOUTH C33RD 

UICDR: WOHHM 
11 00085 
09 00085 
07 00085 
06 00085 
Ob 00085 
06 00085 
06 00085 
05 110035 
05 00085 
05 00085 
05 00085 
04 00318' 

UICDR: WOMW 
11 00161 
09 00101 
Oh 00188 

PARAGRAPH IS5 TOTALS: 

TPACO: XN PPACO: NE 
IP K B D Q ZGSZOOOO TEA AMA 
GS C B D Y Z6SZOOOC1 TJA AM 
6S C B D Y ZGSZOOOO TJA 
6S C C F Q ZGSZOOOO TJA AMA 
6S C C F Y Z6SZOOOO TW ADM 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO IRD A H  
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO TFA ADGA 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO TFA A H  
WG C C F Y ZGSZOOOO TEA ADGA 

TPACO: XM PPIICD: M 
GS C C F Q Z6510000 :?A ADGA 
GS C C F Q ZGSZ0000 ib0  ADGA 
GS C C F Q ZGSZOOOO TFB ADGA 
6S C C F B ZGSZOOOG TKB ADGA 
GS C C F D HLADOOOC TXE ADLS 
GS C C F Q ZGSZOilUQ TKE ADGA 
GS C C F 2 MLADOjOlI TKB ADLS 
GS C C F O ZGSZO"30 TKB ADGA 
GS C C F D kADO000 TK0 ADLS 
GS C C F l2 MD2Rb000 TKE ADHD 
GS C C F Q ZGSZOOdO TKB ADGA 
GS C C F Y ZGSZOdOO TLA ADGA 

PARAGRAPH 1558 TOTALS: 

TPACO: XH PPACO: SE 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSWOU66 RUB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSWOOOO DUB ADGA 
GS C Y Y Y ZGSWOOOO BUB AQGh 

PARGRAPH l6OC TOTALS: 
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250 TITLE: DIR OF IND OPS UICDR: U W  TPACO: XM PPCIMl: NE 
250 01 D!RECT9R 15 01 101 GH C C F Y MD2N0000 LEA ADHD 1 1 2 P v 

C3 91000 OD K E F Y MD2M0000 LDA ADtlD 1 1 5 * 
250 02 #kINT CFCR , r V  

250 02A PRDN NGR 14 01101 GS C C i Y MDulOOOO LDA AKA 1 1 : ? v  
0 0; SiCY (STENO/OA) 07 03318 GS C C F Y HD2M0000 LDA AMD 1 1 : P v  

PMAGRWH 250 TOTALS: 4 4 

! 270 TITLE: PRD PLN & CONT D UICDR: WoMM 
270 01 CHIEF 15 01101 
270 02 MINT OFCR 03 91BOO 
270 03 LOG MET Sf 12 00346 

, 270 04 LOG ffiT SP 11 00346 

I 270 05 SECY(0A) 05 00316 

270A TITLE: IN5 RGMT hF: 
2704 01 CHIEF 
270A 02 MINT !GT SY SP 
270A 03 6EN SUP SP 
270A 04 Sip  SYS AM 
270A 05 FROG ANAL 
270A 06 PROG ANAL 
270A 07 KNTIPROP MGT SP 
27011 08 KNTIPROP ISGT SP 
270A 09 ADMIN SP 
270A 10 SECY (OA i  
2704 11 LIBRARY TECH 

UICDR: WONMM 
12 00;01 
11 00301 
11 02001 
11 02003 
11 00343 
09 00343 
09 01101 
09 Oil01 
09 00301 
04 00318 
04 01411 

TPIIW: M PPAW: Eg 
WI C C F Y HD2N0000 LJB AMlD 
OD K Y Y Y H D m 0 0  LJA ADHD 
GS C C F Y HDUlOUOO KAD ADHD 
GS C C F Y ND2N0000 KAD ADMD 
GS C Y Y Y dDB0000 LJb ADMD 

PARAGRAPH 270 TOTALS: 

TPACO: XM PPACO: 
GS C C F Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
6s C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  

NE 
HD2M0000 LJA ADMD 
HDZH0000 LJA ADMD 
MD2M000O LJA MIYD 
HD2N0000 LJA ADHD 
MD2M3000 LJA ADMD 
MD2M0000 LJA ADND 
lllAV0000 LJA ADMD 
ZGSZOOOS LJA ADHD 
IYD2M0000 LJA ADND 
MD2M0000 LJA AMD 
MD2M0000 LJA ADND 

PAR4GRAPH 270A TOTALS: 

2708 TITLE: mF MTL RQ FLN BR UICDR: W6lMA TPACO: XH PPEO: NE 
2708 01 CHIEF 11 01101, 6S C C F Y PlD2MO000 LJB ADHD 1 1 
2708 02 PDN CONT (AUTO) 09 01152 GS C Y Y Y ND30000 LJB ADHD 3 3 
270B 03 MAINT PARTS SP 09 01101 6S C Y Y Y MD2H0600 LJB ADND 3 3 
2708 04 SUP CLE 05 02005 GS C Y Y Y MDUlOOOO LJB ADHD 4 4 

, PARAGRIPH 270B TOTALS: 11 11 

270C TITLE: VRF MTL RQ PLN 68 UICDR: WOHNAA TPACD: XM PPACO: NE 
270C 01 CHIEF 11 01101 GS C C F Y HDE)10000 LJB ADHD 1 1 4 - v  
270C 02 PDN CON (AUTO) 09 01152 GS C Y Y Y MDEM00(30 LJB ADMD 4 4 4 i v 
270C 03 MINT PARTS SP 09 01101 GS C Y Y Y MEMO000 LJB ADMD 5 5 4 P v  
270C 04 SUP CLK 05 02005 GS C Y Y Y MMM0000 LJB ADHD 6 6 4 P v 

I 
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290A 05 H% ftPR 06 05803 WG C Y Y Y ND2N0000 LJC ADMD 14 14 2 P v  

PARAGRAPH 2806 TOTALS: 19 18 

2806 TITLE: R,CLXINA~H SHP 22 ilIC38: LJOWAA TPACO: XN F'PACO: WE 
WS C Y Y Y ND2NO000 LJC PDND 1 1 

- 9 .. 
2803 01 hME MECH bWV 10 05803 - r v  

280B 02 HKE FECii 10 05803 b% C Y Y Y ND"J10000 LJC ADMO 4 4 
- 2 
* x  v 

280B 03 NACH TL OF 09 03431 WG C Y Y Y MD2HO000 LJC ADtlD 7 7 2 r ' v  

280B 04 NON DESTR TESTER 09 05439 ffi C Y Y Y flD2tWO00 LJC ADMD 4 4 2 P v  

2800 05 NACH TL OFR 08 03431 W6 C Y Y Y MDZMOiiiQ LJC ADIlD 5 5 2 P v  
WG C Y Y Y ND2E0G00 LJC ADHD 5 5 

.- - 
280B (16 Hr?R RPR 06 05803 i ' v 

PARAGRAPH 280B TOTALS: 26 26 

28OC TITLE: LT/@iY ENS gH El? UICDR: CJONMAA 
280C ill HME KECii SUPV 10 05803 
280C 02 M E  KECH 10 05803 
280C 03 H E  RPR 06 05803 

280D TITLE: DRV TRN DISASE W UICDR: WOWlWl 
I 28011 01 HNE lYECH SLIPV 10 05803 

i 280D 02 HME ME% 10 0303 
280D 03 HHE RPR 06 05803 

I 280E TITLE: 2RV TRN ASMELY BR UICDR: WOrVllUI 
280E 01 M E  PtECH SUFV 10 05803 
280E 02 Hm MECH 10 05803 
280E 03 HHE RPR Ob 05E.13 

280F TIlLE: DSL EN C019 PS BR UICDR: WOfMrM 
280F 01 FSS ECH SUPV 10 Orn8 
280F 02 PSS MEM 10 05378 I 2 8 0 ~  OZA PS EO i 2 ~  08 05378 
280F 03 PS EQ RPR Ob 05378 1 

2806 TITLE; DSL EEN ASHB T ER UICDR: WOtMAA 
I 

TPAX7: XH PPACO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y ND21"IOC;00 LJC 2DND 
WG C Y Y Y KD2110030 iJr; ADND 
WG C Y Y Y ND2N0000 LJC ADND 

PARAGRAPH 2@OC TOTALS: 

TPKO: XH PPACO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y MD2NOOGO LJC AMlD 
Mi C Y Y Y ND2M0000 LJC ADHD 
ffi C Y Y Y 1?D2N0000 LJC ADND 

PCIRflGRAPH 280D TOTALS: 

TPACO: XM PPACG: NE 
WS C Y Y Y MD2n0000 LJC ADtlD 
# C Y Y Y MD2N0000 LJC ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y NDZNOOOO LJC ADMD 

PARCIGRAPH 28OE TOTALS: 

TPKO: XN PPACO: KE 
NS C Y Y Y ND2fl0000 LVC MMD 
WG C Y Y Y RD2N0000 LVC ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y fiD2M0000 LVC ADMD 
W6 C Y Y Y fiD2H0000 LW: AOMD 
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2806 01 PSS MECH SUPV 10 05378 
2 a o ~  02 ?SS KECH 10 05378 
f80G O2A i S  EQ RPR 0~ 05Z78 
?a(:G Q: f~ EL ; i n  06 0537E 

kS C Y Y Y fID3~1300 ?VC ADKD 1 I F  v 
G C Y Y Y .*IDZMOO<;Q Li!: ADfiI) 3 .. > 1 P v  
WG C Y Y Y hD2Kl000 L'C ADND 8 8 I F v  
Ws C Y Y Y flD2fl0000 LVC ADND 9 9 

? - 
- 2 v  

280H TITLE: A I R  COND 6CANCi UICDR: W O K Y l l  TPACO: YM PPEICO: NE 
280H O i  PSS NECH SJ?V 10 05378 WS C Y Y Y hD2Fi000 LVC GDND 1 1 
260h 02 PSS MECH 10 05378 WG C Y Y Y M D ? M ~  LVC dDHD 6 b 
28OH 03 PS EQ RPH Ob 05378 WG C Y Y Y flD2ilO000 i V C  ADnD 15 15 

PARAGRAPH 260H TOTALS: 22 22 

2603 TITLE: FUFLIEL RECND bR UICDR: WW FAMI: XR PPGCU: NE 
1 2805 01 ME NECH SUN 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y HD"LOOO0 LVC AMlD 1 1 
' 2805 02 HHE MECH 10 05803 WG C Y Y Y ND2R0000 LVC ADND 4 4 

2805 0; #?R RP3 Ob 05803 WG C Y Y Y ND2MC000 LVC AOND 20 20 

TITLE: LG iTMS PAINT FR UICDR: WOllMA 
01 PAINTER SUPV 09 04102 
02 PAINTER 09 04102 
03 HOB EQ ilTL WKR 08 03809 
04 GEN EQ RPR 08 04801 
05 PAIkTING WKR 07 04102 
Ob EQUIP EiEAKER 06 07009 
07 EQUIP CLEANRER 05 07009 
08 PAINTING WKR 05 04102 
09 SANDBLASTER 05 05423 
10 GEN SPT WKR 02 03501 

PBOL TITLE: CMlP CLNGlPNT 5R 
260L 01 PAINTER SUPV 09 
280L 02 PAINTER 09 
280L 03 ELECTRUPL WKR 08 
28OL 04 PAINTING WKR 07 
280L il5 EQilIP CLEANER 06 
280L Ob PAINTIN6 WKR 05 
3 0 L  07 EQUIP CLEANER 05 
280: 08 PAINT PREP WKR 03 

UICDR: WONMA 
01102 
04102 
03711 
04 102 
07009 
04102 
07009 
04101 

PMMAPH 2803 TOTALS: 25 25 

TPACO: XI1 PPKO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y fl02fl0000 LPA RUED 
ffi C Y Y Y ND2fl0000 LPA ADND 
WG C Y Y Y MD?fl(J000 LPA ADND 
k !  C Y Y Y KDZMO000 LPA ACMD 
ffi C Y Y Y ND2XO000 LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y MD2fiW00 LPA FDMD 
Mj C Y Y Y MD2MO000 LPG 
WG C Y Y Y MDZMOUOO LPB ADND 
WG C Y Y Y MD2M0300 LPA ADHG 
WG C Y Y Y MD2M0000 LPA ADMD 

PARAGRWH 280K TOTALS: 

TPXO: XM PPACO: HE 
WS C Y Y Y MD2N0000 LPA WMD 
ffi C Y Y Y nD2lt0000 LPA AMD 
WG C Y Y Y flD2M0000 LPk ADHD 
WG i Y Y Y ND2fl0000 LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y NDZNOQOO LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y ND2N0000 LPA ADNO 
WG C Y Y Y MD2N0000 LPA AMD 
WG C Y Y Y ND2Fi0000 LPA ADND 

PARAGRAPH 2EOL TOTALSt 
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GR POSCO D AS!CC LICZD LPIND PRkCH T Q T 0 GflSCC SAC MDEP iiCIEj7H WSTR PERSS NO NO 20SITICNTITLE - i F  
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:aOH ':il-E: PROCESS S f T  BR UICDR: G;OP!Aa TACO: Xlr PPCICO: 'iE 
280M 01 FiO E-'0 00 05704 WS C Y Y Y MD2M0000 LJC ADNI 1 1 
3 f l  ;" TL -,?? WT&, 

b. . 71;  n ,  1 ~ 0  66 06504 US C Y Y Y MDZMO0OO LJC ADMD 2 2 
2~ i1 f i  01: FLO 05 05704 W6 C Y Y Y MI;?M0000 LJC ADHD 6 6 
2a3M 0- LASJZ2 05 OZ502 WG C Y Y Y MDZMOOOO LJC AMD 3 3 
260# 05 MAiL EXAM IDENT 01  06912 WG C Y Y Y MDZMOOOO LJC ADHD 1 1 

280N TITLE: EQUIP SUPPORT BR 
280N 01 IEID ED KCH SUPV 
28ON 02 IND EQUIP MECH 
280N 03 INSTR MECH 
280N 04 ELECTRICIAN 
280N 05 iFiD E'OJI? MECH 
280N 06 GEN EQUIP RPR 

300 TITLE: VRF DIV 
300 01 CHIEF 
300 02 MINT OFCR 
300 03 +MINT XO 
300 04 SECYlSTENO (OA) 
300 05 SllP CLK 
300 06 OA CLK 

300A TITLE: IKDUCTION EVAL Bfi 
300A 01 liME MECH SUPV 
300A 02 HflE EECH 
3G0A 03 HHE RPR 

UICDR: WOnnAA 
12 05352 
12 05352 
11 03359 
10 02805 
10 05352 
08 04801 

UICDR: WORMACI 
14 01101 
03 91000 
Eb 63H30 
05 00318 
05 02005 
04 00326 

UICDR: W I A A  
10 05803 
10 05803 
08 05803 

TPKO: XH PP4CO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y MD2HO000 NGC ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y MD2H0000 NGC ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y RDUlOOOO NGC ADMD 
ffi C Y Y Y ilD2M0000 NGC ADMD 
ffi C Y Y Y HD2M0000 NGC ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y MDZflOO00 NGC ADMD 

TPACO: XN PPACO: NE 
m c c F Y HDEMOOQO LJA ADMD 
OD K Y Y Y MDEfl15030 LJA ADRD 
NC I Y Y Y MDENOOOO LJA ADMD 
GS C Y Y Y MDEMOOOO LJA AMD 
GS C Y Y Y MDEMOOOO LJG ADilD 
GS C Y Y Y MDEYOUOO LJG ADMD 

ToAZD: XM PPKC: NE 
WS C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y RDEM0000 LJC ADHD 

FMAGRAPH 300A TOTALS: 22 22 

I YYLB TITLE: DIYISSEMELY BR UICDR: WOMllAll TPACO: XM WAm: NE 
I 300B 01 HNE MECH SWV 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y HDEM000 LJC AMlD 1 1 

3008 02 HE MEZh 10 05803 Mj C Y Y Y MDEROOOO LJC AMID 4 4 
3000 03 HIIE RPR 08 05803 WG C Y Y Y MDEH0000 LJC ADND 17 17 
300E 04 SHW SWEEPER 03 03501 W6 C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LJC AMD 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 3008 TOTALS: 23 23 
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300C TITLE: WX:LIARY EB BR UICDfi: &HlW TFACO: X?l PPACO: NE 
300C 01 HNE NECH SWV 10 05803 kiS C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LJC ADHD i 1 : S V  

300C C2 HME HECH 10 05803 WG C Y Y Y VDEHO000 LCC ADMD 3 3 Z P ~  

;00C 6: H E  F:?? 08 05803 WG C Y Y Y HDEM0000 LJC AMlD 16 16 ; F v 
2OOC 04 FLC 05 05704 W6 C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC AMlD 1 1 2 ? v  

PARAGRRH 500C TOTALS: ?l 21 

I ~ O O D  TITLE: SUSPENSION BR UICDR: ww TPACO: xn PPCICO: NE 1 Z00D 01 HE HEW W 10 05803 WS CYYYMDEM0000LJCADIU) 1 1 
300D 02 HNE MECH 10 05803 WG C Y Y Y WDEM000 LJC AMD 3 3 
3OOD 03 HME RPR 08 05803 ffi C Y Y Y MDENO000 LJC ADHD 19 19 

PARAGRBH 300D TOTCILS: 23 23 

/ J00E TITLE: POWE TRAIN 6R UICDR: WOMKAA TF'ACO: XH PPACO: NE 
300E 01 HHE MECH SUW 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y NDENOOO9 LJC ADMD 1 1 ! 5WE 02 HHE CiCH 10 0303  WG C Y Y Y NDEH0000 LJC ADHD 4 4 

I 300E 03 ME RPfi 08 05803 WG C Y Y Y MDEfl0C;OO LJC ADFD 19 11 
I 

PARAGRAPH 500E TOTfiLS: 24 24 

' 300F TITLE: kSSEnBLY BR UICDR: WONMAA TPACO: XM PPACO: NE 
I 300F 01 HHE RECH SWV 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y ;1DEi.100[SO LJC ADHD 1 1 
1 300F 02 HIE HECH 10 05803 WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC ADHD 4 4 
' 300F 03 CRANE OFR 09 05725 WG C Y Y Y MDENO000 LJC ADHD 1 1 
: 300F 04 HNE RPR 08 05803 WG C Y Y Y flDEM0006 LJC ADHD I 8  18 

300F 05 FLO 05 05704 WG C Y Y Y NDEMOOOO LJC ADMD 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 300F TOTALS: 25 25 

3006 TITLE: FINAL OUT BR UICDfi: WOrmAIl TPEICO: XH PPACO: NE 
3006 01 HME NECH SUPV 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y NDENOOOO LJC rlDHD 1 1 
3006 02 HME HECH 10 0580; WG C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LJC ADHD 3 3 

I 3006 03 HNE WR 08 05803 ' WG C Y Y Y MDEWOOOO LJC ADMD 18 18 

PMKRCIPH 5006 TOTALS: 22 22 

300H TITLE: COXST/ENGR ED ER UICDR: WMM TPACO: XM PPACO: NE 
300H 01 HISE HECH SUF'J 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LJC RDHD 1 1 
300H 02 HNE MECH 10 05803 ffi C Y Y Y HDWOOOO LJC ADHD 4 4 
300H 03 HME RPR 08 05803 ffi C Y Y Y HDEr10OOO LJC AMD 20 20 

PARAGRAPH 30Oh TOTALS: 25 23 
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, 5005 TITLE: LIGHT VEHICLE 6'2 UICDR: WOMNAA TPRCO: XM PPRCO: NE 
1 3003 01 HHE NECH SUPV 10 05803 biS C Y Y Y NDEMOOOO LJC FIDMD 1 1 2 P v  

1 3005 02 M E  MtLn 10 05803 WG C Y Y Y HDEROOOO LJC AMID 4 4 4 F v 

1 3005 0: ME RFR 08 05803 C Y Y Y  I1DEMOOOLJCAMID 19 19 2 ? v  
3005 04 FLO 05 05704 WG C Y Y Y NDEMOOOO LJC ADMD 1 1 2 P v  

PARAGRAPH 3005 TOTCKS: 25 25 

~ O O K  TITLE: MEDIUM VEHICLE BR UICDR: WOE~~(~A T P ~ :  xn PPACO: NE 1 300K 01 IR ECH W 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y MDU10000 LJC ADND 1 1 
1 300K 02 HE llECH 10 05803 IJG C Y Y Y MDEMOOOO LJC lumD 4 4 
, 300K 03 HiE RPR 08 05803 ffi C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC RD)ID 20 20 

300K 04 FLO 05 05704 WG C Y Y Y MDEROOOO LJC ADilD 1 1 

1 PARRGRW 300K TOTALS: 26 26 

I 
I ZOOL TITLE: HEAVY TRIIILER 6R UICDR: ljOMFlACl 
I 300L 01 HK NECH SUPV 10 05803 
, 300L 02 HHE MECH 10 05803 
, 300L 03 HllE RPH 08 05803 
: 300L 04 FLU 05 05704 b 

i 

! 
I 

1 300n TITLE: HEAVY VEHICLE BR UICDR: kOffM 
soon 01 HIE KCH suw 10 05803 1 30011 02 HK ECi 10 05803 

I 300N 03 HE RPR 08 05803 
1 

TPKO: XM PPACO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y MDEiW00 LJC ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LJC ADND 
WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC ADMD 
MG C Y Y Y  NDEMOOOOLJCADMD 

P R R W H  300L TOTALS: 

TPKO: xn PPACO: NE 
WS C Y Y Y NDEMOODO LJC ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y MDMOUOO LJC ADnD 
WG C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LJC ADND 

PARAGRfiPH 300M TOTALS: 

300N TITLE: TROOP SLIPPORT BR UICDR: WOHMAA TPACO: XH PPACO: NE 
;ICHXI 01 HnE;#CHWV 10 05803 WS C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LJC ADHD 1 1 
300N 02 Hm KCH 10 05803 WG C Y Y Y  fWlO00OLJCRDMD 5 5 
300N 03 HIYE RPR 08 05803. WG C Y Y Y MDEfOOOO LJC GDMD 16 16 

300N 04 FLG 05 05704 WG C Y Y Y HCEMOOOO LJC ADND 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 300N TOTALS: 23 23 

300P TITLE: PREC EQLIIP aR UICDR: WONHAA TPACO: XH FPGCO: NE 
ZOOP 01 F'ATG ii NEC SPV 11 05330 WS C Y , Y  Y NDEMOOOO LJC ADMD 1 1 

3OOP 02 EDUIP SP 11 01670 GS i Y Y Y KDEH0000 LJC ADHD 1 1 
3OOP 03 ELiTR NECH 12 02604 kG C Y Y Y NOEM0000 LJC ABMD 2 2 
3M)P 04 SURV INST NECH 12 03301 WG C Y Y Y HDEfl0000 LJC ADMD 1 1 

I 300P 05 ELCTR NECH 11 02604 WG C Y Y Y  MDEMOOOOLJCADilD 1 1 
I 
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300P 06 PRNTG EQ MEUi 11 05330 
300P 07 ELCTR %CH 08 02604 
300P 08 FRNTG ED LJKR 08 05330 

WG C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LJC ADHD : 1 11 I P v  
ffi C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC A m  1 1 T F. v 
WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LJC ADHC 4 4 : ? v  

FFRAGRWH 300P TOTALS: 22 22 

300R TITLE: HED 2DDY SHOP Bfi UICDR: blOtWM TPACO: X f l  PPACO: NE 
300R 01 HOB HECH S W  10 03809 WS C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LPA AMlD 1 1 
3 0 0 ~  02 WB EQ fin ECH 10 03809 WG c Y Y Y HIMOOWJ LPA RDHD 5 tr 

' 300R 03 MB EQ MTL WKR 09 03809 ffi C Y Y Y HDEYiOOO LFA ADHD 22 22 

PARAGRAPH 300R TOTALS: 28 28 

3005 TITLE8 HVY BODY SHOP BR UICDR: WW TPACO: XM PPXU: NE 
3005 0 1  1108 EG! E C H  SUW 10 03809 WS C Y V Y HDEH0000 LPA ADMD 1 1 ! 3005 02 HOE EQ HTL K C H  10 03809 WG CYYYNDR"IOOOO.LPAADW) 5 5 
300s 03 HOB EQ MTL M R  08 03809 WG C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LPA ADHD 23 23 

PARAGRAPH 3005 TOTALS: 29 29 

TITLE: 615 PAINT BR 
01 PAINTER SUPV 
0 2  PAINTER 
03 GEN EQ RPR 
04 PAINTING WKR 
04A SANDBLASTER 
05 no 
06 PAINTING bKR 
07 SANDBLASTER 

TITLE: 612 PAINT BR 
01 PAINTER SUPV 
02 PAINTEP 
03 GEN EQ kPR 
04 PAINTING kKR 
05 MTL XPD 
06 FLO 
07 PAINTI;.S NKR 
08 HAZ WASTE M R  

UICDR: WOIIHAA 
09 04102 
09 04102 
08 04801 
07 04102 
07 05423 
05 05704 
05 04102 
05 05423 

UICDR: WONHAA 
09 05102 
09 04102 ' 
08 04801 
07 04102 
07 11691G 
05 05701 
05 04102 
05 0690i 

TPRCO: XM PPCICO: NE 
WS C V Y Y HDEHOOOO LPA 
WG C Y Y Y MDWOOOO LPA 
W6 C Y Y Y MMHOOOO LPA 
WG C Y Y V HDEflM00 LPA 
ffi  C Y Y Y MDEH0000 LPA 
WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LPA 
WG C Y Y Y BDEMOOOO LPA 
WG C Y Y Y HDEIIOOOO LPA 

PAFtAEAPH 300T TOTALS: 

ADHD 
A m  
Am 
AMD 
ADMD 
ADND 
A m  
AMlD 

TPACO: XR PPACO: 
ws C Y Y Y  
ffi C Y Y Y  
KG C Y V Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  

NE 
;IDEM0000 LPh GDtlD. 
fIDEH0rjOO LPA ADHD 
MDE?lOOOO LPA ADHD 
HDEHOOOO LPA ADHD 
MDiMO000 L?A ADHD 
RDEM0000 LPA ADMD 
MDEil00OO LPA ADtlD 
HDEH0000 LPG ADHD 

PARAGRAPH 3OOU TOTCliS: 

-30V TITLE: STEMIRADIATiTOR BR UICDK: WOrJlCIA TPACO: XN PPACO: NE w 



drts? SECTiOii 2 - C i V  tr "1L DKNJ: Xi;- NO:-13 
15:2a:22 04/22/1993 LkAE: U S \RNY DEFOT TOOELE 2CWil: El0294 4 2 :  21 
=============1=========1===~===~=======~5====z==E=================z=========Iz=z~==============================I~3x==I==~==;======~ 

S I P P P  , C E Z  
Q D S P P  3 H F O  
1 E I S S  S G L K  

PARA LINE 2 N R S R  - . 5 A $  
NO NO POSITIONTITLE GR FOSCO D ASIC0 LICCO LPIND M H  T B T Q AMSCO Ti,' NDEP RPSTR AUSTR PERMKS ; T G P ........................................................................ ------------------------------------------------------------------========s=====z==============================z========= 

300V 01 MTL TNI!/RAD kP SUPV 09 0358 
300V CIA NTL T%# RAD RPk 09 03858 
300V 015 NTL TAN: RAE RPK 07 03858 
300V 01C PAINTItiG UKR 07 04102 
-, ., d0!1d 02 . ETiliP CLNE 05 07009 

300W TITLE: ED NNT MTL IVT 
300W 01 IND EQ REC SUPV 
30OW 02 CWTO EQ DISP 
300W 03 PDN MACH NEC/ELC 
500W 04 INST FECH 
JOOlii 05 C W E  OP 
30OW 06 ELECT 
50OW 0B IND ED EECH 
300W 10 RIGtiG NKR 
3004 11 ENG EO OFR 
3WW 12 MVO 

w 
320 TITLE: ENGR FA0 DIV 

B UICDR: W O t t W  
10 05352 
03 02151 
12 05350 
11 03399 
11 05725 
10 02805 
10 05352 
08 ii5210 
08 09716 
07 0570; 

WS C Y Y Y MDER0000 LPA ADID 
WG C Y Y Y MMMOOOO LPA ADND 
WG C Y Y Y IDEMOOOO LPA ADND 
WG C Y Y Y BDEN0000 LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y RDEIOUOO LPA ADND 

PARAGRAPH 300V TOTKiS: 

TPCIMI: XH PPACO: 
WS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
KG C Y Y Y  
'ffi C Y Y Y  
ffi C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  
WG C Y Y Y  

NE 
HDEMOOOO NGC ADMD 
flMILhl000 LBC ADND 
NDENOOOO NGC ADND 
MDEMOOOO NGC ADND 
MDENOOOO L6C ADMD 
MDEMOOOO NGC ADND 
MDENOOOO NGC ADHD 
MDEMOOOO LBC ADMD 
MDEMOOOO L6C ADHD 
MDEM0000 LElC ADKS 

PARMFIPH 300W TOTALS: 

320 01 CHIEF 14 00801 
320 02 SECY !STEFiG/OA) 06 00318 
320 0; SUP TECH 05 02005 
7.7 JLO 04 OF CLF 04 (50526 

UICDR: WONMACL TPACO: %M PFACO: NE 
GM C B D Y NLAVOOOO SJC ADLS 
GS C C F Y NAD0000 SJC ADLS 
GS C Y Y Y MD2NC0OO LEA ADMD 
GS C Y Y Y ILAVOOOO LEA kDLS 

PCtRAGRAFti 320 TOTALS: 

3208 TITLE: SHMTL/TIRE TZD 5 U:CE5: UOKZAA TPACO: X?, PPACO: NE 
32OA 01 SHililTL IEC SUPV 11 03806 WS C Y Y Y ilD2M0000 LFA ADHD 
3204 02 SHTMTL NECH 11 05806 WG C Y Y Y MD2N0000 LPA ADMD 
320A 03 SHTWL MECH 10 03806 WG C Y Y Y MD2flOOOO LPA ADHD 
320A 04 RUB ED RF'R 09 04361 WG C Y Y Y ND2M0000 LPA ADMD 
3204 05 SHTRTL K R  08 03806 WG C Y Y Y MD2H0000 LPA ADMD 
3204 06 Rile ED RF% 07 04361 WG C Y Y Y ND2Mir000 :PA AMID 

PARAGRAPH 320A TOTALS: 

3206 TITLE: WELDING BR UICDR: WONNAA TPACO: xn P P ~ :  NE 
3205 61 KELDEA SdPV 10 02703 (JS C Y Y Y HD2140000 LM AMD 
3206 03 WELDEfi 10 03703 W6 C Y Y Y ND2N0000 LPA ADHD 
3208 04 WELDER 10 03703 ffi C Y Y Y MLClVOOOO SJB ADLS 
3208 04A WELDER 10 05103 W6 C Y Y Y lUVO000 SJB ADLS 

08 03703 WB C Y Y Y  WZm)(KK)LPArn 



drtz2 SECTION 2 - CIV & NIL DOit4l: UWlNM +[I. 7 .  - 
15: 23: 24 04/22/1993 LNAXE: U S ARM MPOT TOOELE CCiJUII: X I031  fa: :: 
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S I F P P  - C E C  
Q D S P P  td 'i F O 
I E I S S  ,:rJLti 

PARA L I E  2 N R S R ' j A V  w NO YI N3SITlON T ITU GR POX0 D ASIC0 LICCO LFIND BRNCH T 0 T Q AMSCO PAC IDEP RQSTR NSTR PERHKS i T G P 

PCIRAGRAPH 3206 TOTALS: 20 20 

320C TITLE: HkCHiNE SHOP ER 
320C 01 TOOLYAliER S W V  
32OC 02 MODEL EAKEFi 
Z0C 0; TfrOLMMEFr 
XOC 0 3  TOOLHAKER 

I 320C 04 NCiCHINIST 
i 32% 05 TOOL~ER 
' 320C 06 W I N I S T  

320C 07 SLK SCR MR PRNT 
320C 08 MACHINIST 
320C 09 FABRIC MR 
Z20C 10 MATL XPD 

, 320C 11 PLATE Yi .3  

UICDR: .j;OKM 
13 03416 
14 04714 
13 03416 
13 03416 
11 03414 
11 03416 
10 03414 
09 04419 
08 03414 
07 03105 
07 06910 
05 04416 

TPXO: X l l  PFACO: NE 
MS C C F Y flD:M(~000 LPA AMD : 1 
WG C Y Y Y MLEVOOOO SJB ADLS i 1 
WG C Y Y Y MLAVOUOD SJB ~DLS 2 2 
W6 C Y Y Y HLEVOOOO SJB ADLS 2 2 
W6 C Y Y Y HD2H0000 LPA ADHD 3 3 
bl6 C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO SJB ADlS 2 2 
ffi C Y Y Y ND2HO000 SJ6 ADHD 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y ND2NOOOO SJR ADMD 2 2 
ffi C Y Y Y MD2M0000 SJB ADiiD 2 2 
D C Y Y Y lD2N0000 SJE ADND 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO S;ii ODLS 1 1 
ffi C Y Y Y PlD2M0000 SJB PDND 1 1 

I PARAGRAPH 323C T3TALS: 21 21 

3206 TITLE: TECH WRITITRNG BR 
320D 01 CHIEF 12 

I :?OD O? EQ SP (MKYIELCI 09 
320D 0% EQ SP (NlEii INST) 09 

1(1 I 32OD 028 EQ SP (GEN LNSTI 09 
3208 02C EQ SP (AUTOIELC) 09 
320D 02D EQ SP OICICH) 09 
320D 03 TECH !IfiNUiK EEIT 09 
320D 04 TECH ED ILLUS 09 
Z20D 05 OG CLK 04 

UICDR: WMNM 
01670 
01670 
01670 
01670 
01670 
01670 
01083 
01020 
06326 

TPAC0:XR PPfiCZ: 
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
6s C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  
GS C Y Y Y  

NE 
MDSlYIOOOO LGB ADHD 1 1 
HDSNOOUO LGF ADMD 5 5 
RDSNOu06 L53 ACilD 2 2 
NDSMOOCJO LGB ADMD 2 2 
flDSNOO0O L6B ADMD 4 4 
NDSNO000 LG6 ADHD 2 2 
!ID210000 LGF ADMD 1 1 
NESN0OOO LZB ADMD 3 3 
ilDR3000 LGa ADHD 1 1 

FARAGRAPH X O D  TOTALS: 21 21 

320E TITLE: EQLIP TEST BFi UICDR: MRHM TPACO: XM PPACO: tiE 
320E 01 CHIEF 12 01670 6s C C F Y MLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 1 1 

' 320E 02 M SP ORDIEACH 11 01670 GS C Y Y Y HLEV0OOO SJA ADLS 6 6 
320E 0Z ED SP ORDIMCH 11 01670 ' GS C C F Y RLADOOOO SJA ADLS 2 2 
320E 04 EQ SP OHDINACH 09 01670 GS C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 3 3 
320E 05 ELI SP GEN 09 01670 GS C Y Y Y 1?'LAVOOM SJA ADLS 3 3 
320E 06 ELECTRICIAN 10 02805 WG C Y Y Y llLAV0000 SJA ADLS 1 1 

PARCUjRAPH 320E TOTALS: 16 16 

3 2 0 ~  TITLE: AMHU!~ITION ED BR UICDR: WOMW TPACO: xn PPKO: NE 
320F 01 CHIEF 13 00830 Gll C C F Y HLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 1 1 
320F 02 MEW ENGR 13 00830 GS C C F Y MLAVOOQO SJA ADLS 1 1 
320F 03 CHEtl ENGR 13 00853 GS C C F Y kAV0000 SJA ADLS 1 1 

z ? ~  - -. i - v  
: J V  . c, & .  v 
2 1 v  
: P v  
2 ? v  
- 5  - v 
- - i ;' v 



drt52 SECTION 2 - CIV f MIL DGCNO: MMHM FiU i TC 

15: 28:26 04i22/iS93 LidME: U S ARMY DEPOT TOOELE CCNUM: 110294 PAGE I'l. 
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S I P P P  L I E C  
0 D S P P N . F O  
1 E I S S  S > , N  v PARALINE 2 N R S R T Z 4 V  

NO NO FOSITIONTITLE GR W S C O  D ASIC0 LICCO LPIND bRNCH T Q T Q AMSCO SWC MDEP fiQSTR AUSTR PEWS S - G P 

320F 04 HEW ENGR 12 00830 
S20F 05 ELEC ENGR 12 00850 
220F Ob ELiC E;;GR 11 00850 
::OF 08 ilECH EXGR TECH 11 50802 
320F 09 8EC'd ENGR 11 00830 
:20F 10 ELEC ENGR TECH 09 00802 
320F 11 MECH ENGR TECH 09 00802 

GS C Y Y Y MLAV000i; SJA ADLS 4 4 4 =, v 
GS C C F Y MLAVOOOO S;k ADLS 2 2 4 P v  
SS C Y Y Y flLAV0~30 SJA ADLS 2 2 4 - v  
GS C Y Y Y MLAD0030 SJA ADLS 1 1 2 i ' v  
GS C Y Y Y FlLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 3 z ; ' v  
GS C Y Y Y NLAV000u SJA ADLS 1 1 4 - v  
GS C Y Y Y RLAV3000 SJA ADLS 3 3 - 2 - v 

PARAGRAPH 320F TOTALS: 19 19 I 

3?0G TITLE: SHOP SUPWRT BR UICDR: UOMHCIA 
3206 01 CHIEF 12 00836 
3206 02 INC E!:% 12 00896 
3205 0: IN3 ENGR 11 00896 
3206 64 :ND SPIMACH 11 01150 
3 0 6  05 INit ENGZ TEZd 09 00895 
320G 06 B SP GEh 09 01 670 
5206 07 IN3 ENG 'ECH 07 00695 

320H TITLE: ENGR SERVICES BR 
320H 01 CHIEF 13 
520H 02 RECH ENGR 

1 320H 03 ELEC ENGR 
320H 04 MECH ENGR 

1 32Od 06 ChW ENGR 
j 320H 07 rlECH CGii TECH 
I 320H CIS ELEC EN53 TECti 
I 320H OF NECH ENER 

320H 10 ELEC ENGR 
1 Z20H 11 MECH ENGR TECH 
1 SOH 12 ELEC D4iR TECH 

UICDR: W6HRAA 
00830 
00830 
00850 
00830 
06893 
0C002 
00802 
00830 
00850 
00802 
00802 

TPACO: XH WACO: NE 
65 C Y Y Y HD2MO000 LEA ADMD 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y MD2M0000 LEA ADMD 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y MD2K0000 LEA ADMD I 3 
GS C Y Y Y MD2M0000 LEA ADMD 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y MD2MO000 LEA AGMD 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y MD2M0000 LEA ADMD 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y MD2fi0000 LEA ADMD 2 2 

TPACO': XN PPACO: NE 
GH C C F Y MLAVOGOO SJA ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y MLAW00O SJA ADLS i 1 
6S C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y MLAV0000 SJA ADLS 2 2 
GS C C F Y !ILAVOOOO SJA ADLS 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y MLAVOOUO SJA ADLS 3 3 
GS C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 1 1 
GS C Y Y Y KLAVOOUO SJA ADLS 2 2 
6S C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO SJA ADLS 2 2 
GS C Y Y Y NLAV0000 SJA ADLS 1 I 
GS C Y Y Y NLAVOO0O SJA ADLS 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 320H TOTALS: 16 16 

330 TITLE: RAIL SHOPS DIV UICDR:WCH4MM TPAC0:XM PPAC0:h'E 
330 01 HHE MECh SUPV 16 05803 WS C Y Y Y MDEM0000 LUA bDMD 1 1 XC 4 P v  

330 02 SECY (OR) 04 00?i8 GS C Y Y Y MDEMOOOO LUA ADMD I I 2 P v  

I PARAGRAPH 330 TOTALS: 2 2 I 
I 
I 

330A TITLE: ELECTRICAL BR UICDR: TPCICO: PPKO: 
530A 01 HNE MECH SUPV 16 0580: C Y Y Y MDEHO000 LUA ADMD 0 0 XC 4 P v  

1 Z30A 02 ELECT 11 02805 WG C Y Y Y NDEHOOOO LUII ADflD 10 10 - - - - 

330A 03 ELECT 10 02805 



SECTION ? - CIV t MIL DOCNO: XbMO!YM ~ i - ; ?  , d r t s ?  
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S I P F f  L C E C  
3 D S P P t i d F 0  
I E I S S  S G L S  w PARA LINE 2 N R S R  T ; A V  

NO NG POSITICN TITLE GR FOSCO D ASIC0 LICCO LP!ND FRNCH T Q T Q AMSCO SiC IDEP RQSTR WTR P E W S  S T 6 F 

3;OA 04 LOCO EHGR 09 05751 
Z30A 05 ELECT il!'R 08 02805 

WG C Y Y 'i MDE110000 LUA ADMD 1 1 : ? v  
WG C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LUA ADnD i 1 i p v  

;ZOB TITLE: MECilAfliCAi Bii UICDR: KOMM TPACO: XY PPACO: NE 
3308 01 HME MECH SUPV 11 05803 WS C Y Y Y HOENO000 LUA ADMD 1 1 

I 3ZOB 02 HHE YECH 11 05803 WG C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LLIA ADHD 9 9 
3308 03 PIPEFITTER 10 04204 LJG C Y Y Y MDENOOOO LCA ADND 1 1 I 3Z08 04 M E  K X H  10 05003 WG 2 Y Y Y NDEN0000 LUA ADND 1(; 10 

330C TITLE: SUFFLX BRANCH 
! 33OC 01 ?ITL PROC SPT SPV 

330C 02 MACHINIST I 33OC 05 f lAUi I I IST 
: 330C 04 WELOER 

330C 05 SHTilTL NECH 
' 33OC 06 PDN MCH MEW I 
1 330C 07 PAINTER 

330C 08 U D E R  WKR 
330C 09 WOOKWKR 

' 330C 10 PAINTINGWKR 
I 330C 11 FLU / 33EC 12 EQUIP CLNR 

330C 13 HTL XPD I 33OC 14 LABORE 
I 

PARAGRAPH 330B TOTALS: 21 21  

TPACO: XM PPACO: NE 
YS C Y Y Y MDEM0000 LFA ADND 
WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LPA ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y NDEHO0OO LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y MDEMOOOO LPA ADND 
WG C Y Y Y HDEi10000 LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y NDEMOOOO LPA ADMD 
W6 C Y Y Y MDUllOOOO LPA ADHD 
ffi C Y Y Y MDEMOOOO LPA ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y MDEMNOO LPA ADND 
WG C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LFA ADHD 
WG C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LPA ADM) 
ffi C Y Y Y HDEHOOOO LPA ADHD 

. ffi C Y Y Y HDEMOOOO LPA ADMD 
WG C Y Y Y MDEHOOOO LPA ADMD 

I 
I PARAGRAPH 330C TOTALS: 20 20 
i 

TITLE: DIH CMLIARNO UPS 
01 DIRECTOR 
02 CHEM STAFF OFCR 
03 ADRIN SPEC 
04 SECY (STENOlOb) 

TITLE: CML PRP/CONT DIV 
01 CHIEF (CSEPP COORDl 
02 GEN ENGA 
05 FROG ANAL 
04 PROG ANAL 
05 SECY (04) 

UICDR: WW 
14 02001 
05 74COO 
09 00301 
06 00318' 

UICDR: WOHHM 
12 00343 
12 00801 
12 00343 
09 00343 
05 00318 

TPACO: XH PPEO: NE 
GH C B D Q tUM3OOO HW ADLS 1 1 
UI K E F 0 U V O o 0 0  HWA ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y MAVOOOO M A  ADLS 1 I 
6S C C F Y M L A W W  MWCl ADLS 1 i 

PCIRAGRWH 450 TOTCILS: 4 4 

TPACO: XH PPACO: NE 
GS C C F Y MLADOOOO XDB ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y IILRDOOOO XDB ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y MADOOOO XDB ADLS 2 2 
65 C C F Y HLADOOOO XDB ADLS 1 L 
GS C C F Y HLADOOOO XDB ADLS 1 ' 1  
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S ! F F P  L : E C  
C D S P F  : . r ( F O  

E I S S  
N R S R  

NO NO POSITIONTITLE GR POSCCl D ASIC0 LiCCO LFIND BRhCii T Q T Q &ISM SllC HDEP RliSTk AUSTR FEFiNKS ' G P 
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FAiiAGRAFH 455 TOTALS: s b  

460 TITLE: PLAN t CCK; D:V U;CDR: v!OEMAA TPGCO: XN FPACO: !4i 
12 91910 GH C C F Y MLAVOOOO rikC ADLS 1 1 163 C1 CHiES 

460 J: EECY :X) C.5 00318 Gs C C F Y flLAVi:000 MWC ADLS 1 I 

PARffiRWH 460 TCTALS: 2 2 

' 460A TITLE: COlRIANCE BRA!;CH UICDR: WO!WM TPACO: KB WACO: NE 
460A 01 CHIEF 12 01910 GS C C F Q NLCIA0000 NKD ADLS 1 1 
4604 ii? GUAL ASSUR SP 11 01910 GS C C F Q MLAAOOOO NKD ADLS 3 3 
4604 03 QW ASSUH S? 09 01910 GS C C F Q RLAAOOOO NKD ADLS 1 1 
46UA 04 CHEM PLNT OP INS 11 05427 WG C C F Q HLAA0000 NKD ADLS 2 2 
460A 05 AM?lilNli!SN :NSP 09 06501 f f i  C C F Q mAAO0OO NKD ADLS 2 2 

I PPRAGRAPH 460A TOTALS: 9 9 

460B TITLE: FUNNING BRANCH UICDR: IU'OMMCIA TPACO: XM PPACO: NE 
4608 01 CHIEF 12 01152 6S C C F Y llLAV0000 HWC ADLS 1 1 
460B 02 PROG ANAL 11 00343 65 C C F Y RLAVOW MWC ANS 1 1 
4608 03 EQUIP SPECIZRD 09 01670 6S C C F Y NLAVOOOO HtX ADLS 1 1 
460B 04 PROD CONTIAMNO 09 01152 GS C C F Y MLAVOOOO M'irii: ADLS 4 4 

460C TITLE: CDNtl I N  BR 
460C 01 CHIEF 
460C 02 SUPPLY TECH 
460C 03 SUPPLY TECH 
460C 64 SWPPY TECH 
460C 05 SUPPLY CLK 

! 4600 TITLE: MDI IN" BR 
460D 01 CHIEF 
460D 02 MATL STG NCO 
460D 03 SUPPLY TECH 
460D 04 SUPPLY TECH 
460D 05 SUPPLY TECH 
460D 06 SUPPLY CLERK 

UICDR: WOEUIAA 
08 02005 
07 02005 
06 02005 
05 02005 
04 02005 

UICDR: WOHMM 
08 02005 
Eb 76P30 
07 02005 
06 02005 
05 02605 
04 02005 

PARAGRAPH 4608 TOTALS: 7 7 

TPACO: XB WACO: NE 
GS C C F Y NLABOOOO HZA ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y NLAb6660 HZA ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y HLABOOOO HZA ADLS 2 2 
GS C C F Y MLABOOOO MZA ADLS 2 2 
GS C C F Y MLAbOO00 HZA ADLS 2 2 

PARAGRAPH 4M)[: TOTGLS: 8 0 

TPACO: XH PPACO: NE 
6S C C F Q HLABOOOO HZA ADLS 1 1 
NC I Y Y Y HUB0000 MZA ADLS 1 1 
GS c c F 0 MLIIBOOOO nzA ~ D L S  1 i 
GS C C F Q MLABOOOO HZA ADLS 3 3 
GS c c F Q HLABOOOO nza A D L ~  2 2 
GS C C F Q HLABOOOO HZA ADLS 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 460D TOTALS: 9 9 



drts? .SECT:CW ? - C:V t N i i  DOC:vO: Xui#O;1RM r::!: 1: 
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.................................................................................................................................. ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------x= 

S I P P P  - ; s c  
C D S P P  i F 0 
I E I S S  S G L N  

PARA LINE i N R S R  - 3 A V  
YO NO POSiiXiN TITLE 3 ?OSCO D ASiCil LICE0 LPIND BRt4Cii T Q T C1 AHSLij SdC RDEP ??ST2 &STR PERNKS ' G P 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

465 TITLE: CDNV CPS 31V UiCD4: vJirMVhA TFACG: X i l  FPACO: NE 
GS C C F Y HLAA0300 NlpD ADLS 1 1 465 0! G!EF 12 0200; 1 2 v  
GS C C F Y HLAAC000 YWD ADLS 1 465 02 SECY ( O A i  05 30;:6 i - -, ,I 

1 4b5 0: OA Cik 04 (IQS?.~ GS C C F Y NLAPG;Sl?O MUD AGLS 1 - - v 

PkRAGRAPH 405 TOTALS: , 5 

TITLE: CON" STORAGE FR 
01 MWIHTLHDSW 
02 QA SPEC 
03 DIST F K  SP 
04 SUPPLY TECd 
04A SUP TECH {OA) 
05 SilP C U  iOA) 
06 HVO (EXPL AD) 
07 ELOCKER/bRCICER 
08 NVO VATL ktNDLR 

TITLE: TRANSP El? 
01 MIEF 
02 TRAFFIC PiGT SP 
03 FREIGHT RATE SP 
04 TRAVEL CLK (06) 
05 SHIPilBT CLK 
06 SHIPHENT CLK 
07 SHIP CLK (OA) 
OB COND LDR (RR IN) 
09 COND (RR INSP) 
10 LOCO EKSR 

I 465C TITE: CONVlWlHTBR 1 465C 01 EXPL OPR SUPV 
4b5C 02 EXPL OPR LDR 1 465C 03 IND ECdiF IEW 1 465C 04 ELECTRICIAN 
465C 05 EXPL OPR 
4651: Ob HAZ MATL HNDLfi 
465C 07 PAINTING WKR 
465C 00 MTL XPD/TL Rfl A7 
465C 09 EXPL WKR 

UICDR: 
08 05703 
09 01910 
09 02030 
05 02005 
05 02005 
04 02005 
08 05703 
08 04602 
08 05733 

W014MM T :  XM PPXO: NE 
klS C C F Y fUW000 NWD ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y MA0000 #KD ADLS 1 1 
6S C C F Y HLM000 MWD ADLS 1 1 
GS C C F Y \LAC10000 NW3 ADLS 6 6 
GS C C F Y MLAAO000 NWD ADLS 1 1 
6S C C F Y NLAA0000 HWD ADLS 1 1 
WL C Y Y Y MLAAOOOO HWD ADLS 1 1 
ffi C Y Y Y RGBO0OO H#D ADLS 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y HLABOCJilO zlWD ADLS 17 17 

UICDR: WOIINM TPACD: XH PPACO: NE 
11 02130 GS C C F Y HLAT0000 LAC ADLS 1 1 
09 02130 GS C Y Y Y NATG000 LAC ADLS 1 1 
07 02131 6S C Y Y Y RLAT001,O LAC A3LS 2 2 
06 02132 GS C C F Y ZGSZOOOO LAC ADGA 1 1 
05 02134 GS C Y Y Y NATO000 LCH: ADLS 1 1 
04 02134 GS C Y Y Y NLAT0000 LAC ADLS 2 2 
04 02134 GS C Y Y Y HLAT0000 LAC ADLS 1 1 
09 05736 k C C F Y NLATOOOO LEA ADLS 1 1 
09 05736 W6 C Y Y Y flLA1001.W LCA ADLS 2 2 
09 057S7 W6 C Y Y Y HLATOOOO L U  ADLS 2 2 

UICDR: 
11 06502 ' 
06 06'502 
10 05352 
10 02005 
08 06502 
08 06901 
07 04102 
07 06910 
04 06502 

PARA6RAPH 4658 TOTALS: 14 14 

MOIlHM TPCICO: XH PPMX: NE 
WS C C F Y NLADOOOO NXA ADLS 1 1 
WL C C F Y NLADOOOO HXA ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y HLADO000 NGC ADLS 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y NLfiAO(,OO NGC ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y KADOOQO MXA ADLS 8 8 
WG C Y Y Y \LAD0000 HXA ADLS 1 1 
WG C Y Y Y RAD0000 HXA A9LS 2 2 
WG C Y Y Y HLAD0000 flXA ADLS 1 1 
f f i  C Y Y Y KADO000 HXA ADLS 2 2 

PMGRAPH 4bX TOTALS: 19 19 



(illYI PARA LiNE 
E I S S  
N R S R  - 

NO NO POSiTIONTiTLE GR POSCO D ASIC0 LICCO LPIND BRNIX T G! T' Q AMSCC CiC MDEP RQSTR AUSTR FERMS S T G P 

4650 TITLE: LTL iFSANC% UICD?: WOM!IAA TPACO: XM PPNO: NE 
465D 01 B?K/BRC SiPV 07 04602 WS C C F Y MLAB00dO fjrD ADLS 1 1 2 = v  
465D 02 SUP TECH (DA) 05 02005 GS C C F Y MLAAOOOO MWD ADLS 1 1 4: v 

4bZD 83 BLAtBRC PKR LDi3 07 04602 K C Y Y Y MLAB0000 NWD ADLS 1 1 .-! '. 
V 

4650 04 NVO KAT~ HNDLR 08 05703 WG C V Y Y HLkBOOOO MWD ADLS 2 2 ? 7 - v 

465D 05 BLK/BAC PhR 07 04602 WG C Y Y Y MLAPCOOO ?IUD ADLS 4 4 
- - - - v  

PARAGRWH 465D TOTALS: 9 9 

4 6 9  TITLE: COW INSP BR 'JICDR: WOMMM TFMM: XM PPRCO: NE 
465E 01 CHIEF 11 01910 6S C C F Y tlLMO000 NKD ADLS 1 1 
465E 02 QA SPECIGfINO 09 01910 GS C C F Y MLMOOO0 NKD ADLS 8 8 
465E OJ AMMO !!iS? 10 06501 WG C C F Y MLAA0000 r4KD ADLS 2 2 
465E 04 AMMI INSP 09 06501 WG C C F Y MLAAOOOO WIG ADLS 4 4 

PAXAGRAPH 465E TOTALS: 15 15 

465F TITLE: MISSILE MINT BR UICDR: W ~ N K A A  TPBCO: XM PPACO: NE 
46% 01 RHSM SliPV 12 02601 WS C C F Y NLAVOOOO LJC ADLS 1 1 2  i ' v  
46513 02 RDEYE MSL SY M 13 02601 W6 C Y Y Y HUV0000 LJC ADLS 3 3 2 P v  
46% 03 RDEYE MSL SY M  12 02601 WG C Y Y Y MLAV0000 LJC ADLS 3 3 2 P v  
4 6 9  04 ELECTRO MECH 09 02604 W6 C Y Y Y NLAVOOOO LJC CIMS 1 1 2 F v  
465F 05 EXfL OPR 08 06502 WG C Y Y Y MtAVOOOO MXA ADLS 2 2 2 P v  

PMAGRAPH 46% TOTALS: 10 10 

4656 TITLE: DENIL BRANCH UICDR: W08MAA TPACO: XM PPACO: NE 
4656 ?1 EXPL OPR SUPV 08 06502 WS C C F Y MLADOOOO HXA ADLS 1 1 L - 3 

4656 02 EXPL OPR LDR 08 06502 k L C  C F Y NLAADODO MXA ADLS 1 1 2 c* 

46% 03 CRAiGE OPR 11 05725 WG C Y Y Y MLADOGOO IIXA AOLS 1 1 - z V  

4656 04 EXPL OPR 08 06502 WG C Y Y Y MLADOOOO MXA ADLS 8 8 Z P v 

PRRAGRAPH 4656 TOTALS: 11 11 

470 TITLE: CHEM OPER DIV UICDR: MOMMA4 TPACO: XM PPKO: NE 
1 470 01 TMH MVO SUPV 12 06511 WS C C F Q MLAV0000 MWD ADLS 1 1 

470 02 N E  5TF C O  E7 54840 NC I Y Y Y HL#d0000 MWD PDLS 1 1 
! 470 03 SECY (CIA) 05 00318 GS C C F Y mAV0OOO MWD ADLS 1 1 
' 470 04 OA CLk. 04 00326 GS C C F Y MLAV0000 MWD ADLS 1 1 

PARAGRAPH 470 TOTALS: 4 4 

470A TITLE: CHEHICAL STG 6R UICDR: WONMA TPACO: Xll PPMO: hE 
470A 01 TilH MVO SUPV 08 06511 WS C C F Q KAVOOW MWD ADLS 1 1 
47011 02 TX MATL H MWI LDR 00 06511 WL C C F B MLAVOOOO MWD ADLS 2 2 



drt;? SECTIGN ': - C:'; t t ' i i  '.-- L,LNC: X k W O M  NfJ:T;: 
15: ?e:;i 04/22/1973 iNAFE: II S ARMY XF'GT TOMLE CRUN: XI0294 FAGE 13 
= = = = ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = = = = = 5 = = = 5 = 5 = = = = = = = = = 5 = = = = = = E L - = = = = = = = = = Z D O I = X I = Z = = I U D P 5 P i = D = = = =  

C I F P P  L Z E C  
Q D S P P  : . q F O  
I E I S S  f i L K  

PARA LINE 2 N R S R 7 3 A V  
NO NO POSITIONTITLE GR POSCO D A S I X  LICCO LFIND ERNCH T Q T Q AMSL'O SWC MDEP RQSTR WSTR PERNKS S T G P ............................................................................................................... --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------==========:====== 

4704 03 CRANE OF'EhATOR 11 <I5725 
470.4 04 hkl iWTL HNDLR 08 Ob901 
470A 05 TOX HAT; HDL MVO 08 06511 
4704 06 YVOICHj R l l  ATTD 05 05703 

fi C Y Y Y MLGVO005 MWD A3LS 1 1 m .  - - "  
UG C Y Y Y MLAVOOOu MWD ADLS 1 1 - - - $ & .  
WG C Y Y Y MiAV0300 NWD ADLS 18 18 - : ,  
$6 C Y Y Y MLADOOOO MWD APiS 1 1 " - 

- - ;  

Ffi6dGRAFk 570.4 TGTALS: TJ 24 

4700 TITLE: CkEM INSP bR UICDR: WCIMMAA TPACO: XM PPACO: IiE 
470B 01 CHIEF 12 01910 GS C C F Q tURRO000 NKD AMS 1 1 
4700 02 OA SPEC/FINNO 11 01910 GS C C F Q NLAAOOOO Nl:D ADLS 3 3 
470B 03 AMrm INSP 09 06501 W6 C C F O NLAt10000 NKD ADLS 7 7 

PARAGRAPH 470b TGTALS: li 11 

470C TITLE: MONITORING bR U!CDR: WOMH#I TPRCO: XN PPRCO: NE 
470C O i  MSR SUPV UB 05205 WS C C F Q MLAE0000 NWD ADLS 1 1 2 9 v 
470C O? MONITORIKG SY RP 08 05205 WG C Y Y Y HLADOOOO MID ADLS 7 7 2 f  v 

PARAGRAPH 470C TOTALS: 0 8 

4700 TITLE: INTERNAL NVMT BR UICDR: WOMM TPACO: XM PPGCO: NE 
4700 01 TNH N O  SUPV 08 06511 ffi C C F Q MLAVOOOO HWD ADLS 1 1 2 P v  
470D 02 TX RATL HD MVO 08 06511 WL C C F 61 HLAVOOOO MWD ADLS 1 1 1 5  v 
470D 03 TX BATL HD MVD 08 Of1511 ffi C Y Y Y MLAVOOOO WAD ADLS 18 18 4 - v  I - 

PRRCIGRAPH 470D TOTALS: 20 20 

470E TITLE: CHEK PROT EQ bR UICDR: W O W  TPACO: XN PPACO: NE 
4 7 0 ~  01 PR CLTH IN suev 07 04816 ws c c F Y NLAVOOOC~ NWD ADLS 1 1 2~~ 
470E 02 PHOT CLTH INS 07 04816 WG C Y Y Y ILLAVO000 MlJD PDLS 6 b 4 2 "  

470E 05 TL FTS ATTND 06 06904 WG C Y Y Y MLGVOOOO MWD ADLS 1 1 4 ;  v 

PMAGRAPH 470E TOTALS: 8 0 

*******t*************+*******************W********t**********+*****************t********************************t***ff***tt**t***** 

XWWOMNAA DOCUMENT TOTRLS: 2063 1983 
***********t************t***t**************t**********************t*******t**t**C**********t~********************~*************i**** 



I .  I 
I 

8 
END STRENGTH REPORT (SDS-(32 1 ) AS OF: SO S e p  91: 

,.I . TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 

I - C I V I L I A N :  
CAR/ ON- R E L  D I S A B  PTF' CAR L O S  

TOTAL  COND C A L L  TEMP TEMP EXEMPT P / R E T  PTP EQV TO DESC 

(OTHER 7s) (91 (77) (14) (14)  

728 1228 ( A P E  58 59 

WEPOT TOTAL: 3324 3097 

* . I n c l u d e s  one t e r m  a p p o i n t m e n t .  

(MEMO ENTRY : 
TEMP TEMP TEMP 

PERM PERM F U L L -  PART- TEMP SUMMER TEMP 
OES I NT TIME TIME INT HIRES oas 

(OTHER 7s) (14)  

7281221 ( D E M I L /  
'AMDS S P T )  



DEPOT TOTAL:  19 227 

?T I 1  - EXEMPT EMPLOYEES INCLUDE: 

(OTHER 7s) 

728 1223 ( A P E  

BOPS 

YOE SEY WTO FJF VR A TOT 

DEPOT TOTAL:  6 6 

PART I 1 1  - NON-PAY S T A T U S  EMPLOYEES: 

A M S  

7211 11C1 

(OTHER 7s) 

7281221 ( D E M I L )  

728 1228 ( A P E  

BOPS 

INTRMIT 
LWOP NO LJOR 1::: CO-OF' HAND I -CAP OTHER T O T A L  



OTHER. 

190000 

DEPOT TOT4L: 27 

j 

AUTHORIZED 
TOT CIV MIL 

&- IV - TENANTS: 
ACTIVITY 

ACTUAL 
CIV 

21 

7 

30 

1 0 

TOT MIL 

DEFENSE REUTIL & MARK OFC 21 

USA MOB RAIL SHOP NO. 3 7 

USA HEALTH CLINIC 32 

UTAH INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE 10 
SECT I ON 

ATMOSPHERIC SCIENCES DIV 

SYS MGA FOR CHEM AGENT MUN 2 
DZSF' SYS ACT 

USA INFO SYS CMD 123 

TMDE SPT - TOOELE 13 

TMDE SFT - UTAH 
4th M4RINE DIV 14 

RMY ENG HOUSING 
CENTER 

USA CAMDS ACTIVITY 204 

DEPOT TOTAL 432 

PART V - MILITARY: 
AMS TOTAL OFF WO 

(1) 

1 

(OTHER 7s) 

- ' BOPS 



1 9 (:) (1) (1) 

DEPOT TOTAL: 

w L O  DEPOT ACTY 

PART T - C I V I L I f i N :  
CAR ON- R E L  D I S A E  PTP CAR L O S  

T O T A L  COND C A L L  TEMP TEMP EXEMPT P / R E T  P T P  EQV TO DESC 

( O t h e r  7s)  ( 5 )  (4)  (1) (1)  

BUF'S (241) (231) ( 1 )  (10) (10) ( 2  

(y11896 167 166 1 1 1 2 

OTHER ( 1  ( 1  

DEPOT TOTAL: S2C) 494 22 26 26s I=' 
.J 

+Includes seven term appointments. 

(MEMO E N T R Y ) :  
TEMP TEMP TEMP 

FERM PERM FULL- PART- TEMP SUMMER TEMP 
O D s  I NT T I M E  T I M E  I NT H I R E S  O D s  

7s 

721 11 10 

(OTHER 7s) 

7281221 ( D E M I L )  

728 123(:) ( I NF) - 
7322(:)7(:) 

7380 170 

unnc 
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TASK NAEZ XLW26FAA P O S I T I O N  CONlROt  BY X N D l V I W A L  
T o o e l e  A r m v  O e p o t  (XLW26FAA) ' CC: 76300 

TDA DATE F Y 9 3  SYSTEM DATE 1 A p r i l  1993 3 
I l m ~ = r r r = r = r ~ = n r r r e ~ ~ a = ~ m = = = m = n = = n = ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ ~ = = = ~ n = ~ = = = = = ~ = m ~ a m = = = m ~ m ~ ~ = = = m m = ~ = = = = = = m = = = = ~ = = ~ m ~ = = = s = ~ = = = ~ ~ = = = ~ = ~ m ~ = = = ~ = = = = ~  : 

I I ,  I I P a r a  I I I I  I I 1 . I .  I S t r m ~ t h l  I I I #  

I 1  & I I l l  I I l l  I--------- I P o s l  :Pled: : 
l ILine I DESCRIPTION I I G r I M O S  : A S I / L I C l B R l I D I  AMS l R e q  I A u t h l S e n e l  REMARKS :Cat: I 
l n = m = r r m = l m n o r r r r = p = ~ = = ~ = = = = = = p = p ~ I = a ~ : = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = = = ~ = = ~ = = = = ~ = n ~ = = ~ ~ = ~ n = n = = ~ = = ~ ~ = ~ = m ~ = = = ~ ~ = ~ ~ = ~ a a = = = = = = = = = = = = x = = ~ = a a ' - - - "  I --- I I . . 

1 1 0 0 3  00 l R e s  Mgmt O f c  
: I I 
1 1 0 0 3  01 I C H I E F  : F U B l 1 2  100343  1 I O S I C  172801221FAB 1001 1001 INCS I* I C I :  
I I I t : 1 2  100343  1 1 4 5 9 2  I G S l C  172801221FAB ISORENSON, DARWIN 

I , I  
I I *  

I I I : : I  t I l l  I : I I : I :  
:I003 02 I A d m i n  S p e c  I F A E I 1 1  100301 1 I G S l C  172801221FAB I001 1001 1NCS I :NA I :  
I I t : : 1 1 I 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 6 5 0 3  I G S ~ C 1 7 2 8 0 1 2 2 1 F A B 1  ----- ____,,------ 

I 1 :  
I I I : I :  I I l l  I 1 I I I ,  : I I *  

11003 03 I P r o g  A n a l y s t  :FAB I 0 9  1 0 0 3 4 3  1 I G S I C  172801221FAB 1 0 0 1  I001 INCS I I 8 ,  
I , I  

: I I : : 0 9  I 0 0 3 4 3  1 I G S t C  172801221FAB IRYDALCH, TRACI J .  I I &  . I I *  

I I I 1 : :  I I l l  I I I I I : I  
1 1 0 0 3  0 4  I M e c h  E n g r  T e c h  :FA01 0 9  I00802 I I G S l C  172801221FAB I001 1000 INCS I 1 I ,  

I I *  

II 1 : 109  100802 1 I G S I C  172801221FAB IPRICE,  C L I N T  G. I I !  
: I I : : :  I I l l  I I I I I I ,  

I I ,  

1 1 0 0 3  05 I P r o g  S u p  C l k  : FAB I06 100303 1 I O S I C  172801221FAB 1 0 0 1  I001 INCS I I , I  
I I I  

I 1  I I 106 100303 1 I G S l C  1 7 2 8 0 1 2 2 l F A B  IHANSON, DOROTHY C. I , I  
I I *  

I I I : : I  I I I -  I I I I : I I 
I , I  
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- .  DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
Washington, D . C .  

JOINT kEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS 

Subject: Strengthening Depot Maintenance Activities 

Pursuant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of 
June 301 1990 titled "Strengthening Depot Maintenance 

11 Activit~es, a coordinated, lo?g-range elan for reducing depot 
maintenance costs of $2.2 billion for Erscal years 1991 through 
1995 is forwarded herein. 

The strategy to achieve the savings is based on three 
interdependent functions: interservicing, capacity utilization, 
and competition. The plan relies heav i ly  on open competition 
(82% of the total) to achieve the savings. It should be 
emphasized that the savings to be achieved by the Amy and the 
A i r  Force under the competition initiative v11l require 
enactment of enabling le islation. We understand that OSD is 
preparing chis tequired Hegislative paclcage. A ~ I  Services 
remain committed to their total savings goals. However, since 
savings will accrue to various appropriations and accounts, 
target.saviags should be applied against MID'S total obligation 
ruthorlty until they occur. A-detailed breakdo- by weapon 
s y s t . e m  w ~ 1 l  be dsvtloytd as +kc on-goias aa-sdity  c t u d i o e  

mature. 

.LnlS plan also intrudu~azr ~ l r r  ~ u u c p r = l . ~ t o i ) i v f  ~ s i a t  Dcpot 
Business Strategy Plan that will be our road map for the 
cuecurfnn nf r e q ~ ~ i r e d  chiinyes^ arid s a v i r r + s .  A130 included in the 
plan, is our proposed formal Cur r a p u r t ~ n g  s a v x a g s  as rcqucotod 
ib pour August 28, 1990 memorandum of the same s u b j e c t .  

. We 10nt f:ryard ta working with you to improve out depot 
system. Our jomt goals remaln to ensure customers receive 
products and services within cost, quality, and schedule 
requirements, while maintaining the infrastructure necessary to 
support surge and mobilization needs. 

Date 28 Seutember 1990 - 



JOINT SEBVICE IDNG-RANGE PIAN FOR INCaEASED EFFICIENCIES 
-, 3 - 4  

1. FOREWIRD. This is the Joint Service plan to achieve the 
long-term efficiencies as directed in the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense's memorandum on Strengthening Depot Maintenance 
Activities dated 30 June 1990. The objective of this plan is to 
present the Services' strategy to achieve a reduction of $2.2 
billion in the cost of depot maintenance operations over fiscal 
years 1991 through 1995. The Services have previously submitted 
individual plans to achieve the $1.7 billion cost savings 
specified in the Near Term Plans for Increased Efficiencies. The 
cumulative target of these plans is $3.9 billion. 

The strategy to achieve these savings is based on three 
interdependent functions. These are: (a) an increase in 
interservicing of depot maintenance workloads where cost savings 
can be achieved, (b) an optimal utilization of depot capacity 
that ensures efficiency and provides for the infrastructure 
necessary to meet peacetime and contingency needs, and (c) the 
implementation of a comprehensive public/private competition 
program for depot maintenance workloads. 

This strategy reflects an extremely ambitious undertaking. 
I t  requires a major increase in the current interservice base, a 
substantial savings resulting from workload consolidations that 
will offset implementation costs, and a public/private 
competition program that will require placement of an additional 
34 percent of the total depot maintenance program under full and 
open competition by 1995. Additionally, there are uncertainties 
and unknowns that will impact the outcome of this plan, including 
the impact of impending force structure reductions, completion of 
DDMC Comnodity and Non-comnodity Studies, current and potential 
maintenance requirements resulting from Operation Desert Shield, 
and Congressional budget action to cope with the deficit. 

Installation closures are not addressed in this strategy, as 
Services have already taken notional reductions in their 1992-97 
POMs to reflect projected installation closures and 
realignments. Newly identified closures will not produce net 
savings in the F Y  91-95 timeframe, and any new major closures are 
unlikely to be fully implemented in this period. Nonetheless, 
all Services have proposed, or are planning, reductions in the 
depot maintenance base. For instance, the Army has already 
targeted Sacramento Army Depot for closure and Letterkenny Army 
Depot for realignment. The Air Force has developed a plan which, 
among other initiatives, proposes to consolidate aviation depot 
maintenance activities. The Navy, with Air Force participation, 
will fully explore this proposal in a separate analysis to be 
completed by 30 November 1990. 

The concept of depot maintenance core is integral to 
discussions in several areas of this plan. The definition of 



core is currently under review by OSD and all references herein 
are subject to change based on future guidance. 

r Z  .4 

The ability of the Services to achieve targeted savings will 
be inhibited by external and physical realities that confront 
them. For example, the ability of naval shipyards to realize 
additional public/private competition savings is limited due to 
the extensive competition base that is already established. As a 
minimum, the Air Force, Army, and Marine Corps will need up to 18 
months to fully establish operating competition programs. 
Although there will initially be workloads that readily lend 
themselves to competition, all Services will soon be required to 
compete programs which have not previously been competed, and 
there is a daunting task ahead to prepare the necessary technical 
and contractual documentation to ensure successful 
competitions. This effort must begin irnnediately. 

This plan is in keeping with the intent and spirit of the 
joint cooperation that i t  will take to realize the savings that 
have been targeted. I t  must be emphasized that its 
implementation must be flexible and dynamic to respond to the 
changing military and budgetary environment. I t  should also be 
recognized that savings may ultimately be realized in areas other 
than those detailed in this plan. For example, depot economies 
and efficiencies achieved as a result of preparing for 
competition, even if unsuccessful, may contribute to the overall 
goal. The Services must retain the flexibility to seek and 
contribute savings toward the overall goal wherever these savings 
occur. No savings should be removed from the POM until the plan 
is finalized and actual savings are identified in specific years. 

2. BASELINE. The baseline for measuring cost reductions is the 
Administration's FY 1991 amended budget submitted to Congress in 
January 1990. The savings portrayed in this plan will accrue 
against various appropriations and accounts (e.g., operations and 
maintenance (O&M), procurement, stock fund, etc.). Therefore, 
target savings should be applied against total DOD obligation 
authority (TOA) until actual savings occur. 

This plan portrays the $2.2 billion specified in the Long- 
Range Plan for Increased Efficiencies. I t  identifies how costs 
will be reduced for depot maintenance operations of the Military 
Departments for FYs 1991-1995. The plan assumes a prior 
decrement for the $1.7 billion assessed to the Services under the 
Near-Term Plan for Increased Efficiencies. 

I t  will be necessary to develop a detailed matrix to 
correlate these projected savings targets to specific accounts. 
This will be accomplished at the Service level. The targets 
portrayed in this plan are not exact and are intended to portray 
relative proportion. The detailed methodology for tracking 
savings has not been developed, but will be an.element of the 
Joint Depot Business Strategy Plan discussed in paragraph 4 
below. 



3 .  SAVINGS ALLOCATIONS. Table 1 shows the total savings 
,- . generated by this plan allocated to each Service by fiscal 

year. The savings are based on the FY 1 9 9 0  depot maintenance 
program execution plan as reported in the ~ o i n t  Service Depot 
Maintenance Program Objectives Sumary (POS-911, dated 1 4  June 
1 9 9 0 .  Table 2  is a further breakout of the savings by functional 
area, followed by a discussion of each functional-area. I t  
should be emphasized that these are targets only and depend 
heavily on the results of many ongoing efforts such as the DDMC 
Comnodity Study Groups for determination of specific programs for 
which savings can be obtained. 

TOTAL SAVINGS TARGET ( $ MILL ION) 

Army 3 . 0  9 . 7  5 7 . 7  1 0 0 . 1  1 4 2 . 4  3 1 2 . 9  

Navy 1 0 8 . 8  1 6 7 . 5  2 3 7 . 9  2 9 3 . 6  3 4 5 . 2  1 1 5 3 . 0  

USMC 0 . 2  0 . 5  2 . 6  4 . 7  6 . 7  1 4 . 7  

'l'OTAL 1 1 7 . 9  2 5 9 . 0  4 2 8 . 7  5 9 8 . 5  7 9 5 . 9  2 2 0 0 . 0  

Table 1 



INTERSERVICE SAVINGS TARGET ( $  MILLION) 

FY 9  1 9 2  9 3  9 4  95 TOTAL 

Army 3 . 8  7 . 6  1 1 . 4  1 5 . 2  3 8 . 0  

Navy 5 . 6  1 1 . 2  1 6 . 9  2 2 . 5  5 6 . 2  

AF 5 . 6  1 1 . 2  1 6 . 9  2 2 . 5  5 6 . 2  

USMC 0 . 2  0 . 3  0 . 5  0 . 6  1 . 6  

TUI'AL 0 . 0  1 5 . 2  3 0 . 3  4 5 . 7  6 0 . 8  1 5 2 . 0  

CAPACITY SAVINGS TARGET ( $  MILLION) 

FY 9 1  9 2  9 3  9 4  95 TOTAL 

Army 3 . 0  5 . 9  1 1 . 7  1 1 . 7  1 1 . 7  4 4 . 0  

Navy 7 . 4  1 4 . 5  2 9 . 3  2 9 . 3  2 9 . 3  1 0 9 . 8  

AF 5 . 9  1 1 . 7  2 3 . 4  2 3 . 4  2 3 . 4  8 7 . 8  

USMC 0 . 2  0 . 3  0 . 6  0 . 6  0 . 7  2 . 4  

TWrAL 1 6 . 5  3 2 . 4  6 5 . 0  6 5 . 0  6 5 . 1  2 4 4 . 0  

COMPETITION SAVINGS TARGET ( $  MILLION) 

FY 9  1 9 2  9 3  9 4  95 TOTAL 

Army 3 8 . 4  7 7 . 0  1 1 5 . 5  2 3 0 . 9  

Navy 1 0 1 . 4  1 4 7 . 4  1 9 7 . 4  2 4 7 . 4  2 9 3 . 4  9 8 7 . 0  

USMC 

Table 2  



a. INCREASING INTEBSEBVICING. The overriding objective of 
increased interservicing is to perform workloads within cost, 

- -1 +..-. quality, and schedule requirements of the Principal Service.. 
Interservicing savings will be accrued from greater economies of 
scale through consolidations which will reduce recurring cost to 
the gaining depot. The losing activity will realize savings 
through overhead reductions associated with workload lost and 
downsizing its facilities to eliminate underutilized capacity. 
The savings target is $152 million which represents a net 9% 
return after transfer costs are absorbed. 

To take full advantage of interservicing potential, a 
fundamental change is necessary in the application of the 
decision tree analysis on depot maintenance new starts. Existing 
methods of establishing depot support capability often exclude 
the organic depot system due to late acquisition of technical 
data, sole source contracts, and unilateral decisions by the 
acquisition community on support planning. Program Executive 
Officers and Program Managers must do the up front planning 
necessary to support alternatives which do not automatically 
defer depot workload to the original equipment manufacturer. 
This will require revision to existing policy to allow and ensure 
that the measures necessary to support interservicing and 
publiclprivate competition are included. 

Another area of change is the approach to defining core. I t  
is essential to recognize that Services require a base to support 
the infrastructure necessary for surge and mobilization. A 
business base to support publiclprivate competition is also 
necessary. However, once the base is met which provides the 
required technical competence, source of repair will be 
determined through interservicing analysis or competition in 
order to achieve best value to the customer. 

Interservicing will be increased by specific actions to 
include: 

(a) Workload consolidations resulting from on-going 
commodity studies. 

( b )  Revision of the current interservice new start 
analysis procedure to require recurring cost as a decision 
criteria in depot source selection. This will, in effect, be an 
informal public vs public competition in the form of an economic 
analysis. 

(c) Comnodity Study Groups review for joint investment 
opportunities in non-traditional areas (i.e., manufacturing, 
engine blade and vane repair, engine bearing repair, etc.) which 
will yield savings through joint use of facilities, joint buys of 
equipment, and joint investment. 

(d) Review and revision of acquisition regulations to 
ensure that interservicing becomes an integrated part of the 

\J 
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logistics strategy in the acquisition comnunity. This will 
eliminate duplicate and overlapping depot maintenance investment. 

A-.- * 
Interservicing will be comprised of several categories and 

measured against the total workload base that is susceptible to 
interservicing. The categories of interservicing are the 
traditional organic depot workloads accomplished in one service 
for a different service, joint Service contracting, 
Nonconsumnable Item Materiel Support Code 5 (NIMSC-5, organic and 
contract), and interservicing with other Federal agencies (e.g., 
DLA, USCG, FMS, FAA, etc.). 

Comnodity Study Groups will identify specific candidates for 
interservicing. After completion of the source of repair 
analysis, the Principal Service will develop, in coordination 
with the Agent Service, the Depot Maintenance Interservice 
Support Agreement (DMISA) in accordance with existing directives. 

b. OPTIMUlld CAPACITY OTILIZATION. Capac i ty u t i 1 i za t ion needs 
to be targeted to optimal utilization of production resources, 
including manpower, equipment, facilities and material, to 
optimize output. Only in this manner will economies and 
efficiencies be achieved. Savings will accrue from increased 
economies of scale, reduction of overhead, and reduction in 
MILCON and capital investment. 

Capacity utilization will be improved in four ways; (1) 
divestiture of unneeded or inefficiently used resources, (2) 
redistribution of existing workloads within and between services, 
(3) bringing contract workload to organic depots based on lower 
cost resulting from competition, and (4) capturing new 
opportunities for workloads in the manufacturing/fabrication 
arena. Reduction of capacity will be. achieved through the 
conversion of depot maintenance facilities to other than depot 
maintenance functions (e.g., warehouse, office space, etc.), sale 
of equipment and property, mothballing capacity not required in 
peacetime but necessary for surge or mobilization, and base 
closure. 

The savings target is $244 mi 11  ion through FY 1995. In the 
aggregate, savings portrayed in the target matrix reflect a 
ramping up of net savings until the third year, with net savings 
continuing at a rate of about 314 of one percent of the current 
organic depot maintenance program through F Y  1995. Actual 
savings may be higher, but will be offset by transfer and 
divestiture costs. The projected levels of savings are 
considered very ambitious and will be chiefly identified through 
ongoing Service consolidation studies and the DDMC comnodity 
studies. Examples of the types of consolidations that may be 
recomnended include reduction in the number of locations for 
aircraft engine repair, single site assignments for airframes, 
consolidation of helicopter repair, tactical missile repair, 
bearing refurbishment, and blade and vane repair. Consolidations 
of workloads will maintain minimum Service core requirements to 



sustain technical competence necessary for military 
contingencies. 

#.  .. 
c. INCREASING COMPETITION. The most aggressive portion of 

this plan is competition. The goal is $1.804 billion in net 
savings through full and open competition involving both public 
and private facilities. 

The first target of opportunity for public vs private 
competitions will be items currently under comnercial contract 
where contract renewal is eminent. These items have the 
advantage of detailed technical specifications and drawings, 
complete statements of work, and adequate tooling and test 
equipment. Such competitions will provide near-term savings. 
Another opportunity will be major refurbishment and modification 
programs under planning by weapon system program managers. This 
will require coordination with and participation by Program 
Executive Officers and Program Managers to develop/revise 
acquisition plans to break out depot maintenance requirements for 
public vs private competition. A prime example is the Navy's 
F-14D remanufacturing program. The third area of competition 
will be manufacturing and fabrication. Priority will be given to 
critical items where there is minimal private industrial 
capability or interest. All Services have a 
manufacturing/fabrication capability and can quickly compete. 
Concurrent with the above, the Services will consider for public 
vs private competition or interservice assignment, all programs 
currently supported within the organic depot industrial base 
which are over core. The Comnodity Study Groups will identify 
all weapon systems and sub-systems (i.e., engines and components) 
that are competable in the short term. The Executive/lead 
Service will develop acquisition plans to prepare for a full and 
open competition. 

There are real-time factors that will inhibit competition. 
For example, the Navy has established the necessary 
infrastructure to continue its participation in public/private 
competitions. The Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps, however, 
will need to build their respective competition programs. 
Savings generated from these programs will not accumulate in the 
best case until FY 1993. There is a significant base of 
knowledge to be passed to those Services from the Navy experience 
which may accelerate the establishment of other Service 
programs. Services that are entering competition will not 
realize savings until programs are established and the 
realization of savings will require a learning curve. 

The target for the establishment of their processes and 
prototype award for the Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps is 
1 April 92. Prototype workloads will be products of prudent 
selection, where the Services, as offerors, will compete one of 
their own systems in a public/private forum. 

Prudent management strategy dictates a limited number of 



major competitions per year. The projected return from competing 
a workload must justify both the burden and cost of conducting 

, .-. and engaging in competition. The program risks associated with 
competition must also be considered. 

The Comnodity Study Groups will develop competition 
strategies which identify specific opportunities for 
competition. Core workload will not be competed, but core will 
be narrowly defined as the fundamental products and services 
required to operate weapon systems/equipment and fulfill mission 
requirements.. To support core, a portion of a workload will be 
retained organic and the balance subjected to competition if 
economically viable. As a corollary, the limiting factor to any 
competition savings will be the market. If there develops a 
saturated market for the workloads offered or no market, savings 
will be limited. An analysis of the ability of the market to 
accomplish offered workloads will be conducted as part of the 
competition program. 

The savings estimated in the matrix are very aggressive. It 
is assumed that a 20 percent savings is generated from 
competition. Actual workload competed must be five times the 
target to realize this level of savings. A chart attached as 
Figure 1 shows that on an annual basis, over 34 percent of the 
total depot workload (contract and organic) must be competed by 
FY 94. At that time, in excess of $3.3 billion of annual depot 
maintenance requirements, over and above what is currently 
competitively awarded, has to be under active competition. 
Although not quantifiable at this point, it is evident that after 
factoring out core workload and programs which are not competable 
by nature (i.e., no technical data or tooling, infringement on 
proprietary rights, or the inability to develop a competable 
statement of work) virtually all remaining programs now in the 
depot 1990 business base and those in the comnercial business 
base, will be competed by 1995. This does not adjust for the 
reduction of $1.7 billion in the Near-Term Plan for Increased 
Efficiencies or for projected force level reductions. The 
results of the DDMC Comnodity Study Groups will also have a 
profound impact on the projected cost savings reflected in this 
matrix. The ability and suitability of specific comnodities to 
sustain competition cannot be determined until the analyses 
conducted by these groups are available and specific competition 
strategies have been developed. 

4. MANAGEMENT PLAN. Appendix 1 illustrates the relationship 
between the 21 Comnodity Studies, the four Generic Studies, cost 
savings data, and a ~ o i n t  Depot Business Strategy Plan. The 
Comnodity Studies will develop future depot maintenance 
strategies for respective weapon systems. The results of these 
studies will be the initial input for establishing a weapons 
system matrix which among other things, identifies which systems 
are core or candidates for interservicing and/or public/private 
competition. The four Generic Studies (cost comparability, 



performance measurement, capacity & utilization measurement, and 
management information systems) will establish standardized 

d. - procedures that will ensure compatibility of data from and 
between the Services and that will be used for the Joint Depot 
Business Strategy Plan. Appendix 2 provides a notional weapon 
system matrix. Refinements, such as procedures to manage 
competition sensitive data elements, are under development. Each 
Service must approve the system matrix. Issues where there is 
non-concurrence will be presented to the Joint Policy 
Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) for 
resolution. The approved system matrix becomes the basis from 
which the Services develop a transition plan which leads to 
execution of changes as required, i.e., intraservice 
consolidation, interservice consolidation (DMISA or NIMSC-S), 
request for proposal (RFP), etc. 

Cost savings will be reported by the Services in a matrix 
format as illustrated in appendix 3. The cost matrix lists 
appropriations which comprise the total obligation authority by 
system. This will be the format for reporting and tracking 
savings achieved. Services will maintain similar data for 
planned savings. 

To pull together the pertinent aspects of the various 
studies, weapon system matrix, and cost matrix, a Joint Depot 
Business Strategy Plan is being jointly developed. The strategy 
plan will focus on achieving $2.2 billion in DoD depot operation 
savings as presented in paragraph 3 of this document. Planning 
is in process to create the Joint Depot Business Strategy Plan. 
Initial publication is estimated to no later than 1 May 91 and 
updated on an annual basis. 

Appendix 4 is a detailed Plan Of Action and Milestones for 
the various elements to this plan. 





WEAPON SYSTEM MATRIX 
/ 
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BLOCK DESCRIPTION 

A-Weapon System/ Enter weapon system or end-item type/model/series designation. Continue breakdown to 
End-1 t em identify sub-system and/or set type designation and depot reparable component (as 

applicable). If type designation of subsystem, set, or component not available, enter either 
national stock number or noun name with manufacturer's part number. 

B-Core or Non-Core Enter non-core (nc), core (c), or core with above core (ca) workload. Specify peacetime annual 
depot repair requirements in units for each category. 

C-Sources of Repair List known CONUS DOD (organic) depot activities which have a capability or could establish 
one with little or no facilitization cost. List known CONUS commercial sector sources with a 
capability (e.g., OEM or previous contract repair). List other sources (e.g., non-DOD 
government agencies, OCONUS DOD activities, foreign governments, foreign com mercial, 
etc.). Annotate current source. Utilize attached Depot Codes list for DOD and non-DOD 
government agencies. Use five character Commercial and Government Entity (CAGE) code 
for commercial sources. If no code available use five letter abbreviation. 

D-Available Capacity 

E-Cost to Repair 

F-Time to Repair 

G-Interservice 
Candidate 

H-Public/Priva te 
Competition 
Candidate 

List each source of repair with available peacetime capacity and indicate additional capacity 
for mobilization in percentage above peacetime. 

Enter estimated unit cost of repair (in whole dollars) for each source of repair listed in 
Blcnk D. 

Enter estimated unit tun-around-time (in calendar days) for each source of repair listed in 
Block D. 

Enter no (n) if non-suscept ible to interservicing (e.g., large aircraft, ships, etc.). Otherwise, 
enter yes (y). 

Applicable to non-core and above core workloads only. Enter yes (y) or no (n). Criteria to 
identify viable candidates for public/private competition include: technical data available, 
expected savings above return-on-investment threshold, program schedule permits, etc. 
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BLOCK DESCRIPTION 

I-Annual Cost for Enter total annualized repair costs (recurring plus nonrecurring amortized over life of 
Alternative Sources contract) (in thousands of dollars) for each alternative source of repair listed in Block D 

(exclude current source). When showing commercial sources for above core workloads utilize 
current annual cost for core workload element. 

J-Annual Business Base Enter total annual repair costs (in thousands of dollars) for current source of repair listed in 
Block D. 

K-Estimated Annual Enter total annual savings estimated to result from utilizing each alternate source of repair 
Savings listed in Block D. 

Note: All dollars PY91. 
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DRAFT 
forut 1 Casts Related to hintcnwe Depot Consolidation Study 
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PLAN OF ACTIONS AND MILESTONES 

- 
~ D I T Y  GROUPS 

ACT I ON OPR DUE DATE 

Conduct Study Group Leader JPCG-DM 16 Oct 90 
Guidance Meeting 

Complete study and submit Comnodi ty as completed 
report with System Matrix Group Leader NLT 31 Jan 91 

Service Report Approval 

Complete study and submit 
report 

Page 1 of 5 

Services Two wks after 
receipt and 
NLT 15 Feb 91 

Capaci ty 9 Nov 90 
Study Group 

Per f ormance 23 Nov 90 
Measurement 
Study Group 

Cost 13 Nov 90 
Comparabi l i  ty 
Study Group 

MIS Study 1 Oct 91 
Group 
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PLAN OF ACT IONS AND MILESTONES 

- 
INCREASING INTEBSEBVICING 

OPR DUE DATE 

Draft interim revision to DM1 JDMAG/MISMO 9  Nov 9 0  
regulation to consider recurring 
cost as criteria for SOR decision 

Approve interim revision to DM1 JPCG-DM 2 9  Nov 9 0  
regulation to consider recurring 
cost as criteria for SOR decision 

Review & modify, as necessary, Services 
acquisition policy/guidance to 
fully support interservicing 

Review & modify, as necessary, Services 
Decision Tree Analysis to 
fully support interservicing 

Identify interservice candidates Comnodity 
Groups 

Conduct DM1 analyses Services/ 
JDMAG 

Develop & implement DMISA MI SMOs 
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2  Jan 9 1  

2  Jan 9 1  

as completed 
NLT 31 Jan 9 1  

as required 

as required 
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PLAN OF ACTIONS AND MILESTONES 

- 
CAPACITY UI'ILIZATION 

ACT I ON OPR DUE DATE 

Complete study report & present JDMAG 29 Oct 90 
to JPCG-DM 

Approve study report & forward JPCG-DM 5 Nov 90 
to JLC 

Approve study report & forward JLC 
to ASD(P&L)M/PL 

9 Nov 90 

Approve study report & issue OASD(P&L)L/MD 23 Nov 90 
interim authorization to 
implement revised methodologies 

Implement revised methodologies Services 

Develop service PO- to increase Services 
utilization to optimum level 
by end of FY 93 

Complete capacity measurement Services 
of each depot 

Report depot capacity to JPCG-DM Services 
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26 Nov 90 

1 Feb 91 

1 Mar 91 

15 Mar 91 
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PLAN OF ACTIONS AND MILESTONES 

ACTION OPR 

Review & modify, as necessary, OSD/Services 
regulatory guidance which restrict 
competition 

Review & modify, as necessary, OSDIServices 
acquisition policylguidance to 
fully support competition 

Select prototype system 

Develop business base & 
competition strategy 

Comnod i t y 
Groups 

Ai r Force 
Army 
Marine Corp 

Execute prototype Competition Ai r Force 
(issue RFP) Army 

Marine Corp 

Selectionlaward of prototype Ai r Force 
competition Army 

Marine Corp 

Report savings via Cost Matrix Service 
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DUE DATE 

1 Dec 90 

2 Jan 91 

as completed 
NLT 31 Jan 91 

1 Mar 91 

1 Jan 92 

1 Apr 92 

as required 
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PLAN OF ACTIONS AND MILESTONES 

-7 JOINT DEPOT BUSINESS STBATEGY P W  

ACT I ON OPR DUE DATE 

Detail outline JDMAG / JAB 5 Oct 90 

Create initial data call JDMAG/ JAB 9 OCT 90 

Subject matter expert meeting 

Approve data call 

Issue draft Plan wlo data 

Complete draft review and 
provide comnents 

Submit Systems Matrix 

Submit Cost Matrix 

Submi t Capaci ty data 

Issue final for Service review 

-, Complete review and provide 
comnen t s 

Submi t final to JPCG-DM for 
approval 

Approval for issuance 
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JDMAG 

JPCG-DM 

JDMAG 

Services 

Services 

Ser v i ces 

Services 

JDMAG 

Services 

JDMAG 

JPCG-DM 

17 Oct 90 

29 Nov 90 

14 Dec 90 

2 Jan 91 

15 Feb 91 

1 Mar 91 

15 Mar 91 

1 Apr 91 

15 Apr 91 

22 Apr 91 

1 May 91 
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23 April 1993 

Utah Governor's Task Force Report - Additional Information 
The facts and figures we provided you today are based on the best 
available information we have at this time. 

Tooele utilization figures were taken from the U.S. Army BRAC 
Options for Ground Systems Equipment Depots briefing, which was 
briefed by the Army to the Off ice of Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Production and Logistics (Robert Mason), in mid February 1993. 
The complete briefing is included as TAB 10 to the Governor's Task 
Force Report. 

The Task Force notes that on page 10 of this briefing Tooele 
Utilization rate is shown to increase to 73% based on the transfer 
of workload from Letterkenny and Barstow and to 91% when Albany 
workload is included. Attached is workload breakout, taken from 
July 92 OPS 29 report, which substantiates this utilization and 
further identifies adjustments for combat vehicle components taken 
from ANAD and RRAD and assigned to Tooele. 
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INTRODUCTION 

As part of his 1993 Base Closure and Realignments package, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin 
recommended the realignment of Tooele Army Depot, Utah, ("Tooele" o r  "TEAD"). Actually, 
because such a small portion of current activities would be retained, the intended action should 
be treated as what it is -- the closure of Tooele. 

The justification for this recommendation is the Depot Maintenance Consolidation 
Study portion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review of roles and missions. But in 
fact, it is clear from a review of that study, that the recommendation t o  realign (close) 
Tooele is the direct result of the Marine Corps' refusal t o  participate in any cross-servic- 
ing effort on ground maintenance systems. 

As will be shown, the closure of Tooele flies in the face of nearly every standard of 
military value; is based on the inappropriate application of highly dubious numbers; 
rewards inefficiency and obsolescence while punishing efficiency and modernization; 
allows a service t o  retain facilities by refusing t o  participate in the cross-servicing effort; 
and will needlessly cost the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Over the past five years the citizens of the United States have spent more than 
$1 14 million t o  transform Tooele into the military's most modern and efficient industrial 
facility. Tooele is the home to  the "Consolidated Maintenance Facility" ("CMF") for all 
tactical wheeled vehicles, vehicle components, and rail, construction, and general 
equipment. A critical fact t o  note: the CMF was specifically designed, at significant 
cost, t o  handle all inter-service maintenance requirements on these types of items. 

W e  recognize that there is significant overcapacity in the military depot system. 
Further, for the purposes of this report t o  the Commission, we do not contest the Army's 
ranking of Tooele Army Depot as fourth among eleven (411 1) relative t o  other Army 
depots on the basis of overall military value. But by any fair application of the closure 
criteria, Tooele Army Depot should not be recommended for realignment (closure) while 
antiquated Marine Corps facilities remain open, and should instead be allowed t o  as- 

sume an enhanced role in the overall depot scheme. 

THE MARINE CORPS OPTS OUT 

In September, 1992, Joint Chiefs Chairman, General Colin Powell, convened a 
study group of retired senior officers and private sector representatives t o  examine the 
entire military depot maintenance system. After being briefed by this group on Novem- 
ber 6, 1992 as t o  its central preliminary finding -- that much more must be done t o  
reduce redundancies in depot maintenance capabilities across service lines -- General 
Powell issued an undated memorandum to  the Secretary of Defense urging that he 
instruct the Service Secretaries t o  coordinate proposals on depot closures for the 1993 
round (Tab 4). General Powell stated: 

"Done separately, the Services' submissions are not likely t o  identify the 
best collective set of DoD facilities for retention." 



Following the Chairman's recommendation, Deputy Secretary of Defense Don Atwood 
issued a memorandum on December 3, 1992, instructing the Service Secretaries to prepare 
integrated proposals, with cross-servicing inputs, on depot maintenance candidates for inclusion 
in the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. Secretary Atwood instructed that 
the Army was t o  take the lead in studying "ground weapon systems and equipment", the Navy/ 
Marine Corps was t o  take the lead in ships, other watercraft, and ship systems, and the Air 
Force was t o  take the lead on fixed and rotary wing aviation systems (TAB 5). 

On  January 15, 1993, the Service Secretaries responded t o  Atwood in a jointly signed 
memorandum which recommended that the equivalent of "two ground systems depots be 
closed." The memo further indicated that each service would recommend depots for closure 
in BRAC 1993 by February 3, 1993. The Service Secretaries agreed "the Army and the Marine 
Corps ... should together determine if workload reallocations would lead t o  a better final deci- 
sion" (TAB 6). 

In response, General Powell issued a second memorandum on January 22, 1993, which 
stated that the Army and Marine Corps should address the duplication in ground equipment 
maintenance by the February 3rd BRAC deadline. General Powell criticized the services' 
progress, stating: "The Services' response falls short of doing what is required" (TAB 7). 

By early February, it was clear that the Marine Corps was unwilling t o  enter into this 
process. So on February 9, 1993, Acting Secretary of the Army John Shannon wrote Secretary 
Aspin criticizing the Navy (Marine Corps) for i t s  "unwillingness t o  consider cross-servicing for 
ground systems and equipment" (TAB 8). 

In mid-February, the Army briefed Robert T. Mason, Director of Maintenance Policy 
in the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (P&L), on an inter-servicing 
arrangement on trucks and ground equipment. The Army recommended the closure of 
Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) and retention of the Tooele Army Depot. 
It further recommended that Barstow's workload be distributed, along with that of 
Letterkenny Army Depot and the electronics workload at Sacramento Air Logistics 
Center, among Tooele, Tobyhanna, Anniston, and Red River Army Depots. This Army 
recommendation would have achieved the best overall arrangement for ground systems 
for the Department of Defense as a whole while st i l l  adhering t o  the recommendation of 
closing two ground depots. 

Incredibly, on March 3, 1993, the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary informed 
the Army that the Department of Defense had acquiesced t o  the Marine Corps' refusal 
t o  take part in the process and had reached the decision t o  not force inter-servicing 
arrangements in i ts  1993 submissions t o  the Base Closure Commission; rather, DoD  
would.let the Commission decide on such matters. (TAB 3) 



Because of the Marine Corps' refusal t o  consider cross-servicing, the Army had little choice 
but to recommend that Tooele Army Depot be realigned (closed) in addition to Letterkenny 
Army Depot. The Marine Corps depots, by contrast, went unaffected by the 1993 recommen- 
dations. 

THE GAO'S VIEW 

The General Accounting Ofice studied the Secretary of Defense's l i s t  of recommended 
closures and the BRAC '93 process and are specifically critical of the depot selection process 
and the lack of OSD oversight on the issue of cross-service opportunities when evaluat- 
ing maintenance depots. 

In its formal report t o  Congress and the Commission, the GAO noted: "inconsistencies in 
the military services' measures of depot maintenance costs and management processes did not 
allow OSD the opportunity t o  consider elimination of duplication on other than a service-by- 
service basis." (TAB 24, p. 18) 

Moreover, looking specifically at the Army-Marine Corps joint effort, the GAO concluded: 

"According t o  several service oflicials, the services had difliculty over- 
coming their narrow views of their own depots; thus, a general consensus 
could not  be reached ...." 
"The services' attempt a t  considering cross-servicing opportunities for 
ground systems and equipment depot maintenance ended in 
disarray ... Thus, the services made their decisions on ground systems and 
equipment depots independently based on each services' own excess ca- 
pacity." 

"Oflicials from the three services all stated that consideration of cross- 
servicing possibilities among the depots was impeded by the lack of 
strong leadership and direction." 

(TAB 24-P. 20) 

THE INAPPROPRIATE USE OF DUBIOUS NUMBERS 

Central to the Defense Department's argument for closure of Tooele Army Depot is 
that it has the highest overhead costs among all military depots. This supposition is 
based on the inappropriate use of faulty numbers. and should be dismissed out-of- 
hand. 

Early in the process, the Marine Corps' representatives t o  the Joint Working 
Group insisted on developing overhead costs for all Army and Marine Corps depots 
based simply on 1992 actual cost data. As a result, Tooele's overhead is calculated at 
$48.57, the highest among all depots. But this number is virtually meaningless as any 
measure of future depots costs, and is highly prejudicial t o  Tooele and the Army for the 
following reasons: 



Tooele's CMF was not yet in operation in 1992. Now in operation, the 
CMF achieves a 37% increase in efficiency through automation. 

Army Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) had 5000 excess people 
on board in 1992 which have since been eliminated. 

The 1992 overhead figure for Tooele quite unfairly, includes significant 
"one time" costs for the systemization of the CMF; hazardous waste 
disposal costs from prior years, oversight costs relative to chemical 
and conventional ammunition disposal programs having nothing to  do 
with the maintenance function of the depot and not charged to cus- 
tomers of maintenance, and wholesale costs charged to the Defense 
Logistics Agency (DLA) prior to the 1992 transfer of warehousing 
management to DLA. 

The recalculation of FY 1999 costs by the Army, measured in 1993 dollars, 
projects total DoD "out of pocket" costs per direct man hour at Tooele at $3 1.88 (based 
on closure of Letterkenny, Barstow MCLB, and transfer of Sacramento ALC C&E 
workload). This compares very favorably t o  1992 actual costs of $38.24 at Albany 
MCLB and $47.16 at Barstow MCLB. 

REWARDING INEFFICIENCY 

Making closure decisions regarding depots based on utilization projections is at i t s  
heart fatally flawed because it will effectively reward inefficiency while punishing effi- 
ciency. 

The reasoning is simple. A given workload goes through an old and inefficient 
depot. That facility may have t o  work at o r  near its capacity to handle this workload. 
But when the same workload is put through a modern and efficient facility it uses only a 
portion of its capacity t o  handle the workload. It is simply illogical t o  say the old and 
inefficient facility should be preferred because it is working to a higher capacity. 

This flawed use of capacity utilization projections will always prejudice the newer, 
more modern facilities. The D o D  and the Commission should not encourage analyses 
which penalize modern, more efficient facilities. 

Still, even if utilization is deemed t o  be relevant, the forecasts of Tooele's future 
utilization used by the Department of Defense are simply wrong. 

Mr. Mason, in his March 9 memorandum, concludes that even if Marine depots are 
closed, the workload at Tooele would increase only t o  about 39% of its capacity. How- 
ever, using the Marine Corps' own data on the projected FY 1999 workload for Barstow, 
Tooele's utilization will increase from 36% t o  73% if Barstow (and Letterkenny) are 
closed. (TAB 18) If Albany MCLB is also closed, the utilization at Tooele would increase t o  
91%. (TAB 19) 



TAXPAYER SAVINGS 

Any cost analysis of the proposed closure of the Tooele Army Depot must begin with the 
fact that if closed, taxpayers will immediately lose the recent $1 14 million invested into turning 
Tooele into the military's most modern industrial facility. 

O n  the other hand, if the Army's inter-service plan were to be adopted, there would be 
annual recurring savings t o  DoD of $18.6 million (35% reduction from Barstow costs). This is 
based on closing Barstow MCLB in conjunction with Letterkenny Army Depot and transfer of 
Sacramento ALC C&E workloads t o  the Army. These combined workloads would then be 
distributed among Tobyhanna, Anniston, Tooele, and Red River depots. (TAB 10) 

In addition, one-time costs of $9.438 million in military construction could be avoided at 
Red River Army Depot (FY '97) which would otherwise be required in order t o  accommodate 
Tooele's current workload. (TAB I I )  

Unspecified millions would also be saved in future years in cost-avoidance by not having t o  
modernize the more antiquated facilities at Barstow MCLB. (TAB 12) 

The additional closure of Albany MCLB, when added t o  Barstow, would generate an addi- 
tional annual savings of approximately $9.3 million (1 9% reduction from Albany costs), for a 
total of $27.9 million in annual recurring savings. (TAB 9) 

REVISED CRITERIA 

For the 1988 round of base closures, the first criteria for determining the value of a 
base was i t s  military value t o  the Militam Department. In 199 1, and again in 1993, 
the Department of Defense determined this criteria t o  be flawed and replaced it with the 
current f i r s t  criteria: "...current and future mission requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total force." 

It was no accident that this criteria was changed. I t  was specifically amended t o  
ensure that all base closures be considered on an inter-service basis, not simply how it 
will impact one military department. 

CONCLUSION 

The Commission's mandate is clear. It must act where the OSD did not. In fact, the 
Commission is urged to do so by the Secretary in his Report and Recommendations to the 
Commission. Secretary Aspin specifically urges the Commission: 

"...with respect t o  maintenance depots, there was  not sufficient time for 
the OfSice of the Secreta y of Defense t o  review all potential inter-servic- 
ing possibilities. The Secreta y suggests that the Commission should 
examine those possibilities ..." 11993 Defense Base Closures and Reali-m- 
ments, p. 111 [TAB 31 



The Utah Governor's Defense Support Task Force, and the Utah Congressional 
Delegation, urge the Commission do what the Secretary of Defense recommends, 
namely, require the inter-service use of depot facilities by ordering depots closed with- 
out regard to service affiliation. 

Cross-servicing arrangements will result in significant savings t o  the Department of 
Defense; preserve DoD's best, most modern ground maintenance depots; better utilize 
existing facilities; obviate the need for new construction t o  accommodate workload 
transfers; and st i l l  present two DoD ground depots for closure, t o  wit: Letterkenny Army 
Depot and the Barstow MCLB. 

If however, the Commission believes it has not had the time o r  sufficient information 
t o  make such a sweeping recommendation, we urge the Commission to remove all 
depots from the 1993 BRAC closure list, and t o  direct the DoD t o  undertake a ground- 
up review of all depots, with maximum cross-service utilization in mind, in preparation 
for the 1995 Commission deliberations. 

As the GAO stated in its Report, quoting officials of the Department of Defense: 

"... until issues concerning the management structure of DOD mainte- 
nance depots are resolved, no progress will be made among the services 
covering cross service and duplication." (TAB 24) 



April 1993 

1. DESCRIPTION OF TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 
AND THE CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE FACILITY: 

Tooele Army Depot ("TEAD" o r  "Tooele") is a government owned, government 
operated (GOGO) installation, in existence since 1942. It is an Army Industrially 
Funded (AIF) depot charged with the principal responsibility of overhauling the Army's 
tactical wheeled vehicles, and associated secondary items, including trucks, trailers, 
engines, and transmissions. Tooele also overhauls and repairs a myriad of troop sup- 
por t  equipment, including generators, topographical and surveying equipment, and 
reproduction equipment. 

On  October 3 1, 1992, Tooele dedicated a $1 14 million dollar "Consolidated Mainte- 
nance Facility" (CMF) which was used t o  consolidate functions of the Maintenance 
Directorate from I I -separate sites. Personnel within the CMF are working with automated 
equipment and state-of-the market machinery. It is the most advanced automated overhaul 
equipment facility in the Department of Defense. 

Tooele has been designated by the Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) as the 
"Center of Technical Excellence" for such systems as the Heavy Expanded Mobility 
Tactical Truck (HEMTT), the High Mobility Multi-purpose Wheeled Vehicle (HMMVW), 
the M9 Armored Combat Earthmover (ACE), the Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles 
(FMN), the Commercial Utility Cargo Vehicle (CUCV), the M939 5-ton Truck series, 
and the Heavy Equipment Transporter System (HETS). 

Tooele is the only DoD facility capable of depot-level overhaul of rail equipment for 
the 60, 80, and 100-ton locomotives. This includes assembly, test, and writing of tech- 
nical publications for the locomotives. Another unique mission is performed by the 
Ammunition Equipment Directorate (AED). This specialized organization designs, 
develops, and fabricates equipment used to renovate and dispose of ammunition at 
Department of Defense installations throughout the world. AED also conducts basic 
research studies in establishing design criteria for ammunition equipment and performs 
munitions testing of prototype designs and pilot model equipment. 

In the mid-1970's, Tooele became a Depot Complex, with command authority over 
facilities at seven different operational locations in five states. The Tooele Complex 
headquarters is located in central Utah, approximately 35 miles southwest of Salt Lake City on 
25,000 acres of land. The South Area is remotely located on 19,000 acres, approximately 15 
miles South of the main depot; and the Non-Tactical Generator and Rail Shops Division is 
situated 70 miles northeast at Hill Air Force Base. 

The four depot activities managed by Tooele are: Pueblo, Colorado; Umatilla, Oregon; Fort 
Wingate, New Mexico; and Navajo, Arizona. The Tooele complex incorporates some of the 



largest storage capabilities in the United States. Storage consists of 4,542 earth-covered maga- 
zines; 85 above-ground magazines; 104 general purpose warehouses; 1 25 controlled humidity 
tanks; 18 transit sheds; 17 regular sheds; over 14 million square feet of improved open storage, 
and over 3 million square feet of open storage. 

Tooele's South Area is the location for 42% of the U.S. Stockpile in obsolete chemical 
munitions. Tooele is home to  the Chemical Munitions Disposal System (CAMDS) research 
facility which pioneered the Army's baseline method of chemical munitions destruction. 
Tooele's South Area is also the site for a new $380 million dollar full-scale baseline chemical 
munitions disposal facility which will begin disposal operations in 1995. 

Tooele is Utah's second-largest federal employer (after Hill Air Force Base) with approxi- 
mately 2,000 civilian and 35 military employees. Tooele accounts for over one third of all 
direct and indirect jobs in Tooele County. 

The Secretary of Defense's (Secretary) Report recommended that Tooele Army 
Depot be reduced t o  a depot activity and placed under management of the Red River 
Army Depot, Texas. [TAB I] In addition, the Defense Distribution Depot Tooele 
(DDTU) was recommended t o  be disestablished. [TAB 21. If implemented, all that 
would remain at Tooele would be the storage and demilitarization of convention and 
chemical munitions. Despite the Army's preeminence in ground system maintenance, 
the 1993 BRAC recommendations targeted two Army depots, Tooele and Letterkenny, 
while the Marine Corps depots at Barstow and Albany went unaffected. 

Ill. CHRONOLOGY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE'S FAILURE TO INCLUDE INTER-SERVICING 

The following chronology clearly documents how the NavyIMarines Corps' unwilling- 
ness t o  consider inter-servicing arrangements for ground equipment maintenance 
resulted in time running out before it could be thoroughly examined by the Department 
of Defense. 

I. First General Powell Memorandum: 

General Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, issued a memorandum 
for the Secretary of Defense in late 1992 describing the "Depot Consolidation Study." 

General Powell's memorandum outlined the problem of excess depot capacity and 
the need t o  close depots through the BRAC process. He further urged Secretary 
Cheney to instruct the services t o  work together on inter-servicing arrangements in order t o  
come up with the best overall selections. 



"...Done separately, the Services' submissions are not likely t o  identify 
the best collective set of DoD facilities t o  retain. Accordingly, I request 
that you send the enclosed memorandum t o  the Secretaries of the Milita y 
Departments, directing the submission of integrated BRAC proposals." 
[TAB 41 

2. The Atwood Memorandum: 

In response to General Powell's advice, Deputy Secretary Atwood issued a memo- 
randum dated December 3, 1992 in which he instructed that: 

"To streamline defense depot maintenance activities and increase effi- 
ciency, the Secretaries of the Milita y Departments, in coordination wi th  
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Under Secreta y of 
Defense for Acquisition, shall prepare integrated proposals, wi th  cross- 
service inputs, t o  streamline defense depot maintenance activities, for the 
Secreta y of Defense's consideration for submission to  the 1993 Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission ....."[ TAB 51 

This memorandum outlined that the Department of the Army would take the lead in 
"ground weapon systems and equipment", the Navy would take the lead in "ships, 
other watercraft, and ship systems", while the Air Force would take the lead in "fixed 
and rotary wing aviation and aviation systems." 

3. Military Department Service Secretaries' Memorandum: 

O n  January 15, 1993, the Secretaries of the Navy, Army and Air Force, jointly 
signed a memorandum back t o  Atwood acknowledging his instructions. They agreed 
that the "equivalent of two ground systems depots could be closed." F A B  61 They 
further agreed that "...while the Army should identify closure candidates, the Army and 
the Marine Corps .... should together determine if workload reallocations would lead to a 
better final decision." They set February 3, 1993, as the date by which they would 
address duplication between the Marine Corps and the Army, and set February 22, 
1993, as the deadline for providing BRAC inputs t o  the Secretary. 

4. Second General Powell Memorandum: 

Despite the secretaries' stated goal, progress was not made on addressing the 
duplication in depot maintenance in ground systems between the Marine Corps and the 
Army. General Powell alludes t o  this lack of progress in his memorandum of January 
22, 1993. 



"...It is  important that we focus ourfiture depot maintenance resources 
upon the most cost-eflective mix of facilities. To do this, we must elimi- 
nate not only excess capacity, but also unnecessa y duplication. W e  must 
do both in  time to  meet the 1993 BRAC window. The Services response 
falls short of doing what  is required." [TAB 7, underline added1 

5. The Shannon Memorandum: 

The written goal of the Marine Corps and Army in addressing the duplication in ground 
systems depot maintenance by February 3, 1993, went unmet. Acting Secretary of the Army, 
John Shannon, issued a memorandum t o  the Secretary on February 9, 1993, criticizing the Navy 
for the impasse. 

"The Army, designated as lead Service for ground systems and equipment, 
hosted several meetings to  implement the joint review process ... However, 
the Department of the Navy has indicated an unwillingness t o  consider 
cross-servicing for ground systems and equipment .... Without a workable 
agreement by Februa y 11,1993, we will be unable t o  comply with the 
timeliness for submission of an integrated BRAC 1993 proposal ..." [TAB 
81 

Secretary Shannon outlined how the Army was committed t o  depot consolidation and the 
designation of a single Service executive agent for ground systems. 

"...The Army's existing maintenance management structure is  well 
equipped t o  handle this consolidation and provide the leadership and 
expertise necessa y t o  sustain our forces in the fiture. W e  are ready t o  get 
on wi th  the process." 

Despite the Army's willingness, it was made clear t o  the Army, through the Office 
of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Production and Logistics (P&L) on March 3, 1993, 
that the Department had made the decision t o  "...not pursue cross-servicing prior t o  
submitting proposals to the BRAC Commission." Information Paper, Col. Roy Willis, 
USA, DACS-DMM, I I March 1993, pg. 2, para. "j". [TAB 91 

6. The Secretary's Report: 

The Secretary's report t o  the Commission forwarding his recommendations for 
closure and realignment urged the Commission t o  take an active look at inter-service 
arrangements when considering which maintenance depots t o  close. 

"...with respect to  maintenance depots, there was not suflicient time for 
the Oflice of the Secreta y of Defense to  review all potential interservicing 
possibilities. The Secreta y suggests that the Commission should examine 
those possibilities ..." 11993 Defense Base Closures and Realignments, p. 
111 [TAB 31 



IV. THE ARMY'S PROPOSAL ON INTERSERVICING GROUND EQUIPMENT 

The Army officially proposed the inter-servicing of ground equipment and systems. 
This proposal was briefed t o  the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production and Logistics (P&L), Robert T. Mason, in mid-February. The briefing had 
been reviewed previously by the Commander of Army Material Command and the 
Office of the Secretary of the Army, John Shannon and Mike Owen. Colonel Roy Willis, 
from the Army Management Staff, was the presenter. A complete set of the briefing 
charts is provided at TAB 9. 

I. Assumptions: 

The Army assumed that: 

Letterkenny Army Depot will be closed and Barstow Marine Corps 
Logistics Base Depot maintenance functions will be realigned. Tooele 
Army Depot will be retained. 

Remaining workloads are redistributed among remaining Army depots at 
Tobyhanna, Anniston, Red River, and Tooele. Albany MCLB would go 
largely unaffected. 

Part of the briefing also included the transfer of Sacramento ALC com- 
munications and electronics (C&E) workload t o  Tobyhanna. This as- 
sumption, while valid, is not crucial t o  the rest of this report. 

2. Impact on Tooele Army Depot: 

As outlined on pages 7 and I 0  of the Army brief F A B  101, Tooele would receive Barstow's 

automotive, construction and rail equipment workloads, in addition t o  Letterkenny's secondary 
item workload. Secondary items include diesel and multi-fuel engines, transmissions, genera- 
tors, and numerous other component parts. 

In calculating efficiencies gained through these transfers, the Army projected Tooele's total 
direct man labor hours from FY 1995- 1999. The Army assumed that Letterkenny's work 
would be moved 25% annually starting in FY 1995, and that 37% of Barstow's work would be 
moved in FY 1995 with the remaining 63% in FY 1996. [TAB 10, p. 61 

Based on these calculations, Tooele's utilization rate would increase from 36% at present t o  
73% by FY 1999. Applying a 37% efficiency factor t o  work completed in Tooele's new Consoli- 
dated Maintenance Facility (CMF) because of automation, Tooele's costs would be $32.85, in 
FY 1993 dollars, per direct labor hour in FY 1995- 1999. Starting in FY 1999 when the 
workload transfer from Letterkenny would be complete, Tooele's costs would go down even 
more t o  $3 1.88 per direct labor hour. [TAB 10, p. 101 With a workload of 1.5 1 1 million direct 
labor hours in FY 1993, the true costs of DoD moving additional work t o  Tooele would be 



$26.92 per hour since the depreciation costs ($4.96/hour in Tooele's case) must be accounted 
for regardless of whether Tooele is closed. 

These rate calculations include depreciation costs for the CMF, and other Tooele modern- 
ization, at $7.5 million annually. 

3. Impact of Army Plan on Other Ground Depots: 

The Army's plan would similarly increase utilization at other remaining depot facilities, 
thereby reducing costs. 

A. Anniston Army Depot: Anniston would receive tactical missile workloads from 
both Letterkenny and Barstow. It would receive Barstow's combat vehicles (tracked) 
and small arms work. [TAB 10. p.7] Utilization at Anniston would increase from 56% 
currently t o  85% when complete. Costs per direct labor hour in FY 1993 dollars would 
decrease to $3 1.35 in FY 1999 and beyond. 

B. Red River Army Depot: Red River would receive Letterkenny's combat ve- 
hicles and other major item workloads; it would not receive anything from Barstow. 
[TAB 10, p.71 Utilization at Red River would remain unchanged at 68% through FY 
1999. Costs per direct labor hour in FY 1993 dollars would be $3 1.71 during FY 1995- 
1999. [TAB 10, p.91 

C. Tobyhanna: Tobyhanna would receive SAAD radar work originally slated for 
Letterkenny from Sacramento Army Depot's closure, as well as electronic communica- 
tions equipment work from Barstow. [TAB 10, pp. 3 & 71 Tobyhanna is already 
equipped t o  handle all of these items in addition t o  C&E workload from possible closure 
of Sacramento Air Logistics Center. Utilization at Tobyhanna would increase from 66% 
t o  96%. [TAB 10, p. 51 In FY 1993 dollars, the costs of doing work at Tobyhanna would 
decrease from $29.14 per direct labor hour in FY 1995- 1999 t o  $27.88 in FY 1999 and 
beyond. [TAB 10, p.51 

D. Albany MCLB: As stated previously, Albany depot workload would go unaf- 
fected by this specific proposal. For purposes of discussion, the Army also included 
calculations on the effects of closing Albany in addition t o  Barstow. The Army con- 
cluded that Albany's workload could also be distributed on the same basis as that of 
Barstow's with even greater savings, as described in paragraph 4 below. [TAB 9, 
paragraphs "d" and "e"] 

V. REACTION TO THE ARMY INTER-SERVICE PROPOSAL 

I. Department of Defense: Robert T. Mason, Director of Maintenance Policy, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (P&L) received the Army briefing as described on behalf of 
Assistant Acting Secretary David Berteau in mid-February. On March 3, 1993, that D o D  office 
informed the Army of "a DoD decision ... not t o  pursue cross-servicing prior t o  submitting 
proposals t o  the BRAC Commission." [TAB 9, para. "j"] 



2. Marine Corps Reaction: It is clear from the chronology of events in Section Ill of this 
report that the Marine Corps refused t o  seriously consider intersewicing with the Army 
because of concerns over losing one or  both of its depots. The Marine Corps opted out of the 
process by simply not submitting data on i t s  depots in a timely fashion for BRAC '93 consider- 
ation on interservicing. [TAB 8; TAB 9, para. "j"] 

In a March 4, 1993 briefing given by the Marine Corps to Rep. Jim Hansen, at his 
request, Brig. Gen. J.D. Stewart and Ms. Patricia L. Dalton, LLP-HQ, relied heavily on 
data which compared Army and Marine Corps depots on the basis of FY 1992 actual 
costs. [TAB 131) [Briefing packet at TAB 141 This memorandum lists Tooele as having the 
highest overhead costs ($48.57) and when added t o  direct labor costs of $19.59 per hour, 
comes out t o  be the most expensive at $68.16 per hour. This forms the basis for the Marine 
Corps' proactive stance in attacking Tooele. The briefer also mentioned verbally that the total 
workload at Barstow MCLB was "very small," and that it would only increase utilization of 
Tooele's CMF by 2%, which charge is refuted in Section VII below. 

It seems clear that the Marine Corps' use of inappropriate numbers and statistics in briefing 
decision makers on Tooele's asserted shortcomings was effective. That is obvious from the 
testimony of General Powell before the Commission on March 15, 1993, where General 
Powell compared older depots t o  newer, more modern ones. 

Question by Chairman Courter: 

"Was there enough done in examination of cross-use of facilities and 
inter-operability of capabilities?" 

Answer by General Powell: 

"Not yet. W e  can do a lot more, but the capacity is so large compared t o  
the requirement that we'll be facing in thefuture, that the recommenda- 
tions the services make in this round are sensible ones. And even now, we  
still have more capacity." 

"I've heard all the arguments you've heard --I won't pick on any 
service here, but, 'Ours is the more modern. We've put a lot of money in  
it.' They're terrific! Problem is, you put a lot of money in them, then 
they have a lot of overhead that has t o  be assigned t o  the cost, and if 
they're only being operated at, say 30% to  40% capacity, i ts  ve y expen- 
sive." 

(7 "I've had another service say to  me, 'Yea, they've got a brand-new 
j& L i:, ,.- 

I I 
facto y, a brand-new depot, and i ts  terrific, but the overhead is too expen- 

/ sive. I have got this old depot that's under a wooden building, and we  use 
r I  lathes and machines that are 20 years-old, but its totally paid-for. There 

f l i  
I . is  almost no overhead. And so we get it done v e y ,  very cheaply here. So 

, we don't want  t o  spend any more money to  repair our engines because 
we're a t  f i l l  capacity in this little 100-bench shop, rather than go t o  this 

5 k 1000-bench shop across the coun ty  that is only a t  35% capacity, and our / 
little bit ty workload only brings it up to  40% capacity, and we're still 
losing money by sending our stuflthere." [General Colin Powell, testify- 
ing before BRAC Commission, March 15,19931 

Clearly, General Powell was referring to  comparisons made by the Marine Corps between 



the Tooele Army Depot's new CMF and older Marine Corps depots. Later on in his testimo- 
ny, General Powell referred t o  the one service's (the Marines) entire workload as only bringing 
the larger depot's capacity up by 5%. 

Robert T. Mason, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (P&L), in a memoran- 
dum dated March 9, 1993, similarly stated that, "Based on FY 199 1 total production costs, that 
transfer [from Barstow to  Tooele] would increase Tooele's FY 1999 utilization by approxi- 
mately 2 percent." [TAB 15, pg. 71 

Mason further stated that, "If MCLB Albany and MCLB Barstow both were closed and their 
maintenance work in these commodities transferred t o  Tooele AD, then the utilization rate at 
Tooele would increase from 35 t o  39 percent." id. 

Mason's memorandum, in order t o  justify continued operation of smaller Marine Corps 
depots which operate in a "bay style" versus Tooele's automated production line, then repeat- 
ed the FY 1992 costs showing Tooele's overhead t o  be the highest based on FY 1992 actual 
costs contained in the 18 February "Joint Working Group" memorandum. [TAB 131 

VI. THE GAO'S VIEW AS EXPRESSED IN ITS 
ANALYSIS OF DOD'S RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

The General Accounting Office studied the Secretary of Defense's list of recommended 
closures and the BRAC '93 process and is specifically critical of the depot selection process and 
the lack of OSD oversight on the issue of cross-service opportunities when evaluating mainte- 
nance depots. 

In its formal report t o  Congress and the Commission, the GAO noted: 

"inconsistencies in the milita y services' measures of depot maintenance 
costs and management processes did not allow OSD the opportunity t o  
consider elimination of duplication on other than a service-by-service 
basis." [TAB 24, p. 181 

Moreover, looking specifically at the Army-Marine Corps joint effort, the GAO concluded: 

"According to  several service oflicials, the services had difliculty over- 
coming their narrow views of their own depots; thus, a general consensus 
could not be reached ...." 
"The services' attempt a t  considering cross-servicing opportunities for 
ground systems and equipment depot maintenance ended in 
disarray ... Thus, the services made their decisions on ground systems and 
equipment depots independently based on each services' own excess ca- 
pacity." 

"Oflicials from the three services all stated that consideration of cross- 
servicing possibilities among the depots was impeded by the lack of 
strong leadership and direction."[TAB 24, p. 201 

VII. REFUTATION OF FALSE PROJECTIONS OF 



TOOELE'S FUTURE OVERHEAD COSTS AND CMF UTILIZATION RATES 

The decision t o  close Tooele and t o  keep open the two Marine Corps depots is being 
justified on the basis of the inappropriate use of misleading financial data compiled by the 
Marine Corps and i t s  supporters, and apparently believed and subscribed t o  both by General 
Powell, as witnessed by his remarks before the Commission, and Robert Mason, as shown in 
his memorandum concerning: ( I )  projected future overhead costs at Tooele; (2) the fallacy of 
including depreciation costs of facility modernization in the BRAC process for maintenance 
depots; and (3) the actual amount of Marine Corps workload at Barstow and the real impact i t s  
transfer t o  Tooele would have on Tooele's CMF utilization. 

As noted previously, the Marine Corps briefed General Powell and Robert Mason, and later 
Congressman Hansen, using the FY 1992 actual cost data in the February 18, 1993 "Joint 
Working Group" memorandum [TAB 131 in an inaccurate and misleading manner in order t o  
justify continued operation of antiquated Marine depot facilities. 

I .  FY 1992 Tooele Overhead Costs: 

The February 18th memo F A B  131 showing Tooele t o  have the highest overhead rate uses 
FY 1992 actual cost figures that are only accurate in determining what occurred during FY 
1992. FY 1992 actual cost figures are useless in determining what will happen in future years. 
Nevertheless, the NavyIMarine Corps insisted on this approach. Over strenuous Army objec- 
tions, Vice Admiral Stephen F. Loftes, USN, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics), 
included this data in the Navy's BRAC submissions t o  DoD. [Army Information Paper, TAB 141 

There are several reasons why FY 1992 actual cost data is prejudicial and unfair in evaluat- 
ing Tooele's true overhead costs. [Army Paper on Tooele BASEOPS Calculations at TAB 141 

The FY 1992 actual cost for BASEOPS overhead at Tooele was listed as $62.2 million 
total. This amount can be broken down into component parts t o  determine for what the 
money actually went: 

-- $6.46 million was for management of chemical munitions demilitarization. 
N o  portion of this amount is charged t o  Tooele's depot maintenance 
customers. 

-- $4.12 million was for management of conventional ammunition storage 
and demilitarization. N o  portion of this amount is charged t o  Tooele's 
depot maintenance customers. 

-- $1.4 million was for one time hazardous waste disposal costs accumu- 
lated from prior years. 

-- $3.99 million was for management support costs t o  manage Tooele's 
current depot activities at Pueblo, Colorado; Umatilla, Oregon; Navajo, 
Arizona; and Fort Wingate, New Mexico. N o  portion of this amount 
was charged t o  Tooele's depot maintenance customers. 

-- $5.03 million was t o  provide support t o  tenant organizations at Tooele. 
N o  portion of this amount was charged to Tooele's depot maintenance 
customers. 



-- $1.17 million was for one time management and support costs associ- 
ated with starting-up operations of the new CMF. 

-- $5 million is attributable t o  one time wholesale Defense Logistics Agency 
( D M )  costs before conversion of Tooele's distribution management 
under DLA during FY 1992. (A total of $8 million was charged t o  Tooele 
in this area. Only $3 million of the $8 million is attributable t o  depot 
maintenance.) 

-- $1 1.7 million is attributable t o  350 excess personnel at Tooele in FY 
1992 prior t o  a reduction-in-force. 

Therefore, discounting the above costs never charged t o  depot maintenance customers, as 
well as $19.27 million in one-time FY 1992 costs from the $62.2 million, only the $23.33 million 
remaining is true recurring base operations ("BASEOPS") overhead actually included in the cost 
of Tooele's depot maintenance mission. F A B  15, id] 

The figure of $23.33 million divided by the total number of direct labor hours (DLH) ac- 
complished by Tooele in FY 1992, or  1.727 million labor hours gives a true BASEOPS overhead 
figure of $13.5 1 per DLH. 

Finally, when the overhead figure of $13.5 1 per DLH is added t o  Tooele's FY 1992 direct 
labor cost of $19.59 per DLH, Tooele's total cost is $33. I 0  per DLH. 

total BASEOPS overhead 

chemical ammunition management 

conventional ammunition management 

prior years' hazardous waste disposal 

depot activities support (Pueblo, Umatilla, Ft. Wingate and Navajo) 

tenant activities support 

CMF management support (start-up) 

wholesale DLA before FY 1992 conversion 

excess personnel (350) before reduction 

$23.33 M Attributable t o  Maintenance Operations Overhead 

$23.33 M divided by 1,727,000 DLH (FY '92 workload = $13.5 1 per DLH. 

In the mission overhead accounts, there are $17.26 million of one time CMF start up and 
transition costs. This equates t o  $10.00 per DLH ($17.26 million divided by 1,727 million 
DLH's = $10.00). Therefore, the February 9, 1993 memorandum listing the figure of $48.57 
per DLH grossly overstated Tooele's true overhead costs attributable t o  its maintenance 



mission, and is largely useless in determining future overhead rates. Instead, future years' costs 
must be calculated based on other known factors such as projected workload. 

One key point that must be kept in mind is that no installation should be judged using only a 
labor rate; rather, the end item cost or  bottom line cost t o  produce a unit should be the final 
determinant. Investments in modern equipment and increases in line productivity may use 
fewer hours t o  produce a product and may more than offset a higher labor rate. 

While examining FY 1992 costs is interesting, they do not, by themselves, accurately 
project future costs. Instead, future years' costs must be calculated based on other known 
factors such as projected workload. Army assumptions for FY 1999 workload at Tooele 
indicate that Tooele will have 1,5 1 1,000 DLH total workload. F A B  171 This does not assume 
any workload transfers from other depots. 

Measured in FY 1992 dollars, the Army further assumes that Tooele will have $40.54 
million in total overhead costs using the same baseline of DLH. The same subtraction process 
must be followed as in the FY 1992 chart above t o  arrive at FY 1999 overhead costs attribut- 
able t o  the maintenance mission. 

$63.53 M total overhead (in FY I 992 dollars based on 1.5 1 I K DLH) 
- 1.40 M hazardous waste disposal 
- 2.19 M depot activity support (Pueblo and Umatilla only in 

FY 1999 - Ft. Wingate and Navajo closed) 
- 1.53 M tenant activities support 
- 5.00 M wholesale DLA costs 
- l 1.70 M excess personnel (350) before reductions 

- - 

$22.50 M attributable t o  maintenance operations overhead 

$22.50 M divided by 1,5 1 1,000 DLH (total workload) equals $14.89 per DLH 

$22.50 M maintenance base operations estimate 
+ 8.62 M chemical ammunition 
+ 4.12 M conventional ammunition 
+ 1.80 M depot activity support (Pueblo and Umatilla) 
+ 3.50 M tenant activities support 

$40.54 M total base operations overhead 

More than simply the above, there are other reasons why using FY 1992 actual cost data t o  
project future overhead costs is invalid. 



A. Tooele CMF: Tooele's new CMF was not even operational until FY 1993 (late October 
1992). The Army applies a 37% built-in efficiency factor t o  all projected CMF workloads be- 
cause of automation and termination of excess personnel. Therefore, FY 1992 costs fail t o  
account for the increased efficiencies of the CMF. 

B. Increased Utilization: Making closure decisions regarding depots based on utilization 
projections is at i t s  heart fatally flawed because it will effectively reward inefficiency while 
punishing efficiency. 

The reasoning is simple. A given workload goes through an old and inefficient depot. That 
facility may have t o  work at o r  near i ts  capacity t o  handle this workload. But when the same 
workload is put through a modern and efficient facility it uses only a portion of i t s  capacity t o  
handle the workload. It is simply illogical t o  say the old and inefficient facility should be pre- 
ferred because it is working t o  a higher capacity. 

This flawed use of capacity utilization projections will always prejudice the newer, more 
modern facilities. The DoD  and the Commission should not encourage analyses which penalize 
modern, more efficient facilities. 

Still, even if utilization is deemed t o  be relevant, the forecasts of Tooele's future utilization 
used by the Department of Defense are simply wrong. 

Mr. Mason, in his March 9 memorandum, concludes that even if Marine depots are closed, 
the workload at Tooele would increase t o  only 39% of its capacity. However, using the Marine 
Corps' own data on the projected FY 1999 workload for Barstow, Tooele's utilization will 
increase from 36% t o  73% if Barstow (and Letterkenny) are closed. (TAB 18) If Albany MCLB 
is also closed, the utilization at Tooele would increase t o  9 1 %. (TAB 1 9) 

Moreover, using FY 1992 actual cost data t o  project future overhead costs fails t o  account 
for increased efficiencies that can occur at any depot which currently has excess capacity and 
which also receives additional work through workload transfers. As the Army figures outlined 
in Section IV of this report show, when utilization increases at a depot, the hourly costs go 
down. Conversely, depots which are currently at 100% capacity (both Barstow and Albany 
MCLB's) do not have the ability t o  accommodate additional work t o  achieve greater economies 
of scale. 

C. Other Army Depots: Using FY 1992 actual cost data t o  project future overhead costs 
greatly skewed the figures against other Army Depots as well because of the 5000 excess 
personnel on board Army Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) during FY 1992. [TAB 1 6, 
para. "b"] 

2. The Lack of Relevance of Army Representative's 
Signature On January 18, 1993 Memorandum: 

The January 18, 1993 "joint Working Group" memorandum, showing Tooele as 
having the highest overhead costs in FY 1992, was co-signed by a representative of the Army 
Material Command, Mr. Sam Munoz. [TAB 131 The NavyIMarine Corps eagerly pointed this 
fact out in their briefing t o  Congressman Hansen on March 4, 1993, in order to lend validity t o  
the memo's accuracy. 

As explained above, there is no reason t o  question the technical accuracy of the FY 1992 



actual costs as listed. But as we have shown clearly, those costs are irrelevant for projecting 
future costs. Mr. Munoz did not sign the memorandum for any other purpose than t o  certify 
that the figures listed were true for FY 1992, and nothing more. 

The Office of the Secretary of the Army certainly did not agree t o  the misleading manner in 
which the NavyIMarine Corps has subsequently used the memo. F A B  141 

3. Policy Considerations for BRAC Commission: Why Penalize 
Modern Depots By Including Facilities Depreciation in Overhead Rates? 

Including facilities modernization costs in overhead rates effectively penalizes the newest 
and most modern depots in the BRAC process. N o  other category of military base is presently 
required t o  include depreciation costs of new facilities in overhead costs for BRAC purposes. 

This policy encourages retention of antiquated depots which are approaching, o r  have 
exceeded, their original design life. Perversely, such a policy encourages the elimination of the 
newest, most high-tech facilities of which Tooele Army Depot is the clearest example. 

If the DoD recommendation t o  realign Tooele is ratified by the Commission, the message 
would be sent t o  the services that one sure way t o  protect your depots is by not modernizing. 

4. Transferring Barstow MCLB Work Alone Would Increase 
Tooele's CMF Utilization from 36% to 58.9% 

The Marine Corps' assertion that transfer of Barstow's workload t o  Tooele would only 
increase Tooele's utilization by 2% is not supported in fact. Using the Marine Corps' own data 
for projected FY 1999 workload, Tooele's CMF utilization would increase by approximately 
23.9%, based on 4 1 2,800 direct labor hours transferred. [TAB 181 

BARSTOW FY 1999 WORKLOAD TRANSFERRABLE T O  TOOELE: 

Engines (Combat Vehicles) 42,400 DLH 

Automotive Equipment 321,800DLH , 

Construction Equipment 8,200 DLH 

General Purpose Equipment 40,300 DLH 

----------------- 
TOTAL: 4 1 2,800 DLH 

Tooele had total workload of 1,727,000 DLH in FY 1992. Adding 4 12,800 DLH from 
Barstow alone would increase Tooele's utilization by 23.9%, or  from 36% currently t o  58.9%. 
(4 12,800 divided by 1,727,000 = 23.9 percent). It is astounding that the Marine Corps missed 
the correct figure by a factor of ten in their briefing t o  Congressman Hansen. 



5. Transferring Barstow MCLB and Albany MCLB Workload to 
Tooele Would lncrease Utilization Rate from 36% to 76.9% 

Again, using the Marine Corps' own figures for projected 1999 workload at Albany, the 
following items could be transferred t o  Tooele. F A B  191 

ALBANY FY 1999 WORKLOAD TRANSFERRABLE T O  TOOELE: 

Engines (Combat Vehicles) 1 1,000 DLH 

Automotive Equipment 252,700 DLH 

Construction Equipment 44,400 DLH 

General Purpose Equipment 33,400 DLH 

TOTAL: 34 1,500 DLH 

Tooele had a total workload of 1,727,000 DLH during FY 1992. Adding Albany's 34 1,500 
DLH alone would increase Tooele's utilization by 19.77% (34 1,500 DLH divided by 1,727,000 
DLH = 19.77%). When both Barstow and Albany workloads are combined (754,300 DLH), 
Tooele's utilization would increase by 43.67% to 79.67% from 36% currently. 

6. Transferring Barstow MCLB, Albany MCLB, and Letterkenney 
Workload to Tooele Would lncrease Utilization Rate from 36% to 9 1 % 

The Barstow and Albany figures above do not include the additional work on secondary 
items that would be transferred t o  Tooele following Commission approval of the realignment 
of Letterkenny Army Depot. Using the Marine Corps' own data on the projected FY 1999 
workload for Barstow MCLB and Albany MCLB, Tooele's utilization will increase from 36% t o  
9 1 % if Albany MCLB as well as Barstow MCLB and Letterkenny are closed. F A B  9, para. "g"] 

7. Tooele's Competitiveness with Marine Corps Depots: 

An argument presented by the Marine Corps in its briefing t o  Congressman Hansen on 
March 4, 1993, was that it would cost the Marine Corps more t o  have work done at Tooele 
rather than do it themselves. N o  data was given t o  justify this general statement. T o  the 
contrary, Tooele has won in recent head-to-head competitions on Marine Corps work. In 1992 
for instance, Tooele successfully bid work on the Marine Corps' 5-ton trucks. In fact, it was 
$837,005 cheaper for the Marine Corps t o  ship 1 12 M939 5-ton trucks from Barstow MCLB 
and have them overhauled at Tooele, including shipping costs, than it would have been t o  
complete the work at Barstow. [TAB 201 

The Marine Corps was so pleased with the quality and timeliness that they sent many more 
t o  Tooele for repair, without seeking competitive bids. 



VIII. USING FUTURE UTILIZATION ESTIMATES TO DETERMINE 
CLOSURE DECISIONS IS INVALID WHEN DEALING WITH DEPOTS 
BECAUSE IT PUNISHES EFFICIENCY AND REWARDS INEFFICIENCY 

It is startlingly illogical to target depots for closure simply on the basis of projected excess 
capacity. This clearly penalizes depots that are the most efficient, and ones that have the most 
modern equipment and the best facilities, while rewarding those depots that are old and ineffi- 
cient and have the poorest facilities. 

You assume the workload t o  be a given. A modern and efficient facility like Tooele may be 
able t o  handle that workload while sti l l  operating at well less than i t s  capacity. That is the very 
definition of efficiency. Meanwhile, an older and much more inefficient base may have to  de- 
vote i ts entire capacity t o  handling that same workload. It is simply a perverse conclusion t o  say 
that the older, more inefficient facility should be kept open, while the newer more efficient 
should be closed, because the future projected utilization rate of the old depot is higher. 

This approach will always prejudice the newer, more modern facilities. Older depots will 
have already amortized their facilities costs unlike newer, more efficient facilities. The D o D  
and the Commission should not encourage analyses which penalize efficiency and moderniza- 
tion. 

In a situation like this the answer seems deceptively simple. Instead of closing the modern 
and efficient depot, because it is going t o  be less utilized as compared t o  the older inefficient 
depot, what should be done is to increase the workload of the more efficient facility by going 
out and finding it additional capacity. That is exactly what the Army sought t o  do in its 
interservicing approach. 

Tooele's new Consolidated Maintenance Facility (CMF) is the most modern, high-tech 
industrial facility in the Department of Defense, but is only at 35% capacity because of shrinking 
Army workload. Closing one or both of the Marine Corps depots and consolidating Marine 
ground equipment work t o  Tooele and other Army depots would raise Tooele's CMF utiliza- 
tion rate, reduce overhead costs, and preserve the best DoD  facilities while eliminating World 
War  I1 vintage facilities. 

IX. KEEPING TOOELE OPEN, WHILE CLOSING THE 
ONE OR BOTH ANTIQUATED MARINE DEPOTS WILL RESULT 
IN SIGNIFICANT LONG-TERM SAVINGS FOR TAXPAYERS 

The long term cost savings t o  the taxpayer is spelled out at TAB 9. Closing Barstow, in 
addition to Letterkenny and transfer of Sacramento ALC C&E workload, would generate an 
additional annual recurring savings of $18.6 million (35% reduction from Barstow's present 
costs). 

The additional closure of Albany would increase the annual savings to $27.9 million (28% 
reduction from Barstow and Albany's combined costs). 

Also avoided would be the one time relocation costs of $74 million resulting from Tooele's 
closure, [TAB I] as well as the avoidance of $9.45 million in military construction planned for 
Red River in FY 1997 to accommodate Tooele's realignment. [TAB I ]  



Unspecified millions in additional costs could also be saved through the avoidance of mili- 
tary construction upgrades t o  the Barstow (or Albany) MCLB's. One example is the $8.69 
million industrial waste water treatment planned for Barstow in the FY 1994 military construc- 
tion budget request. [TAB I] There would be no justification for spending millions on upgrades 
at a surplus installation. By contrast, Tooele Army Depot already has two new waste water 
treatment plants. 

X. THE DECISION TO FORGO INTER-SERVICE USE 
OF DEPOTS CLEARLY VIOLATES THE EXPRESS WILL 
OF CONGRESS AND BASE CLOSURE CRITERIA NUMBER 1 

It is clear from Gen. Powell's testimony to the Commission at its opening hearing that he 
and Secretary Aspin did not have the time, energy, o r  will t o  fight the fight that will be required 
to order the inter-service use of depots. As the General noted as he concluded his answer to 

Chairman Courter's question on depots: 

"Overall, Department-wide, we  might save money, even though one 
service may have t o  pay more. Its those -- sort-of, believe me, Talmudic, 
Solomon-like decisions that are going to  have to  be made." 

Moreover, as quoted earlier, the Secretary's report t o  the Commission forwarding his 
recommendations for closure and realignment urged the Commission to take an active look at 
inter-service arrangements when considering which maintenance depots t o  close. 

N o  one disputes the General's assertion that mediating these kind of inter-service turf 
battles is difficult and unpleasant, and that time was lacking during the BRAC '93 process. 
However, the final 1993 Base Closure selection criteria require this very type of analysis. 

For the 1988 round of base closures, the f i rs t  criteria for determining the value of a base 
was i t s  military value t o  the Military Department. In 199 1, and again in 1993, the Department 
of Defense determined this criteria t o  be flawed and replaced it with the current first criteria: 
"...current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness of the 
Department o f  Defense's total force." 

It was no accident that this criteria was changed. It was specifically amended t o  ensure that 
all base closures be considered on an inter-service basis, not simply how it will impact one 
military department. 

I. The Impact of Tooele's Realignment on the Chemical 
Munitions Disposal Program: 

a. Background: 
Tooele is home t o  42% of the entire U.S. stockpile of obsolete chemical weapons. There 

are seven other sites in the continental U.S. with smaller stockpiles. 



CHEMICAL MUNITIONS STORAGE SITES: 

Tooele Army Depot 42.2% 

Pine Bluff Arsenal 12.0% 

* Umatilla Depot Activity 1 1.6% 

* Pueblo Depot Activity 9.9% 

Anniston Army Depot 7.1% 

Aberdeen Proving Ground 5.0% 

Newport Ammunition Plant 3.9% 

Lexington Depot Activity 1.6% 

----------- 
* 93.4% 

* These sites are under Tooele Army Depot Management. 

*Johnston Atoll, South Pacific, contains the remaining 6.6% 

The U.S. is under treaty obligations with the Republics of the former Soviet Union to 
destroy virtually all of the stockpile by the year 2000. According t o  federal law, each storage 
site will receive a destruction facility and the chemical munitions will be destroyed on-site. To  
date, only Johnston Atoll has such a facility operating. Tooele Army Depot is  nearing comple- 
tion on the largest of the facilities, a $380 million dollar incinerator. It will begin operation in 
1995. Strong community opposition at other locations has hampered Department of Defense 
plans t o  begin design o r  construction of such facilities at the other sites. 

Tooele is the pioneer in the handling and disposal of chemical munitions. Tooele's separate 
"Chemical Agent Munitions Disposal System" (CAMDS) facility began operations in September, 
1979, t o  develop disposal methods, and has since successfully destroyed thousands of tons of 
all different types of chemical agent and munitions. 

b. Negative Impact on Tooele: 

Details of the realignment have not been shared with the Task Force by the Army. It is 
known that Tooele will lose virtually all of its existing management and support personnel. Red 
River Army Depot is slated t o  take over management of Tooele, in addition t o  Tooele's depot 
activities at Umatilla and Pueblo. 

i. Safety of Local Residents: It can be assumed that the number of security personnel on 
base will be reduced by the realignment t o  depot activity status. This calls into question the 
security of Tooele's sprawling storage sites and the ability of a smaller security detail to police 
the areas t o  prevent against unauthorized entry. Many of the munitions stored at 
Tooele are leakers and require highly specialized handling and security. [TAB 2 I] 

ii. Loss of Expertise in Chemical Management: Support t o  the chemical mission, including 
Tooele's depot activities a t  Umatilla and Pueblo, accounts for 37% of the identifiable base 



operations support at Tooele. This figure does not include general support not specifically 
identifiable for both base operations and the mission support areas. 

If Tooele is reduced t o  depot activity status, there will be a loss of expertise of the manage- 
ment team. Numbers of personnel and grades will be reduced. Qualified people will be lost. 
This will become especially critical as the destruction mission is just coming on-line in 1995. 

There is simply no other depot with management experience in the highly specialized and 
sensitive areas of chemical munitions handling and destruction. Red River Army Depot does 
not have chemical munitions and has absolutely no experience with management of these items. 
Under the proposed realignment, Red River would now become the manager of 3 chemical 
munitions disposal sites. The risks t o  human safety, as well as the hampered ability t o  comply 
with international treaty obligations, are too high. [TAB 221 

Tooele Army Depot represents one of the more contaminated sites. As Patrick J.Meehan 
Jr, Principal Director of the Ofice of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) admitted in 
testimony before the Commission on March 22, the Army has estimated the cost of cleaning up 
Tooele t o  be approximately $500 million. In an answer t o  a question from Commissioner 
Levitt, Mr. Meehan admitted that Tooele effectively represented a base too dirty to close. So 
as far as community reuse is concerned -- like with Ft. McClellan in Alabama -- what the Army 
proposes t o  do at Tooele is the worst of all possible worlds for the community. The Army 
wants t o  shut down the majority of the base's activities, yet it proposes t o  keep open that 
which will render effective community reuse all but impossible. 

XII. 

There are other sites in the 1993 BRAC recommendations which could receive higher job 
losses in terms of quantity of personnel. However, there is no other county o r  community 
harder hit by the 1993 l i s t  than Tooele County, Utah. [TAB 231 

As a percentage of total jobs lost, both direct and indirect, 34.1 % of all jobs in Tooele 
County would be lost. 

While military value is the number one criteria by which the Commission must make i t s  
judgements, it must also take economic impact into consideration when making hard choices 
between competing installations. 

(Continued Next Page) 



XIII. TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION 

Based on the arguments and analysis presented, the Task Force recommends that: 

Barstow MCLB and Albany MCLB be considered for closure or 
realignment, in addition to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

That Tooele Army Depot workload and management not be 
realigned to Red River. 

That the Army be chosen the single executive agent for depot 
maintenance on ground systems and equipment, and that it be 
allowed to shift workloads across lines in order to maximize the 
use of remaining facilities and capabilities. 

That in the alternative, i f  the Commission believes that it does 
not have the time or the data necessary to make the above 
recommendations, then it remove all depots from the l i s t  of 
proposed closures for 1993, and that it direct the Department 
of Defense to prepare a ground-up review of the entire military 
depot structure in preparation for the 1995 Commission delib- 
erations. 
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4.0 AIRFORCE 

The mission of the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) is to provide the 
. operational combat commands the suppcr t they require to effectively execute their 

wartime missions. Key elements of this suppon are the depot level maintenance 
repair facilities and contractors It is essential that the peacetime personnel, 
facilities, and equipment reflect a preparedness for mobilization. 

The Air Force has seven depot level maintenance activities as shown on the map. 
AFLCts industrial complex constitutes one of the major industrial activities of the 
United States. This industrial complex provides direct suppar t to operational 
commands located throughout the world. The depots accomplish repair, overhaul 
and modification of aircraft, missiles, engines, other major end items, and 
~uchangeables in the Air Force inventory. AFLC depot maintenance capability is 
critical to the successful completion of the Air Force wartime mission; therefore, 
the peacetime structure of depot maintenance repair assignments and capabilities 
m u s t  be  established and maintained with w ertime missions as the prime criteria. 

The last major AFLC restructuring effort established the Technology Repair Center 
(TRC) concept and assigned workloads to depots based on an alignment of 
technologies across the f ive  ALCs, AMARC, and AGMC. Changes in the nature of 
the AFLC workload have been driven by technological deveIopments, increased 
emphasis in AFLC on the Air Force wartime mission, technology integratio~~, 
increased emphasis on weapon system planning, programming, budgeting, and 
execution. 

Although TRC oriented workload continues to exist in the ALCs, assignments are 
now primarily oriented to integrated weapon system management. The change 
from TRC to integrated weapon system management is being accomplished 
incrementally to lessen the impact and maximize utilization of the existing 
infrastructure, resource investment, support processes, and organizations. 



This move to integrate weapon system management and the emphasis on total 
quality management have resulted in a major reorganization of the AFLC 
structure. On October 31, 1990,  AFLC's five air logistics centers began operating 
through "productw and "service" directorates that will support AFLC's customers 
such as the Strategic Air Command, Tactical Air Command and Military Airlift 
Command along with some 81  nations around the world. In a significant new 
approach to the way an ALC does business, the centers have changed from being 
organized along functional lines and now are restructured along product and service 
lines. Each ALC workforce will support products such as aircraft and commodities, 
along with services such as financial management and contracting rather than broad 
functional organizations such as maintenance and distribution. 

Each ALC consists of a three-tier structure. One tier includes the typical 
commander's special staff. A second tier includes the major service directorates, 
including contracting, financial management, inspector general, human resources, 
environmental management, communications and computer systems group and an 
air base group. Product management directorates - those dealing directly with the 
cperational commands - comprise the third tier. As much as possible, each product 
directorate will be independent and have the necessary people to perform the full 
spectrum of activities needed to support weapons or systems. 

Product management directorates are established by each ALC commander relative 
to specific weapon system or mission support requirements assign to that center. 
People assigned to a service directorate are now matrixed to a product directorate 
where they will work as part of a team to support the directorate's specific 
product. Procurement specialists from the contracting directorate, for example, 
are detailed to the aircraft directorate where they buy spare parts for a specific 
aircraft. 

Other AFLC units - including the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, 
(AGMC) and the Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center (AMARC) are 
scheduled to reorganize under a different timetable. 



4.1 Aerospace Guidance & Metrology Centa  (AGMC); Newark APB; Ohio 

HISTORY/MISSION: This installation was opened in 1962 as the 2802nd 
Inertial Guidance and Calibration Group. The installation was formally 
recommissioned in 1968 as the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
w i t h  a work force of less than 3,000. Today the annual operating budget is 
over $160hI. In addition to inertial guidance and navigation systems, its 
mission has been expanded to include aircraft altitude, heading and 
re terence systems, displacement gyroscopes, a to mic clocks, borescopes, 
fuel saving computers, and software management. 

LOCATION: The Center is situated in central Ohio, 30 miles east of 
Columbus. It is located in Licking County, six miles nc r  th of 1-70, on the 
southern border of the city of Heath. 

SIZE: The installation covers about 80 acres and includes facilities and 
plant equipment valued a t  $300M. Maintenance operations are housed in a 
wide-span building covering more than 1 6  acres with over 151,164 SF of 
environmentally controlled areas. Most of the environmentally controlled 
areas consist of separate, isolated buildings within the main structure. 

WORK FORCE/PAYROLL: Newark Air Force Base currently employs 
more than 2,600 personnel including about 80 active duty military 
personnel, and 140 reserve personnel. The base has an annual payroll of 
$85 M. 

4.1.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: The total work force population a t  the AGhIC is drawn 
from eight surrounding counties: 75 percent Licking County, 1 0  percent 
Franklin County, and 15 percent from Delaware, Knox, Coshocton, 
Muskingum, Perry, and Fair field Counties. 

SKILL BASE: Newark AFB employees are highly skilled. Nineteen percent 
have as a m i n i m u m  a bachelors degree. The majority of AGMC1s direct 
workers are two year graduates in mechanics or electronics from three 
area technical colleges, or have some college credits. S k i l l s  are in 
mechanics, electronics, engineering, and instrumentation. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: A l l  shipping and receiving of products and 
supplies are by military or commercial trucking. The area is serviced by 
one railroad and four highways with access to the interstate highway 
systems. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS: AGMC operates within the limitations 
and under the guidelines of many federal and state environmental 
regulations; however, these regulations do not constrain nor impede the 
AGMC mission. The current physical condition of the environment a t  
AGnlC is within the EPA limitations in  all categories. 



LOCAL INDUSTRIES: 

COMPETITIVE - None. 

CORlPLEhlENTARY - Overall, the Newark area offers a wide range of 
businesses to complement the mission of AGMC. Electronic shops, 
machine and tooling businesses, and other supply firms are frequently 
called upon to assist where time is a factor in meeting certain 
deadlines. 

4.1.3 TECHNOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENTS 

MANUFACTURING TECHNJQUES/PROCESSES: AG MC1s current 
manufacturing capability is limited with the emphasis in the conventional 
machine shop on maximum repair capability. The machine skills are tool 
makers, general machinists, machine operators, and sheet metal workers. 
These individuals are proficient on light to medium machine tools, such as, 
lathes, milling machines, ID, OD, surface grinders, drill presses, and light 
to heavy duty sheet metal machines. Also, the "BIf room (Beryllium 
Machine Shop) does manufacture and repair of Beryllium products used in 
misqile guidance systems. 

REPAIR TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: Some of the new techniques and 
processes a t  AGMC are: 

The Computer Aided Design and Drafting (CADD) system is replacing 
manual drafting, thus enhancing drafting operations with increased 
accuracy. 

AGR'IC's machining operation will receive latest  state-of-the-art milling 
with the aid of CNC, to enable design storage for further use. 

In order to reduce the consumption of Freon TF-113 (for cleaning inertial 
parts), the use of cylsonic cleaners has been tested and implemented a t  
AGAlC by using pure water and biodegradable detergent in the cleaning of 
inertial components and parts. Many cleaning processes a t  AGMC have 
already been converted to this process instead of using hazardous chemicals 
and solvents. 

Module testing using Digital-Analog Module Test System (DAMTS) and 
GenRad 2 2 7 1  "in-circuit module tester" is now in use a t  AGMC. 

In order to perform fast noncontact measurements and statistical analysis 
of measurement data, the Lasermike Model 183 is now in use a t  AGMC. 

Three Plastic Bead Stripping Systems are  now in place a t  AGMC. The 
intent is to reduce, a s  much as possible, human exposure to the chemicals 
often used in stripping epoxy, paints and coatings from inertial parts prior 
to reassembly. These bead stripping systems are  used mainly on rework of 
aircraft parts and not on missile parts. This is because of the beryllium 
content of most missile parts. 



AGhlC has a laser technology enhancement project using a laser to 
measure the flatness of the Minuteman Computer memory disc to an 
accuracy of four micro inches. 

The AFLC Elec tro-Static Discharge Technology Center is located a t  AGMC 
and is responsible for developing specifications for, and performing the 
first article testing on ESD control devices for the command. 

In the area of metrology, the Directorate of Metrology manages the Air 
Force Metrology and Calibration Program and operates the primary Air 
Force Measurement Standard Laboratory. The Directorate also acts as the 
single Air Force point of contact with the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology and the US Naval Observatory. It maintains measurements 
standards and accuracies that affect nearly every operational system from 
jets to commissary scales. The Directorate also maintains some national 
standards because its experience and expertise exceeds that of any other 
agency, including the National Institute of Standards and Technology. 

AGhlC is currently investigating the use of infrared, non-contact testing to 
predict the remaining life of electronic components. A thermal image data 
base and computer-based decision support system will  identify degraded 
components which, while still operational during the repair process, may 
have a short useful life remaining. 



Aerospace Maintenance & Regeneration Center (AMARC); Dav&~onthan APB; 
Arizona 1 
4.2.1 OVERVIEW I 

1 

HISTORYIMISSION: In order to provide a suitable location for vast 
numbers of surplus aircraft no longer needed in the Army Air Force 
operational inventory, the 4105th Army Air Force Base Unit was 
established a t  Davis-Monthan AFB in April 1946 t o  store aircraft and 
prepare them for one-time flight to depot for overhaul. The creation o f  
the United States Air Force a s  a separate service in 1947 prompted a 
reorganization and name change and also saw reclamation in support of 
active flying units added to the center's mission. During the Korean 
conflict, the center provided aircraft and aircraft p a r t s  At the cessation 

i 
i 

of hostilities, an influx of aircraft came into the center for storage. In 
February 1965 the center was renamed the Military Aircraft Storage and i 

i 
Disposition Center (MASDC) and assumed the role of storage facility for 

b 

aircraft from all services. The mid-1960s also saw an escalation of the 
Vietnam conflict, and the center was again tasked with providing aircraft 1 
and parts. As the Southeast Asia conflict started winding down, vast i 

quantities of aircraft were once more funneled into MASDC for storage and 
reclamation. At the end of fiscal year 1973, the center's inventory 
ballooned to an all-time high of 6,080 stored aircraft. The post-Vietnam 

i 
i 

conflict period saw the addition of several significant logistical programs I 

a t  the center. Beginning in 1976, a series of ongoing drone programs were 1 
initiated to restore F-102, F-100, and F-106 fighter aircraft a s  remotely f 
controlled targets. In 1981, a storage facility was added a t  Nor ton AFB, 
California, to preserve Titan I1 , Thor, and Atlas missiles used by the Space 
Division for its satellite launches. The center's name was changed in 
October 1985 to the Aerospace Maintenance & Regeneration Center to  
underscore the dynamic aspect of ,4MARCts mission and the fact that i t  is 
an active industrial complex which primarily promotes the regeneration of 
aerospace assets. 

AMARCts peacetime mission is storage, maintenance-instorage, 
regeneration (by flyaway and overland shipment), reclamation, and 
preparation for disposal. Contingency tasking includes priority parts 
removal for all services and Navy flyaway and Army overland withdrawal 
of aircraft. AhlARC was selected as the elimination site of the Ground 
Launched Cruise hlissiles (GLCMs) a n d  associated items, a n d  to date has 
eliminated 2 22  GLCMs, 2 2 2  launch canisters, 52 transporter-erector- 
launchers (TELs), 51 training launch canisters, and 16 driver training 
vehicles (DTVs) to comply w i t h  t he  Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces 
(INF) treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union. Major 
programs include the F-100 and F-106 drone programs, KC-135 aircraft for 
re-engining support program, Titan missile storage and withdrawal, 
reclamation, and production tooling storage. In fiscal year 1989, AMARC 
processed into storage 345 aircraft while withdrawing (for the services) 157 
aircraft. During this same period, over 145,740 aircraft and engine parts 
were reclaimed. AMARC1s output is the sum of parts and aerospace 
vehicles placed back into service. That sum in fiscal year 1989 was 
$387.5M. Considering that it cost $27.OM to operate the center, that is a 
$14.35 return for each dollar invested. 



LOCATION: AMARC is located within the city limits of Tucson, Pima 
County, Arizona. 

SIZE: AMARC consists of 2,562 acres with 67 real property buildings 
valued a t  $8,235,671. Total square feet - 581,594 as  follows: 451,479 shop 
space, 69,263 warehouse space, 60,852 administrative space. Number of 
aircraft stored (as of 1 October 1989) - 2,731 valued a t  $7.065B. 
Approximate number of production toding pieces stored - 51,000 valued 
approximately a t  $550M. 

'WORK FORCE/PAYROLL: For fiscal year 1989 AMARC's payroll was 
$19,626.620 for civilian employees and $250,594 for military employees. 
Population was 640 as of 30 September 1989. 

4.2.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: The total work force population a t  the center is 640 and is . 

totally drawn from Pima County which is where the city of Tucson is 
located and is the second largest county in Arizona. 

SKILL BASE: The center draws its work force from a large number of 
retirees from the military services. These individuals acquired training 
while in the military services and many worked in more than one functional 
area. The center is able to hire a t  the journeyman level. Approximately 90 
percent of its employees can be categorized as highly skilled, which 
reduces the need for required initial training. Training is normally required 
for certification on newly received aircraft. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: The area is serviced by one major interstate 
highway (1-10) that intersects with 1-19 for '  overland service to  the 
Arizona/Mexico border. There is one major commercial airport and two 
small craft airports. The Southern Pacific railroad has a major spur that 
services the Tucson area. 

ENVIRONRlENTAL CONSTRAINTS: Currently ,there is no environmental 
legislation that is affecting this center's mission. The main environmental 
concern is the pollution of both the ground water and sewer systems due to 
improper disposal of individual waste and chemicals. The s ta te  has 
in i t ia ted  a n n u a l  veh i c l e  test ing to meet Environmental Protection Agency 
air quality requirements in order to combat air pollution. 

LOCAL INDUSTRIES: 

COhlPETITIVE - Garret Industries, Hughes Aircraft Company and 
Learjet Corporation, Tucson, Arizona; Pinal Airport, Marana, Arizona. 

COMPLEMENTARY - None. 



4;3 Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC); Hill AFB; Utah 

3.4.1 OVERVIEW 

HISTORYIMISSION: In August 1935 Congress passed the Wilcox-Wilson Bill 
(Public Law 26) which provided for the addition of new permanent Air 
Corps stations and depots. A supplemental Military Appropriation Act of 
1 July 1939 authorized $8M for the Ogden Air Depot. The Ogden Air Depot 
was renamed Hill Field on 1 December 1939, in recognition of Major Ployer 
P. Hill, who lost his life on 30 October 1935 while testing the prototype of 
the famed B-17 "Flying Fortress" 

Construction was well under way when Colonel Morris Berman arrived on 
7 November 1940, thus activating the base and becoming the Ogden Air 
Depot's first commanding officer. Four 7,500 foot runways were completed 
by 1 September 1941, and maintenance began on several A-20s and 
Lockheed Hudsons a t  the same time. The B-24, the first major workload 
for the base, entered a production line on 1 4  February 1943, and by 6 July 
1943 maintenance had reached i t s  goal of completing one bomber per day. 

During World War I1 the name of the Ogden Air depot changed three 
times: It became Ogden Air Service Command, then.Ogden Air Technical 
Service Command, and on 22 July 1946, Ogden Air Materiel Area 
(OOAMA). After the war Ogden's major workload became aircraft storage 
and disposal. 

The US Air Force came into being on 18 Se'ptember 1947 with passage of 
the Armed Services Unification Act of 1947, and on 5 February 1948 Hill 
Field was renamed Hill Air Force Base. In the 10 years that followed, Hill's 
facility size and workload increased significantly because of the onset of 
t h e  Korean Conflict and the changes in its mission to accommodate several 
squadron activities, and with the transfer of the Ogden Arsenal on 1 April 
1955 from the Army to the Air Force. Additionally, in the 1950s jet 
aircraft began to replace the aging B-29s and B-26s. OOAMA began 
modifications on the F-89 as well as inspection and repair of the F-84 in 
1953. With the completion of a new runway in 1957 OOAMA received the 
F-102 Delta Dagger interceptor and the . RF-101. In 1957 Ogden also 
entered into the missile business wi th  the assignment as prime maintenance 
source on the BOhlARC supersonic interceptor missile. In January 1959 
OOAMA was assigned prime managerial responsibility for the SM-80 
Minuteman Intercontinental Ballistic Missile. In 1965 Ogden was also 
assigned responsibility for the LGM-25 Titan I1 Missile. 

On 9 January 1962 AFLC designated OOAMA as the system support 
manager for the F-4C tactical fighter. On 1 April 1974 OOAMA was 
renamed the Ogden Air Logistics Center. HQ AFLC designated 00-ALC as  
system manager for the Advance intercontinental Ballistic Missile (MX)  
system in 1975. In December 1976 Ogden was designated the system and 
maintenance manager for the new F-16 multinational fighter. 

Today, 00-ALC has five unique major Air Force missions: System support 
of strategic missiles; management and storage of non-nuclear air 
munitions; system management of  the F-16; system management of  the F-4 



and RF-4; and management of such items as photographic and 
reconnaissance equipment, night simulators and trainers, and landing gear 
wheels, brakes, and struts. Ogden Air Logistics Center is the primary 
repair source for repair of  the F-16, F-4 airframes and the Minuteman and 
Peacekeeper missiles. In January 1988 they produced the first C-130 ;" 
aircraft and are programmed to PDM 30 per year. In addition the depot is' ., 
accomplishing the refurbishment of the OV-10 for the system manager a t  
SA-ALC. 

LOCATION: 00-ALC is located in the population center of Utah, about 30 
miles north of Salt Lake City, Utah, via Lnterstate Highway 15, 15 miles 
south of Ogden and is 4,800 feet above sea leveL 

SIZE: The industrial complex consists of 273 buildings distributed o ie r  
6,666 acres. The maintenance shops and hangars equate to 3.1 million SF 
of work area. Facility value is in excess of $140M. Plant equipment value 
is in excess of $409M. 

WORK FORCEIPAYROLL: The industrial complex has 6,585 civilian 
employees, with an annual payroll of $249.5M. There are 424 military in 
the work force, with an annual payroll of $7.4M. 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: The total industrial complex work force is drawn from 
seven surrounding counties: Davis County 34 percent; Salt Lake County 28 
percent; Weber County 30 percent; and the remaining 8 percent from 
Cache, Box Elder, Utah, and Morgan Counties. 

SKILL BASE: Approximately 40 percent of the work force are initially 
unskilled, 40  percent are moderately skilled, and about 20 percent can be 
categorized as  highly skilled. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: 00-ALC has two major highways (1-15 and 
1-80), three railroads, one major commercial airpcrt (Salt Lake City 
Airport), and one small craft  airport. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS: The total environmental picture is 
closely scrutinized w i t h  two areas that merit special attention: 00-ALC 
lies in  a n  a i r  q u a l i t y  n o n a t t a i n m e n t  area f o r  c e r t a i n  pollutants; hence, 
emissions are monitored and scrubbed where necessary and waste water 
released into local sewage systems must meet Utah water quality 
standards. 

LOCAL INDUSTRIES: 

COMPETITIVE - The following list of industries do compete for some 
of 00-ALC1s labor force. 

Delta Airlines 
United Airlines 
hlcDonnell Douglas 
Lockheed Missiles and Space Company 



Williams International 
Morton Thiokol Incorporated 
Hercules Incorporated 
Internal Revenue Service Center 
Defense Depot Ogden 

COMPLEMENTARY - The following list is a small part of the 
companies and industries that supply services and material to the base. 

Pacific Power Company AT & T Telephone 
Mountain Fuel Supply Company Weber Basin Water 

4.3.3 TECHNOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENTS 

Productivity, Reliability, Availability, and Maintainability (PRAM) 
Projects. 

Microwave & DigitaljAnalog Design & Test Station 
Eddy Current measurement of Bearing Surfaces 
Improved PK-1000 Automatic Test Station 
Universal Analog Diagnostic Module Using Neural Network (Prop.) , 

Image Scanner 
Neural Radiant Energy Detection System 
Surface Mount Repair on Advanced Electronics 
Radome Automated Laser Paint Stripping System 
Digital Multimedia Information Systems (DMIS) integrated into RMATS 

Automatic Test Station 

Repair Technology (REPTECH) Projects. 

Automated Aircraft Paint Removal 
Au toma ted Screw Removal, Deriveting and Drilling Cell 
NDI of Military Circuit Boards after ESS 
Universal Engine Test Cell 
Per for mance Evaluation Equipment for Elec tro-Op tic & IR Imaging 
X-ray computer-aided tomography 

Maintenance Systems Technology (MST) Project. 

Programmable external gap grinder 
Small parts bead blast system 

Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund (DLIIF) Projects - Initial Procurement 
of New Technology. 

Parts delivery system 
Parts storage and retrieval system 
Investment casting 
Automated maneuverable radiography 
Electronic quality verification center 



Cure/processing of advanced composite repairs 
X-ray facility 
Cell sealing robot 
Binary Cutter Loca tion/Distributed Numerical Control (BCL/D NC) 
Catalytic Incinerator a t  Purge 
Expert System for Automatic Test Equipment (ATE) 
Replacement of l,l,l trichloroethelene as cleaner 

Other Initiatives. 

Engineering services contract 
Corrosion Management Expert System 



4:4 Oklahoma City Air ~o~ i s t i c s  Center (OC-ALC); Tinktr APB; Okkhorna 

4.4.1 OVERVIEW 

HISTORY/MISSION: Early in 1941 a group of Oklahoma City businessmen 
and civic leaders learned that the War Department planned to locate a 
maintenance and supply depot in the central United States. They purchased 
960 acres of land and took a 50-day option on an additional 480 acres to be 
used as  the War Department saw fit. On 8 April 1941 the order was 
officially signed awarding the depot project to Oklahoma City. In 1942 the 
new installation was named Tinker Field in honor of Major General 
Clarence L. Tinker. Tinker's industrial plant repaired B-17 and B-24 
bombers and engines, and fitted B-29s for combat during World War IL In 
1946 Tinker expanded to include the Douglas Aircraft Plant and was named 
Oklahoma City Air Materiel Area (OCAMA). 

During the Korean Conflict, OCAMA gave materiel support to the US 
effort there. The rest of the fifties were noted for base expansion and new 
management responsibilities. OCAMA undertook complete system 
management of the latest Air Force weapons, the B-52 bomber and the 
KC-135 tanker. In 1958, the most encompassing project in Tinker's history 
took place when hundreds of B-47s flew in for wing modification. 

In the 1960s, OCAMA responded to crises as it steadily increased its role in 
management of weapons systems. It provided substantial aid to the Air 
Force in the Berlin Crisis of 1961 and in the Cuban Missile Crisis of 
October 1962. Throughout the Vietnam Conflict, Tinker provided 
significant logistics support, especially for the B-52 bombers. In 1974, the 
depot was renamed the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC). 

Today, OC-ALC provides worldwide logistics support for a variety of 
weapons systems, including B-lB, B-52, A-7D, multi-purpose C-135 series, 
C-137, E-3, and E-4 aircraft. OC-ALC also manages the Short Range 
Attack Missile (SRAM), Air Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), Ground 
Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) and the Harpoon Missile. The center 
manages 1 6  kinds of aircraft engines including the TF30, TF33, TF41, 557, 
J79, F101, F108, and F110, and approximately 135,000 accessory items. 
Two unique management assignments are: The center operates the only 
inland Aerial Port of Embarkation (APOE) in t h e  Air  Force in t h e  receipt, 
processing, and shipping of cargo to overseas destinations; and the ALC is 
the System Program Office (SPO) for the Worldwide Airborne Command 
Post. 

LOCATION: OC-ALC is located a t  Tinker AFB in the southeastern 
Oklahoma City metropolitan area. It lies between Interstate 40 on the 
north and Interstate 240 on the south. It is five miles east of lnterstate 35. 

SIZE: Tinker AFB has a total of 5,001 acres and 709 buildings that enclose 
approximately 14.2 million SF of floor space. The industrial complex is 
responsible for depot level maintenance, and has 48 buildings w i t h  4.6 
million SF, and plant equipment valued a t  $275M. 



WORK FORCE/PAYROLL: Tinker AFB work force totaled 26,039 in EY89 
with a payroll of 6676.7hI. This figure consists of 7,200 military and 17,657 
civilians employees. (Maintenance work force and payroll are 8,000 and 
$272hI, respectively.) 

V 
4.4.2 DEhlOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: The total work force population in FY89 a t  Tinker AFB was 
26,039. Over 97 percent of Tinker's employees reside in eleven counties 
surrounding the base. Oklahoma County has the greatest number of Tinker 
employees, over 70 percent of the work force. 

SKILL BASE: Forty percent of the work force are from an urban industrial 
com munity, initially unskilled or semi-skilled, and require training. 
However, unique to this center is Tinker's in-house aircraft maintenance 
vocational/technical training program in which the employees can complete 
intermediate skill training in a short period of time. Approximately 35 
percent of the work force are moderately skilled, and are from Tinker's 
industriallaviation pooL Approximately 25 percent are  highly skilled and 
come from militarylcivil aerospace related industries in the general 
recruiting area. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: Transportation access to Tinker AFB is: 

Truck. The installation is accessible by four major highways from six 
directions. 

North and South 
East and West 
Northeast 
Southwest 

- Interstate 35 - Interstate 40 - Turner Turnpike (1-44) - H E Bailey Turnpike 

Rail. The installation is served by one major rail system, the AT and 
SF Railroad, with five participating railroad companies. 

Air. The installation is served by one major commercial airport and 
four small craft  airports. The OC-ALC Aerial Port of Embarkation is 
operated around the clock, seven days per week, and is equipped to 
handle general, outsize, a n d  oversized cargo aboard civi l ian and 
military aircraft. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS: Each of the Federal environmental 
laws has corresponding State and local laws and other regulatory 
requirements which impac t the depot. 

The Clean Air Act and the attendant requirements for asbestos control 
require the base to clean up emissions to the air to comply with permits, 
clean asbestos from a variety of locations (this has been and will continue 
to be very expensive), and limit the processes and chemicals which are used 
on base in maintenance and operations. The Clean Water Act requires that 
wastewater be treated and clean before it is discharged into the streams 
leaving the base. Currently, the base is discharging within its permitted 
limits. An interim Federal Facilities Compliance Agreement between 



Tinker AFB, Region VI EPA; and the Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
stipulates that Cease and Desist Orders on the base's wastewater treatment 
facilities may be issued if Tinker AFB does not comply with permits  Such 
orders would cause the base to cease all maintenance activities which 
generate the wastewater stream involved. RCRA, TOSCA, SARA, and 
NEPA all in their own way have an impact on resource requirements as  
welL Hazardous waste and material must be handled appropriately which 
costs money, manpower, and space. The base is currently involved in an 
extensive cleanup effort of old hazardous waste disposal sites. This is an 
expensive program and constrains the available space on base. Safe 
drinking water requirements impact the base in that most of the water on 
base comes from wells located on the base and run by the base. 

Physical conditions of the environment surrounding the base constrain the 
installation. The base sits atop the Garber-Wellington Aquifer and 
constitutes a major part of its recharge zone. This is a critical factor and 
constrains the activity which can take place above the aquifer. The base 
must ensure no hazardous chemicals enter the aquifer. Another physical 
condition of the base relating to the environment is the fact that prevailing 
winds make compliance with air quality standards easier. Additionally, the 
fact that the base is not surrounded yet  on all sides by residential areas or 
even industry makes problems normally encountered with noise less of a 
problem. 

LOCAL INDUSTRIES: 

COMPETITIVE - Major industries/organizations competing for skills 
and resources in this area: 

Aviation related 

Mike Monroney Aeronautical Center 
Fed era1 Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation 

Industrial 

Hertz 
Ralston-Purina 
C M I  
General hlotors (GM)  Assembly P lan t  
Hitachi 

AT&T 
Xerox 
Chromalloy 

COhIPLEMENTARY - Supportive industries that provide products and 
services are: 

Contractor 

Avitech, Inc 
Property SVC 
Eamn b: Smith 
Advance Manufacturing Co 
BFA Sales 
Speciality Repair 

Butler Heat/Air 
Dynateria, Inc 
RCA Service Co 
Trane Co 
Magic Dust 
IB M 



Raythe on 
T. J. Murphy 
American hlaid 
Nor-Cal Engr 
South Penn Auto 

4.4.3 TECHNOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENTS 

Evans Electric 
Oklahoma University 
Computer Power 
Abor Ipsen Ind 
Summer field 

Containers 

MANUFACTURING TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

Flexible Repair Center (FRC). Flexible Manufacturing Systems (FMS) are  a 
major innovation in modernizing and increasing production in new part 
manufacturing. The FRC is being designed to use FMS concepts in a repair 
environment. Unattended workstations are to be established so while an 
operator is loading parts, the machine tool can continue to produce parts. 
The Inspec tion Driven Repair Operations Planning System (IDROPS) will 
provide detailed operation information such as  feeds, speeds, areas to be 
cut, material to be removed, and tolerances to maintain. This will allow 
for the minimum of material removal (to maintain structural integrity) and 
quickset repair sequence. The Cell Management System will schedule, 
monitor, and track parts and resources within the FRC. This will dictate 
system timing and download programs into the component workstations. 

An obvious benefit will b e  a more efficient rework process. The faster 
turnaround of parts will be a result of the quicker throughput because of 
less idle time for the machine tools. A smaller in-process inventory can be 
maintained because of the fast turnaround of parts. This will mean less 
engines taken out of service and scheduled into the repair pipeline. The 
surge capability will be greatly enhanced because of the FRC (FMS 
concept) being able to handle large lot sizes a t  a moment's notice. 

REPAIR TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

Case Resizing. This machine was procured to help reduce some of the 
rework needed on large parts due to out-of-roundness and shrinkage during 
service. This machine can expand parts that have shrunk beyond Technical 
Order limits, which saves them from being condemned or machined back to 
size which decreases service life. This reduces machining time and keeps a 
part  in service longer. Presently, t h e  case resizer is operational on the 557  
first stage air sealing ring and the TF30 compressor case. 

This machine w i l l  not eliminate the plating or buildup processes for parts 
completely, but it will help to reduce premachining on many parts because 
of ou t-of-roundness. This is impor tent when considering the service life of 
the part. With less metal removal the parts will naturally last longer. 

Rejuvenation of Static Components. Rejuvenation is emerging as  the 
technological innovation to return old engine components to a like new 
condition. Presently, repair of old components is a difficult process, a s  the 
parent metal experiences material degradation from fatigue, distortion, 
and material loss, requiring extensive repairs. Unsuccessful repair efforts 
result in condemnation or limited restoration. Rejuvenation will provide 



heat treatment, activated diffusion healing; and low distortion welding 
making it less crack prone, therefore extending the life of the component, 
and enhancing efficiency and productivity. 

Laser Holography Inspection System. A Laser Holography Inspection 
System has been installed for the inspection of abradable airseals. This 
system will inspect for debonds between the parent metal and its abradable 
airseal. Often these coatings do not fully bond to the parent metal and fail 
during machining or in operation. Defective coating accounts for 
approximately 50 percent of the rejected parts. No economical standard 
NDI method can detect delaminated coatings. This results in lost 
machining and labor time. The Laser Holography System inspects plasma 
spray coated airseals before machining. This will eliminate failures 
occurring during machining due to debonding. Laser Holography will 
decrease reject rates and engine failures by detecting defective coatings 
before machining and assembly. Laser Holography will also save the lost 
time due to failures. 

Blade Repair Facility. Ground breaking was December 1986 with 
construction completed in June 1989. The J e t  Engine Blade Repair Facility 
houses more than 125,000 SF of floor space, cost $33.6M, and is being 
utilized by the Propulsion Division of the Oklahoma City Air Logistics 
Center. The facility houses the latest technology for cleaning, inspection, 
repairing and classifying compressor and turbine blades used in jet 
engines. Savings are realized through flow time reduction in blade repair 
which leads to shorter flow time for an engine in overhauL Most 
importantly, the facility can produce five million blades a year compared 
to three million blades previously. I t  is expected that the facility wil l  save 
the Air Force enough money to pay for itself in four and one-half years. 

Rotor Stacking Process CelL Engine components are often being physically 
located off center during assembly or stack-up. Each component may 
individually be in tolerance, but each little shift within a tolerance adds up 
during engine rotor stack-up. The end result is a high vibration reject 
rate. The Rotor Stacking Process Cell is being implemented to increase 
repair efficiency and reduce the vibration rejection rates from 20-45 
percent to 5 percent in  rebuilt TF30 gas turbine engines. 

The cell, using lasers for weed and accuracy, will be able to dimensionally 
inspect and determine the serviceability of major rotating components 
(hubs, spacer, disks, shafts). This measurement data will them be used by a 
computer to select parts and the orientation of each part i n  a stack, 
establishing the straightest centerline stack possible from existing parts. 

Advanced Composite Repair Facility. OC-ALC1s Advanced Composite 
Repair Facility was established to support future workload for the repair of 
advanced composite airframe structures entering the depot. The facility is 
a one story structure covering 81,000 SF. Estimated annual savings on this 
investment is $1.5hl. The new facility will allow for scheduled, timely 
repairs a t  a minimum cost to the Air Force of the latest state-of-the-art 
weapons systems. Specifically, this facility will provide the capability to 
repair advanced composites (fiberglass, graphite, boron, Kevlar) and bonded 
aluminum honeycomb on the B-1B and KC-135, assuring a minimum 
turnaround rate will be accomplished. Expected benefits from this facility 



are increased depot capabilities; efficient use of scarce resources; Labor 
procfuc tivity, less rework, and increased throughput. 

B-1B Avionics Facility/Land Acquisition. OC-ALC will begin construction 
in FY89 of a new B-1B Avionics Facility with construction scheduled to be 
completed in FY91. The new facility will cover 85,000 SF and be used to 
suppar t the B-1B workload taken on by OC-ALC in October 1988. Total 
cost of the facility is f12.2M; however, total annual savings are estimated 
to be $71.4M. Most of the savings are realized through the use of a 
dedicated organic facility as opposed to the contracting out of the 
workload, or the alteration of existing facilities. The facility will provide a 
completely organic capability to repair and test  B-1B electronic weapons 
systems to maintain combat readiness. The facility will contain 
environmentally controlled areas for test  and overhaul of B-1B avionics, 
radar, antenna arrays, and radomes, and will use advanced computerized 
test consoles. 

Consolidated Fuel Control Test Facility. The single story 63,000 SF 
facility will enable the Air Force to suppart the national defense on a 
timely basis. This project will provide a state-of-the-art centralized test  
system. The new facility will provide safe ,and energy efficient 
environmentally controlled areas and will be arranged so that minimum 
transpcr t time is realized between overhaul and testing functions. Total 
annual savings on the investment is expected to be $34M. 

OTHER PLANNED TECHNOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENTS 

Flexible manufacturing system. 
Two bay large aircraft paint removal system. 
Automated system for cleaning jet engine fuel manifolds. 
Laser blade re?air celL 
Reverse machining center. 
Automated compressor and turbine blade measurement. 
Rejuvenation of rotating engine components. 
Automated molydag system. 
Assembly verification stands. 
Auto mated blade removal. 
Computerized control for heat treat. 



4.5 Sacramento Air ~o~ist ics  Center (SM-ALC); MeClellan APB; California 

4.5.1 OVERVIEW 

HISTORY/MISSION: Construction of the War Department's Sacramento Air 
Depot began on 29 June 1936, when the Army Quartermaster Corps 
appointed a constructing Quartermaster for the installation. On 1 Dec 
1939 the War Department changed the new installation's name to McClellan 
Field. The US Air Force became an independent service in 1947, and on 
3 February 1948 McClellan Field became McClellan Air Force Base. 
Eventually the base became the headquarters for Sacramento Air Materiel 
Area (SMAMA) and then evolved into the home of the Sacramento Air 
Logistics Center. What started with an investment of $7M has grown in 
value to over a billion dollars in facilities and equipment. 

. . 

SM-ALC's Industrial Complex comprises the largest group of workers with 
over 6,167 personneL SM-ALC is responsible for accomplishing depot level 
repair for EF/F/FB-111, A-10, F-15, T-37, KC-135, and A-7 aircraft, 
ground communication/elec~onic systems, electronic warfare, software, 
navigation and radar systems. Also included a s  part of the mission is the .  
manufacture or repair 'of a vast array of aerospace related items. In 
addition, the industrial complex has technology repair center responsibility 
to overhaul and repair more than 6,500 different line items such as  
hydraulic and electrical components, flight control components, flight 
instruments, and various ground and airborne generators in support of 
inventory management programs Air Force-wide. 

Since McClellan AFB opened, the task of keeping US military aircraft 
flying had become remarkably complex based upon high technology aircraft 
and systems. McClellan remained one of five centers of AFLC, managing 
those weapons and systems assigned through the depot modernization effort 
of the last 1960s and early 1970s. With development of technology repair 
centers in the command, hlcClellan assumed worldwide responsibility for 
the maintenance and management of USAF electrical components, 
communications-electronics systems, fluid drive accessories, and tactical 
shelters. 

LOCATION: The base is approximately five miles north of Sacramento, 
California, t h e  s t a t e  capital. To t h e  n c r t h  is Rosevil le ,  California; to t h e  
east, Folsom/Rancho Cordova, California. 

SIZE: McClellan Air Force Base consists of 2,917 acres with 131 
maintenance buildings and 2 0 0  shops occupying 3.3 mi1Lion.SF of space. 
Facility value is S594M. Plant equipment value is $ 2 3 5 ~ 1  - 
WORK FORCEIPAYROLL: The industrial complex has a total work force 
of 6,167 which includes 95 military. Annual payroll is 8225M. 

4.5.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: Of-the total industrial complex work force, 84 percent live 
in Sacramento County, 9.3 percent come from nearby Placer County, and 
seven other distant counties combine to provide the remaining 6.7 percent. 



SKILL BASE: The major portion of the work force comes from the local 
area; recruited from academia, local industries, the military services and 
the general public. Of the total military and civilian workforce a t  
McClelLan, 66.3 percent have achieved college credit, Bachelor's degrees, 
or Master's degrees This reinforces the relationship between an 
employee's skill level and his or her level of education. McClellan 
presently employs 67 percent professional, skilled, and semiskilled 
workers. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: McClellan AFB, located on the west coast, 
serves the entire continent, a s  well as the Far East and the Pacific basin. 
There are five major air terminals located within an hour's drive. These 
terminals offer complete local and international service. Sacramento is 
the hub of rail transportation for the West Coast with Southern Pacific and 
interconnecting lines running in all directions. There is a deep water port 
a t  Sacramento with direct access to the Pacific shipping routes via the 
Sacramen to Deep Water ChanneL Sacramen to is serviced by Interstate 
Highways 5 and 80 and California Highways 50  and 99. 

LOCAL INDUSTRIES: SM-ALC is the hub of a highly developed area with 
industry .leaders in technologies such as electronics, space-age propulsion 
systems, exotic aerospace fuels, advanced computer sciences and plastics. 

Mather Air Force Base 
(closure 1993) 

Sacramento Army Depot 
(proposed closure study) 

Hewlett Packard 
Poly therm Plastics 
Folsom Research, Inc 
Aerojet General Corporation 

COMPLEMENTARY - 

Sperry Corp System 
Management Group 
Tayko Industries 
V arion Associates 
Modern Machine Works 
Teletype Corporation 
Texas instruments 
General Electric 
Control Data 
Dalmo Victor 

Army Corps of Engineers 
California State Government 
Minnesota Mining & 

Manufacturing 
Sacramento County Offices 
Sacramento Municipal 

Utility 
Cable Data 
Intel Corporation 

Industrial  Rework 
Raytheon Suppcr t Services 
\llang Laboratories 
Advanced Countermeasure 

System 
LT. & T. Avionics Division 
Robert H. Hutton Associates 
Radio Shack (Tandy Corp) 
Kierulf f Electronics, Inc 
Bobnreen Consultants, Inc 
Westinghouse Electric 
Supply 

ENVIRONRIENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: A listing of State and local 
environmental legisla tion af fec ting SM-ALC day-to-day operations include: 



California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ A) 
(Environmental-Impact Assessment/Statements) 
California Water Quality Laws and Porter-Cologne Act 
California Air Pollution Control Laws and Regulations 
CAL-OSHA Program (Work Environment) 
California Pesticide Laws and Regulations 
California Hazardous Waste Control Laws and Regulations 
California Administrative Code Titles 22823 
Sacramento County Code Sect 6.34 
Yolo County Code Title 6 Chapter 11 
Placer County Code Title 6 

The following is a list of regulations which govern all storage, handling, 
transportation and disposal of hazardous waste. 

California Administrative Code (CAC) Title 22 ACRA 
California Administrative Code (CAC) Title 23 Underground Tank 
Code of Federal Regulation (CFR 40 part 1 9 9  to 399) RCRA 
Code of Federal Regulation (CFR 40 part 761) TSCA-PCB 
Code of Federal Regulation (CFR 49 part 100 to 177) DOT 
Environmental Compliance Assessment Management Program 

(ECAMP-Air Force Audit) 
MCAFBR 19-4 

Problem: There is no specific regulation that  outlines proper handling 
of contaminated soil except CERCLA. . 

The following details some of the base's efforts to change its methods 
concerning the handling of hazardous materials, as  well a s  the positive 
results of these changes. Some of these changes were spurred by 
legislative actions, while others were initiatives undertaken independently 
by SM-ALC. The EPA, the State of California's Department of Health 
Services, and the Sacramento County Air Resources Board all  interact w i t h  
SM-ALC in monitoring waste water treatment facilities, the ground water 
treatment plant, and CAC adherence. The Directorate of Environmental 
Management, the first organization of i ts  kind in the Air Force, was formed 
to monitor all environmental programs a t  the base, and as  a result of its 
success, the Command has set up similar organizations a t  al l  AFLC bases. 

SM-ALC1s Groundwater Extraction and Treatment System, on line since 
1987, was one of the first of its kind in the United States for aquifer 
restoration. The plant operates a t  a 95 percent up time rate and is manned 
2 4  hours a day to ensure that the water discharged meets or exceeds 
California drinking water standards. 

SM-ALC has reduced it hazardous waste by 57 percent over the past three 
years. This exceeds the DoD goals for reduction by 50 percent in 1992. 
State-of-the-art technology insertion, product substitution, and an 
au toma ted approval system for purchase of hazardous chemicals has 
contributed to this reduction and has also aided in reducing purchase and 
clean up costs. 



Environmental Management also assisted in integrating .environmental 
requirements into the new Advanced Tactical Fighter (ATF), ensuring that 
hazardous waste generated from maintenance operations is kept to a 
minimum. 

, , 
4.5.3 TECHNOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENTS: 

MANUFACTURING TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

Robotic Wire Harness Fabrication System 
Infrared Imaging for Phased Array Radiation Patterns 
A u  tomated Composite Layup Process 
Optical Mapping System (parts replication, certification) 
Abrasive Water J e t  System 
Hot Isostatic System 
Universal Fixturing (robotic) 
Robotic Paint System 
Composite Curing System 
Duct Fabrication Center 
Robotic MIG and TIG Welding 
Robotic Flame Spray 
Laser Reverse Machining System 
Printed Wiring Board Manufacturing 

REPAIR TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

Robotic Radome Painting 
Neutron Radiography Non-Destructive Testing 
Cold Proof/Structural Integrity Testing 
Microelectronics/Very High Speed Integrated Circuits 
Plastic Bead Blasting 
Computerized Facility Control Systems 
Automated hydraulic pump and motor testing 
Vertical carousel storage system 
Automated match grinding system 
Electronic mapping system 
Hydraulic manifold system 
ADAL coating installation/removal 



416 Sm Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC); KeUy AFB; Texas 

4.6.1 OVERVIEW 

HISTORY/MISSION: Kelly Air Force Base was the first permanent military 
airfield in Texas and probably the oldest continuously operating base in the 
Air Force. It is named in honor of Lieutenant George E. M. Kelly, who 
crash-landed a t  Fort Sam Houston in 1911 and became the first American 
military aviator to lose his life while piloting a military aircraft. 

Kelly Field originated in November 1916, when the "Father of Military 
Aviation" Captain Benjamin Foulois selected the site for the expanding 
activities of the Aviation Flying Section of the US Army Signal Corps. 
During World War I, Kelly Field served as  a reception and testing center for 
recruits and as a training center for pilots, mechanics, cooks, and bakers, 
as well a s  engineering and supply officers. Most American World War I 
flyers trained or were processed a t  Kelly Field. During World War 11, Kelly 
developed into a huge industrial complex that  stored and distributed 
material and modified or repaired aircraft, engines, and related 
equipment. These adjustments marked the start  of a distinct shift in 
Kelly's mission, which over the next 40 years expanded into a worldwide 
logistics and support capability. 

Kelly Field was renamed Kelly Air Force Base in 1948 after the Air Force 
became a separate branch of the Armed Services. Throughout the years 
that followed, the San Antonio Air Material Area (SAAMA) based a t  Kelly 
continued to expand its responsibilities. Kelly maintained such aircraft a s  
the B-29, B-36, B-47 and B-58 bombers, numerous types of fighters 
including the F-102 and F-106, and various cargo planes. The SAAMA 
evolved into today's San Antonio Air Logistics Center which handles over 
50 percent of the Air Force's engine inventory, all Air Force nuclear 
ordnance, the aerospace fuels used by the Air Force and NASA, and over 
240,000 stock items. Approximately 3 3  B-52 and 16 C-5 aircraft undergo 
depot level maintenance overhaul or repair each year a t  the SA-ALC. 
Approximately 287 aircraft engines, 1,000 gas turbine engines, and 4,566 
engine modules are overhauled or repaired each year. Maintenance work 
centers include: Repair of automatic test equipment, rework of jet engine 
parts, repair of electronic test equipment, test of aircraft and engines, 
overhaul accessories (approximately 15 0,000), and repair of non-powered 
precision tools. Kelly itself is host to numerous tenant organizations, 
which collectively make the base not only the largest single employer in 
San Antonio, but a vital link in the Air Forcels worldwide logistics system 
as well. 

LOCATION: SA-ALC is located in Bexar County on the southwest side of 
San Antonio, Texas. 1-10 provides east/west access and 1-35 provides 
north/south access from San Antonio to the entire Southwestern United 
States. The Missouri Pacific railroad adjoins SA-ALC to the south and 
provides a wur track for rail service. 

SIZE: SA-ALC covers 4,000 acres, with 504 buildings occupying 13.9 
million SF of floor %ace. 



WORK FORCE/PAYROLL: Approximately 25;500 full time personnel are 
assigned to Kelly AFB, including 20,600 civilians and 4,900 military. A 
$610M annual payroll has an important impact on the local economy. 

-- 
j 4.6.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: Approximately 25,500 personnel are employed a t  Kelly 
AFB. Breakdown by counties are: Bexar, 95 percent; Bandera, 0.2 percent; 
Medina, 1.3 percent; Frio, 0.1 percent; Kendal, 0.4 percent; Comal, 0.3 
percent; Guadalupe, 0.8 percent; Wilson, 0.5 percent; Atascosa, 1.0 
percent; and other surrounding counties, 0.4 percent. 

SKILL BASE: More than 400 distinctively diffemnt job series are 
represented in the SA-ALC work force. These include managers, scientists, 
logisticians, accountants, engineers, lawyers, transportation and financial 
experts, computer specialists, purchasing agents, item managers, 
equipment specialists, clerks, warehouse people, mechanics, maintenance 
workers, and many more. The center employs 1,250 skilled engineers and 
engineering technicians. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: SA-ALC is a major DOD supply depot 
served by interstate highways, a transcontinental rail line, and unsurpassed 
military airlift facilities that can accommodate the largest military and 
civilian transport a i rcraf t  Over 572,590 different items of USAF 
inventory, valued a t  $3.3B, are stored and distributed each year. Seven 
thousand tons of supplies are received and shipped each month by  air 
freight and truck transport. 

ENVIRONMENT CONSTRAINTS: SA-ALC adheres to the full range of EPA 
and RCRA rules/regulations as well as those s ta te  laws administered by the 
Texas Water Board (TWB). These laws cover air and water discharges as 
well as the disposal of solid waste. 

SA-ALC recently opened a new storage facility in East Kelly to 
accoinmodate the "90 day on-site" storage rules for hazardous industrial 
wastes. This facility has been granted a two year interim operating permit 
by the TWB. 

SA-ALC also has several on-going initiatives to reduce the volume of 
hazardous wastes that  are  generated. One of these is the Ion Vapor 
Deposition System which wil l  substitute aluminum coatings for the toxic 
cadmium now used on some jet engine components. Another longer range 
initiative is the possible use of plasma spray of chromium rather than 
electroplating which will reduce the volume of chromium waste that is 
generated. 

LOCAL INDUSTRIES: 

COhlPETITNE - Locally, none of the industries are considtired in 
competition w i t h  SA-ALC. 

CORlPLEMENTARY - Very few local industries complement SA-ALC. 
The approximately 9,000 contractors and suppliers come from outside 
the metropolitan area of San Antonio. 



TECHNOLOGY ENHANCEMENTS 

MANUFACTURING TECHNIQUESIPROCESSES: The robotics and laser 
application studies have yieMed projects such a s  the Robotic Shot 
PeenIGrit Blast Cell and the Laser Driller Cutter. Ion Vapor Deposition 
will replace cadmium with aluminum. This project, along with the Chrome 
Plating Line Monitor, is designed to improve productivity and reduce 
environmental pollution. 

REPAIR TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

The PACER LIGHT program enables us to recreate obsolete or  unavailable 
sheet metal airframe components. 

The Cryogenic Spin Test Facility subjects jet engine discs to -375 '~  
temperatures to prolong their useful life and reduce depot maintenance 
requirements. 

The Automated Plasma Spray System integrates grit blast and plasma spray 
processes into robotic cells that reduce environmental hazards. 

The Auto Prompting Inspec tion System utilizes coordinate measurement 
machines to lead operators through an inspection checklist prior to 
overhaul of gas turbine engine components. Parts  are automatically 
accepted a s  is, condemned as  scrap, or routed through the appropriate 
rework procedures based on computer generated decisions. 

The Drop Bottom Heat Treating Furnace accomplishes rapid parts transfer 
from the furnace to the quench tank which eliminates warping due to 
transfer delays. 

Fluoride Ion Cleaning is a procedure for cleaning titanium and super 
strength alloys by deoxidation prior to brazing. Hydrogen fluoride gas is 
the source for the fluoride ions that effectively remove the oxides. 

Diffusion Bonding utilizes localized heat and pressure a t  the bond line. The 
bonding is done in a vacuum chamber using either resistance or induction 
coils as the heat source. 

J e t  Kote Hypersonic Spray uses a unique combination of heat and velocity 
that produces a wear surface coating surpassing other thermal spray 
processes. 

Real Time Radiography inspects parts in real  time, thereby eliminating the 
delays and rework caused by exposing and developing x-ray film. 

The Thermal Spray Robot is a 6-axis articulated arm robot fitted with a 
qec i a l  mini-gun capable of plasma spraying in restricted area of aircraft 
parts. 

Retirement for Cause/Non-Destructive Evaluation provides high speed eddy 
current and ultrasonic inspection for cracks in critical rotating parts in 



engine parts Life expectancy can be-determined by actual analysis rather 
than through calculation as was formerly necessary. 



4.7 Warna Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC); Bobins AFB; Georgia 

4.7.1 OVERVIEW 

HISTORY/MISSION: As a result of the city of Macon and Bibb County 
floating bonds wcr  th $100,000 early in 1941, these municipalities purchased 
and donated 3,000 acres of land to the Federal Government in an effort to 
influence the Army Air Corps to establish a maintenance and supply depot 
there. 

During the defense build-up preceding World War II, the middle Georgia 
area was picked for the maintenance/supply depot primarily because of its 
level land and abundant pure water. 

WR-ALC's primary mission is to support peacetime mission essential 
maintenance requirements, and  ensure mobilization capability to suppcrt a 
wartime scenario. Specifically, the mission is to modify, repair, and 
overhaul weapon system's components/equipment and to provide worldwide 
support for the Operating Commands. WR-ALC is the primary repair 
source for the C-141, C-130 and F-15 airframes. In addition, airborne 
electronics, gyroscope, parachutes, life support systems, and propellers are . . 
also maintained within its extensive industrial complex. 

LOCATION: Robins AFB is geographically located near the center of the 
s t a te  of Georgia, approximately 100 miles south of Atlanta, 15 miles south 
of  Macon, and adjacent to the city of Warner Robins. 

SIZE: Robins AFB covers 8,550 acres. The Industrial complex occupies 69 
buildings totaling 7.2 million SF. The .maintenance facilities are valued a t  
$473M, Equipment replacement value is $578M.. 

WORKFORCE/PAYROLL: Robins AFB workforce totaled 19,988 in FY89 
with a payroll of $603M. This figure consists of 3,964 military and 16,024 
civilian employees, including tenants. The maintenance workforce and 
payroll was 6,809 and $230.6M, respectively. 

4.7.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

POPULATION: The ci ty  of Warner Robins has grown from a population of 
some 50 people in 1941 to 50,000-plus in 1989. The majority of the 
workforce comes from Warner Robins/Houston County and Maconmibb 
County. Some 23 other counties contribute to  the. total workforce and 
share in the economical benefits 

SKILL BASE: Over 6,800 dedicated, trained maintenance personnei with 
approximately 200 different skills, work day and night to suppart their 
assigned weapon systems. An existing vocational cooperative education 
program provides a steady source for aircraft, sheet metal and electronic 
skills as the manpower needs arise. 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS: There is one major Lnterstate highway (1-75) 
located approximately five miles west of Robins AFB. In addition, this 



base has one railroad system and a municipal airport supporting 
transpw tation requirements. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS: WR-ALC has no environmental 
constraints. WR-ALC is in an attainment area and is currently meeting all 
criteria. 

LOCAL INDUSTRIES: 

COMPETITIVE - Major industries/organizations competing for skills 
and resources in this area: 

Avia t ion/Elec tronics McDonnell-Douglas 
Grumman Southeast Airlines 
Zantop Airlines Northrop Corp 
Honey w ell Gould, Inc 
Boeing TR W 
Five Star Electronics Space Age Manufacturing 
Industrial -1TT AT&T 
Southern Bell Brown & Williamson 
R & R Tool Bartlett Sheet Metal 
Swartz & Son, Inc 

COMPLEMENTARY - The majority of the competitive industries are 
the same suppcrting industries that provide products and services. 

4.7.3 TECHNOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENTS 

MANUFACTURING TECHNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

Multi-lay er printed circuit boards 
Fastener manufacturing systems 
Flexible printed wiring 

REPAIR TEC HNIQUES/PROCESSES: 

Hybrid circuit repair 
lvadizer 
Adhesivebonding of avionics modules 
Small aircraf t  f inish application robotic installation (Safari) 
Pr in ted circuit board manu fac ture 
F-15 wiring analyzer 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEAWUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

W6HINGTON. D C 20380.0001 ON REPLY REFER TO 

L 
11 Apr 90 

MEMORANDUM FOR HR* ROBERT MASON, DIRECTOR MAIN!l'ENANCE POLICY 

. . Subj: Marine Corps Option Paper 
. ' 

Attached is an option paper which addresses t h e  .?5xPIy props21 
to close our two Marine Corps depot maintenance activlti.z:s had 
transfer their workload to A m y  depots. The A m y  pr~posal m s  
not accompanied by an analytic justification. Our opticn p p e r  
contains the results of a detailed, in depth &nalgsis ur"tha 
costs and readiness implications of accepting the Aray.yrc~p;ms? - . 

Acceptance of the A m y  proposal would not cbhiri ~ u t . 2 '  t6 
reduced costs or increased efficiency for DOD. -.To the  c c n t r n ~ ~ ,  
doing so would have an adverse Fmpact on Marine'Ccz$s .zeadfiloss, 
increase transportation costs, reduce Marine C o q g  PPexj.bi?.ity in 
maintaining our present high readiness, increase- ecp$.pi:lcsnt. - . 
rebuild turnaround time, and result in a net c~at.o'irer F T  1 9 2 1 -  
1995 of $194,932,000. The Army recommendation'66 c%.F?aklp not in 
the best interests of national,-defense. . 4 -  - *  * 

- ' --- 
A Although our analy~is wa~-'~erformed in an extreme~.? -chart lime and all costs were derived as precisely as pbssihle, c fex 
eaders may quarrel with some of the amounts we u s d .  - '210:,.;..rvox, 

none may object to the underlying premise of each cast cncqory 
analyzed. Questions regarding the analysis may be ref3rreti to 
my assistant, Mr. Robert K. Riggs, 696-1024. 



DOD DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 
OPTION IDENTIFICATION/EVALUATION 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. OPTION NUMBERS M-010 

2. SHORT TITLEr Close Two Marine Corps Depot Maintenance 
Activities (DMA). 

3 .  NARRATIVE DESCRIPTIONr It has been proposed to close both 
Marine Corps DPlAs and transfer all work to the Anay. This 
proposal assumed that considerable cost savings would be realized 
by increasing utilization of Army facilities and reduction of 
overhead operating expenses for the Marine Corps. - 

4. SCOPE OF THE PROPOSAL: Transfer to Army depots the annual 
Marine Corps depot maintenance program requirements of 
approximately l,6OO,OOO direct labor hours for rebuild of over 
50,000 principal end items and secondary reparable components on 
over 1,000 production lines each year. 

5. CUSTOMER SERVICE IMPACT: In-depth analysis indicates closing 
the two Marine Corps DMAs and transfer of Marine Corps depot 
level maintenance workload to the Army will: 

C - Reduce/eliminate quick response logistics capability 
yr - Increase equipment down time - Substantially increase operating costs - Decrease combat equipment readiness - Reduce the Commandant of the Marine Corpst flexibility in 

control of resources 

6. ESTIMATED NET SAVINGS: None. The cost to close the two 
Marine Corps DKAs are provided in detail in the attached, and are 
summarized as follows for a five year period: 

Cost Elements: - Production equipment relocation cost - Personnel redistribution cost - Facilities development cost - Logistics management cost - Transportation cost increase - Inventory cost increase - New personnel cost 
- Production cost increase 
- Alternate training cost 

Total Cost to Close Two Depots 

Savinqs Elements: 
- Military Construction cost savings $5,910,000 
- Base Operations Support 8,491.000 

Net Savings Over Five Years: ($194,932,000) 



7. IMPLEMENTATION TIME AND DIFFICULTY: Closure of the two w Marine Corps DMAa could be accomplished over a six-year 
transition period during which industrial equipment is relocated, 
personnel terminated, and start-up of production activated at the 
appropriate m y  activity. Funding requirements for closure cost 
would exceed $118,000,000 in the first two years, not including 
environmental cleanup which could well exceed $25,000,000. 
Closure activity would require close coordination with the Army 
depots receiving Marine Corps workload and substantial 
adjustments within the Marine Corps logistics system, many of 
which are beyond the scope of this analysis. 

8. PRIMARY ADVANTAGES: None. Represents $195,000,000 
unrecoverable costs to DoD. . - 

9. PRIMARY DISADVANTAGES: Many: 

- Increased transportation costs - Reduced combat equipment readiness - Reduced Marine Corps logistics flexibility - Increased equipment rebuild turn around time - Recurring increase in operating cost of $25,000,000 per 
year - Increased unit rebuild costs over 13 percent 

\ 
- Increased cost of Marine Corps military technical training 

4 - Will never produce savings to offset cost of closure 
VY 10. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: Closure of the two Marine Corps DMAs 

does not in any way contribute to reducing cost or increasing 
efficiency. The Marine Corps is small, highly efficient, 
specifically organized to accomplish its particular mission, 
including depot maintenance of it's combat essential equipment. 
In addition to the $195,000,000 unrecoverable cost to close, the 
adverse impact on combat equipment readiness, and the reduction 
in Marine Corps operating flexibility in a fast changing world 
situation, closure of the two Marine Corps depots is clearly not 
in the best interest of the nation. 

11. RECOMMENDATION: In view of the above, and the following, it 
is recommended that the Marine Corps Depot Maintenance Activities 
be excluded from any further consideration for consolidation or 
closure. 

- Marine Corps DMAs are operated at over 91 percent capacity 
utilization. 

- Closure of Marine Corps DMAs will degrade Fleet Marine 
Force combat essential equipment readiness - Marine Corps DMAs have maintained Fleet Marine Force 
combat essential equipment readiness at over 90 percent - The $195,000,000 5-year cost to close the two depots will 
never be recouped. 

V 
- Closure results in a $25,000,000 recurring operating cost 
increase each year. 
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I OPTION NUMBER: M-010 

11. SHORT TITLE: Cost Analysis of Closing Both Marine Corps 
Depot Maintenance Activities and Transferring Their Workload to 
Army Depots. 

111. NARRATIVE DESCRIPTIONr 

A. The Marine Corps has two Depot Maintenance Activities 
( D m ) ;  one each at the Marine Corps Logistics Bases, Barstow, 
CA, and Albany, GA, located within one transportation day from 
the primary CONUS operating forces they support. The DMAs are 
the only Logistics Base activities which are industrially funded. 
Although some workload consolidations by equipment type exist, 
the two DMAs repair virtually the same categories of equipment. 
Workload consists of a wide spectrum of ground equipment, with 
relatively small quantities of each type. The Army operates 
specialty maintenance depots with each depot's workload 
consisting of a large volume of equipment, but with a small 
variety of types at each depot. Marine Corps DMA capacity is 
fully utilized at 91 percent. The Army has facilitized their 
depot program to a degree greater than their need, resulting in 
only a 62 percent capacity utilization rate. As a result, Army 

; depots could absorb Marine Corps workload. Doing 80, however, 
' would close the two Depot Maintenance Activities and eliminate an 

organic depot maintenance capability for the Marine Corps. 

B. The need for the Commandant of the Marine Corps to 
establish and control his priorities for primary weapon systems 
depot level maintenance must be reemphasized. For that basic 
reason the Marine Corps must object to the relinquishment of his 
responsibilities to another Service Chief for any arbitrarily 
selected commodity, without an accompanying analytic 
justification and an accommodation regarding the Commandant's 
readiness responsibilities. No analytic justification has been 
provided to date. Although readiness issues are paramount, this 
paper was compiled to provide the missing analysis. It examines 
costs involved in closing the two Marine Corps DMAs and giving 
the Army the mission of providing depot maintenance support to 
the Marine Corps. 

C. This analysis proves there are no savings associated 
with closing the two Marine Corps activities and transferring 
their workload to Army depots. In fact, the opposite is the 
case. The result of this option would be additional nonrecurring 
closing and annual recurring costs. These added costs are 
associated with transferring workload from inexpensive facilities 
to those which are more expensive, and the need to perform 
extraordinary management actions, as described below to ensure 
warfighting readiness is not degraded. Added five-year costs 

'(I total $194,932,000. These costa are described in paragraph VI 
and summarized in enclosure (1). 



(1) The reasons for the lack of savings in the ~ r m y  

( ~ . l  proposal are that available Marine Corps DMA capacity is fully 
utilized, reducing general and administrative and production 
engineering costs; and the two Marine Corps activities have 
achieved an extremely efficient direct-to-indirect labor ratio, 
i.e., their indirect expenses are a small percentage of their 
direct labor costs. Although the Army depot's actual rates are 
unknown to the Marine Corps, it is unlikely that their overhead 
structure and direct-to-indirect ratio are as good because of the 
Army's much lower and less efficient capacity utilization rate. 
Some Army sate estimates are made later in this paper. 

(2) Although the reader may quarrel with some of the 
costs listed herein, none may object to the underlying premise of 
each cost category analyzed. 

IV. SCOPE OF THE PROPOSAL: The Army has proposed that their 
maintenance depots be transformed into "centers of excellence," 
consolidating equipment by commodity for repair at a specified 
depot. They have further proposed that their depots become the 
single source of repair for all DOD ground equipment. The 
proposal, if adopted, would result in the transfer of all 
workload now maintained at the two Marine Corps DMAs, thereby 
causing them to be closed. Although the absorption of Marine 
Corps workload is alleged to create monetary savings for DOD, 

, none have been identified. This paper examines the viability of 
the Army proposal, primarily from a financial viewpoint. 

V. CUSTOMER SERVICE IMPACT: Readiness would suffer unless some 
extraordinary management actions were taken to compensate for the 
loss of Marine Corps control over an organic depot maintenance 
workload. Taken in isolation, the loss of the two Marine Corps 
DMAs would result in less responsive customer support to the 
Marine Corps, as this analysis will prove. Paragraph VII below 
describes the reasons for our readiness degredation claims, and 
includes management actions, and costs thereof, which the Marine 
Corps would be obliged to take to compensate for the depot 
maintenance capability loss. 

VI. ESTIMATED NET SAVINGS: None. Our analysis reveals added 
DOD costs for the transfer of industrial plant equipment, 
relocation and severence of personnel, new facilities 
development, increased management attention, increased 
transportation requirements, increased weapon system and 
equipment inventories, personnel hiring and training at new sites 
to accommodate the transferred workload, and, in this case, 
increased costs in terms of higher rates for the actual repair of 
Marine Corps equipment. A summary of these costs is depicted in 
Figure 1 on the following page and described in succeeding 
paragraphs. 



w ................................................................. 
SUMMARY OF 

COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 
DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 

($000) 

COSTS I 
YEAR CLOSED 

ELEMENTS FY-91 FY-92 FY-93 FY-94 FY-9$ TOTAL 

Move IPE 9,930 9,930 
~ove/Sever 19,802 . - 19,802 

People 
Facilities 8,775 8,775 
Weapon System 1,225 1,262 1,300 1,339 1,379 6,504 

Management 
Transportation 7,306 7,525 7,751 7,983 8,223 38,789 
Inventory 35,623 3,562 3,672 3,786 3,903 50,546 
New Hires 5,652 5,652 
Production 11,911 12,268 12,636 13,015 13,406 63,237 
Alt. Training 1,149 1,183 1,219 1,255 1,293 6,099 
Totals 101,373 25,800 25,578 27,378 28,204 209,334 

/- -- 
I .'\ 
I 1 SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS FY-91 FY-92 FY-93 FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 
MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1,600 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 8,491 

Totals 7,510 1,648 1,697 2,630 2,711 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863)(24,152)(24,881)(25,631)(26,405)(194,932) 

+Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
+Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

Figure 1 

VII. NEGATIVE NET SAVINGS DISCUSSION. 

A. Assumptions. Prior to an examination of the lack of 
savings involved in closing the two Marine Corps DMAa and 
transferring Marine Corps depot level maintenance workload to the 
Army, the basic assumptions used in our analysis must be 
described. They are: 



(1) That materiel readiness factors in the Marine Corpa 
will be maintained at their present high level, above 90 percent. 

(2) That interservicing the entire depot maintenance 
requirement would result in increased management effort by Marine 
Corps logistics managers to ensure readiness is not degraded. 
Specific management factors involved are discussed in subsequent 
paragraphs. 

(3) That Army depots and Marine Corps DMAOs operate 
strictly within DOD industrial fund policy, and both structure 
their rates in accordance with that policy. 

(4) As required by DOD policy, both the Army depots and 
Marine Corps DKA*s fold into their rate structure general and 
administrative, production engineering, and all other overhead 
costs needed to support their industrial fund. These costs for 
the Marine Corps include all the commonly understood categories 
such as utilities, local transportation, training, minor 
contruction, facilities maintenance, etc. In addition, since the 
Marine Corps Logistics Bases are not operated under the 
industrial fund concept, all support provided by the host 
Logistics Base is reimbursed by the industrial fund. This 
reimbursement also includes the salaries of those individuals 
working in Base offices (otherwise appropriation funded) that 
directly support the industrially funded DMA mission. The DMAs 
industrially fund the salaries of those individuals directly 
supporting the two activities who work in the Logistics Bases' 
civilian personnel off ices, contracts divisions, comptroller 

/O divisions, consolidated Depot Maintenance Directorate, and other 
organizations providing support. In accordance with DOD policy, 
all support provided to the DMAs is funded or reimbursed from the 
Marine Corps Industrial Fund, except for military construction. 

(5) Since Marine Corps DMA's have attained the 
difficult-to-achieve DOD goal of a 1.5-to-1.0 direct-to-indirect 
ratio, it is assumed for purposes of this analysis that Army 
depots experience the same ratio, i.e., each 1.5 direct labor 
hours of workload potentially transferred to the Army would 
require expensing at least 1.0 indirect hour. In other words, 
all personnel at Anny depots are fully occupied with present 
workload in accordance with good management principles. 

(6) Since the Army and Marine Corps follow DOD 
industrial fund policy in structuring rates, both fold all 
overhead costs into their rates, and both have a 1.5-to-1.0 
direct-to-indirect cost ratio, each 1.5 direct labor hours of 
workload potentially transferred to the Army would require 
expensing at least 1.0 indirect hour. 

(7) That Army depots experience the same process time 
for like items as do Marine Corps activities. It is possible 
that longer production lines could decrease processing time. 



However, these potential advantages would be cancelled and 
overshadowed by built-in capacity utilization inefficiencies, not 
improved by relatively small Marine Corps additive workloads, and 
higher rates at Army depots. In addition, potentially added 
Marine Corps workload would be distributed to up to seven Army 
depots. The amount added to any one depot would add little, if 
any, to any perceived efficiencies. 

( 8 )  That an m y  depot would need to establish a 
maintenance capability for the two Marine Corps peculiar 
equipment families addressed in this paper, e.g., AAV7A1 Assault 

.Amphibious Vehicle Family and Light Armored Vehicle Family, not 
to mention the many other Marine Corps peculiar principal end 
items and reparable components. 

(9) The same principal end item of Marine Corps 
equipment repaired at an A n y  depot would be returned to the 
Marine Corps. Components of end items must be the same as well, 
or another identical in configuration. 

(10) That the DMA requirement to support in-stores 
principal end item and component care-in-store, preparation for 
shipment, modification installations, and other support to the 
Logistics Bases would remain; only depot-level maintenance 
responsibilities would transfer. The Marine Corps Logistics 
Bases store all prepositioned war reserve principal end items, as 

1 well as components. They also hold that portion of the principal 
end item allowances of organized Reserve units not required for 
current training purposes. 

(11) That Marine Corps costs related to transportation 
and repair of secondary depot level reparables would add to the 
costs reflected herein for principal end items. 

B. METHODOLOGY. Actual FY 1990 costs were used when known 
i n  every case. When not known, data from other years were used, 
e.g., the FY 1988 DOD 7220.29H data base, information from 
Process Action Team briefings, or reasonable estimates. In each 
case, the source of the data is identified. These costs were 
used against a notional maater work schedule containing Marine 
Corps primary weapon systems in quantities which approximate a 
typical annual workload. Although not all types of equipment 
maintained by the Marine Corps DMAs are included, the notional 
master work schedule does include a representative sample and is 
realistic. 

C .  ELEMENTS OF COST SAVINGS TABLE. Listed below are 
amplifications and descriptions of the derivation of costs 
depicted in Figure 1. 



(1) Move IPE. Marine Corps DKAe repair a broad spectrum 
of ground equipment at each DMA. Industrial plant equipment 
(IPE) types range from the heavy metal working machine tools, to 
large gymnasticators for recoil mechanism performance testing, to 
electronic automated test equipment consoles, to thousands of 
test measurement diagnostic equipment items. Each of these items 
must be removed, preserved, packaged, shipped, received at the 
new location, unpacked, installed, tested, and repaired when 
needed, all before they can be placed into use. Not all IPE may 
be needed at the new installation, but those involved with Marine 
Corps peculiar equipment maintenance certainly will. All IPE, 
however, must be removed, preserved, packed, and shipped 
somewhere. The FY 1991 cost determined for this element was 
$9,930,000. (See TAB A of the enclosure for further details.) 

(2) Move/Sever Peo~le. Both Marine and civilian 
personnel work in our DMAs. All Marines would be transferred to 
another geographic location, since like military billets do not 
exist at the Marine Corps Logistics Bases. Assuming a phased 
transition of workload to Army depots, the transfer of Marines 
could be managed so as to occur at their scheduled rotation 
dates. Permanent change of station costs for Marines were not 
included in closing costs in this analysis. However, they were 
for civilians. A recent survey of DMA civilians revealed that 
only 10 percent would agree to relocate away from their homes in 
Albany, GA, or Barstow, CA. With 16 percent eligible for 

1 retirement, another 18 percent who would elect to take early 
retirement if offerred, leaves 56 percent who by necessity would 51 have to be severed. Civilian -personnel reductions are already 
being taken at both Logistics Bases, leaving no alternative but 
severance for those unwilling to relocate and unable to retire. 
Civilian movements, terminal leave, and severence pay costs 
totalled $19,801,860. (See TAB B of the enclosure for further 
details. ) 

(3) Facilities. Regardless of the amount of unused 
facility space in Army depots, some new facilities must be 
developed and constructed at the new depot sites. These would 
replicate those now in existance at Marine DMA's which are one- 
of-a-kind in DOD, and needed to support repair of Marine Corps 
peculiar tactical equipment. 

2 (a) The equipment eample used in this analysis 
IJ included the Light Armored Vehicle (LAV) family and the Assault 

Amphibious Vehicle (AAV) family. Facilities requirements for 
these two Marine Corps peculiar weapon systems were the only ones 

r Cd addressed in this analysis. It is estimated that at least 

/ r 
$8,775,000 would be needed to replicate facilities for these two 
Marine Corps peculiar weapon systems. The list of facilities 
requirements is at TAB C of the enclosure. 

(b) Other items of equipment that are similar but 



not identical to Army equipment exist in this analysis's notional 
master work schedule. One is the Logistics Vehicle System, 
basically an articulated version of the Annyfs High Mobility 
Expanded Tactical Truck (HMETT). Although similar, they are at 
least 30 percent different. Another example is the Marine Corps 
M60A1 tank; the m y  maintains the M60A3. There will be 
additional facilitization costs for these weapon systems, but 
data to determine their magnitude is unavailable to the Marine 
Corps. 

(c) Although the Army obviously has overbuilt their 
depot facilities, it is evident that some additional 
facilitization would be required beyond that which is identified 
in this paper. However, without knowledge of specific depots and 
their capability, a dollar value for additional facility- 
construction costs cannot be made. This paper does, however, 
identify known costs regarding Marine Corps unique facilities 
needed to repair Service peculiar equipment. See TAB C of the 
enclosure for further details. 

(4) Weapon System Manaaement. The Army's consolidation 
into geographically dispersed centers of excellence would result 
in a significantly increased transportation and management 
challenge for the Marine Corps. The time that equipment items 
are in transportation and repair pipelines and lost to the Marine 
Corps inventory would become larger (described in detail in 

:% paragraphs VII.C.(S) and VII.C.(6) below). To accommodate the 
? increased management effort, Marine Corps personnel would be 
needed at each Army depot to perform a liaison and on-site 
technical assistance function, additional weapon system and item 
management personnel would be added, and Maintenance Interservice 
Support Office (MISO) Depot Maintenance Interservice Support 
Agreement (DMISA) negotiators would be required to oversee and 
manage equipment in this more complex environment. As an example 
of the personnel economies experienced with the present DMA 
structure, the Marine Corps MIS0 consists of just one negotiator. 
One is obviously insufficient to manage DMISAs with the entire 
Marine Corps workload repaired at up to seven Army depots. As 
described in paragraph VII.B.(6) below, repair cycle time would 
increase by 25 percent, and use of formal DMISA procedures 
requires greater management oversight. The Marine Corps would 
require 35 additional personnel to perform these added functions. 
Additional FY 1991-1995 cost for these 35 billets is $6,504,000. 
(See TAB D of the enclosure for further details.) 

( 5 )  
efficiencies 
single depot 

Transportation. It might be argued that 
result when consolidating types of equipment at a . That could be the case with large volumes of like 

equipment; but not with limited quantities of Marine Corps 
peculiar items. In fact, previous studies comparing Axmy and 
Marine Corps repair costs have concluded that workload 
consolidations and exchanges save money primarily when 



transportation costs can be reduced. That proves true in this 
case as well. The Army's consolidation of workload by equipment 
commodity would increase transportation costs to the Marine Corps w by $7,306,430 in FY 1991, according to the notional master work 
schedule used in this analysis, or about 7 percent more than the 
Marine Corps annual equipment maintenance budget. Instead of 
transporting tactical equipment to a single depot within a one- 
day transportation time from each major CONUS user, the Army's 
organization requires equipment to be transported much longer 
distances and to all the major Army depots, depending on the 
equipment commodity involved. Figures 2 and 3, to be found on 
succeeding pages, depict the differences in transportation 
requirements. It is readily apparent that forcing the Marine 
Corps to use Army depots would add significant transportation 
costs and complexity. Added costs total $38,789,000 over the 
period FY 1991-1995. Tab E of the enclosure contains details, 
including a list of equipment used in the notional master work 
schedule. Procedures used: 

(a) A typical master work schedule was prepared 
which included 24 typical major weapon system categories. 
Quantities included were representative of average annual 
requirements in normal workload times. 

(b) Actual shipment costs were obtained for many of 
the items; others were determined from appropriate transportation 
rate tables. All costs considered shipment from the 
requirement's source to the rebuild activity and return. 

(c) Costs for all shipments were examined from the 
three primary CONUS Marine Corps requirements generators to their 
adjacent DMA, as is now the case. These costs were compared with 
projected shipments to applicable Army depots. The differences 
were then displayed. The three primary requirements sources 
were Camp Lejeune, NC (CLNC), Camp Pendleton, CA (CPCA), and 
Blount Island Cormnand (BIC), Jacksonville, FL, the Maritime 
Prepositioning Ships bienniel maintenance site. An Axmy depot 
was assigned based on the commodity to be maintained there, as 
described during Army briefings at Depot Maintenance 
Consolidation Study Process Action Team meetings. Army depots 
for the equipment we used in our analysis were Tooele, Red River, 
Letterkenny, Anniston, and Tobyhanna. None of these are rumored 
to be under consideration for closure by the Army. Other Army 
depots could be used for different mixes of equipment on any 
given annual master work schedule. 

(d) A significant additional transportation cost 
that could not be precisely quantified involved the repair of 
components. 





UNITED ST t rS  MAR I NE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE SHIPMENT PLAN 
ARMY DEPOT MA l NTENANCE SUPPORT, 



1. Marine Corps DY-As repair all components of a 
given weapon systG at the same location as the principal end w item, avoiding added transportation and associated expenses. The 
Army removes components from the end item at their primary depot 
and ships the components to the applicable specialized depot for 
repair. Once made ready for issue, components are returned to 
the prlmary depot and then mated with the repaired end item. 

2. Marine operating forces and the Marine Corps 
Logistics Bases hold secondary depot level reparables 
(components) needing repair. At present these components are 

-shipped to a single DMA for repair. The DMA is within a one-day 
transportation time from each CONUS operating force, and directly 
on the logistics base for system reparables. According to the 
Army concept, the Forces and Logistics Bases would 8hip their 
defective components much longer distances to the applicable Axmy 
depot, sometimes across the nation. 

3. Whether components are removed at Army depots 
and shipped to another repair site, or these reparables are 
shipped from Marine Corps operational forces, they must be 
packaged, packed, preserved, and transported to their 
destinations. Upon arrival, they are unpacked, repaired, 
packaged again and shipped to their original destinations, all at 
considerable cost. However, there was insufficient time and 
resources to precisely quantify this cost as well. Therefore, 

: for this analysis these costa were estimated at an additional 25 
percent. 

(6) Inventorv Increases. One prerequisite maintained 
throughout the course of the Process Action Team study was that 
warfighting readiness could not be compromised. If the Army's 
proposal were to be accepted, Marine Corps readiness would be 
reduced unless extraordinary measures were taken by the Marine 
Corps. Several factors were considered in the effort to quantify 
needed principal end item inventory increases to maintain 
readiness at its currently high level, above 90 percent: 

(a) The time Marine Corps equipment would be in 
transit to the much more distant Army depots, often all the way 
across the nation, would be significantly greater than now. 
Transportation time would increase not only for principal end 
items between Marine Corps operating forces and Army depots, but 
for components of these end items as they are transported between 
Army depots for repair. In addition, transportation times were 
included in this anaysis for separate components shipped from 
operating forces floats and supply system reparables at the 
Logistics Bases to Army depots for repair. This increase in 
transportation time is estimated to average at least 10 days each 
way. 



(b) There would be an additional increase in repair 
processing time merely because of the more complex DMISA process 
involving the diversity of equipment in the entire Marine Corps 
annual workload, all repaired at several Army depots. The DMISA, 
a contractual-like document, must be negotiated between the Army 
and Marine Corps for all workload repaired by the Army. Each 
change to workload, costs, delivery dates, etc., must be 
negotiated and reflected in the DMISA. The inability of the 
customer to deliver on schedule a carcass for repair frequently 
occurs, and each such incident requires a DMISA change. Should 
the Marine Corps require a quick reaction repair of a major 
weapon system to meet an urgent contingency, another DMISA change 
must occur. The number of master work schedule changes in a year 
can be high. For example, during FY 1988 the Marine Corps master 
work schedule directed the repair of about 26,000 items at DMA 
Albany alone. During that year sufficient changes were made in 
the master work schedule to affect 28,000 items of equipment, 
with each change dictated by the need to maintain readiness. 
Today, those changes can occur quickly and informally through the 
command chain, with follow up documentation. Use of the more 
complex DMISA will add to processing time. Assuming on-site 
Marine Corps personnel were added at each Army depot to 
facilitate the process, and the DMISA could be negotiated in such 
a manner as to provided maximum flexibility regarding changes, 
the added processing time for equipment is estimated at 15 days. 

\r 

(c) As a result of these two factors alone, 
increased transportation time-and the more complex DMISA process, 
the average repair cycle time for Marine Corps equipment would 
increase by about 35 days from the present Marine Corps 
experience of 140 days. These 35 days, a 25 percent increase, 
were not accounted for by acquisition managers when the original 
weapon system's acquisition objective was formulated in 
preparation for initial procurement. As a result, insufficient 
quantities were acquired to maintain current readiness, if 
required to use the Axmy's consolidated depot maintenance 
concept. Although consolidation efficiencies could possibly 
provide some offsets for common items, there would be none for 
Marine Corps peculiar equipment. The largest workload drivers on 
the equipment list for this analysis were Marine Corps peculiar 
items. 

(d) A conservative analysis was performed on the 
notional, 24-item master work schedule described earlier in the 
transportation portion of this analysis. The analysis gave the 
Army the benefit of the doubt and assumed that they could achieve 
efficiencies for equipment common to both Services. Their longer 
production lines and familiarity with common equipment, plus a 
supply of spares and repair parts designed to support common 
equipment, could possibly result in efficiencies that might 
offset the liabilities of increased transportation times and 

w" 
formal working relationships between the two Services. However, 

10 



that would not be the case with Marine Corps peculiar equipment. 
The Assault Amphibian Vehicle family (AAV7Al). Light Armored 
Vehicle family (LAV), and the AN/TPB-1 and AN/TPS-63 Radar Sets 
are Marine Corps peculiar and were among the 24 items in the 
notional annual workload used in this analysis. Many other items 
additive to the notional list are peculiar to the Marine Corps as 
well. Quantities repaired by the Marine Corps are insufficient 
to institute long production lines, but supply support is 
adequate considering Marine Corps repair cycle times with Marine 
Corps DMA's. The Army could achieve no offsetting efficiencies 
for Marine Corps peculiar equipment, nor for equipment which is 
partially peciliar, i.e., a different model, series, or type, or 
a different physical configuration of the same item. 

(e) The Marine Corps has an average repair cycle 
time of 140 days for equipment repaired in the D W .  Thi8 figure 
includes transportation time from CONUS as well as OCONUS Force 
units. That time increases to 175 days when maintained in Anny 
depots, for the reasons described previously. The 35 additional 
days Marine Corps peculiar equipment is out of the Forces wartime 
allowance inventories must be compensated for to ensure readiness 
is not degraded. 

1. Figure 4 lists the portion of the notional 
master work schedxe quantity which applies to a Marine Corps 
140-day or an Army 175-day repair cycle time. The additional 
time an item is out of the Marine Corps inventory is identified 
in the Shortfall column. The quantities of equipment identified 
must be acquired and added to the Marine Corps inventory to 
prevent operating forces from experiencing shortfalls in 
authorized quantities of equipment. 

2. Other Marine Corps items exist which are not 
common with the Gy; others have only partial commonality, etc. 
The dollar value requirement for increased inventory to maintain 
readiness would be higher than indicated here. For the four 
equipment families listed in Figure 4, the added acquisition cost 
for FY 1991 total8 $35,623,040. Estimated annual costs for new 
equipment procurements in succeeding years totals $50,546,040 
over the period FY 1991-1995. 

3. Projected Porce drawdowns might produce 
equipment to satisfy this requirement; however, the likelihood 
that equipment made available would identically match the added 
requirement is not quantifiable until specific drawdowns are 
identified. In addition, Porce drawdowns may be effected in 
units other than those primary combat units holding the peculiar 
equipment identified here. Tab F of the enclosure contains 
additional details. 



ADDED INVENTORY REQUIREMENT 
FOR LONGER REPAIR CYCLE TIMES (RCT) 

MWS Unit 140-Day 175-Day Short- - 
End Item QzY Cost RCT RCT - Fall 
AAV7A1 Family 273 $1,100,000 105 131 26 
AN/TPB-1~ 4 $ 950,556 1 2 1 
AN/TPS-63 4 $ 291,111 1 2 1 
LAV FAMILY 79 $ 825,909 31 38 7 

Figure 4. 

(7) New Hires. Unless the Army has employees at their 
depots not being utilized, they will need to hire additional 
personnel to accommodate the new Marine Corps workload. The 
Marine Corps would not transfer Marines to Army depots, as 
discussed later in the paragraph describing the need for 
alternative training for Marines. Civilians must be hired to 
accommodate the added workload. There is a cost associated with 
hiring new personnel. After deducting the direct labor hours 

, associated with principal end item supply support functions which 
must remain at the host Marine Corps Logistics Bases, about w' 1,595,000 direct labor hours of workload would transfer to the 
Army. Dividing that number by 1700 hours, the hours per year an 
employee is available for work after deducting holidays, annual 
leave, etc., a total of 938 production equivalents are required. 
Assuming a direct-to-indirect ratio of 1.5-to-1.0, 625 additional 
indirect personnel are required to support the 938 direct 
workers, or 1563 in all. Some employees will transfer from the 
Marine Corps to Army depots, 129 as determined from a recent 
survey, leaving net new hires at 1434. The cost of transferring 
an employee to another geographic location, when averaged across 
all new hires in a given year, is $2,603.06. Civilian personnel 
office costs to process new hires per employee averages $425.13, 
and Borne minimal new employee training, almost always needed, 
will cost an additional $913.44 per worker. Total estimated cost 
to hire the new employees at Army locations is $5,652,297. (Tab 
G includes details.) 

(8) Production. Although Axmy repair rates are unknown 
to the Marine Corps, certain informed estimates can be made. 
Analysis of DOD 7220.29H cost data reveals an average cost per 
direct labor hour for the nine major Army depots was $65.22 in FY 
1988. Army input at a recent Process Action Team meeting 
included a chart depicting current depot expensing rate per 
direct labor hour, noting the current rate at $63.80. The 
Anniston Army Depot rate quoted in writing to the Marine Corps 



for the repair of a Marine Corps Armored Vehicle Launched Bridge 
was $70.44 per hour. The lowest rate of the three is $63.80. 

w The Marine Corps rate during FY 1989 was $56.33. With a cost 
differential of $7.47 per hour in favor of the Marine Corps, 
transfer of 1,594,531 direct labor hours results in an added FY 
1991 repair cost of $11,911,147. The increase over the period PY 
1991-1995 is $63,237,000. (Added details are in Tab H of the 
enclsorue.) 

(9) Alternative Traininq for Marines. Marines, both 
officers and senior noncommissioned officers, are assigned to 
DMAs for training purposes in production jobs, as quality control 

. workers, and in supervisory positions. Without the benefit of 
Marine Corps D m ,  alternative advanced training would need to be 
provided. Since all Marines are riflemen, these Marines-receive 
their military subjects training during short absences from their 
primary duties at the DMAs. This factor must be considered in 
any analysis. 

1. One alternative considered'was to place Marines 
in Army depot; It was determined that there was no benefit to 
the Marine Corps for this alternative. While technical training 
might be received, Marine Corps military general subjects 
training would not be available. Marines working in the DMAs 
receive their military training during temporary absences from 
their work repairing equipment. Marine military training is 

; accomplished at their host Marine Corps Logistics Base along with 
other Marines stationed there. Although absences from repair 
functions detract from their maintenance productivity, that loss 
is counterbalanced by the maintenance training they receive. The 
Marine military training can be provided only by Marines at a 
Marine Corps installation. In addition, overhead costs 
associated with placing 370 Marines in multiple Army locations 
would show, in a cost-benefit analysis, cost outranking benefit. 
It was determined that there was no benefit to the Marine Corps 
for this alternative; Marines would not be assigned to Army 
depots. 

2. Formal DoD schools for this purpose do not 
exist. Alte=tive factory training could be contracted for to 
maintain the training capability not provided by the DWw. Costs 
for this training would approximate $3,100 per year per Marine. 
The DMAe presently have 370 Marines serving in training 
positions, resulting in an increased cost for training, should 
the DMAa close, of $1,148,000 per year, or $6,099,000 over the FY 
1991 through FY 1995 period. 

(10) MILCON. The only approved DMA military construction 
projects are in the FY 1991 program. None exist during FY 1992 
through FY 1995. 



(11) M. The FY 1991 Industrial Fund Overview indicates 
approximately $30,000,000 as Base Operations Support (BOS) costs 
for the Marine Corps. That figure, submitted in accordance with 
Navy Comptroller direction, includes total general and 
administrative costs, not all of which are applicable to support 
provided by the base. Of the above amount, approximately 
$10,000,000 can be termed as true base operations support costs. 
These costs are reimbursements to the host Logistics Basea for 
services provided to the DMAs that are additive to those 
appropriation funded services needed to support other :lase 
functions. Of this $10,000,000, approximately 20 percent, or 
$2,000,000, would remain at the Logistics Bases to support the 
logistical functions required by the base, e.g., preparation for 
shipment, care in atore, modification application, etc.,-of end 
items and component8 of equipment in stores. Transferred 
workload will require some added base operations support expenses 
from the new Army depot, e.g., more utilities, waste removal, 
telephones, etc. The &my uses a factor of 20 percent to reflect 
base operations support efficiencies gained in consolidating 
workload at a single depot from several others. Using that 
factor, base operations support savings could be estimated at 20 
percent of the $8,000,000 now spent for this purpose. A total of 
$1,600,000 is estimated as the first yearfs savings. 

VIII. IMPLEMENTATION TIME AND DIFFICULTY: Implementation time 
would be dependent on the time needed to facilitize appropriate 
Army depots for repair of Marine Corps peculiar equipment, as 
described in paragraph VII . B. 3 above. Military Construction 
monies must be used. This type of funding has an approximate 
four-year lead time. Assuming an additional two years would be 
required to contract for and construct test ponds, facilities to 
house four-axle chassis dynamometer, test tracts, etc., a phased 
approach over a total of six years would be required to fully 
implement the Army proposal. 

IX. PRIMARY ADVANTAGES: Transferring Marine Corps workload to 
the Army would result in the assignment of work to several 
depots. Doing so might marginally affect their capacity 
utilization rate. Even so, the fractionally improved utilization 
rate would have little affect on reducing overhead expenses, 
causing no significant reduction in costs to their customers. 

X .  PRIMARY DISADVANTAGES: Disadvantages include the loss of a 
vital tool used by the Commandant of the Marine Corps to maintain 
readiness, and the exorbitantly higher costs associated with 
transferring workload from an inexpensive facility to one which 
is more expensive, and the need to perform the extraordinary 
management actions described above to ensure warfighting 
readiness is not denigrated. 



XI. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: None. 

w XII. SUMMARY: There are no savings or efficiencies to be gained 
to DoD from closing two low cost, fully workloaded depot 
maintenance activities and transferring their workload to depots 
which are more costly and whose capacity is not fully utilized. 
In fact, the opposite is the case; initial and recurring costs 
are high. This proposal is clearly not in the best interests of 
national defense. 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CWSE TWO MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE A C r M l E S  

TAB A PRODUCXION EQUIPMENT: 

o 12 lAROE aEAW DUIY OOHPUrW CONTROLLED CHCLUCBINEf 

VALUED OVER f3.Sao.000. AVO CXST TO StEUXXTE = $40.000 EACH 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CLOSE TWO hlARDE CORPS 
D W T  MAINTWANCE A c l M T E S  

TAB B PERSONNEL REDISTRIBUTION: 
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UNITED STATES W E  CORPS 

COST TO CLOSE TWO MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACIWiTES 

TAB C FACILITLES DEYELOPMENT: 

o TEST POND FOR PRODUCTION PERFORMANCE TESrINO/IROAN ANALYSIS 

OF THE LIQHT ARMORED VEHICLE FAMILY (LAW 

o TEST POND FOR PRODUCnON PERFORMANCE TESZPIOlIROAN ANALYSIS 
OF THE AMPHIBIOUS ASSUALT VEHICLE FAMILY (MWA1) 

(IF REBUILTIROANED AT A tOCATION DFFERENT FROM llIE LAV) 

o PRODUCnON PERFORMANCE TESTNOIIROAN DUONOSTIC ANALYSIS OF 

M V l A l  CROSS DRIVE AUTOMATIC TRANSMISSIONS 

(HARDWARE C O W  BE TRANSFERRED FROM ALBANY. REDUCE COST f400.000) 

o INLINE TMNSMlSSION DYNAMOMEIER REQUDED FOR PRODUCIlON 

PERFORMANCE TESTNO AND IROAN PERFORMANCE AND DIA(3NOSIIC 

ANALYSIS OF JNLINE m r o u A n c  TRANSMISSION IN q~ uv FAMXLY 
- - 

OF LIGHT ARMORED VEHICLES. 

(CIT (HARDWARE C O W  BY TRANSFERRED FROM USMC, RFDUCE COST $80,000) 

o FOUR AXLE CHASSIS DYNAMOMEIER FOR PRODUCTION PJ3FORMANCE 

TESTING AND IROAN DIAGNOSnCS ANALYSIS OF THE UOHT ARMORED 

VEHICLE (LAY (USMC ASSETS TO BE RETAINED FOR CISIPFS). 

o VEHICLE TEST SLOPE FOR DRIVE TRAIN COMPONENT PERFORMANCE 

TESTING AND FIRE CONTROL SY- PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS. 

o ONE MILE CONCRFn OVAL VEHICLE TEST TRACX FOR PERFORMANCE ~ , m  
TE!XfNG AND IROAN DUGNOSnC EVALUATION OF THE M W A l  FAMlLY 

AND THE W V  FAMILY OF VEHICLES. 

o 25MM TEST FIRE RANOE FOR PERFORMANCE ESlTNO AND TURRFf 
ELECIRONICS DUGNOSllC ANALYSIS OF THE WV-25 UUHT ARMORED 

YWCLE.  

o ADDITIONAL ENGINE DYNAMOMETERS FOR INCREASED ENGINE REBUILD 

W O W A D  REQUIREMENTS. (OLD USMC HARDWARE AVAILABLE FOR 

n a o c A n 0 t . r )  

o TOTAL ESTDUTED FACILITY DEYELX)PMWT COSTS AT ARMY MTMTES: 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CLOSE TWO MARINE CORPS 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTMTES 

TAB D tOOlSnCS MANAGEMEKT RESOURCES: 

o ADDmONAL PERSONNEL REQUIRED TO MANAGE THE U%3ISIICS 
OF DOING BUSLNESS WXTH 7 INDIVIDUAL ARMY DEPOTS FOR THE 
PRODUCTlON OF UP TO 100,000 TTEMS ON OVER 1000 DFFERENT LWES. 

o 29 NEW PIPEUNES WILL EXIST FOR SHIP= FROM USMC 

TO ARMY DEPOTS. 

o REQUIREhENTS PUNNING, SCHEDULLNG, FUNDING, DMlSA NEOO1IATIONS. 
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SDR'S. CAUBRATION R E Q V S .  AND SPECIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS W I U  
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- 

= f35.000 PER YEAR PER PUtsON. 
* 
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FOR LIAISON, EQUIPMENT INSPECTION AND ACCEmANCE. 

o 3 ADDITIONAL MISO DMlSA NEOOTIAMRS PLUS 2 SUPPORTING STA 5 f 175,000 

o 16 ADDITIONAL WEAPONS SYSTEh4 MANAGERS. 

o TOTAL PERSONNEL AND COST 35 $1,225,000 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CUISE TWO MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTMTIES 

TAB E TRANSPORTATION: 

o TRANSPORTATION COST ANALYSIS WAS llMITED TO 24 CA'EOORIES OF EQUIPMENT 
WHICH CONSlTlUTE THE PRIMARY WEAPON SYSTEMS NORh4ML.Y IN THE ANNUAL 
MASTEl7 WORK SCHEDULE. 
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o ALL SHIPMENTS WERE PLANNED FROM THREE PRIMARY IDCATTONS IN THE 

MARINE CORPS AND COMPARED WJTH THE COST TO SHIP THE EXACT 
MATERIAL TO THE APPROPRMTE ARMY DEPOT MAINTWANCE ACTZVTTY. . 

1 

o ALL COSTS CONSIDER SHIPMENT FROM THE SOURCE OF THE WORK 70 THE 

o DETAILED SHIPhEN7 COST ANALY SlS DATA INDICATES A TRANSPORTAnON 

COST INCREASE OF 55,a45,144 FOR THE 24 CATEGORIES OF PEI msmmm.  S S , W S , I ~ ~  

o ADDITIONAL COST WOULD INCLUDE W S P O R T A n O N  OF COMPONENTS OF $1,461286 

PEI'S, AND SECONDARY DEPOT REPhRABLES FROM ARMY ACXTWTES DURING REBUILD. 
AND SDR'S FROM USMC CUSTOMERS THROUaHOUT THE MAiRINE CORPS. 
ADDITIONAL COST INCREASES ARE ESI7hfATED AT 25% OF THE BASIC DATA, 

o TOTAL INCREASE IN TRANSPORTATION COSTS 573%4x 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

SHIPMENT COST ANALY SlS DATA 
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ANNUAL 

WKlD 

z 

4 

6 

2 

4 

0 
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17s 

60 

1 

1 

o 



UNITED STAES MhRINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

SHIPMENT COST A N U S I S  DATA 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

SHIPMENT COST ANALYSIS DATA 

PRlhiARY TYPICAL M S P .  TRANSP. TRANSWRTAnON ROUND-fRIP R O m n u P  

SOURCE ANNUAL COST 70 C051 TO COST TO ARMY DIFFERENCE DIPPEREHCE 

LOCATION W U D  ALBANY B m W  POfMAINT. ARMY VS HC ARMY VS MC 

OEOROLA CALI)'. AClYVIlY . PER UNJT ANNUAL- 

I 
CLNC 35 L700 T U D  a 4 9 0  U.W 1 Sl74.303 

BIC 1 n 1 uoo 1 ~2.526 ~TUD ~ 2 . 4 1 1  ( #,OM ( ~ 2 9 0 . ~ 8  

I I I I I I 
CLNC 10 f700 T 0.4D SSlS s l . l %  Sll.XK) 

CPCA 16 1 $350 TOAD =a2 U.3M S70.1U 

BIC 0 T O M  -..to $3 

CPCA 1 a m  nm -82 ubc w -- 

CPCA 6 $350 TEAD nS2 W U.1- - 

TRANSPORTATION INCREASE POX 24 S E U C E D  U.MS.IU 

PErS 

ADDmONAL UX7Z POR OTEER PEI'S, PEI COKPONPm S l . W ~ . J I l  

PORWARDED TO OTHER AcTJWTES H ) R  ILEBUILD. AND 

TRANSPORTATlON OF LSLS.  



SU!U4RY M TRANSPORTATION CLtUiLYSlS NUMBER NUHBER 
or ITEns OF ntns 
I N  MINT I N  MINT 

EST YKLD UNIT B UWt P M Y  
INVENTORY AUNUAL & Of TOT COST 140 190 

2.57 1.89 
_I--------------------------- 

AAVU FMILY (]ROAN) 1244 273 
w t n c - 2 0 1  114 12 
AN/t(RC-110.135.138 3020 148 
M/TP6-U, 16 4 
U r n s - 6 3  20 4 
076 TRACTOR 4 5 2 
WmWW 12594 406 
U V  FMLY 598 79 
t V S  FAMILY 1532 155 
#U)0/900 SERIES 5 TON 6933 630 
HU#)R U(CAYAT0R 28 2 
MC6000 648 1 5  
&I09 SP ART 92 25 
S-110 9 HOW 85 17 
N-l l4A2 TOW) U(T 32 10  
H-IQ2fl 61 20 
m-198 fOWEO ART 446 50  
H-SMQ FIRE ~ U C K  4 7 6 
K 5 7 8  RECOVERY 22 8 
%6W TANK (IROAN) 738 141 
(Il-870 226 4 
u. -- 66 11 

m 
ITERS 

COST REQ'D 
I N C R W E  

.-------------------- 

$41.708.333 38 

$0 2 
so 2 1  

$950,556 1 
$291.111 1 

$0 0 
so 56 

$9,085,000 11 
$0 22 

$8,312,500 88 
$0 - -0 
so 2 

$3,461,024 3 
$2,490,909 2 

$64,518 1 
$0 3 

$1,251,646 7 
$104,167 1 

$1.170.000 1 
$29,375,000 20 

so 1 
$1.70<962 2 

SO 3 
so  4 
SO 288 

0 

$102,972,721 576 

INVEHTORY INCREASES NEED 10 OFFSET PIPELINE/THRDUGHPU1 
INCREASES. 

1 ANITPS-63 $291.111 
11 LAV FAnlLY $9,085,000 

T O T N  $52,035,000 











UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
SHIPPING DISTANCES - CPCA 



UNITED STATES MAR l NE CORPS 
SHIPPING DISTANCES - MCLBA 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
SHIPPING DISTANCES - MCLBB 



UNITED STATES hlARINE CORPS 
COST TO CWSE 7 W O  W E  CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

TAB F INVENTORY INCREASES: 

o MARINE CORPS CURRENT INVENTORY OF PEI AND SDR IS AS FOUXlWS 

PEI 

SDR 

INSTOCK s1,m,000,000 
IN-USE 55,605,000,000 
TOTAL t7,425,000,000 

INSTOCK rsu,ioo0,000 
IN-USE SLSSJ00.000 
TOTAL $678.900.000 

TOTAL INVENTORY VALUE f 8 , 1 0 3 . 9 0 0 , ~  

ANALYSIS OF TIiE IMPACT OF IDNOER PIPEUNES, ADDmONAL 
'IRANSPORTATION TIME AND INCREASED 'IHROU- TIME LN 
EACH ARMY ACTIVITY ON FOUR COMBAT ESSENTIAL M S  SAMPLED 

% INDICATED THAT ADDmONAL ASSESS WILL BE NEEDED FOR ALL 

PROCESSED TO MAINTAIN OUR CURRENT L E W  OF COMBAT EQUIPMEKT 
READINESS. 

THE SAMPLE INDICATES: 

QTY UNIT COST TOTAL COST 

M W A l  AMPHIBIOUS ASSULT VEHJCLE 24 f 1,100,000 $28,600,000 

AN/TPB-ID RADAR SET 1 f9SO.556 m.5s 

ANfrPS-43 RADAR SET 1 f291.111 $291.111 

U V  LIGHT ARMORED VEHlCLE FAMILY 7 825,909 $5,781,364 

TOTAL FOR FOUR ITEMS SAMPLED 535.623.03 1 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CLOSE TWO MARINE CORPS 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACITVITIES w 
TAB O NEW PERSONNEL COSTS: 

TO RECRUIT, FIND. HIRE. TJWIN. EMPLOY 1434 NEW EMPLOYEES TO PERFORM 

THE WORK CURRENTLY ACCOMPUHED BY MARINE CORPS PERSONNEL WILL 
A SUBSTANTUL AMOUNT. PERSONNEL TO PERFORM THIS WORK ARE NOT 

AVAILABLE UNEMPLOYED IN ARMY DEPOTS WAITING FOR THE W S F E R  OF 

. UNLESS ARMY DEPOTS HAVE LAROE NUMBERS OF MCESS PEOPLE SINOlFICAN 

PERSONNEL COSrS WILL BE INCURRED TO ACQUIRE THE SKILLS NECESSARY 
IU R E B W  MAJUNE CORPS EQUIPMENT. SKULED, EXPERENCED HEAVY 

. - 
MOBILE EQUIPMENT MECHNAICS, MACHPCISTS, ELECTRONIC IECHNICUNS, 
RADAR REPAIRMAN. WELDERS, -CLANS, MACHMSTS, ECT, AND 
SUPERV~SORS OF OVER n c r ~ l l l ~ ~  OCCUPATIONAL CA'IEOORIES 

WIU. BE NEEDED. 

EXI-ENSIVE SKILL DEVELOPMENT TRAINING AND HARDWARE s p x r n c  TRAINI 

WRL BE REQUIRED ESPECULLY FOR MARINE CORPS PECUllAR JTJMS. 

AUTOMATIC TEST EQUIPMENT, CNC MACHINES, AND S M A R E  MAINTENANC 
AND DEVELOPMENT WILL BE REQWRED. 

3 W O W A D  TRANSFER OF Im,S31 D m  LABOR HOURS 

DIVIDED BY 1700 DIRECT LABOR HOURS PER EMPLOYEE PER YEAR 13 EQUALS 937.96 PRODUCTION EQUIVALENTS ARE REQUJRED. 

AT A RATIO OF 15: 1 DIRECT TO INDIRECf WORKERS 

625.31 ADDITIONAL INDlRECT PERSONNEL ARE REQUIRED TO 

SUPPORT THE 938 DIRUJT WORKERS. 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REQUXRED FOR WORKIDAD TMNSFULRIl) IS 1563.27 
LESS 129 CIVIUAN EMPLOYEES THAT ARE EXPECED TRANSFER UPON 

SHUTDOWN OF TWO MAFUNE CORPS D M .  NET NEW HIRES REQUIRED IS 1434. 

THE -TED ONE TlME COST TO HIRE 1434 NEW EMPWYEES 1s: 
ESTlM4TED AVERAGE COST TO HIRE $3,941.63 

NUMBER OF PERSONNEL 1434 

-7ED TOTAL COST: f5,a52297 

KIRLF40 COSTS WEZE ESMATED AS F Q U W S :  

AVEJUOE RUXX=AnON COST PER EMPLOYEE f2.603.06 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL OFFICE COSTS U25.13 

N E W E M P L O Y E E ~ G  913.44 

TOTAL E S M A T E D  COST TO CmLE ONE NEW EMPLOYEE $3,941.63 
I 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CLOSE TWO MARINE CORPS 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE A m  

TAB H PRODUCTlON COSTS: 

o ANALYSIS OF ARMY PROVIDED PRODUCTION COST AT ARMY DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
ACIlVITIES USING THE DOD 7120.WH COST DATA INDICATES THE AVERAQE COST PER 
DIRECT LABOR HOUR FOR 9 ARMY DEPOTS WAS $6522. 
DATA C O N C W G  THIS ANALYSIS LS A'ITACHED. 

. - 
o IN THE ARMY INPUT TO THE LAST DATA CALL POR THE DEPOT CONSOWATION 

SrUDY WAS A CHART THAT ILLUSlWIES THE CURRENT DEPOT 'EXPENSING RATE' 
AND PROJECTED A REDUCTION IN COST AS CAPACITY UllIlZATION INCREASED. 

IT NO773 CURRENT RATE AT $63.80 

o A'ITACHED IS THE ARMY RESPONSE TO A REQUEST FOR REPAIR OF AN AVLB 
BRIDGE COMPONENT RECENTLY DAMAQED AT ALBANY. THE ARMY LABOR RAlE 
FOR REIMBURSABLE SUPPORT WAS 510.44 PER HOUR. 

o FY49 DATA FOR THE MARKNE CORPS INDICATES: 
4, 

FY-89 DIRECT LABOR HOURS = . 1.W4.551 

FY-89 AMOUNT BILLED BY M C F  = S 109,535,480 

o COST PER HOUR S109,535,480/1,944,551 = 556.33 

hRMY RATE AT LEAST 563 .%0 

o MARINE CORPS WORKLOAD (LESS PREP-FORSHIPICIS) 
IS 1,594>31 HOURS. 

o ARMY AVERAQE B U O  RATE PER DL $63.80 

MARINE CORPS BILUNO RATE PER DLH $56.33 

COST INCREASE FOR A M  WORK PER f7.47 

o COST INCREASE 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
COST TO CLOSE W O  MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE A m  

TAB I ALTERNATE TFWNING FOR MARINES 

WlTHOUT THE BENEFIT OF THE TRAJMNO CURRENTLY PROVIDED BY THE MARINE CORPS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE A C l l W l l S ,  ALTERNATE TRAINING FOR MARINES WOULD BE NEEDED. 

WHDLE THE MARINE IS ASSIGNED 1Y) THE DMA, THEY ALSO CONTINUE THEIR 
MILITARY SURJECT'S TRAINING. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

I. PLACE MARINES IN ARMY DEPOTS. THERE IS NO BENEFIT TO THE MARINE CORPS 
FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE. THE INCREASE IN THE ASSOCLATED OVERHEAD COST IN 
PLACING 370 hfNLWES IN hWMPLE ARMY LOCAnONS WOULD SHOW IN A COST 
BENEFIT ANALYSIS. COST OUTRANKING BENEFlT. ADDITIONALLY, MARINE W O W  NOT 
RECEIVE THEDR REQUIRED MlllTARY TRAJNINO. IF TIXU ALTERNATIVE WERE ACCEPllED 
MARINES WOULD NOT BE ASSIGNED TO ARMY DEPOTS. 

- .  

CONTaACT FOR FORMAL SCHOOLS OUTSIDE DOD. DOD HAS NO FORMAL SCHOOLS FOR 
PURPOSE. THE FOILOWING IS THE ESTIMATED COSTS ASSOCUED WITH CONTIUCTXNQ 
LS FOR AN AVERAGE OF no MARINES PER YEAR. 

DEPOT TRAINING COST PER MARINE S3.100 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF MARINE PER YEAR 370 

TOTAL DEPOT M L N G  COST PER YEAR S1.147.000 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

COST TO CLOSE TWO MARINE CORPS 

DEPOT MAIN7ZNANCE A C T M T I E S  

TAB J COSTS SAVJNGS 

MILCON: 

THE ONLY APPROVED DMA MILITARY C O N ~ U C r I O N  

PROJECTS ARE IN F Y  1W1. 

BASE OPUUTlONS SUPPORT: 

THE MARINE CORPS INDUSTRXAL FUND REIMBURSES THE 
MARINE CORPS UXllSTICS BASES APPROXIMATELY S 10 W O N  

PER YEAR FOR SUPPORT PROVIDED TO THE DEPOT MMNENANCE 

ACTNITY. THIS COSTS ARE ADDITIVE TO THE THOSE APPROPRIATION 

FUNDED SERVICES NEEDED TO SUPPORT OTHER BASE FUNCnONS: 

NOT ALL, OF ' M E  $30 MlUlON IDENTIFIED IN THE OSD 

INDUSTIUAL N N D  OVERVIEW IS FOR BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT. 

AS DIRECTIl) BY N A V C O W ,  THE BASE OPUUTIONS SUPPORT COSTS 

ID- THE MARINE CORPS INDUSTRIAL FUNDS TOTAL 
GENERAL AND ADMINImTIVE COSTS. ONLY $10 W O N  CAN 

i BE TERMED M TRUE BASE OPUUnONS SUPPORT COSTS. 

3 OF THE 110 W O N  ONLY $8 W O N  IS ONLY FOR DEPOT 

MAINTENANCE SUPPORT. 

USING THE ARMY FACTOR OF A 20 PERCENT SAVINGS 

TO REFLECT THE BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT EFFlCIENCIES GAINED 

IN CONSOLIDATING W O W A D  THE ANNUAL SAVINGS IS ESTIMATED 

M) BE f 1,600,000. THE FIVE YEAR SAVINGS IS PROJECTED TO BE $8,491,000 

TOTAL COSTS SAYMOS FOR FWE YEhRS $14,401.000 

I T B E P O l l i D W M O A P E B A S E 0 0 9 T 8 U ' H l C B A I L E R E M B U B S E D T D T B E 8 0 5 T ~ ~  

- ADLW SU?PORT POR 

- CObPTROLtEIL SUPPORT OF TBE ldAIUHE CORPS IHDUSAUAL PUND A m -  

- avIl3AN fERSOHNEL ADHPl SUTPOKT 

- W E  CDNTYWCIPIO OFPICE SUPPORT 

- t T n l n n s  

-WASTE n w o v h t  
- DATA PRCKZSDfO SUPPORT 

- ~ W O W m r r r O R T  

-PIILE?P- 

-TELE?EiONE 

- ~ Y E I I l C L E L E A S I N O  



7 October 1992 

DATA CALL WORK BHEET FOR XCLB ALBANY 

Category------ Weapon System and Material Support 

Bub-category-- Industrial Activities 

T~~~ --------- USMC Logistics Bases (LOGBASES) 
Claimant ----- CMC 



DATA CALL WORK SHEET FOR MARINE CORPB LOGIBTICB BABE 
(DATA FOR HILITARY VALUE NUUYBIB) 

LIBBION AREA 

COMBAT VEHICLE8 (CONTINUED) 

Examples of the trade skills available to perform maintenance 
services on combat vehicle include: 

Optical Instrument Repairer 
Electronics Mechanic 
Welder 
Sheetmetal ~echanic 
Sandblaster 
Electro Plating Worker 
Electronic Measurement Mechanic 
Electrical Equipment Repairer 
Machinist 
Mobile Equipment Metal Mechanic 
Painter 
Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic 
Mechanical Engineering Technician 
Industrial Engineering Technician 
Electrical Engineering Technician 
Tire Repairer 
Small Arms Repairer 

WHAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON COMBAT VEHICLEB 18 
PERFORMED AT THIS LOGBABE? 

MCLB, Albany - 49% 
MCLB, Barstow - 51% 
These percentages are based on the total USMC workload. 

WHAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL ANNUAL WORX ON COMBAT VEHICLES 18 
PERFORMED BY COMMERCIAL MANUFACTURER8 OR OTHER DOD DEPOTB? 

Zero percent (0%) of the total Marine Corps annual workload for 
combat vehicles is performed by commercial manufacturers or other 
DoD depots. 

C .  AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT 

WHAT TYPEB OF AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT ARE WORKED ON AT THE LOGBABE? 

HIGH MOBILITY MULTI-PURPOSE SHOP EQUIP WELDING SET 
WHEELED VEHICLE (HMMWV) 
AMBULANCE, M1035 RUNWAY SWEEPER 

TOW MSL CARRIER, M-1045146 TEXTILE REPAIR 
TRK MOUNTED 

CARGOITRP CARRIER, M-998 
TRUCK, VAN 

ARMAMENT CARRIER, M-1043 
TRUCK (TRK) 5 TON 



DATA CALL WORK 8REET FOR MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS) 

PI88ION AREA 

LOGISTICS VEHICLE SYSTEM (LVS) CARGO, M-813 
CONTAINER HAULER, MK-14 

CARGO, M-923/925 
PWR UNIT, MK-48 

CARGO, M-928 
5TH WHEEL, MK-16 

CARGO, M-927 
CARGO TLR, MK-17 

WRECKER, M-816 
WRECKER, MK-15 

TRAILERS (TLR) 

GENERATOR TLR, M-762 

SEMI-TLR VAN 

REFUELER , M-97 0 

SEMI-TLR M-349 

WRECKER, M-936 

DUMP, M-817 

DUMP, - M-929 
,/-' 

TRACTOR, M-818 
1 
I 

TRACTOR, M-9 

CRASH, FIRE, RESCUE 
CARGO TLR, M-101 TRUCK, P19A 

7 
LOW BED TLR, M-870 ' TRUCK (TRK) , 2 1/2 TON \\, 

FUEL TRK, M-49A2C 
CARGO TLR, M-105A2 - ----------- - - 

CHASSIS TLR, M-353 

WATER TLR, M-149A2 

COMMERCIAL UTILITY 
CARGO VEHICLE (CUCV) 
TRK, CARGO M-1028 

WATER TRK, M-50A2 

FIRE TRK, M-530CS 

FIRE TRK, M-530 

SHOP SET EQUIP FUEL 

TRK, CARGO M-1008 

AMBULANCE, M-1010 

WHAT TYPE8 ARE PLANNED FOR THIS LOGBABE DURING FY-94 TERU FY-97? 

MOBILITY MULTI-PURPOSE SHOP EQUIP WELDING SET 
VEHICLE (HMMWV) 

AMBULANCE, M1035 RUNWAY SWEEPER 



DATA CALL WORK SHEET FOR XARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS) 

~ISSION AREA 

wC* AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPUENT (CONTINUED) 

TOW MSL CARRIER, M-1045146 

CARGO/TRP CARRIER, M-998 

ARMAMENT CARRIER, M-1043 

0  LOGISTICS VEHICLE SYSTEM (LVS) 
CONTAINER HAULER, MK-14 

PWR UNIT, MK-48 

5TH WHEEL, MK-16 

CARGO TLR, MK-17 

WRECKER, MK-15 

TRAILERS (TLR) 

GENERATOR TLR, M-762 

SEMI-TLR VAN 

y)?uELER, "-970 

SEMI-TLR M-349 

/-Go T m ,  n-lo1 

JLOW BED TLR, M-870 

CARGO TLR, M-105A2 

CHASSIS TLR, M-353 

P T E R  TLR, M-149A2 

CARGO VEHICLE (CUCV) 
A R K ,  CARGO M-1028 

Y R K ,  CARGO M-1008 

TEXTILE REPAIR 
TRK MOUNTED 

TRUCK, VAN 

& R U C K  (TRK) 5 TON 
CARGO, M-813 

CARGO, M-9231925 

CARGO, M-928 

CARGO, M-927 

WRECKER, M-816 

WRECKER, M-936 

DUMP, M-817 

DUMP, M-929 

TRACTOR, M-8 18 

TRACTOR, M-931 

CRASH, FIRE, RESCUE 
TRUCK, P19A 

P U C K  (TRK), 2 112 TON 
FUEL TRK, M-49A2C 

WATER TRK, M-50A2 

FIRE TRK, M-530CS 

FIRE TRK, M-530 

SHOP SET EQUIP FUEL 

/ 
AMBULANCE, M-1010 



DATA CALL WORlt BHEET FOR HARINE CORPS LOOISTICS BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE AHALYBIS) 

BISBION AREA 

1 . . ~WTO~OTIVE EQUIPMENT (CONTINUED) 

w Numbor and DLHE by P i a c a l  Yoar 

Vehicle and 

Electronic and 

1 
3 

Y 

WHAT IS SPECIAL ABOUT TEE FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT, OR BXILLS AT THIB 
LOGBASE FOR WORK ON BPECIPIC AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT? 

Our Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center's facilities and equipment 
are designed and organized to support a broad range of maintenance 
services on all Marine Corps ground combat, combat support, and 
combat service support equipment. Our maintenance capabilities 
include overhaul, rebuild, IROAN and overflow intermediate-level 
maintenance. Associated support capabilities include calibration, 
developing work standards, and design and fielding of automatic 
test support equipment. 



DATA CALL WORK BHEET FOR W I N E  CORPS LOGIBTICB BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ZLNALYBIB) 

MI88ION AREA 

w* FIUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT [CONTINUED) 

We employ more than 60 trade skills within the Maintenance Center -- and the majority of our employees are cross-trained to perform 
in more than one commodity area. Therefore, unlike most DoD 
depots, MCLB, Albany's Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center is 
established and manned to perform work on a broad range of ground 
equipment and to rapidly respond to changing Marine Corps 
requirements. These capabilities were clearly demonstrated during 
Desert ShieldIDesert Storm and continue today during the on-going 
reconstitution of the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). 

The following is a listing of our s~ecial facilities, equipment, 
and support capabilities to perform maintenance services on 
automotive euui~ment: 

Vehicle chassis dynamometer 
Vehicle test tracks (concrete and earth) 
Engine dynamometer facility 
Transmission dynamometer facility 
Fuel calibration facility 
Undercoating facility 
Hydraulic test facility 
Metal plating: conversion coating, phosphate coating, 
organic coating 

; Electro plating: chrome, cadmium, anodizing 
Radiography capability 
Ultrasonic test capability 
Fiber optics inspection capability 
Spray metalizing capability 
Heat treatment 
Industrial graphic arts capability 
Plasma arc and flame-o-graph metal cutting capability 
Bridge cranes: (1) 75-ton, (2) 30-ton 
Abrasive blast facilities: grit, steel shot, plastic media, 
bicarbonate of soda, glass bead 

Robotic welding 
Extensive type I calibration standards 
Extensive physical dimensional measurements/calibration 
capability 

Examples of the trade skills available to perform maintenance 
services on automotive eaui~ment include: 

Electronics Mechanic 
Welder 
Sheetmetal ~echanic 
Sandblaster 
Electro Plating Worker 
Electronic Measurement Mechanic 
Electrical Equipment Repairer 



DATA CALL WORK BEEET FOR MARINE CORPB LOGIBTICB BASE 
(DATA FOR XILITARY VALUE ANALYBIB) 

MISBION AREA 

\ v: . &UTOMOTIVE EOUIPMENT (CONTINUED) 
Machinist 
Mobile Equipment Metal Mechanic 
Painter 
Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic 
Mechanical Engineering Technician 
Industrial Engineering Technician 
Electrical Engineering Technician 
Tire Repairer 

m T  PERCENT OF TEE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT 18 
PERFORMED AT THIB LOGBABE? 

MCLB, Albany 55% 
MCLB, Barstow 37% 

These percentages are based on the total USMC workload. 

WHAT PERCENT OF TEE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPHENT IS 
PERFORMED BY COMMERCIAL MAN?JPACTURERB OR OTHER DOD DIPOTB? 

~ight percent (8%) of the total Marine Corps annual workload for 
automotive equipment is performed by commercial manufacturers or 

i I other DoD depots. * 

illw 
. ~ ~ N B T R U C T I O N  EQUIPMENT 

WHAT TYPE8 OF CONBTRUCTION EQUIPXENT ARE WORKED ON AT THIB 
LOGBA8E? 

BOAT, BRIDGE ERECTION ACTORl D7G TRACTOR, FULL TRACK 

TRACTOR, WHEELED WELDING MACH (ARC) WATER PUMP, 350 GPM 

~ C R P S E R ,  EARTH HOVER LOADER, scoop DRoTT CRANE, 30 TON 

CONTAINER HANDLER FORKLIFT ROUGH SCOOP LOADER, 
LIGHT WEIGHT TERRAIN FULL TRACK 

p w p  UNIT (MUD HOG) A u c K ,  FORKLIFT MIXER, CONCRETE 

EXCAVATOR, HYDRAULIC LULL FORKLIFT 10K ROLLER, MOTORIZED 

ROUGH TERRAIN 
CONTAINER HANDLERS 



DATA CALL WORK SHEET FOR W I # E  CORPS LOGISTICS BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS) 

J4188ION AREA 

u' ' 
CONSTRUCTION EOUIPMENT (CONTINUED) 

WHAT TYPES ARE P-D FOR THIS LOOBABE DURING FY-94 TERU PY-973 

J BOAT, BRIDGE ERECTION TRACTOR, D7G TRACTOR, FULL TRACK 

TRACTOR, WHEELED WELDING MACH (ARC) WATER PUMP, 350 GPM' 

J s c w E R ,  MOVER LOADER, SCOOP DROTT CRANE, 30 TON 

CONTAINER HANDLER FORKLIFT ROUGH SCOOP LOADER, 
LIGHT WEIGHT TERRAIN FULL TRACK 

PUMP UNIT (MID HOG) JRUCK, FORKLIFT MIXER, CONCRETE 

EXCAVATOR, HYDRAULIC LULL FORKLIFT 10K ROLLER, MOTORIZED 

ROUGH TERRAIN 
CONTAINER HANDLERS 

Number and DLMB by F i n c a l  Year 
(In Thousands) 

Construction FY 
Equipment 
(Types) 

Quantity 

Hull/Body, 
Frame, and 
Installed 
Systems 

Engine 

Vehicle and 
Engine 
Components and 
Accessories 

Other 
WORK IDENTIFIED ON THIS CHART IS PERFORMED AT MCLB, ALBANY 

(90) 

1 

39 

.01 

2 

. 6  

(91) 

1 

44 

. 4  

5 

(92) 

1 

48 

3 

1 

(93) 

1 

47 

3 

1 

(94) 

1 

50 

4 

1 

(95) 

1 

47 

3 

1 

(96) 

1 

47 

3 

1 

(97) 

1 

47 

3 

1 



DATA CALL WORK BHEET FOR XARINE CORPB LOOIBTICB BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE AWALYBIB) 

HIBBION AREA 

D. CONBTRUCTION BQUIPMENT (CONTINUED) 

WEAT IB BPECIAL ABOUT THE FACILITIEB, EQUIPXBNT, OR BXILLB AT THIB 

Our ~ulti-Commodity Maintenance Center's facilities and equipment 
are designed and organized to support a broad range of maintenance 
services on all Marine Corps ground combat, combat support, and 
combat service support equipment. Our maintenance capabilities 
include overhaul, rebuild, IROAN and overflow intermediate-level 
maintenance. Associated support capabilities include calibration, 
developing work standards, and design and fielding of automatic 
test support equipment. 

We employ more than 60 trade skills within the Maintenance Center -- and the majority of our employees are cross-trained to perform 
in more than one commodity area. Therefore, unlike most DoD 
depots, MCLB, Albany's Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center is 
established and manned to perform work on a broad range of ground 
equipment and to rapidly respond to changing Marine Corps 
requirements. These capabilities were clearly demonstrated during 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm and continue today during the on-going 
reconstitution of the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). 

The following is a listing of our s~eciat facilities, equipment, 
and support capabilities to perform maintenance services on 

s construction eaui~ment: 

Laser test range (indoor and outdoor) 
Engine dynamometer facility 
Transmission dynamometer facility 
Vehicle winch test facility 
Vehicle load-lift test facility 
Vehicle test tracks (concrete and earth) 
Metal plating: conversion coating, phosphate coating, organic 
coatins 

Electro plating: chrome, cadmium, anodizing 
Radiography capability 
Ultrasonic test capability 
Fiber optics inspection capability 
Spray metalizing capability 
Heat treatment 
Industrial graphic arts capability 
Plasma arc and flame-o-graph metal cutting capability 
Bridge cranes: (1) 75-ton, (2) 30-ton, 
brasive blast facilities: grit, steel shot, plastic media, 
bicarbonate of soda, glass bead 

Robotic welding 
Extensive type I calibration standards 
Extensive physical dimensional measurements/calibration capability 



DATA CALL WORK SHEET FOR m I N E  CORPB LOGISTICS BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ANALYBIS) 

H188ION AREA 

u' CON8TRUCTION EOUrPHENT (CONTINUED) 

Examples of the trade skills available to perform maintenance 
services on construction eaui~ment include: 

Welder 
Sheetmetal ~echanic 
Sandblaster 
Electro Plating Worker 
Electronic Measurement Mechanic 
Electrical Equipment Repairer 
Machinist 
Mobile Equipment Metal Mechanic 
Painter 
Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic 
Mechanical Engineering Technician 
Industrial Engineering Technician 
Electrical Engineering Technician 
Tire Repairer 

llIUT PERCENT OF TEE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON CONBTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 18 
PKRPORnED AT THIS LOGBASE? 

MCLB, Albany 41% 

;*+ 
MCLB, Barstow 59% 

These percentages are based on the total USMC workload. 

REAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT I8 
P B R F O W D  BY COMMERCIAL XANUFACTURgR8 OR OTHER DOD DEPOTS? 

Zero percent (0%) of the total Marine Corps annual workload for 
construction equipment is performed by commercial manufacturers or 
other DoD depots. 

Em ELECTRONIC8 AND CO-ICATIONB BYSTEMB 

WHAT TYPE8 OF ELECTRONICS AND COXMUNICATION8 SY8TEn8 ARE WORKED ON 
AT THIS LOGBASE? 

RADIO RADIO RADIO 
AN/GRC-201 AN/MRC-11OA AN/MRC-138A 

RADAR 
AN/TPS-63 

RADAR 
AN/UPA-60 

RADAR RADAR 
AN/TPB-1D AN/TPS-65 

COMM SYSTEMS COMM SYSTEMS 
AN/UYQ-3A AN/MSQ-115 

RADIO SET RADIO SET TELEPHONE 
AN/MRC-135A AN/MRC-140 TA-838 



DATA CALL WORK BHEET FOR MARINE CORPB LOGIBTICB BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ANALYBIB) 

MISSION AREA 

wB ' 
ELECTRONIC6 AND CO~UNICATIONB 8YBTEX8 [CONTINUED) 

7 

COMM WIRE 
TA-937 

RADIO SET 
AN/GRC-160 

SWITCHBOARD TELEPHONE 
SB-22A TA-8 3 8A 

RADIO SET 
AN/PRC-77 

RADIO SET 
AN/GRC-193 

PUBLIC ADDRESS MAP GENERATION POWER SUPPLY 
AN/UIQ-10 UNIT PP-7332 

RADIO RADIO RADIO 
AN/PRC-41A AN/PRC-104 AN/PRC-68B 

RADIO RADIO RADIO 
AN/PRC-4 1 AN/PRC-68 AN/GRC-213 

RADIO RADIO COMPUTER 
AN/GRC-193A AN/PRC-104A AN/PSC-2 

RADIO RADIO RADIO 
AN/PRC-68A AN/PRC-68B HB AN/GRC-193B (V) 1 

RADIO RADIO TOOL KIT 
AN/GRC-213A (V) 1 AN/PRC-104B (V) 4 ELECTRONICS 

7: 

RADIO RADIO RADIO 
(r AN/VRC-47 AN/GRC-160 AN/GRC-193B (V) 3 

SWITCHBOARD SWITCHBOARD SWITCHBOARD 
SB-3865 SB-40 SB-3614 AVT 

SWITCHBOARD RADIO SET RECEIVER/TRANSMITTER 
SB-3614 AN/TTC-42 RT-1523 

AMPLIFIER RF AMPLIFIER ADAPTER CONTROL-MONITOR 
AM-7238 AM-7239 C-11291 

WHAT TYPES ARE PLANNED FOR T3IS LOGBASE DURING FY-94 TERU FY-97? 

RADIO J"RAD I o J ~ D I O  
AN/GRC-201 AN/MRC-11OA AN/MRC-138A 

RADAR 
AN/TPS-63 

RADAR 
AN/UPA-60 

RADAR 
AN/TPB-ID 

RADAR 
AN/TPS-65 

COMM SYSTEMS COMM SYSTEMS 
AN/UYQ-3A AN/MSQ-115 

DIO SET RADIO SET TELEPHONE 
AN/MRC-140 TA-838 



DATA CALL WORK SHEET FOR HARINE CORPB LOGIBTICB BABE 
(DATA FOR XILITARY VALUE ANALYBIB) 

)31BBION AREA 

ELECTRONIC8 AND CO-ICATI ON8 BYSTEX8 (CONTINUEDL 

COMM WIRE WITCHBOARD 
SSB-22, 

TELEPHONE 
TA-937 TA-838A 

RADIO SET 
AN/GRC-160 

RADIO SET 
AN/PRC-77 

RADIO SET 
AN/GRC-193 

PUBLIC ADDRESS 
AN/UIQ-10 

MAP GENERATION 
UNIT 

POWER SUPPLY 
PP-7332 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-4 1A 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-104 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-68B 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-41 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-68 

RADIO 
AN/GRC-213 

RADIO 
'ANIGRC-1931 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-104A 

COMPUTER 
AN/PSC-2 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-68A 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-68B HB 

RADIO 
AN/GRC-193B (V) 1 

RADIO 
AN/GRC-213A (V) 1 

RADIO 

II AN1VRC-47 

RADIO 
AN/PRC-lO4B (V) 4 

TOOL KIT 
ELECTRONICS 

RADIO 
AN/GRC-160 

RADIO 
AN/GRC-193B (V) 3 

SWITCHBOARD 
SB-3614 

SWITCHBOARD 
SB-40 

SWITCHBOARD 
SB-3614 AVT 

SWITCHBOARD 
SB-3865 

RADIO SET 
AN/TTC-42 

DEF ALERT RADAR 
AN/UPS-3 

AMPLIFIER RF 
AM-7238 

AMPLIFIER ADAPTER 
AM-7239 

MORTAR BALLISTIC 
COMPUTER, M-23 

CONTROL-MONITOR 
C-11291 

DIG WB TRANS SYS 
AN/MRC-142 



DATA CALL WORK SHEET FOR HARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BABE 
(DATA FOR MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS) 

HISSION AREA 

wa ELECTRONICS AND COnnmSICATIONS SYSTEIIS (CONTINUED) 

Number and DLWB by Fiscal Year 
(In Thousands) 

Systems 
(Types) 

WORK IDENTIFIED ON THIS CHART IS PERFORMED AT MCLB, ALBANY 

WEAT 18 BPECIAL ABOUT THE FACILITIEB, EQUIPMENT, OR BKILLB AT THIB 
LOGBASE FOR WORK ON SPECIFIC ELECTRONICS M D  COMXUNICATIONS 
SYSTEMS EQUIPMENT? 

Our Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center's facilities and equipment 
are designed and organized to support a broad range of maintenance 
services on all Marine Corps ground combat, combat support, and 
combat service support equipment. Our maintenance capabilities 
include overhaul, rebuild, IROAN and overflow intermediate-level 
maintenance. Associated support capabilities include calibration, 
developing work standards, and design and fielding of automatic 
test support equipment. 

We employ more than 60 trade skills within the Maintenance Center -- and the majority of our employees are cross-trained to perform 
in more than one commodity area. Therefore, unlike most DoD 
depots, MCLB, Albany's Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center is 
established and manned to perform work on a broad range of ground 
equipment and to rapidly respond to changing Marine Corps 
requirements. These capabilities were clearly demonstrated during 
Desert ShieldIDesert Storm and continue today during the on-going 
reconstitution of the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). 



DATA CALL WORX BHEET FOR XARINE CORPB LOGIBTICB BABE 
(DATA FOR XILITARY VALUE ANALYBIS) 

HI881ON AREA 

d . BLECTRONICB AND COMMUNICATIONS B Y B T W  (CONTINUED) 
The following is a listing of our s~ecial facilities, equipment, 
and support capabilities to perform maintenance services on 
electronics and communications svstems: 

Automatic transceiver test system 
Automatic power supply test system 
Digital circuit card tester 
Test program set development capability 
Automatic test system for SB-3614 switchboard 
Test bed for TPB-1D 
Radar test range 
EPROM programming capability 
Alpha, beta, gamma measurement/calibration 
Radiac calibration facility 
Test bed for unit level circuit switch 
Metal plating: conversion coating, phosphate coating, organic 
coating 
Industrial graphic arts capability 

Examples of the trade skills available to perform maintenance 
services on electronics and communications svstems include: 

Welder 
Sheetmetal Mechanic 
Sandblaster 
Electro Plating Worker 
Electronic Measurement Mechanic 
Electrical Equipment Repairer 
Machinist 
Mobile Equipment Metal Mechanic 
Painter 
Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic 
Mechanical Engineering Technician 
Industrial Engineering Technician 
Electrical Engineering Technician 
Tire Repairer 

WEAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON ELECTRONIC8 AND 
COMMUNICATIONS BYBTEMB EQUIPMENT I8 PERFORXED AT THIS LOGBASE? 

MCLB, Albany 30% 
MCLB, Barstow 48% 
These percentages are based on the total USMC workload. 

WHAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL ANNUAL WORK ON ELECTRONIC8 AND COMMUNI- 
CATIONS SYSTEMS IS PERFORMED BY COMMERCIAL MANUFACTURERS OR OTHER 
DOD DEPOTB? 

Wenty-two percent (22%) of the total Marine Corps annual workload 
for electronics and communications systems is performed by 
commercial manufacturers or other DoD depots. 
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18 February 1 9 9 3  
MEMORANDUM 

From: The Joint Working Group for Ground Equipment and Rotary 

w Wing 

Subj: COMPARATIVE COST ANALYSIS BETWEEN DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
AND DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY FOR DEPOT GROUND EQUIPMENT AND 
ROTARY WING MAINTENANCE BY DIRECT LABOR, OVERHEAD, AND 
COMPONENT COST 

The Joint Working Group for the subject study has completed an 
analysis of the FY 9 2  actual cost by depot. The following 
comparative cost analysis between the Department of the-Navy and 
the,Department of the Army for ground and rotary wing,maintenance 
has% provided the following composite depot rates by di-rect labor 
and" overhead based on the DOD Cost Comparability Handbook of 23 ' 
January 1992  with adjustments to achieve a "level playing field". 

Direct Labor Overhead Total 

Ground Equipment 

Albany, GA 
TOAD Tobyhanna 
Barstow, CA 
ANAD Anniston 
RRAD Red River 
LEAD Letterkenny 
TEAD Tooele 

Rotary Winq 

CCAD Corpus Christi 
Cherry Point 
Pensacola 

The Joint Working Group also developed a list of common 
components (units) and unit costs based on actual F Y  92 cost 
factors plus actual materiel. The components identified are common 
to both Departments of the Navy and Army; however, the statements 
of work used by each Department are different and quantities upon 
which these costs are based vary. The attachment lists the 
components used for the purpose of this analysis and the actual 
unit costs by Scrvjce. 

LPP 
Headquarters Marj-nc Corps 

&J9q /7?G*<d2 
-7 

SN.1 MUNOZ 4 
AMC LG-MM 
A I T I ~  Materiel. Cornmand 

, . y ?*d. .>- I-. . b,!. ,,.A, / .  : - * . # > ,  -. ,-- 



COMPONENTS 

Army 
AN/GRC-20 1 - 
AN/PRC-77 1,162.00 
MlOl Trailers - 
Water M14 9A2 - 
M88 Retriever 241,068.75 
M16A1 Rifle - 
M192E2 Launcher 155,449.26 
MS01E3 Loader 103,432.68 
AN/MPQ-50 Pulse Acq. Radar - 

Marine Corps 
$22,013.92 

648.75 
1,380.02 
3,141.75 

150,084.57 
170.74 

111;699.85 
- 79,028.97 
288,987.20 
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I I 7,DATE I ORIGINATOR'S DUE DATE 

I. DATE 4 Feb 1993 

5;;l 6- ~ D u E s s E E ~ c  lm OUT COUCUR U W -  

COHHAUDANT 
HlLITARY SECT 

ASST CCHMANDANJ& ACHC 

I 

I I N I T I A L S  1 fif any1 

URGENT I I 
10. REFERENCES HELD BY fffwne. Gcde. OlKos M e .  Telephone tjrc&) 

P-Beavins, LtCol, LPM-1, 6-1068/0893 
11. REMARKS AND SIGNATURE (If rddi~ktul s p m  & - ~ u r y .  a n 4  @sin pa& 

1. The attached paper provides 
information on the equipment impact of 
the 2001 Plan- 

2 .  Provided for your information and 
use as appropriate- 



2 Feb 93' 

Subj: EQUIPMENT IMPACT OF THE 2001 PLAN 

1. For reference or magnitude purposes the following is a 
recapitulation of cuts as directed in the 2001 Plan: 

a. B. Deactivate 6 MEB Headquarters. - - 
d 

b. a. Deactivate one Regimental Headquarters. Net loss 
of thirteen battalions. 

c. ACE. Deactivate 4 Group Headquarters. Net loss of 
twenty three squadrons and three battalions. 

d. CSSE. Deactivate 6 BSSG Headquarters. Net loss of five 
battalions. 

2. What is significant with the above list is the phrase "net 
loss." Most cuts are headquarters that are less equipment 

, intensive. Some "losses" are really transparent because some 
;organizations are merged or consolidated. Third FSSG, for 
'example, shrinks to five battalions in FY-97 from the current 
eight, but no CSS functions or capabilities are given up. This ' 

FSSG can still do its mission but not as long or in as many 
geographically separate areas. 

3 .  According to the 2001 Plan the F M F  shrinks from 116K to 90K 
by FY-97, The baseline MEF for FY-97 is 38,387 as compared to 
approximately 45,000 at the start of the FSPG- The FY-97 MEF is 
smaller in the number of Marines but more lethal due to increased 
firepower and mobility, For example, the FY-97 MEF has a 
Combined Arms Regiment (CAR), an MLRS Battalion, Light Armored 
Reconnaissance Battalion (LAR), three Direct Support Motor 
Transport Companies and increased communications capability- It 
is not a valid conclusion that because the manpower of the FMF 
shrinks by a certain percentage that the associated equipment 
will be reduced at the same rate, The 2001 Plan also lists the 
specific equipment assets that need to be acquired to alleviate 
command and control shortfalls- The items listed in the Plan are 
based on SWA lessons learned and not based on the size of the 
F M F -  Whatever the size of the MEFs, the equipment listed is the 
minimum required to operate in a joint and combined operation. 
The quantities and items listed are above and beyond what the F M F  
already rates and will cost approximately $ 1 8 6 . 8 M -  

4 .  Another factor that influences equipment is reconstitution 
that requires that we field three baseline MEFs as developed by 
the 2001 Plan. Until detailed study is completed, it appears on 
the surface that all equipment assets currently on hand will be 
needed to build to three baseline MEFs. Unknown at this time are 
the storage and maintenance costs associated with this large 



-amount of equipment. The CSSE is the first MAGTF element to 
complete its T/E review thus it is the only concrete data we have 
to evaluate. Most cuts are from 3d FSSG that loses operators and 
mechanics to work the equipment. A review of the FMF identified 
equipment excesses shows that the vast majority of items are 
either antiquated or not maintenance intensive. It is 
significant that third FSSG only recommends the reduction of 5 
five ton trucks and no H M M W V s .  Unanswered at this time is how 
much of this equipment will be retained on Okinawa as 
Prepositioned War Reserve assets and what identified excesses are 
required elsewhere in I11 MEF- .I J 

5 .  The GCE T/E conference is now scheduled for March 93 but a 
review of all available 2001 Plan materials revealed the 
following additions of equipment: 

- 1 TOW Section to each infantry battalion 

- One TOW Platoon to each infantry regiment 
- UAVs added to all infantry regiments and battalions 

- 2 LAV-G2s added to each infantry regiment 
.D 
i; - 10 five ton trucks added to each infantry regiment 

- Division Truck Company retained (100 five *tons) 

- Combat Support Group (CSG), 3d MarDiv retains the heavy 
equipment from LAI, CEB and AAV organizations that are disbanded 

- A/O of 490 MlAl tanks 

- A/O of 42 MLRS launchers 

- Small craftlboats added to 1st and 2d Divisions 

- TOW Platoon retained in Tank Battalions 

- LAVs: Need 555 LAV-APC models; 28 LAV-C2s; 125 LAV-ADS 
(These quantities are above and beyond what we currently hold) 

- AAVs: 2d MarDiv Bn will have 29 AAVP-7s; 3 AAVC-7s; 2 
AAVR-7s in H&S Bn plus 141 AAVP-7s; 6 AAVC-7s; 3 AAVR-7s in the 
line companies. This battalion will have three line companies as 
opposed to four line companies in 1st MarDiv. Discussion is 
ongoing on whether to retain the fourth company in 2d MarDiv to 
support U D P -  Unknown at this time on how many assets will be 
retained in the CSG, 3d MarDiv. AAVs with 1st MEB are supposed 
to go away. 

Artillery: 48 - 105s; 90 - 155s in the DS battalions (4x6 
batteries)- MLRS is supposed to replace the GS battalions but 
there is discussion now within the GCE to retain some GS 



- Trucks: 17 in a Hqs Battery; 6 in a DS Bn Hqs B a t t e r y ;  20 
in each DS Battery; 38 in a Tank Battalion; 17 in an AAV Bn; 13 
in a LAV Bn- Appears that any five ton excesses from t h e  GS Arty 
reduction will be applied to other requirements in the GCE- 

6. Unknown also is how much equipment will be set aside for the 
reserves and their missions of augmentation, reinforcement and 
reconstitution. As .of early February 93 t h e  CE and ACE have not 
reported any excesses or shortfalls. I 

I 



J : * , R P A R T M ~ ~ ~  OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE: Or  THE CHlEF O r  NAVAL OrcnATIONS 

WASHINGTON. DC ~02150-2000 
tN U C I L I  S X F C R  TO 

4000 
Ser M4/3U584110 
10 Feb 93 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF' (INSTALLATIONS AND 
LOGISTICS), U . S .  MARINE CORPS HEADQUARTERS 

4 

Subj: BASE CmSURE AND REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS IN SUPPORT OF 
S-INING OF DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTNITfES 

Ref: (a) 8ecratary of  the Army draft memo to Secretary of 
Defense .. 

1. I have received an aavance oopy of rekence (a) , and- I am 
confused. The marno etates that cost data ie needed by the A m y  
(as lead sawice for submitting a combined BRAC recommendation 
for graund systelns and equipment) to deteraaine~costs and-~avings  
aeaociated w i t h  closing fac i l i t i ee  and realigning workload 
between Services, and that  they continue to encounter'delays i n  
obtaining the coot data. I was under the impression-that the 
Marine Carps has responded f u l l y ,  including providing depot 
capacity data to the Army and by participating since early 
February in an Army-led cost comparability working group. This 
working group i s  attempting to level  the cost playing f i e l d  
between Army and Marine Corps ground depots. It ie my 
impression, further, that you have provided a l l  information . 

requested by the A m y  ih this e f for t .  

2 .  I am concerned that Acting searetary Bhannonac propoea memo 
di~tracts us f r o m  the excess capacity israue. As sta ted  in the 
meeting on 6 January 1993, between the Military Department 
secretaries and a l l  services, the excess capacity picture is 
highly skewed, with Army having 8.041 million direct labor houre 
(Dm) excess vs 96,000 DLH for Marines, 107,000 DLH for Navy, and 
823,000 DLH for A i r  Farce. 

3 .  St does not eeem that the referenced m e m o  reflects the true 
prdgrc66 o f  on-going work, and I ara confused by it3 tone, If you 
have any i n s i g h t  i n t o  this i ssue  that I am unaware of, please let 
me know, 

v ice  ~ d m i r g l ,  U. S. Kavy 
Deputy chief of Naval 
Operations (Logistics) 



SECRETARY OF W E  ARMY 
W-GTON 

9 February 1993 

 RAN^ FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

sWJECT: Base R e a l i g n m e n t  and Closure Proposals in 
Support of S t r e a m l i a i n g  of Defense Depot 
Maintenance Activities-XNWRHBTION HE?$ORBNWTM 

Xn a January F, 1993 a-randurn, the Service. 
Secretaries responded to the Dscember 3, 1992, ~ e p u t y  
Secretary of Defensers menorandurn which dire&& the 
Services b prepare integrated Base .Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) proposals to streamline defense depot 
maintenance activities. 

The Army, designated as lead Service for ground 
systems and equipment, hosted several m e e t i n g s  to 
fmplamnt .the j o in t  review prucess- Each $mice 
z s a h n i w  worWoad and cost  data required to start 
the rev iew,  H o w e v e r ,  the D e p r b e n t  of the Navy has 
indicated an &willingness to consider cross- - 
-icing for ground systems and equipment. This 
cross-servicing is essential to ensure DOD-retains 
the m o s t  cost-effective ground s y s t e m s  and equipment 
depots .  Without a workable agrement by Februa,ry n, 
1993, we w i l l  be unable to comply w i t h  the tinrelines 
for submission of an integrated 8RBC 93 proposal, 
The Army remains commitbd to reducing duplicatfon 
and underutilized capacity- 

We believe the co~solidation of depot voraoad- 
ing which ultimately leads to desiqnation of a single 
Service executive agent fo r  ground systems and relatea 
eqnipment is the m a s k  efficient, least cost approach b 
depot w o r k l o a d i n g  and will w i t h s t a n d  the close scrut iny  
inherent in the BBAC: process- The Army's existfng 
m a c e  management structure is well equipped to 
handle this consolidation and provides the leadership 
and expertise necessary to sustain our forces in the 
Puture- We arc ready to get on w i t h  the process, 

Copies Furrtished: 
I/ 

Chairman, Joint cbicfc, of S t a f f  
Chief of Staff ,  Army 
ASD (PSI.) 



In conjunction with BRAC-93 data analysis, it has been stated that closing 
of the Marine Corps8 depot maintenance activities (DMAs) would result in cost 
efficiency within DoD. specifically, it has been recommended that the Marine 
Corps transfer workload from Barstow to Tooele. Marine Corps workload cannot be 
transferred to any one Army Center of Technical Excellence (CTX) due to 
specialized workload at each CTX. Tooele Army Depot for example, only performs 
maintenance on automotive, general purpose, and construction equipment at almost 
twice the current costs of Marine Corps depots. This was recently proven by a 
joint Army and Marine Corps group which analyzed costs of operations and 
included a unit item cost for common equipment at all Army and Marine Corps 
depots. On 18 February 1993, the group published a memorandum countersigned by 
both Army and Marine Corps representatives indicating that Marine Corps depots 
were clearly the most competitive in production costs--Albany $38.24 and Barstow 
$47.16. Tooele Army Depot costs were $68.16. 

The two Marine Corps Logistics Bases are located within one transportation 
day from the primary CONUS operating forces they support and perform a wide 
variety of maintenance on all commodity equipments. There'is an acknowledged, 
if unquantifiable, military value in having this critical support in close 
proximity to the operating forces to maintain readiness. 

The logistics bases also perform functions other than depot maintenance in 
support of the Marine Corps8 logistics organizational structure. Each provides 
support capabilities such as large item storage for prepositioned war reserve 
stocks, operational readiness float assets owned by the operating forces, and 
Reserve owned equipment. Additionally, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, GA 
is the only inventory control point for the Marine Corps and develops and 
maintains logistics-related automated information systems, provides formal 
schools training, and has command and control of Blount Island, which performs 
the maintenance cycle function for the Maritime Prepositioning Ships program. 
It should also be pointed out that the environment of the Marine Corps Logistics 

* Base, Barstow, CA provides ideal storage capabilities at reduced costs, 1.e. low 
? humidity, minimum rainfall, etc. Closure of the maintenance facilities at these 

logistics bases would not eliminate the requirement to retain and maintain base 
operations in support of other tenants. 

a 
The Army8s six ground-oriented, single commodity depots output such as 

motor transport, communications-electronics, tracked vehicles, etc., is 
primarily placed in stock pending future issue. Virtually all of the Marine 
Corps8 depot output is applied against Fleet Marine Force operational needs or 
Maritime Prepositioning-Force requirements with little being placed in stock..for 
future issue. As a result, all work is performed against mandated delivery 

. dates to meet force deployment or ships schedules and consists of a wide variety 
of ground equipment with relatively small quantities of each type, Current 
Marine Corps experience with Army's depots have resulted in payment of premium 
costs for production of equipment based on changes to priorities to aatisfy 
shipping schedules and force deployments. 

Closing either or both Marine Corps depots would result in moving one 
percent of the total DoD workload from efficient/economic facilities to costlier 
Army facilities. Doing so might marginally affect their capacity utilization 
rate; even so, the fractionally improved utilization rate would have little 
affect on reducing overhead expenses, causing no significant reduction in costs 
to their customers. 

Consolidation of underutilized Army facilities would appear to be more 
prudent than closing the Marine Corps' fully utilized facilities as proven in 
the joint Combat, Artillery, and ~actical (CAT) vehicles study chartered by the 
Defense Depot ~aintenance council in 1991. Although transfer of ~arine Corps 
total workload from Barstow to Tooele Army depot would increase Tooele8s 
utilization, Tooele would still remain an underutilized and less efficient and 
cost effective organization. Recent efforts by the Army and Marine Corps have 
again validated that the Marine Corps' costs are lower than similar Army depots 
Again, additional transportation cost, increased transportation time, and 
increased density of end item and components would be of marginal benefit. 
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- MISSION 

- WORKFORCE 

- MULTI-COMMODITY DEPOTS 

- WORKLOAD 

- 0aMMC FUNDING LEVELS 
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MISSION 

TO RETURN UNSERVICEABLE EQUIPMENT TO A SERVICEABLE 

CONDITION ANDPERFORM OTHER FUNCTIONS AS MAY BE 

DIRECTED. 



CIVILIAN 
PERMANENT 
TEMPORARY 

MILITARY 

WORKFORCE 

FY 94 AMENDED PRESBUD 



MARINE CORPS DEPOTS 

. 
o THERE ARE TWO MARINE CORPS DEPOTS PERFORMING 

MAINTENANCE AND OVERHAUL ON COMBAT VEHICLES, 
AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT, COMMUNICATlONS/ELECTRONICS, 
ORDNANCE/MISSILES, CONSTRUCTION, AND GENERAL PURPOSE. 

o MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE, ALBANY, GA 

- LOCATION IS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO: 

o BLOUNT ISLAND, JACKSONVILLE, FL 
o CAMP LEJEUNE, NC 
o CHERRY POINT, NC 

o MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE, BARSTOW, CA 

- LOCATION IS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO: 
I 

o TWENTYNINE PALMS, CA 
o WESTPAC 
o CAMP PENDLETON, CA 
o SAN DIEGO, CA 



MCLB 0 

CAMP P E  

3 

POINT 
JEUNE 

0 CMD 



SAMPLE WORKLOAD 

MISSILES 
COMBAT VEHICLES 
AUTOMOTIVE 
CONSTRUCTION 
COMMUNICATIONS/ELECTRONICS 
ORDHA~CE 
GENERAL PURPOSE EQUIPMENT 
SUPPLY SUPPORT 
CARE IN STORE 
PREPARATION FOR SHIPMENT 
METROLOGY 
FABRICATION/ENGlNEERING SERVICES 
CALIBRATION 
QUALITY CONTROL SERVICES 
TEST SERVICES 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY CUSTOMERS 

O&MMC 
5TH ECHELON 
PREPARATION F O R  SHIPMENT 
CARE-IN-STORE 
OVERFLOW 

OBMMCR 

PMC 

DON STOCK FUND 

ALL OTHER 

PERCENT 

86.0 



WORKLOAD COMPETITION 

AN/TPB- 1 D RADAR SET 
5 TON TRUCK 

9d ELiLw2 
4 Ld' 

Ll[ d, -bJ!  LAV-25 
AAV-P7A 1 TRANSMISSION 

I '  AAV-P7A1 ENGINE 

w@' , / I / !  

, / ~1 HMMWV 

LORAL AEROSPACE 
TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 

MCLB, ALBANY, GA 
MCLB, BARSTOW, CA 
MCLB, BARSTOW, CA 
TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 

M931 5 TON TRACTOR TRUCK 
M936 5 TON WRECKER TRUCK 



CARRYOVER 

PLANNED CARRYOVER IS THAT AMOUNT OF WORKLOAD 

REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN PRODUCTION LINES FROM 

ONE FISCAL YEAR TO ANOTHER. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

WASHINGTON, D C 20380.0001 IN REPLY REFER TO 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS IN SUPPORT OF 
STREAMLINING OF DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 

Ref: (a) Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) - 
memo 4000 Ser N4/3U584110 of 10 Feb 93 

(b) Acting Secretary of the Anny memo of 9 Feb 93 
(c) Military Department memo for DepSecDef of 15 Jan 93 

1. In response to reference (a), I have reviewed reference (b) 
and am also confused. Marine Corps representatives have been 
fully cooperating with the Army even before we received 
Mr. Atwoodfs memo of 3 December 1992 which designated the 
Department of the Army as the lead for ground weapons systems and 
equipment for this effort, ~eference (b) alluded that the 
Services by reference (c) agreed to provide an integrated BRAC 93 
proposal. Reference (c) discusses interservicing of workload and 
states the Services "together determine if workload reallocations 
would lead to a better final decision" and not an integrated BRZ1C 

1 93. 

2. . We submitted all of the required capacity data on time on 
29 December 1992. Additionally, we have attended 6 meetings with 
technical advisors from Albany, Georgia, and Barstow, California, 
in conjunction with the Army at the Pentagon and the Army 
Materiel Command in an effort to satisfy the Army1s cost data 
requirement. In my view, the Anny has not done a particularly 
good job of leading these meetings in that they came unprepared 
with exactly what data was required to proceed with the depot 
costing evaluation. Consequently, my representatives have had to 
take the lead in defining costing elements and related data. I 
also think it is important for you to know that I'm convinced the 
Army's proposed cross-servicing methodology is flawed in that 
their current recommended process for evaluating their depots for 
the BRAC cannot be effectively utilized when crossing service 
lines. 

3. - One major obstacle which had to be overcome.was the 
identification of elements utilized by each Service in 
determining direct labor costs and overhead costs. Army's 
overhead rates are computed differently than those of the other 
Senrices. As of 10 February 1993, these elements have been 
agreed upon and a composite actual FY 92 rate for direct labor 
and overhead costs has been exchanged between the Army, the Navy, 
and the Marine Corps. The joint working group has agreed 
unanimously that in order to "level the playing field" for all 
Services, that this data should be audited by an independent w audit representative from Defense Contracting Audit Agency. 



w Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS IN SUPPORT OF 
STREAMLINING OF DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 

4 .  Finally I want you to know that long before we received Mr. 
Atwood's memorandum, we attempted to initiate a cross-servicing 
process with the Army that would allow Marine Corps depot 
maintenance activities to focus on amphibious equipment. While 
my representatives persisted in developing a workable 
partnership, the Army was consistently unwilling to cooperate. 
For example, while the other Services arrived for the meeting to 
define elements of costs with the appropriate information, the 
Axmy representatives were not prepared to provide the 
information. This continues to occur at every joint meeting and 
tends to delay the process further. 

5. I agree in your assessment of Mr. Shannon's memorandum and 
the 6 January meeting. Navy and Marine Corps excess capacity is 
only about 2.5 percent of the Army's; statistically 
insignificant. Progress has been made and a11 involved have been 
participating in the process. Perhaps we should once again get 
together at our level with General Hammond and General Salomon to 
ensure this important effort stays on track. 

6. In conclusion, the.Marine Corps is and will continue to fully 
; cooperate with the Army; but until the playing field is leveled 
a for all of the Services, cost data cannot be fairly evaluated for 

ro( comparative purposes. 

R. A. TIEECLV 
LlEUTf >S'ln,?<- GE?!ERAL, U.S. LfARlNE CORPS 
D E P I ~ !  .;'.;+;=? s y , r ; ~ ~  ~ 3 0  y 

9N!37:,2LJ;: I<jN S J:r$D FQG:SXCS 
-. 



mat Cost Comparability of AnnJ! and M&ma Coma #;rint;anance 
-Po'= 

I 

3 -set: To provide the DCSm infonuation on subject. 

a. I n  ear ly  February mea the Ser;vLces ware uttcrmpting to vo- 
cross-emicing or an int  ttd BRAC approach, t3.m Navy and ~ar im 
corps ware inshtent on us % a three step aparoaahr develop aatuai  
PI 90 cwU per direct labor hour (Dm) for eaah depot, gy 
92 a&aX cask5 f4ir the Sam. i t O B 8 ;  and thon depot to depot 
cospetitian h .the BRAC process. 

8. A t  the i n i t i n l  m e e t i n g  wi t la  all Sasiaesr rapuasentatives 

w i n  attaxlanos, I painted oat t2xe process was crarfously mvsB due , 
t o t  

- 1SrPay Bu 92 costs were grossly distorted by appruxiaately 
5000 gxcese p e o n n e l  PJ3SCOX had on bmrd. 

- Aparoach did nat consider r&uced rates from *easing 
woruoad a t  mta w i t h  additioaal capacity. 

- ma at Tooele varr not yet operational tn PY 92 anti - Zhat aggroaah would ody @run Out the cloc3kw for Bemica 
wuts dw to W D  an 22 Feb 93. 

c. A f t e r  c#wrsultfng with 0-LQG and AMC permmal, X agreed 
t ~ m  xmay would ooartinue to work with the Nauy and .mrLne corps to 
pgveludo allegations O f  the i&rny hot supporting tlhe -6s- 
servicing or dategrated BRAC e f f o r t .  rCha A h  Borce pul ld  out 
oLCFng aon- of contprami~bg ccnngatiti.0~ senr~i t fve data, 

4. ~ttached at  encl 1 i s  a oopy of. the m t a n t  ac' iurd 
xaxine corps nre~o. % Ravy iaaludat a 0 3 3  of  tbis in the* m c  
9 3  =part and the MCIT3.m COW used' it in a areeting w i t h  
Con@ssaman - @t;ah). 
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! e. Thare 1s ne mason to -stion the acoryosy og ths a a ~ a  l?Y 92 cosb for the m y ;  however, those ca+a ase in practi- 

I .  

f%rms usale88 i!a pm3ecting -+s f o r  the m c  93 m o d  (II 04-RI 
i 99). 

f. E ~ C ~ O O U T ~  2 provides a oo~grarison of aCrtw IY 92 costs, 
esthted PI! 99 costs (PY 93 d ~ l l a r s )  and the lout of poQat -Eta 
par D m  a t  would fmm alosing LEAD, Batstar, aad awing 
8ac1:amen. 0 a y  and S a a r a m ~ t o  AIe  CLPl workload to AWAD, m, a a ~  

? TOAD and %BAD. 
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i FY 92 ACTUAL COXPARED TO FY 99 ESTIMATED 
I 
i (ClosOaP Z+EAD/=%'QW -PER SACIUE[gffm as) . 
I 

I ** Baaw on closure o i  IRD, Barstow, and trsnofw of Sacramento U C I E  VOTUWU. Thi. ZB the *at o f  p o c I O B t w  coats to 
DOD per D W  for the work to be performad in AWAD, IUUY),  AD, w d  
TEaD. A c t u a l  rate L higher since "saving8 are wead over total  -- workload. 
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DEFENSE MANAGEMENT REPORT DECISION 
SUBJECT: Consolidating Depot Maintenance 

DOD COKPONENTS: Army, Navy,  Air Force 

ISSUEm Record the conclusions and distribute t h e  savings from the  ' 
cbapleted depot maintenance consolidation study, 

Service Estimate 
Alternative Estimate 

ITOA, Dollars i n  Millions) 
F Y  1991 F Y  1992 FY 1993 
11,050.1 11,809.1 12,435.8 

- 1 5 . 6  - 5 3 2 . 5  - 7 2 2 . 3  

9: The purpose of t h i s  DMRD is t o  record the 
conclusions and distribute the savings from the depot maintenance 
consolidation study. This study, one of six DMRD decisions 
deferred by the DepSecDef for further study, involved two DMRDs, 
Aero'nautical Depot Maintenance, and Non-Aircraft Depot Maintenance 
(DMRDs 908 and 909). 

The consolidation study concluded in June 1990, and a memorandum 
signed by the DepSecDef on June 30, 1990, implemented the study 
conclusions. The DepSecDef directed:  

-The Secretaries of the Military Departments to prepare and 
submit by July 1, 1990, p l a n s  to reduce the cost for the 
period from FY 1991 through FY 1995 of the depot maintenance 
operations of their departments by $1.740 billion through 
internal streamlining and reducing the size of their 
maintenance depot infrastructure. 

-The Secretaries of the Military Departments j o i n t l y  to 
prepare and submit by October 1, 1990, to t h e  ASD ( P ~ L )  for 
approval  a coordinated long-range plan for reducing the cost 
of t h e  depot maintenance operations of the Military 
Departments by $2.2 billion. 

-The establishment of a Defense Depot Maintenance Council to 
a d v i s e  the ASD ( P B L )  on depot maintenance within the DoD, 
chaired by ASD (PBL) . 

A memorandum signed by all of the Service Under Secretaries, dated 
Septeaber 28, 1990, confirmed these g o a l s .  However they also 
stated that installation elosures are not addressed in the 
strategy. The planned reductions a r e  generally not reflected i n  
the industrial fund customer budgets. 

U E R N A T I V E  ESTIWATE: The alternative estimate is based upon the 
study results and reduces the Service estimates by $15.6 million in 
FY 1991, $532.5 million in FY 1992, and 5722.3 million in FY 1993. 
Total savings are 5 3 . 9 4 0  billion for FYs 1991-1995, and $6.805 
billion from FY 1991-1997. 7 

DECISION Date 
7 0  

7 f i m P . T  f i P  t n  A - 1 1  



D u r i n g  the  FY 1991 DMRD cycle, 
depot maintenance. A DMRD to 
maintenance (DMRD 9 0 8 )  suggest  
established, with all resource 
manager, while another DMRD (9 
resizing of Navy shipyard faci 
maintenance facilities utiliza 
findings and recommendations o 
following two paragraphs. 

two DMRDs were  proposed concerni 
consolidate aeronautical depot 
ed that a single manager be 
s under the control of this sing1 
09) recommended savings through 
lities and the Army improving the 
tion rates. Summaries of the 
i these DMRDs a r e  summarized in t 

(1) Budget reductions would be realized from consolidation of t h e  
management of Aeronautical Depot Maintenance. These sovin s would 
result from elimination o f  General and Administrative (G&A costs 
at ~ W O  closed depots, reductions in ADP support costs, 

f 
consolidation of headquarters oversight functions, and efficiencies 
due to improved workload distribution. Estimated savings: 

MILDEP ( $  mil) FY91 - FY92 FY93 FY94 FY9S TOTAL 
Army . l n  20.0 2 o . o  2m 

- 
7 5 . 0  7 

Navy - 70.0 120.0 120.0 1 2 5 . 0  435.0 , 
A i r  Force - - 90,O J4O.O 1 4 5 . 0  145.0 520.0,  

TOTAL - 1lS.O 280.0 285.0 290.0. 1,030.0 

[2) Reductions in shipyard personnel Prom 79, 
54,000 in FY 1994, as proposed by t h e  N a v y ' s  
provide sufficient staffing levels to support 
operation of only 6 s h i p y a r d s .  As a  result, 
or anic shipyards should be closed. An Army 
o v  f rall maintenance depot utilization r a t e  of 
FY 1989. Consolidation of depot management a 
workload should result in the closure of some 
depots . 

000 in 
DMR ini 
the ef 

two of 
analysi 
only S 

nd redi 
Army m 

FY 1983 to 
.t iatives, 
'f icient 
the eight 
s disclose 
6 percent 
stribution 
aintenanee 

I 

would 

d an 
for 
of 

MILDEP ( $  m i l )  FY91 FY92 9 FY94 FY95 
I___ 

TOTAL - 
Army % 14.9 30.7 4 6 . 9  8 0 . 1  8 1 . 6  254.2 7 
Navy - 1 6 . 0  - 3 3 . 0  5 0 . 5  L 1 5 8  271.3 5 4 6 . 6  

TOTAL 3089 63.7 9 7 . 4  255.9 3 5 2 * 9  800 8 

COMBINED TOTALS (162) 
Army 14 .9  45 .7  6 6 . 9  100.1 101.6 ,329.2 
Navy 16.0 103.0 170.5 295.8 396.3 981.6 
Air Force - - L 90 0 140.0 A- 1 4 5  0 1 4 5 . 0  5 2 0 . 0  

TOTAL (9084909) 3 0 . 9  2 3 8 . 7  3 7 7 . 4  5 4 0 . 9  6 4 2 . 9  1,830.8 

The DepSecDef deferred a decision on these two DMRDs and directed 
t h a t  a study be made of the proposals. The studies were completed 
in Nay 1990, 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - - - - -  - -  . - 
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DMRD Continuation Sheet 
On June 30, 1990, the DepSecDef signed the agreement titled 
"Strengthening Depot M~intenance Activities," a coordinated long- 
range plan for reducing depot maintenance costs, which mandated 
savings of $3.940 billion over 5 years, $1.740 billion associated 
with the DMRD 908 and 909 recomnendations and an additional $2.2 
billion resulting from supplemental management actions. This 
agreement resulted in the memorandum for "strengthening be o t  1 Maintenance Activities", dated September 2 8 ,  1990, signed Y the 
three Service Under Secretaries. The stratc y to achieve t h e  
additional $2.2 billion in savings includes 1) an increase in f 
intarservicing of depot maintenance workloads where cost savings 
can be achieved, (2) an optimal utilization of depot capacity that 
ensures efficiency and provides for the infrastructure necessary to 
meet peacetime and contingency needs, and ( 3 )  the implementation of 
a comprehensive public/private competition program for depot 
maintenance workloads, 

Savings generated by this plan, allocated to each Service by fiscal 
year are as follows: 

9 5 - - TOTAL 

Army -3.0 -9.7 -57.7 -100.1 -142.4 -312.9 2'K 

Navy -108.8 -167.5 -237.9 -293.6 -345.2 -1153.0 
Air Force -5.9 - 81.3 -130.5 -200.1 -301.6 -719.4 
Marine Corps - . 2  - .  5 - 2 . 6  - 4 . 7  -6.7 - 1 4 . 7  

TOTAL 
- 

-117.9 - 2 5 9 , O  - 4 2 8 . 7  -598.5 -795.9 -2200.0 

In addition, DDMC e x p e c t s  to achieve $ 1 . 7 4 0 . 4  billion in savings 
by FY 1995. According to the data submitted to ASD (P&L) the 
distribution of theses savings is as follows: 

Army 
Navy (Air) 
Navy (Ship] 
Air Force  
Marine Corps 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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TOTAL - - 
' / 4 ,  
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DMRD Continuation Sheet 

The MILDEPs have reported some specific initiative to achieve the 
$ 1 , 7 4 0 . 4  billion in near-term savings: 

-The Army plans t o  close their Sacramento Depot and move most of 
the workload to Tobyhanna D e ~ o t ,  also move Letterkennv D e ~ o t  
automotive work to ~ o o l e  ~ e p b t  , -and improve maintenanbe dbpot 
utilization rates through redistribution o f  remaining workload. 

-The Air Force is streamlining management and production 
processes, divesting of unneeded resources and performing the 
work of end items and components at single sites. A l s o ,  t h e  Air 
Force has proposed to either close Sacramento Air Logistics 
Center or turn it over to the Navy, which could then close their 
North Island Depot. 

-The Navy is undertaking the establishment of one aviation depot 
maintenance hub on each c o a s t ,  and reduce all non-hub depots in 
size by having them preform only tethn0,logy-specific work. 
Aircraft will be repaired/overhouled at single sites by aircraft 
type, and engine work will be performed at no more than three 
depots. Shipyards will improve direct labor productivity, 
management of personnel resources, and schedule overhauls t o  
increase efficiency, 

-The Marine Corps wi13 cancel plans to establish depot repair 
caprbility for their M1 tanks, 

A memorandum signed by a l l  of the Service Under Secretaries, dated 
Sept 28, 1990, confirmed the long-term goals to achieve an 
additional $2.2 billion in long-term savings, however, they also 
stated that installation clo'sures are not addressed in the 
strategy. 

In conjunction with the Services, we have attempted to find in the 
Services budgets the reductions in depot maintenance prices that 
should result from this consolidation decision. Except for some 
Air Force items, we have been unable to identify those reductions 
in the customer budgets. However, a9 part of the staffing process 
f o r  this DMRD, the Services are invited to submit documentation 
showing how and where these reductions are alread reflected in 
their budget submissions. To the extent this -hY ocumentation shows 
that the budgets have been reduced, the alternative estimates will 
be adjusted. However, the Services should bear in mind that the 
same documentation must also be used in preparing the Congressional 
Justification Book for the Fy 1992 President's Budget. Therefore, 
the documentation must be convincing. N o  

To ensure that the $3.940 billion in savings are achievable f o r  w r e p o ~ t i n g  to Congress specific plans of action, particularly for FY - --.-_ - - 
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w DMRD Continuation Sheet 
1991 through FY 1993, must be completed and reported to DoD 
Comptroller by November 20, 1990. These plans should specify how 
specific depots will increase their utilization, what depot 
facilities will be closed, what workload will be interserviced, and 
what workload will be competed, and what the resource implications 
are for each depot. 

Total savings, by MILDEP, by fiscal year:  

FY - - 91 92 - 93 - 9 4  - 9 5  - 
Army 21.3 -6.2 -101.3 -171.5 -255.6 ? 
Navy -30.8 -417.5 -487.9 -643.6 -695.2 
Air Force -5.9 -81.3 -130.5 -309.1 -410.6 
Marine Corps - , 2  -27.5 -2.6 -4.7 , -6.7 

TOTAL -15.6 -532.5 -722.3 -1128.9 -1368.1 

Since the Air  Force savings ($68 million in FY 1992 and $105 
million in FY 1993) appear to be reflected in both the Air Force 
Industrial Fund and the customer budgets, the proposed estimated 
savings have been reduced by $68 million in FY 92 and by $105 
million in FY 93. The Alternative Estimate, therefore reduces the 
customer budgets by $632.5 million in FY 1992, and by $722.3 

w million in FY 1993. The reductions in FY 1994-1997  remain a s  
stated in the above table. Within 7 days a f t e r  approval of this 
DMRD the Services are re uired to provide t o  the Comptroller the 
appropriation breakdown FYs 1992-1997) for these adjustments. 9 

FY - 91 - - 96 - 92 - 93 - 9 4  - 95 97 - 
Army 

-., 
21.3 -6.2 -101.3 -171.5 -255.6 -263.5 -271.7 .. 

Navy - 3 0 . 8  - 4 1 7 . 5  - 4 8 7 . 9  - 6 4 3 . 6  - 6 9 5 . 2  -716.8 - 7 3 9 . 0  
Air Force - 5 . 9  -81.3 -130.5 -309.1 -410.6 -423.3 -436.4 
Marine Corps - . 2  -27.5 -2.6 -4.7 -6.7 -6.9 -7.1 

TOTAL -15.6 -532.5 -722.3 -1128.9 -1368.1 -1410.5 -1454.2 
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: SACRAMENTO A~CWORI~LOAD TO TOBYHANNA . . 
: .  , !  

- ~ I 

; PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
. - 

. ASSUMED COMPETITION FOR I 

I S A C w N T O  ARMY DEPOT 
I 

1 

WORKLOAD CEASES WITH BRAC 
I 

< 

* 
i 

'93 APPROVAL 

ARMY WINS COMPE-ON U p  TO , 1 
! 

TaAT P O W  1 

! 

ALL SM AF'LC WORKLOAD TO 
TOBYHANNA 

- m N  DETAILED DATA 
A V a A B L E ,  SOME MAY GO TO 
OTHER CENTERS OF - - 
TECHNICAL EXCELLENCE 

- EXAMPILIB: ELECTRO-OPTTCAL 
TO -TON; POWER 
GENERATION TO TOOELE 



SACRAMENTO A n C  WORKLOAp TRANSFER 
I ( C & E ) .  

- 22M DLH CAPAClTy - ZlM PLH CAPACXTy - 2slM DUZ aWORKU)GD - L7M DLH WQRKLOAQ - 95% AT m ' m  

ALR FORCE LACKS ORGAMC CAPA- TO 
WRFORM SM AFW WORg M OTHER Al%C(S) 

- .  



TOBYHANNA RATE LWACT FOR TRANSFER 
I .  
f .  . I . -- . .-.-- .. . -. _. . -- --.---. SM AFLC ----- WORKLOAD -. . .. ----.- . - - .. -. ...- ".,, 
pi , ( ~ ~ 9 3  DOLCARS ) . . .  . -  . . --_ 
f. - 
:; : 

BASE 

539.67 352 139.6 
39A6 3.52 139.6 
39.54 339 143.0 
39,'1:! 3.83 149.8 
38.60 4.18 161.4 

totals 18.64 732.4 

RATE _. 
$38.91 
37.62 
36.73 
36.17 
3577 

\ 

$9313 7324 = $l993W 
233 M DLA - 18.64 M DLH ~6.63 M DLH 

S 199SM DIVIDED BY 6.63 M DLH = 530.09 PER DLA 

DOD COSTS OF PERCORMNG SM A R C  WORK AT TOBYB*NNA ARMY DEPQ~; 
90.09 PER DLA EXCLUDING UPAIR PARTYMAZ~CUL FYPLNOS =& PER DLXFY99 AND BEYOM) 



, : TOBYHANNA RATE IMPACT FROM TRANSIFERRING 
1 

I S M  AFLC AND BARSTOW WOPaOAD. 
I I @Y93 DOLLARS) 1 

t 
I 

BASE NEW 
Ram M DL&COsTW} 

FY~S $39.67 3a m.u # ~ 6 6  4.04 1563 
FY% 39% 352 49.6 3749 4,67 lEU 
FY91 3954 3.59 142.0 3 6 a  550 1992 
FY98 39.12 3.83 1494 35162 579 2w.3 
EW9 38.60 4.18 1614 35.27 6.07 214.1 

18.64 732A 26.07 
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CLOSE LETTERKENNY AND BARSTOW 
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- CENTERS FOR TECHNICAL EXCELLENa 
(-1 

! - BESTFm 

- EXCESS CAPACITY 
j 
! - B*LmCE "RARD IRONw DEPOT WORKLOAD 

I (ANAD, TEAD RRAD) Y 

CON SOLID AT^ -AN= FACILm 

- WORKLOAD -mcmTYPE m O M  OTHER ARMY DEPOTS 

- B- FROM CMF37% D m  
- LABOR P R O D U C r n  

NO COSTLOW COST AT G A m G  DEPOTS FOR , 

BARSTOW WORKLOAX) 

BARSTOW WORKLOAD M O W  37% FY95; 63 % 
FY96 



m m e s  
COMBAT VBtnCLES 
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co-~f VEHICLES 
A U T O M O W  
CON~RUCTION E Q U ~ P W M T .  
co- 
SMALL ARMS 
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I . 
Non:R*D*R(sU~ lS RADAR WOIUZOAD FROM a 

C 

Dw o m G u y  S ~ U L G D  FOR -yw 
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ANAD RATE IMPACT FOR TRANSFER 
LEAD AND BARSTOW WOltJcLOAD 

(FY93 DOLLARS) 

RATE M D L J b C ~ ( M s 1  

$817.6M - 6683M = 149.l.M 
' 17.45 M D m  - 12.69M DLE s= 476 M bUR 

$149dM DIVIDED BY 476 DLB .; $31.32 PER I)= 

Pt'd T s l ' 9 2 a  QI 



' . RED RIVER RATE IMPACT FOR TRANSFER 
LEAD AND BARSTOW WORI(LOAID I 

w93 DOLLARS) 

. BASE NEW 
U'IE M D W ~ S T a M s )  RATE M DlSsCOSFOllr) 

PY95 4638 2.64 l22.5 &l 2.67 123.4 
FY96 45105 298 134.4 43.55 3.34 1455 
FYM 44.n 347 W.4 42-s 3@ 1403 

48N 217 1 6 2  4760 236 X l 2 A  
FY99 49.07 2.x 1m 4927 p13 loes 

Wds 1341 605s 14.34) 

i 

1 

W 
P . .- 

S ~ ~ ~ A M - ~ W ~ ; J S P ~ ~ M  
1430 M DLH - 13.81 M DLH = L29 M DLH 

w.!M D m D  BY l.29 M DUX = 3l.n PER DLE 
I 

L 

L 
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mcs-m 
4 March 1999 

~~: -ted BRAC 93 Statrus far #aht:enancs Wpats 

I. mffjlPoSBr To Update the DcS'IM; on subject effe*. 

a. PA- t In clbuuaaians betwee Army and OSD garracmnel, 08D 
resatat iw &at& an fatent to work cross-~arvicing of dep& 

ce before OSD pro-s aro present@ to the BRAC 93 L 
Caad.us%en. Z t  vas agreed the ArPry waPld analyze the ;rake hpaot  
an Na%y dew- ff! Sacramento A X  oXUi~o/elect: (C&E) and HartrUr 
Cow wrkfQad (en% or bath depots) was transfarred ta the Amy. 

a. options other than thosa outlined above were not . 
avaluatrtd s h e  the Marine Corpar Navy and fit Far- have na . 
s i g t l % f i ~ t  oap&U.iw to accepk workload from cl-m of 
~ O U # Q  e y a ~ # e q u i p m e n t  &apats. 

b. Anna43 niavbga to Poll o f  transfarring Sacramento ALC 
workload (CBE) to Tobyhama woad be approxbtdlp  $SOX (50% cost 
reductha t r a m  Sacramento A W  c8st.w). 

c. Closing Baxstoot, in conjunction w i t h  Letterkenny aad . 
transfer of Sacrqnenta A E  CSE workload, would generate 
a d d i t i d  anmral savings of abet $I8.6M (35% fecfuction ftam 
B a X s t w  wl+s). Und%r this option the workloa4 would be 

'crp' 

Bistributed tt¶ Tobybasma, Armiston, T-le and Red River Depot%. 

d. Closing Bazetov and Albany, i n  conjunction v i a  
Lett- and transfer of Sacrasenta AIx: cs2 uorWond, uoUd 
generate anmal 8avlngs e8tbat8d at $27.9 mil l fa  (28% teduction 
fEQa Baxsrtw an4 Albany wt=s) by distributing .the varkload ta 
'Mbyhanaa, R e d  Rivex, T d e  and AMistnn. 

I e. CrUs&-6%zvichg Sacranmato ALC C&E, Albany and Baratow 
vorR la depots would generate annual saving8 of app Q77.9Y 
.in -tea &Um. . .  

f. E e C h t e B  savings in b-e. retleat fhs dlffcrancs Ln 
at:= bcvevecrn losing depots and gahing depots {basad on hi@- 
mrUoa&) and do not: include aMitianal savings aasoclated uith 
cancel* oans.t;rPction/e&p%n-t proSects, etc., at losing 
&P-* : C . V 

g. CZosure of garstow, Albany and transfer o f  GCXAUS 

PemaeOla x&aq +bag rurCt Sacramento ALC C&.E vorWaad would 
in IfP99 capaoity uWiaation8 of ANAD 9QO, RRAD 82%, 

988, CCAb 8- €#d !l%AD 91% ( E n d  I) Eta~losure f provid- 
Lnfarmatfon add;t+iOnaL prsormsl required to p e o r a t  t M s  
m k .  



w h. Navy irrbicatas appro%batsly .35N D L 8  on Ug-1 and W- 
60's ourwsntly m o ~ e d  at Pensacola could be transferred to 
CCAD Wnlsc;s they find a better deal. ~ls-&rem. 

5. Eadowve 3 provides infanuatfan on capacttg/workloa8/ 
utLlizatien o f  Rnqy 4epots i f  no c m s s - ~ ~ & c i l l g  La accompllrrhcd 
and bath LEAb and TEAD are closed. . . 

1 : '  
I j . 6a-to hir and Barstov +esuZts wera briefed to 
I . m a n n a 1  on 3 Mar 93 at Wch time, th ry  advised a D ~ D  deaiafoa 

laad been aade to not pursue omssaervicing pprLor to submittkrg . 
pzopo8ala to the r m C  ~ i s s i a n .  Albany was not briefat¶ sin- 
the analysis for closing both Marine Corps depots had not been 
conrgzeta. 

' k; It is dirfioult Maoe t h ~  bent coaditionrr to --p 
pm j ect outyear depot rates whcuz workloads vazy sipnificrantly. 
m e  4500 or  so -so personnel on board within -M, supply 
tcansfer to Dm, conversion of  boa-tactical veMuIe (m) f a  
govamment owned to GSA leanes, efcr., oomplica+c tha rate 
p,roj eation gmcess. 

1. w i t h  actual FY92/93 aust~ /xa te~  skewed by tne factors in 
p a n  h. f using d i r e c t / i n d k e o t  ratio., regression analyai~ ,  
populations served, etc., tends to overstate future costs. a94 - 
and W d  aosts wuld be more asnvataly ~ W W  by 8-b- - -92 a o t w s  for excess personnel, M.4i supply traaagu, OSL m 
lease eonversion, one-time costs, etc. 

m. E s t b a t i n g  PY94 and beye- costs as accwawly as 
posshle.  i s  crucial as the lkq w o z b  cr068-sem&c2ng m d / ~ r  
oeapeticion thz:ouqh the BRRC cmaaL3sion aqd m c  pmcesaes. 

3. BE-D PQsmOLJ: 

a. ~Ontbue to W o r k  ceo~s-saevlcing w i t h  tha Bavy for 
r o e  wing .and A i r  Force for CLE. 

t .  i b e  consid= w h t  +he way positton should be ii ths ~ a v  
.. b ( r o w  wing) M d  A h  Faroo ( C a )  pmpose to redistribute 
: ! worklead Porn depot closure. to tbair other d ~ o t ; s  MQ 
; j c o n b c t o r s  *out offering #e an a p p m i t y  t o  -a. . 
L 

03-17-93 03:40PM PO01 # 4 2  



BRAC 93 OPTlON 
CLOSE LEAD, BARSTOW, ALBANY AND 

TRANSFER SELECTED SACRAMENTO ALC AND PENSACOM WORK 
(MILLION DIRECT LABOR HOUR) . 

/ 

RRAD 

TOAD 

TEAD 

LEAD 

(D 
W TOTALS 
0 .  23.5 -17.7 759/0 



BRAC 93 OPTION L e 8 I 

* CLOSE LEAD, BARSTOW AND . -.l I @ TRANSFER SELECTED SACRAMENTO ALC AND PENSACOM WORK E w 

- 
(MILLION DIRECT IABOR HOUR) c. 

- '! . - 

m1 
.. - 8 

. . .  FY94- FY99 

DEPOT GaemILB CBeIbUB9U13. .SBeWKLDm 
l 

RRAD 

TOAD 5.2 3.4 86% 8.3 3.5 55% . b 
8.3 6.1 96% 

s 

CCAD 5.2 4.3 84% 5.2 3.4 6770 5.2 4.4 05% 

L\ 
TEAD 27 . 21 80% 21 12 57% 2.1 1.5 71% 

. . 
LEAD 

" 
a: ~ m s :  r LMD(IAI OLW~ANII BAFIBTMN(I,IY DM WORIMU) ~ B ~ T O H N A O R R A D . T O A D . ~ D T ~ A ~ ~  v 
0 
0 -  w I!, W ~ ~ ~ M M ~ W O R K ~ 1 . 7 M W I ) A N D S A ~ ~ A R m W Q R K ~ ~ ~ f O ~ *  

3. PENSM:OLA UH-1 AM) U K I  WfU( C9W( DLH) TD CCPD. 
2 
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MANPOWER REQUIRED FOR CROSSSERVICING OPTIONS 
P 
U) 
ID Q - j:! W 

a. BNAD RRAb rOAO CCAD JTEAD i w 

95 
- ul 

SACRAMENTO ilks - o a04 . - - 1  t, 

98 
u - 61 - - 884 - - 

97 . - leds . 
9Q - - 1806 . - ! 

l 
90 - - 1608 - . 

-OW AN0 ALBANY 

PENSACOLA 





m o w W  FOR Chief, Internal Rcview and Audit Cbmplidnca 
Office, Beadquarters, U . C .  Anuy Depot system 
Command, Chambersburg, PA 17201-4170 

sWJECT: GAQ Suwcy or the CloSIure of the Sacramento Army Depot 
and the Distribution of Its Mahtonanco Workload to O t h e r  Depots 
through Competition, CAO Coda 398095 ,  ( U C  NWar G92ll) . 

- .  

1. m. Kark L i t t l e  of the GAO v i e i t e d  S M D  on 14 January 1993. 
Be visited McClellan AFB earlier in the day. Mr. L i t t l e  was 
folloving up on the status or the workload competition and .the 
drawdown of S U D .  K r .  ~ i t t l e  m e t  with cuy Brown, Chief, 
Integrated Logistics support Office; Randy Young, Director, 
Personnel, Community Activitie-, am security; Rick Wiley, Chief, 
lmc; and Colanel W i l l i a m  GnuIdy, Depot Commander. 

3 .  Mr. L i t t l e  learned early on 14 January thaC Tobyhanna Army 
Uepot had won the Airborne Elet%ronics oammodity group-tho first 
of t h e  nine groups to be awarded. He said Wc'lellan wanted to 
appeal the award because TOAD'S cost ($4 .6  milliun) vae 00 mu& 
lower than McClellanls ( $ 5 . 9  million) or SAAD backup ( $ 7 . 6  
millien). XcClellan b i d  on a l o 0  percent o v ~ r h a u l  GCandar- while 
they thought T0llyhan.m bid on an "Tnspect and Repair only as 
R e c e s s W a  c t m d u r d .  Mr. Little was looking i n t o  t&c folloaring 
ureas ; 

- What! repair s t a d a r d s  usre bolng wed at SAAD? Did the 
standards change during  U¶e aompetition process? An-: m. 
Brown explained tbc various t y p e s  O f  maintanancc performed by 
depote--Overhaul, R e p a i r  &nU Return, Tnspect and Advise,  B-t 
Commercial Practice, etc. He explained tha t  the customer, in 
this case CECOH, decided me level  a t  repair on the origfnal Work 
request. Xr.  Blown stated that tho amount of ovnrnaul may be 
deolining slowly while tnc other t y p e s  o f  maintenance are 
increasing, but SAAD dtrcisncc track these statistics. He 
suggested t h n t  CECUM would be the best source for this 
information. Colonel Grunay told Hr. Little that we had a s k d  
t h e  Arxty Audit Agoncy to look at the adequacy of t e c h n i c a l  
spccfrication documentation i n  t h e k  audit or  Canfigwtation 
Management- They didat t f i n d  arty sfgnif imnt pmblems. A copy C . . of the .AM audit report w a s  provided t o  Mr. Little. 
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.SDSSA-IR (36-2b) 
sUBfEcr: a.0 survey of t h e  CLosuya of the Sacramento m y  D e p o t  
and t h e  Distribution of Its  Nctintennnca Workload to Other Deppa  
through Competition, GAO Cailrt 399U95,  (AhC N w  GYZLX) 

- were t h e  bids  audited? By Mom? Did anyone contact SW 
in relation to these asditc'? Did the: audit  team6 coordinat~ to 
make sure theh audits vere comparable? Answer: We don't b o a r  
if the bids wwccr audited. S A M  wasn't c o n t a c t d  by anyone 
conducting audits o f  thn h i d s  . 

- Why wcre M e  bids so f a r  apart in  cost and so f;u below 
GAADts actual  cost himtory. Answer: We vercnft able to 9xpl;rU 
the differences. He I-,old Nr. Little that w e  were only interested 
spectators in fnis process and t h a t  t h o  beat source of 
intormatian would b- W .  ~ a s t  at cECOM. 

- Were SAAD employees allowed to t r a n s f e r  to other depots, 
thus giving the other depots an edge in the competition process? 
AtlWKW: There uds an i n i t i a t i v e  to allow SAAD cmployeew to 
tranafer to othcr depots with crlfical personnel shortages. Due 
t o  the potential for a DESCOH-wide RIP, only one employw m 
t r a n s f e n a d  fiam SlVlb to anot.her Depot (Latterkenny) under this 
program. Actually,  RcClcllan APE has hirod more Depot employcea 
than any othcr activity--aver 40 of 6 W 1 s  en layaes have 
tranefcrred to HcC1811~n wder  the  Priority P acement Proqram. P 
Copies of corresponde~~ce an t h e  DESCOH employee transfer program 
vere provided t o  Mr. L i t t l e .  

3 .  m.  it-tle was ga~lcally ydtherlng lBf61mation r.o head off 
anticfpatcd questions from congressional staffers. He thought ha 
vould have t a  go to CECOH to g e t  the answcr3 to some of hi3 
questions. Ire also thought he might compare the bids  on 4 zew of 
the line it- to see if there vak any indication that  ciitf-mt 
repair standards were Used. 

4 .  I f  you have any q ~ a s t i a n a ,  o r  desire additionhl inionnation, 
please call Rick Wiley at DSN 839-4162. 

FOR THE COEWWDER; 

&*J&[J< 
RfCHARD D- WILEY 
Chief, Internal Rcviev 
and A W l t  Compliance 




