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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUFMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std F a r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Sta r t inu  Year : 1996 
Final  year : 1999 
ROI Year : invnediate 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars 
i 996 1997 
---- ---- 

Total Beyond ----- ------ 
0 0 

-220,958 -61,505 
-40,485 -1 4,498 
33,150 0 

0 0 
1 ,833 0 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 -11,554 
Over hd 2,775 324 
Moving 0 10,854 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 735 

TOTAL 2,775 360 

Total 
---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  3 
En1 0 
Stu 0 

Sumnary : 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  le : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 

r Std Fct rs  FI l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 1,586 
Overhd 2,775 3,637 
Moving 0 10.857 1 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 735 

TOTAL. 2,775 16,815 18,332 14,062 1,233 1,233 

Savings ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 13,139 
Overhd 0 3,313 
Moving 0 3 
Miss io 0 --.-A 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL . O 16,455 43,750 66,232 77,235 77,235 

Tota l  

Tota l  
----- 

0 
225,280 

55,598 
30 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
61,586 
15,650 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  le : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. C8R 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF70EC.SFF 

Year Cost($) Adjusted Cost($) 
---- A - - - - - - ---------------- 
1996 2,774,634 2,737,252 
1997 359,781 345,434 
1998 -25,418,244 -23.751.496 
1999 -52,170,036 -47,444,375 
2000 -76,002,953 -67,268,575 
2007 -76,002,774 -65,468,045 
2002 -76,002,774 -63,715,859 
2003 -76,002,774 -62,010,568 
2004 -76,002,774 -60,350,918 
2005 -76,002,774 -58,735,687 
2006 -76,002,774 -57,163.685 
2007 -76,002,774 -55,633,757 
2008 -76,002.774 -54,144,776 
2009 -76,002,774 -52,695,646 
201 0 -76,002,774 -51,285,300 
201 1 -76,002,774 -49,912,701 
201 2 -76,002,774 -48,576,837 
201 3 -76,002-,- - -47,276,727 
201 4 -76,002.774 -46,011.414 
201 5 -76,002,774 -44,779,965 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/5 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario ~i le : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L.CBR 
Std Fctrs F l  le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

- 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Inionnation Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Yilitary PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Cost 
---- 

Overhead _ _. . ~_LIB --- - - 
Program Planning Support 7,586,890 
Mothball / Shutdown 3,000.000 

Total - Overhead 

Sub-Total 
--------- 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 1 ,833,091 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 1,833,091 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 49,592,752 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  1 itary Moving 30,564 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 30.564 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 49,562,189 



ONE-TIME COST REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/5 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenano Fi  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 

u Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY OEP. PA 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construct~on 

N i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
- --- ~- - - -  

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball .! Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mi t iaat ion Costs 

Cost 
---- 

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - 

- 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 1,833,091 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 49,319,938 ........................................................................ 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  1 i tary  Moving 30.564 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Movi ng Savings 0 
Environmental Mi t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 30,564 ............................................................................ 
Total Net One-Time Costs 49,289.375 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/5 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Packaqe : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario ~i 1; : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
-, - -  

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball, / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  1 i ta r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

w Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envi Anmental Mi t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
---- ----- ---- 

Total One-Time Costs 123,099 .................................................................. 
One-Time Savi ngs 

Mi 1 i tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 123,099 



ONE-TIME COST REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/5 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario Fi  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT. AL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
- -.~-> p--- - 

Overhead 
Pmgram Planning Support 
&Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l ~ t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Su b-Total 
---- ------- -- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 

Total One-Time Costs 0 ................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 ....................................................................... 
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/5 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 36:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 

(r Std Fctrs F ~ l e  : C:\COBRA\SFIDEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X,  US 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
-------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
--2 P -- - 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal.1 / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Mi 1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
---- ------- -- 

HAP / RSE 0 
Envi ronmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 149,715 ...................................................................... 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi 1 i tary Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ......................................................................... 

Total One-Time Savings 0 ............................................................ 
Total Net One-Time Costs 149,715 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 / S  
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, 4eport Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

A1 1 Costs i n  $K 
Tota l  

Base Name M i  Icon 
- - - - - - - - - ------ 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP 0 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 0 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 0 
BASE X 0 
......................................... 
Totals: 0 

IMA Land 
Cost Purch 
---- ----- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Cost Total 
Avoi d Cost 
----- ----- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 



PERSONNEL SUWARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  !9:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUPNARY FOR: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i sted Students C i v i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

15 41 0 3.335 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce rs  0 -3 0 0 0 0 -3 
En1 i s ted  0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 -10 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 -346 -48 0 0 0 -394 
TOTAL 0 -359 -48 0 0 0 -407 

SASE POPULATION ( P n o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  Students C i v i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

12 .- -. . - 31- - -  0 2,941 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
TO Base: TDBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 
TOTAL 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 

To Base: BASE X. US 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Enl is ted 0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
TOTAL 0 9 5 114 183 0 0 392 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  LETTERKENNY ARMY REP. PA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce r s  0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
En1 isted 0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 293 237 293 0 0 823 
TOTAL 0 295 2 54 293 0 0 842 

SCENARIO WSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce r s  0 -2 -3 -3 0 0 -8 
En1 i sted 0 -5 -5 -5 0 0 -1 5 
C i v i l i ans  0 -565 -400 -352 0 0 -1,317 
TOTAL 0 -572 -408 -360 0 0 -1,340 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s ted  Students C i v i l i ans  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1 o o a0 1 



PERSONNEL SUPWARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  1; : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En7 i s t e d  Students C i v ~  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

32 2 54 0 3,457 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 -23 -24 -22 67 67 6 5 
TOTAL 0 -23 -24 -22 67 67 65 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

32 -_.-~A% - - 0 3,522 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: LETERKENNY ARMY DEP, 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 
En 1 i sted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 200 
TOTAL 0 200 

PA 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

140 110 0 0 450 
140 110 0 0 450 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  TOBYHANNA ARMY DEWT, PA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 200 140 110 0 0 450 
TOTAL 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i sted Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- --------- --------- ---------- 

32 254 0 3.972 

PERSONNEL S U W R Y  FOR: ANNISTON ARMY OEWT, AL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

7 5 0 3,432 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 -24 -24 -23 -23 -23 -117 
TOTAL 0 -24 -24 -23 -23 -23 -117 

SASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  SRAC Act'on): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- --------- 

7 5 0 3,315 



PERSONNEL SUmARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 19: 28 01 /25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 

w Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
Of f icers En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: 3ASE X, US 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, ? n o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v ~ l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

7 52 4,208 1,121 2,709 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r a n  Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 
Enl is ted 0 2 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians -.Q.-~- 
TOTAL 0 9 5 

1999 2000 2001 Total 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X, US): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
En1 i s t e d  0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
TOTAL 0 95 114 183 0 0 392 

BASE WPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

755 4,224 1,121 3,082 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/5 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/79/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  1 e : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Rate 1996 
- - - - - - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 
Early Retirement" 10.004 0 
Regular RetirementU 5.00% 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnove? 15.00% 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posixions Avai lab le 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear? y Ret; rement 10.00% 
Regu 1 a t  Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i  1 ians Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

-. - -- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 

C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 

Total 
----- 

823 
82 
42 

124 
50 

52 5 
298 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 86 64 64 0 0 214 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 52 38 39 0 0 129 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 339 240 211 0 0 790 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 84 70 92 0 0 246 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/5 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA Rate 1996 
- - - - - - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 
Ear 1 y Retirement* 10.00% 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)* 6.00% 0 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 
Civilian Positions Available 0 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.004 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

- -. - _..I- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 823 
0 82 
0 42 
0 124 
0 50 
0 525 
0 298 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.002 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - ?age 3/5 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT. PA Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* i0.004 
Regular Retirement* 5.004 
C i v i l i a n  Turnovee 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)" 6.004 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

- -- ~ IIC- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C i v i j i ans  Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILiAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Ear ly  Retirements. Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 415 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL Rate 1996 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS XEALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* l 0.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.004 
C i v i  l ;an TurnoverS IS. 90% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Reti rement 10.004 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)" 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i  1 ian RIFs ( the  remainder) 

.__--__C - 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 

C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C i v i j i ans  Hi red 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIV IL IANPRIORINPWCEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements. C iv i  1 ian  Turnover, and C i v i  1 ians Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.004 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/5 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/79/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US Rate 1996 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirementu 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnove? 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)" 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C ivsNotMov ing(RIFs) *  6.002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P n o r i t y  Placementif 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

- -- - _ _ L - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 59 61 118 0 0 238 
New Civ i> l ians Hired 0 34 36 65 0 0 135 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 34 36 65 0 0 135 

* Ear ly  Retirements. Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are no t  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a1 1 P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.004 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/7995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved I n  
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

3 0.30% 
0 0.00% 

Base: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Base: 

(r 
Year 

TOTALS 

Pers %ved I n  
Tota l  - P e r r r m +  
----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
* 200 44.44% 

140 31.11% 
110 24.44% 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- ------- 
450 100.00% 

ANNISTON ARMY OEWT. A L  

Pers Moved I n  
Tota l  Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.004 
0 0.00% 

M i  icon 
TimePhase 
------- -- 

SO. 00% 
25.00% 
25.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

------- -- 
100.00% 

Mi 1 Con 
TimePhase 
--------- 

33.33% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
0.00% 

Pers Moved Out/El i m ~  nated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 
----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 0.00% 
867 39.73% 39.73% 
662 30.34% 30.34% 
653 29.93% 29.93% 

0 0.00% 0.004 
0 0.004 0.00% 

----- ------- --------- 
21 82 100.00% 100.004 

Pers Moved Out/El imi  nated 
Tota 1 . Percent 
----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 

--------- 
100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/El im i  nated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 
----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 

--- ---- ------- 
0 0.00% 100.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenano F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

Pers Moved I n  
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
95 24.23% 

114 29.08% 
183 46.68% 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- ------- 
TOTALS 392 100.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/El i m i  nated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 
----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.674 
0 0.004 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.004 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 

----- ------- --------- 
0 0.00% 100.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/15 
Data As O f  19: 28 01 /25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 36/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario ~i 1; : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF70EC.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS Total 
----- ----- ($K)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per 3 i m  
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre igh t  
Vehicles . 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING w %;;;Es 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rotmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPQOPRIATICNS DETAIL REPORT (CCBRA v5.08) - Pase 2/15 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/:9/1995 

Oepartment 
Option Package 
Scenario F i l e  

: ARMY 
: DE2&3-2L 
: C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
: C: \COBRA\SF70EC. SFF Qu Std Fcrrs 

RECURRINGCOSTS Total Beyond 
------ 

0 

-0 
1,152 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

8 1 

0 
0 
0 

1,233 

----- ($K)----- 
FAM HCUSE OPS 
O&M 

R PMA 
aos 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
l-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 

Total 
----- 

Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3/15 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/?9/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 

C&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 1.289 
Civ !Moving 0 10,848 
Other 2,775 3,529 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 0 40 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 735 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,775 16,441 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

Total 
----- 

-1,047 

Beyond 

Mission 
Mi sc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/?5 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY OEP, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 
Fam i-lousing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ [IIFs 0 933 
Civ Re t i re  0 356 

CIV IWVING 
Per Diem 0 577 
POV Mi 1 es 0 19 
Home Purch 0 2.381 
HHG 0 1,383 
M i  sc 0 146 
House Hunt 0 404 
PPS 0 4,896 
RITA - -. - "& --987- - 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 52 
Fre igh t  , 0 3 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr i v ing  0 0 

Unemployment 0 163 
OTHER 

Program Plan 2,775 2,081 
Shutdown 0 1,192 
New Hi res 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  
----- 

MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envimnrnental 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/15 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/7995, Report Created 06:45 06/79/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 

u Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY OEP. PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O&M 

R PMA 0 9 0 0 0 0 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

3 

BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME S&ES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
----- ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fan Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 0 3 27 0 0 0 

OTHER y Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 1 ow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  ----- 
1 ,047 

Beyond ------ 
291 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPQOPRIATIONS DETAIL REFORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/15 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Oepartment : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY OEP, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 Total 

----- ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
C i v  Retir/RIF 
Civ Mcving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i 1  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi tonmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

R PMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 

Total 
----- 
-I, 047 

Beyond 

(r "1'" 0 0 

Procurement 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 -16,452 -43,723 -66,232 -77,235 -77,235 

TOTAL NET COST 2.775 -104 -26,284 -53,504 -77,235 -77,235 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ,~5.38) - Page 7/15 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: TOBYHANNA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Pack i ng 
F r e i g h t .  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

ARMY DEPOT, PA 
1996 Tota l  

----- 

MIL PERSONNEL 

0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envi rormental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1 - T i m e  Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 55 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - ?ape 8/15 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, qeport Created 06:45 36/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAN HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA -0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR - -. . AL 

TOTAL COSTS -0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Seyond 
------ 

0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPR0PQIAT:ONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/15 
Data As Of '9:28 07/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OE2&3-~L.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

Base: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT. PA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 3 
Fam dousing 0 3 

O&M 
Civ g e t ~ r / R I F  0 0 
Civ ~%ving 0 i) 
Other 0 55 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  
----- 

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 

FAM HOUSE QPS 
O&M 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 

RPMA -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 
BOS 0 181 30 5 400 40 1 401 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 3 

CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 

0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 181 305 400 40 1 40 1 

TOTAL NET COST -0 236 342 430 401 40 1 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/15 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Oepartrnent : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-ZL. CBR w Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 3 0 0 0 
Fam -lous1 ng 0 0 3 3 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 3 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi 1 es 
dome Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA - 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre igh t  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING w P e r o i m  

POV Mi les  
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envi mnmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/15 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995. 9epor-t Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

aase: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAA HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&V 

RPMA 0 0 
BCS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CilAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR - L A  

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES Total 
----- ----- ($K)----- 

CONSTRUCTION ~ ~ 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1 - T i m  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
($K)---- 

F A M  HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RFmA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 

Tota 1 Beyond ---- ------ 
0 0 

House ~ll& 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/15 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenano F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CCNSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 
- -. --2 

RECURRING NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA -0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Caretaker 0 
Civ Salary 0 

CHAMPUS 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR_ --- - -0 

Total 
----- 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 13/15 
Data As O f  19: 28 01 /25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARM 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OE2&3-2L.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SFIOEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCCN 0 0 
Fam !iousi ng 0 3 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 0 

CIV IWVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Mi 1 es 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA .. ...+ 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
F re igh t  , 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr i v ing  0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hires 0 38 
1-Time Move 0 0 

Total 
----- 

MIL PERSONNEL 

0 0 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/15 
Data As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/!9/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 
-----($K)-----  ---- ---- 
FAM iiCUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 3 
80s 0 183 
Un~que Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 7 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR . . . A  4 8 3  

TOTAL COSTS 0 228 

Tota l  Seyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

3 0 
2,838 751 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

33 1 81 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3,169 832 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movinq 

Tota l  
----- 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronrnental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  Beyond 
--- ----- 

0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REFJ0RT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/15 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995. Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: BASE X. US 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

C&M 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
----- 

.. 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi7 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  
----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NFT COST 0 228 523 



PERSONNEL. SF. RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5. 08) 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base 
Personnel 

Change XChange 
SF 

Change %Change Chg/Per 
---- ------ ------- ------ ------- ------- 
LETTERKENNY ARMY 3EP -2,182 -73% -2,400,2CO -29% 1,100 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 450 12% 0 0% 0 
ANNISTON ARMY DE?OT 0 0% 0 0% 0 
SASE X 392 4% 0 0% 0 

Base 
---- 
LETTERKENNY ARMY 3EP 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEWT 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
BASE X 

Base 
---- 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP.. 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEWT 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
BASE X , 

RPMA($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 

-1,429,718 -27% 655 - 
-0 0% -0 
-0 0% 0 
0 04 0 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 

.-%L&$& 7 1 7 = 4 8 4  7,039 
400,950 2% 891 

-0 04 0 
750,868 2% 1.915 

BOS($I 
Change XChange Chg/Per 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995. Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Net  change($^) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change -0 -281 -781 -1,213 -1,430 -1.430 -5,;35 -7,430 
BOS Change 0 -2.509 -6,418 -10,308 -12,777 -12,777 -44,890 -12,777 
Housing Change 0 -58 -160 -247 -291 -291 -1,047 -291 

TOTAL CHANGES -0 -2,949 -7,358 -11,769 -14,498 -14,498 -51,072 -14,498 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)  
D a t a  As O f  19 :28  01/25/1995.  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  06:45 06 /19 /1995  

D e p a r t m e n t  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package  : DE2&3-2L 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 

Y S t d  F c t r s  F l l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SC2EEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

?lode! Yea r  One : FY I996 

Mode l  d o e s  T ime-Phas ing  o f  C o n s t r u c t i o n / S h u t d o w n :  Yes 

Base Name S t r a t e g y :  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
LETTERKENNY ARMY SEP, ?A R e a l i g n m e n t  
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA R e a l i g n m e n t  
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT. AL  R e a l i g n m e n t  
SASE X, US R e a l i g n m e n t  

Sumnary: 
--A ----- 
REALIGN CONVENTIONAL MAINTENANCE MISSION WORKLOAD TO ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
(ANAD), REALIGN DoD TACTICAL MISS ILE  WORKLOAD TO TOBYAHNNA ARMY DEPOT 
(TOAD) BY ENCLAVING STORAGE AND ALL ASSOCIATED WORK LESS GUIDANCE SYSTEM, 
ENCLAVE AMMUNITION STORAGE MISSION AT LETTERKENNY WITH CONTROL BEING TOAD. 
BASE X ASSORTED TENANTl-ACUU&XS&CRS O f  ENGR, TMDE SPT e l ,  DFAS, 
MEGA CTR, CENT PA PWC), AND ELIMINATE ALL REMAINING ACTIV IT IES  AND 
PERSONNEL. 

F rom Base: To Base: 
---------- A - - - - - - - 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA ANNISTON ARMY DEWT, AL 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP. PA BASE X, US 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT. PA ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL  
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA BASE X. US 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT. AL BASE X, US 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

T r a n s f e r s  fran LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA t o  TOBYHANNA ARMY DEWT, PA 

1 9 9 6  ---- 
O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  0 
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n s :  0 
C i v i l i a n  P o s i t i o n s :  0 
S t u d e n t  P o s i t i o n s :  0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 
S u p p t  E q p t  (tons): 0 
M i l  Light V e h i c  ( t ons ) :  0 
Heavy/Spec V e h i c  ( t o n s ) :  0 

T r a n s f e r s  fmm LETTERKENNY ARMY OEP, PA to BASE X, US 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
En1 i s t e d  P o s i t i o n s :  
C i v i l i a n  P o s i t i o n s :  
S t u d e n t  P o s i t i o n s :  
M i s s n  E q p t  (tons): 
S u p p t  E q p t  (tons): 
Y i l  ~ ~ g h t  V e h i c  ( t o n s ) :  
I-leavy/Spec V e h i c  ( t o n s )  : 

D i s t a n c e :  



INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 19: 28 31/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenar~o File : C:\COBRA\DE2&3-2L.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SFJDEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To kve: 
Officer Housing Units Avai 1 : 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) : 

Name: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facllities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month 1: 
Per Diem ~ate'($/Da~); 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: ANNISTON ARMY DEWT. AL 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Hilling To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: BASE X, US 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer 'IHA ($/%nth): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) : 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Hcmeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPK4 Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Hameowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
CMmunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Haneowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 
No 

11,891 
1,514 
29,982 
21,877 
8.151 
1.09 
0 
0 

0.0% 
SASEX 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  19: 28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06: 45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OE2&3-2L 
Scenario Fi  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2L. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Tine Moving Cost ($K): 
1 -Tine Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoi dnc($K)c- 
CHPMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Pati ents/Yr : 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEWT. PA 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

u0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 5,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 04 OX 
OX OX OX 04 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

-- 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shu thn :  

0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Oata As O f  19:28 01/25/1995, Report Ceated 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OEZ&3-2L 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-2L. CBR 

~ I I U  Std Fctrs Fl  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X. US 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time (Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($KJ: - - 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil  ShutDqvn(KSF): 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2OCO 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
OX OX 0% OX 04 
OX OX OX 0% OX 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 " - 0 - 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Chanae: 
Stu Force Struc change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Chanae: + -  

Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i tary:  
Caretakers - Civ i l ian:  

Name: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- --- --- ---- -- 

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -23 -24 -22 67 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi l i tary:  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civi l ian: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\DE2&3-2~. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i tary:  
Caretakers - Civ i l ian:  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
- -.- - -. -- - 

Percent Off icers Married: 77.00% Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 58.50% Pr io r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
Enlisted Hgusing MilCon: 91.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
OfficerSalary($/Year): 67,948.00 Civ i l ianPCSCosts($):  28,800.00 
O f f  BAQ with Dependents($): 7.717.00 Civ i l ian  New Hire Cost($): 1,109.00 
EnlistedSalary($/Year): 30,860.00 NatMedianHanePrice($): 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,223.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 Hcme Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian Salary($/Year): 45.998.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C iv i l i an  Turnover Rate: 15.00% Civi 1 i an Homeowni ng Rate: 64.00% 
C iv i l i an  Early Retire Rate: 10.004 HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C iv i l i an  Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMABui ld ingSFCos t Index :  0.93 
60s Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Family Quarten(SF): 1,819.00 
APPDET.RFT In f l a t i on  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n fo  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Si te Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i on  Rate fo r  NW.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
HHG Per C iv i l i an  (Lb): 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i  le): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 
Mi 1 Light  Vehicle($/Mi le): 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le)  : 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi le): 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 



INPUT OATA REWRT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 19:28 01/25/1995, Report Created 06:45 06/19/1995 

Oepartment : ARMY 
Option Package : DE2&3-2L 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\OE2&3-~L.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
-------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Comnunications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage - -- . 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Envi romnental 

UM 
-- $/UM ---- 
(sy) 38 
( L F )  0 
(SF) 130 
(SF) 119 
(SF) 106 
(SF) 104 
(SF) 108 
(EA) 46,227 
(EA) 96.040 
(SF) 60 
(SF) 180 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) o 

Category -------- 
APPLIED INSTR 
UBS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category 3 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
.Optional- Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM 
-- 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
( 1 
( 
( 1 





As of- 11 :57 30 May 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: LETTERKENIVY ARMI' DEPOT 
Economic Area: Franklin County, PA 

Impact of Proposed BRAC-95 Action at LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT: 

Total Population of Franklin County, PA (1992): 124,300 1 
I 

Total Employment of Franklin County, PA, BEA (1992): 62,117 
Total Personal Income of Franklin Count!, PA (1992 actual): $2,208,872,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (5.661) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (Oh of 1992 Total Employment) (9.1 Oh) , 

1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 -  1996 - 1997 - 1999 2000 2001 Total 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (3) (17) 0 0 0 (1 9) 

CIV 0 0 0 (293) (121) (243) 0 0 (657) 

Other Jol~s: MIL 0 0 0 (7) (8) (8) 0 0 (23) 
CI V 0 0 0 (938) (516) (712) 0 0 (2,166) 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT: 

MIL 0 0 0 (9) (25) (8) 0 0 (42) 
CIV 0 0 0 (1,231) (637) (955) 0 0 (2.823) 
TO 0 0 0 (1,240) (662) (963) 0 0 (2,865) 

Indirect Job Change: (2,796) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (5,661) 

Other Pending BRAC Actions at LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (Previous Rounds): 

V MIL 0 (19) (19) 0 0 0 0 0 (3 8) 
CIV (1 121 (931 (60) 73 17 0 0 0 (175) 

Franklin Countv, PA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1 993): 59,407 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $17,771 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal lrlcome Data 

Anrlilalized Change in Civilian Ern~loyn~ent  (1984-i993 Annualized Chanoe in Per Ca~itt-;'ei.si?al Income (1984-1992) 

Employment: 1,295 Dollars: $797 
Percentage: 2.5':; i-ercentage: 5.7?,0 

U.S. A1,erage Chznge: l ._So,, U.S. Average Change: 5.3?/0 

Unemploymenr Rate: for Frankiin Countr,, PA and the US ( 1  934 - 1993): 

Local 9.7C3(. 7.0% 6.3", 4.7% 4.196 3.6% 5.2% 6.6% 6.3?40 5.8% 

1 Kcte: Bureau of L-aor Statistics employment data isr ' $3 which has b ? e ~  adjcsted to incc-oorate r e ~ ! - ~ d  me!hodoiogies and I F 5 3  
B ~ i t c d  of the Census rnetropol!tz.ii area definitions are n2: fully cornpat~blc >?itb 1964 - 1952 &:a. 



As of 1 1 :57 30 May 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT w Economic Area: Franklin County, PA 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affecting Franklin Countv. PA: 

1 ( Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (6,806) 1 / 
1 / Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (Oh of 1992 Total Employ (11.0%) 1 1  

1994199519969619981999 m m m  - 
Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 (2 ( 2 )  0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 (166) (208) 0 (374) 

(4) 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

w Navy: MIL 
CIV 

Air Force: h3IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Franklin County, PA Statistical Area (Including LETTERKENNY ARMY 
DEPOT) 

MIL 0 (19) (19) (9) (25) (10) (2) 0 
CIV (1 12) (93) (60) (1,158) (620) (1.121) (208) 

(84) 
0 (3,372) 

TO (112) (112) (79) (1,167) (645) (1,131) (210) 0 (3,456) 

Cumulative lndirec~ Job Change: (5,350) 
Cumalative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (6,806) 



" 3 As of: 0956 20 June 1995 DEZ83-1 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

J Economic Area: Franklin County, PA 

1994 1995 1996 19971998 19992000 m m  - 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (2) (17) 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 (293) (237) (293) 0 0 (823) 
(19) 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (7) (8) (8) 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 (937) (400) (352) 0 

(23) 
0 (1,689) 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT: 
- 

I m ~ a c t  of Pro~osed BRAC-95 Action at LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT: 

MIL 0 0 0 (9) (25) (8) 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 (1,230) (637) (645) 0 0 (2,512) 

(42) 

TO 0 0 0 (1,239) (662) (653) 0 0 (2,554) 

<- 

+ ., = 

, : ;  ' 
s t *  g+ 

a re :, < I -  ;; ! A  : 
- aypi:-p : ,g : d.2 

Indirect Job Change: (2,489) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (5,043) 

Total Population of Franklin County, PA (1992): 124,300 
Total Employment of Franklin County, PA, BEA (1992): 62,117 
Total Personal Income of Franklin County, PA (1992 actual): %2,208,872,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (5,043) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) (8.1%) - 

Other Pendine BRAC Actions at  LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (Previous Rounds): 

'Illwgr 
MIL 0 (19) (19) 0 0 0 0 0 

73 17 0 
(3 8) 

CIV (1 12) (93) (60) 0 0 (175) 

Franklin Countv, PA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 59,407 Average Per Capita Income (1 992): $17,771 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal Income Data 

Annualized Change in Civilian Ernplovment (1984-1993) Annualized Change in Per Ca~i ta  Personal Income (1984-1992) 

Employment: 
Percentage: 

Dollars: 
Percentage: 

U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for Franklin County, PA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

- - -- 

Local 9.7% 7.0% 6.3% 4.7% 4.1% 3.6% 5.2% 6.6% 6.3% 5.8% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



c . a  
As of: 0956 20 June 1995 DE283-1 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
Economic Ares: Franklin County, PA 

- - - - - - - -- - - -- 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affecting Franklin Countv. PA: 

Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 (2) (2) 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 (166) (208) 0 (374) 

(4) 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

bl CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Franklin County, PA Statistical Area (Including LETTERKENNY ARMY 
DEPOT) 

MIL 0 (19) (19) (9) (25) (10) (2) 0 (84) 
CIV (1 12) (93) (60) (1,157) (620) (811) (208) 0 (3,061) 
TO (112) (112) (79) (1,166) (645) (821) (210) 0 (3,145) 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: (3,043) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (6,188) 



BASE ANALYSIS: Tactical Missile Maintenance 
DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Letterkenny, move missile guidance system maintenance workload to Tobyhanna and 
combat vehicle maintenance workload to Anniston. 

MILITARY VALUE 

COMMISSIONER ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Letterkenny and Tobyhanna for further realignment or closure.) 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

CRITERIA 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

- 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

(C)  = DoD recommendation for closure 

I (000) 
Letterkenny Army Depot 

("1 O 
Missile Maintenance to 

Tobyhanna. Missile Storage 
retained at Letterkenny 

Letterkenny Army Depot 

(R) (*I 
Missile Maintenance to Hill 

AFB and missile / ammo 
storage retained at 

Letterkenny) 

(Commission Option) 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 

(*) 
Missile Maintenance 

retained at Letterkkeny. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 

Closes and transfers 
electronics workload to 

Letterkenny 
DEPOT DLA 

(Commission Option) 

1 out of 4 (Tobyhanna) ly * 

4 years I 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add forfirrther consideration 





m O R A N D U M  FOR DA 'JPABS (me RON M E R )  

SUWECT: Tactieal M i g l i h s  Workload a t  ~etterkenny Amy bepot 

1. Attached is the workload dimtribution for the different typer 
of missi leo  workload a t  'Zatterkrsnny Amy begot. 

2 .  My point of aontact i a  Mr. Paul mi, 703-274-8157. /, 
3 .  AMC -- America's Arsenal f o r  the  rave / / 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 19, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown III 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

_._D --. 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This response is provided to your request dated June 15, 1995, concerning personnel status 
changes received by the Commission fiom community representatives at Letterkenny Army 
Depot. 

We have reviewed the reduction in force information that you provided. Although the number of 

w personnel impacted by the action is reported as 664 positions, the actual number of separation 

We have also reviewed the suggested changes regarding Central Pennsylvania Public Works 
and SIMA. The Army accounted for the 183 civilian personnel identified with the Central 
Pennsylvania Public Works by transferring them to Base X; that recommendation remains in 
effect. We agree that the SIMA is relocating to Rock Island, IL., as a result of a BRAC 91 
decision. It was for this very reason that the Army eliminated the SIMA strength figures in its 
analysis for the BRAC 95 recommendation. 

In coordination with the Army Materiel Cornmand(AMC), 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



time costs and projected savings changes are not sigruficant. A revised COBRA is attached along 

(V with a comparison of the original and current figures. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Harnner, (703) 693-0077. 
~-+-u--k - F , S ~ ~ ~ * Q ~ W I ~ ~ ~ .  

JOHN B. NERGER 
Director 
The Army Basing Study 

Attachment 
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8 L DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
I ~mwwme~s. us. AIWY MATERIEL COMMIND 

SoOI ElsEUHOWER AVENUE, ALEXANDRIA, VA -3 - 
-If0 
A n E m K w O F  

19 JUNE 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DA TABS (MR. RON HAMNER) 

SUBJECT: Tactical Missiles Workload at Letterkenny Army Depot 

1. Attached is the workload distribution f o r  the d i f f e r e n t  types 
of missiles workload at Letterkenny Army Depot. 

2 .  MY point of contact  is Mr. Paul Mui, 703-274-8157. 

3 .  AMC -- America's Arsenal f o r  the Brave 

C h i e f  f 
Special Analysis Off ce t/ 



JXTTBIUENNY ARMY DEPOT 
TACTICAL MfsSILE ' I P O R W A p  

PY99 

CORE HDriB ABOVE KPU TOTAL MI]- 
(SPACE) CORE (SPACE) (SPACE) 

GVIDAMCB CONTROL - 3 2 4  
SYSTEM @ TOAD ( 2 0 0 )  

BVPPORT/WIRING 124 
-8s @ TOAD ( 7 6 )  

TOTAL 

IN 8-Y: 

T W S F E R  TO TO- 

eHcLAVBD @ LEAD 

G U I W C E  CONTROL SYSTEM = 3 0 9  
BUP/WIRING -88 = 156 

TACTICAL MISBILE = 464 .  
m o  STORAGE ( C O W )  = 125 
BABOPB - A d -  

* INCLUDED I25 W B I T I O Y 8  FOR W1881LB BTORAGE 
*& ROUNDED OPP TO 150 IN COBRZL:A.MALYBIB 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
SAMAS as of 18 NOV 94 

ACTIVE ARMY 
ASIP STATION REPORT : AMCIDESCOM 

CLOSURE ACTION = BRAC 93 - REALIGN 

Army Base = LElTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
' Sm Code = 42461 

Station = L E ~ R K N Y ,  PA (LEl'TERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Lease = DACA315890025800 Exp = Interest = 
.................................................................................................................. 
U I C  R g t / U n b r  B r  P a r e n t  U n i t  SRC ACTCO 
ASgt TPSN D e r i v a t i v e  U n i t  S o u r c e  EOATE FY FY FY FY FY FY FY 
DODAAC ConPo MOEP CCNW 1 9 9 5  1 9 9 6  1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 
...................................................................................................................... 

TYPE UNIT: 'FDA UNITS 

WOH932 00 0000 USA M I S S I L E  CMO HQ 
X 6  4 6 0 3 2  WOH9 DEPOT PROG BR TAD 

1 AD SM 

OFF: 
K ) F  : 
ENL: 
USC: 

U O L 6 M  00 0000 OEPLETTERKENNY ARMY 
XU 4 6 2 2 1  sns 
W81NNJ 1 ADMD 

X OFF: 
1 9 9 6 1 0 0 1  UOF: 

ENL: 
USC: 

WONT!P 0 0  0 0 0 0  AGY USA AUDIT 
At+ 4 6 4 3 1  SPT ELE LETTERKENNY OAR 

1 F AAA 

OFF: 
W F  : 

AU0395 ENL: 
USC: -- ---. -- - 

UlBGO2 00 0 0 0 0  ELEUSA OEF OEP ' 
; OF 5 6 9 5 3  WlBG DEF DEPORT LETTERKENNY TAD '--- -- 1--- JOFC 

OFF: 
UOF : 

OF0295 ENL: 

WZDHB8 00 0 0 0 0  CTRURAMC 
HS 4 6 5 0 1  U20H USA HLTH CLN LETTERKNY AD TAD 

" \ 1 Q ACS 

OFF: 
WOF : 

HSO295 ENL: 
USC: 

Y2SD!M 0 0  0 0 0 0  O I Y  ENG NO ATLANTIC 
CE 5 6 6 5 2  ENG OIST P H I L A  - LAD RES OFF DAR 

1 E 3 1 6  

OFF: 
VOF : 

CEO295 ENL: 
USC: 

W43T03 0 0  0 0 0 0  ACTV LOG SUP LOGSA 
XX 4 6 2 1 1  CTR MAJOR INFO TAD 

1 AMSA 

OFF: 
VOF : 

X I 0 2 9 5  ENL: 
USC: 

W44K-A 0 0  0 0 0 0  USAMC SYS I N T E G U G T  A 
XX 4 6 0 8 3  SMRTAD 
V58G3F 1 MS3A 

X OFF: 
19951001 WOF: 
X 1 0 1 9 6  ENL: 

USC: 

XX 4 6 2 9 1  

--- --- _"_ 

/ 
-- 

U 4 9 0 5 2  0 0  0 0 0 0  CTROFAS INDIANAPOLIS -\' 

D m  
---UDFC 

U49C!A 00 0 0 0 0  DEF MEGA CTR 

X OFF: 
1 9 9 5 0 6 0 1  VOF: 
X I 0 3 9 5  ENL: 

USC: 

OFF: 
UDF: 

DFO295 ENL: 
USC: 

OFF: 
W F  : 

OF0195 ENL: 
USC: 

- - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - -  

TOTAL OFF: 
TOTAL W F :  
TOTAL ENL: 
TOTAL USC: 

, TDA UNITS 

Printed: 02/02/95 
ASIPFLAT: 0 1 /3 1 /95 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
SAMAS as of 18 NOV 94 

ACTIVE ARMY 
ASlP STATION REPORT : AMCIDESCOM 

CLOSURE ACTION = BRAC 93 - REALIGN 

Army Base = LETl'J3RKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
)Q11 Stn Code = 42461 - 

Station = LET?ERKNY, PA (LE'lTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Lease = DACA315890025800 Exp = Interest = 
.................................................................................................................. .................... --- .................................. 
U I C  R g t / U n b r  B r  P a r e n t  U n i t  SRC ACTCO 
A s g t  TPSN D e r i v a t i v e  U n i t  S o u r c e  EDATE FY FY FY FY FY FY FY 
DOOAAC CornPo MDEP CCNUM 1 9 9 5  1996 1997 1 9 9 8  1999 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  
= = = ' = = = = = = = - - - - - - - - - - - - - - p - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ------- ........................................................... -------------- --------------------=-------=----------------------------------------------------------- 

TYPE UNIT: O m R  TENANTS 

! OL6Ol  DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGY OFF: 3 3 3 3 3 3 
D F 

3 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION RGN EAST D A I  UOF : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ENL: 1 1 . 1  1 1 1 1 
USC: 4 6 0  4 6 0  4 6 0  4 6 0  4 6 0  460 4 6 0  

! OL602 DEF REUTIL  8 MKTG OFC OFF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
D F 

0 
DLA DA I UOF : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ENL: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
USC: 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 

! OL603 DEFENSE PRINTING SVC OFF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
N A DA I VOF : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ENL: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
USC: 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

! OL605 DAY CARE CENTER 
T H DA I 

OFF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UOF : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ENL : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
usc: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTH: 1 5  1 5  1 5  1 5  1 5  1 5  1 5  

CONTRACT SUPPORT 
- D A I  

OFF: 0 
VOF : 0 
ENL : 0 
USC: 0 
OTH: 3 6 2  

@OL602 CONTRACT SUPPORT 
CM RECYCLING PROGRAM DA I 

OFF: 0 
UOF : 0 
ENL : 0 

; USC: 0 
OTH: 13 

D L 1 0 0 1  NOW-APPROPRIATED FUND 
N F LETTERKENNY INSTL W R  FUND . D A I  

OFF: 0 
WOF : 0 
ENL : 0 
USC: 0 
OTH: 4 2  

D L 2 0 0 2  NON-APPROPRIATED FUND 
N F LETTERKENNY RESTAURANT FUND D A I  

OFF: 0 
: UOF: 0 

ENL: 0 
USC: 0 
OTH: 3 4  

D L 3 0 0 3  WON-APPROPRIATED FUND 
NF LETTERKENNY C I V  WELFARE FUND D A I  

- OFF: 0 
WOF : 0 
ENL : 0 
USC: 0 
OTH: 9 

DLFOOl NON-APPROPRIATED FUND 
NF B I L L E T I N G  FUND DA I 

OFF: 0 - 
UOF: 0 

- ENL: 0 
USC : 0 
OTH: 1 

hinted: 02/02/95 
ASIPFLAT: 0113 1/95 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
SAMAS as of 18 NOV 94 

ACTIVE ARMY 
ASIP STATION REPORT : AMC/DESCOM 

CLOSURE ACTION = BRAC 93 - REALIGN 

Army Base = LE- ARMY DEPOT 
Stn Code = 42461 
Station = LETTERKNY, PA CLETI'ERKENNY ARMY DEPOT) 

Lease =. DACA315890025800 Exp = Interest = 
= ~ = = = = I = P I = I D ~ Z ~ I I Z ~ I ~ I I I P I I = ~ I Z ~ D D = = ~ = ~ I = = = = I I ~ = = ~ ~ ~ I ~ : = ~ ~ = ~ = ~ ~ I I ~ ~ ~ = C I ~ ~ = = = ~ P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = = ~ ~ ~ ~ P = = = I = = = = = = I = = = O = ~ ~ ~ = = = = = I I  

UIC RgtAJnbr Br  P a r m t  U n i t  SRC ACTCO 
Asgt TPSN Der iva t i ve  U n i t  Source EDATE FY FY FY FY FY FY FY 
DODMC ConPo MDEP CCNUW 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
=~Pfl===l=f==~=pp=*~=~=======f========t=======5=========t======sP==iisi===I===------==---------------------------- ------ ............................ 
UOL6NA 00 0000 DEPLETTERKENNY ARMY 
XU 46221 NON-ADD1 T IVE AUTHOR1 ZATIONS TAD 

1 ADMD XI0294 

- - ----- 
/ 

-* . 
WMODL USA CENTRAL PA PWC '\ 
T H PUBLIC UORKS CENTER , DAI 

UUMONA USA CENTRAL PA PWC 
TH NOW-ADDITIVE AUTHORIZATION OAI 

OTHER TENANTS 

OFF: 
UOF : 
ENL: 
USC : 
OTH: 

OFF: 
UOF : 
ENL: 
USC : 

OFF: 
WF : 
ENL: 
USC: 

- - - - - * * - - -  

TOTAL OFF: 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
TOTAL UOF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL ENL: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
TOTALUSC: 503 780 780 780 780 780 780 
TOTAL OTH: 819 472 472 472 472 472 472 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----------------- 

==================--=11151================I=I1=5===========~e~======~========~====~========~=========~======~~==~==~=~=== 

TOTALOFF: 14 17 17 17 17 17 17 
TOTAL UOF: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

INSTALLATION TOTALS 
TOTALENL: 22 42 52 52 52 52 52 
TOTAL MIL: 37 60 70 70 70 70 70 
TOTAL USC: 3070 3795 3974 3926 3926 3926 3926 
TOTALOTH: 819 472 472 472 472 472 472 
TOTAL CIV: 3889 4267 4446 4398 4398 4398 4398 
TOTAL POP: 3926 4327 4516 4468 4468 4468 4468 =======----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ........................................................................................................... 

Supported Population (All Services) within 40 miles 

Act ive (not on post): 10 
Dependents o f  Active: 368 

Reserve Cocrponent: 33 
Authorized Dependents o f  Reserve Component: 82 

Retiree: 1062 
Dependents o f  Ret i ree + Survivors: 1334 

2889 

Source: FY 1994 DEERS data from the Defense Medical Information System (DMIS) 

Printed: 02/02/95 
ASIPFLAT: 01 13 1/95 
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OPPORTUNITY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 1 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

I 

HQDA, DACS-TABS 
THE PENTAGON, ROOM ZA(i84 

POC: &( 
VOICE TELEPHONE : 
DSN 227-1765COM (703) 697-17GBIG 
TABS FAX TELEPHONE: 
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DEPARTM NT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE 0 THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 RMY PENTAGON 
WASHIN 1 ON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 1 
Army Team Leader I 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

I 

1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 1 
Arlington, VA 22209 I 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This response is provided to your letter dated June 8, 1995, resulting from the presentations 
given at the Boston Regional Hearing, Juni 3, 1995. 

The Army appreciates the opportunity tb provide comments on Representative Shuster's 
recent presentation at the Boston Regional Hearing, June 3, 1995, as well as his letter to the 
Commission. 

The Army position has not changed. l$e Army firmly stands behind its recommendation to 
realign Letterkenny and transfer its work tq Anniston and Tobyhanna. 

The Army is unable to comment on the Lonsolidation of the Air Logistics Center - 
Sacramento. W g h  the missions and Sacramento are similar, aid - both&ave,- .- .. --z-* 

.- 
exceptional cornrnunications and facilities, the Army can not make an 
evaluation of the proposal United States Air Force and the use of 
certified data. The Air Force would b e  reqkired to execute a detailed COBRA analysis on this 
proposal in order to evaluate the concept qnher. 

We are able to agree on one thing - the blosure of Red River Army Depot. However, we 
support transferring the workload to Anniston Army Depot, the Army's heavy ground combat 
vehicle depot. Transferring workload to beth Letterkenny and Annirton is not consistent with 
Army Stationing Strategy goal of maintainipg only one ground combat vehicle maintenance dep= 
The costs associated with the transfer, con truction, and facilitization of Letterkenny to receive 
the projected workload are unacceptable. f 

We also agree that the alternative whic realigns the Letterkenny Army Depot TacticaI MssFF= 
consolidation mission into Hill Air Force se, Utah, has little merit. A detailed analysis already 
provided highlights unacceptable costs a transfer. Again, the Army supports the 
recommendation to realign L e t t e r k e ~ y  intp Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

I 

Printed o n  @ R e c y c l ~ r l  Paper 



.. 
Comments regarding the shortfall in wo Moad and personnel associated with the realignment 

wv of Letterkenny into Tobyhanna are correc . A new COBRA analysis was completed and a copy 
has been forwarded to the Commission. 4 though the new analysis did reduce savings, the overall 
recornmelidation has not changed and the realignment is still the best solution for the A r m y .  

It does not follow that since tactical mis'jsiles were not specifically mentioned the Army 
Stationing Strategy that they were overlool(ed. The Army considers the workload associated with 
the tactical missile consolidation mission as; being guidance and control work that is exclusive of 
workload associated with warheads or roc et motors. The guidance and control workload is 
included in discussions regarding ground c ! mmunications and electronics workloads. The Army 
Stationing Strategy determined that the Anby requires a single ground communications and 
electronics depot, which is best suited for Tobyhanna's mission and facilities. The guidance and 
control workload from the tactical missile donsolidation is a compatible mission for Tobyhanna. 

The prospect of an additional depot, wiih its added capacity3 only increases our problem of 
excess depot capacity, declining workloads~directly associated with the drawdown of the military 
force, and reduced fiinding. If the Army is korced to retain an additional depot, the added 
capacity will result in personnel reductions 4t all depots, increased prices to our customers, higher 
costs with maintaining facilities with reduc d utilization, and eventualIy, price increases at our 
existing depots that will make them non-co 8, petitive with commercial sources. 

The Army maintains that its recommendkition, supported by the Secretary of Defense, is best 
for the Army, is executable by the Army, arld results in considerable savings of limited Army 
resources. 

I 

I 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Rpn H m e r ,  (703) 693-0077. 
i 
I 

I 

I 
Director, TABS 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CUAIRUAN 

BA7. THE DEFENSE BASE CLosCRE A N D  REALIGNMENT CQMMlSSlON 
1 7 0 0  NQRTH POORE STREET SUlTE 1 OBS 

ARLLNQTON. VA 22200 
i703-e~~-0604 

COWM1S616NERS8 
AL CORNCUA 
R E ~ E C C A  COX 
6EN J .  0. DAVIS, USAF (REf )  
5. LEE KUNC 
-OM £IGNJAMIN C. MONTOY& U¶M (ern) 
MG JOSUE ROUUCS, JR.. USA ( R W )  
W6NDi LOUISE B T 6 6 u  

Colonel Michael G. Scmcs I 
Direaor, The Anny Basiug Study I 
200 Army Pentagon I 

W&gton, D.C. 203 1Mn00 I 

Dear Colonel Jones: I I 

At the Boston Regiosal Hesring held on June 3, 1995, the Gmmkioa raeived 
testimony from elected o w  supporting hcrkemy and T&-  my ~epots. under tbe 
State's proposal born Latakenay and ~ob$a,nm d d  r& opem Cwsofidsted umical 
m i d e  mainteame and expanded ground rnbat vehicle workload d d  be assigned to 
L e t t e t k q .  Oround cmmwicati011~ ~ndqectroicr work axremly d e d  to Tobyhamu 
would be arpanded to inciude s b h  work ttmdbul to Tobyharma from Sacramso Air 
Logieistics Ctnter. W e  have affached a copy of hkw-up Congrcssiod correspondence and 
suppatiDg dobkpmtien for &iewGi$ wment. - - -- ., L . =-- ---a 2-- 

Because k e  are rapidty approachmg ihe find Chmission dclibcdons, request you 
providecomments no herthan 14 June 1995. T b a n k y o r r f o r y o u r ~ c e .  Iappredateyour 
time and  on I 
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.,. .. . . I 
The Fhnorable AIan 1- Dixon I 
bcfcnsc Base Closure and Realignmht Commission . 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425: ' 
AxiingSon, VA 22209 I 

1 

Dear CbairmM qixon: 

I am writing to urge that Defense Base CIasurr a d  Redgnmenf (BRAC) 
(3mmbsion remove the ~ k e n n y ,  &my DepM fmm the list of military hshMiwls 
to be realigned andlor dosed. A T analysis of the ten specific r~asons to reject 
the Army rtmmmendation,' which I d d c d  to tbt Cammission at thc June 3, 1995 

. . hearing in Bosbon, leads t~ no other hnclusion. (E~cloque 6) 

i 
As I pointcd out during my yuimcmy, there is an ~ ~ v e  pian to which the - - 

C2ummson sbouId gTve cvdirl ccmsidcdon. It is one built cm common ~ensc and 
pvides a winning strategy for all n 3 p t i v e  p d c s :  the Co-m, the Department 
of DeEcmc, the Army, and the yer. A detailad discussion of this stzategy, dong ""1 with the tsxntial support data, is pmided for the Cormision's d e w  and for 
transmittal b the Army far their armmen& A summary follows: 

. - .- - 
I - - d - -- -- Wh- 

a- %&lidate W D  grOunp a,mmuniotii0n2-ini1 -nit w o r ~ ~  s# 

Sacramtna Air Logistics Center into Toby- Army Depot WAD). This brings 
Tobyisma in line with the desired (zpaciry utilkaicm pacatage spexS~ed by DOD, 
and takes advantage of TOAD'S attc@ve blue aUar mge rare. (Enclosure 1) 

I 

b. Close Red Riwr Arm; Oepot (RRAD) and fmsfier B d l e y  Fighting 
VdJclc and M-113 warkioads to. L&dmnYY Thcsc aluminum lighUmedium tracked 
v W e 5  compIment ~ ~ y ' s  '<wrent combat vehicle worlcloah Ttansfrr the 
remaindex of R 4  R i d s  wwkload to A m k b n  Amy r)epot (ANAD). R e a h  the 
towed and self-led combat vehide maintmance @ity at kmxkemy Army 
Dqat. l'lk mabnxizxs gmuod wm#p u$licIe capaciw utilizatioc~ at both facilities and 
prwvides for the nzcesary surge pukemeat, i.e, the one and one-tfiird d p t  
skmgy. (Endosut2) 





BUD SHUSTER 
~ T H  DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

Congress of l$e QHniteb State$  
Boue'e of Nepree'entatibee' 

June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I know that the decision for the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission regarding 
Army depots is coming down to a number of terribly-perplexing questions, one of which is: What 
is the right balance between cost savings, which is critically needed to maintain readiness, and 
surge capacity, which is equally important to defense readiness and sustainability? The real 
question is: How much insurance, if any, can our Nation afford in Army depots? I believe that the 
answer is becoming more clear. 

Your Commission has heard compelling arguments for the retention of either Letterkenny Army Depot 
-or Red River Army Depot, or both, to meet critical surge requirements. New and additional 

information has now come to light to help clarify this issue. 

Attached are three charts recently prepared by the Army (Logistics) that accurately portray the true 
capacity of various depots and the impacts that various BRAC recommendations would have on Army 
depot-wide capacity utilization. In other words, how full are Army depots presently, how full are they 
under the possible scenarios now being reviewed, and what is the best option to meet surge 
quirements while eliminating maximum excess capacity? I have attached three short point papers 
to address the Army charts that .will be critical to your review. 

Once again, thank you for your attention to this matter. I would welcome any comments or questions 
regarding these charts and associated point papers. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely, 

BUD SHUSTER 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2 1 8 8  RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D C  20515--3809 
PHONE: (202)  225-2431 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
R D  2. B o x  7 1  1 

ALTOONA, PA 16601  
PHONE: (814)  946-1653 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
179 E. QUEEN ST. 

CHAMBERS~URG, PA 17201  
PHONE: (717)  264-8308 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
1214 OLDTOWN ROAD, SUITE #4 

CLEARFIELD. P A  1 6 8 3 0  
PHONE: (814)  7 6 5 9 1 0 6  



CHART I 
PEACETIME CAPACITY UTILIZATION OF ARMY MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

IMPORTANT POINTS: 

1. FY 99 workload without closures would have ANAD at 55% and 

RRAD at only 46% capacity utilization. 

CONCLUSION: Excess capacity and the redundant 

capability in the Ground Combat Vehicle depots (ANAD and 

RRAD) indicate a closure/consolidation is warranted. 

2. LEAD has strong capacity utilization into the future 

despite the errors in FY 98 and 99 workload which 

projected ceased (LEADIFMC) Paladin operations. 

A. High capacity utilization rates substantiate 

funded out-year missile workload of 1.5 mmh. 

B. Projected Paladin out-year workload corrects 

capacity utilization to the 90% range. 

3. If the DoD recommendation (close RRAD; realign LEAD) is 

implemented, a depot-wide 108% capacity utilization rate 

will result. The DoD recommendation creates a shortfall 

and cripples surge capability. 





CHART II 
PROJECTED WARTIME 

CAPACITY UTILIZATION OF ANY MAINTENANCE DEPOT 

1. Due to past Army depot closures, a full wartime surge would stress 

the present depot system capacity utilization rate to 135%. 

2. The implementation of the DoD recommendation (close RRAD; 

realign LEAD) will exacerbate the problem. The maximum potential 

capacity at remaining depots would reach 141 %. 

NOTE: Maximum depot capacity is a planning figure. It is not an 

achievable, sustainable, or prudent real-world business plan. It 

prevents any flexibility in plant operations or production line 

alterations due to emerging requirements. 





CHART Ill 
PROJECTED CAPACITY UTILIZATION UNDER SELECTED SCENARIOS 

IMPORTANT POINTS: 

1. An unacceptable FY99 108% capacity utilization rate results from the DoD 

recommendation (close RRAD and realign LEAD). 

2. The realignment of LEAD increases TOAD capacity utilization to an 

unacceptable rate of 118% in FY99. 

3. The closure of only RRAD produces an optimal 93% capacity utilization at w 
ANAD; the RRAD action does not further stress the depot system at any 

other site. 

CONCLUSION: The correct solution for maximizing surge capability while 

minimizing budget expense and excess capacity is retain LEAD and close RRAD. 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

June 15, 1995 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX . . 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Amy Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Community representatives for Letterkenny Army Depot recently provided Commission 
statfwith the attached document which indicates that the personnel savings claimed in the Army's 
most recent COBRA estimate are overstated. Please review the attached documentation and 
advise as to whether or not the data are considered factual. If personnel savings are found to be 
overstated, what impact does this have on the overall COBRA analysis? Also, Commission staff 
has been told the Army is developing a new COBRA providing for the realignment of 450 
personnel to Tobyhanna, rather than the 300 previously planned. What is the Army's official 
position as to the appropriate number of personnel realigned to Tobyhanna? 

Because we are rapidly approaching the final Commission deliberations, request you 
provide comments no later than 19 June 1995. Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your 
time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&&@-r Edward A. Br wn III 

Army Team Leader 

EAB/mgk 
encl. 
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'v The numl)ers 1)rovided arc fi0m a n  18 November J 994 Slrllcture alld ~ a . l p o w e r  i)JJocalion 

I 

I 
+ 

System (Su4AS), a D* manpower s)lsLern. It docs not reflecl Letterkenjlif from October 
1994 The followring corrections need to be made, 

I 

I 
I 

I JZAD US Civ 2016 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
I h n f r k e n l l ~  is undergoing 3 Rm will] a mandale to reduce all pe,m;lnent ~ t 3 n . t ~  1750. 

I 

5 OBS as 31 May is 2030 with 354 separation Jettcrs handed to personnel 10 May. I 
I 

, 
j 
i 
I 

I 

Erroneous WOMODJ, i 

Cent PA Pub Works 
0 1 US Civilians 163 183 183 183 183 183 

, 
Correct \Y OMODL 
Cent I 'AP~b\Vork* 

I 

0 US Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 

Tile Central I.enfls?jvania Pl~blic Works is a component o f  L,ettcrl'rnny and i r l r l r i l j r ~  i n  , 
1750 personnel. 

Erroneous 
Other Tenants 
US Civilians , I 

Correct 
I ! 

Other Tenants 
US Civilians 503 472 472 472 472 472 472 I It  appears S M  staff alas increased from 212 to 524 (1312) thnl erroneous data input. In 
reality they arc  directed under BRAC 91 to relocate to Rock Island, 11. 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

- F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  ,,,yPeDe8 L I 
I 
I 



Additionally, tile ASJP data shows DFAS mainfaining a s t a f f o f  78 through 2001. This is 
incorrect DFAS bas not antlounced a specific dstc, but before 1998 tbey will consolidate 
fi~nctions of f  Letterkenny wit11 payroil leaving January 1906 TIE data  also shows Test 
Measurenlenl and Diagnostic Jtegiorl growing by 30 personnel. 7'l)is is  incorrect arrd thcre arc nd 
intentions to increase tlie current s t a r  This sl~ould he slraighl lined at 71 

CONCLUSJON: 

7 ' 1 1 ~  puplrlation data used to cs lc~~late  savings for Lctterken~ly realignment is I 

overstnted by npproximatcly 813 plus tlre redl~clion horn the ongoing RJF et Lettcrkenny . 
has not been factored in. Savings are overstated by approximntcly 1079 personl)el 
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Hill AFB 
Tactical Missile Consolidation 

Response to BRAC Staff Questions 

Question 3. How did we develop the breakout of hours for the DoD guidance and control section (GCS) 
workload? 

Source: Mr. Woody Knobel, LIWG, DSN 777-7679, Mr. Bob Dandoy, LIWP, DSN 777-8048, Mr. Larry 
Sughra,  FMCB-1, DSN 777-8456, Ms Julia Denman, GAO, weapons system contractors and system program 
managers, Tactical Missile Consolidation Implementation Plan, May 1994, and associated documents. Workload 
hours are based on FY99. 

Methodology: The workloads o r igd ly  scheduled for consolidation at W r k e n n y  h y  Depot (LEAD), 
documented in the Tactical Missile Consolidation Plan For LE;QD, 31 Jan 92, were evaluated to iden* those 
workloads with GCS. Data obtained from various texts and individuals (e.g., Jane 's Weapn Systems, Program 
m e n ,  and contractors) were used in our analysis to determine workload technologies. A synopsis of our 
analysis is provided following the Guidance and Control Workload Dehitions, Figure 3-1, following the 
conclusion section. The technology of each GCS workload was determined and compared to technologies available 
at Hill AFB to assure that the workload could be integrated into the existing maintenance work and hfrastmcture. 
As a final check, each of the workloads listed in the 3 1 January 92 report, was compared to workload data 
fiunished in a February 1995 document provided by the Tactical Missile Consolidation Joint Service Working 
Group. Each tactical missile workload was in turn reviewed to determine what portion, if any, of that workload 
was GCS. As an example, the repair workload for Air Force Maverick was listed at 27,700 direct labor hours 
(DLH) all of which is GCS repair. 

From the source data, the am- and location of each workload was calculated aod totaled. Current locations for 
the workloads were determined to be at Hill AFB, UT, Letkrkenny Anny Depot, PA, Marine Corps Depot, 
Barstow, CA, mnbactor facilities, or another depot facility. Aftcr determining the workload's current location, the 
workloads were totaled and the percent of the total GCS workload at each repair location was calculated. 

Conclusion: Analysis of the workloads determined that there are over 200K DLH (based on FY99 
projections) of GCS repair within the total tactical missile workload of which 53% is presently 
accomplished at Hill AFB. Skills to accomplish more workload are also readily available at Hill. 

GCS Skills. 
With years of airborne avionics, tactical missile, and strategic missile experience our personnel have a core 
knowledge base to ensure rapid stand-up time for any of the GCS repair identified with this workload. While the 
GCS systems presently assigned to Hill AFB do not require radar technology, extensive radar skills remain at Hill 
AFB. Many of our F-4 and F-16 radar technicians began their careers on the AIM-4, radar guided tactical missile. 
Due to their expertise, the vintage system remained a viable Air Force weapon until decommissioned about 1986. 
Table 3-1 demonstrates, by weapon system, the skills required for each of the guidance systems considered in this 
workload. The areas marked with " X X  iden* the skills requmd, those with the shaded background are basic 
skills used by our certified technicians presently assigned to our GCS repair depot. 





Probable Paladin Follow-On Production 

CUSTOMER - FY QUANTITY DELIVERY PERIOD RATE 

ARNG 96 50' Sep 98 - Nov 98 181mo 

Army 
ARNG 

ARNG 
Kuwait 

ARNG 
Kuwait 

ARNG 
Kuwait 

97 1 OO* Nov 98 - Sep 99 
97 50 

Nov 01 - Dec 02 61m o 

I Pending directed procurement. 
2 In FY97 mini-POM 

ARNG to  buy 50lyr through FY2003. Additional FMS probable. Also potential Army buy of 840 
product improved Paladins with 297 unichargel52 caliber cannon to be integrated by UDLP under 
contract scheduled for award summer 95. 

PALADIN PRODUCTION WELL INTO NEXT CENTURY 



Paladin Multiyear Contract 

DOLLARS QUANTITY DELIVERY PERIOD 

31 M 
I 

60 Dec 94 - Aug 95 

1 Appropriated and obligated on contract 
2 In FY96 budget 
3 Two months ahead of schedule 



LUUKMMENT DIVISION 
6033 ELM LANE 

HILL AFB UT 84056-5812, 
DSN: 777-2099 

COMM: (801) 777-5432 
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THOMAS L. SHTVELY, Colonel, U S M  JEANNIE HATHENBRUCK 
Chief, Armament Division Chief, Logistics Operations 
Commodities Directorate Armament Division i? 



P O W  PAPER 
ON 

ARMY BRAC 93 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL 
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 

FOR BRAC COMMlSSION 
Mny 8,1995 

The BRAC Cornm~ssIon on Apr. 26, 1993, directed tbe Army lu u d y z e  cunsolidativo of all thc DoD tactical 
missile workload at Hill AFB. 

-*  Rep~smtatlves frsm tbe Army and OSD wlth Air Force prsvuuol L-irilductcd a quick jite survcy of 
Hill AFB and reviewed the tactical missile workload requiments. 

*- The total FY 1999 workload requlred to m s f e r  ro Hill AFB was determined tv bc 1.272 M ~ L C L  t 

labor hours (DLH) plus 121K DLH (at Hill AFB) for a total of 1.393 DLH. The 1.393M DLH 
includes the original 677K DLH identified during the BRAC 93 decision plus 658K DLH attributed to 
Patriot and Hawk at LeRerke~y Anny Depot (LEAU).Pa]sdlWK W Ibt FWrW awl Hawk atf up 

(AW) at Red River Amy Depot (RRAD).; The only ~ L H  not included are those required for 
the AUR currently performed at LEAD, which were not provided to the Air Force. However. all costs 
associated with transferring the workload (e.g., facilities, equipment. etC.) were included in the Alr 
Force proposal. 

The Air Force provided the Army Base Study Oflice a written cost estimate to move the ~dentified M U  tactical 
missile workload to Hill AFB v Bd8d Study C H b  messed the Air Fore and An@ drta submitted. 
and made cost adjustments (increases) to the Air Fme pmpcml. The Air Fom dfd not have an opportunity to 

wv' review lkese increased costs prior to he Amy Ekut Sbdy Of?ke jRBOrpombg them into the COBRA analysfs 

After completing the COBRA analysis, the Army provided the Air Force with the methodology used in 
determining the cost increases to h e  Air Force propod. The Air Force h3s reviewed the Army's cost increases 
and providstbe foIlotving comments: 

P' 
** , PERSONNEL: The Army was directed by the BRAC Commission to use the DoD BRAC 

recommendation submitted Feb. 28, 1995. The BRAC Commission Staff provided the Army w t h  the 
Hill AFB personnel increase of 237 (personnel authorizations). assocrated with the DoD BRAC 
recommendation. However. not included in the model. were the more thnn 1500 personnel losses 
(faces) ftom Hill AFB between FY 1996 and FY 2001 directed by the Dom memo. This does not 
incklde the 600 personnel (faces) scheduled for RIF during September 1995. The tosses will ~nclude 
personnel with related skills used in the full r ang  of tasks for the repair of DoD tactical missiles arld 
could be realigned with minimal training. Utilizing these personnel reductions avoids the need to hire 
direct labor or PCS pnonncl (face%) There will be no personnel hiring costs at Hill AFB for 
transferring this workload therefore, the COBRA penomel transferring. costs should be eliminated. 

-- MILCON: 

*** ATACM's ALGW ROUND MAlWIXNANCE FACILITY (BLDG. 2214) 
Based on information provided by the facilities engineer m the ATACM program office, Hill AFB 
has the depot level facilities available to support a consolidation of the ATACM's missile 
workload without incurring any substantial construction costs. Building 22 14. the building 
selected for the ATACM's Full-1-lp Rnilnd Maintenance Facility. has been certified and approved 
in accordauce with DoD Explosive Standards to handle 9.800 pounds of Class I ,  Division 1 1 
explosives. In addition to having the adequate csplosive handling ratins. Building 22 14 meets the 



floor space requirements for ATACM missile operations. B ~ i k 3 ' i  2214 is nor sch&!ed for 
($0Wbt. HS AW is prepad to ex+ Lluudmg 22 14 based gn the A T A W  mbsife system 
mnidmd in order to establish aa efllci-t missile mainbenanco opfmion. Such changes will 
include: 1) Incorpomting an orientation pad and test stand for the fmal pidance control 
ahpnment cahbrauon tor the ATACM. 2) Continue and complete the work already started on 
hardening the natural gas metering station located adjacent to Bldg. 2214 (current work on this 
issue was prompted by other facility requirements affected by the metering station. not due to 
Bldg. 22 14 operations). 3) Adding additional security lighting to the building (even thou@ it is in 
a secured controlled access area with military police sentry's monitoring activities; the same area 
where the Minuteman and Peacekeepers are stored). 4) U p p d m g  lhe environmcntaJ control 
conditioning to the building. 5) Providing enclosed shcttering for the loading platforms, protecting 
personnel and munitions from inclement weather. and 6) Adding, radio &equency (RF) protection 
around the building. @## of tbm rnodiftcdom will d within Hfli AFB's Civil 

It the Air Force proposes renovation 
wts of $495K for Buildurg 2214. This iocludes $295K for facility modifications and $300K for 
support equipment. This changes our original estimate of $287K. The structural integrity and 
wall construction of the building can be accounted for by the Class I .  Division I .  1 rating 
approved for the buiIding. In addition, ceiling height is adequate for safe movement of the 
14'x3.5'x3' missile container. The missile itself. 13' in length and 2' in diameter, easilv fits into 
and can be handle within the existing bays of building 2214. Furthermore. the entrance and exit 
utility doors are 8'xlO'. This allows the current sideloading munitions forkla to pick-up and 
positioa the missile. in ~t's contamer. within Building 2214. Finally. Bullding 2214 is fUUy 
capable of accepting the ATACM missile n~nintenance workload without the extenswe renovation 
costs called out by the LEAD personnel. 

**- PATRIOT RADAR TEST SITE: $aiOK estimate fkr the radar test site ~ m m o n  was 
base4 on what we believed w m  simi 3" ar operations. Due to short tune fiames, Hill AFB was 
unable to obtain accurate costs for equipment and construction of a radar test site. Wc will wcept 
rHt S M  costs, but tiel that with adequate time to m e .  tbese costs could be brought down. 

-** MlSSILK STORAGE: I .EAT) ~dentified 4 r e q ~ l i m m t  for I M A' nf tactical missile explnslve 
storage to be collocated with the maintenance facility. 'phe Air Force requires a total of 

f 
3 14,975 d for AUR and explosive component storage if stacked one item high. This includes 

P "- ALR. rocket motor. explosive components, and guidance and control sections. However. 
according to system specificahon. the Air Force missiles can be stored from 5 to I I hieh. 

, * 
tm average of three high, the Ak Fme stomp requirements are reduced to 104,955 R! 

Zpot r c q u ~ t  is for of the Uavaiek md was not comidercd Por A W  
+ I< on. Deducting the Air Force requirement from the 1M ft2 identified by LEAD leaves 

approximately WOK f12 required for Army and Marine Corps missiles Discussions with the Navy 
indicate they plm to continue use of their East and West Cost repair md storage facilitie~ and not 
consolidated at LEAD. Based on our analysis of Air Force requirements and Navy stated 
intentions, 1M ft2 appears to be excessive. 

Review of the storage requirement of 1M ft? of space, as called for in the BRAC Commission 
Analyst Notes. found that Hill has over 187K ft2 of missiles storage space available. This 
187K ft2 was obtained by vacating 6 2 . X  ft2 utiiized for the storage of strategic missile and 125K 
A used to store tactical missiles and other conventional munitions items. Available space is 
87K ft2 greater than previously reported and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing 
storage rcqui.rcmmtj. Costs associated arc described in thc Munitions Storage MILCON 
paragraph following. 

Xi? Ferm cxpbsivc storage n:gulati,o~~do not rcquirc olass 1.4 cxplosivc itcma bc storcd in 
igb0a.m normal procedures are to license a warehouse facility and use it to store these type of 



items. An addjtional SOK ft2 of I .4 storqe is available immediately to store GCS, tteeing up 
additional 1.1 class for AUR storage. 

The proposed consolidation is to consider complete collocation of the required storage at the 
depot maintenance location. This criteria is not consistent with present DoD procedures and is not 
nece.- for successfkl, economic depot performance. Historically. Maverick Missiles have been 
stored fit Tonele and Red River Army Depots and d up round r e w s  performed at Hill AFB 
within the GCS depot. kepwximatdy 75% - 90Q! of Air Force missiles are s t 4  at operational 
Ipoatlans. Even more important, it is unwise both strategically and 1o~;lstically to store all missiles 
in one locatiotl as desscrilwd below. The services' System Progran~ Mmaqers have not been 
consulted about the tactid missile con.solidated storage at one location. 

During Desert Storm and more rc.c.ently Somalia and Bosnia we found because of collateral 
d.mage reasons, precision guided rnunhbus were thea ~d a ~ e  now the wcapon of choice. 
Prucision guided munitions must be saraepcIcally loeated for outload pupom whether by &, rail 
or r w b e .  Therefore, in future confli- k wolrld he loei.stically impossible to outload all service 
requirements from one location. Also. from a strategic standpoint. the impacts of locating all of 
DoD's most expensive weapons in one location could be disastrous. 

Bemuse of this. DoD ha. developed s stockpile optimization plan placing critical assets in three 
Tier I Army storage depots, in the east (Anniston AD). west (Tooele AD) and midwcst 
(McCallistcr AD). Thia providm optimum outload to meet critical scenarios At this p in t  in 

time. assets have not yet been moved (not yet funded) to any of the Tier I Depots. negating my 
relocation costs. We verified with the Army representative author of the Amy Tiering concept 
tl)atE;EAD fa a Tier li dopod. 

Hdkr the Air Force's opinion &at additional storage over and above that requid to meet 
&tmIbte ~epak ocods, is not necewwy. Tactical misaih 3b0~ld he stored st tho &*Pier I 

bspots. 

**** MISSILE STORAGE MILCON. Rovicw of tJtc storngc rcquircmcnt of I M ft2 of  space. ac 
call& for in the BRAC Commission Analyst Notes, found that Hill AFB has over 187K ft of 
missiles storage space available. This 187K ft2 was obtained by vacating 62.2K ft2 utllued 
for the storage of strategic missiles and 125K fl%~bd tu store tactical rnh~ilcs zind other 
conventional munitions items. Available space is 87K ft2 greater than previously reported 
and resulted from a more in-depth shldy of ex~sting storage requiremen& There is an 
estunated cost of S300K to obtain this space. Sua~egic missile sroragc h u  ball prugur~utal 

for closing and no costs are associated with obtaining this space The munitions storage space 
w~ll be realized through dernilitari7ation. attrition due to normal issue. and the movement of 
material tram 3UK tt3 or storage. 

qt~~&Y3,an?ddiMdaffeof813~ft'1n 
t W i d b ) * ~ ~ @  HI11 APB bel@s thq 1M ~ ~ c u l x  

csmSsive fi3t several reasom ~ ~ l y  c.-, I )  strategic requirements to not locate all 
depotassetsatonel ) logisticaJ requifiaaeats f t ~  shipping during a Dcrsert 

WtiCal SZoragC of assets in new type iglabs. However, ro ablde 
by the direction received Hill is providing cost for thc stipulated large storagc area. 

Acreage for additional storage is available at 'I'ooele A U  or UT?R (Vasisl, or a comblnatlon 
be S106M (813K A' * $131~ Rt). Construction 
a;(ajii  we JMng owstnectad at ffilt AFB. 

Couldbe expected bo SWG 4Wo oftfriswra-casts tWlM). Th~s  would occur due to 
better utilization of space with vertical wailed units allowing better vertical storage. 



The need for constrvction of m additional 460 igloos at Hawthorne. NV. or McCalIister 
Army Ammunition Plant. OK. for storage of conventional munitions c u m t l y  stored at 
LEAD. should not be a factor in the metical missile workload consolidation study. This 

is totally independent of and not associated with the 1 M ft"f space stated as 
missile storage, and as a result Hill AFB bas only calculated cost of 

&summary, Hill Am's position is k t  the MaCON For tactical missiles starage mold  be 
%M or l c q  apd w@ tim storage rrguircmem~ m lhlly i ~ f n d  and a ~ y z * l ,  the 

lm i12 anllb8t'% a ?Till AFF$ phrt the dmi& Tier I stwage at &ism. Tooelc. 
.md McCdUster, would be fully adequate fee all storage mquinmenes. 'TW Is esgocially true 
fjKW a strategic and logistic point of view. It would not be wise to store all assets st one 
location, as any disaster cm~M -1" the 1 I.S. pwure. In additioa shipmant of assets from 
me I d o n  during a Desert ShicldlStorm scenario would be a logistics nightmare. 

-- TIME FRAME: In accordance witb DoD and Air Force implemmtatinn nf the National 
Environmental Policy Act, an Environmental Assessment @A) will be completed. Only when the EA 
results in a finding of significant impact is an environmental impact survey (EIS) required. The 
workloads rccomrncndod for transfer during the first years of the plan include no known new 

processes, chemicals. waste streams, etc.. that would impact our present environmental licensing at 
Hill AFB. The major systems, Patriot and Hawk. do not transfer until FY 1998- 1999 providing more 
thal enough timc to complete and rcspond to any new environmental i ~ u a s .  Therefore, an EA is 
expected to demonstrate that no significant impact will be found. and an EIS will not be required. 

-- TRAINING. LEAD cstimattd training on all 21 systcms to bc $289M, of which $22M w a ~  slated for 
Hawk and Patriot systems, equating to 78% of the total training budget. We believe the $22M training 
budget for Hawk and Patriot to be excessive. 

L/ f l [  . 
The Dam memo conti~~ues to drive dormsizing at Hill AFB. This action rill require the release of 
direct labor personnel. during the workload transfer schedule, with the skills to support the full scope 
of DOD tactlcal missile workluilcl. W b N  Ew still belicvcs that E17.4M is excestivc for all trainins 
becaw of the resident skills base at Hill AFB, but wiU rhe S17.4M based on dm ffom LEAD. 

** INVEN'I'UKI TRANSFER: The inventory transfer cost is considered a "wash" fur LIVGU~VI y 110t 

presently at LEAD. l l l e  inventory will either be shipped to Hill AFB or LEAD depending on the 
declsion of the BRAC. The incteased invet~tory documented in this paragraph, from the estimated 
S50K to the reported $3. IM, appears s l ~ c a n t .  However, our inventory cost e.shatos arc based UII 

the belief that the Army depots practice good supply discipline and only retain the material required to 
support the current yew requirements. This. coupled with the projected m s f e r  date of the first 
quarter of FY 1999. provides ample tune to reduce the inventory to a mlnfmum before the transfrr 
bepias. We would further expect the Army to only order mandatory material requirements for up to 
six months prior to workload transfer with other pam being held in the item manager's account or 
fonvarded to the new depot. This practice will funher reduce the Inventory to the pornt we believe the 
cost to transfer wilI be more in-line with our projected %5OK for Pat?-iot and a $ I  .SM total. 

** OTHER COSTS: 

* * *  EQUIPMENT TRANSFER: maquipmerit tronsfa cost of S7.3M, for thc Hawk and P&ot 
\P6apoa systems appears to be h@. The equipment transfer costs tor all of the tactical missilts ro 
LEAD is estimated to be %ZM. This includes the Maverick Missile System which has more test 
stations and test sets than the 24 test sets currently used on the Patriot System. We believe a more 
conservative f2.5M should meet the cquiprnent transfer cost tor both Hawk and Patriot. 



- *a  WlW COSTS: Sunk cmds me a reality of d o ~ s i z i n g  throughout DoD. LEAD has identified 
f25M already spent consolidating tactical missiles. Sunk costs will be associated with any 
scenario. i.e.. the closure of LEAD will result in a loss of funds spent implementing the 93 BRAC 
recommendation, or &@me to QWabo ophnm ~jtiiimirn of the Hiil AFB i~tructure by adding 
worMoad will require c b t e ,  dispdsP1, or bsnsfa of facilitie4-a loss to DoD, *is is a 
significant impact to the $1 B infrasfilcture in place at Hill APB. 

RECURRING COSTS: Even though labor costs are not included io the COBRA model. long 
term savings based on labor rates should be evaluated. The difficulty in comparing rates between 
scnicc.3 i3 due to the differences in the accnunting systems. i e.. material. overhead G&A. etc. 
However. consistently. Hill AFB labor rates are less than LEAD. ANAD and TOAD. The Depot 
Maintenance operation Indicator Repon identifies Hill AFB average labor rate of $69.27 
compared to thc LEAD mte of $10 1.36. The Cost Comparability H a n d b ~ k  (Ailg 93) identifies 
HiU AFB labor rate as $49.38. LEAD as $65.33, and TOAD as $58.3 1. A compnrisoa using the 
Cost Comparison Handbook labor rates between Hill AFB and LEAD shows cons~derable annual 
wviugs ml be ar;hicvcd for GCS, launcher. and vehicle repair. 

*- COSTS NOT INCLUDED: 

OTHER MILCON: Hill AFB sees the tactical missile consolidation as a civilian workload 
However. the Hill AFB hfhmucture is in-place to support a large contingent of rnilltary 
personnel. The Fdcili(ics le~udill  whilc thc =signsled contingent hm decreaed over the past several 
years. Our military personnel and their family members are provided both on-base and off-base 
support. including, social activities. child care. Base Exchmge, hospital. tbeater, banking. school, 
housing. Commissary. Hobby shvps, alu~at(o~~al opportunities. ctc. Our dozvnsiziig effo*. will 
result in mothballing approximately 300K R' of administrative area. Other MILCON concerns 
identified in this section should not be considered. 

at the d b c W  of tbe Jaint Cms Service Group fw Depot Maintenance (JSCG/DM). 
mttrim contractor support (ICS) is the responsibility of the owning service and will not be 

Like the esf malt-d %64.51\.1 attributcd to Patriot and 
ICS was $76.5M. which if considered, would have greatly 

skewed the original analysis. 

COSIS: Hill AFB identified IOOK A' for tactical misslie explosive storage. 
70K A' immediately available and an additional 30K ft2 available in the future. rhc paper made 
mention of existing storage of ICBMs at Navajo Nahonal buard Depot. AZ, and possible deep 
storage of Air Force Munitions. However, all movement would be done through attrition 
requiring no relocation dollars. ICBMs planned or currently stored at Navajo were already 
budgeted for by the PEO and igloos would not need modlhcatton to accommodare deep storage of 
Air Force munitions items An additional 87K ft2 of explosive storage at Hill AFB would also be 
fi-eed up with a relocation cost of $300K. for a total 187K ft2. Hill AFB also has additional 
storage available for GCS 1.4 storage in excess of SOK ff. 

COST AVOIDANCE: Since all of the missile sy .Ws have not yet transferred to LEAD, it seems 
inappropriate to label the difference between the original BRAC 93 appropriation and what has been 
expended to date as "cost avoidance". 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 

ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS 61299-6000 

REPLY TO 
ATrEHIION Of 

AMSMC-AEE (15-la) 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) 95 Implementation Planning Meeting, 22 March 1995 

1. Minutes from subject meeting are at enclosure 1. These 
minutes, and the following guidance, should be used by LEAD and 
Red River Army Depot (RRAD) to develop their BRAC 95 
Implementation Plans. This correspondence is being provided to 
each person identified at enclosure 3 to enclosure 1. , 

2. After subject meeting, Ms. Susan Bauer (DA BRAC Office) met 
with Mr. Ron Hamner (TABS Office) and provided further guidance 
as follows: 

ISSUE: Missile storaqe at RRAD. 

DISCUSSION: 

w (1) Mr. Hamner indicated that he was initially under 
the impression that RRAD accomplished missile maintenance, 
recertification, and storage. Additional information provided to 
him recently indicated that RRAD is only accomplishing 
recertification and storage. 

(2) Mr. Hamner indicated that LEAD has approximately 
900+ igloos for storage of munitions and that conventional ammo 
is being dernilled such that igloos should become available over 
time . 

( 3 )  Since the missile storage and recertification at 
RRAD takes place in the ammo area which is to be enclaved to Lone 
Star Army Ammunition Plant (WAAP), the missile storage should 
also be included in the enclave. As missiles are retrieved for 
recertification at RRAD, they can be shipped to LEAD. The LEAD 
can perform recertification and storage. Mr. Hamner indicates 
that this approach supports the intent of the recommendation. . 

ACTION: 

(1) Implementation Plan should indicated inclusion of 
missiles with conventional ammo enclave .to RRAD until missiles 
are relocated at LEAD. - 

'V (2) Plan should also indicate timeliness for transfer 
of missiles to LEAD based on recertification process and igloo 
availability. consideration should be given to BRAC funding 
parameters, i.e., BRAC 95 funds expire 2001. 

. . . . 



AMSMC-AEE 
SUBJECT: Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) 95 Implementation planning Meeting, 22 March 1995 

3 .  The above guidance impacts :he RRAD Implementation Plan. 
However, it does not negate the ACTION RRAD has (with LEAD) to 
estimate the cost to move the missile maintenance mission and 
provide this information through BRAC channels to DA BRAC. Nor 
does it negate the DESCOM ILS request that RRAD and LEAD assist 
to evaluate the TRMF. 

4. For ~mplementation Planning purposes, assume that power 
generation equipment goes to ANAD for maintenance/repair as part 
of the ground equipment mission. Any necessary missile system 
integration will be done at TOAD. 

5. Any reference to transfer of missile guidance workload to 
TOAD means missile guidance and control (G&C) outside the ammo 
area including Army non-class V missile equipment (radars, 
launchers, command & control). 

6. The POCs for this office are Mr. Louis F. Haas, DSN 793-4246 
(IOC BRAC 95 POC for RRAD/LSAAP/ANAD) and Mr. Gary B. Wallett, 
DSN 793-7766 (IOC BRAC 95 POC for LEAD/TOAD), datafax DSN 
793-7768. 

WV 
Encl 

Chief, Performance Evaluation 
~ivision 

DISTRIBUTION: 
Commander, 
U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN: AMCSO, 5001 Eisenhower Avenue, 
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001 

U.S. Army Armament, Munitions and chemical Command, ATTN: 
AMSMC-AEE, Rock Island, IL 61299-6000 

U.S. Army Depot System Command, ATTN: AMSDS-MN/LS/EN/RM, 
Chambersburg, PA 17201-4170 

HQDA BRAC Office, ATTN: DAIM-BO/DACS-TABS, 600 Pentagon, 
Washington, DC 20310-0600 

HQ, DLA, ATTN: DOLP-D/DDLP-XA/MMDBP, Cameron station, 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100 

~nniston Army Depot, ATTN: SDSAN-DMISDSAN-DPW, 7 Frankford 
Avenue, Anniston, AL 36201-4199 

Letterkenny Army Depot, ATTN: SDSLE-MMSISDSLE-I, Chambersburg, 
PA 17201-4150 

Red River Army Depot, ATTN: SDSRR-CISDSRR-X, Texarkana, TX 
75507-5000 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, ATTN: STSTO-PE/SDSTO-SB/SDSTO-VISDSTO-MP/ w SDSTO-ME, 11 Hap Arnold Boulevard, Tobyhanna, PA 18466-5000 



LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (LEAD) BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) 95 

"4w IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING MEETING 

22 March 1995 

1. Mr. Gary Wallett, AMCCOM BRAC Office, welcomed everyone to the 
meeting . 
2. Ms. Ruth Dell, HQDESCOM ILS Office, provided administrative 
information. 

3 .  Mr. Wallett stated that the purpose of the meeting was to 
facilitate depotsr submission of MCA requirements (front page 1391s) 
by 31 Mar 95 and to provide information for writing of Implementation 
Plans. A walk-through of the LEAD facilities was conducted yesterday 
to help determine MCA requirements. 

4. M r .  Ron Harmer, DA TABS, presented a briefing on the Army 
Stationing Strategy for Army MaintenanceDepots. 

a. He provided a description of what the depots do and the 
operational requirements they support. Stationing requirements are: 

(1) Retain only core capabilities sized to support the 
sustainrnent needs of the force. 

(2) Maintain the capability to'support reconstitution of Army 
rorces in transition from one theater or operations to another or 
fsowing two near- 
simultaneous ma-jor reqional conflicts. - 

b. The operational ~lueprint reduces facilities capability to 
support only core workload, The end resul t  is separate ground 
maintenance depot, air maintenance depot and electronic-oriented 
maintenance depot. Interservicing may offer the best solution for 
improving efficiency and reducing duplication of depot functions 
within the DoD. 

c. The DoD Joint Cross-Service Group for depot Maintenance is 
looking at JCSG Alternatives, Initial Impression Report, Analysis and 
Integration and Army ~ecommendations. The JCSG analyzed multiple 
iterations of rearranging work with the Services, which resulted in 
186 work packages. DoD still desires to retain a tactical missile 
consolidation facility as opposed to breaking the missile work back 
out again. 

d. The Army Recommendations as approved by the Secretary of the 
Army are attached at enclosure 1 to these minutes. 

J e. During the briefing, Mr. Hamner provided points of 
clarification and responded to specific questions. A synopsis 
follows: 

c,: i .'/ 



1 (1) When you see L ~ / T O A D  in the briefing, it means there is 
enclave at LEAD (~hambersburg). that is under the command and control 
of TOAD. 

(2) The H.~~~/~atriot rec%rtif ication mission (TRMF) from RRAD 
comes to LEAD. The Stinger and ~averick.Class V mission still at RRAD 
needs to come to LEAD. The pure Class V storage mission would.stay at 
RRAD. The ANAD Hellfire GOCO comes to LEAD. 

(3) The DA TABS representative (Mr. Hamner) and the DA BRAC 
representative (Ms. Bauer) stated that when the BRAC 95 costs are 
determined, if the costs are too high for a particular segment, there 
is some room to perhaps have TOAD cells at locations other than TOAD. 
Ms. Bauer said to bring the costs forward for consideration. . 

( 4 )  Mr. Holder, RRAD CEA, explained to the group that there 
would be significant costs in moving the RRAD TRMF to LEAD and merely 
asked that this be recognized. He requested that DA TABS, HQDA BRAC ' 
and AMC BRAC work with the depots from the very beginning so that the 
costs derived are understood as being legitimate. Mr. Haas, TOAD, 
requested that AMCCOM be included in the validation of the 
implementation costs. 

(5) Ms. Susan Bauer, HQDA BRAC, said that the window for 
changes is not absolutely shut. There is some room for making 
adjustments to the perceived BRAC 95 plan. 

Qv (6) Mr. Frank VanHatten said DLAfs intent is to eliminate 
both RRAD and LEAD DLA activities. 

(7) Per Mr. Hamner, the entire tactical missile workload 
mission (outside the ammunition area) is intended to go to TOAD. One 
exception is missile prime movers and trailers. Mr. Hamner stated 
that the Army recommendation is to send the ground equipment, such as 
prime movers, trailers, etc., to ANAD (i.e., same work that is being 
done in Bldg 350 today) and then when ANAD is done, it goes back to 
TOAD for integration. 

(8) Mr. Hamner said to bear in mind that the BRAC 95 
personnel figures are the ones that were provided in the Army ~asing 
Study (ASIP) (Aug 94). BRAC 95 one-time cost for closing the two 
depots is $134M; this eliminates 3,214 civilians. Return on 
investment is immediate. 
Bottom line of Army alternatives is: 

(a) Closes two 'depots 

(b) Maintains a DoD tactical missile depot (TOAD) 

(c) Saves DoD and the Army $2.. 41011 over 20 years. 

(9) LTC Powell said we are going to base Implementation Plans 
on organic to organic workload transition. 



(10) Mr. Frank VanHatten, DDLP, mentioned that TOAD may not 
have the storage space at their facility to store all the large 
systems, such as patriot. 

5. Mr. Gary Gerst, DESCOM ILS, presented the TMC IPR Briefing. 

a. The intent of the briefing was to let everyone know where the 
missiles are at this time. Mr. Gerst reported on the individual 
systems FAT completion dates. 

b. Mr. Dave Leonard, LEAD ILS, stated that in BRAC 93 the 
Chaparral (Class V missile) was exempted, but in BRAC 95 it said to 
move tactical missile from RRAD. Should LEAD plan to transition 
Chaparral into the LEAD ammo area? The group concluded that it should 
be added to the list with Patriot, Hawk, etc, 

c. Mr. Haas asked if training was included in validated 
nonrecurring cost. Mr. Gerst replied in the affirmative. Mr. Gerst - 
stated that we had good cooperation from DA BRAC Office regarding 
receipt of requesting funds, 

I d. All the FY94 construction projects at LEAD are either done or 
close to being done. Mr. Ron Haas asked for breakdown of people per 
missile system. 

ACTION: Mr. Dave Leonard (LEAD ILS) will provide him with the 
information, Mr. Leonard will also provide him with source for 
training courses. 

e. There was $3.OM expended in 1994 for training and $4.5~ 
expenditure is planned for 1995. Regarding inertial guidance - gyro, 
LEAD/TOAD team is to determine.need for inertial system/gyro DLM 
support. 

f. There is a major effort ongoing with SARDA, PMs, MICOM, DESCOM 
and LEAD regarding contract workload adjudication. The bottom line is 
to identify NSNs on contact, have NSN review, determine how much 
should come to the TMC depot, have a joint agreement, and do an 
economic analysis. 

g. In summary, TMC transition to LEAD is about 50% complete. 
/ 

h. Mr. Haas said he needs transition plans for each system. All 
existing Transition plans were provided to Mr. Haas. 

i. BRAC 95 is the responsibility of IOC PA&E office. Mr. A1 
Wilson is the point of contact at AMCCOM. 

6. Ms. Sally Kann, DESCoM Maint, presented a Workload Breakout 
briefing. 



a. She stated that the numbers on the charts are summary level. 
All the numbers are the same workload data that was submitted to the w TABS Office. Workload charts are based on Jun 94 Ops data. She 
explained that the charts depict all workload which will transition to 
gaining Army depots, except Paladin (LEAD) and TRMF (RRAD). * 

b. Adjusted workload numbers include the BRAC workload . 

transitioning into the depot. For LEAD, the 121,000 hours in FY98 is 
for Paladin workload, 

ACTION: She agreed to give TOAD 3 years history on the items 
transitioning to TOAD so that they can do a reality check on the 
projected workload figures for 96 through 98. 

TOA 
of 
to 

c. Ms. Kann provided the projections.of workload transitioning to 
D and ANAD as a consequence of BRAC 95. She identified a disparity 
about 3,000 work years regarding the amount of work that is planned 
transition to ANAD and TOAD, i.e., there is a shortage of work 

years at the gaining depot. Ms. Kann presented a series of 
questions/areas of concern associated with the workload transition. 
They are as follows: 

(1) Non-Core Workload - Transition or compete? 
(2) Paladin - Remains at LEAD until completion past 97? . 

(3) Interservice ~issiles - Transitions to TOAD or reverts 
back to customer for workloading decision? 

I 
(4) Contract Missiles - Reverts back to contract or 

transitions to TOAD or is competed? 

( 5 )  TRMF - Where is final destination of workload? 
(6) Overall Transition - Can gaining depots facilitize to 

achieve 50% in FY96 and remainder in FY97? 

(7) Workyear disconnect between losing and gaining depots 
requires resolution. 

d. Ms. Kann brought up the question of competing non-core 
workload only because of the disparity in the workyear allocations at 
the gaining depots (3,000 workyears). 

ACTION: Ms. Gillen, HQAMC BRAC Office, agreed to investigate and work 
the issue of the workyear disparity. Ms. Kann handed out the 
projected workload for FY95 through 01, broken down by NSN. 

ACTION: Ms. Kann agreed to rerun the list by weapon system code and 
provide discs to the various depots. 

7. The group decided to capture the perce.ived guidance provided by 

J 
Mr. Hamner (Army TAB) earlier. Enclosure 2 to these minutes provides 
this information regarding the BRAC 95 workload baseline transitions. 
Key discussion points are recounted as follows: 



a. We need to keep DLA abreast of all WL transfers. Mr. Wallett 

V suggested we have DLA representative attend future meetings. 

b. Ms. Kann asked about Paladin workload remaining at LEAD during 
FY98. MG Benchoff will approve aL1 exceptions to his goal of FY97 
completion of BRAC 95. 

C. Mr. Haas wants copies of missile system classification 
security plans. He will get copy from MICOM or through the AMCCOM 
BRAC Office. 

d. Mr. Gerst requested assistance from RRAD and LEAD in providing 
information to complete CG DESCOM tasking to evaluate HAWK and Patriot 
TRMF alternatives. The depots agreed to provide the following. 
information: 

(1) Equipment pack, ship, set up and calibration cost (RRAD) 

(2) Estimated training cost (RRAD) 

(3) Number of people working in facility (93) - Answered on 
the spot (RRAD) 

(4) Number of missiles recertified each year: Hawk - 
Patriot 

(5) Number of missiles now in storage: Hawk 
patriot (RRAD) 

e. LEAD and RRAD will coordinate with their tenant activities to 
determine the tenant's destination location and their timeline for 
movement. 

8 .  The attendee list is at enclosure 3 to these minutes. 

9. M r .  Gary Wallett gave closing remarks. He stated that if there 
are any disputes, try to work it out among commanders. If 
unsuccessful, go to 
Mr. Alan Wilson for resolution. 

3 Encls 
1. Army Recommendation for BRAC 95 
2. BRAC 95 Baseline Workload Transitions 
3. Attendee List 



ARMY RECOMMENDATIONS 
AS APPROVED BY THESECRETARY OF THE ARMY . 

ANNISTONARMY DEPOT 
. . 

GAINS: RECEIVES FROM RRAD, THE LIGHT COMBAT VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 
MISSION AND HAS COMMAND & CONTROL OF THE RUBBER PRODUCTION FACILITY. 
RECEIVES FROM LEAD, THE CONVENTIONAL MAINTENANCE (ALL LESS MISSILE) 

. -..'. -- .. . . -8 - ,- . MI(SSION. 1 

LOSS: MISSILE MAINTENANCE MISSION TO LEADITOAD I 
CORPUS CHRISTI ARMY DEPOT 

NO GAIN OR LOSS OF MAINTE~ANCE MISSION TO ANOTHER ARMY DEPOT 

LETTERKENNYARMYDEPOT t 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT IS REALIGNED TO TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

2 .  GAINS: RECEIVES FROM RR4D, THE TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE 
U'ORKLOAD/MISSIOh? RECEIVES FROM ANAD, TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE r?' WORKLOAD/MISSION. 

--*, 0 - I . 
4 

I - 



LOSS: TRANSFER CONVENTIONAL GROUND 'WNTENANCE MISSION (LESS TA CTICAL . :  . , 

~Arll;C,5'.~I,,E WORKLOAD) TO ANAD. ENCLA Kt% AMMUNITION STORA GE MISSION/WORKLOA D 
IN PLA CE WITIf COMMAND AND CONTROL BELONGING TO TOAD. ENCLA VE DoD 
TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOADMISSION AT LEAD W T H  GUIDANCE AND CONTROL 
WORKLOAD/MISSION BEING ACCOMPLISHED AT TOAD. ARMY RECOMMENDATION FOR 
D LA WAS THAT IT BE TRANSFERRED TO BASE "X". LOGSA & SIMA ARE IDENTIFIED AS 
BRAC 93 DECISIONS YET TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY AMC. ALL OTHER TENANTACTIVITIES 
ARE TO BE EITHER ELIMINATED OR TRANSFERRED TO BASE "X". 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT IS CLOSED 

GAINS: NONE 

LOSS: TMNSFER TO ANAD,.ALL LIGHT COMBAT VEHICLE WORKLOADMISSION ' 

TRANSFER AMMUNITION STORAGE MISSIONYWORKLOAD TO LONE STAR ARMY 
AMMUNITION PLANT AS WELL AS THE CIV TNG.EDUC DEVAND INTERN TNG CTR. AN 

' 

ADDITIONAL I43'RRAD PERSONNEL M L L  BE TRANSFERRED FOR SECURITYAND BASE 
OPERATIONS. TRANSFER TO BASE "Xu, CIVSCH ENCnOG AND DFAS. ENCLA VE THE 
RUBBER PRODUCTION FACILITY IN PLACE AT LSAAP WITH COMMAND AND CONTROL 
BELONGING TO ANAD. T H E  ARMY RECOMMENDED THAT T H E  DLA REGIONAL 
DISTHBUTION CENTER BE ENCLA VED IN PLACE AT LSAAP WITH COMMAND AND 
CONTROL REMAINING WTTH DLA. ALL REMAINING TENANTAND DEPOT PERSONNEL 
WILL BE ELIMINATED, 



LOSS: TRANSFER CONVENTIONAL GROUND WNTENANCE MISSION (LESS T A C T m L  
nmr r.a.E WORKLOAD) TO ANAD. ENCU rn AMMUNITION STORA GE MISSION/WORKLOAD 
IN PLA CE WITH COMWIND AND CONTROL BELONGING TO TOAD. ENCU YE DoD 
TACTICAL MISSILE WOMLOADRMISSIONAT LEAD WITH GUIDANCE AND CONTROL 
WORKLOADMSSIONBEING ACCOMPLISHED AT TOAD. ARMY RECOMMENDATION FOR 
DLA WAS THATITBE TRANSFEWD TO BASE "Xf: LOGSA & SIMA ARE IDENTIFED AS 
BR4C 93 DECISIONS YET TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY AMC ALL OTHER TENANT ACTIWTIES 
ARE TO BE EITHER ELIMINATED OR TRQNSFERRED TO BASE "X". 

RED RIWR ARMYDEPOT 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT IS CLOSED 

GAINS NONE 

LOSS: TRANSFER TO ANAD, ALL LIGHT COMBAT VEHICLE WORKLOADMISSMN 
TRANSFER AMMUNITION STORA GE MISSION/tVORKLOAD TO LONE STAR ARMY 
A M W I T I O N  PUNT AS WELL AS THE CIY TNG.EDUCDEVAND INTERN TNG CTR. AN 
ADDITlDNAL I43 RRAD PERSONNEL WILL BE TUNSFEXRED FOR SECURITYAND M S E  
OPERATIONS. TMNSFER TO BASE "Xi: CIVSCH ENGALOG AND DFAS ENCLA VE THE 
RUBBER PRODUCTIDN FACILITYINPLACE ATWRAP WITW COMMAND AND CONTROL 
BELONGING TO ANAD. T H E  ARMY RECOMMENDED THAT THE D U  REGIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION CENTER BE ENCM YED INPUCE ATLSAAP WITH COMMAND AND 
CONTROL REMAINING WITH D U .  ALL R E W N I N I  TENANTAND DEPOTPERSONNEL 
WILL BE ELIMINATED. 



TOB YHANNA ARMY DEPOT 
GAINS: RECEIVES FROM LEAD, AMMUNITION STORAGE MISSION (ENCLAVED AT 
LEAD). 

LOSS: NONE 

THE REAL BOTTOM LINE IS THAT THE ARMY FORCE 
STRUCTURE, BUDGET, AND REQUIREMENTS CAN NO 
LONGER AFFORD THE LUXURY OF F I E  SUPERIOR 
bIAINTENANCE DEPOTS - THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
HAD N O  f f ~ ~ ~ v  DEPOT TO OFFER! 



BRAC 95 Baseline Workload Transitions 

u LEAD Realisnment 
a. Missile G&C Section Maint to TOAD 

w 

b. Missile Workload (except prime movers, trailers) to TOAD 

c. Missile Prime movers and trailer depot level maintenance to 
ANAD 

d. Arty & Other CBT Veh to ANAD 
SP + towed + FAASV + Recovery Vehicle 

e. Retain LEAD Ammo Area and all work done within fence (storage, 
demil, recertification, maintenance) 

f. Hellfire GOCO at A .  goes to LEAD 

ACTION: ,Power generation equipment goes to - TOAD or ANAD? 
Mr. Wallett, HQ,AMCCOM BRAC, will resolve. 

ACTION: DCS for Maintenance with ILS and Engineers support will make 
recommendations on "Othertt LEAD and RRAD items not cited in this 
document. 
HQDESCOM, SIMA, LOGSA goes to RIA. 

ACTION: LEAD Megacenter destination is unknown. AMC BRAC will W answer. 

RRAD Closure 

Light CBT vehicle workload to ANAD. 

All previous TEAD workload already moved to RRAD or designated for 
RRAD 
goes to ANAD. 

Missile maintenance (CL V) done in ammunition area, including 
recertification goes to LEAD (patriot, Hawk, Stinger, Maverick and 
Chapparral) . 
ACTION: RRAD will develop with LEAD costs to move this mission and 
provide through HQ,AMCCOM BRAC to DA BRAC. 
Pure Ammo storage to Lone Star AAP. 

ACTION: Mr. Dave Leonard will give Mr. Haas (TOAD) a copy of 1391s 
from LEAD. 
Tracked rubber products (existing at RRAD now) stay in Texas under 
ANAD C2. 
Assume Camp Stanley and TEAD Depot Activity comes under C2 of IOC HQ. 
Intern Training Center to Lone Star AAP? 

ACTION: HQ,AMCCOM BRAC-will get clarification on the Training Center. 
Weilerbach comes under TOAD. 





ARMY CRITERIA 1 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND OPERATIONAL READINESS 

Depot Maintenance 
Depots Sq Ft Actual 

Depots of  Bldgs Ranking 
Anniston Anniston 1.cttcrhcn11y 8 ,481,507 

/ r  / 

Anniston 
Lett erkenny Red Ritcr 8,400,359- L Q U ~ ~ ~ P ~ Q D D M  
Red River 7,795,774 ' Red River 

Tobyhanna To b y l i a ~ ~ n a  4,311,812 Tobyhanna 

Depot Supply 

A n o i s t o ~ ~  
Lett e r k c n n ~  
Red R i ~ c r  
T o b ~  hanna Anniston 



ARMY cA rERIA 2 
LAND AND FACILITIES 

How can LEAD have: 

Age of Army 
Depots Facility Ranking 

Anniston February 1941 Tobyhanna 
Letterkenny September 1942 L 5 Gterkeniay 
Red River August 1941 Red River 
Tobyhanna February 1953 Anniston 

Percent 
Pernlanent Army 

Depots Facilities Ranking 

Anniston 99% Anniston 
1,etterkenny 83 % Tobyhanna 
Red River 91% Red River 
Tobyhanna 97 % 1L. sc?Q~:rkei3iirny 

is driven by age 

perma~le~l t  facilities /-J b+ 1- 
1 

41 4 9 3' P I /  

3- /iV f- $,,,tb, 

Sq Ft Actual 
Depots of Bldgs Ranking 

Anniston 8,481,507 Anniston 
Letterkenny 8,400,359 LeUUerkerm~ 
Red River 7,795,774 Red River 
Tobyhanna 4,311,812 Tobyhanna 

Acres Actual 
Ilepots of Land Ranking 

Anniston 15,279 ILeUQerkeonmy 
Let terkenny 19,243 Red River 
Red River 19,081 Anniston 
Tohyhnnna 1,293 Tobyhanna 

Influences 22.5% of military worth analysis 
& 









COBRA REALIGNMENT # I I IARY (COOIU ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
D a t a  As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  20:47 06/16/1995 

Department  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Psckage : D E W - a  A l t  1 
S c e n a r i o  F i  Le : C : \ C O B R A % U R W Y \ D B C R C \ D ~ . c O R  
S t d  F s t n  F i l e  : C: \mUeSWY\SFmEC.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1596 
F i n a l  Year : 1999 
ROI Year : I l d i a t e  

Ye t  Cos ts  (SIC) C a n t n t  D o l l a r s  
1596 ---- 1997 - - - - 

M i  lcon 2,821 1,612 
p e r s o n  0 -11,554 
Ovcrhd 2,m 324 
Moving 0 10,854 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O t h e r  0 4,735 

TOTAL 5,596 5,972 

1996 ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
S t u  0 
C i v  

J TOT 

Suunary: -------- 
REALIGN COWVENTlOWAL MAINTENANCE MISSION W R K L W  TO AWISTON ARMY DEPOT 
(ANAD), REALIGN Dd) TACTICAL MISSILE W R K L W  TO TOBYAHW ARMY DEPOT 
(TOAD) BY E N C U V I W  STORAGE AUD ALL ASSOCIATED YaRT LESS GUIDAYCE SYSTEM, 
ENCLAVE AIII*INITION STORAGE MISSION AT LETTERKENNY UITH COWTROL BEING TOAD. 
BASE X ASSORTED TENANT ACTIVITIES (CORPS OF ENGR, TII)E SPT #I, DFAS, 
MEGA CTR, CENT PA PUC), AND ELIMINATE ALL REMAINING ACTIVITIES AND 
PERSONNEL. 
CO)UIISSION ~ I F I E D  COBRA. ADDED n I L c o u  L TRAINING COSTS. 

T o t a l  - - ---  
5,700 

-220,958 
-40,485 
33,150 

0 
11,833 

-210,759 

2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  

Beyond - -----  
0 

-61,505 
-14,498 

0 
0 
0 

-76,003 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W Y  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page U 2  
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Oepartmt : ARl(r 
Option Package : MZP3-21 Alt  1 
Scenario Fi l e  : C : \ ~ % W Y \ D B C R C U , E U U ) O 2 . C B R  w Std Fstrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UI*Y\SF70EC.SFF 

Costs (%I Constant Dollars 
19% ---- 1997 ---- 

M i  lCon 2,821 1,612 
Person 0 1,586 
Ovsrhd 2 , m  3,637 
Moving 0 10,857 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 4,735 

TOTAL 5,5% 22,427 

Savings OK) Constant Dollars 
19% ---- 1997 ---- 

M i  LCon 0 0 
P e r m  0 13,139 
Overhd 0 3,313 
Moving 0 3 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 16,455 43,750 66,t32 77,235 77,235 

Total -----  
5,700 
4,322 

15,113 
33,181 

0 
11,833 

Total - - - - -  
0 

225,280 
55,598 

30 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

81 
1,152 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

61,586 
15,650 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Creatd 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUP3-21 A L ~  1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\CCSUA95URWrWBCRCWEZPMO2.COR 
Std Fctrs Fi le  : C:\C0BRA95\ARWY\SF7DECCSFF 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 I 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 



TOTAL OWE-TIRE COST REPWT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DEZP3-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA%\W4YWBCRCWE~2.CBR 

1 std ~ c t r s  F i l e  : C : ~ C O ~ ~ U P S ~ Y \ S F ~ E C . S F F  

( A L l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category -- - - - - - -  
Construction 

Mi l i tary  Contruetion 
F m i  l y  Homing Contruction 
Information Wmgemmt Accomt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persomel 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civ i l ian Early R e t i r r m t  
Civ i l ian New Hires 
Eliminated M i  Litary PCS 
Unenpl0Y-t 

Total - Persomrl 

Overhead 
Program PLuning kpport 
Mothball / Shutdour 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civi Lien Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Tilne Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / R Y  - 
Env i rw~enta l  Mitination Coots 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  --------- 

~ n e - ~ i m e  Uniqrw ~ & t s  ~o,ooo,OOO 
Total - Other '11,833,091 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total --Tim Coots 65,292,752 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
--Tim Savings 

Mi l i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family nwsing Cwt Awidsnccs 0 
M i  1 i tary Moving 30,565 
Land Sslm 0 
--Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirofmnentsl Mitigation Savings 0 
--Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total --Tim Savinqs 30,564 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Coots 65,262,189 



OIK-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P.gc 2/5 
Data A. O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MZ03-21 A L t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\~%WUIV\DBCRC\DEZ&3O0ZZCBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\#)BRA%URnY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETTERKENMY AUMY DEP, PA 
( A l l  value8 i n  Dollars) 

Category --------  
Construction 

M i  l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Homing Contruetion 
Inf o m t  ion Ilonsgement Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persoml  
C i v i l i n  RIF 
Civ i l ion Early R e t i r v n t  
Civ i l ian Nw H i r u  
E l i r r i ~ t e d  Mi l i t a ry  PCS 
Uneaploylant 

Totat - Personwl 

Overhead 
Program P l m i n g  kpport 
Mothball / Shutdowr 

Total - Overhead 

Coot Sub-Total ---- - - - - - - - - a  

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Moving 
Civi l i on  Moving 16,527,554 
Civi l i an  PPS 1 1  ,C06,800 
Mil i tary  Moving 90,578 
Freight 158,130 
One-Tim Moving Coots 5,000,000 

Total - Moving 33,181,062 

Other 
HAP / R K  1,833,091 
Envirorraental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Coets 0 

Total - Other 1,833,091 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Tim Ca t s  49,319,938 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Orw-Tim Savings 

Mi l i tary  Conetructian Coot Avoidances 0 
Fivaily H w s i n ( l  Coot Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  *vim 
Land Sales 

M, 564 
0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Emirorrw#rtaL Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total --Time Saving. 30,564 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Yet --Time Coats 49,289,375 



OWE-TI* COsT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Paw 3/5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Departvnt : hRHY 
Option Pukage : DEW-21  A l t  1 
Scenario F i le  : C : \ C W R A % W Y \ D B C R C \ M ~ 2 . C U R  w Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\CWRA%WY\SF)DEC.SFF 

Base: TWYHWU ARMY DEPOT, PA 
(Al l  value8 in Dol lan)  

Category -- - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i  1 i ta ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
I n f o m t i o n  llsrrPgsrent Account 
Lend Purchases 

Total - Constroction 

Persomel 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civi l i an  Early R e t i r u m t  
Civ i l ian New Hires 
E 1 i ~ i ~ t . d  Mi1it.y PCs 
Unemployment 

Total - Personncl 

Overhead 
Program Planning kpport 
Mothball / Shutdon 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Freight 
--Time Movim Coats - 

Total - Moving w Other 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

HAP / RSE 0 
Envirorrantal Mitigation Costs 0 
--Time Uniqrv Costs 10,000,000 

Total - Other 10,OOO,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 15,823,099 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time av ingr  

Mi l i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  li tory Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormnental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unicpe Savings 0 

1--1-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total --Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Wet One-Time Coats 15,823,099 



WE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/5 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUU-ZL A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COURA%URMYWBCRCWEWOO2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  r C:\COURA%WMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: WNISTOY ARMY DEPOT, AL 
(ALL v a l u n  in Doltam) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Contruet ion 
Family b i n g  Corwtruction 
Inf orart  ion h n m g r n t  Accwnt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Corrstruction 

Persomel 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early R e t i r r e n t  
C iv i l i an  New Hires 
E l  ininated M i  L i ta ry  PCS 
Unenployl~ent 

Total - Persomel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Hovi ng 
Civi  1 ian  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  --------- 

HAP / RSE 0 
Envirommtal  Mit igat ion Costs 0 
One-Tim Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total --Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F ~ i l y  Housing Coat Avoidances 0 
HI 1 i ta ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
Onc-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirofunental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Uniqw Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total --Ti= Savings 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net --Tim Costs 0 



WE-TIME COST REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : M Y  
Option Package : DUO)-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l o  : C:\w%WY\DBCRC\D=.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\III**\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
( A l l  V~LIJOS i n  Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

Mi l i tary  Construction 
Family Hwsing Contruction 
Informotion Ilsrrpg.asnt Accwnt 
Land Pwch.on 

Total - Construction 

Parsomel 
Civ i l ian R I F  
C iv i l ian Early R e t i r u n t  
Civ i l ian You H i r u  
E1imimt.d M i l i t a ry  PCS 
Unerployvnt 

Total - Parsomel 

Overhead 
Program Pluming Upport 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - herhoad 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Tim Ilovira Costs - 

Total - Moving 

Other 

Coot - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

HAP / RSE 0 
Envirorrsntal Mitigation Costs 0 
--Time Uniqw Coots 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total - - T i m  Costs 149,715 ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
--Time kv ings  

Mi l i tary  Construction Coot Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 0 
Lend Sales 0 
One-Ti- Moving & v i m  0 
Environaantal Mitigation Savings 0 
Onc-Time Unique Savings 0 .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total --Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 149,715 



TOTAL MILITARY CO)(STRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/5 
D a t a  A. O f  20:42 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C r a t e d  20:47 06/16/1995 

Department  r ARnr 
Option Package : DUP3-21 A l t  1 
S c r n r r i o  F i  Le : C:\COBRA%URnr\DBCRCWE2&3002.CBR w S t d  F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\OaORA%WY\SF7DECcSFF 

A l l  Costs  In SIC 

Base Name --------- 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP 
TOBY HANNA ARMY DEPOT 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
B A S  X -----------------------. 
Tota ls :  

T o t a l  
M i  lCon  ------ 

0 
5,700 

0 
0 

, - - - * - * - - - - -  

5,700 

IllA L u d  
Coot  Porch ---- ----- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * -  
0 0 

Cost  
A v o i d  ----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

T o t a l  
Coot ----- 

0 
5,700 

0 
0 - - - - - - - - 

5,700 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page U5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Deper tmt  : ARMY 
Option Peckage : D m - 2 L  A L t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95MRMY\DBCRC\DE2&3002.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COORA95\ARllY\SF7DECCSFF 

MiLCon for  Base: TWYIUIUIA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

ALL Costs in  % 
M i  LCon Usirtg Rehab Maw Mew Total 

Description: kt.0 Rahab Cost* MiLCon Coat* Cost* ------------- ----- - - - - -  ----- - - - - - - - - - - - ----- 
MISC CONSTRUCTIOY OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 5,700 
------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - -  

Total Construction Cost: 5,700 
+ Info Managerent Accourt: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 - Construction Cost Avoid: 0 -------------------------------.-------- 

TOTAL : 5,700 

ALL MiLCon Cort8 include Design, Si te Preparation, Contingency PLaming, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSWNEL S W M R Y  REPORT (CWRA 6.08) 
Data A. O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : hRMY 
Option Package : DEZU-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA%\ARWY\DBCRC\DE~2.CBR 

(ly Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COlIRA%~\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL S W W Y  FOR: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civi Liens ---------- ---------- ---------- - ---------  

15 41 0 3,335 

FORCE STRUCTURE CWGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- - ---  ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - ---  

Officers 0 -3 0 0 0 0 -3 
En1 i s t d  0 -10 0 0 0 0 -10 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi l ians 0 -346 -48 0 0 0 -394 
TOTAL o -359 -48 o o o -407 

BASE POPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civi Lians ---------- ---------- ---------- - ---------  

12 31 0 2,941 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
TO Base: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ----  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi liens 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 
TOTAL 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 

To Base: BASE X, W 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - --  - - - -  ---- - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Enlisted 0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi l ians 0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
TOTAL 0 95 114 183 0 0 392 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Enlisted 0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi Lians 0 293 237 293 0 0 823 
TOTAL 0 2% 254 293 0 0 842 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - ---  -*--  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

Officers 0 - 2 -3 -3 0 0 -8 
Enlisted 0 - 5 - 5 -5 0 0 -15 
Civi t i a m  0 -565 -400 -352 0 0 -1,317 
TOTAL 0 -572 -408 -360 0 0 -1,340 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civi lians ----------  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- ---------- 

1 0 0 801 



PERSONNEL #YOIARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2 
Data A. O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DEZP3-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COORA95UR)lY\DBCRC\DE2UO@.COR w Std F c t n  F i le  : C:\~95\LIWY\sF7DECCtFF 

PERSONNEL SUrURY FOR: TOBYWNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

BASE WWLATIOW (FY 1996): 
Officers En1 i s t d  Students Civi l i o ~  ---------- ---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  

32 254 0 3,457 

FORCE STRUCTURE CWGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - -  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l i am 0 - 23 - 24 - 22 67 67 65 
TOTAL 0 -23 - 24 - 22 67 67 65 

BASE WWLATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f  icers En1 isted Studants Civi l i a m  ---------- ----------  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  

32 254 0 3,522 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, 

1996 1997 ---- - - - -  
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
students 0 0 
Civil ians 0 200 
TOTAL 0 200 

PA 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

140 110 0 0 450 
140 110 0 0 450 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - -  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civil ians 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 
TOTAL 0 200 140 110 0 0 450 

BASE POWLATIOW (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civi Liens ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

32 254 0 3,972 

PERSONNEL #CII(ARY FOR: WNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 

BASE WWLATlW (FY 1996): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civi Lians ---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - --------  

7 5 0 3,432 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - ---  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civil ians 0 -24 - 24 -23 - 23 -23 -117 
TOTAL 0 -24 -24 -23 -23 -23 -117 

BASE POPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civi Lians ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  

7 5 0 3,315 



PERSONNEL S W Y  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUU-ZL A l t  1 
Sconario F i  l e  : C : \ ~ 9 5 W Y \ D B C R C ~ ~ 2 . C O R  
Std Fctrs F i  l a  : C:\COORA%URllY\SF7DECcSFF 

BASE WPULATION (After WAC Action): 
O f f  icers ---------- En1 istad Students ---------- ---------- 

7 5 0 

Civi l ians - - - - - - - - - -  
3,315 

PERSONNEL #I+URY FOR: BASE X, US 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to  BRAC Action): 
O f f  icars Enlisted Students Civi l ians ---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - --------  

752 4,208 1,121 2,709 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Officers 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Enlisted 0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilitma 0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
TOTAL 0 95 114 183 0 0 392 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGWENTS (Into BASE X, US): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Total ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Enlisted 0 2 14 0 0 0 16 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi Liono 0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
TOTAL 0 95 114 183 0 0 392 

EASE WWLATIOIl (After MAC Action): 
O f f  icers Enlisted Students Civi lians ---------- ----------  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  



TOTAL PER-NEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 1/5 
Data A. Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Raport Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
option Package : MZP3-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\CWRA95URCIY\DBCRC\DE2&3002.COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \~95~Y\sF7DEC.SFF 

Rate - - - - 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Ret i rwasnt* 10.00% 
Regular Ret ircunt* 5.00% 
Civ i l ian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civilian8 Hoving (the remainder) 
Civ i l ian P o s i t i w  Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIWC ELIIIIUTED 
Ear 1 y Ret i r m t  10.00% 
Regular Ret i rwmt 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnover 15.00% 
Ciw Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Pr io r i t y  P l a c m t l )  60.00% 
Civi l ian8 Avai LabLe to  Wove 
Civilian8 W i n g  
Civ i l ian RIFs (the reminder) 

CIVILIAN WSITIWS REALIGNING I N  
Civi lienr Moving 
New Civil ians H i r d  
Other Civ i l ian Addi t ion 

Total ----- 
823 
82 
42 

1 24 
50 

525 
298 

1317 
132 
66 

198 
79 
790 
52 
52 
0 

823 
577 
246 

0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRENTS 0 86 64 64 0 0 214 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFE 0 52 38 39 0 0 129 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 339 240 211 0 0 790 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 8 4 7 0 9 2  0 0 2 4 6  

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi l i en  Turnover, and Civi liens Not 
Mi l l ing t o  Move are not applicable for moves mder f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civi liens Not Ui l l i n g  to  Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to  base. 

# Not a l l  P r io r i t y  Placements involve a Pemuiunnt Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS p lacrants  involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSOllNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/5 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Departrent : ARMY 
Option Package : DUU-2L A l t  1 
Sceneri o F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%WY\DBCRC~EZWO2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\COBRA%WY\SF7DECCSFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear 1 y Ret i rament* 10.00% 
Regular Retir-t* 5.00% 
Civi Lian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Civi l ians Moving (the ramainder) 
C iv i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIOUS ELIWIYATED 
Early Rat i rwmt 10.00% 
Regular Ret i reront 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civi 1 ians Avai table t o  nove 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the ranninder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
Civ i  l ians Moving 
leu Civi l ians Hired 
Other Civ i  Lian A d d i t i o n  

Total ----- 
a23 
82 
42 

124 
50 

525 
298 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS O M 6 4 6 4  0 0 2 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 52 38 39 0 0 129 
T O T A L C I V I L I U I P R I O R I T Y P L A C E ~ N T W  0 339 240 211 0 0 790 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU UIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirments, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i v l  Turnover, and Civi l ians Not 
M i l l i ng  t o  Move are not applicable for  moves uder f i f t y  r i lea .  

t Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a P e m n t  Change of  Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSWNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3/5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : AMY 
Option Pukage : DUU-ZL A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COfMA%WY\DBCRC\DE2UOW.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COfMA%\U*nSF7DEC.SFF 

Base: TOBYMANNA ARWl DEPOT. PA Rate ----  
CIVILIAN POSITIWS REALIGNING WT 

Early Reti r m P  10.00% 
Regular Ret i r m t *  5.00% 
Civ i l ian T u m o w r *  15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ian8 Moving (the rur inder)  
Civi l ian Pos i t i on  Available 

CIVILIAN POEITlWS ELIHINATEO 
Ear l y Ret i r m t  10.00% 
Regular R e t i r m t  5.00% 
Civ i l ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  P l a c m t l !  60.00% 
Civil ian8 Availoble t o  m e  
Civil ians l loviw 
Civ i l ian RIFs (the reminder) 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN WSlTlWS REALIGNING I N  0 200 140 110 0 0 450 
Civil ipne Moving 0 150 106 83 0 0 339 
New Civil ians Hired 0 50 34 27 0 0 111 
Other Civ i l ian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL ClVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 50 34 27 0 0 111 

Early Retiranants, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i n  Tumovcr, d Civi liens Not 
Mi l l ing t o  Move are not appliceble for  moves vwkr f i f t y  miles. 

1) Not a l l  P r io r i t y  Placements involve a P e n n n t  Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DU03-2L A l t  1 
S c m r i o  F i l e  : C : \ ~ % U R l l Y V B C R C W 2 & 3 0 0 2 . C B R  
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COWA%URllY\SF7DECcSFF 

Base: ANNISTW ARMY DEPOT, AL Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Reti r m t *  10.00% 
Regular R e t i r m t *  5.00% 
Civ i l ian TurmveP 15.00% 
C i a  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ians Moving (the rmminderl 
C iv i l ian Poeitianr Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y Ret i ranant 10.00% 
Regular Reti rrmt 5.00% 
Civi l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Plumentilt 60.00% 
Civi liens Available t o  Move 
Civi Lians Moving 
Civi l ian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIWING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civi l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civil ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civ i l ian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi l ian Turmver, and Civil ians Not 
Mi l l ing t o  Move are mt applicable for  moves udcr f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r io r i t y  Placements involve a P e m t  Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/5 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Oepartmnt : ARMY 
Option P r k r g .  : DUP)-ZL A l t  1 
Scenario F i le  : C:\amA95WYWBCRCWE2UOO2.COR (V Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\amA95URnY\SF7DECCSFF 

Base: BASE X I  US Rate ----  
CIVILIAN JIITIOYS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Reti raant* 10.00% 
Regular Retiraant* 5.00% 
Civi l ian Tumov& 15.00% 
Ciw Not W i n g  (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ians Moving (the reminder) 
Civ i l ian Poaitionr Available 

CIVILIAN JIITIOYS ELIMINATED 
Early Reti raant 10.00% 
Regular Ret i raant 5.00% 
Civ i l ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  P l r u n t l !  60.00% 
Civil ians Available t o  Hove 
Civi Liw Moving 
Civ i l ian RIFs (the rrruinder) 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN WSITIOYS REALIGNING I N  0 93 97 183 0 0 373 
Civi liw Moving 0 59 61 118 0 0 238 
New C i v i l i w  Hired 0 34 36 65 0 0 135 
Other Civi l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFE 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 34 36 65 0 0 135 

* Early Retirwants, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i n  Turnover, and Civil iens Not 
U i l l f ng  t o  Move are not applicable for moves mder f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r io r i t y  Placements involve a Penanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/15 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUU-ZL A L t  1 
Scenario F i  10 : C : \ C O B R A % U R n r \ D B C R C W ~ . C O R  
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COURA%WUlY\SF7DEC.SFF 

WE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 1998 
-----($K)----- ---- - - - - ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCOH 2,821 1,612 1,267 
F m  Housing 0 0 0 
Lend Purch 0 0 0 

OBll 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ R I F  0 933 682 
Civ Retire 0 356 265 

C I V  WVING 
Per D i m  0 577 473 
WV Miles 0 19 18 
Home Purch 0 2,381 1,897 
HHG 0 1 8 383 1,115 
Misc 0 146 117 
House H r n t  0 404 340 
PPS 0 4,896 3,4M 
R I T A  0 987 797 

FREIGHT 
Pecking 0 52 46 
Freight 0 3 3 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Driving 0 0 0 

w l o Y = n t  0 163 119 
OTHER 
Prograin Plan 2 . m  2,081 1,561 
Shutdovl 0 1,192 910 
Neu Hire 0 93 78 
1-Time Hove 0 0 5,000 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total - - - - -  

HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rorraental 
Info llenege 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  2/15 
D a t a  A s  O f  20:42 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  20:47 06/16/1995 

D e p a r t m t  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : DEZU-ZL A L t  1 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%URlrY\DBCRC\DE2PMO2.COR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\WBRA%URnY\SF7DEC.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
-----(U<)----- 
FAll  HOUSE OPE 
OBll 

R M  
BOS 
U n i q u e  Operat 
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAWWS 
C a r e t a k e r  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
House  A l l o w  

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  R e c u r  
U n i w  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

B e y o n d  - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 5,5% 22,427 22,599 17,062 1,233 1,233 

O N E - T I E  SAVES 
-----(U<)----- 
CWSTRUCTION 

MILCOIl 
F w  H a u s i n g  

o&M 
l - T i m e  Clove 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  M o v i n g  

OTHER 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

L a n d  sales w E m i r a n a l  
l - T i m e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(U<)----- 
FAN HOUSE OPS 
OBll 

RPllA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
c iv  S a l a r y  
c w s  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1  S a l a r y  
House  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  R e c u r  
Unique O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
1,047 

B e y o n d  - - - - - - 
291 

1,430 
13,929 

0 
60,579 

0 

543 
463 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

77,235 

77,235 TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, 

REWRT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3/15 
, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : D m - 2 ~  ~ l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\~%URWY\DBCRC\oE2&30D2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\msU9SURMl\SF7DEC.W 

ONE-TIME NET 
-----(U()----- 

WNSTRUCTIW 
MILWN 
Fen Housing 
om 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronr~cntal 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL WE-TIE 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(&)----- 

FAM HWSE OPS 
OBll 
RPM 
BOS 
Uniqw Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

c w s  
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 

Total - - - - -  
-1,047 

Beyond - - - - - - 
-291 

House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 0 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 - 
TOTAL NET COST 5,596 5,972 -21,151 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/15 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Departaent : ARMY 
Option Package : D m - 2 L  A L t  1 
Scenario F i l e  t Ct \W95URnY\DBCRCWEZWO2.COI I  
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\W95URnY\SF7DECCSFF 

Base: LETTERKENMY M Y  DEP, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS -----(up---- 1996 ---- 
CONSTRUCT I OIl 
M I L U  0 
Fw Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

OW 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Retire 0 

C I V  mlVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Wiles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
~ i s c  0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
R I T A  0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Driving 0 

Total - - - - -  

~nenploinmnt 0 1 63 119 
OTHER 
Progrm Plan z,m 2,081 1,561 
Shutdon 0 1,192 910 
New Hires 0 0 0 
l-Tim Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
5,000 

MIL MOVING 
0 1 6 
0 0 4 

HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l  i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi r m t a l  
Info Menage 
l - T i m e  Other 

TOTAL WE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page  5/15 
D a t a  A s  O f  20:42 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  20:47 06/16/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package  : D m - 2 L  A l t  1 
S c m e r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%~Y\DBCRC~E2&3002.COR 

(r S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C:\~RA%UWY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
-----($K)----- ---- 
FAM HWSE OPS 0 
08W 

RPHA 0 
B4S 0 
Unique O p e r a t  0 
C i v  S a l a r y  0 
C W S  0 
C a r e t a k e r  0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  0 
E n 1  S a l a r y  0 
House A l l o w  0 

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  0 
M i s c  R e c u r  0 
U n i q u e  O t h e r  0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond  - - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 TOTAL COSTS 2,775 16,351 17,467 12,727 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
-----($K)----- - - - -  - - - -  ---- ----  - - - -  ---- 
CWSTRUCTIW 

M I  L a  0 0 0 0 0 0 
F ~ l p  H o u s i n g  0 0 0 0 0 0 

osW 
1-T i l ne  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

M i l  M o v i n g  
OTHER 

L a d  S a l e s  
E n v i r o n a w n t a l  0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-T i lne O t h e r  0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 3 27 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----($K)----- 

FAM HWSE OPS 
OW 

RPlU  
BOS 
Unique O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
c w s  

M I L  PERSWNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n l  S a l a r y  
H w s e  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  R e c u r  
Unique O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond  - - - ---  
29 1 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 16,455 43,750 66,232 77,235 77,235 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/15 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OEZP3-2L ALt 1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COORA%WY\DBCRC\DEm2.CsR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\WBRA%WY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY MP, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 
-----(a)----- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTIOH 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 
F ~ R  Housing 0 0 0 

0811 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 1,289 947 
Civ Moving 0 10,848 8,262 
Other 2.775 3,436 7,590 

MIL PERSWNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 40 94 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 735 546 
Envirollplantal 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  

In fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL WE-TIME 

RECURRING NET -----(a)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
0811 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique -rat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

c w s  
MIL PERSWNEL 

Total - - - --  
-1,047 

Beyond ------  
-291 

M i l  Salary 

Y o;E 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 2,775 -104 -26,284 -53,504 -77,235 -77,235 



APPRWRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/15 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : OEZP3-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%WY\DBCRC\DEUU)OZ.COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\cOBRA%URHY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: TOBYHANU ARMY DEPOT, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
-----($K)----- 

19% ----  
COWSTRUCTIOW 
MILCOlS 2,821 
FPI Housing 0 
Land Purdl 0 

OBn 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Retire 0 

C I V  MOVING 
Per O i r  0 
PW M i  les 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA  0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Driving 0 

Total ----- 

Uneaployarnt 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Progru P L n  
shutdon 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per O i u  
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rotmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL W E - T I M E  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 8/15 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DEW-2L A l t  1 
Scenerio F i l e  : C:\COBRA%WUIY\DBCRC\DEUU002.COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COORA95\ARWY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: TWYHAWNA ARm DEPOT, PA 
RECURRINGCOOTS 
-----($K)----- 

1996 ---- 1997 ---- 1998 ---- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 
OW 
RPMA -0 - 0 -0 
BOS 0 181 305 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 0 
c w s  0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 

MIL PERSOWNEL 
Off Salary 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR - 0 181 305 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
-----($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTIOW 
MILCON 
Fen Housing 

0811 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSOWNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land sales 
Envi rommntal 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----($K)----- 

F M  HOUSE OPS 
0811 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique -rat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
ProcurcDlant 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL REWR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond -- - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/15 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Departlaant : ARMY 
Option Package : D m - 2 L  A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\CaBRA%URnY\DBCRC\oE2&3002.CUR W s a  Fctrs me : c:~mursua*r\srmEc.rrr 

Base: T W I W  ARMY DEPOT, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 
-----(Qo----- 

1996 ---- 
CONSTRUCT I W 
MILCOW 2,821 
F e n  Housing 0 

ogn 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERWNEL 
M i l  Clovino 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi romental 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
L d  0 

TOTAL WE-TIME 2,821 

RECURRING NET 1996 
-----(N)----- ---- 
FAn HOUSE OPS 0 
o?,M 
RPlU -0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Caretaker 0 
Civ Salary 0 

C W S  0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Total - - - - -  

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

M i l  Salary 
House A 1 1 ow 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 181 305 400 40 1 40 1 

TOTAL NET COST 2,821 5,848 4,609 3,430 401 401 



APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 10/15 
D a t a  A s  O f  20:42 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  20:47 06/16/1995 

Depar tmen t  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package  : DUP3-21 A l t  1 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COORA95URWY\DBCRC\DEm2.COR 
S t d  F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%WY\SF7DEC.SFF 

B a s e :  ANNISTOY ARlFl DEPOT, AL 
OWE-TIME COSTS 1% 1997 1 998 1 999 2000 2001 
-----(U()----- ---- - - - -  ---- - ---  - - - -  ---- 
COUSTRUCTIOY 

MILCOU 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F e n  H o u s i m  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land P u r c h  0 0 0 0 0 0 

w 
CIV sAmr 

C i v  R I F s  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 0 0 0 0 0 

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  0 0 0 0 0 0 
POV M i  L a  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Home P u r c h  0 0 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i s c  0 0 0 0 0 0 
H w s e  H u n t  0 0 0 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  0 0 0 0 0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 0 0 0 0 
V e h i c l e s  0 0 0 0 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 0 0 0 0 

U n e a o p l o m t  0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
S h u t d o n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
New H i r a  0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M I L  PERSWNEL 
M I L  W I N G  

P e r  D i w  
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
nisc 

OTHER 
E l i r  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i  r o r r n m t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1 -T ime  O t h e r  

TOTAL OWE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 11/15 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
qption Package : DEm-21 A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%URWY\DBCRCU,E2P3002.COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COORA%URWY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON hRHV DEPOT, 
REWRR I N W T S  
-----(%)----- 

1996 - - - -  
F M  HOUSE OPE 0 
0811 
RPlU 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Opcrrt 0 
Civ Salary 0 
c w s  0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSWUEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total Beyond -----  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
-----(%)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fsar Housing 

0811 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total - - - - -  

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 

L d  Sales 
Envi ro r i i t .1  
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(%)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
0811 

R P l U  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
c w s  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 12/15 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Option Package : D m - 2 L  A1 t 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ ~ % ~ Y \ D B C R C \ D E U U W ) 2 . ~  
Std Fctr. F i l e  : C:\mUPl\ARnY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
-----(%)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCOll 0 
Fam Housing 0 

08N 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi r m t a l  0 
In fo  Manage 0 
1-T im Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL (MIE-TIME 0 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET -----(a)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBW 
RPllA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

c w s  
MIL PERSWNEL 

Total Beyond -----  - - - - - -  
0 0 

M i l  Salary w House Allow 
OTHER 
~r&urement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 - 0 -0 -0 - 0 -0 

TOTAL NET COST - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -0 - 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P a g e  13/15 
D a t a  A s  O f  20:42 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  20:47 06/16/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : ARMV 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : D E U - 2 1  A L t  1 
S c e n a r i o  F i  L e  : C:\MBRA95WYWBCRCWE2&3002.CM l(r S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C:\mULPSWY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: MSE X, US 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
-----(W)----- 

1996 ----  
COWSTRUCTIM 

MILCOW 0 
Fam H o u s i n g  0 
L a n d  P u r c h  0 

OBW 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F s  0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  0 
POV M i l e s  0 
Home P u r c h  0 
HHG 0 
M i s c  0 
House  H u n t  0 
PPS 0 
R I T A  0 

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  0 
F r e i g h t  0 
V a h i c l e s  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unenployaant 0 
OTHER 

P r o g r v  P l n  0 
Shu tdown  0 
New H i r e s  0 
1 - T i m  Move 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

P e r  D i m  
POV M i  Lea 
HHG 
M i s c  

OTHER 
E L i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i  rorrnentrl 
I n f o  Manage 
1 -T ime  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 14/15 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARnY 
Option Packaga : D m - 2 L  A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\WBRA%URnr\DBCRC\DEzpMO2.C8R 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\ARnY\SF7DECCSFF 

u Base: W X , ,  
RECURRI NGCOETS 1996 1 997 
-----($K)----- 

1998 ---- - - - -  ---- 
FAM HWSE OPS 0 0 0 
OBll 
RPM 0 0 0 
BOS 0 183 402 
Unique -rat 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 0 
c w s  0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 
House A 1 1 ow 0 7 61 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 183 402 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL MSTS 3,318 

Total - - - - -  ONE-TIME SAVES 
-----($K)----- 

COUSTRUCTIW 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OBll 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSWNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land sale. 1(1 E n v i r o n n t a l  
1-Time Other . - - . . . - . 

TOTAL OWE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----($K)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
o8n 
RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
c w s  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  15/15 
D a t a  A s  O f  20:42 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  20:47 06/16/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : D E m - 2 L  A l t  1 
S c a ~ r i  0 F i  L e  : C:\COBRA%WY\DBCRC\DE-2.- 

(r i t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C:\c0su%URMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

B a w :  BAS€ X, US 
ONE-TIME NET 
-----(Qo----- 

1996 ---- 
CONSTRUCT IOW 

MILCON 0 
F w  H w r i n g  0 

OBW 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  0 
C i v  Moving 0 
O t h e r  0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  Wing 0 

OTHER 
HAP / REE 0 
E m i r o m m t a l  0 
Info Manage 0 
l - T i m 8  O t h e r  0 
L u d  0 

TOTAL OWE-TIME 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(ty)----- 

FAW HOUSE OPE 
OBW 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  -rat 
C a r e t a k e r  
C i v  salary 

C W S  
M I L  PERSONNEL 

T o t a l  Beyond  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

n i l  salary 
House  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i s s i o n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
H i s c  R e c u r  0 0 0 0 0 0 
U n i q u e  O t h e r  0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 190 483 832 832 832 

TOTAL NET COST 0 228 523 904 832 832 



PERSOIINEL, SF, RPM, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
D a t a  As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  20:47 06/16/1995 

D e p a r t m t  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package : DEZP3-2L A l t  1 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%\AR)lY\DBCRC\DE~2.CBR 
S t d  F c t n  F i  l a  : C:\COBRA%~Y\SF7OEcCSFF 

Personne l  SF 
Baoe Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per ---- ------ ------- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------- 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP -2,182 -?3X -2,400,000 -29% 1,100 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 450 l a  0 OX 0 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 0 OX 0 OX 0 
BASE X 392 4% 0 OX 0 

RPM(S) BOS(S) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per ---- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - -----  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP -1,429,718 -27% 655 -13,928,993 -51% 6,383 
TOBY HANNA ARMY DEPOT - 0 OX -0 400,950 6% 891 
ANNIST(X4 ARMY DEPOT - 0 OX 0 0 OX 0 
BASE X 0 OX 0 750,868 2% 1,915 

RPMABOS(S) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  ------ - - - - - - -  ------- 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP -15,358,711 -48% 7,039 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 400,950 a W I  
ANNISTW ARMY DEPOT - 0 OX 0 
BASE X 750,868 a 1,915 



RPM/BOS CHANGE REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Peck.0. : DUU-2L A l t  1 
Scenario Fi 18 : C:\COBRA%WY\DBCRCVE2&3002.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\CWM95URllY\SF7DECcSFF 

NetChuweCtK) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond -------------- ---- ---- ---- -I-- * - - -  ----c ------ 
RPHA Change -0 -281 -781 -1,213 -1,430 -1,430 -5,135 -1,430 
BOS Change 0 -2,609 -6,418 -10,- -12,777 -12,777 - ~ , 8 9 0  -12,777 
Housing Change 0 -58 -160 -247 -291 -291 -1,047 -291 
-----------------------------------------------------*---------------.-------- 

TOTAL CHANGES -0 -2,949 -7,358 -11,769 -14,498 -14,498 -51,072 -14,498 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
D a t a  As  O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Rapor t  Crea ted  20:47 06/16/1995 

Department  : ARMY 
O p t i o n  P w k 8 ~  : D E W - 2 L  A l t  1 
i c e n a r i o  F i  11 : C:\COBRA%URllY\DBCRC\DEtP3~2.CBR w S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\CaORAL%URllY\SF7DECCSFF 

INPUT SCREEN WE - GENERAL SCENARIO I N F W T I O N  

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phaaing o f  Construction/ShutQn: Yes 

Base Norw St ra tegy :  - - - ------  - - * - - - - - -  

LETTERKENMY M Y  DEP, PA Rea l  i g m t  
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA Rea l  i g m t  
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL R e a l  i g m t  
BASE X, US Rea l  i g r m e n t  

Suanery: - - - -----  
REALIGN C W M N T I W  MINTEUANCE MISSION YORI(LW TO ANNISTOY ARMY DEPOT 
(ANAD), REALIGN DoD TACTICAL MISSILE UORKLOAD TO TWAHNNA ARWT DEPOT 
(TOAD) BY ENCLAVING STORAGE AND ALL ASSOCIATED UORK LESS GUIDANCE SYSTEM, 
ENCLAVE W N I T I O N  STORAGE MISSION AT LETTERKENNY UITH CWTROL BEING TOAD. 
BASE X ASSORTED TENANT ACTIVITIES (CORPS OF ENGR, TlOE SPT #I, DFAS, 
MEGA CTR, CENT PA PUC), AND ELIMINATE ALL REMAINING ACTIVITIES AND 
PERSONNEL. 
COMMISSION MODIFIED COBRA. ADDED MILCON P TRAINING CDSTS. 

INPUT SCREEN TUO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: Distance:  - - - -------  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - -  - 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 174 mi  
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA ANNISTON AMY DEPOT, AL 739 m i  
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA BASE X, US 1,340 mi  
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 907  m i  
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA BASE X, US 1,340 lni  
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL BASE X, US 1,340 mi  

INPUT SCREEN THREE - WVEMENT TABLE 

T r a n s f e r s  fran LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA t o  TOBYHANU ARWY DEWT, PA 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n :  
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n :  
C i v i l i a n  P o e i t i o r u :  
S tudent  P o s i t i o n s :  
H i s o n  Eqpt  (tom): 
wt E q p t  (tons): 
M i l  L i g h t  V s h i c  (tons): 
Heavy/Spec V s h i c  (ton) : 

T r a n s f e r s  f r o m  LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA t o  BASE X, US 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n s :  
C i v i l i a n  P o s i t i o n :  
S tudent  P o s i t i o n s :  
M i s s n  Eqpt  (tons): 
Suppt  E q p t  (tons): 
M i l  L i g h t  V e h i c  (tons): 
Heavy/Spec V e h i c  (ton) : 



INWT DATA REPORT (m ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Depar tmt  :ARMY 
Opt ion Package : D m - 2 L  A1 t 1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95WY\DBCRC\DE2&3002.CBR w Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COBRA%WY\SF7DEC.SFF 

INWT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORHATIOII 

M e :  LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employ...: 
Total S t u d e n t  Eaployeea: 
Total Civi t i n  Employ...: 
M i l  Fmi1i.r Living On Base: 
Civi l iana Not Mi l l ing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Baa8 Fui l i t iu (KSF):  
Officer VHA (S/Honth): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i r  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (SlTWMi la): 

Wane: TOBYHANUA ARMY DEWT, PA 

Total Officer Euployn.: 32 
Total Enlisted Enployees: 254 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i n  Employees: 3,457 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 95.4% 
Civil iana Not Mi l l ing To Hove: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Fuilitims(KSF): 4,231 
Officer VHA (S/tlonth): 69 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 49 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 82 
Freight Cost (S/Tor\/Mi la): 0.07 

Name: ANNISTOII ARMY DEWT, AL 

Total Officer Enployees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student wloyees: 
Total Civi Lian Enployeea: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not U i l l i ng  To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities<KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rat8 ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Ui 11): 

Name: BASE X, UE 

Total Officer Euployees: 
Total Enlisted Enploy-: 
Total Student Enployem: 
Total C iv i l ian Eraployees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not U i l l i ng  To Hove: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Faci lities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi Le): 

RPlU Non-Payrol 1 (WYur): 
Car rn iu t ione  (WYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll ( W e a r ) :  
BOS Payroll (%/Year): 
Funily Housing (&/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
C W S  1n-Pat ($/Visit): 
cws Out-Pat (S/Visi t): 
C W S  Shif t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

H a r o v w r  Auisturc8 Progru: 
Un iqa  Act iv i ty Infornation: 

RPlU Non-Payrol L ( WYear) : 
Corrrnications (WYear): 
BIX  Won-Payroll (WYear): 
BOS Payroll (WYur): 
Funily w i n g  (WYear): 
A r e 8  Coat Futor: 
CllAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
C W S  Shif t  to  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

RPlU Non-Payroll (WYear) : 
Caarauniutian, (WYear): 
BOs Non-Payroll ( W e a r ) :  
BOS Payrol L (WYear): 
Family Housing (WYear): 
Area Coot Factor: 
C W S  In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAllWS Out-Pat <S/Visit): 
C W S  Shif t  to  Wicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homomer Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Infomation: 

RPlU Non-Payrol 1 (WYur) : 
Conmumicatian, (WYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll (WYear): 
BOS Payroll (WYear): 
F u i l y  Housing (WYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
C W S  In-Pat ($/Visit): 
C W S  Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
C W S  Shif t  to  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Horneonar Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

Yes 
No 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Packase r M W - Z L  ~ l t  1 
Scenario F i le  : C: \COBRA%URl lY \DBCRC\DE~.COR w Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COBRA%URllY\SFi'DEC.SFF 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE IN1 

Name: LETTERKEWY ARMY DEP, PA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Uniqw Cost (SKI: 0 
1-Tim Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SIC): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Won-Mi lCon Reqd(SK): 0 
Activ Mission ccmt (W): 0 
Activ nission save (sK): o 
Misc Recurring Cort(SK): 0 
Misc Recurring &ve(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) <SKI: 0 
Construction Schuj~Le(X): OX 
Shutdon Schedule (XI: OX 
Milcon Cost ~voidnc(SK): 0 
F a n  Hausing Avoichc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
C W S  In-Patients/Yr: 0 
C W S  Out-PatientJYr: 0 
Feci 1 ShutDon(KSF) : 2,400 

Name: TOBYHANNA M Y  DEWT, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Uniqw Save (SK): 
1-Tim Moving Cost (a): 
1-Tim Moving Save (SK): 
E m  Urn-Mi \Con R.qd(tK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI: 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring CcmtCUO: 
Misc Recurring kve(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction kheduLe(X): 
Shutdovr Schable ( X I :  
MilCon Cost AwidncCSK): 
F a n  Housing Awidnc(SK): 
Procuruaent Avoichc(SK): 
C W S  In-Patientsflr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patimts/Yr: 
FaciL ShutDOUnCKSF): 

Name: ANIIISTM ARMY DEWT, 

1-Tiiae Unique Coot (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Tim Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi [Con Raqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(&): 
M i  sc Recurring Save(SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdom Schedule (X): 
MiLCon Cost Avoichc(SK): 
Fm Housing Avoichc(SK): 
Procurement Avoichc(U0: 
C W S  In-Patiurts/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 5,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX ox OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fvr i ly Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- - - - -  ---- 
4,000 3,000 3,000 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX ox OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F v i l y  W i n g  ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 Q 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX ox 
OX OX OX ox 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F s r i  l y  Housing ShutDon: 



INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data A. O f  20:42 06/16/1995, Raport Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Option Package : DUU-2L A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COPRA%URnYWBCRCWE2&3002.COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%URnY\SF7DEC.SFF 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - DYWICBASE INFORMATIW 

Name: BASE X, us 

1-Time Unique Coat (W): 
1-T im Unique Save (W): 
1-Time Moving Coat  OW): 
1-Tiar Moving Save (a): 
Env Yon-Mi LCon Rqd(W): 
Act iv Mission Coat  (Uo: 
Act iv Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring bet(&): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-SaL.8) (W): 
Conetruction Sche&le(X): 
Shutdovl sch.dule (XI: 
WilCon Coat Awidnc(W): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(W): 
Procureinent Avoidnc(SK): 
C W S  In-Patientr/Yr: 
C W S  Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDom(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ----  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX ox 

OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F m i  l y  Homing ShutDon: 

INWT SCREEN SIX - EASE PERSONNEL INFORIUTIW 

Name: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 
1996 1997 - - - - - m - - 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 -3 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 -10 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -366 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 - 2 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 -5 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 -565 
O f f  Change(N0 E.1 Save): 0 0 
En1 Chong.(No kl Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No S.1 Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i tary: 0 0 
Caretakers - Civi l ian: 0 0 

Name: TOBYWM ARMY DEPOT, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 - 23 -24 -22 67 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No SaL Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  li tary: 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i  lian: 0 0 0 0 0 



I W T  DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : D m - 2 L  A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \~%URl lYU)BCRCU)E2&3002 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\=%URMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

INWT SCREEN SIX - DASE PERSONNEL INFOWTIW 

N-: ANNISTOY ARUY DEPOT, AL 
1996 ----  

O f f  Force St- Chulg.: 0 
En1 Force Struc w: 0 
Civ Force Struc Chulg.: 0 
Stu Force St- -: 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 
Off Chsnga(No Sal Save): 0 
En1 Change(No Sol save): 0 
Civ Change(N0 sal save): 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i tuy: 0 
Caretakers - Civi lln: 0 

INWT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY COUSTRUCTIOW INFORlUTIOY 

Name: TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

Description h t ~  New M i  [Con Rehab M i  lCon Total Cost(%) ------------ ----- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - * - - - - - -  -------------- 
MISC CONSTRUCTIOY OTHER 0 0 5,700 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN OWE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Marr id:  77.00% 
Percent En1 i s t d  Marr id:  58.50% 
En1 i s t d  Housing M i  LCon: 91 .00% 
Officer SaLary(S/Yeer) : 67,948.00 
O f f  BAQ with Dependents($): 7,717.00 1111 En1 i s t d  SaLary(S/Year): 30.860.00 
En1 BAQ with Dapndmts(S): 5,223.00 
A v a ~ l o y C o a t ( S / U e e k ) :  174.00 
Ur#aplojmmt E l ig ib i  Lity(Ueeks): 18 
Civi 1 in SaLary(S/rear): 45,998.00 
Civ i l ian Turnover Rate: 15 .OO% 
Civi l ian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civi l ian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i l ian R I F  Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i le  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TUO - FACILITIES 

RPWA Building SF Coat I n k :  0.93 
BOS Index (RPCIA n population): 0.54 

(Indices are urd as exponents) 
Program Managmt  Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Aclnin(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Coat ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bechelw Qrwrters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Fmi l y  Ouarters(SF): 1,819.00 
APPDET .RPT In f la t ion Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.80% 1998: 2.90% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Ac t i on  Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civ i l ian PCS Casts ($1: 28,800.00 
Civ i l ian Nw Hire Cast($): 1,109.00 
Nat M i a n  Haw Price($): 114,600.00 
Home sale ReiPkrrae Rate: 10.00% 
Wuc Ham Sale Reillburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch R e i l k u w  Rate: 5.OOX 
Max H o u  Purch Rd.krrs(S): 11,191.00 
Civi l ian Horaeovling Rate: 66.00% 
HAP Hoaa Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP H o r o n c r  Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reirkrrse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE H-r Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

Rohab n. Yaw MilCon b a t :  
Info llsMOwrnt Accornt: 
M i  lCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOW Rate: 
MiLCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MiLCon Site Prepmation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
In f la t ion Rate for WV.RPT/ROI: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 6 
Data As Of 20:42 06/16/1995, Report Created 20:47 06/16/1995 

Department :AMY 
Option Package r DE2U-ZL ALt 1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COORAL%WY\DBCRC\DEUUW)2.CRR 

*1(111 Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\CWU%WY\SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSWRTATIOY 

MateriaL/Auignd ?mon<Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off F m i l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 F m i l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (S/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Paso Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Erploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate(/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle(S/lliLe): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/lli Le): 0.09 
WV Reihwument(S/ll i 18): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour L a t h  (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
--Time Off PCS C a t ( $ ) :  6,134.00 
--Tim En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY COWSTRKTIOY 

Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Uaterf ront  
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Adninistrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shop. 
Bschelor Ousrters 
F m i l y  Q u r t e r s  
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F u i l i t i e s  
Caanurications Faci l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT P E F u i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Aaarnition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envi r o m t a l  

U - - s/un ---- 
(SY) 38 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 130 
(SF) 119 
(SF) 106 
(SF) 104 
(SF) 108 
(EA) 46,227 
(EA) 96,040 
(SF) 60 
(SF) 180 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 139 
(BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. Added Milcon o f  $5.711 a t  Tobyheme. 

ktwry -------- 
APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDTU) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTIOY FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category Y 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

U - - s/w ---- 
(SF 114 
(SF) 1 75 
(SF) 120 
(SF) 100 
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 

2. Added --Tim Unique Cost f o r  t ra in ing  costs a t  Tobyhama. Cost i s  

SlOM spread over three years from FY97-99 as $4.0, $3.0, $3.0. 
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,. THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE S T R E E T  S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

June 15, 1995 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. €3. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S.  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Community representatives for Letterkenny Army Depot recently provided Commission 
staffwith the attached document which indicates that the personnel savings claimed in the Army's 
most recent COBRA estimate are overstated. Please review the attached documentation and 
advise as to whether or not the data. is considered factual. If personnel savings are found to be 
overstated, what impact does this have on the overall COBRA analysis? Also, Commission staff 
have been told the Army is developing a new COBRA providing for the realignment of 450 
personnel to Tobyhanna, rather than the 300 previously planned. What is the Army's official 
position as to the appropriate number of personnel realigned to Tobyhanna? 

Because we are rapidly approaching the final Commission deliberations, request you 
provide comments no later than 19 June 1995. Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your 
time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Brown 111 
Army Team Leader 

EABImgk 
encl. 
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CORW4CTIONS TO ARMY STATJONJNG INSTAJLATJON PLAN (ASLP) 

I ! The numbers provided are fiom an 1 8 November 1994 Structure and Manpower Nlocation I I 
System (SAMAS), a DA manpower system. h does not reflect Letterken~ty input from October I 

I 994 The following correct ions need to be made. I I 

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl 

Erroneous WOLGM 
LEN) US Civ 2016 2290 2290 2234 2234 2234 2234 

Correct WOLGAA 
LEAD US Civ 2016 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Lftterkenny is undergoing a RJF with a mandate to reduce all permanent staff to 1750. 
OBS as 31 May is 2030 with 354 separation letters handed to personnel 10 May. 

Erroneous WOMODJd 
Cent PA Pub Works 
US Civilians 0 183 183 183 183 183 183 

Correct WOMODL 
Cent PA Pub Works 
US Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I i 

I 

The Central Pennsylvania Pllblic Works is a component of Lctterkenny and included in thb 
1750 personnel. I 

i 
I 

Erroneous 
Other Tenants 
US Civilians 503 780 780 780 780 780 780 

Correct i 
Other Tenants 1 1 

US Civilians 503 472 472 472 472 472 472 
It appears SIMA staff was increased from 212 to 524 (i-312) thrll erroneous data input. In i 
reality they are directed under BRAC 91 to relocate to Rock Jslnnd, IJ. i 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  ,,,I,-,,,,, , L I 

k1hV hl'hlmp~h 4 Flom 
D o p  ~Agoncy Phonn 

E &4/~ 



Additionally, tlie ASJP data sl~ows DFAS maintainjng a staff of 78 through 2001. This is i 
I 

incorrect DFAS has not antiounced a specific date, but before 1998 they will consolidate I 

hnctions off Letterkenny with payroll leaving January 1996 Tl~e data also shows Test I 

Measurement and Diagnostic Region growing by 30 personnel. This is incorrect and there are n b  
jntentions to increase the current staff. This sl~ould be straigltt lined at 71. 

I 

I 

i i 
CONCLUSION: j 

I 
I 

The population data used to calculste savings for Lctterkenny realignment is 
i 

overstated by approximately 813 plus the reduction from the ongoing Rll; at Letterkenny 1 1 
I i has not been factored in. Savings are overstated by approximntely 1079 personnel. I 

i 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 1 1, 1995 
I 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 1 
Army Team Leader 1 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 1 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: ! I 

This response is provided to your letterldated June 8, 1995, resulting from the presentations 
given at the Boston Regional Wearing, June 3, 1995. 

I 
The Army appreciates the opportunity tb provide comments on Representative Shuster's 

recent presentation at the Boston Regional Hearing, June 3, 1995, as well as his letter to the 
Commission. 

The Army position has not changed. The Anny firmly stands behind its recommendation to 
realign Letterkenny and transfer its work to Anniston and Tobyhanna. 

I 

The Army is unable to comment on the consolidation of the Air Logistics Center - 
. Sacramento. w g h t h e  missions of,Tbbyhma , .  and Sacra.ento are similar, aiid - bothhave--- ._ - - +- -4 .- - .z 

exceptional communications and electronics maintenance facilities, the Army can not make an 
evaluation of the proposal without the consideration of the United States Air Force and the use of 
certified data. The Air Force wouId be reqbired to execute a detailed COBRA analysis on this 
proposal in order to evaluate the concept fbrther. 

We are able to agree on one thing - the closure of Red River Army Depot. However, we 
support transferring the workload to Anniston Army Depot, the A r m y ' s  heavy ground combat 
vehicle depot. Transferring workload to both Letterkenny and Anniston is not consistent with h 
Army Stationing Strategy goal of maintaining only one ground combat vehicle maintenance depK 
The costs associated with the transfer, construction, and facilitization of Letterkenny to receive 
the projected workload are unacceptable. 

We also agree that the alternative whicti realigns the Letterkenny Army Depot Tactical hllssii 
consolidation mission into Hill Air Force Base, Utah, has little merit. A detailed analysis already 
provided highlights unacceptable costs for such a transfer. Again, the Army supports the 
recommendation to realign Letterkenny into Tobyhanna Army Depot. 



I 

. . I 
Comments regarding the shortfall in workload and personncI associated with the realignment 

of Letterkenny into Tobyhanna are correct! A new COBRA analysis was completed and a copy 
has been forwarded to the Commission. AIthough the new analysis did reduce savings, the overall 
recornmelidation has not changed and the realignment is still the best solution for the Army. 

It does not follow that since tactical mis I iles were not specifically mentioned thc Army 
Stationing Strategy that they were overloo$ed. The Anny considers the workload associated with 
the tactical missile consolidation mission as: being guidance and control work that is exclusive of 
workload associated with warheads or roc et motors. The guidance and control worldoad is i 
included in discussions regarding ground c mmunications and electronics workloads. The Anny 9 
Stationing Strategy determined that the Army requires a single ground communications and 
electronics depot, which is best suited for Tobyhanna's mission and faciIities. The guidance and 
control workload from the tactical missile donsolidation is a compatible mission for Tobyhanna. 

I 
The prospect of an additional depot, with its added capacity, only increaser our problem of 

excess depot capacity, declining workloadsidirectly associated with the drawdown of the military 
force, and reduced funding. If the Army is korced to retain an additional depot, the added 
capacity will result in personnel reductions kit all depots, increased prices to our customers, higher 
costs with maintaining facilities with reducdd utilization, and eventually, price increases at our 
existing depots that will make them non-cobpetitive with commercial sources. 

I 
The Army maintains that its recommcndption, supported by the Secretary of Defense, is best 

for the Army, is executable by the Anny, arid results in considerable savings of limited Army 
I 

resources. I 

I 
Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Rbn H m e r ,  (703) 693-0077. 

I 

I 

, Director, TABS 
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I 
THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14PS 

ARLINGTON. VA 22200 r-'""" A u U  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSlONKRSt 
AL C O R W P L U  
RLOECCA COX 
6EN J. 0. 0AVlE. USAF ( R m  
5. LgE UUNC 
RAOM E6NJAWlU F. MONTOY4 U¶N (em) 
mc JOSUE R O E U S ,  JR.. u9n (R-1 
WEND8 LOUIS6 B T 6 6 S  

I 
Colonel Mcbael G. Jones I 
Direaor, Tbe Atmy Basiug Study I 
200 Army Peatagon I I 

Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 I I 

Dear Colonel Jones: I I 
I 

At the Boston Region$ lhaing, held on June 3,1995, the Connnissioa raffved 
testirnmy 601x1 elected ofkiak supporting hskeny and Tobyham Arny Depots. Under tbe 
State's propod. both Lcttcrkemy and T- would remain open. Consolidstcd tadcal 
m i d =  maintenance sdd expanded ground &at vehicle workload wauld be assigned ta 
Letterk-. GmMd  cations and dectronics work amearly assigned to Tobyhama 
would be expaoded to include -crmilnr work transfend to Tobyharma fiom Saaamento Air 
Logistics Cent- We have attschd a copy of f i~hw-up Congression$ w r r e s p o n d ~  and . .- 
.supporting doamgWi~c)'for yo& kdew%d comment. . -  A _  . .- A . - - --- -- - >a=- -- 

I 

~ecau& w e  are rapidty approachiug &e h a l  Commission dch'bcratious, request you 
provide c a m m t s  no her  than 14 June 1995. Tbank you for your asktmce. I appm5ate your 
timt and amperation I 

I 
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! June 5, I995 

..... . . . . . . 
I 

 he KonorabIe Alan 1. ~ i x o n  i 
. . Dcfa~sc Base aowrrt and ~eaIignmc$tt Commission . 

1700 North MOO= Street, Suite 1425; ' 
Arlington, VA 22209 I 

I 

I 

Dear Cha'rrmM D.kon: 1 

I am writing to urge tbat thi Deferue Bnre Ooarrc and Rdigmrnr @MC) 
Commission m o v e  the m h y ,  Army Depot h m  h e  list of military hslabdiw 
to be +ed andlor dosed. A cudid analysis of the ten specific reasom to reject 
the Army nmmrnendation,' which $ detailed to the Commission at the June 3, 1995 
hearing in Bostan, ieads to no other hnclusion. @ c l o ~  9 

k I pointal out duxing my ~ m c m y ,  there ir an dttmative pkn m which the 
Commission should givc cardirl amsickdon. It 2s one built on common sense and 
~ V i d e s  a Whlhg S&#' for dl lkpeti~~ m ~ :  &C &IlUlk6CJn,  m e  
of Maw=, the Army, and the taxpqyer. A de&iltd dixxtssicm of this strategy. along 
with the cssaatial supprt data, is jprnvided for the Commission's review and for 
(IuLunittal to the Army for their axqhents. A summary follows: 

- - -  . . - , - --l 
I - .  -- - --*- 

b- ?%&~~datc DOD & ~ t i  ~-&i&a-hina -nit ~ o r ~ &  f r o ~  s# 

sacmrmtc~ Air Lo@stics Center in& ~bbyhanna ~ r m y  Depot (TOAD). This brings 
T- in Line with the desired e t y  utilkuinn pcasmtage specified by DOD, 
and takes advantage of TOAD'S attractive blue collar wage rate. (Endosure I) 

I . ' 

b. Close Red Rim ArmJ Depot o) and haacfer Bradley Fighring 
Vchiclc and M-113 worldoads to. Lemxbmy, Thcs; aluminum light/madium tracked 
vebides mmphent  I .&erhy 's  current combat vehicle world& T& the 
remainder of R 4  R i d s  wwlcload to Amiston Army Depot (ANAD). Rt=tain the 
towed and seU-prupeUed mmhaf vehicle maintenance city at Army 
&pot. This maximizes p o n d  cambat vehicle capacity utilization at both fkcilities and 
pmvides for the neccssq  surge requirement, i.e, the one and one-tfrird depot 
sttabegy. (EncIosurc2) I 

1 
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G RejaA the Anny to tiansfcr tactical mkile guidance system 
workload t~ Tobybanm Also +ect Hill Air Fo- Base's request to realign tactical . . * .  

, minilc workIcd to the facility. To do: either of th- dcstxays the joint ~~n 
.- effort in place today. A rej&cm of both of these rrcornmmdations will zcaf&m thc . .... . ..;. .,. previous BRAC mhg ,  wiU W d  on substantial aacornplishments s ina  1993, and wil l  . 

avoid sigMant costs zmahkd with y& another moment  of people, equipment, and 
,. -: ...,.. .. . . . . .  . - wmkload. (TnadentaSly, there will k' m, capacity for 8crid missile maintawat 

d e s d  at TOAD oncc the tlcctmnic worldcad i s  in pkoc) (Enslosue 3) 
I 

As I hdkatal in Bosbn, our analysis of the Amy's COBRA dafa found that 
theit recommendation to consolidate Bctid missile rnaintcnance at Tobyhanna h e r  

. t h ~  raahh~g it at kt&xircnny was seriously flawai. llc two significant paints are: 
I 

a. The total funded workload at Letkbmy Army not used in the 
Army d y s i c ,  only the 'arc ~orldoyP.',~fbc . 'ahm . *,*.. cox&' .. .. fbd+ ..- . .-- w o t k l d  .. . . . ... A:, wnr ...-. .' 

. &plynbt add- but. the 
+.+a. . . . -yWhen. I--~w---- th&'&Y ..., r;, gSSOQaLBd-., the; pescmtid mov-t' - .:- -, . positions. .. of - .. he . ... _ && . . -,. - Y C ~ C  &j&,d drimcd yg to 'i:" ' - 
- & :.&-. -?- . A=.... - - ..: , :j.- . >.'--- 

m c ,  .&,mi? the =*&'),&.'-'. fimded::';-)rl(.& sr;d "still,.;;;.? 
.E:claimed -- -. .---_ . sahgs-of : L OW 1 OW -- @tiom$ ., .... This eontradictian. alone with other data ar . Eacloswe 4 is ample rtason fat a'- . . ori. 

& I hape.you will give this *ti= ,dl - strategy full d d d o n  as y w  d e w  all 
&-- the depot ~ ~ u e . ~ ' ~ b e  flaws i n b t h e ~ ~ ' ~ ~  @ysis.- - -  --L - .  -.%a --. 

h mesit the removal of L e t t e r b y  Army Depot from the Ddkse IXpxtm&t1s 
- .  bue d- and rcalpmcnt lia . I ?glY , &mroepd that tht: . - of.  I+' . .., . .. ,,-'i.c:r&-*-.i..:, . .. .-- , . d d  -&&&-&.&thus it :-Y, the m Y c o m ~ $ a d ' ' ~ - T  

*-' a,-. ... .:.. --.,*$-r. --- 
, . k- and that cbnsidaation " be ' given to tmdkmg . w d  .t 

oommuaidons and clcctronic workload to Tobyhanna Anny Depot. ,,. 

I a p p d  your -tion to this mafhz. It is of critical importance to our 
nation's defense cipddities, the taxpayet, and the citizens of both Pmnsylvanh and 
Maryland. I 

MEMBER OF CONGRESS 



Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN: Mr Brown 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 2031 0-0200 

May 31,1995 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the point paper regarding missile maintenance 
at Hill AFB, as requested in your 15 May 1995 letter (9505 15-7). 

First, it must be made clear that no one in DoD who reviewed or approved the current 
DoD Letterkenny recommendation considers it a significant deviation from the BRAC 93 
recommendation. Furthermore, the General Accounting Office (GAO) raised no objection on this 
account. 

I take issue with the Air Force approach of trying to close an Army depot rather than deal 
with their own 1-2 depot excess infrastructure problem. I also have serious concerns with the 
cost figures you have been provided by the Air Force. If you desire to pursue this alternative, I 
strongly recommend that GAO investigate these calculations. 

During the past several months, the Air Force proponents of moving work to Hill AFB 
have changed scenarios, cost estimates, and personnel figures to meet their objectives. Why are 
these still changing? Is it to prevent closure and gain workload from other Services? Additionally 
during the BRAC process, the Air Force could only achieve a 7% reduction of its personnel due 
to operational requirements, but can take 1.4 million manhours of workload from the Army 
without any personnel transfers. How can the certified workload data submitted by the Air Force 
be used during the DoD joint analysis, but be different for this analysis? Inconsistencies abound in 
the Hill AFB point paper. They continue to indicate that this is a workload competition only and 
refuse to acknowledge the entire BRAC costs to move the artillery workload, or the ammunition 
storage for Letterkenny. Specific comments on this point paper are attached aIong with additional 
comments by the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command. 



By our calculations, the cost to move the missile mission to Hill AFB remains four to nine 
times as expensive as DoD's recommendation, with fewer savings. I hope this information is 
helpful and provides a more complete picture than you have been given on the matter. 

es E. Shane, Jr. 
General, U. S. Army 

irector of Management 

Enclosures 



COMMENTS 
ON 

AIR FORCE POINT PAPER 
LETTERKENNY TO HlLL SCENARIO 

Air Force Review: The Air Force indicated that it did not have an opportunity to review 
the assumptions and inputs into the COBRA model prior to it submission to the Commission. On 
the contrary, we provided our information to the Air Force Staff in drafi on 5 May 1995. The 
Air Force indicated to us that it was a fair and conservative approach. They did have questions 
over our construction and manpower figures, but understood the methodology used by The Army 
Basing Study. 

Personnel: The two issues presented by Hill AFB are the 600 approved Reduction in 
Force (RE)  scheduled for September 1995 and the anticipated reductions of the Dorn 
memorandum that will be spread over the POM. The approved RIF is a scheduled force 
reduction and will be executed prior to congressional approval of BRAC and should not be 
considered as part of the BRAC analysis, using approved DoD methodology. Under the Dorn 
Memorandum, each of the Services are scheduled to take approximately a 35,000 man reduction 
over the POM. The eliminations due to BRAC can help meet this reduction. The Air Force 
would still have to take the entire cut somewhere else if Hill AFB is exempted in order to accept 
the tactical missile mission without any personnel fiom Letterkenny. The net effect is an 
additional cost to DoD. The Army considers these to be force structure reductions and not 
savings to be applied to any potential BRAC action. 

MILCON: There are three issues: ATACMs building; Patriot radar site; and the 
ammunition storage. Resolving differences between the Army and Air Force over the first two 
issues would require a detailed requirements review. In absence of this review, we applied 
standard DoD factors and remain confident in our approach. The storage construction issue has 
two parts. The first deals with the conventional ammunition tiering concept and the second is a 
question of available storage space. As a point of correction, the eastern area tier I depot is not 
Anniston Army Depot but rather Crane and Bluegrass Depots. Anniston is a tier I1 depot in the 
eastern region. Additionally, the conventional ammunition tiering program only deals with 
conventional ammunition and not tactical missiles. With respect to the last issue, the Air Force 
claims to have found an additional 62 KSQFT of storage at an additional cost of $300,000. This 
could reduce the ammunition storage construction from $1 17 M to $1 06 M. The requirement to 
store tactical missile is still a requirement. 

Time Frame: Whether a EIS or EA is required is a mute point. The law requires either a 
EA or EIS to be performed prior to the mission being started. If the transfer starting in Oct 1995, 
then the year of return on investment would be 2001 verses 2002. The number of years to 
achieve the return on investment would not change. The Army's standard practice of one year to 
complete all required environmental documentation appears reasonable in this case. 



Training: Differences over the cost of training are difficult to resolve quickly. However, 
the cost of training should be related to the number of trained employees being transferred. The 
Letterkenny $28 M estimate was based on at least 30% of Letterkenny staff transferring. Hill's 
$17 M estimate is based on no transfers. We split the difference in an attempt to resolve the 
conflict. 

Inventory Transfer: Trying to determine who is correct on Patriot is very dficult. The 
cost to move inventory is not a "wash" IAW BRAC cost. This is not a depot "open" competition 
for work load. 

Equipment Transfer: There is a difference of opinion on this matter. 

Sunk Cost: Sunk cost does not appear to be a factor in determining whether a base 
should close. The purpose and intent of BRAC is to redistribute workload to reduce excess 
infrastructure. 

Recurring Costs: A cost comparison rate used in the Hill AFB point paper indicates a $9 
per hour difference in Hill AFB favor. However, this rate is made up of several rates - direct 
labor, material, and overhead. The material cost are directly related to the workload involved and 
should not be used except in direct workload comparison. The overhead rate is a combination of 
indirect labor, base operations and repair and maintenance costs associated with the facilities and 
infrastructure used by the depot, and other factors. Since this is an area of uncertainty due to 
downsizing factors, it is not a stable rate. The only remaining rate that can be compared is the 
direct labor rate. A recent report on selected annual depots maintenance cost data, derived from 
the Military Department data submission done in accordance with Chapter 76 of the DoD 
Accounting Manual, DoD 7220.9-M, indicates that the simple average of labor rates from 1990 to 
1994 for Ogden Air Logistics Center is $21.12/hour while the rate for Letterkenny was 
$18.3 lhour. This is a difference of $2.8 1 hour in Letterkenny's favor. 

Other MILCON: The Army did not add any MILCON because of the lack of knowledge 
of the facilities at Hill AFB. If Hill A .  currently has an excess of 300,000 SQFT of 
administrative space, 1.5 M SQFT maintenance space, and 187,000 SQFT ammunition storage 
space, then Hill AFB has 14% of all available space currently excess to their needs. We 
understand this is growing. The following is scheduled to go: BRAC 95 reduction of the Test 
and Evaluation mission, reduction of strategic missile workload due to treaties, all the new family 
housing being constructed may excess, or the proposed 1700 man/ workload reduction scheduled 
per the Dorn memorandum. 

ISC: The Army did not include any ISC in its analysis, as per the current DoD directive. 

Relocation costs: The additional cost of $300 K should be added to the COBRA 
associated with the addition 87 KSQFT recently identified by Hill AFB. If this relocation is to 
Navajo National Guard Depot, then the storage cost and any reconfigure cost should also be 
added. 



Cost Avoidance: The Army used a cost avoidance of $25 M. At the 10 May hearing, the 
Commission used the DoD IG figures of $44.1 M which would reduce the cost avoidance to 
$18.1 M increasing the cost of the scenario by $6.9 M. If the Army does not include any cost 
avoidances as their paper indicates, then the scenario would increase in cost by an additional 
$25 M. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
H E A B O I J ~ ~ R ~ B .  U.B AW INWITRIM OF~ATIONS OOMMW 

POCK I S M .  IWN- OlZ0060QO 

j i Rtqvro : .rntconOF , , 
I I 

V O ~ D ~  FOR C~-lnde+, Urn Srn Amy Wat~+i.l C O L M I I I ,  AmN: 
I AHCSO (Mr. Oeryl Powell), S O 0 1  Eisenhower 

Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22333-0001 

S U B J E ~ , :  CormaQnts on A i r  Force Point Paper on ~actical Missile 
Concoii;dntion, dated May 8 ,  1995 

- 1. Enc,losed is our reeponsa addreseing the subject p o i n t  paper 
on tactdeal missiLe consolidation. 

2. The POC is the undersigned at AMSMC-AEE, DSN 793-3930/3164, 
datafax: DSN 793-7368, e-mail aMress is roOl@ria-emh2.army.mil. 

chief, Performance Bv~luation 
Division 
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QWARTWLNT 09 THE ARMY , 
U~TUU~NCII AUMI 

tHrrrlbEnmuw, m n m r L v A n t r  I'EPDI 

SD5LE-J 23 May 1995 

MBMORAMlUbrX FOR Commander, U. S, Army Industrid Opudone Commmd, I 

A m ;  AMSMGAEE (Gaty Walletr), 
R W  Idsnd, If. 612P94060 

: I 

1. laralwmy Amy Dcpox (LEAD) bu boeu rqucnod to &w and wmnent on point 
pnper authored by 00-AU "Point PQW on Army BRAC 93 -rcct Propod Tottiad 
M~Btlle Consolidarion fbr BRAC Commiu~ion." M.y 8, 1,995. ckmumW to point paper 
are provided at cncloourc. 

2. 0b-ALC is duperate hr nm workloud. The anire drivins fbrco for their pmposal ir 
to @we pemnnel cuts. Anny Trch'ul Miaife Syrtan (ATACMS), HAWK and 
PATRIOT C M ~  rmjor pmblan~ for t e c t i ~  missile sonsoM&tioa .t o o - u .  00-ALc i hu no buildins ro perform ATACMS mumunce and AU-Up-Round (AVR) work 00- 
ALC has propold using Building 2214 br Ihb work Bulldlng 2214 is inada]ueto md ! 
would require S3.2M in remdon  cam. 0 O . U  doa not have tho fkjlitiub, 
quipmmt, or operimccd p w m d  m pe&m HAWK md PATRlOT nuhtenpnco and 
OV&hUl. Total cost to mgSrion HAWK and PATRIOT ig  S36M It: is actrumsly 

i 
diftici~lt to d~plic&e the RLdu Tea WAWlC Tat Pattern RPnpq rpcdrl mb, 
and training plur wpuicnce to gain prof! ciency in s p t m  rspair. Zhc DOD Twtld . 

I 
Wsde study, 18 Jmwry 1991 mod " m y  HAWK and PATRIOT mid. ~ p p o r t  

i 
equipment ir ft11y cntrenchwi u, LEAD and k not m l ~ b I a  without major 

I 
I 

parurbarionr to DOD orplc i n f t m e  md Army operaliold misrion udmmcnu.* I 

i 
3. Co~alidation of ucEicet micsila at LEAD ir #1 the bat  decision because of LEAD'S 
ability to test, repair, store, maJy2c. md demilinrln mi9siIa at one locatfon The DOD 
Tactical Mlssilc Swdy srnd =LEAD is the only a idng  site that can perfom, tho 
conrroltdation ofall cxlalng Senricks' depot workloadb" 
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, 05/30/95 T'UE 15:52 F&.XzF074377g AMC 
14: 51 f3NcCOfl1 FIwSflC-Po 884 

- W-24-1995 15z59 LfAO ILS OFFICE 717 26? Y767 P.05 

I 8 q s W  23 lLaPy 1.995 

dm: OQm-Air Loglctiou Center (OdALC) Point Pap= on T d o d  MlMe 
I I ~oh~ogdation 

' 4. Polnt ofeaatact for dditiond ~ r ~ o n  b Mr. Robert Wood, SDSL&& DSN S70* 
9798. 

; an*. 
birectot of lotopted 
Lo gietioa Support 



a. 

1. OpESunorrAL READWSS. ~ h s  00-Ait pmpo~l  is made wltb no coordination 
: with! SARD~,  Phb and PWg, No condderotiwr is given to the impact c a d  by 

tmndtiodng systems that ara daduled rn u d q o  mjor modibdonr such sy; 
PATRIOT Mar eahmccmcnt modfflcatlon, PATRIOT PAC 3 missile, and AT- 
 upgrade^. Tk AFmy &nd Msrinc~ will be without dr mse fbf rl leort 18 moathn 
cnrscd by the t d o n  of HAWF; PATRIOT md Avcnga. The DOD T u l l d  Mi& 
Sady. 18 J~uary 1991 stated =Amy HAWK tad PATRKOT d d l e  arppon oqui- is 
Ittllylsntreoched at LEAD-rad ja not docaterble Without mrjOr parbationti to WD 
OWG inBastrum ;nd &my opnriDnJ misaim -.". 

2 WORKLOAD. The wokload  hour^ a d  by O W  for PA~RXOT md HAWK 
d are 21 1K hto not 58K hn. 00-ALC indudes the worIsload Zbr PATRiOT a d  
ZMWK AUR but does not include the cast to msttion this workload The Army 
rffimstss the cast to wai t ion  thle workbad at Sl39MI 

3. =S-. 06ALC i0 due to 600 pemnnel in Septnbar 1995. 00-ALC 
mu rhm would be no p~rp0NLOl co~n tpducd wltb cornlidation of tluiul 

rniishs at 00-ALC, ifthis RJF wa8 4 c d .  This iu cantmy to the Alr Form BRAC 
r~corntnadatlan, to down she in plm. Tmdsion can not begin until rrypm&l of an 
snvirnnmm~ a s e e p m ,  8pprodmr;tdy 18 m o n k  The RLP will be anected 18 month6 
prior i4 tbc thcegiming o f t d o n .  Uco whet pemmtqe of rhus  pmcmd have 
oxpqriaco in tnctical missile repair? n c  00-ALC pemmnel me not Mined in tbe 
spccMc system thnt would be uunsitioning, md jurt u the USAF Program M q r s  
hist& thu LEAD J c m n i c j o u r ~ r n o ~  be system trained, Siddndar and Mami& 
rpu;ldcaUy, K, must the 00-ALC pwsonnd be cornpat  and trained on the ptouljaritisg 
vd bochnolo~cs inhorcot in & i t  cystrms. This is a ignifi~mt shdI#lge and can nut 
be overcome by wi~ff i l  thlnkiq. Each tt~sirioning 8yttem rquim a cdflcation errd 
f i ~ t  arlidc whcrc the p a a n d  pmve they rrc upable of pm&ming the rnlssion in 
detail including repair o f s y ~ t ~ t ,  cadhation of equipment, 3pply, a, 00-ALC 
pcrsonncl can not prrr ecrtitlution witbout the rynm spoeilb mining arpplemontcd by 
on the job U8inin~. It would b8 pnrdent to h i  as many penannel &om the losing soumc 
dqnir tu potsible to reduce lcprni~lg sums and shortan m.inwnce intempt. Lf 
ration is considered R trmsfw of findon, losing soufa of repair p m d  have t& 

righte. 

4. =ON. LEAD ha 382,161 u) ft of floor space dedicated to repair of nctictl 
rnlrcilo cystoms specified in BRAC 93. An additional 100.00 sq ft ofspacs is nquind fbr 
mdlonmm of HAWK, PATRIOT, md Avcngcr 62,000 for trucks, dlJtus, KM?vWYo, 
milk, ma lurnchsn, md 48.000 fbr wire hvnou, 'mall motor rhuild, poww gonantori, 
NBC f)ltm, rmd other rnaintaancc cuppon hnctionr 00-ALC utilizms 46,500 sq ft for 
S1de'Mndcr md Maverick. They have tho cqsbllity to expand an ddldonrtl f 65,000 sq ft 
@Idg 5 & 100) fora.totn1 of21 1.500 rp 6. 00-AIX: has a 170,161 rq ft s h o r n  of 
qa+ to perform tmiul missiIe mdntenansf OO4LC has not identified additional 
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; qport  ~ 1 i t 1 ~ .  00-ALC hu I.= tq ft o f a m  g p ~  &which ~ m c  
: podon could be used Qr m i ~ ~ i l o  mriataaw but tbv bna ~i~ it.tioned in them 
! bdldinp- There udJl be a mu uaodated wlth m o v d  dthis equipmat. Until additional 

I 
fscfbtiu nm idcntificd, how rZly condps4, md wWcb 6yBrcm will they support, 
m c k t i o ~  wmts sm not be clearly Identified. There arc epesifio hcilitier r q D q c l i m n ~  fbr 
eoch mlsdfc system. Thorn will be MILCON cosu &t rrlt or portion of the 00-ALC 
fp3htiee 170K lp LL shontUL At S7S r q u r n  6oa ( S M d u d  Planning Pact~r), 

i 
I 

movat)on conu would be g12.7nM or r portion t h m ~ f .  00-ALC hae no concept of 1 ~~ processeo md workflow required to suppon ryotems l i b  ji)LWK, 
PA$NO?, ad Avenger. Fodlfy vtillptlon i8 an important fWor in danlopmm of 

: unjmmmc6 proecom and work0ow. QO-ALC lack of axpmh~~ would ~nusc incmud 
mpigtmance time and costa, OOmALC Atility plaanlng doe6 not address Itrture worlcload 
oudi as THAAD, Ground B a d  Sensor, Javelin, Longbow, end ENNT fix whicb =AD 
hu akeadyplmned. 

i 
i 

8; Anny TACMS, 00-ALX: dl1 we Buildins 2214 for AUR maintsnanec of 
AXACMS. We hm conPrmld thmugh thc ATACM6-PM Lo@stic@ Support 0- th~t 

I 
I 
I ' no one them told the Air Force tbat OOCALCI Building 2214 is 'fidiy cwable of 

-tin@ the current ATACM m8intenm wodcloul" u the OOIAU: Point Plpw i 
mW. In eact, tlrc AFAClklS PM, bflke mid that urfng the infomation pmvided to 00- 

i 
ALC it would be impossible to determine she wtmbiliry of BuiJQing~ 221 4 f ix ATACMS 
utiliaion. FadlitLee D d p  Critcrfr for A T W S ,  26 April 1995 staree thin r minimum 

i 
I 

d l i p g  hsi* of 12 it fs requlrcd ID dl wr with tho exception of 15 Ot rquirtmmt in tho 
a m r i i ~ d ( # : ~ n g  area. Door6 murt be 1.6 B in width for forWiR movwnrarr d mimiles md 
c o n ~ . m .  Building 2214 door width irs 10 ft. Bdding 2214 ceiljng hdght 1~ 1.5 fl, but 
plpar, &nmcworlc, md other obstnrdonr Javc a wrkiq hdght of only 9 ft Building . 
2214 bay6 m qlosi.w rrrcd to 425 lib. Or TACMS axpl0~jva weigh i s  410 Jbs. Tbis 
pennitr ably ens missile in eacb cxplorivo bay. Nso the  bay^ are net 10 

I 
h a p  the mirrile md wpp~rt q u i p m t  rcqulrcd to terr the missile. 1,100 sq R of 

i 
cm+orrmgn(.lly con~ollcd uu is -"ired to rcpdr ~ d u l s t  and control electronic*, I 

. whish Building 2214 docs not hvc.  The buildjog i6 .djrcm to r HILL AFB n a u r d - w  
vrnt which impedes it's munitions h w r d  cJrrsifica(ion. The building Is r+Md to be 
d e r  M e w  by Hill AFB ucplodv8 wfkty ostim to d e m f n s  if ir lhovld be used u a 

i 
I 

rnunlrronb opnrcion. Renovation cart, 16 Building 2214 would bc $3.2 M.(wnunrulon 
coal  x 59%- rnovVion colt) S5.IM x $9%=S3.2M Tbe LkAD d m u c  of 23.2v ia a 

' W a i c  tstimPtc for upgrading Building 2214. This does not lddress  the pwh pomtid 
' built into W ' s  ATACMS facility Builang 3814 for &tw block 1 and 2 wotldoad, 

LEAD'S Building 3810 Ploo hor xhm prce and e~~Ploslve reguiremenro to prfonn 'MAAD 
AUR testing and rcpit  along wW1 tho current ATACMS miulon. I 

i 
bj Rsdu f cst Sito. HAWK and PATRIOT miasilc systems we a- .r kttcrkenny's 

' 28 ere radar t o t  6jt.a r rpsciolly designed W i t y  thsc atmulnm a tacticrl ernpl~cemant 
The test site location mubt have an unobstructed 12 kllomctsr tints of rita frw apace 
radiation tone. TMr sit# muat frav~ 160,000 sq h of hard stand and 2,500 ag A of 
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~ m n r n e ~ l . l l ~  conttoUod work ipm and power quiramts to support PAlIUM and 
HAWK. 00-ALC hrs not i-ed a lowdon ibr the radPr t a t  dtc. DOBB 00-ALC'S 

I 
I 

lochon meet a b w i ~ y  rcquiromon~. ltoc ipw ndlalon ru(uinmsuo, devrtloa (to check 
gramd clutter), and elsrro mrpaoti~ int&rmc requiremom? Thc cog to Wild the 

I 
PATRIOT test alte at LEAD in tP88 w u  El ,8M. Bxbriq i-rc wap alrsrdy In 
ploc(building & power) Inflation id mt m build aew building -Id niso wrt to i 
S2.W Cog to i W  mudam bard t&md would be f 476K Tohl cost to duptim tbst I 
slte.at 00-ALC irr S3M. LEAD will u t i b  the HAWK rediu tag dte to wpporl THUD ! 

aftQr HAW# io removed hrn the inyentoy. The T W  radar test si& will rsqulre r 7.5 i I 
H d m r  keep out zone. 00-ALCs prmcimily in Wm APB runway would crate I I 
problems cstabliahing thiP koerp wut zone. I 
=. Amur34011 Stamp. 00-ALC t w e c  "It is the Aie Fords opinion that dditiod 

~tcrage ovur .od lbow requid to mca immadiaw rep* need, ir not newsmy. 
T a d 4  minilol should be -rod tl* thno TIER 1 dopotr" TIER 1 d e p  are 
&&md clctivc cow and will st- tnining unmunition and fnl(ial war reouvt 
mxddrion roquimcnts. TER 2 or wlm depotr twill maimin additiond wer mearva 
d d n .  Tho decbion to centfallre the repair oftactical dsdlc p i d m  a d  eontroi 
d o n  B&B a LEAD is not hoonliitcnt with the LEAD TIER 2 d s o ' i o n .  Due to 
tha muandue oommiimcnt by TIER 1 depots to the wpporr of powat projection they do 
not poessrr the storage sprrcs for DDD'r tadid miasiler. WAD urilitar, 6BOK sq ft of 
srmtwnition storage apum to support tactid rnissfle consolidation and emmunition we# 
miuilc wockiod. An additional 506K sq ft tr required to support TMRP Bbr HAWK a d  
PATRIOT miuilcr. 00-ALC would require an additiond 1M aq A: of ammunition 
storage space to euppon these workloads. The colt to comtruu this additional storage at 
OOiALL would be $I 17.9M. This would at60 mquite additional msts for rods, rdb, 
loding dooka, ebourity, and ammu~lition area mpport rtaff. 

5. TIME W. No Jrrsvatible d o n 8  can be s t l n a l  until completion of m i 
J3nk-taJ As~~ssrntrnt (EA). LEAD'S B M C  91 gvhnrnmtlt abeo~nent required 
1 7 month6 to wmplsre. The Army C q r  of Engincef~ 'aartcd prows in Msr 9 1, 

I 
1 

LL&~ contract in ~ c p  91 with wmplction O~WBWSXII~~I in h g  92. LEADB# BRA~C 93 
E & m n m d  asstslBmCnt w a  a rnodifi~arian to BRAC 91 umsmm. ThL rqujted 6 

i 
1 

rnor$hs b complete. The dme finme wbn HAW# and PATRIOT transition is irrdcvant 
to the approval of EA 00-ALC would not be able to begin any facility renovadon or 

i 
cqui'pmcn~ transition until appmvd of EA i 
6. h a .  The mining sow for HAWK is b u d  on fort drt. roscivd ftom 
~rd?mce. hlltrllu, and Mualdonr.CMm Schod, Rcdfftonc Arfmd, AL. PATRlOT 
training wet) are based on Eoa data received f b m  Raythwn. These toss Include mining 
cost! per dim, 7DY, OJT and igbor. Training soas 8re S15.BM fbr PATRIOT and 56.2M. 
Tor HAWK. System speific training of OOIALC jaurnsymen t le~nic~miss i le  
w~irmen is a critioat rquirenent and can not be ovplookui mgardlus of how skilled or 
highly mined thy are an otl~cr ~ 6 m r .  Each of the 25 missile system is unique md 
r q u i m  rynrm rpecific tmining in theory of o p d o n  and on the job tdning. me 
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I & requira the r n i n d  pmonnd to b~ -fled "sgnrm ~lpport +Id' Qling 
! hm ucide w t  .ad dtrutlw. brvnplr PATNOT Syrtm eqmtisa by LEAD 

t&id.n, requid appmrdrmuly 18 monhr ofcntning md three ) n v c  rclqerimce on 
i uieiof~MPE, yltm intcption urd checkour, md modffiptiolu to beam 

proBaant. tecU)'s PATRIOT p m o ~  had previnu radar md ryrtm intaption 
Qwpaierw inNAWR. 

7. m O R Y  TRANSFER, Invemry trpnsfk w~rs to implment tactical misdic 
; ooowlldatlon at LEAD wa S710K to datc, Them corn art ftom ths Tactical Missile 

ConooIiCl~on knpiimenudon Plan, updbtd cost ddur hlPT 95. kt ~ W t i m d  5237K was 
; rp+ by DU. ~b con, Wuda ly*a~ that tradtbned to and do not fntludc 

HAm PA'ZRlOT, and Avmgw.  the^ three oystms have the lqw inventory and 
tbdt inwntmy transfar corn would be tho luge~t HAW# world wide emcte are taeidmt 

. at &AD. The cost to ~ruisfkt them wpm would be aobonomjcd. 

I ad Equipment Tran*. HAWK ond PATRIOT systems include 37 toat aeta md 
oo&lefi plvr v4aus ursiRuy equipment, adapr.cn. firmsw, and cabIiw. LBAD'E 

' 
esrfMted wst to movc thlr quipmtnt Ir S4.75M. Tbio aimate hcludw inventory, 
packing, map, shcsluxlt, and d b n d o n .  This csfimate i8 bucd on cxpuience gained in 

. the h i t i o n  of 13 ~ y m k m ~  to LEAD ad cost m mnrhlon equipment to Tobyhmna 
Amy D e p ~ t  The S4.7SM u, relocate HAWK Md PATRIOT doer not include 351.274M 
to mow the HAWK Indoor Tat Pattern Range whiuh must be added. 

1 
b. Bnursinp System. 00-AtC musr k kp&le of suppodng the merging future 

: ryshrnr r rquhmts as w d  as the &adrig workload. Several systems, such ae THAAD, 
-$ SAM,  and ATACMS Block I and 2 haw alnrdy committed to establishing dfpot 
wppore, at LEAD. Plannhg dPbm have bean i n i t l a  t6 include these rquiremcnw nt 
L W .  There re@rementr make the 00-ALC option ,wen more expwiv8 than ~umnt 

i 
I 

I 
, oh4ddloidcndfied. I . I 

c.: Sink Casts. 06-ALC comments on sunk coHs are irrelevant u tbcy penoin to 
tact id  misnk wn~~lidliduion. I i 

d,  Tord Pnchgc Fidding Support. LEAD provides tolal pahge  fielding wppon on 
HAWK, PAmOT, and Avenger, to field unite, 7his i s  a massive sctivity involving 
vehicular and ground support equipment worldoad foreign tw 00-ALC personnel. A 
m h t  LEAD PATRIOT fl Jding involved preparation and alp-t of I 8  railcan loaded 
with 8posldized PATRIOT quiprnent which W&D dcliv~red to thr curtomer hlly 
opehtiosd and with LEAD personnel delivering now equ~pment training to unit 

i 
c.! ~ o c u r r i n ~  Cotrs, The 00-ALC identiflu labor W s  for 00-ALC, LEAD, and - TOAD.reporiW,y Wen Born the DO0 Cost hnpwPbility Wandbook, A mMew of tbe 

I 
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I handbook i h w ,  th.l them ntoa  u c  not prryn( in Yllr d b s n ~ .  When tbw 
j boo( an not be daonnlnul but t h y  we nut coma. Bxpntcaced h u  proved oompming I 

I "ap&er to apples*' betwon d w  ir not poulblc due ro dilltmccs in wmunting 
: ~ B W .  -BRAC Onafyvi~ did not upc reaming lnbor r ~ s  md sMuld not b$ pafi of this 

d y d r  Vdid sompuim bowcan the m m t  ~ a v i ~ e r  Lbor r a g  i~ not polllblc i t  thj6 
time Howmw the dlmt labor rate sr LaAD i s  lem tbm half of W 00-NX: IV- 
labor rate. i 
9. COSTS NOT WCLLDED. 1 

I r / Orho MILCON. 'NN rpplicoble to Uotioll ml.U. aonwIidrtion as cMUU) 
anp{oyeer wlll ~ o t  we B ~ o o  Hodng, coRVD1uty. Duo Exchar@+ etc. 

b.: ICS. The son for Mmick XCS b lo~8 thm SM m 578.5M u slated by 00- 
; u. 
! ! 

16. ?ERSPIICTTVE. LEAD hu t r~~~ft ionul  urd been aged u the DOD dqol bt 15 
of b~ u mimi~c iiyrtana ~ u * d  to mmit~on. B- w J m n i c  mplir cupablfity 
-atad with mait ofwmplex, smc ofthe ut dsrile a y ~ u n r ,  LEAD bar the 
up8plity to provide loul rapair .Dd y~pport to uppon qufpment on pyoms 
wchi as IWWK, PATBIO'I:, Avm~et, and &lure system like TWUD and Ground I 

Bwq umot.  00-AtC is oariflod to repair only 2 $ygme and har no ground support 
equipment, hanoidon of the 15 miuile systems et LEAD waald rceult in the loss of 

1 
S26W already expended u LEAD, plus the GOEC to ,m Jtjon to mother lo&on. Coet to 1 
~mdition lBCtfd m l s s i l ~ ~  LEAD is $ 4 2 4  Mth $36M expcndcd. Co6t to t ~ S l t l 0 n  $O 

mother I d o n  would be u l e a  S42M plw S36M to tranrition HAW and PATNOT. t 
Th~hs DOD Tacticrl Musib Study stlUd 'WAD is che only existing site tbn! oul perfbm 
h a  &rolidati~n ofdl existing Sarvicc~' depot ~ M o u l . " .  

i 
i 
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POINT PAPER 
ON 

ARMY BRAC 93 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL 
TACTICAL MISSILE CURSOLIDATION 

FOR BRAC COMMlSSION 
Mny 8,1995 

The BRAC Comm~ssion on Apr. 26, 1995, dlrtned rbe Army Lv wdyze ~lrrolidatioo of all thc DoD tocticol 

missile workload at Hill AFB. 

** Represmtatlves from tbc Army and OSD wlth Air Forcc p ~ ~ u u u e l  w~~Iu\;tcd a quick site survey of 

Hill AFB and reviewed the tactical missile workload requinments. 

** Tbe ton1 FY 1999 wofklosd r t q u d  to uansfer m Hi AfB was dercrmined to bc 1272 M d i ~  
lsbor hours (DLH) plus 121K DLH (at Hill AFB) for a r o d  of 1393 DLH. The 1.393M DLH 
includes tbe original 677K DLH identified during the BRAC 93 decision plus 658K DLH attributed to 
Patriot and Hawk at Lettaktnny Army Depot (W), and 5SK D M  for Pavlor snd Hawk aU up 
round (AUR) at Red River Amy Depot (RRAD). Tbe only D M  not included arc those required for 
tbe AUR currently perfomad at LEAD, which wwe not provided to the Air Forcc. However; all costs 
associated \fi t r a ~ f d g  tbe wokload (e.g., facilities, equipmeat, etc.) were included m the Alr 

- . Force pmposd. --. r- * = ' <.&,u.*..~,.---.* . . - 2 --  - --Gx2s,.. r y-7 -  &+, z 3% +3*;.;-al<&=~>::~~-~~ ;*-;- 4 2 ;- &-: -2  .. - . - .  . - - .  . - . - - - r n c & ~ - k ~ - o =  ~v=id-$-~&~S~--~-~~%-~-~fi e** to ldmmtd 

. missile workload to Hi AFB. The Anny Bast Study Office a s s d  ihe~ ir  ~ o r c e  anhArmy data submind- - 

and made cost-adjustments (increases) to the Air Force proposal The Air Force did not have an opportunity to 
review these increased costs prior b the Anny Base Study Office incorporating hem into the COBRA maiysis. 

Aftu completing the COBRA analysis, the Army provided tbe Air Force with fhc methodoloa us& in 
determining the cost incre;ises to the Air Force propod. The Air Fonx has reviewed the Army's'cosl increases 

- -- 
-* PERSONNEL: The A m y  was directed by the <AC Commission m use the DoD BRAC 

recommendation submitted Feb. 38,1995. The BRAC Commission Staff provided the Army with the 
Hill AFB penonnel increase of 237 (personnel authorizsdons), associated with the DoD BRAC 
recommendation. However, not included in the model wwe the more &on 1500 personnel losses 
(faces) ftom Hill AFB between FY 1996 and FY 2001 directed by h e  Dorn memo. This does not 
i n c l ~ ~ d e  the 600 pesonuel (faces) scheduled for RIF during September 1995. Tbe losses will include 
personnel with related s k i l k d  in the full range of tasks for the repair of DoD tactical missiles and 
could be r&ligned with minimal fraining. Utilizing these personnel reductions a v o i d d k  need to hire 
direct labor or PCS psonne! (faces). There will bc no personnel hiring costs at Hill AFB for 
transferring this workload, therefore, the COBRA personnel msfcrring w s ~  should be eliminated. 

*** ATACM's ALLW ROUhD M A m N A N C E  F A C a I n  (BLDG. 2214) 
Bas& on informntion provided hy the facilities engineer m the ATACM p r o m  office, Hill AFB 
has the depot level facilities available to support a consolidation of rhe ATACM's missilc 
workload without incurring any substantial consauction costs. Building 22 13. the building 
~electbd for the ATACM'S Full-l.1~ Rnt~nd Maintenance Faciliq. has been certified and approved 
in accordnnce with DoD Explosive Standards to handle 9.80C pounds of Class 1, Division 1.1 
explosives. In addition to having Uie adequate csplosive hmdlinp rat&. Building 27-14 mccts the 



5 w r  space requirements for ATACM missile operations. Building 22 14 is not scheduled for 
demolition. Hill AFB is prepared to expand Build~ng 22 14 based on the ATACM mimile system 
workload in order to establish an efficient missile mainknanu opention. Such changes will 
include: 1) Incorporating an orientation pad and test stand for the fmal guidance control 
abgnment callbratlon for the ATACM, 2) Continue and complete the work already started on 
hardening the naturnl gas metering station located adjacrnl to Bldg. 2214 (current work on this 
issue was prompted by other facility requirements affected by the metering station. not due to 
Bldg. 2214 operations), 3) Adding additional .security iigbting to the building (even though it  is in 
a secured, coxitrolled access a m  with military police seatry's monitoring activities; the same area 

. when the Minuteman and Peacekeepers sre stored), 4) Upgrading the environmental control 
conditioning to the building, 5) Providing tnclosad shehering for tbe loading platforms, protecting 
personnel and munitions from inclement weather, and 6) Adding radio kquency protection 

. around the building. Most of these modifications wiU be handled within Hill AFB's Civil 
Engineering Squadron witb mininial outlay in funding Overall the Air Force proposes renovation 
cons of 6395); for Building 2214. This includtx S295K for hcility modifications and FIOOK for 
support cquipmenr. This changes our orighd cstimale of S287K. The structural integrity and 
wall conmaion of the building can be accounted for by the Class 1, Division 1.1 rating 
approved for the building. Ln addition, ceiling height is adequate for safe movcmenf of the 
1 4 * x 3 5 ' ~ 3 '  missile container. The missile itse& 13' in len& and 2' in diameter. easily fits into 
and can be handle wirhin the aristing bays of building 2214. Finthemore, the entrance and cs i t  
utility doors are 8'xlO'. This allows the current sideloading munitions forklift to pick-up and 
position the missile. in it's container. within Building 2214. Finally. Building 2214 is filly 
capable of accepting the ATACM missile mnintenanct worklo3d without the extensive renovation 

, = . - - costs dedoutby t h e W  ptnon?leL - - - F - - /  *--- - 2  - - a s -  % . - .  - 1 . . . .? . : . 7 ,  -2, . . h. - - -. 4 .. J 
- -  - - - . .. ,- *-cPATRIOT-RADAR TEST SITE;-'lh&S 1 OK-estimate for.the radar- ttstsitcconsrmaion-was-.---=- -- 

. baed on what we believed were similar 0perati0~. Due to short time frames, Hill AF3 was 
unable to obtain accurate costs for equipment and construction of a radar test site. We will accept 
the S2M costs, but feel that with adequate time to prepare, these costs could be brought down. 

. - *** MTSSTLR STORAGE: 1-FAT) identified n r q ~ i m m t  fix 1M (t2 of tactical missile explosive. 
stoxage to be collocattd with the maintenana facility. The Air Force requires a total of 
71- 2 ~ i v e ~ ~ m p o l , ~ ~ t - ~ ~ A ~ :  . . 
AIR, rocket motor, explosive CoDlpnents, rind 3nd control sections. However, 
according to system specification, the Air Force missiles c8n be sored from 5 to 1 I hieh. Using 
an average of three high. the Air Force storape requirements arc reduced to 104.955 A'. Fifty 

- 
v e n t  of thst rrquiremmt is for &age of the Maverick and was n_ot consided for AUR 
consolidation. Deducting thc Air Force rquirement 6om the IM ft' identified by LEAD leaves 
approximately 900K A' required for Anny and Marine Corps missiles. Discussions with the Navy 
indicate tbey plm to continue use of their East and West Corn n p d r  a d  storage facilitiec md not 

-+ consolidated at LEAD. Based on our analysis of Air Force requirements and Navstated 
intendns, 1M fi2 appears to be excessive. 

Review of the stoiage requirement of 1M fi2 of space, as called for in the BRAC Commission 
Analyst Notes. found that Hill has over 187K ft2 of missiles s t o q e  space available. T h i s  
187K A' w a  obtcincd by vacating 62.2K A' uriIizcd for the s t o q c  of  strategic missile and 125K 
ft' used to store tactical missiles and other conventional munitions items. Availsble space is 
S7K fikgrester than previously reported and resulted born a more in-depth study of existin3 
storapc rcquircmcnts. Costs associated arc described in thc Munitioru S t o q c  MILCON 

paragraph following. 

The Air FOXC c x p l o ~ i ~ c  storagc rcguletiom do not rcquin class 1.4 cxploaivc itcrna bc .stored in 

igloos. Our normal procedum are to license a warehouse facility and use it to store these type of 



it-. An additional 50K f? of 1.4 s t o ~  is available immediately to s o n  GCS, h i n g  up 
additional 1 . I  class for AUR dorage. 

The proposed consolidation is to msider  complete collocation of the required storsge at the 
depot maintenance location. This criteria is not consistent with present DoD procedures and is not 
necessary for successful, economic depot performance. Historically. Maverick Missiles have been 
stored st1 Tooelc and Red Rivu Army Depots and all up round repairs perform& at Hill AFB 
within the GCS depot. Approsimately 75% - 90% of Air Force missiles im stored at operational 
locations. Even more importan4 it is unwise both slIategic3lly and logkticafly to store nll missiles 
in one location as d d h A  helow. The services' S-vstern Pro-I Mnnagers have not been 
consulted about the tactical missile consolidated stoxage 31 one location. 

Duting Desert Storm und more mcmtly Somalia and Bosnia we found because of collstcral 
-age resons, precision guided munitions were then and are now the weapon of choice. 
Precision guided munitions must be ~ratc_eiczlly located for outlosd purposes whether by air. rail . 

or cudace. Therefore, m futlne conflicts, it wnllld he 1ngi.cally impossible to outload all service 
requirements h m  one location. Also, from a stmttgic standpoint, the impacts of locating all of 
DoD's most expensive weapons in one location could be disartrour i 

Because of tbis, DoD has developed 3 stockpile optimW:on plan placing critical asscts in three 
Tier I Army stoxage depots, in the east (AnniUon AD), west (Tooele AD) and midwest 
(McCaIlistcr AD). ?hi prondcc optimum outload to meet critical scenarios. At this p i n t  in 

- &.. - .  - .  time, ass& have not yet been moved (not yet hmdbd) to any of the Tier 1 Depots, negating any 
-, - nlocation costs. We verified with the Army reprcsentntivc ;ruthor of the Army Swing concept 

--- -- - that LEAD is a lia I1 dcpot . ' . -- - .  -. . ----.-.* - - - - - - .. - 
i t  is the Air Force's opinion that additional storage over and above th3t required to meet 
htrrriiale ~eyair occds, is not necessary. Tactical &i la  sbould be stored st the three Tier I 

d e w -  

-*- MISS= STORAGE MILCON R&tw of the stwngc rcquimncnt of 1 M ft2 of space, = 
called for in the BRAC Commission Analyst Notes. found that Hill AFB has over 187K fi' of 

~ ' I ' h k ' l r ~  ft' was oblamcd by vamtl.3 fi~i?KX' utllueu 
for the swrage of m~legic mksila and 125K d d to swn tactical missifa and other 
conventional munitions items. Available space is 87K ft' w e r  than previously reported - 
and resulted from a rnox in-depth study of existing storage requirements. There is an 
estunated cost of S3WK to obtain t h i s  Spzce. S m g i c  missile sorage hxs bcu~ prupaiullc~ted 

for closing and no costs ye associated with obtaining this space. The munitions storaze space 
wiIl be. realized through demilitarization, attrition due to normal issue. and the movement of 
matcrial trom 3UK ita of sorage. - L- 

3 Q 

With the availability of 1 8 X  A' of s ce at Hill AFB. an additional area of 81 3K A' is I ? .  rqtured to meet the esunted 1M ff ~dcnnfied by LEAD. Hlll APB belleves the 1 M fl? tu Ire 
excessive for several reasons previously esplained, 1) strate_gic requirements to not locate all 
depot assets at one location, 2) Jogjsrid requircmats for shipping during a Desert 
Shield/Stom scenario, and 3) vemcil sorage of assets in new typc igloos. However, ro abide 
by the direction received Hill is providing cost for thc stipulated large storage area. 

Acreage for additions1 s towe  is svailable st 'l'ooele AU or U?TR (Oasis), or 3 combbarion 
of these two sites. Construction costs would be S106M (8 13K ft2 ' S I3 1/ $1. Construction 
of largcr facilities of a mon: modem des ip ,  such as those being constructed at Hill AFB. 
couldbe expected to s3vt 30% of this construction costs !WM). This would occur due ro 
bener u t i b t i on  of space with vemcal walled units allowing bener vemcal stomge. 



The need for conmuction of ~n ndditional460 ieloos at Hawthorne, NV, or McCdlister 
Army Ammunition Plan: OK, for storage of conventional munitions curmtly stored at 
LEAD, should not k a factor in The mcticsl missile workload consolidation study. This 
requirerntnt is totally independat of and not associated with the 1 M fi' of space smted 3s 
being required for tnctical missile storage, and as a result Hill AFB bas only calculated cost of 
obtaining 1 M of space. 

h summary, Hill AFB's position is that the MlLCON for tactical missiles storage would be 
66GM or less, and when the storage requirements are fully identified and amlyztd, the 
existing 187K ft' available nr Hill AFR plm the dcs ip ted  Tier I storage st Anniston. Tooelr. 
and McCallister, would be fully adequate for all slorage requiremenk This is especially true 
&om a strategic and logistic point of view. It would not be wise to store aU assets at one 
location, as any disaster cot11d aipp1e the 1 I.S. pmhlre In addition shipment of assets from 
one location during a Desen ShieldlStonn scenario would be a logistics nightmart. 

-- TIME FRhME: In accordance with DoD and Air F m e  hriplemmtarion of t he  National 
Enviromental Policy Act, an Environmental Assessment @A) will bc completed. Only when the EA 
rcsults in a finding of significant impact is an cnvimnmental impact survcy (EIS) required. The 
workloads rc~mmcndad for tmrsfer durin~ tho h t  y e ~ r  of tbc plan include no known 'nw 
processes, chtmicals, waste stream, etc, that would impact our p e n t  mviromental lice~uing at 
Hill A D .  The major systems, Patriot and Hawk, do not tmd" until FY 1998-1999 providing more 
than enough tims to complttc and rcspond to any now enviroMld Therefore, an EA is 
expected to demonstrate tbaf no significant impact will be found, and an EIS will not be required. 

.' ... . : . : ,: . . ... . . ... . . . . . . .- - ., - - . . . - . -* .. ? . . : .. - . . -..:..<-,-*-.. . 3;  . 
- . - -. .= - q-n%wp -. -; . -. j .-,;;,,. --:,; - inG.: -*'-aa& .&it& a 

. . .  ., . 

--  _. . - -: . . 21 - suns  to bc S283N of which $'EM m- ;toted for ' 7 '  ': '" 

,. . - - -:-Hank and Patriot systemsi equating to?&?/r of the iotal training budget7 W e  belieye the S22M tnining - - budget for Hawk and Patriot to be excessive. 

The Dom memo continues to drive dm&g at Hill AFB. 'This action uill =quire the release of 
diit I h r  personne1, during the worldoad transfa schedde, with the skills to suppon the full scopc 
of DoD raalcal missile worklwad TLe Ais Funx still klicvcs that S17.4M is -ctuivc for all h i n s  
because of the resident skills base at Hill AFB, but wiU accept the S17.4M based an dat3 from LEAD. - --- -- lNVENlVKY TRANSFER The inventory nansfu cost is considered a "wuTkw fwr i u v ~ t w ~  'lot 

presently at LEAD. The inventory wiU either be shipped to Hdf AFB or LEAD depending on the 
decision of the BRAC. ?be increased inventory doarmtnted in this pamgraph, h m  the estimated 
55GX to the reported S3.1M, sppars significant. However. Our lnvcnrory cos eschares arc: b u d  vu 

the belief that the Army depots practice g d  .supply discipline and only retain the material required to 
support tbe current year requirements. This, coupled with the projected m s f u  dare of the first 
quarter of FY 1999, providw ample hme to reduce the inventory to a mlnlmum bcfore tbe transtkr 
begins. Ws would further expect the Army to only ordebandatory material r e q u w t s  for up to 
six months prior to workload transfa with other parts being held in tbe irun mannger's account or 
fonvarded to the new depot. This practice will titrther reduce the Inventory to the point we believe the 
cost to transfer will be more in-lint with our projected SSOK for Pamot and a $ 1  .SM total. 

.** EQUIPMENT TRANSFER: The equipment transfm coa of S7.3M. for [be Hawk and Psrrior 
weapon systems appears to be hi&. The equipment m s f i r  costs for all or thc taaical rnissilts ro 
LEAD is estimated to be S5M. This includa the Maverick Missile Sysrem which has more teg 

stations and test seb thm the 24 test sets currently used on thc Patriot System. We believe a more 
conservative S2.5M should meet the equipment tmstcr cost tor both Hswk and Pamior. 



--• !X'M< COSTS: Sunk c0d.c ts a rreality ofdownsizing throughout DoD. LEAD has identified 
S25M h d y  spent consolidating tactical missiles. Sunk costs will be associated with any 
scenario, i.e., the closure of LEAD will result in a loss of b d s  spent implementing tbe 9; BRAC 
recommendation, or failure to obtam aprimnm ~stilization of the Hill AFB infrastruare by sdding 
workload will require closure, disposal, or m s f e r  of in-place faci1itie.s-a loss to DoD. This is a 
sipificant impact to the SIB kbstmcnue in place m Hill AFB. 

--- RECURRIHC COSTS: Even though labor costs are not included in the COBRA model. long 
turn savings b a A  on labor rats  sbould be evaluated. Thc difficulty in comparing rates behvten 
scniow is  due to the differences in tbe accounting systems, i.e-, mataiaL o v e h d  GbA. etc. 
However, consistently, Hill AFB labor rates are less than LEAD, ANAD and TC)AD. The Depot 
Msintenance opention Indicator Repon identifies Hill AFB nverage labor rate of $6927 
cornpard to thc LEAD mte of S101.36. The Cost Comparabilit). Handbor;k ( A I J ~  93) identifies 
HiU AFB labor rate as 659.X. LEAD as $65.33, and TOAD as $58.31. A comparison using the 
Cost Comparison Handbook labor rates betwtto Hill AFB and LEAD shows considerable annual 
saviugs car In achicvod for GCS, lalmchcr, and vehicle repair. 

- COSIS NOT INCLUDED: ; - O m R  MILCON: HiIl AFB s m  the tactical rnissilt cousoliciation as a civiiian workload. 
However, the Hill AFB inhsmaurt is in-place to support a large contingent of militmy 
personneL The fiicilitin r u i n  whilc tbc assigned contingmt h a  d& ovw the jxst sevenf 
years. Our military pmomel and their k i l y  members are provided both on-base and off-base 

- - . & - - - support, including. social activities, child m, Base Exchange, hospital, tbeater, banking, school. 
housing Commfswiry, Hobby shops, alucatbnal opprhmio'y ctc. Our d o m i z i n g  effortt will 
result in mothballing approximately 300K ff of adminisaah've area. 0th- MECON concerns 
identified in this section should not be considered 

*-• I S :  Based on the decision of the Joint Cross Service Group for Dcpot Mainmaace (JSCGDM), 
interim contractor support (ICS) is the responsibility of the owning service and will not be 
considered m co-sts to relocate workload. LDce rhe estinmkal SM.SM ataibutod to famot snd 
Hawk, the 1993 &ale for Maverick ICS was $76.5M, which if considend, would have grcarly . - 
s~ew- -- 

,'. 
-* RELOCATION COSIS: AFB identified 100K ft' for faaicd missile explosive srorage, 

70K A' immediately available and an additional 30K A' available in the future. The paper made* 
mention of existing stomge of ICBMs at N a ~ j o  Nanonal Guard Depot, At, and posslble deep 
slorapt of Air Force Munitions. However, all moverncnt would be done throu* amition 
requiring no relocation dollars. ICBMs planned or currently stored at Navajo were already 
budgeted for by the. PEO and igloos would not nccd modification to accommodae deep srorqe vT 
Air Fqre munition?items. An additional 87K f12 of explosive storage at Hill AFQould also be 
Freed up with a relocation cost of $300K, for a tobl 187K ft'. Hill AFB also has additional 
storage available for GCS 1.4 storage in excess of SOK ff. 

** COST AVOIDANCE: Since all of the missile systems have not yet transferred to LEAD, i t  seems 
inappmprinte to label the difference between tbe original BRAC 93 appropristion and what h3s been 
expended to dare as "cost avoidance". 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION , 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
W A U N  J. DIXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 15,1995 REBECCA COX G E N  J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 
4 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is forwarding the attached point 
paper for comment. It is a response to a visit by Office of the Secretary of Defense and Army 
personnel to Hill Air Force Base to gather information on the Letterkenny-to-Hill scenario. 

Please provide your response no later than 6 June 1995. Thank you for your assistance. I 
appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 2031 0-0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTlON OF 

May 26 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN: Mr Brown 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

As requested in your 12 May 1995 letter (9505 12-1 5), The Army is pleased to provide 
the following Somation regarding missile storage requirements associated with the Letterkemy 
to Hill scenario. 

Attached is the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command response to the specific 
questions you requested. It is important to note that the certsed data response on tactical missile 
storage is 1,239 KSQFT with an additional future requirement for ATACMS and THAAD. This 
is greater than the estimated requirement of 1,000 KSQFT used in the Amy's initial COBRA on 
the scenario. This response also highlights additional MILCON required to support the 
construction of igloos that was not included in the original COBRA. 

As indicated in the Army's initial COBRA response on the Letterkenny to Hill scenario, 
the cost were very conservative and would probably increase with hrther analysis. This is only 
one example of potential increased cost. 

Michael G. Jones 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Encl 
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' RWXY TO 
: *"am"oF 

A~~SMC-AEE (1s-la) #WAY EM 

MEMORANDUM FOR Conurisndar, U.S. m y  Materiel Command, ATTN: 
AMCSO (Mr. Daryl Powell), 5001 Eisenhower 
Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22333-0001. 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) commission R e q u e s t  
for Supplemental ~ i s e i l e  Storage Data 

1; Encloeed ie our rseponss addressing the D e f e n s e  BRAC 
~ o ~ i @ ~ ~ o n ~ s  12 May 1995 request tor supplemental information on 
tactiaal missile storage requirements. 

2.  The.Poc is t h e  undersigned at AMSMC-AEE, DsN 7 9 3 - 3 9 3 0 / 3 1 6 4 ,  
datafax!DSN 793-7768, e-mail address is ro0l@ria-emh2.amy.l~il. 

E n c l  
@a2- ALAN G.  WILSON 

Chief, Perrormnnce Evaluation 
Divieion 
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DEPARTMENT OF THC ARMY 

W E P ! C C W W T  ARMY 9-97 
' I CMAM8~ODURU.  PeNNarLvAnlr I 7ROl 

R r w h T  TO 
+r,Teunow o m  

M E M O W U M  FOR Commandst, U. S. Army InduaVial Opedon, Commend. 
A m ;  AMSMCAEE (ouy Wall&), 
Rock IsIand, IL 61299-6000 

1. Letterkenny Army bepot has been quested to provide ammunition stomp I 
requlrbnanu to ruppoit d c d  miesile mnrdidation. Storage rquirancnts am broken [ 
out intb tbtse srecw, mjuile consdidrtion, lka tw R m d f n u ~  Monitoring F a d l i ,  I I 
and outyear. Storage breakout ir providd u encloeurc. 6- reaui- $how ut I 

i 
, d o s u r e  b r  Spamnv tbmugh ATACMS ~ t o d ~  in atota~e at W. Storage is * 

peiformcd in accwdance with Amy Bx@u~an*ng Drawing and been r g v i d  and i 
qprowd by D- Chidof SuRfbr Ammunition, Hepdpmrta~ U. 9. Amry Depot ! 
S y ~ m s  Comnnd. I 

2. h t k d  mirsilc CQllMlidBfi~~ and W ' s  current All-UpRound workIod q u i r e  
68DK;&qwe k t  of ammition titwmge spa&, BOK scp~e k t  ofthis pw ir used Tor 
guidance and control otorage which docs not require rtotage in an iaoo. 
knmunition storage q u i d  to euppon Tbertor Monitoring M i n e s 6  Fuility is 506K 
square f&.. Iddfied out year -rage requir~msnb arc 5=, sqwrt f'eet, this number 

i 
I 
! 

dl increase as -rage requiranenu become clear. I 
! 

3. Point ~Cconcan f i r  additional inionnation is Mr. Robert Wood, =AD, SDSliE-1, 
I 

DSN 570-9798. 1 

w 
Director of htcgrated 

Logistics Suppott 
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I STORM33 POSTURE 
6br 

AUR and WlDAN WCONl7XOId SECTIONS 

1. STOJ.WGE KEQUIREMENB. GCS wntain contain squibs which are k& 
clu~i6crtion 1.4. The parfm4d ctorngo method fbr Clwu 1.4 i l~lr  Is a magazk or 
i#oo.a Stomp in a environmentally controlled building is pennissibla OCS are 
aored in igloos at Letmkenny by sretomer rqueert. b ~ r k e n n y  uurp 80K sq R of 
ammunition rtorlgc fo; G C S r  AUR ~ o m . l n  mcploshzs whish rrc h u u d  dmdfiuuion 
1.1. AUR mwt be mrad in ammunition m a  iglooa S t o w  areas muat mwt q d t y  
and distenco roquiraaa. Lctecrkenny usc~ 412K sq ft of igloo storage space fbr AUR 
mlsailm and Claus 1, J miseils explosive components. See Table 1 for ~ i d  missile 
wnsolidarion stomp roquircmcnte by system. 

S p m w  
HARM 
Phosniv 
Sidtwinder 
w 
Mwwick 
Slink 

AfMXs*  
vffb 
Stlngw 

Table 1. Ammunition Stomp Rquirsmenta. 

TdAL.  680,866 
I 

ATACMS mnge rquimencr will double in FY07 doc to produotion increaser. 

: 2. TMRF S T O W E  REQUIREMENTS. HAWK and PATRIOT r q u i m  SOCK sq ft of 
storrrgc space. Odgm-Air Logieticr Center has indicad that they lave the capability ta 
perform Theatre Monitoring Readinosr Facility worMoad. 

3. OUTYEAR STORAGE REQUIKEMEMS. Addidonid nmmunition storage ~ p c  i s  
rquired for outyear syetcms such ail; EEUNT, T W ,  Longbow, and Jawdin. THAAI) 
will kcquire 52K iq R o f  storage rpaco. The THILU) missile must be totatodlmonlhly to 
lnqura that thc propdun1 doe8 not sottle. 
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ArnCCWl r Rllsric-fill  
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AMUNITIQN P ~ N B  D . ~ ~ I ~ I o N ,  O E Q C ~  cnnens-fi~-~) 

, . .  . . 
Tho mtbra8t spec. ~mquirarnmntsi drvmlapsd by L E ~ D  

ctual ly bccup i e d  i t  LEIID today for Bparrou, WRMI 
r?fWd?I, Maverick, 8hrf lc@,  and ATC\CMI~;V for  o Betel 

PWS + O r  H e L l . + ' i r e  and 8t-lnger haws LdenGif Lad 
f t  dnd 42K .a+ f t  rrmparcbively. TRHF ~Corags 

PC\TRIOT h t a . 1  506K sq f t .  A n  additlanrl 52K 

1 . starage whi lo 41 1: .i 0 for i tdm dcco~crl mlarsf. l a  i terns nrav NOT atorsd 
. $ j -  o n a - a t o ~  h g ~ h  i m  ta,ed b y  H i l l  AFB. 

J . m q  .ff; will :be neab&d $w &lte .THAAb, ' ~ h i r s . ~ o l - = , '  the total idanki4ied 

, . 

asdi;"ao LEPD 5.s unuuj,tmd to *taro l e r g s  qusnti t i m r  a6 
tacttcal .mikeLlar e auee ' l i t :  .uoula be lrrelmtic~lly b r p p e r r i b l m  b a  

.' putlord all srrvVi  ' equiromtnts" f r t o m  LEAD 1s incorrect-. I,EC)b@o T ie r  
X I  r t a b u m  in the T i e r i d g  P1e.n m r l c r s  i t  advantaqc~ouL CQ atare the 

-miyoilmm b?iarrr. ' .  
I 

known requi~rementm, 
numhmrrr , i . s  :acf;u@Ly 

. - Tie* I dmp te at;.! cansfdcred :fhe ac;tiv.m core, u e m d  to *bore 
training a&mun.i,tt i i nd f.nLtial ( f frst  30 days) W m r  Rarervs ammunf.+fon 

. tqequiramenta. 'Ti: r 2 ,  OP cadre depotmr are used 60 matntrin addit:ionrl 
.War ~eserve,.rmmun t i  n. 'r?. a T i e r  T I  depot, LEAD will not have kta 
~ m p e t = ' ~ l v h  the: t r  Lnrd resdurcrsa :requir~d o f  61.re T ibP  1 d e p o t  durlng 

; the initial phm& of p b w i p  pro,Jectien, Since 75% - 96Y. a9 A F  m i o m l l a r r s  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS. USAF ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Over the last few weeks the Commission staff has received a number of documents from 
the Letterkenny community. Request you provide specific comments with regard to the 
following: 

Attachment 1 -- Please describe the tactical missile maintenance workload(s) that Red 
River and Anniston will be transferring to Letterkenny. Is this depot level work or missile, 
storage, surveillance, certification and uprounding? If this workload is other than depot 
level work, has the Army evaluated the costs and benefits of such movements? 

Attachment 2 -- Please verify the programmed tactical missile workloads for Letterkenny 
and Hill AFB. In addition, what is the projected tactical missiie workload for fiscal year 
1999? Based on the DOD recommendation to realign Letterkenny, what portion of the 
future year workload would be accomplished by the Tobyhanna and Anniston depots? 

Attachment 3 -- Please verifL that the document represents the approved budget for 
ongoing Letterkemy tactical missile consolidation efforts during fiscal years 1994 - 1997. 

Attachments 4, 5, and 6 -- Information papers for your review and comment. 

Attachment 7 -- Provides Letterkenny community concerns about the Army's military 
value and COBRA analysis. 

Why did the Army place more emphasis on the reported depot capacity 
measures, which are work station driven, rather than the relative size of the 
depot in terms of square feet and acres? 
Does the DOD recommendation transfer all programmed work to Tobyhanna 
and Anniston or just core workload? 
What is the annualized transportation cost for transporting guidance and 
control sections between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna? What is the cost of 



What is the annualized transportation cost for transporting guidance and 
control sections between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna? What is the cost of 
transporting vehicles between Tobyhanna and Anniston? How were these 
costs reflected in the Army's COBRA analysis? 
Why did the Army COBRA analysis provide for the transfer of only 300 
personnel authorizations to Tobyhanna? How can Tobyhanna accomplish the 
same work previously accomplished by some 930 people? 
What are the cost estimates for renovating andlor constructing new buildings 
at Tobyhanna to facilitate tactical missile maintenance workloads? What are 
the cost estimates for transferring equipment from Letterkenny to Tobyhanna? 
Why were these costs excluded from the Army's COBRA estimate? 
Is it reasonable to assume that Anniston can assume 284 manyears of vehicle 
workload without any additional personnel or constfiiction? What is the basis 
for the $5.0 million cost estimate to transfer equipment to Anniston? 
Why doesn't the Army COBRA estimate provide for transfer of personnel and 
equipment from tenant organizations including LOGSA, SIMA, Public 
Works, DISA Mega Center, and DFAS? 

Attachment 8 -- This document was received from the Letterkenny Commander in 
response to our request. Information is provided for review and comment. 

Request you provide this information no later than 19 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r d w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 

EAB/mgk 
encl. 



ARMY RECOMMENDATIONS 
AS APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
GAINS: RECEIVES FROM RRAD, THE LIGHT COMBAT VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 
MISSION AND HAS COMMAND & CONTROL OF THE RUBBER PRODUCTION FACILITY. 
RECEIVES FROM LEAD, THE CONVENTIONAL MAINTENANCE (ALL LESS MISSILE) 
MISSION. 

LOSS: MISSILE MAINTENANCE MISSION TO LEADJTOAD ,YGLLF/AC-, ydd 

CORPUS CHRISTI ARMY DEPOT 
NO GAIN OR LOSS OF MAINTENANCE MISSION TO ANOTHER ARMY DEPOT 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT IS REALIGNED TO TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

GAINS: RECEI YES FROM RRAD, THE TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE 
0 ( r  4 + ,yd&/(, ntcd C /C 

A u P Y ; P k ,  : 7 , m ; , n  ' WORXL OAD/WZSSION RECEIVES FROM ANAD, TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE ' )PJ '*' 2 WORKL MD/MZSSION 



LOSS: TRANSFER CONVENTIONAL GROUND MAINTENANCE MISSION (LESS TACTICAL 
MISSILE WORKLOAD) TO ANAD. ENCLA VE AMMUNITION STORAGE MISSION/WORZUOAD 
IN PLACE WITH COMMAND AND CONTROL BELONGING TO TOAD. ENCLAVE DoD 
TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOADMISSION AT LEAD UlTH GUIDANCE AND CONTROL 
WORKLOADMISSION BEING ACCOMPLISHED AT TOAD. ARMY RECOMMENDATION FOR 
DLA WAS THAT IT BE TRANSFERRED TO BASE "X". LOGSA & SIMA ARE IDENTIFIED AS 
BRAC 93 DECISIONS YET TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY AMC. ALL OTHER TENANT ACTIVITIES 
ARE TO BE EITHER ELIMINATED OR TRANSFERRED TO BASE "X". 

RED R I W R  ARMY DEPOT 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT IS CLOSED 

GAINS: NONE 

LOSS: TRANSFER TO ANAD, ALL LIGHT COMBAT VEHICLE WORKLOADMISSION. 
TRANSFER AMMUNITION STORAGE MISSION/WRKLOAD TO LONE STAR ARMY 
AMMUNITION PLANT AS WELL AS THE CIV TNG EDUC DEVAND INTERN TNG CTR. AN 
ADDITIONAL 143 RRAD PERSONNEL WILL BE TRANSFERRED FOR SECUXZTYAND BASE 
OPERATIONS. TRANSFER TO BASE "X", CIV SCH ENG/ZOG AND DFAS. ENCLA VE THE 
RUBBER PRODUCTION FACILITY IN PLACE AT LSAAP WITH COMMAND AND CONTROL 
BELONGING TO ANAD. THE ARMY RECOMMENDED THAT THE DLA REGIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION CENTER BE ENCLA VED IN PLACE AT LSAAP WITH COMMAND AND 
CONTROL REMAINING WITH DLA. ALL REMAINING TENANT AND DEPOT PERSONNEL 
W L L  BE ELIMINATED. 



DEPOT 

FY95 
LEAD 

A LEAD 
J 

TMCWORKLOAD 
GUIDANCE 8: 

COKTROL 9% 

i 
f 109.9K hrs . 52% 

lOOK hrs 

202.2K hrs 

0 hrs 

OTHER TOTAL 
TAf C 5% TAM C 7c CO~1~IES'T.S 

586.1K hrs 100% 

I 

i O hrs 

881K hrs 

Ohrs 

696.2K hrs 

j EQUAL 1YORKLOAD 

TRAh',SITIONEL) PLUS 

IIAIVK AND PATRIOT 

I ALREADY AT LEAD. 

I 1 3 8  / 0 0 - A I , C  REPAIRS OKLY 

I TWO SYSTEMS, LEAD 

I 
87% T31C COSSISTS O F  

1 

31ORE THAS GS 6: CS. 

I I OTIiER ThlC HOURS 

0% 

0% 

0% 

100?il 

1 

lOOK hrs 

1.08hI hrs 

0 hrs 

REPAIRS 15 SI'STEhlS. 

0% I 





TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION g6 

pgrades, $5.2M for 
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TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 

Trained 194 employees on 17 different 
systems. Plus hundreds of employees on 
HAWK and PATRIOT. Expended $8.22M on 

No missile system experience, trained 
personnel and equipment. Inadequate 
facilities. Cost $42.1 plus $120M to transition 
HAWK and PATRIOT. Inefficient, 
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GROUND BASED SYSTEMS 

edification, small motor mdiafion. Indoor test  pattern 

ire harness rebuild, power 

Page 1 
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GROUND BASED SYSTEMS 

Page 2 

*p& @$J&.*;wpop-ea* 
ending system to TOAD, electronics are actical Missile Study stated HAWK 

LEAD employees fully 
rrupt at final system 

LEAD performs all depot maintenance at central 

PATRIOT 

AVENGER 

LEAD employees fully 
trained. Cost to train TOAD 
employees $1 5.8M 

LEAD employees fully 
trained. Cost to train TOAD 
employees $250K 

sending system to TOAD, electronics are 
removed, vehicles sent to ANAD and back, which 
causes maintenance interrupt at final system 
integration and checkout. 

LEAD performs all depot maintenance at central 
location. BRAC 95 decentralizes maintenance by 
sending system to TOAD, electronics are 
removed, vehicles sent to ANAD and back. 

PATRIOT was fully entrenched at LEAD and is not 
relocatable without major perturbations to DOD 
infrastructure and mission requirements. Increases 
turnaround time, -.. .", -. , - 

tiWR#8kWm $3,814 per.rrlomger. 
Separation of fire control unit and vehicle causes 
serious problems associated with performance of air 
drop modification due to close machining tolerances. 
Also increases turn around time. 



MISSILES 

Page 1 

Nitrogen Distribution System, 

1,440 sq ft Class 1000 Clean 
Room, Nitrogen Distribution 

Bldg 370 Small Mezzanine System, Shaker Tables, 
Navy Equip 94 complete, Nitrogen Distribution Ammunition Storage Area, Data GS & CS contain Class C 
A. F. Jul 95 System installed. 12,900 sq ft Collection system. Specialized material requiring magazine FY99 

SIDEWINDER FAT Mar 95 environmentally controlled area test equipment. or secure storage 95K MNHR 

PHOENIX 

MAVERICK 

Equip Dec 94 
FAT Mar 95 

Transition date 
Jun 96 

Bldg 370 Geodetic Survey 
completed, Lighting and Power 
Upgrades completed, 13,000 sq 
ft environmentally controlled 
area 

Bldg 370 Lighting, power, 
environment upgrades and large 
mezzanine complete Jun 95. 

Hydraulics Room, Nitrogen 
Distribution System, Ammunition 
Storage Area, Data Collection 
System. Specialized test 
equipment. 

LASER Clean Room, Nitrogen 
Distribution System, Ammunition 
Storage Area, Data Collection 
System. Specialized test 
equipment. 

GS & CS contain Class C 
material requiring magazine 
or secure storage 

Squib will be removed prior 
to maintenance, hazardous 
material storage required for 
squib. 

FY99 
13K MNHR 

FY99 
46K MNHR 



MISSILES 

SYSTEM TRAINING MAINTENANCE CONCEPT SUMMARY 

I 
I 

I 
I 

SPARROW 

18 personnel rcvd training 
1994, 8 personnel hired from 
losing SOR 

SIDEWINDER 

LEAD is the disassembly, test, and storage 
site for Air Force missiles. LEAD tests and 
repairs Navy and Air Force GSs & CSs. 
Under BRAC 95 proposal GS and CS repair 
would be performed at TOAD. BRAC 95 
separates repair and assembly sites. 

a. Proposal increases transportation, handling, 
and inspection costs. b. TOAD has no CLASS 5 
storage capability, sections will be stored at 
LEAD. c. TOAD must establish Quality 
Assurance Specialist Ammunition Surveillance 
(QASAS) organization. 

17 personnel rcvd training 
1994, 24 more in Apr 1995, 

GS & CS are sent to LEAD fr 

s will be staged at 

a. Proposal increases transporation, handling, 
and inspection costs. b. TOAD must establish an 
QASAS organization. c. LEAD used for staging of 
sections and removal of squibs. MAVERICK 

4 

* J. / ' , : i f ;  

Page 3 

30 personnel Jun 95 18 
committed to transition from 
losing SOR 

GCS will be sent to LEAD for test, repair, and 
modification. Under BRAC 95 proposal, 
missiles will be s to LEAD for AUR test 

to TOAD for repair then 
back to LEAD f R. BRAC 95 separates 



MISSILES 
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HARM 

AMRAAM 

Army TACMS 

STANDARD 

PSE Mar 95 
CS Oct 97 
GS Apr 98 

Equip Jan 98 
FAT Feb 98 

Equip Mar 94 
FAT May 94 

Bldg 370 Power, lighting, and 
environmental upgrades. 13,100 
sq ft environmentally controlled 
area. 

Bldg 370 Power, lighting, and 
environmental upgrades. 
Upgrade of old clean room. 
9,000 sq ft environmentally 
controlled area. 

Renovation of Bldg 3810 
complete. 12,000 sq ft 
environmentally controled area 

Renovation of Bldg 11 underway 

Two 1,200 sq ft Anechoic 
Chamber. Requires placement in 
30 ft high environmentally 
controlled area, Data Collection 
System. Specialized test 
equipment. 

Data Collection System, Nitrogen 
Distribution System, AMRAAM 
Depot Management System. 
Specialized test equipment. 

LoadIReload Station, 
Environmental Chamber, Joining 
Fixture, 2 Axis Tilt Table. 
Specialized test equipment. 

Data Collection System, 
Specialized test equipment. 

GS & CS contain Class C 
material requiring magazine 
or secure storage 

GS & CS contain Class C 
material requiring magazine 
or secure storage 

Storage in LEAD Ammunition 
Area Igloos 

Storage in LEAD Ammunition 
Area Igloos 

FY99 
47K MNHR 

FY99 
54K MNHR 

FY99 
11K MNHR 

, O  MNHR 





OTHER SYSTEMS 

Page 1 

nvironment upgrades Q FT CLASS 100,000 

lity, Bottle Cleaning 

HELLFIRE 

TOW BFVS 

TOW 
GROUND 

TOW COBRA 

MLRS 

Equip May 94 
FAT Sep 94 

Equip Sep 94 
FAT Dec 94 

Equip Mar 95 
FAT Jul 95 

Equip Sep 95 
FAT Oct 95 
Equip Mar 94 
FAT Dec 94 
Additional 
Equip Apr 95 
FAT May 95 

Building 426 renovation 
completed Feb 95. 
Electrical, lighting, HVAC 
and fire protection. 
Building 426 renovation 
completed Feb 95. 
Electrical, lighting, HVAC 
and fire protection. Bldg 
426 is used for TOW 
Systems & HELLFIRE 
Building 426 renovation 
completed Feb 95. 
Electrical, lighting, HVAC 
and fire protection. Bldg 
426 is used for TOW 
Systems & HELLFIRE 
Building 426 renovation 
completed Feb 95. 
Electrical, lighting, HVAC 
and fire protection. Bldg 
426 is used for TOW 
Systems & HELLFIRE 
Power, lighting, and 
environment upgrades 
complete. 4,000 sq ft of 
environmentally controlled 
area 

ANIUSM-410 with AH-64 
Augmentation 

No special capabilities required 

960 sq ft CLASS 100,000 Clean 
Room, Electro-optic Capability 

No special capabilities required. 

No special capabilities required 

No special storage 
requirements 

No special storage 
requirements. May 
require storage at off 
site DLA Depot 

No special storage 
requirements. May 
require storage at off 
site D L ,  Depot 

No special storage 
requirements. May 
require storage at off 
site DLA Depot 

No special storage 
requirements. 

FY99 
9K MNHR 

FY99 
36K MNHR 

FY99 
72K MNHR 

FY99 
39K MNHR 

FY99 
85K MNHR 



OTHER SYSTEMS 
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SYSTEM TRAilNiMG NMlNTENANCE CONCEPT S U M M Y  

DRAGON 

HELLFIRE 

11 personnel rcvd Apr 94, 1 hired 
from losing SOR 

2 personnel rcvd training Apr 94, 
1 hired from losing SOR 

LEAD performs test, fault isolation, 
repair and rebuild to assemblies and 
subassemblies. TOAD maintenance 
concept will be the same. 

LEAD repairs launchers, circuit cards, 

TOW BFVS 

TOW GROUND 

TOW COBRA 

MLRS 

BRAC 95 proposal will cause 
maintenance interrupt and degradation to 
equipment and skill base. 
Missile mission will be performed by 
LEAD, missile section and other will be 
performed at TOAD. .MAC 95 proposal 

LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 
the launcher, Missile Guidance Set, 
and the Command Guidance 
Electronics. Same maintenance will 
be performed at TOAD. 

LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 
the launcher, electro-optic sight, 
Missile Guidance Set, and associated 
subassemblies. Same maintenance 
will be performed by TOAD. 

LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 
the Monitor and Control Amp, Control 
Panel, and Sight Hand Control. Same 
maintenance will be performed by 
TOAD. 

LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 
the Fire Control and Launcher 
assemblies. Same maintenance will be 
performed by TOAD. 

12 personnel rcvd training Jul94 

15 personnel rcvd training Mar 
95. 11 hired from losing SOR 

12 personnel rcvd training Mar 
95, additional training scheduled 
May 95. 4 hires have committed 
from losing SOR 

4 personnel rcvd training Feb 94 
and 2 in Jul94 

BRAC 95 proposal will cause 
maintenance interrupt and degradation to 
equipment and skill base. 

BRAC 95 proposal will cause 
maintenance interrupt and degradation to 
equipment and skill base. 
BRAC 95 proposal will cause 
maintenance interrupt and degradation to 
equipment and skill base.Training of 
LEAD personnel is partially complete with 
remainder of training scheduled for May 
95. 

BRAG 95 proposal will cause 
maintenance interrupt and degradation to 
equipment and skill base. 

power supplies, and cable assembli -ion and M s i f e  repair 
isr scheduled to perform test uces efficiency and 

repair of W HELLFIRE missile, hiYesSS turn gsMlnd time. 



OTHER SYSTEMS 

Power, lighting, and 
environment upgrades 
complete. 4,000 sq ft of Included in 
environmentally controlled No special storage AVENGER 

ATAS FATJun94 area Argon bottle refurbishment. requirements. workload 
Bldg 11 is undergoing 
complete renovation to a 

Scheduled for missile maintenance No special storage FY99 
LCSS Apr 96 facility. No special capabilities required requirements. 18K MNHR 

Bldg 11 is undergoing 
complete renovation to a 

Scheduled for missile maintenance No special storage FY99 
SHILLELAGH Apr 96 facility. No special capabilities required requirements. 8K MNHR 

Page 2 
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OTHER SYSTEMS 

LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 
the launcher, launcher adapter, sight 
subsystem, and argon coolant bottles. 
Same maintenance will be performed Proposed maintenance concept causes 

ATAS 2 personnel rcvd training in 1993 at TOAD. no serious impact. 
LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 

11 personnel rcvd training in major items, secondary items, and 
1993, 10 additional scheduled for assemblies. Same maintenance will be Proposed maintenance concept causes 

LCSS Jul95 performed at TOAD. no serious impact. 
LEAD repairs, rebuilds, and modifies 
line replaceable units, infrared 
transmitter and tracker, signal data 
converter, check out panel, and power 

Personnel receiving LCSS supplies. Same maintenance concept Proposed maintenance concept causes 
SHILLELAGH training will repair Shillelagh will be performed at TOAD. no serious impact. 

Page 4 



T o  A l l  C o m m i v s i o n e r s  

C / O  BRAC Commissioner Rc?bc!cca Cox 
1700 N .  Moore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 2 2 2 0 9  

n e a r  Commissioners, 

E n c l o s u r e  provide:.; e ~ i y h a s i s  to 1ssut:s conc-.c:r.rl:; 
relating to Army's p r ~ l j ( . ) s a l  to r e a l i q r l  l , c l . te :~ -kenny  .\rrr~y 
Depot (LEAD) . A g r e a t  de;3l of r n i s i ~ - ~ f o ~ m a t i c n  h a s  k ) e c ? r l  

promulgated by the D e l ~ a r t r n e n t  of Army ~ , : c ) ~ . r i . e ~ n i n q  it.:; 
decision t o  cease T a c t i c r j l  Mi s s i l e  C o r l . s r , l i d a t i ~ n  a t  LL,i\i'i (j:; 

directed h y  the BKAC Y5 l a w .  The e~rclcsul-e also provid<-::< , j  

sunmary  of t h e  issues,  c-:osts, a n d  savi111;1:- L h a t  n e e d  t o  be 
addressed when t h e  Co :nmis s ion  considers 1.1rtz: f I rsal . r ~ r r r i ~ .  I-4,1r;ti- 

9 5  recomn~el~c- la  t i o n s .  

O u r  friape is t i rar  :ne ~ : I I L ~ L I . , - ( ~  : i-,;::l:.iii.l!, .! (,:: f l J :  ! ,- -.... , . - 
major p a i r i t  s t h a t  shr! l~Az k;e cf ' ; i~jr~!i; : . ,-~~~l I , , .  ; i .:..; : I-, I , 

rcmedy a 1  I 7 t - 1 ~  ~ ~ . i ~ i t - ~ f ~ - l ~ - i n ~ t  1cr;. 



Letterkeiuiy Army Depot is unicl{~t: arllollg Army installi~tio~~s hec;l\~se ~t is thc or~ly 
facility that currently has thc cai~abil~ty to disnsser1it)lc rrl~sstlc.;, ovcrh;~itl ttlc 

guidance and control unlt as well as the gro~md-supy,or't tlrl l t  arlcl 1c-111tcgr;itc tllc 
system. LEAD has the necess;try C ~ ~ I I ~ ) I I I C I I ~  ant1 sk~llcd ~ V I ~ O I I I I C I  to C O I I ~ I I C ~  finill 
testing of the system arid eitlier. store or ship the systerrt Ir, 11s fi~lal d c s t ~ n ; \ t ~ o ~ ~  
Witllirl DOD, there IS 110 other s111gle facil~t\l that c;ili l i ) r n ~  ; ~ i l  t l~cse dtvc.~ kc 

tasks. Even the Joint Cross Service Ciroup, Depot M a ~ r l t c ~ ~ a ~ ~ c c  concl~~clcti 0gtlc11 
I r  Logstics Center was no1 capable of halidling r11c co~~sol ida t~on o f  t:~ctlc;ll 
missile rnaintena~~ce. In adtlition i@.tlr% mtv ir~stailaliott tirat retrairs anti 

the B R A C ~ ~ ~ C ~ &  The ciirre~~t DKAC 95 pr.oposal w l ~ l c l ~  rccrrttl~llc~ltis 
the real~grmient of LEAD will destroy LEAD'S unicluu capa\)ilitics and w ~ l l  ~rlstcird, 
d~sperse these capabilities alnong severill dcyots tllcrcby r~ l~lc i l~g  A t ~ ~ i v ' s  rcatlincss ; ) I  

nsk. 

In addition, the ecorlornic impact of'tlie current BKAC 95 p~.ol)osnl as cfcrcn11111ct1 1~ 
the COBRA model is not factual. N~tmerous costs have tlot \ I C L ' I ~  ~~rupcr ly  
considered in the COBRA rnodel whictl Ilas c:t~lseJ lltr pl'ojected savings ro t)c 

grossly exaggerated and the one-tirlit. closing costs greatly ~rr~tlerst;~tc;.d I I I S ( I I . I I I A I I ~ > ~  
presented in the followirig parapaplls provide a siilrunary of costs, savings. atid 
issues which need to be considel-ed in making arlv decision to r.c;iligrl 1 .FAl>'s \i.ot.k 
load and to duplicate its esis[l~lg capabilities. 

ISSUES: 
* Keverses the BRAC 93 lav: to consolidate Tiicti~al Mtbs~les at (one iocation) 
LEAD. 

* Nullifies tlie eflbrt to cortsolicl:~tc ? ' a c t ~ ~ a l  M l ~ ~ l c :  b l a ~ t ~ t e n ; u ~ c e  at 1.1-A1 HkL. 
al$ pemd of 14 trronrhs, LEAD has bt~ccessfillly tranarroned IS of 2 1 ttllssile systcns 
c% $me and wittrrn b a l g ~ .  -1 his fact has beer1 confirmed I)y tllc f)cpam~enz- ( ~ f '  

ector Gmcral he, rcquireJ.re!lovat~ou of facilities at I ,EAt 1 ta 
.ths: rwsslle work IS over 85V0 cotnplete. 

* Jeopardizes future savings and partnersllip effort wttl~ I..lllitecl I )cfi.r~sc, I ,in~ited 
Partnership. 

* Comprorruses Army readir~css it11tI ~ ~ L ~ I I I L L I ~ I O I  C ; I ~ ; ~ I ~ I I I ~ \ .  ~ ) C L ' ; I I I S C '  1.1-:At) i s  the 
sole source of repair for the Patriot Air Ilcle~ist: Syste111. 'l'hc I3RAC' 93 ar~;~lvsts 
has completely ignored the issues su~.ro~~ndirig the F ' i i t r i o t  Systerll. Thc cost to 



resulting from the transition of'tilt. t'atrint has not beell aclclressctl. 

* With the proposcd closure of' Red River Arrny llepot, A m y  wtll Iosc ;I 

sigulicant portion of its Artillery Surge capability. l < ~ ~ i ~ i ~ l i ~ ~ g   illcry cry work ; ~ t  

LEAD will reduce the degratiittion ur lhis i~nyortant cap;it)ility 

COSTS: 

l 'he origu~al COBRA   nod el estinlatc of'o~ie-l~rrlt: co..~ls of'X50M IS  not  ;icc~~r.;itc 
COBRA does not reflect o ~ i e  dolls. of cost associal~(I C V I ~ ~  I\IC I I I O V L ' I I I C I I ~  o f ' t a c t i ~ n l  
missiles or Patriot Air. Defc~lsc S ~ ~ I L ' I I I  fi.0111 LEAD to r J ' c ) t ) ~ ~ l ~ ; ~ r l r ~ ; i  A I - I ~ I ~  [)coot 

More accurate estimates of orle-tune costs nulgc fiorr~ a cutlse~vative $2.3 I M to . 
i$3WM. These costs will be even larger i f ~ n u v e r l r t . ~ ~ ~  i)f 'ar~l~lli~~lition from I,I:Al> I >  

considered. Using the least orle-timc cost esti~nate yieltls a r.ctiu.11 o ~ r  ~ I I \ ~ C S I I I ~ L ' I \ I  

exceeding one hundred years. A n y  rnover~icnt of r~~issions frolrl L,F!ATl I I I I I S I  

consider the following costs: 

* Movement of PATRJOTItLA WK Au- Defense Systenis - % I !OM ('I'Ills 111c111tieb 
&&rim contract support co& s~ncc !,FAD is the sole sotlrct: trl'repnir b'or the 
I#%TMOT). 

+ Move~nent of Tactical Mtss~les -%42 M 

* Movement of Artillery - $34M 

* Relocation of Tcniults - $917 to $ 1  8 3 ~  

* Cost of work not scheduled to br t r  aisf'errecl to rirlo~llt'~ (71 ~ ~ I I ~ I C  dcpot hr~t to hc 
contracted within the private wclor 

* Additio~~al costs wliic.11 III{ISI be cotisidel.ed 1,111 \vil~c.!i Arlny 112s r~r~orccl 111 11s 

aualysis include: 

- Transportation to niove ~~uss i l e  work arnotlg cit.p.)rs ;iffcr tf~snsscmhlv 
- htegra t~on and Final Testing o f  Assets 
- Training 
- Storage 



* COBRA tnodel estimated reCutm11g persor~rlel si iv~l~gs from rc.;rltgnrner~t of'I.J;AT>- 
arJSY.6M. -A major portion of those siivblgs welc gci,u~;~tad 1)). C I ~ I ~ I I I I ~ ~ ~ I O ~ I  o I '  I I ~ C  
Tactical Mass~le workload rnariyeass. 7lie rll;ulycar s \vet e tahct I at., s;ivll~gs . 
however,"he COBRA nlodel fililecl to consider' the correspo~ldulg in~rcasc 111 costs 
witich can reasonably be expected at the gallung silt: wl~ctlicr that site is iirtott~cr 

fXlD facility or a contractor. There are 110 perso~lllcl s; lvi~~ps Tllc workload mllst 
be accomplished 

**%?ORRA estimated $19.4M ill rec;umr\g savulgs in base opc~.atioit ctt3ts 1 7 1 9  

.reaigtkg LEAD. C'C)Ul<A i ~ c c d  rllc \vrurlg I);ise opct-nt~t)ns cost for I I:AI) 1 ' 1 1 ~ .  
total cost figure used inclt~tfed c'ohts pe[ta~tllr~g to Snv;ul~l; \  A I I I I ~  r)cpot ;)s \\sell n q  

costs to support tenants at I-Em. tlowever, COBRA orlly ~licluded I .FA[) 
perso~u~el  and less than half'tht: iericults, thereby, g.c:itly 111flatt11g ~ h c  basc 
operatio~ls costs per person. WJICII appropriate adjustlnruts are rnaclc, r lie I ec11l-I 111): 

savings f i on~  realigning LEAD IS orily $9 6M. Net of thc increases at the gaintnl: 
depot, the  l.er;u~-ulg savings at t. only $7 5hI 

* Since no single installation c;in ciln-ently d i~pl i~a l t -  ILl:!iLL> cap;ibilities, all 
workload ivill ha1.e to be acc,c~rnpl~sl~ed at \ ,a r inr~s s~tt 's .  l 'hc rr l i r l i111; i l  s;l\~irii:s vcr-SII~ 
the  one-trme costs yield reru-11s n n  in\~estn~err~s o \ .c~-  I00 \,C;II s 

* The c.urrsnt HKAC 95 recc~rllrner~cla~ior~ dlr.ectly opposes t t ~ e  IL(I(A(.' 0 . 4  1;1\54 nrld 
destroys savings. Army's cllnt 'nr reco11~rnenJiltrc~r1 u135 b;~sed on s~~bjcct i \ ,c  critcr.13 
and inaccurate COBRA model costs 'and projected s a v i ~ ~ g s  Appr.opr-iate 
cor~sjderation was not gven to otl~er poteritlal reali~gnnler~r sceilarios, st~clr as 
consolidating other rn~sslolls at  1-EAD. The RRAC ? 5  rrccornrnendatioll d e s t r ~ ~ s  
LEAD'S unique capabilities, e~~dartgers r.eaduless, dece.ritl~alizes iristt';irl 01 '  
consolidating, and costs the II S taxpayer rnor-e w~tlior~t the poterltial for a r.ut\lrrl 011 

investment. 

* &mlidating workload at LEAD 1s a wiser alternat~vc. For I .E::nl) to takc 
Tobyhanna's mission, we cstirr~ate a cost between S IO3.OCJO.OOO and $ I ~ ~ ) , O O O , O O O  
COBRA calculates the return on Investrnetlt for S 105M lo be two vears and for 
$140M four years Using the layer cost esthi:ite wnuld still bt: subs(a~~tlally less 
a d  proVl&s Inore savings then realigylng LEAD. T h ~ s  is due to the fact 



Tobyhamla's workload is not urllqilc and the entire i11sli11l;rtron can bc closed 

* The Defe~ise Dc-put Mailite~inrlce Co~r~lcil clircclctf (1):1t I..lIAl) beconle the 
consolidated tactical ~nissile ~ n i ~ i ~ ~ t e ~ i a n c e  clepat fol. D(')L). .l'l\c RRAC ( 2 3  
Co~mnission afirrned that decis~on by reversing Ar.l~y's r c ~ r ) t i l ~ i ~ c ~ r t t ; ~ t i o ~ ~  1 0  rc;tli;,~l 
LEAD. LEAD has made sigyificallt j ) r o ~ ~ c s s  tow;ircj f11Ilil1111g 1 1 1 ~  [>DM(' dccisiori 
and BRAC 93 Law. Anny's cur-re11t ~-ccornnlelidarlo~l l o  ( I C C C I I ( I ~ I ~ I / . C  t;icti~:;ll \ \ , ( , I  I\ 
at three separate sites totally contradicts t t ~ c  iriterlt o f  t l~c 131<1\(' 0.7 I .;lw T;ictic;tl 
missile consolidation at L E N )  was tile correct decisiol~ M ~ I I C I I  f i r s [  s[~~dic(l.  !lit 

colrect decision wllcn it was r.t.vrc\ved by the HRAC 9.3 (:ot~r~~lissio~l, ;\nti ~otl;j\~, 
remains the correct decision. Nor1111lg 1~1s cha~lgtrtl. No 111~1;lllati(-)11, CSCCPI I.t:Ar) 
has developed the capability to pert'unn all (act icnl 111iss1le \vor.k. 



Purpose of this memo Is to capsullze the rrlajor IsslJes nnd scenarro!; s~rrroundlng BRACB5 
rocornrnendatlons coricamlng tLettcrker\r\y Arriiy Depot (LEAD) 

The ong~nu l  recommendallon, scenar'lo 1, rea l i~ned  LEAD'S trlaleitc:~raricc ITIISSIO~~ l o  Tobyhar~na 
Army Depot (TOAD) ~ l l d  Annlslon Arrrly Uepot (ANAD) Mrssilt! c l i : ; t ~~s~ r~~ I ) l y  i i r l c l  a ~ ~ ~ r ~ i i ~ r i l ~ l o r i  
storiage and derrrililarizatlon wss erlc:;3ved at LEA11 As  pan of t tr t :  HRAC; staffs review, theb 
following scenarios wore requestetl (1) sccn;kclo 2 reallgns r ~ l l  o f  I L F A D ' ~  workloec1 t ~ r r t j  

arnmun~tior~ sloraoe to Hill A I ~  Fnrcc Uasr: I ~ I  olah, and (2) sccrlirrro 3 ~t:aligns till o f  TOAD':, 
rnair~tericlnce workload to LEAD. 

&fttta&enny has successfully trer~sllioned lhc lacllcul rrrlss~ltt rllarl~tcr)trcI(;t~ wotklndd for 13 01 I ~ C  

21 mtsstle systems in just 14 monlhs. Letterxerrrry's lacllitlcs nrt! 90uh con,plt:to and lhc clttrrr* 
$lafsslle tmnsltlon Is wrlt~rn budget. Letlerkerlny has becorrle I h r  "Sttow-PICCC" or tlty)ot 
rr~nir~teriance w ~ t h  the consolldallorl o f  tacl~cal mlsslle malnter1i3rtc.e drrd t t ~  III:,I yovt:rrlrrlcnt- 
private tndustry teaming wllh Unlted Defense. L l r n l l ~ d  Pdrlllurstl~}, 1 l ~ e  tearr~i~rg alone h8.c. 
saved the government more lnan 860.000.000 Sav i r l ~s  f ~ o r n  ttle lactical n~ r ss~ l c  consolitl;~ttorr 
are addlng up as each system is lransrl~oned 

However, not all is good. The DoD's recommendation to turn Letterkenny Inlo an ammo durnp 
will cost more than what 11 will Save Thls 1s clue ln pan ro Anny's (Jecrslun to de fc r~d  Tot)ylr,~ri~~,i 
Army Depot. .The minutes of the Jo~n l  Cross Se~v l~~ .QOug .  Depot MRtrltcrlanw (JCSG-DM) 
qQuy;Rhat Tobyhanna was vulnerable when a2iari)e podiori of lhetr wc~rktoac~ did not quarrty ;)> 

&te. Tne Army then reclasslfled Tobyllanna's fab~icatlon workload as core However tht! Arrrly 
d ~ d  not classlfy taclrcal mlsslle workload as w r e  h h  the majonty of Lellcrkenny's wtwklaad 
-med ngn-core, tne Army couM eawly, and wlm no oppasitiutr. r l i~r~rctatr: Lattw h e ~ ~ r l ~  ~ h c  AII 
Force never ~Ssued a corrrplairlt t)c.cause trley warlted the lactlcdl rnlssrlr rriArrrlenarlce worklor~cl 
l o  t r~ r l s fe r  I0  Ogden Arr LoQrS1IG Ct'lller (I~II~, 100 wa> ~ e v e a l ~ t l  111 111t: JCSG-DM rn~ntitr*,) 

&< k -4s % * 
Y 

Llkewlse, the Army also prolecred Arrnlduri A~rr ly  Oepol A~l i r~ston I:, rrot the only Army depot 
3. 
(. l o  have reparrea :anks as cla~med Dy t lw A n y  Letlerkerlrly erltl Retl  H~vt:r Army Depots hi lv r  

repalred tanks. AddrtronaCly, equlpmenl currently be i r l ~Jg~ la l l ed  for the Paladrn proqram can 
8u;omodate the M-1 Abrsrns tanh, at double ANAD's capachy 

In December 1994, jirst before Chnstrn;js. the Army conrlrluecl 11:; nttnck on Lctterkr?rirry t)y 
torclng tne depot to rtrn 25"/0 of Its workforc:e clnrlel t h e  guise of n personnel cc~l lng If (lid no1 
rnatter that Letlerkenny has terlants lo  ~ ~ p p o f l .  It t l ~ t i  riot r1lallc:r Itrat I~ILII~:;~~ rrl~ssrlt: , 4 1 1 t l  anillcry 
funded workload was Increasing Wrlrl ltre reduct~ori 111 forc:e sc:lrud~~lt.'tl lo( ll~r stlrr1rrlc:l of I 335, 
Letterkenny wss tofced l o  work atldrliorlal Overlrrrle hours to dclrvt:r 11.; ;~grt!acl r l t ~ r~ l bc r  of  
Paladlns by the ttnd of the  f i s r ~ l  year.. 

In February 1885, the DoD rc!(:omrncndatcd rf3;tl~!~rirnents and rlr?:;iricl:; WHIP ; j r l r ro~~~l ( :~ 'd  
Letterkerlny was on the list. The followlr\g nlorillls I.nllerkerir~y w;~!; ortictcrel to plan for the 
reduct~on in lorct? and the real~gnmenl of Its workloa0. Two cllly:; I~ r * fo r t :  111t: Lc:ttcfieriny 
Coal~trc~n is to appear before the Base R r ~ a l ~ ~ r ~ r r r r ' ~ r t  arid Ctostrrr C;ocr~r~~lsio~l, A m y  nrtir:~..; 
recluct~on In force IHlfefS bc sf!rll to Letlerkcnl~y'!; t?n-ll~loyaes by M i ~ y  10th ;+r~d the rcdi jct io l~ I r l  

force to oc;c:ur on Septcrnbeir 1,5111 



'I'hc DoD's recornmcntli~tior~ lo tiecent ralize depot nraintcn~ncc of the 
tactical nlissile systems corlllicts ~ v i l h  their own \,:ilicli~tcd stt~tiics which 
show that tsclical rnissilc rniii~~tcnuncc. consotid;itior~ was rtlorc. 
ecorlomical thatl decentr~1iz;rtiorr. t:~onorr~ir.itIly. tuair~tainit~g thc 
workload at L.etterkenny is the best clecislott. l ,ogisfii .t~lly, t n a i r ~ ( a i ~ \ i ~ ~ g  
the workload at L.cttcrhcony is ttlc he.;( ilecisiort. I'lewsc save rvrr),otlc 
money by slopping thtr Hcdr~rlion in Forcc ilrtrl I~ringir~g ' l 'o l ,y l lw~~n;r '~  
workload to Lettcrkenny. 





T A N E  1 1AUiE  7 
ONE- l l M E  COSTS TO RtrAt IGN i? f  (:IJKRIN(; (:( J C ,  1 S TC) R l  Al 1C;N 
LETTCHKENNY ARMY DEI'O r I-r I T I  I<KENNV A I ~ M Y  DEPOT 

TACTICAL MISSILES I 4 2 . W  UCX, CONTRACT WORKVI ATtS 574 2'4.000 
HAWK and YATRIOT 121,00o,Wx, TRANSPOft l ~ l  ION O C T w C C N  
AR TlLLtUY ~ . ~ . ~  L C A D  ANAO S I TIAD 7 
TKAlNlNO S,oOO,(XX) 
TENANTS %,z?H.i?%l 

T O T A L  S B d . l l X ) ~  

5. OVERSTATED SAVINGS. Ammy clairrbed LEAD's s~rpporl l u  Seviinnnh Arrny Dcpot Activity 
(SVDA) as seviryp two t~rnes Fir:;[. ttle RKAC95 r e c o r r ~ n l ~ r l d ~ d  c , l t ~ . . ~ t i t ~  of SVDA pr .o jca~r j  
savlngs include costs ~ncurred by LEAD Arnry clalrrls Ihesc savlrl!)!; ;i sec;ond tlmc whocl 
reduclng LEAD's pcrr,ur~nel and 0 ; 1 ~ ?  o(~c-r;+tioc\s ; r r ~ t I  r ~ a l  ))r~.~pcrty r?~;~lrltt:r~ar)c~ ~n;te: 

6,  UNDERSTATED BASE OPERATIONS COSTS AT TOBYHANNA A R M Y  DEPOT. T t ~ r  I,,,.,+? 
operations costs al Tobyhanna Alrny Dcpot arc ~~rlt lnrslalecl b y  r j t c ~ ~ c .  l f 1 i3 t l  $0,400 000 In tr~tr 
COBRA. The COBRA repods base opcrarlorls costs for TON)  ;11 832,900.00T) H o w c v r : ~ .  I ~ C  

actual FYQ4 costs charged to TOAD'S malnlenance workloarl wal; $4 1.300 000 Adchllonally 
TOAD projects thew FY96 base operallons costs for the~r  nlalrllvl)dllc.P IIIISSIOII at $49.400 000 
Thls uncontrolled escalation of base operations costs, which exceeds gO/o per year. arc rgnorrcj I r l  

the Anny's analysis. 



REALIGN CONVENTIONAL MAINTENANCE MISSION TO ANNISTON ARMY DfPOT (ANAD)  
REALIGN DoD 1AC1  ICAL MISbILC WORKLOAD AND AMMIJNI  I ION STORAC;F T O  HlLL AIR 
FORCE BASE (OGIICNAIR 1 OGISTlCS CENIEH)  RASE X ASSORTtU TENANT ACTIVITIFS 
(CORPS OF ENGNR, TMDE SPT #l. DFAS,  MEGA C7'R. CENT PA PWC). A N D  FI IMINATE 
ALL REMAINING ACTIVITIES AND PERSONNFL 

I .  REVERSES THE BRAC93 TO CONSOLIDATE TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE 
AT (ONE FACILITY) LEAD. Inslead, the A r ~ n y ' s  recor r~ iner~ la l~on  will dispcrse til(:ti(;;iI 
missile maintenance to no less t h ~ n  3 facilities %cross the Ur~i ted Stares 

2. JEOPARDIZES FUTURE SAViNGS ON ARTILLERY WORKLOAD FROM OOVERNMENT- 
PRIVATE INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIP WITH UNITED DEFENSE. T h ~ s  ptrrtr~ershlp has 
already returned $81.000.000 In savings lo the government. Execution of future contrad otdioris 
( ForeiQn Mllrtary Sales , Pelad~n fo11ow-on program, etc.) would allvw LEAD arul Uililed Dctcnsc 
l o  return even more 

3. NO MONETARY SAVINGS. This recommendatlon would C W S ~  the IJ S taxpayers end Don 
readtness more than $330,000,000 

4. ENORMOUS ONE-TIME COSTS. Hill Air Force Base CANNO1 rt!pair factlcal rnrss~lcs 
without specialized repair and test equlprnent, st~ctl 8s: Test P r o g r ~ ~ - n  Sels, t t ~ t !  DPMZ2 ICS[ 

console; ~ r l echo i c  chambers tor sparrow & phoenlx: rrliss~le aulurr~ated test eq~ripment for tow 
cobra; a high frequency test console lor hawk: the patr~ot farnily 0 1  tesl arluiprnent; an nil 
processing system for patriot, and a 28 acre radar lest slte Tne true costs lo replicate or move 
thls equipment end irnplemerlt IIII:, bceriano exceeds rhe 142.oOO.o00 required lo  i~ri~)lt*rr,nrlt ltlr 

BRAG93 law by rrlore lhnn $330.000.000 

TABLE 3 TAH1.E 4 
ONE-TIME COSTS TO REAL IGN H t C U H f i I N C j  L'U5 I !i l u H f  A1 IGN 

LETTERKENNY ARMY D t f J ~ ' T  LETTEHKEIUNY Af?MY Of-POT 

I A C  IICAL MISSICkS $ 42.000 000 tdJ6 CONTRACT WORhYF Af t5  f i 4  :';'.I MX) 
HAWK PATRIOT 121.0lE L ' U I  TRANSFORTA rIC)N R F w k t r ~  
AR I ILLEHY ,% &I? iKX) L F A f l  ANAO d 1 DAD 7 
TRAINING 5,@32 (KKI 

AMMUNITION 70,000 000 
TENANTS ~ * Z @ , i  

TOTAL U72, IOO.(KX1 

4. "APACTrY AND CAPABILITY. Hill Alr Force Base does not have enough adcqucrte SIOI;,~~: 

capacity for Lettcrkenny's Arnn\un~lon tikewlse. ~ ~ # d b e s  rlul I I R V ~  l h & ~ ; t ~ ~ h i i i t ~ .  to ~nttudc: the 
Skills, to @%pair the Patriot, the Hawk and the rest of the tatticsi tlussks already bang repolred 
by tetzefkenny Army Depot. Hlghly lechnlcal and expeilslve trartiing would bc req~~irntl  In 
edditlon, a n  irltenm malnlerlance COntlaCl or addrtlorlal Palrlol rljlbsilv s y s l t r i ~ ,  wooltl IK: rlccded 
dunng the translt~on 



R ~ L I G N  COMMUNICATIONS Ahn ELtClROhl(:S WORKLOAII F H i I M  TC>RYHANNA A R M Y  
DEPOT 70 LETTERKENNY ARMY DEI'OT BASF X ALL *!ENANTS 

' "ICK RfluR~ ON INVESTMENT. A worrl M S I :  urre-t;tilr j , ~ r ( . s ~ ~ n a r ~ t  0, ~ I ~ ~ , ~ o ( I ~ ~ )  
yield a 4 year relunj 

lnvestrneril ~ t l i ~ c  a very c:onscrvaflve, lle51 Case or,e-llme of 5'l05,000.000 will yield a 2 year rcturr~ on l,lvcs[mcnt. 

2, FROM T I C n C A L  MISSILE CONSOLIDAT/ON UNDER B R A C ~ J  WILL , q ~  
REAUZED. The consol~dation Is nearly curnpleta Over tllr past 14  rlror~ltl:;, I 3 of z I inctlcal 
missile syslems have been tm11sil1c)rlrd to L E A D  and 90% of the f;l(:tllty re i~uva t lo l~s  tiave l ) ( ~c l l  
completed. The D o 0  Inspeclor General reporis that tactical r r l iss t l~  rortsoIida1r~r1 IS or1 SCIIC~OI,. 

~ n d  withln budget. 

3. ALLOWS FOR ADDITIONAL SAVlNGS FROM ONE-STOP SHOP. R e l i ~ ~ r ~ i r ~ g  in~sh~l(b illla 
ground support mainterlance al LEAD enables trrlplernenlal~orr of I l le O~re-Slop Slrol) cuncny)! for 
future savlngs 

4. ELlMlNATES COSTLY FACIUTY EXPANSION AT TOE YHANNA. I tlo Arrrly Corps of  
Engineers and Tobyhanna Army Depot havo completed 3S0h of ~ h c  dcslQn tor nrl c~lvritclf, t l r ~ t t  

expansion o f  TOAD'S rn~in lenance lacility The projected cost of this faclllty k~pgradc 15 

$17,000,000. TOAD also requlres $18,500,000 worlh of new equiprllc?rir for t r ~ r ~ ;  r ; ~ ( ; r l ~ t ~  1 tie 

Army Audit Agency has detemlned Ihls project rlecessaly lor T O A I )  l o  c.( i r r rc : l  I ie;rllt~ ; i ~ ~ r l  s;ilt:~y 
violations as required by the U.S. Occ,upaliori81 Stlfety HrlfJ Hr;jltti Arl ir i~ri istrnl~oil. Hvwt.'vc~ 

TOAD also plans 10 increase capac;lty ~n vilicuus shops 2nd t)uiid arl addit~nnnl w;tstew;iler 
treatment plant. The Anrry Audit Aqcnoy tini;irlcd IhC ~O~IOWIII;] k e y  tfcllc~c:t>r.rc*-, f O A G  

a. Unsafe riwtnl tirltshing shop: 

b, A "platirlg shop wtlich uses (;arj~nluni ijnd ctlrorri~trr~l pl.?tIrlc) jtro;:rsbc::, wt~rc:l~ prodrlcc 
high levels of hazurdous wasle". 

C .  "The sandblast stlup's major eqolprnerll 13 worn 0 ~ 1 1  and ol1c.11 U L I ~  ( 1 1  ni)cr~lt~f)rr for  
maintenance", 

d .  "The plating arid pa~nt ing snaps, whlctl use volalrle a ~ l d  ~nalodorot~s r n a l o ~ k ~ l s ,  arc Inc.;,tn(l 
beneath a mczzanlne cfintalning atfrr~irlistratlve off~c;t+~ lor abclul 400 [.)t?Oplc. Ttre clepcit 
has a long history of  employee cornplalnts, grlevnnc:ss, arlcj wOck I;loppagc!s rnlatln!) lo  

the proximity of tile Shops to these ollice5. o t l r i n ~  1980 the 1) S O(:c:llpatl~rl;bl Satcty 
and Health Adrnifl1stration Issued 8 rlotice of unStite wor.k~r~ig C O ~ I ( ~ I ~ ~ ~ I I S  t ( 1  thf: dcpol 
because fumes from the shops were being drawn 1n t0  ttle mcZr;lnln(? from t t l r  shop':, 
,-00nop exhaus( ver~ts  Althaugtl ihc depcd corrected this cor idi l~or~, ~ i ' s  lnd i re t~vc of 
protjlems caused by the cuircnt locatiorl of the shop.5 " 

e. "The shop entrances are fully open to the aisle and can'l be sealed wrlhoul Iowerillg I~IC 

quality within the shops and adversely ef ledlng workfiow & L & I X ~ Y U ~ E ~ ~ ~ ! ' L B  
pyee$ workina in the b y l ~ d i r l ~ _ e x ~ ! . ? . e ! t o  l u s  &!@? tk 

shoPPI.' 

f .  "..,the pfpes ttlal cavy wsstawaler frorli l l ~ c  plating strop lo  i h r  r : r ~ r ' r t l r ~ l  treatnre~ii illant r i l l 1  

ovsmead t h l o ~ g t ,  an employee breakroom. a locker roorrl and n storaye arc;! A b l oa t  ur 



serious leak could be dlssstrol~s " 

g. Addil'ional wnsfcwater trcetrnecll plant - "The new faclllty wlll have its own wnstcwa(cr 
treatment plarll occupying nhout 7,000 sqtlare fcel TI14 cu!rer\l plarrl 1s al lull cirpacrly 
and can't harldlc the eddll~onal waslcwator Ihe new plnt~rlQ pro(:Cs!,as will O C ' I I ~ ~ R ~ C  " 

6. ELIMINATES SENSELESS AND EXTJENSIVE RELOCATION OF IEAU 'S  T t 'NANrS.  
Colocating ~overnment ~lcl iv l l ies on one base is econom~cal ancl l o ~ l c n l  Many of LtrAD's 
tenants support the depot, and Ilkewtse. LEAD supports ttle Icrlanls. Thc depot and chc tcrlntlts 
save money b y  sharing base opcrat~ons costs 

6. COMPLETE CLOSURE AND RETURN OF REAL ESTATE AT TOBYHANNA TO THE 
LOCAL ECONOMY. Add~tional savlngs will o c c ~ ~ r  with the sale of prime real eslatc in l f ~ a  
Pocono Mount~!ns.  The Pocorlos IS a resort area and the reol estate v ~ l u c  of  Tot~yhar~r~n 's  
acreaQe will yleld millions. 



LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

WHITE PAPER 

TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 
April &9!hV(cZgJ 

1. Introduction. The purpose of this paper is to describe Letterkenny Army Depot's 
(LEAD) capabilities to perform tactical missile maintenance and the implementation of 
Tactical Missile Consolidation. This paper will repudiate the one-sided analysis presented 
in the White Paper on Tactical Missile Consolidation, November 1994 authored by Odgen 
Air Logistics Center (00-ALC). The 00-ALC White Paper considers missiles such as; 
ALCM, ACM, SRAM, TOMAHAWK, and ICBMs as tactical missiles. These missiles 
were considered outside the scope of tactical missiles in the DOD Tactical Missile Study, 
18 January 199 1 and Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) law 1993. Inclusion of 
these missiles in the 00-ALC White Paper provides dubious statistics pertaining to 
tactical missile workload. These statistics are the essence of the assumptions brought forth 
in the White Paper disputing the consolidation of tactical missiles at LEAD. 

2. Background. The DOD Tactical Missile Study, recommended Tactical Missile 
maintenance be consolidated at LEAD. "LEAD is the only existing site that can perform 
the consolidation of all existing services' depot workload." The Base Realignment and 
Closure Act, 1993 directed all tactical missile depot repair be performed at LEAD. 
Personnel have been trained and facilities modifications are nearing completion. 
Transition of thirteen of the twenty one systems, scheduled to transition to LEAD, has 
been completed. In addition PATRIOT andAmy HAWK repair has always been 
accomplished at LEAD, giving LEAD the c a p m t v t o  repair fifieen different missile 
systems. L k m s  cost and i m p i e r n e n t a t i o n ~ c ~ ~ ~ _ b e e n  ---- - - - - -  rcaffirm-eddby DOD 
In_spector ceneral, Status of the Effort to Consolidate _ Tactical M i s s i l e l ~ a i n ~ a n c e  at 
Letterkenny ~ r ~ p ~ t ; P l o j e c t  No. 5lb-50 13,-February, 1995. "The transition of 
t-siainmance to &AD and related military construction are generally 
proceeding within budget and on schedule." LEAD'S facility requirements have been 
audited and approved by the Army Audit Agency. Tactical missile maintenance 
consolidation, at LEAD, has been scrutinized by a variety of organizations since the 
concept was developed. Review has substantiated the decision to consolidate tactical 
missile maintenance at LEAD. 

3. Implementation of TMC at LEAD. In conjunction with members of the Joint 
Service Working Group for Tactical Missile Consolidation, LEAD has developed 
schedules for the transition of 21 missile systems. These transition schedules include 
milestones for facilities, manpower requirements, training, supply support, quality plan 
development, equipment transfer and setup, and first article test. LLAD has performed 
depot level maintenance on Army HAWK for 30 years and PATRIOT since 1983. LEAD - - -------- --------- 



has transitioned systems from 8 different locations. The transitioned systems are; 
Sparrow, Phoenix, Marine Corps HAWK, HARM PSE, Multiple Launch Rocket System, 
TOW Bradley, Avenger, ATAS, Hellfire, Dragon, Army TACMS, Navy Sidewinder, and 
Ground TOW. Trm~igon of system to L_E& includes; development of equipment layout 
and workflow, preparation of faciliti~tr~ngofP~~~&l,lmovement of equipment, 
ce%&&Yin5i~~en~nd -.---.- cornpl_e$i~p-_of First Article Test (FAT). Also manpower 
and supply support requirements have been identified. 

a. Workload. The BRAC 93 direction to consolidate tactical missile maintenance at 
LEAD included the following missile systems; Marine Corps HAWK, PATRIOT 
contractor, ATAS, Avenger, Army TACMS, MLRS, Hellfire, Dragon, Sparrow, Phoenix, 
HARM; TOW Bradley, TOW Ground, TOW Cobra, Sidewinder, Maverick, LCSS, 
Shillelagh, AMRAAM, Standard , and Stinger. Systems listed in the 00-ALC White 

Table 3- 1. Tactical Missile Consolidation Workload 
, DEPOT FY95 FY96 FY99 

LEAD 723.5K 121M 1.3M 
00-ALC 115 7K* 50 7K** O.OK 
TOTAL 843 7K 1.26M 1.3M - 
PERCENTAGE 
LEAD 55% 93% 100% 
00-ALC 8% 4% 0% 
OTHER 27% 3% 0% 
* Sidewinder and Maverick workload 
** Maverick workload 
Workload figures from JSWG-TMC 

f - 7  



~ f l  I b. Trainine and Manpower One hundred ninety four LEAD employees have attended 

!3(( system specific training. LEAD has also hired 72 experts from losing sources of repair. 
Some employees have been trained on more than one system. This gives LEAD the 
flexibility to adapt to fluctuations in workload system by system. This training was given ---- - 
tgourneymen electronics technicians on test and repair procedures peculiar __I_. -- to - s ~ i f i c  
system% An additiGa1 137 employees have atte-asic and adVanced electronics 
training. This training was received to increase LEAD'S skill base of electronics personnel 
and fillpositions of those who received system training. The cost of system specific 
training was 5.01 million dollars and 1.21 million dollars for%& and a d u m x l  - 
ef%cs tra%ng as of ~ ~ r i m e r m a n e n t  chang=f station (PCS) costs for 
newly hired employees is 2.0 millionrdollars. 00-ALC employees would require the same 
training plus HAWK and PATRIOT. Additional training by 00-ALC employees would - .  

be required on test equipment that already resided at LEAD. Significant costs would be 
involved to train 00-ALC employees on HAWK and PATRIOT. HAWK system training 
is approximately six months in length and PATRIOT system training alone is 40 weeks in 

missile consolidation to 00-ALC would require a re- 
of 8.22 million dollars in training and PCS costs excluding HAWK and 

' ( c. Facilities. I 
in BRA42 $3.. iL&$D?w_r(r&~ @we r @ r & v W W r A s ~ ~ k ~ n  

quire& & w M e ~ a m e  of the tmda, shelters,. 
This 

space resides within LEAD'S Vehicle Shops Division. Additional space is required for 
small motor rebuild, air conditioning repair, and machining of parts. The DOD Tactical 
Missile Study found that LEAD was the only location within DOD that possessed the 

. required facility space to consolidate maintenance of HAWK, PATRIOT, and all other 
systems. LEADNtructured to meet all the needs of current missions _ + - -  and outxar 
s~stems to in- Longbow, Javelin anT~round Based Sensor. 

00-ALC utilizes 46,500 sq ft of space for maintenance of SitZavinder and Maverick. 
They have the capability to expand an ndditional165,OOO sq ft for a total of 211,500 sq 
ft 00-ALC has a shortfull of 170,161 sq fl of space to peflorm tactical missile 

@ maifitenance plus an additional 62, 238 sq fr for vehicles associated with HA WK, 
PATRIOT antl Avenger. They do not possess any capabilities or facilities for vehicle 
overhaul in support of HAWK, PATRIOT, and Avenger. 00-ALC identifies 65,000 sq ft 
for Dragon, LCSS, MLRS, Phoenix, and Stinger. Stinger requires 60,000 sq A. They 
also identified 100,000 sq ft for PATRIOT, HAWK, Army TACMS, HARM, and 
AMRAAM. The HAWK, PATRIOT, and Avenger systems require 99,500 sq ft. It is 
obvious that the proponents of the 00-ALC White Paper are basing their facility 
requirements on a very limited knowledge of maintenance on such systems as PATRIOT, 
HAWK, and Avenger. E x w v e  facility u&e~would be required, a_t_OO-ALC2_t_o 
support --- tactical missile kaintenance. Besides shortfalls in square 
the required specialized facilities to support tactial missiie systems 

_-I 
--A1- -- 

\--/ 



with 20 ton bridge cranes, 28 acre test site with approval for free space radiation; indoor 
test pattern range, and large paint booths for PATRIOT system. 
Testimony before the BRAC 93 commission stated that LEAD would require no "brick 
and mortar construction" but would require some facility renovation at a cost of 5.6 
million dollars. LEAD'S facility renovations will be completed by July 1995 at a cost of 
5.2 million dollars. DOD Inspector General report stated that LEAD'S construction is 
proceeding within budget and on schedule. An additional 2.6 million dollars is required to 
renovate Building 1 1 because of the Army's decision to transition Shillelagh and LCSS. 

d. Eauivment. LEAD has transitioned over 100 million dollars worth of equipment 
from eight different locations. This equipment supports 13 different missile systems. 
Transition of equipment includes; packaging, transportation, unpacking, equipment set up, 
calibration, and certification. Upon completion of certification FAT must be performed. 
Cost for transition of equipment was 3. 69 million dollars, plus 64 thousand for FAT, 
totaling 3.75 million as of April 1995. If tactical missile consolidation were performed at 
00-ALC a re-expenditure of 3.75 million dollars would be required for test equipment 
relocation. This 3.75 million does not i n c ~ W ,  HAWK, 
PATRIOT and A X g e r  e q u i p m e n t . 1 1  . . -. bility 
pr6b$ms a n d - i s k b ~ e m .  The 
DOD Tactical Missile Study states "Army HAWK and PATRIOT missile support 
equipment workload is fblly entrenched at LEAD and is not relocateable without major 
perturbations to the DOD organic infrastructure and Army operational mission 
assignments". 

4. Missile Support Capabilities. Discussion of support capabilities should be limited to 
those abilities required to perform depot level maintenance on the tactical missile systems 
addressed in BRAC 93. Insertion of weapon systems and capabilities, in the 00-ALC 
White Paper, that have no bearing on tactical missile consolidation are inserted purposely 
to misrepresent the facts of tactical missile consolidation at LEAD. 

a. Management. Management of systems is a Program Office fknction and is not part 
of tactical missile consolidation workload. LEAD provides services to Program Offices 
such as; test and repair, modification, storage, demilitarization, surveillance, engineering, 
and industrial support. LEAD provides program management services to Army, Air 
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps for maintenance, material management, and technical 
data. LEAD has been designated the Center of Technical Excellence- Program Manager 
(CTX-PM) for HAWK, PATRIOT, Hellfire, Army TACMS, Sparrow, and Forward Area 
Air Defense-Avenger. 00-ALC is the manager of only one system, Maverick. In the last 
18 months, LEAD has transitioned 13 depot capabilities from 8 different locations in 
support of all services workload. This required the development and implementation of 
logistics planning elements such as; supply support, quality, training, facilities, and 
technical data. Performance of these tasks has postured LEAD as the premier depot 
providing management support to all services. 



b. Test. Repair, and Modification. Tactical missile systems include missile guidance 
and control sections and electronics subassemblies, missile launchers, and large ground 
based trailer mounted radar and control stations. Depot level maintenance of these 
systems requires a vast array of skills, capabilities, and facilities such as; electronics, 
electro-optics, mechanical, hydraulic, vehicle, welding, paint, machining, metal processing, 
clean rooms, radar test site, anechoic chambers, and ammunition storage. Depot level 
maintenance consists of complete overhaul, rebuild, test, fault isolation of failure, repair 
actions, modifications of weapons systems, field installation, technical assistance, and 
training. A multi-faceted labor force is in place at LEAD to support tactical missile depot 
level maintenance. The direct labor production skills in place at LEAD are electronic 
integrated systems mechanics, electronics mechanics, electronic measurements equipment 
mechanics, electrical equipment repairers, ordnance equipment mechanics, air conditioning 
mechanics, electro-optics repairers, integrated systems inspectors, and quality assurance 
specialist ammunition surveillance. LEAD performs depot level maintenance on 15 
different missile systems. 00-ALC has the capability to repair only 2 missile systems 
specified in BRA C 93. 

ge space at LEAD in support of tactical missilesG 

&id rtm&€ sf CIaL V Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny 
has an inert covered storage capacity of 3,739,751 sq R and an additional 5,497,421 sq ft 
of open storage space. LEAD is also supported by Defense Distribution Region East, 
New Cumberland, PA, 45 miles to the north. 

d. Distribution. Interstate 81 and U.S. Routes 11 and 30 are within 5 miles of the 
depot. LEAD'S location provides highway access to seaports of embarkation at Dundalk 
Marine Terminal, Baltimore, MD, Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne, NJ, and Naval 
Weapons Station, Earle NJ. LEAD is served by the Baltimore and Ohio Railway, which is 
part of the Chessie System, government track connects with the Chessie System. LEAD 
is located within 50 miles of airports located at Harrisburg, PA and Martinsburg, WV. 
Both airports are supported by the Air National Guard and have C-5A capability. 

e. Demilitarization. LEAD has over thirty years experience in the demilitarization of 
missiles such as; Sparrow, Sidewinder, and Falcon. Detonation is done by mechanical or 
electrical procedures. LEAD has the capacity to destroy 500 pounds per shot or a 
maximum of 10,000 pounds a day. All demilitarization is done by permit in compliance 



with the Environmental Protection Agency and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources. 

,mcmEro;tiraggttsw~. 
. LEAD'S All-Up-Round and 

surveillance testing experience extends over forty years on systems such as; NIKE, Falcon, 
Sparrow, Sidewinder, HARM, and Army TACMS. LEAD 's x-ray facility provides 
nondestructive testing of small missile components up through twenty inches of steel. 
This facility is staffed by certified radiographers who analyze the x-ray film. 

g .  Engineerinp. LEAD provides engineering support for HAWK, PATRIOT, Avenger 
Sparrow, Phoenix, Hellfire, Sidewinder, AMRAAM, and HARM. Missile engineering 
suppon includes hardware, software, test integration, modification. and equipment 
upgrades. LEAD engineering staff develops technical documentation and Depot 
Maintenance Work Requirements. LEAD participates in critical design reviews for the 
design and development of the AMRRAM depot. LEAD's industrial engineering staff has 
developed floor plans for the installation of 2 1 missile systems. This has resulted in the 
economical utilization of facility space and improved workflow. LEAD designs and 
develops prototype test fixtures, adapters, and assemblies used for testing of missile 
systems. LEAD chemical engineers review substances utilized in missile repair and 
recommends substitutions that are less detrimental to the environment, comply to 
environmental laws, and are less hazardous to personnel. 

h. Industrial Support. LEAD has a wide range of versatile CNC/MDI machining 
capabilities to include turning, milling, grinding, punching, cutting, electrical discharge 
machining, and boring. CAD/CAM aids manufacturing through engineering drawing, 
technical data packages, numerical control programming, and computer controlled 
machine operations. LEAD has the capability to machine from the smallest component up 
to a MI09 hull or turret. 

5. Schedule. Transition of tactical missile repair equipment and workload to LEAD are 
on schedule. Facilities renovation, training, and other logistics planning elements are also 
on schedule. The next system to transition to LEAD is Air Force Sidewinde_r,e.aipment 
is scheduled to transition f r ~ m ~ ~ _ t h ~ ~ ~ v ~ ~ b e r _ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o m ~ e t i o n  - L- -- - ----- -- in -- 
'~anuary 1996. 00-ALC White Paper stated that LEAD has performed only a portion of 
the workload scheduled for FY94. The workload in question was not loaded until the 
fourth quarter of FY94 and is not scheduled for completion until FY95 Transition of 
tactical missile workload to 00-ALC would s t 

ely impacted if systems were once agaln moved to another 
location. 

6. Cost. LEAD'S labor rates are based on Net Operating Result (NOR) of the year two 
he current year LEAD's FY95 rates are based on FY 93 NOR. 
W$ *ga*ty impaGted dw to ther. Anny ZZ1eUnjon 
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hich will result in lower 
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As of 29 March 1995, Army BRAC Office has obligated 26.6 million dollars to 
implement tactical missile consolidation at LEAD. Over 16 million dollars has been 
expended. 

7. Analysis. 

a. LEAD. Thirteen of twenty one systems have transitioned, Army HAWK and 
PATRIOT already reside at LEAD. LEAD has the capability to perform depot 
maintenance on 15 missile systems. All facility renovation and upgrades will be completed 
by July 1995 and construction hnds have been obligated. LEAD infrastructure is in place 
to support tactical missile maintenance. Tactical missile facility requirements (3 82,16 1 sq 
ft) have been audited and approved. One hundred ninety four employees have received 
system specific training in support of seventeen systems. LEAD has 2,227,000 sq ft of 
ammunition storage space. 

b. 00-ALC. Only two of twenty one systems are resident at 00-ALC. Facilities are 
inadequate, a 170,161 sq ft shortfall. Capacity is less than half of that required to support 
tactical missile maintenance. On site ammunition storage capacity is 247,000 sq ft, off site 
is an additional 141,000 sq ft. 00-ALC employees are trained on only two systems. 
Significant expenditures would be required, above and beyond what has already been 
spent at LEAD. 

8. Conclusion. The prudence of the BRAC 93 law to consolidate missiles, at LEAD, has 
been demonstrated by the transition of 13 missile systems and the successhl initiation of 
interservicing. Consolidation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD is still the best 
decision because of LEAD'S ability to test, repair, store, analyze, and demilitarize missiles 
at one location. The most cost efficient place to consolidate missiles is LEAD because of 
successfi~l implementation of consolidation and missile support capabilities. Consolidation 
at any location other than LEAD, would result in loss of progress already obtained and 
delay consolidation. Implementation of tactical missile consolidation at 00-ALC would 
result in unnecessary expenditures for facility renovations, training, and equipment 
transfer. Intersewice consoli(Zation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD is proving 
to be an efficient and practical decision. 



SITE 

PROJECTED W 9 6  CLASS V MI 

MISSILE SYSTEM FY96 WORKLUQ 

NAVY SIDEWINDER 9 , 8 1 9  h r s  
N 4 W  SPARROW A I R 8 , 6 9 1  mhrs 

SPARROW RIM8.144 m h r s  

NAVY PHOENIX 7 . 3  3 9 mhrs 
NAVY HARM 13, 7 3 0  rnhrs  
NAVY WALLEYE 5 , 3 5 6  mhrs 
NAVY HARPOON 2 0 , 8 9 0  h r s  
N A W  SLAM 6 , 3 2 8  m h r s  
NAVY H E L L F I R E  3,705 mhrs 
N A m  MAVERICK 2 , 3 2 5  mhrs 
NAVY PENQUIN 4 1 2  mhrs 

NAVY AMRAAM 2 ,  6 7 5  mhrs 
TOTAL 89,417 mhrs 

F w R o o K  N A W  SIDEWINDER 6 , 0 8 3  mhrs 
NAVY SPARROW AIR6.622 mhrs 
NAVY SPARROW RIM4.191 m h r s  
NAVY PHOENIX 5 , 6 1 3  mhrs 
NAVY HARM 8,338 mhrs 
N A W  WALLEYE - 3 , 7 2 9  mhrs 
NAVY HELLFIRE / 1.53% mh+s 
NAVY MAVERICK 1 , 0 3 0  m h r s  
N A W S I D E A R M  1 , 0 1 2 m h r s  
NAVY AM- 1 7 6  m h r s  
TOTAL 38,326 mhrs 

ocm'm AF MAVERICK 5,000 mhrs* 
TOTAL 5,000 &s* 



SITE 
SEAL BEACH 

PROJECTED PY96 CONTAINER WORKLOAD 

MISSILE SYSTEM 
NAVY HARM 
NAVY HARPOON 
NAVY HELLFIRE 

NAVY MAVERICK 
NAVY PHOENIX 

NAVY SIDEWINDER 
NAVY SPARROW AIR 
NAVY SPARROW RTM 
NAVY h'AL L E Y E 

FUNDING --.-- 

$ 1 5 3 , 2 3 0  
$ 6 2 , 5 5 5  
$ 1 1 , 8 0 8  
$ 1 0 , 8 3 3  
$ 1 0 9 , 1 1 6  
$ 1!3,600 
$ G I . ,  621 
$ 2 6 ,  96.1 
$108,216; 

TOTAL $563,946 

CHARLES'KIN NSy - STORAGE OF VARIOUS NAW MISSTLE SYSTEMS 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE A R M Y  

L E T T E R K C N N Y  A R M Y  DEPOT 

CHAMDERSBURC. P E N N S Y L V A N I A  17201 

1 May 9 5  

XE>:CFGINDtjM FOR Kr. Glenn X n o e p f  l e ,  B d s e  R e n i i c ; n m c ? r ~ t  a n d  C.l.c~::~ir-~: 
C s r r u n i s s i c n  

S U Y J E C T :  Response =o D a t a  Call 

The e n c l o s e d  provides a re . ?ponse  to t h e  t'o 1 ! o w  i ns qocs t. i o n s  a sk , -d  
t o  ny staff on 1 May 95: 

a .  P r o v i d e  t h e  s t a t u s  of the T a c t i c a l  Missile Consolidation 
by individual transition (Encl 1 ) .  

b .  F r o v i d e  the a c t u a l  square f e e t  by building w h i c h  w i l l  be 
utilized t o  support the T a c t i c a l  M i s s i l e  Consolidation (Encl 2). 

c .  P r o v i d e  t h e  actual square feet available in &rununition 1-0 

support Missile Disassembly/Certifica=icn. Provide s q u a r p  f c e t  
anci actual number of iglocs in t h e  A m r n u n i t ~ o n  Area ( E n c L  3 ) .  

: F - ' r ~ n l  ci?a-,r 9; ; ~n 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  , . ,> u,.- p 
- 
/ 
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Cn tepo 5 B u i i d i n e  Square Foot.= !'se - 
Direct bfaint Space 

klarnt. Storage Space 
2 7q 
" , -  S 00 
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Primary Slissilc \lair;[ SIIO~I LQ ,qsl<s 
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T ~ c  Rlissile blaint Shop 
Tac IIissile h,13i1:1. ~ t l ~ ~ ,  

r.ii i n s h p y  
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2 .  The foilou.ing additional fac~i~ties space rcquuements  should also he cons~dercd u .hcn  dcvclopln!~ 
space requrrements for Tactical R.lissile Maintenance 

Other,/P\.fisc. 
403 3770 hlilin kid:lr Tes? Site - F';\TUJOT $2 NIKE I-lER(' 

2S acres P.4TNOT (2 EA-\'i\.'F; - Fret. Ei~tiii,lt~c.,ri .-\I C;I 

12 km HXIVF; Lirlc-of'-r;~cht yixllal cl1ci.k S I ~ C  .., L, 

; .lo s ,; Q K:ic!:t: s 1:c (:~!1t:;7~~ssol- j'i2tlt 

400 '?oil Radar Srte 4(l0 if,: (.jenerator I'lant 
;S10 24036 ,4'I',-\ChlS I i n  dAn~rni) p r o h ; ~ b i v  ~t:i)\~l(i :! ,>I I C ~ O  j 

I NC 400 F-,n~;net.r;n,~ St~i:pc?r t 



WHITE PAPER 

) B u i l d i ; l y  H3750 - l , ; , ~ a  S , T J ~ = Y  feet 
4 

E:cpiosive Limit (1.1) - 5 , 0 0 0  l b s .  

3 Euilding #5647 - 3 , - 2 1 9  square feet 
Explosive Limit i1.l; - 5,000 15s. 

-2 Building #3810  Nest - 11,763 square fee: 
Explosive Limit ( 1 . 1 )  - 1 2 , 5 0 0  15s. 

3 ~ u i l d i n g  3 5 3 1 1  - 1 2 , 5 8 9  scpare feet 
. . 

E , x p l o s i - J F .  i r r n l t  . I  - 1,375 10s. 

Eui1C:-.g 63110 Eas t  - 11,753 square  feet 

T CS~ICSL-~-P iim; t : 1 1 - 12, 503 15s. 

-7 Building # 2 3 5 3  - 11,319 scpare  feet 
_..I - .  E x g i ; ~ i - ~ - e  ;l.?ii'-, (l. l)  - 20,090 I b s .  

, -  , , E?., ; 1 , ~ ;  ,,FIG $ 2 5 2 5  - : .- ,- e -. d2 - : ,  s c p a r ?  fee: 
, - . - -qc;.>s i-"-? Siml  t , , & . : - 40, OGO i b s .  



~ d m i n i s  tra tive Suildings : 

Building #3311 - 7,139 square  f e e t  

Building #4341 - 3 , 9 3 5  square f e e t  

P s t o r a g e :  

9 0 2  i g l o o s  t o t a l i n g  1 , 8 2 6 , 6 3 8  squarc i e e t  of i . . ?  ~ . x ~ l o ! ~ : ~ ~ c ~  
s r o r a g s  space 

2 1  above ground magazines totaling 1 0 3 , 3 5 0  square fee t  oi i.4 
explosive storage space 

Inert storage - 1 0 9 , 0 7 3  s q u a r e  feet 

Note: C u r r e n t  stcrage capacity is approximately S O % .  The 
I n d u s t r i a l  Operarions C o m a ~ d  ' s Nat icna: 1nventoz.y  C o n r r o l  i II!.:; 

will provide a s s i s t a n c e  with r e l o c a t i n g  e x i s t i n g  con-;ctlt. io:l.:ll 

amrnunitian s t o c k s  ko provide additional s t o r a g e  space  f c ~ r  
, . rn i s s l~es .  



Letterkennp Talking Paper 

* Zero ($0) dollars to continue -- forgotten fact. 
* Reverses 1993 BRAC Decision -- voted 7-0 
* Will Negatively impact combat vehicle and missile readiness. 

MISSILES: 
* Only site which can perform 100% of the integration requirements. 
* Only site which can perform 100% of the missile worload TODAY. 
* Destroys Joint missile consolidation and saves NO money. 

VEHICLES: 
* Provides the necessarey depot surge requirement for 1 113 depots. 
* Undermines UDLP Public/Private Partnership. 

* Will cost more than it will save -- cost requirement of $159,OSM. 
* Four years of tactical systems studies -- None have ever recommended TOAD. 
* Cannot perform missile integration. 
* No ammunition storage area. 
* Inadequate maintenance space -- Physical spacelhigh bayslradar test site. 
* No capacity for missile ground support equipment. 
* No tactical missile capability exists. 

* Four years of tactical system studies -- None have ever recommended Hill AFB. 
* Will cost more than it will save -- TABS analysis shows cost of $471M. 
* Inadequate ammunition and storage capacity -- Requires $51M MILCON. 
* Requires renovation of maintenance space -- $8M MILCON. 
* No capacity for missile ground support equipment. 
* Some Army tactical missiles are core, therefore Army must maintain an in-house 

capability. No Air Force systems are core. 

* Keeping joint tactical missile maintenacelcombat vehicle maintenance at Letterkenny 
makes strong business sense and is the right thing for DoD and the taxpayer. 







REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

BALTIMORE REGIONAL HEARING 
UNIV. Of MD BALTIMORE COUNTY (UMBC) 

MAY 4,1995 

Gov Ridge - As a result of BRAC, Pennsylvania has lost 17,000 jobs, second only to 
California. 

Sen Specter - Pennsylvania has only 2.8 percent of the DOD jobs, but could stand to lose 13 
percent of the total jobs lost to BRAC actions. 

Sen Santorurn - Supported Letterkenny as a model depot based on projected 50 percent 
interserviced workload and the joint teaming arrangement for Paladin weapon system 
upgrades. He was critical of the DOD BRAC 95 recommendations because they include no 
new significant interservicing proposals. 

Congressman Schuster - Provided a detailed briefing describing the history of (1) DOD's 
tactical missile consolidation studies, (2) progress made in implementing the BRAC 93 
recommendation to consolidate tactical missile maintenance activities at Letterkenny, (3) 
value of Paladin partnership arrangements, (4) concerns about the fairness of the Army's 
military value assessment, (5) concerns about the Army's COBRA cost analysis, and (6)  the 
community's proposal to reject DOD's recommendation to realign Letterkenny. 
Congressman Schuster closed with a letter from the Under Secretary of the Army. The letter 
generally states that closure of Letterkenny would result in the loss of synergies and 
economies the Department hoped to gain fiom consolidated missile maintenance and storage. 

1. In 1990, Letterkenny was selected by the Defense Depot Maintenance Council as the 
only logical site to consolidate tactical missile maintenance. Implementation was 
delayed by a court injunction filed by concerned employees of the Anniston depot. 
BRAC 93 recognized the benefits of interservicing and directed the implementation 
DOD's original consolidation program. 

2. Since the BRAC 93 Commission recoomendation Letterkenny has made substantial 
progress in its efforts to consolidate tactical missile maintenance. For example, $26 
million has been spent for such things as personnel moving, personnel training and 
building renovation. Also, equipment valued at $100 million has been shipped from 
losing activities and installed at Letterkennny and 72 personnel have relocated from 
the losing activities. The community believes the consolidation effort will produce 
savings of $29 million. 



3. The Paladin private / public partnership has produced significant savings. 
Congressman Schuster provided a letter from the United Defense CEO indicating the 
firm would be interested in discussing continued partnering arrangements following 
the final BRAC 95 decisions. 

4. The Letterkenny community believes the Army's military value analysis placed unfair 
emphasis on depot capacity, which is work station driven, and overlooked the military 
value of depot size (buildings square footage and acres). They displayed a model 
depicting a 10 work position bay for combat vehicle work and the same bay 
configured for an 84 work position electronic repair program. Both configurations 
use the same square footage. 

5 .  The community believes the Army failed to consider the sunk cost of tactical missile 
consolidation efforts -- $3 1.5 million in construction costs, $42.9 million for added 
personnel moving costs, $15.5 million for equipment transfer and personnel training, 
and $54.3 million for movement of tenant activities. 

6. The community believes the DOD recommendation to realign Letterkenny should be 
rejected. Instead, they suggested (a) expanded interservicing to included work on all 
future tactical missile systems, (b) creation of a one stop shop for storage, 
surveillance, testing, disassemby and repair, and (c) transfer the whole family of FMC 
IBMY produced light to medium combat vehicles. 

Glenn Knoepfle / Cross Service Team / 6 May 1995 















BRAC 93 INTERSERVICE TACTICAL MISSILES 
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OEPARTMLHT OF THE A R M Y  
0 , , 5 1 0 , 1 * c  -0c"  ,CCII,... 

II..LYO.O* O C .  *0*tD.0,01 

l 6 DEE 1994 

HWORANDUM FOR DEPUTY UHDER SECRFPARX OF DEFENSE 
(LOGISTICS) 

SUBJECT: Joint Cross-Service group for Depot 
Maintenance (JCSG-DM) BRAC-95 Alternatives 

Your November 22 ntewrandun seeks a "quick look" 
analysis of the JCSG-DM initial depot maintenance 
analysis. Among other things, JCSG-DM recommends depot 
maintenance closure at Red River and Getterkenny Army 
Depots. 

As part of the Army's own BRAC-95 analysis of five 
Axmy depots, these two activities were identified as 
study candidates for potential closure. Nthough we 
have reached no final decisions, analysis thus far 
suggests that Red River as a closure candidate is much 
more feasible than Letterkenny. The following, in no 
particular order, conveys some of our current thinking: 

- The Army's operational blueprint which guides our 
BRAC analysis requires that sufficient depot capacity be 
retained to meet our CORE capability requirementa, 
centered by c-dity group--aircraft, communications- 
electronics, ground combat vehicles, and missiles. This 
scheme also provides an alignment, synergy and life 
cycle linkage with the four major AMC commodity com- 
mands. Closure of Red River alone forces us to accept a 
substantial shortfall of combat vehicle capacity against 
our full wartime requirement. In this commodity area, 
alone, additional.closure of k t t e r k e ~ y  compounds the 
CORE shortfall, comnodity area, possibly requiring 
further expansion ot Anniston's capabilities. It also 
breaks our desired alignment with the corPmodity commands 
(HICOH) . 

- Both depots are multi-mission and include major 
ammunition storage capabilities which we must retain. 
The two depots differ substantially in their physical 
configurations. Red River is contiguous to Lone Star 
Army Ammunition Plant; therefore, the maintenance 
portion can be closed and its ammunition storage and 
other tenants can be accommodated by begomin part of 
Lone Star. Letterkenny, however, is a st an%-alone" 
installation. Closure of the maintenance facilities 
will still require 18,100 acres of amunition storage 
and the asociated staffing to be retained. 

- Finally, closing Letterkenny would significantly 
complicate ongoing consolidation of virtually all 
tactical missile workload dirtcted by BRAC-93. As you 
know, this consolidation was directed after DoD sub- 
mitted its plan to close Letterkenny. Apart from the 
missile consolidation, arguments for closure today do 
not seem to be any more compelling than those previously 
rejected; and in fact, DoD would lose the synergy and 
efficiencies we hoped to gain by consolidating missile 
maintenance workload and missile storage. We have 
examined scenarios which would retain and "enclave" this 
missile maintenance at Letterkenny while closing the 
remainder, but these do not appear promising at this 
point in time. 

We will continue our 
depots. 
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PRESENTATION TO: 

C - 
1:1:1 
C - 
IT, 

THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 

1 JUNE 1995 

COL JAMES P. FAIRALL 
COMMANDER COMMISSIONER REBECCA COX 

COMMlSSlONER J.B. DAVIS 
COMMISSIONER S. LEE KLlNG 
COMMISSIONER WEND1 STEELE 
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LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 



LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

DEPOT 

MAINTENANCE 1333 
AMMUNITION 166 
BASOPS 636 

TOTAL 21 35 

TENANTS 
$ " 4 ~  

HQ ARMY DEPOT SYSTEMS COMMAND 335- (>n''" 

SYSTEMS INTEGRATlON &MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY 198 - pr,~ 6 g 1 k  

ARMY LOGISTICS SUPPORT ACTIVITY 129 - Dart 
ARMY TMDE 55 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 450 - & co t3w 
DEFENSE MEGACENTER 149 
DEFENSE FINANCE & ACCOUNTING SERVICE 72 
OTHERS 95 



LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
FIFTY THREE YEARS OF HISTORY 

C - 
1):I 
C - 

1940's 
IT I 

1 950's 1 960's 1 970's 1980'5 1990's 

I - 
' 1 1  
I - > ]  

SECRETARY 

C - 
OF WAR 

4 

c - AUTHORIZES 
ACQU f SfTlON 

OF LAND 

t AMMUNITION - - - 
MISSION 1 

WWll 
SUPPORT 

KOREA 
SUPPORT 

-- MAINTENANCE _-- _ _ _ -  - - 
MISSION 1 

TANKS & ARTILLERY 1 
VIET NAM OPERATION JUST 

WHEEL SUPPORT CAUSE SUPPORT 

VEHICLES 

M ISSILES 

DESERT STORM 
SUPPORT - 

TENANTS 



LEAD BRAC HISTORY 

( WHY LETTERKENN 
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TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLlDATlON 

LETTERKENNY ARMY 
OGDEN 

S I D ~ E R  
MAVERICK 

SIDE WINDER 

CONTRACTORS 
AMRAAM 

HARM 
STINGER 
PATRIOT 
HAWK 
MLRS 

AVENGE WATAS 

RED RIVER 
MLRS 

TOW BRADLEY 

_ANN1STON 
HELLFIRE 
ATACMS 
DRAGON 

TOW COBRA 
TOW GROUND 
SHILLELAGH 

LCSS 

ARMY NAVY/USMC AIR FORCE 

DEPOT 
PA 

MAINZ. GERMANY 
TOW BRADLEY 
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HOW WE DID IT 

PROVIDED 69,040 
HOURS TRAINING 

CONSTRUCTION 



F'. 1.2 



h a R S  8 5 6,044 
Elect rodc - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -€I 
Elecjhlech - 

Sparrow - 
HARE\$ PSE 

Dragon Pb 1 
Dragon Ph 2. 

Phoenix - 13 924 

TO\$' BFVS - 36 2,560 
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THE PALADIN PROCESS 

c: 
FIELD RETURN 

t-12 
IT t 

C - 
' i l  
lie1 

C - 
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c - DISASSEMBLES - 

W 

LETTERKENNY 

FIRES/PAI NTS 

RETURN TO. 



L u r r  I-LC rr WUCI IO~  U@C 91 t n r ~  SQI 94 (1-164) 
Full Rate Production Oct 94 thru Aug 98 (165-824) As of 30 Apr 95 

Probable Follow On Production Sep 98 thru Dec 02 
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TRAINING PROGRESSION 
AIR DEFENSE GROUND SUPPORT SYSTEMS TECHNICIAN 

INTEGRATED SYSTEMS 
ELECTRONICS 
TECHNICIAN 

MAJOR ITEM 
ELECTRONICS 
TECHNICIAN 
8 - 10 YRS EXP 

SUBASSY & COMP. 
RECOND. & TEST. 

TECHNICIAN 
HIGH SCHOOL 3 - 5 YRS EXP RADAR Set  
GRADUATE 
0 YRS EXP 

- 
AMG 



PATRIOT MISSILE TRAINING MILESTONES 
BASED ON RADAR SET 

APPROXIMATELY 108 WEEKS/25 MONTHS 

SPECIAL 
MECHANICAL 

FIRST ARTICLE 

MANUAL TEST 
SUBASSEMBLY 

AUTOMATED 
SUBASSEMBLY TEST 

SUB GROUP 
SUBASSEMBLY TEST 

MAJOR GROUP 
SUBASSEMBLY TEST 

MAIN ARRAY 
ANTENNA TEST 

SHELTER ASSEMBLY1 
TEST 

RADAR 
ASSEMBLED 
ON TRAILER 

D 4 WEEKS - 6 WEEKS 

12 WEEKS 

P2261 4 WEEKS 
P2275 8 WEE 



PATRIOT TRAINING CONCERNS 
RADAR ENHANCEMENT IS SCHEDULED TO START IN '97. THE 
LARGEST MODIFICATION TO THE MOST COMPLEX ARMY SYSTEM. 
PARTNERSHIP EFFORT BY RAYTHEON AND LETTERKENNY. DELAY 
WlLL CAUSE A READINESS IMPACT! 

* TIME, MONEY, AND CODE "A" ASSETS MUST BE AVAILABLE. 

DEPOT FIELD SUPPORT MUST CONTINUE DURING 
TRAINING. 

* NO DUPLICATION OF CONSOLES IS AVAILABLE. EITHER 
INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT IS NEEDED, OR A LONG 
LONG DELAY IN PRODUCTION WlLL RESULT. 
READINESS IMPACT! 

CONTRACTOR INSTRUCTORS UTILIZING USAADASCH 
(FT. BLISS) AND LETTERKENNY AS TRAINING SITES. 

PRODUCTION MUST CONTINUE AT LETTERKENNY DURING TRAINING. 
READINESS IMPACT! 

RAYTHEON IS THE SOLE SOURCE FOR INSTRUCTORS AT ORGANIC 
LEVEL. 

NEW SOR MUST HAVE: PREPARED FACILITIES, REPAIR PARTS, 
AND CONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE IMMEDIATELY 
FOLLOWING TRAINING. 

* SURGE CAPABILITY WlLL BE HAMPERED DUE TO TRAINING. 
READINESS IMPACT! 



The ONLY 
DOD Tactical Missile 

Facility 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Letterkenny Comment: 
LEAD only DOD site with a 28 acre Radar Test Site 
LEAD only DOD site with Radar Antenna Compact Pattern 
Test Range 
LEAD only DOD site which can perform 100% missile 
integration 
LEAD only DOD site with ample storage, facilities, skills and 
capability to perform one-stop service for tactical missiles 
LEAD only DOD site with fullv trained personnel, on board, 
performing mission -- TODAY 

4 
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Hill AFB vs ~etterkenny Army Depot 

Cost Corn pariso-n 

MILCON 
Equipment Transfer 
Inventory Transfer 
FAT 
Training 
Facility Mod 
OMA & OPA 
PCS 

Total 

Letterkenn y 
Comment 

*Does not include cost to build ad'ditional storage igloos 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Letterkenny Comment: MILCON cost will be $11.28M 
2.OM = PATRIOT Radar Test Site 
.5M = 2500 sq. ft Test Site Simulation Building 

.47M = 160,000 sq. ft Macadam Hard Stand 

.44M = Building 5 Mezzanine 
4.671 = Renovation of 311,830 sq. ft @ 15/sq. ft - 
3.20M = ATACMS Building 2214 

$1 1.28M 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Assertion: Hill AFB Equipment Transfer = $3.696M 

Letterkenny Comment: Equipment Transfer will be $8.108M 

$4.51 M TMC equipment transition cost 
Less: $.692M Sidewinder & Maverick 

$3.81 8M 

Plus: $2.78M HAWK 
$ 1.5M Patriot 
$.005M Avenger 
$.005M ATAS 

Total: $8.1 08M 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Letterkenny Comment: Within an acceptable 

range. 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Letterkenny Comment: First Article Test will cost 
$4.987M 

Performance of First Article Test approximates 
50% of the overhaul cost 

$.775M budgeted for BRAC 93 Implementation 
$.775M - .098M (SidewinderIMaverick) = .677M 
FAT for Patriot = 3.4M 
FATfor HAWK = .9M 
FAT for Avenger = .005M 
FAT for ATAS = .005M' 

$4.987M 





Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Assertion: Hill AFB PCS Costs = $5.4M 
120% will transfer 
.I53 personnel at $35,294 

Letterkenny Comment: PCS Costs will be $6.161111 

20% will transfet&505 x .2$= 101' personnel 
LEAD has transferred 72 experts to date 

- 

2.7121111 PCS plus 1.684M Real Estate = 4.3961111 
4.3961111 + 72 = $61,055/person 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Assertion: Hill rates - $69.27 hr. 
Letterkenny rates - $1 01.33 hr. 

1 . 

Letterkenny Comment: Y 

/ 

A $32/hr difference does not make sense! 





Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Assertion: No Ammunition Storage MILCON Required 

Letterkenny Comment: TWO Options 

Option 1 : Move Tactical Missiles to Hill and enclave LEAD'S 
Ammo Storage 

Minimum required for TMC = 427,866 sq. ft* .' 

Available at Hill -1 87,000 sq. ft 
Required MILCON 240,866 sq. ft 

f 2,000 gross sq. ft per magazine 
121 magazines 

x $425K each 
$51.4 M 

*Does not include Patriot/HAWK TRMF and requirements for Hellfire, 
Stinger, and THAAD 



Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Letterkenny Comment: TWO Options 

Option 2: Close LEAD Ammo Storage and consolidate all 
Tactical Missiles at Hill 

I 

In use at LEAD today: 350,866 sq. ft 
Plus: 288,000 sq. ft required for Hellfire 

42,000 sq. ft required for Stinger 
77,000 sq. ft New ATACMS requirement 
52,000 sq. ft New THAAD requirement 

506,000 sq. ft PatriotlHAWK TRMF 
Total Required: 1,315,866 sq. ft 
Available at Hill: 187,000 sq. ft 
Required MILCON: 1 , I  28,866 sq. ft 

2,000 gross sq. ft per magazine 
565 pagazines 

x $425K each 
$240.1 21\11 





Hill AFB vs Letterkenny Army Depot 

Conclusion 

Letterkenny Comment: 

Hill does not have capability for total DOD workload 
Hill can not provide full service support 
Stealth Technology f Tactical Missile Technology 
Customers will be adversely impacted - Readiness, 
downtime, and major disruption to existing programs 

# 





(LEAD TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION) 
FY94 FY95 FY99 FY99 

1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q MNHR (K) $ (K) 
AvengerlATAS @-I 82 5,833 

MLRS 
Electronic 
ElecIMech 

ATACMS 

Sparrow 

Hellfire 

HARM PSE 

Dragon Ph 1 
Dragon Ph 2 

Phoenix 

TOW BFVS 

HAWK Ph 1 

A = Training 0 t 

OMAIOPA BRAC $ 
FY95 - received 

0 

on track - 5M$ 
1 - FY95 

Jun award - 2.6M$ 

72 tactical r"'c?, 
missile 

experts hired - 
Equipment = FATIProduction A 0 = In process A () = Completed As of 31 Jan 



LEAD TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION \ 

FY 94 FY95 FY 96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY 99 
IQ 2~ 3 4  4 4  1Q 2 4  3Q 4Q 1Q 2 4  3Q 4 4  1Q 2Q 3 4  4Q 1Q 2 4  3 4  4Q MNHR (K) $ (K) - 

Sidewinder (N) &.-El 

TOW Cobra k 0 - D  

TOW 2 rn 
HAWK Ph 2 w 
Sidewinder (AF) - 
Maverick 

PATRIOT (CTR) 

LCSS 

Shillelagh 

AMRAAM 

HARM GS 

Total 760 54,109 

A = Training 0 - Equipment = FATIProduction A 0 = In process A = Completed As of 31 Jan 95 





72 Technical 

Annis ton 
Alameda 
Ogden : 

Norfolk 

Letterkenny 

Barstow 



SPECIALIZED EQUIPMENT INVESTMENT 

A PUDA 



:SUCCESSFUL TRANSITIONS, \ 





f , LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT i 

,TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION END STATE, - 
Elimination a 

of duplication 
at 12 sites 

transitioned 
by FY98 

DOD's One-Stop Missile Center 
4 

I 





ISSILE CERTIFICATIONISURVEILLANC 

BRAC 93 
LEAD repairs 

Rocket Motor 

workload for ) greenhook 
missiles 2 

Control Section Warhead Guidance Section 







12,000 acres 
902 igloos (450 can be made available for missile storage) . 3+ million sq. ft. ammo storage 
112 million sq. ft. demolition area 
25 railroad docks 
2 government ownedlcontractor operated facilities 

Radiographic inspection facility 
26 megavolt betatron x-ray 
320 kilovolt x-ray 

2 environmental test chambers . Simulate climatic flight conditions 

77,600 sq. ft. Class V maintenance facilities 



Storage - 30 years 
Currently store - AMRAAM, HARM, Shrike, Sidewinder, 
Sparrow, ATACMS 

Up-Round = 30 years ..C\-I la & 
Currently up-round - Sparrow, HARM, Sidewinder 

Repair - 40 years 
BRAC 93 adds - Sparrow, Maverick, HARM, ATACMS, 
Sidewinder, Phoenix, AMRAAM, Standard 

Demil - 30 years 
Currently demiling - Sidewinder, Falcon, Sparrow 

- 
One-stop service at LEAD I 

.i.yu.. 







May 19, 1935 

I w a n t e d  you to review the attached AAA Draft Report 
concerning $33.5M IOC facilities planned for TOAD. Given 
the state of existing facilities at TOAD as reported by A M ,  
it j s abundantly clear TOAD would be hard pressed to I 
acccmmodate missile repair work without these renovations. 
If one would explore movement of TOAD'S workload, cost 
avo idance  of $33.5M would possibly result! 
A l s o ,  Hallie Bunk said you wanted to know how long it tock 
for our Environmental Assessment process for BRAC. The 
Corp. of Engineers started in March 1991, the contract was 
awarded September 1991 and was completed in August 1992. 

74% 
J seph T. Sgroi 
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Industrial Operations i 
I 

Facility i 

~obyhanna Army Depot 
Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania i 

DRAFT 

f 
I 

! 
Audit Report: " NR 95-XXX 



j Commander, ~ o b y h a n ~ a  b y  Depot 
6 

  his is the report on our audit of the industrial opdrations 
: facility at your command. We found no problems that :reql~ire 

corrective action. . 
' These are the reportts key sections: 

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

- General Information includes the scope and methodology 
of the audit and responsibilities and resources kelated 
to your installation. 

- Annex A lists others receiving copies of the report. 
Annex B lists the audit staff. 

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

FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

HENRY P. CULLERTON 
Regional Auditor General 
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l a We audited Tobyhanna Army Depot#s plans to build a ' n e w  

I 
$17 million industrial operations facility. The audit 

I 

: 
focused on the need to build the new facility and t d  

I 

I ' - BACKGROUND - ) - 

The new industrial operations facility will house four shops 
1 

I 
that finish or refinish the metal parts (such as chaksis. I 
outer casings and racks) used in communications-electronics 

1 equipment. The shops are sandblasting, ultrasonic cleaning, 

I , plating and painting. The shops receive parts from both the 

I depott s overhaul of she1 ters, vans or individual ewipmenc 

and from depot fabrication shops. After finishing, the 
I 

par t s  are returned to either the shelter and van assembly 
3 

a rea  or to depot stocks. The facility will include a 

I wastewater treatment plant and small chemistry laboratory 
I 
1 ! 

that will monitor operations at the plating shop. 
! 

1 

I The depot plans to begin construction of the new faci:lity in 

i 
. FY 96 and complete it within 2 years. 

I 

L.c,.tr;y Opcrxinru F x i l i ~ y .  Tobyh- Army Dcpol (NR 9 5 . X X X )  
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OSJECTIWS AND CONCLUSIONS I * 
- 

L . __ 

we had three specific objectives for the audit. Her$ are 

those objectives and our conclusions. 

gbhct ivp:  To determine whether Tobyhanna Depot needed the 

new indu-riaf operations facility. 

, Ggnslusioq: Tobyhanna Depot needed the new industrial 

I : operations facil4ty. Its existing metal finishing 

shops are antiquated, unsafe and separated from related 
4 

depot shops and each other. Rebuilding these shops is 

the most cost-effective way for the depot to modernize 
( 

and combine its finishing operations and correct unsafe 
I 

I conditions. 

! Wodernization. The primary impetus for building a nt?v 

industrial operations facility was to modernize t h e  . 
metal-finishing shops. Although, much of the e q u i p m ~ n t  

t 

'in the shops was installed in the 1970's' some dated to 
i 

I the 1950's. As a result, the shops were using I 
I antiquated processes and equipment; For example: 

I * - The plating shop currently uses cadGium and chromium 1 
1 ,  plating processes that produce high levels of -- 

hazardous waste. The new shop will use more 

i I environmentally prudent processes.  he plating s h o p  + 

i 

-- - - - 
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\ 

! 
also cleans an9 rinses parts in the same tanks, 

while modern processes use separate tanks for these 

stages, thus improving product quality and reducing 

hazardous waste. 

- The paint shop used conventional spray-paint' 
i 

processes. The new shop will also use powdek 
0 ! 

coating and electrocoating processes. ~ h e s e '  

proccases cost less, coat more efficiently and . 
generate less hazardous waste. Currently, about a 

C 

third of the shop's workload could effectively use 

the new processes, but the depot expects this 
( 

percentage to grow. The paint shop also isn't 

mechanized; shop personnel handle each item 

individually. The new shop will have a mechanized 

materiel handling system. 

- The sandblast shop's major equipment is worn out and 

o f t e n  out of operation for maintenance. The new 

equipment will use more effective filtering methods 

to protect operating mechanisms from sand. ; 
i 
I 

- The ultrasonic cleaning shop's rnajor.equiprnent d~tes 

to 1952 and operates independently of the pletiny 

process. The new facility will integrate the 

cleaning and plating processes, resulting in more 

efficient workflow and better plating quality. 

-- - --- -.- 
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safety. The existing plating and painting shop$ calj.se 
I 

. I safety problems. 

The plating and painting shops, which use volatjle and 

malodorous materials, a r e  located beneath a met ian in*  

containing admin-istrat ive off ices for about 400 'people. 
, 

The depot has-a long history of employee cornpla(ncs, 
@ I 

grievances and work stoppages relating to the 

of the  shops to these offices. During 1988 the: 
* 

U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
C t issued a notice of unsafe working conditions to the 

depot because fumes from the shops were being.drawn 

into the mezzanine from the shop's rooftop exhadst 

vents. Although the depot corrected this condition, 

it's indicative of problems caused by the current 

location of the shops. 

The shops also border one of the main aisles of the 
I 

depoL's primary maintenance building. The shop - 
. entrances are  fully open t o  the aisle and can't be 

sealed without lowering the air quality within the 
I 

I 
shops and adversely effecting workflow. As a result, 

I 
! 

1 
many of the 1,400 depot employees working in the 

! building are exposed to fumes from the shops. 
I 

Additionally, the ventilation system in the sho$s is 
I 

substandard. To maintain appropriate inside 

temperatures during the winter months, the systdm often 

- -. 
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has to use more rwirculated shop air than outside air, 
I 

thereby exposing shop employees to air dense with 

painting and plating fumes. The new paint booths will 

use a ventilation system that exhausts fumes di'rectly 
I 

through vents in the booth floor. The new plat:ing 

tanks  will also have significantly improved exhaust 

capabilities. 
I 

Further, the pipes that carry wastewater from the 

plating shop to the current treatment plant run 
. 

overhead through an employee breakroom, a locke'r room 

and a storage area. A break or serious leak cduld be 

disastrous. In the new facility, the wastewate'r pipes 

will run under the floor directly to the treatment 

plant. 

S h o ~  Location. The four shops aren't located close to 

related shops or each other. For example, the plating 

and painting shops (where n e w  parts  are finished) 
.. 

arenfc in the same building as the machine and 

sheetmetal shops (where new parts are fabricated) . 
Similarly, the sandblast and ultrasonic c l e a n i n ;  shops 

are located on the opposite side of the building from 

t h e  plating and painting shops. c ran sport at ion' for all 

parts has to be planned, scheduled, ordered and 

accomplished. In the new facility, the refinishing 

shops will be coldcated with the machine and sheetrn2tal 

shops.  1 

-- - -- 
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u. Modernizinq the depot's metal-refinishihg 
operations will substantially increase the size of the 

plating and painting shops. The new industria4 

operations facility will occupy about 91,000 s&are I 
feet .  A l l  four shops now occupy about 31.000 dquare 

feet. About 62 percent of the increase (33.500 square I 
f e e t )  w i i l  come from modernizing the plating and 

0 

painting shops. Most of the rest will come from adding 

a wastewater treatment plant, a central work stagiy . 
area ,  and a chemical storage area. The ultrasobic 

cleaning and sakiblast shops will not significantly 

increase in size. 

The plating shop will increase in size by about'21,oOo 

square feet--from about 10,000 to about 31,000 $ q u a r e  

feet. Almost all of the increase is due to the new I 
shop using 154 plating tanks rather than the 

current 64. The shop layout will also allow nore 

access and working space between tanks. 
0 

The pa in t  shop w i l l  increase i n  size by about 12,500 

square feet--from about 10,000 to about 22*,500 dquare 
I 

feet. Almost all the increase is due to using dix 

dxying ovens instead of three, adding two paint booths 

(one mechanized and one for powder-coat painting), and  
I 

providing more access and working space i n  the shop. 
i 

-- .-. - 
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The new facility ?dl1 have its own wastewater treatment 

plant occupying about 7,000 square feet. The current 

plant is at full capacity and can't handle the 

additional wastewater the new plating processes will 

generate. The new plant will treat water from the new 

facility while the old plant will service the rest of 

the depot, 
8 

The new facility will have about 4,000 square feet for . 
centrally staging work and about 2,000 square feet to 

store chemicals. None of the four shops currently h.313. 

work staging areas. Instead, shop personnel store 

parts in the building's aisles or wherever they can 

find space within a shop. The existing refinishing 

shops also don't have a chemical storage area. For 

example, the amount of paint stored in the paint shop 

exceeds limits allowed by safety regulations. 

The ultrasonic cleaning and sandblast shops will 
3 

increase in size from about 3,750 to about 5,600 square 

feet and from about 7,400 to about 9,000 square feet, 

respectively. Most of the increases result from going 

from one sonic cleaning system to three and £rod eight 

sandblast cabinets to eleven. 

E a c i l i t ~  Pesi-. Tobyhanna Depot redesigned its metal 
I 

finishing shops in a joint effort with a commerdial 

I 

-- - 
Inaf..~rrid Oper~tions Fxiliry, Tobyhurr~ A n y  Dcpol (PIR 9 5 - X X X )  Summvy of brc Aurilb Plir I I 



architectural engineering firm selected by U.S. A r m y  
I 

Corps of Engineers. Depot personnel from various 

levels (from worker to foreman to director) in qelevant 

activities (Maintenance Engineering, Public Works, the 

Safety Office and the shops involved) participated in 

the effort. 

8 
We reviewed the design process and concluded it was 

well managed and documented. We found extensive 

evidence of frequent communication between all p a r t i e s ,  

in-process revi6ws and top-level management ovets ight . 

We also reviewed the facility design itself, in detail, 

with responsible engineering and shop personnel. W s  

concluded that both the design and layout were well 

thought out and reasonable. 

Flternativeg. Building a new industrial operations 

facility was the most cost-effective way to modernize 

and improve the depot's metal-finishing operations. 

The depot selected this solution from three 

alternatives analyzed: 

- Renovating the shops in place. This alterhative 

had an estimated cost of $18.5 million. . 

*\ 

- Building modern shops in an area of the main 
f 

maintenance building currently occupied by' the 

- -- - 
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Defense Logigtics Agency. This a1terna:ive ha 3 ,713 

estimated cost of $22.5 million. 

- Building modern shops in a new industrial 

operations facility. This alternative had an 

estimated cost of $17 million. 

we reviewed the underlying assumptions of and cdst 

estimates for each alternative and found them valid and . 
generally accurate. Each supported the depot's choice 

of building a new industrial operations facility. 

Renovation of the shops in place was slightly m<re 

expensive than building a new facility and would 

require contracting out the metal refinishing 

operations for an estimated 18 months. Depot managers 

believed there was a high probability of mission 

impairment during the period of contracting out. This 

alternative also wouldn't correct the shap location 

deficiencies or provide the Bpace needed to fully 

modernize the shops. 

Construction of modern shops in space currently 

occupied by the Defense Logistics Agency correctbd the 

shop location and size deficiencies. But it was 

substantially more expensive than building a new 

facility because of the need to construct replac4ment 

space for the Logistics Agency. The agency used'the 

- -- 
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area under consideration for its receiving ope~ations. 

Responsible ~ersorhel from the agency told us they 

couldn't consolidate receiving operations into 'other 

space they occupy at the depot. There wasn't enough 

room to do so. And moving the receiving area dould 

have a negative operational impact because it is ncw 

adjacent.to the activities that receive most irjcoming 

materiel! 

g b w :  To determine whether Tobyhanna Depot needed the 
I 

new equipment planned for the industrial opera<ions 
I 

facility. 

conclusion: The depot needed the new equipment It p ' l anncd  

to buy. 

Working together, the commercial architectural 

engineering firm and depot industrial engineers 

identified about $16.5 million of new equipment for the 
7 I 

facility. Almost all the equipment in the new facility 

will be purchased--only 12 pieces of equipment,( each 

valued at more than $3,000, will be moved from the 

existing shops. 

We reviewed the remaining 4 9  pieces of equipment, e.3ch 

valued at more than $3,000, that .the depot w a s n ' t  
I 

moving to see if they could also be used in theinew 

facility. We concluded that the depot had valid 

- - 
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reasons for not moving all 49 pieces. The equipment 
I 

was either incompatible with t h e  new processes, worn  or 

too expensive to maintain. 

- Thirty-five items were incompatible with t h e  new 

processes. For example. two pieces of ediprnent 

used to clean, rinse and dry parts in the 

ultfasonic shop operated independently from e a c h  

other and from the plating process. The new 

facility integrates these processes using a 

conveyer system. Similarly, 15 special plat ing 

tanks can't be used with the safer ventilation 

systems planned for t h e  new plating shop. 

- Fourteen items w e r e  worn or not economical to 

maintain. For example, eight sandblast cabinets 

in use since the 1990's had holes in them (some 

patched, some not) from t h e  abrasive e f fec t s  of 

sand .  One a large sandolase booth had 121 
3 

maintenance service  visits since August 1992. 

We also looked to see if any equipment needed in the 

new facility was available at two relatively rnodbrn 

Army maintenance facilities that were closing: 

Mainz Army Depot and Tooele Army Depot, We found that: 

- U.S. Army Depot System Command had already 

t r a n s  £erred ell excess equipment from Mainz ~ e ~ o t .  

( - -  -- 
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- DOD issued gui,dance in March 1994 preventing such 

equipment transfers from installations like iTooele 

Depot (that is, installations effected by B+e . 

Realignment and Closure Act decisions). 

TO find o u t  if modern equipment was available eldewhere 

in DOD, we also contacted the Defense General Su@ply 
@ 

Center. The center manages.the redistribution of 

metal-finishing equipment. The center didn't have any 
* 

excess equipment meeting the depot's needs. 

Only about $12 million is currently programmed idr new 

equipment for this project. In its May 1993 ecodornic 

analysis, the depot estimated that new equipment'woul? 

cost that much. The contractor's current equigment 

cost estimate, presented at a February 1995 design 

review, is $16.5 million. Depot personnel told us t t . ? y  

would try to obtain additional funding for equipment. 

If they couldn't obtain more funds, they would - 
0 

prioritize equipment and have the contractor pbrchas.e 

as much as possible with available funds. 

gbje-c-: To evaluate the ef fecriveness of key management 
I 

controls as they relate to the modernization of the 

depot's refinishing operations. f 

- - -. . - - 
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' $-: Key management controls, as they relate to . 
modernizing the d&ot fe  refinishing operations,' were 

effective. 

I 
We reviewed key controls necessary to answer the 

objectives set forth in the preceding paragraphs. T h e  

controls.were needed to make sure that: 

- Facility and equipment requirements were 
accurately identified, documented and apprbved. 

- Economic analyses were performed to determine the 
most cost-effective method to meet facility and 

equipment requirements. 

These controls were  in place and operating effective-ly. 

- - -  
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AUDIT SCOPE AND METHOOOLOGY 
-. - - - * - 

We performed the audit: 

. 
- From November 1994 through April 1995. 

- In accordance with generally accepted government 
8 

auditing standards and included the tests of mahage:nent 

controls that we considered necessary under the . 
circumstances. . 

i The audit covered transactions representative of operations 

current at the time of the audit. 

To evaluate whether Tobyhanna Army Depot needed a new 

industrial operations facility, we reviewed the depot's 

I plans for the new facility as described in the DD Form 1391 

(~ilitary Construction Project Summary) and the related 
- 

economic analysis preparsd  in May 1993. We also reviewed a 

concept study report prepared by an architectural 

engineering firm in January 1994. 

To determine the currect situation in the shops, we: 

- Interviewed responsible command such a s  depot 
.C ! 

engineers, shop supervisors, and safety and medical 

personnel, 

- - 
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- Reviewed supporting documentation such as a 

U.S. Anny ~nvironkental Hygiene Agency report on the 

depot's refinishing operations prepared in 1986, . . . . 
Occupation Safety and Health Deficiency ~ o t i  ce$ issued 

by the depot and the U.S. Occupational Safety and 

Health Administration, and employee complaints.:' 

- Toured the fakilities and observed operations in the 
shops . 

' To determine whether- the depot selected the least costly, 

most beneficial alternative for meeting modernization 

requirements, we: 

- Reviewed each proposed alternative described in the 
DO Form 1391 and its economic analysis. 

- Verified significant estimates such as size by 
interviewing engineering personnel who developed the 

0 

estimates. 

- Verified significant assumptions relating to t h b  space 

occupied by the Defense Logistics Agency by inter- 

viewing personnel from Defense Depot Tobyhanna and its 

higher headquarters, Defense Distribution Region East, 

and reviewing relevant statistics they provided (for 

example, lines processed by receiving). 

- 
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- Verified construction and renovation cost estimates 
using U.S. Jumy cobs of Engineers8 cost factors an.3 

the depot's automated system for calculating these 

costs (1391 Processor) . 

To evaluate the effectiveness of the depot's implementation 

of the selected alternative, we: 

- Spoke with depot personnel about the method they 
selected to build the facility. 

- Attended the 30 percent design review meeting for tho 
project. 

- Reviewed documentation describing the lessons learns3 
by the U.S. Navy during recent construction of similar 

facilities, and spoke with depot personnel about their 

application of these lessons. 

- 
7 

TO evaluate whether equipment requirements were valid, we 

I reviewed the depot's planned equipment purchases described 

' in the economic analysis and the concept study report. we 

discussed planned purchases with the engineers, shop foremen 

and management personnel. We compared these purchases to 

the processes planned for the new facility and to current 

eqliprnent and processes. .. 

-- 
Inl;,:friJ Oprvionr Fxil~ry. Tobyhlnn~ Atmy &poi (NR W-XXX) G C M ~  lnlormu:~;~. Pvr 

; 



To determine whether equipment requirements were mec cost- 
' .  

effectively. we reviev*e'd the depot's plans to use t w i p n e n c  

each costing more than $3,000 from the existing shops. 
! 

According to the shop hand receipts dated January 1995, 

61 items met this criteria. We determined the age and 

condition of these items and examined their maintenahce 

history. Also, we spoke with shop personnel about the plans 

for each itegand compared each item to equipment the depot 

planned to buy. 

TO find out  if similgr equipment was available within 
I 

U . S .  Army Depot System Command, we spoke with command 

I personnel about availability at closing installations 

(Mainz Army Depot and Tooele Army Depot). We reviewed the 

, Defense ~uthorization Act of FY 94 to find ou t  if it 

prohibited movement of equipnent from closing or realign'ng 

installations, and we reviewed guidance issued by DOQ a n d  

the Army regarding such transfers. 

RESPONSIBILITIES AND RESOURCES ' - - -  - - 

Tobyhanna Depot is under the jurisdiction of Depot sgstern 

~ommand, a major subordinate compand of the U.S. Army 

Materiel Command. 

--- 
I ' h e  depot is DOD's l a r g e s t  communications-electronics 

rnaintknance facility. It designs, tests, repairs and 

- - .... - -  - 
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fabricates communications systems and components. Tho depot 
. %  

' I  emo?oys about 3 , 6 0 0  pedple a n d  has a n  a n n u a l  ogeratinj 

budget of about $218 million. The refinishing shops employ 

approximately 100 people. 

--. - - -  
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1;nder Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 
r!i rectors 

Defense Logistics Agency 
Cefense Intelligence Agency 
Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 

C~3mrn.3 nde rs 
Defense Distribution Region East 
Defense Depot Tobyhanna 

All .3 i tors General 
Air Force Audit Agency- 
~ a v a l  Audit Service 

and 



AUDCT STAFF 

Fred Adkins 
Louis Jennis 

Karen Boruta 
William Gable 
Oscar Pinckney 
Robert Wakef i e l d  

r - -  -. 
f * f ~  l r r a r l  O p c r ~ i o ~  Fxil~ty, f o b y h i m r ~  A n y  Depot (NR Q5-XXX) 

- - 
Anncr BlPqe 3) 

I 
I 





SYSTEM 
AMRAAM 
ATACMS 
ATAS/AVENGER 
AVENGER 
DRAGON 
HARM 
HAWK 
HELLFIRE 
LCSS 
MAVERICK 
MLRS 
PATRIOT 
PHOENIX 
SHILLELAGH 
SIDEWINDER 
SPARROW 

STANDARD 
TOW BVFS 
TOW COBRA 
TOW I1 

STORAGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 

CONTAINER DIMENSTIONS 
MISSILE DIh4ENSIONS (FT) (FT) (EST.) 

UNITS 
REF'AJRED TOTAL 

CURRENT REPAIR HOURS PER YEAR PRODUCTION INVENTORY 
SERVICE (SOR) v 9 9 )  @a) (NOTE 1) (NOTE 1) 

Hughcshythcon 57,400 25,000 25,000 

USA (ANAD) 11,100 

USA (LEAD) 39,000 

USA (LEAD) 7,300 

USA (ANAD) 15,400 175,000 175,000 

Tcxm Instrumcnta 3 1,600 12,000 12,000 

USMC 91,800 10,000 10,000 

USA (ANAD) 9,100 38,000 38,000 

USA (ANAD) 18,400 

USAF 32,200 1,200 59,000 59,000 

USA (RRAD) 79,800 

USA (LEAD) 13,400 5,000 5,000 

USN (Alamcda) 2,400 2,300 2,300 

USA 8,000 

USAFNSN (Norfolk) 89,600 1,800 125,000 125,000 

USN (Norfolk) 16,400 164 22,000 22,000 

USN (Seal Beach) 0 8,500 8,500 

USA (RRAD) 35,900 100,000 100,000 

USA (ANAD) 39,400 100,000 100,000 

USA @RAW 71,900 70,000 70,000 

SPAN D m  LENGTH HEIGHT WIDTH LENGTH 
2.0 0.6 12.0 

1.9 12.0 

REPAIR 
STORAGE 
VOLUME 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 
STORAGE 
VOLUME 

NOTES: 

Page 7 





To: Commissioners Cox, Steele, Davis and Kling 

Reeponse to BRAC Commfse~oner's quostions during the Letterkenny / 
Visit on 1 June 95. I 

I 
FACT. The source document was the Joint Servi-ce~, Update of i 
Tactical Missile Consolidation Savings and Cost Analysis, dated / [ Jan 93. The direct labor hours ueed in the analysis were 1.284 , 
million manhours. The workload has dropped a.pproximately 500,000 I 

hours since the last cost analysis of record was completed. i 
i 

I 
I 

I 
I i 1. CommiseFoner Cox asked about the 32 million dollars of Steady I 

State savings after the Tactical Missile Consolidation at I ! 

1 
I OPINION. As workload continues to drop, consolidation makes even 

better business sense. There are pockets of excess  capacity tha 
e x i s t  throughout DOD IN ALL commodities (missiles, electronics, 
combat vehicles, aircraft are all individual. commodities). 

f I 

I Consolidation allows for the most efficient use of remaining DODl 
capabilites. Unnecessary equipment and facil-ities can be 
eliminated. Personnel can be cross trained to support a variety 
of different individual systems. (ie., PHOENIX, S P m R O W ,  

I SIDEWINDER, HARM, AMRAAM a11 basically use the same technology so 
with additional training, personnel. can support more than one of/ 
these systems, thus, allowing the flexibility to match the , I 
workforce to the workload). Additionally, if truely consolidated 
the same technicians who certify/upround the missile could be 
used to repair or demil the rnbsile which would also allow us to 
take advantage of dwindling resources most efficiently. I 

I 

Letterkenny is finished. The queation was "What was the source 
document and wasn't the workload higher back in 9 3 1 "  

I I 

2. Commissioner Steele asked what the construction costs at the, i 
gaining installations w@re projected to be during the BRAC 93 1 I I 
propossl to realign Letterkenny. ! 

I 

I 
! 

i 
FACT. During the implementation planning to realign Letterkenny ? 
in 1,993 construction costs were 10.1 million, at Tobyhanna and I 

I 18.8 million at AnnLston. The current ROD proposal and COBRA I , 
model show 0 construction costs at each site. I i 

I 
OPINION. If the DOD recommendation is accepted by the BRhC 
Commission the costs of construction will be higher at 
Tobyhanna, In 93 the scenario was to move the HAWK and PATRIOT 1 , 
workloads to Tobyhanna, with NO tactical missile consolidation. 
The 95 proposal moves the HAW, and PATRIOT plus 21 additional 
systems to Tobyhanna which obviously would require more space. , 



3. Commissioner Davis asked how many people have decl-ined jobs 
from the losing sources of repair. 

FACT. Hill cuxrently performs maintenance on 2 of the 21 missil.& 
systems to be consolLdated. This workload accounts for 53% of 1 1 
the guidance and control workload but only 15% of the entire DOD/ I 

tactical missile workload. I 1 .  
1 

FACT. There have been 72 technical. exper t s  hired from five 
locations; Anniston, Barstow, Norfolk, Ogden, and Alameda. 31 
additional foZks have declined offers. There are 41 experts who 

OPINION. There is no comparison to the complexity between a 
PATRIOT system and guidance and control workload, The Maverick 
missile contains 1.4 circuit cards, the Sidewinder contains 9 
circuit cards. The PATRIOT fire unit which is totally software 
driven includes the Engagement Control Station, the Launcher, th 
Radar, the Antenna Mast Group and the Information and I Coordination Central, contain well over 3000 circuit cards, high, 
power modulators, wire harnesses, circuitry and require both 
station integration and complete system integration and 
checkout. (a much more complex process) This is one big reason1 
Letterkenny was chosen as the only site fox consolidation 2 
times. (DMRD 908, BRAC 93) 

I 
1 

I certify that the FACTS are true and the opinions are mine. 

t/IiallG J. Bunk 
Director of Integrated 

J,ogFstics Support 
Letterkenny Army Depot 

h.ave made firm commitments to offers but are waiting out the BRAG 
i 

I 
I 
I decision. 

OPINION. None. 
i 
I 
/ 

4 .  Commissioner Kling asked how much of the Tactical Missile I 
Workload is currently being done at Hill. i 
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Mr. Peter Scott, General Manager, United Defense, Paladin Production Division - Letterkenny 
Mr. Robert Shively, Chief, Vehicles Shop Division, Directorate of Maintenance, Letterkenny 

Army Depot 
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BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Letterkenny's maintenance depot overhauls tactical missiles, artillery systems, and other 
support equipment to like-new condition for far less than the cost of buying new items. 
Entire systems are repaired, modified, and integrated. 

Under a teaming effort, United Defense has collocated on-site to work with depot 
personnel to modify MI09 Howitzers into the Paladin configuration. 

The depot's Directorate of Ammunition Operations stores, ships, and demilitarizes 
ammunition; and maintains and up-rounds missiles. 

Letterkenny supports more than 15 tenants, including a DLA distribution depot and DISA 
megacenter. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the towed and self-propelled combat 
vehicle mission to Anniston Army Depot. 

Retain an enclave for conventional ammunition storage and tactical missile disassembly and 
storage. 

Change the 1993 Commission's decision directing the consolidation of tactical missile 
maintenance at Letterkenny. Transfer consolidated missile guidance workload to 
Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

Letterkenny Army Depot is one of the Army's five maintenance depots and one of 
three ground vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of the ground maintenance facilities 
has become increasingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy combat vehicle maintenance 
and repair. Red River performs similar work on infantry fighting vehicles. Letterkenny Army 
Depot is responsible for towed and self-propelled artillery as well as DOD tactical missile 
repair. Like a number of other Army depots, Letterkenny receives, stores, and ships all types 
of ammunition items. A review of long range operational requirements supports a reduction of 
Army depots, specifically the consolidation of ground combat workload at a single depot. 

The ground vehicle maintenance capacity of the three depots currently exceeds 
programmed work requirements by the equivalent of one or two depots. The heavy combat 
vehicle mission from Anniston cannot be absorbed at Letterkenny without major construction 
and facility renovations. Available maintenance capacity at Anniston and Tobyhanna makes 
the realignment of Letterkenny the most logical in terms of military value and cost 
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effectiveness. Closure of Letterkenny is supported by the Joint Cross-Service Group for 
Depot Maintenance. The Army's recommendation to transfer missile workload to Tobyhanna 
Army Depot preserves Letterkenny's missile disassembly and storage mission. It capitalizes 
on Tobyhanna's electronics focus and retains DOD missile system repair at a single Army 
depot. 

CONIR_?ZISSION ALTERNATIVE: The Commission added Letterkenny to study the 
installation for consideration of further realignment or closure. The Commission wanted to 
consider if tactical missile maintenance workload and storage could be transferred to Hill Air 
Force Base and conventional ammunition storage to Base X. 

REVIEWED: 

Sidewinder Upround Facility (within the secured ammo storage area) 
Paladin Test Track 
Letterkenny Army Depot Missile Electronics Shops Division 
United Defense Enterprise for Paladin Conversion 

Letterkenny Army Depot now includes more than 19,000 acres. Under DOD's 
proposal about 12,000 acres would be retained for storage of conventional ammunition and 
uprounded missiles. The ammunition storage activity would also continue to have 
responsibility for periodically testing and recertifying uprounded missiles. 

The DOD recommendation would consolidate tactical missile maintenance at one 
central site, however the maintenance consolidation point would be established at Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, rather than Letterkenny. The consolidated tactical missile maintenance workload 
includes overhaul and repair of guidance and control tactical missile sections, and associated 
radar, launchers, plus tactical missile command and control apparatus. Vehicles which 
provide the platforms for missile launchers, radar or command and control apparatus would be 
transported between Tobyhanna and Anniston, Alabama. Anniston would refurbish the 
vehicles, and Tobyhanna would integrate and test the complete system. 

The DOD recommendation would either eliminate or transfer about 2135 personnel 
authorizations currently assigned to the Letterkenny depot and about 1483 employees assigned 
to tenant activities, of which approximately 660 were targeted in earlier BRAC rounds. In 
addition, 450 personnel are assigned to the DLA Distribution Depot, which will close if the 
Letterkenny maintenance depots closes. 

Status of Tact' ical M issile Mai ntenance Consolidation; 

The Army has already incurred costs totaling $26.6 million to effect the 1993 
Commission-directed consolidation. This includes $4.9 million for building renovation, $7.5 
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million to provide 69,000 hours of training to 649 workers at 14 different locations, $4.0 
million for movement of 72 personnel from losing activities, $6.1 million for transfer of 
equipment, and $4.1 million for purchases of new equipment. Additional funding toaling 
$15.3 million for completion of the missile maintenance consolidation at Letterkenny has been 
approved , but is not yet obligated. 

adm C o n W :  

The current Paladin contract is scheduled for completion in August 1998. Letterkenny 
and United Defense officials predict follow-on work that could extend through the 2001. (This 
assumes that the DOD recommendation would be rejected and that the Letterkenny facility 
would remain open). 

Why is J ~ t t e r k e m  on the 1995 BRAC List?: 

In response to a Commissioner's question, the Letterkenny Commander indicated that 
the Army's military value analysis placed Letterkenny at the bottom of depot ranking because 
the depot has the least capacity, when compared to other Amy depots. He gave a visual 
demonstration using peanuts for electronic workstations and candy bars to represent artillery 
(combat vehicle ) sized workstations. While Letterkenny has less stated capacity, because of 
its existing workload mix, electronic workstations from Tobyhanna and combat vehicle and 
missile related workstations would fit into Lettekenny's existing brick and mortar 
infrastructure. However, because Tobyhanna is only about half the size of Letterkenny in 
building square footage, Letterkenny's combination of peanut sized workstations and candy 
bar sized workstations would not fit into Tobyhanna's existing infrastructure. 

COMMUMTY PRESENTATION: 

Congressman Schuster gave a presentation on behalf of the Community which 
suggested that all recommendations to close or realign Letterkenny should be rejected for 10 
specific reasons. The closure or realignment recommendations should be rejected because 
they : 

reverse 1993 BRAC law 
fail to consider joint service tactical consolidation agreements 
do not capitalize on public 1 private teaming 
are based on flawed military value analysis 
would negatively impact on readiness 
are based on overstated savings 
are based on understated cost estimates 
would scale back depots too quickly 
do not adequately consider tenant activities 
devastate economic impact 



DRAFT 

Congressman Schuster suggested that Hill AFB should not be considered as a viable 
candidate to receive consolidated tactical missile maintenance from Letterkenny . The primary 
reasons are lack of substantial experience. (Hill currently works on Maverick and Sidewinder 
systems while Letterkenny has capability to support 15 different systems.) Also, missile 
storage capability at Hill is questionable. Congressman Schuster suggested that Letterkenny 
should stay open to enable completion of the tactical missile maintenance consolidations as 
directed by BRAC 1993. In addition, he suggested that a substantial portion of DOD's ground 
communications workload should be consolidated at Tobyhanna to improve the overall 
capacity utilization of the Army's depot activities. 

OmSTS FOR STAFF AS A m U L T  OF VISIT: 
None stated 

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 6/5 /  1995 
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1 .  Iptr-oduction. The purpose of this paper is to put forth a bold vision This vision is to realign the 
Department of the Army's com~~nicat~on-electronics maintenance mission by incorporating it  into a 
sovernnient and private industrial opesatlon called the Defense Maintenance Center - Letterkenny 
(DMC-L). The DMC-L, will transform a World War IVCnld War vintage Army depot into an industrial 
operation where complementary technologies work together within a culture of partnership. Private 
sector partnerships and armed forces interservice relationships will be the rule rather than the exception. 
As p'ut of UKAC'9  actions to down size depot capacity, current maintenance operations at Tobyhanna 
Army Depot ('l'OADj will move to DhICI-L. Tiis effort will require an initial investment of $133M at 
Lctterkenny to renovate existing fac~lities (no brick and mortar), relocate equipment, and address 
personnel rclated costs at both sites. The closure of TOAD will accomplish one-time savings of 
$34.5h1, steady state savings of $49.3h1 per year, and yield an immediate return-on-investment in less 
than 2 years. Support~ng fulancial analysis conducted used verifiable cost estin~ates and the BRAC'95 
COBRA n~odel During FY96 a jolnt DMC-L/TOAD business team will develop the detailed 
acquistt~on strategy to enter into a government and private sector partnership. This strategy will use the 
same proccss established by the Letterkenny and Unitcd Defense Lukkited Partnership (UDLP) 
agreement. 'Shis paper will concentrate on Lctterkenny facilities, capacity, personnel, equipment, and 
support capabilities for operatlor1 of the communication-electronics maintenance sector at DMC-L. 
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2 .  Background. Letterkenny has demonstrated its capability and expertise in highly technical 
electronics systcms. A vast rnngc o f  skills and capabilities are required such as; missile guidance and 
control systerns, integrated target acquisition electronics, electm-optics. electro-mechanics, mechanical, 
lrydraulics, pncu'matics, cqogcnics, welding, paint, nlachinitig, metal processing, clean rooms, radar test 
site, anechoic cl~alni?er.s, and convcn~iotii~lln~issilc aruaiunitivn storage Depot rnaintenmce consists of 
rllc fcrllvwin~ fi~nctions complete overhaul, rebuild, test, fault isolation, rcpair actions, modifications, 
and field installatiori of coniplcs atrd solrhisticated tnissilt; systems and ground support equipment. 
Independent analysis of Letterkenny's electronics capability by the Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
(DDMC) stated tliar "Letterkentiy is the only existing site that can perform the consolidation of all 
esisting services' depot workload." Letterkcnny has over 30 years of expertise repairing highly 
technical electronics systems. The DDMC study also stated "Army HAWK and PATRIOT missile 
support equipment workload is fully entrenched at Letterkenny -- --. " 'Fully entrenched' means that 
nut v~lly does Lel[erkenny have uniclut: ~naintenance facilities and equipment capabilities but also that 
t h e  artisan[journeyman skills are in place that make it all come together. Letterkenny has a proven track 
record of performrmce by successf~~l execution of plans developed by the Tactical Missile Integration 
Working Group (TILITWG), an interservice cooperative effort to manage Tactical Missile Consolidation 
(*ThICj This success h a s  established Letterkenny's credibility to execute both highly technical and 
operationally difilcult tasks. With successful implenlentation of both TMC and the UDLP, Letterkenny 
lias in cffect established hvo divers business sectors. These sectors will complement one another at one . 

s ~ t c  by ~lsuig interservic,e and partnership agrccmt:nts: to form the basis for a flew breed of defense 
maintenance support. 

3 .  Operational Synergy Betweell C.'oniniunication and Missile Electronics. As shown by an 
indcpcnderit study conducted by lfle DJIMC, Letterkenny has a deeply entrenched skill base in 
electronics niaintenaflcc This depth of malntenancc knowlcdgc in electronics systems provides direct 
synergy with cornmu~lications-electronics that are currently in-place at TOhD. The technological 
kno~vledge required to repair ct~rrent mc-~dels of tactical n~issiles and conimunication-electronics systems 
are cornpat-able. A multi-faceled labor force is in place at Letterkenny to support electronics 
maintcnancc The direct labor pr-oduction skills in place ate  eIectronic integrated systems mechanics, 
eleutron~cs mechan~cs, electronics mcasurenients equlpr~~eol rncclianics, electrical equipment repairers, 
ordnance equipment mechatucs, atr condiliunin~ ~nrctlatliss, electro-optics repairers, integrated systems 
inspectors, and quality assurance specialist atnnlrrnition sur\reillance. At  joulneyman level. systems 
specific tra~ning is necessary, howevcr, at the operations management level the same industrial, 
e n g ~ n e e r ~ n ~ .  ICI~IS~ICS ,  and production control me~t~odologies apply. This cornrnunali~~ vl' I I ~ ~ I I ~ ~ C I I I C I ~ ~  

eq~ertise ~ v i l l  enable a more etlicicnt industrial operation through collocated rcononiies of scale, much 
more SO than the current separate depot opel.ations. There is a clear. advat~tage to combining depot 
opet.ations hut when thls et'ti,rt couplcd with a technulugiciil skill base of a private industrial 
corpmation, an rvolution of capability will take place. This synergy will allow the b e s ~  aspects of 

government and private tndustrlcs to come together, The b e s ~  aspects are government. organic 
wltll quick turn-around time for readiness support and private industry with its cutting edge 
~cc;l~rr~:~lcr~ic,~I ciqxihility 
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4.  Facilities Plan. Due to current down sizing actions, such as relocation of Depot Systems Command 
(DESC:Ohl) to Rock Tsland, Letterkenny has adequate facilities in-place to immediately start transition 
of TOAD \vo~-kload upon completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA). The use of existing 
t'acilities to house administrative, small scale electronics, and shelter maintenance operations provide the 
ability to get the ball rolling and estahlisll initial capability with no cost (non-MCA). Using data 
derived iioni BRAC'95 data calls. direct liaison with TOAD staff, and detailed review of current TOAD 
facilities Letterkenny estimates that 60,000 square foot for production administration and 540,000 
sqllare foot for direct production operations. Admjnisvat~ve tunct~ons will be placed i n h  Bu;lJh& 10 
(,60,000 square foot) requ~ring no renovation due to its current administrative configuratioduse. 
Primary sheet metal fabrication and shelter repair operations will be placed into Building 57 (90,000 
squwc foot) again requiring no  renovation due to ~ t s  current vellicle maintenance configuratioduse. 
The remainder of the production operations will be placed int.0 Buildings 32.33,34,43,&44 (@ 90,000 
square foot each totaling 450,000 square foot) which will require renovation to convert them from their 
current use as storage facilities. The estimated cost to renovate the above noted facilities, based upon 
actual cost llistory in support of TMC, is $57.39 per square foot, totaling $30,248,000. All TOAD radar 
test functions will be either collocated with the buildings noted above or with existing radar test site 
fi~cilities for HAWWPATRIOT at Letterkenny. Base operations and other indirect support l'unctions 
will be i~lcnrporated into existing facilities not requiriny a n y  MCA funding. 

5 Capacity vs. Workload Analysis. T O W  staff states that 215 square foot is required for each 
direct production work position As shown in paragraph 3 above, DMC-L will provide 540,000 square 
foot%f direct productior~ work space. Dividing the allocated work space by the required space per 
pc~sition yields 2,5 1 1  available work positions. Man-hour capacity IS derived by the following fbrmula: 
Capacity in man-hours = # work positions x 1615 hours per year x 0.95 (standard efficiency factor) 
yielding 3,852,501 man-hours available  sing a single shift operation. Per information provided for a 
BRAC'95 data call. TOAD states that  the FY39 workload for communication-electronics will be 
3,732,000 man-hours. Therefore the DMC-L, using a single shift operation, will have sufficient 
capacrty to meet projected requrremcnts with 120,50 1 r~~ari-hours to spare. 

6 .  Prelimirrary Transition Plan. As siiown In paragraph 4 above, Letterkenny has adequate facilities 
in-place tc, start immediate transition of TOAD upon completion of an EA, with 39% of the workload 
relocated bv the end of year one. The workload for disassetnbly and assembly of large shelters and vans 
cur.r.cntlv located in the TOAD 'TELRF' Building and Building 4 - Bays 4 8-55 will immediately 
Iransit~on into Lctterkenny Building 57. The remaining shelter disassembly/assembly workload will 
transilion to Building 3 4  \vIlcn renovations are cntnpleted by the start of year three Workload from the 
following TOAD work centers will transition to Letterkenrly Ru~ldings 6 and I-South dur~nt; year one 
with final transition of' all remaining workload to Buildin~s 32,33, and 34 in 1st and 2nd Qtrs.of year 
three. 5B300, 513400. 58500, EB600, 5C600, SC700, SCB00, SD200, 5D300, 5D400, 5E900, and 
SF20CI. Atlministrativc area will be provided immediately with tinal transition to Buildings 10 and 1 -  
Soutl~ i r ~  1st and 2nd Qtr. of year tt~rcc 



- 

TEL:264-1544 F': U 1  

b Storane. Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny currently has an inert covered storage capacity 
of 3,719,75 1 sclunlc foot and an additional 5,497,42 1 square foot of opcn storage spnce Letterkenny 
also receives support from Defense Uistrlbution Keg~on East (DDRE), New Cumberland, PA, 45 miles 
to tile nonh C'urrently Letterkenny has 2,227,000 square foot of ammunition storage space located 
within ~ t s  boundaries and as ,s T~ter 2 Amuni t ion  Site wtll provide surveillance testing, All-Up-Round 
( ' A I R )  testing, demilitar~zatlon. storage, inspection, and ~tcclpL of Class V iten~s 

c. Distribution. Interstate 81 and U.S. Routes 11 and 30 are within 5 miles of Letterkenny. These 
routes provide highway access to seaports of clnbarkation at Dundalk Marine Terminal, Baltimore, MD. 
Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne, NJ, and Naval Weapons Station, Earle, NJ. Letterkenny receives 
scrvice by the Baltimore and Ohio Railway. which is part of the Chessie System. Government track 
connects with the Chessie System. Letterkenny location is within 50 miles of major airports jocated at 
Harr~sburg, PA and Martinsburg, WV. Both a~rports are supported by the Air National Guard and have 
C-5A capability. 

0 Perspective. Kathcr than t a k i n ~  a postion that 'Our plate is lid1 enough -- lcavc us alone for a 
while,' Letterkenny sees the opporhlnrty for the future right now1 This opportunity builds upon a 
culhtre for accepting change Instead of fishtmg it and embraces conceptual ideals behind Vice President 
G o ~ c ' s  government relnventlon ph~losophy At Letterkenny this translates into a vision that government 

o~gnnic and private sector lndustr~al operations must come together usiny p.artnership agreements that 
wlll ma~ntaln government core capabll~ty and the private industrial base The vision at Letterkenny is 
t h e  eicablishll~ent of' Defense Maltltcnance Centers where commodity irlterservicing and private sector 
pastnershlps are the rule rathe1 tlian the exception 
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WHITE PAPER 
ON 

PROPOSED 
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLTDATION 

AT 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

I PLIRI'OSE Thc purpose of this paper is to provide information and facts on schedule, 
facilities, trainins, equipment, cost, and maintenance processes required to implement 
tactical niissile consolidation at Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD). This paper shows the 
cost to implement tactical missile consolidation at TOALl is $1 59.28M This is the same 
~ u s t  shown in the preliminary BRAC 95 Implenientation Plan. The Army claims it will 
cost $53M to close Letterkenny. yet the Implementalicrn plan wluch is used as a budgct 
wedgc for BRAC funding, shows a cost of $ 1  59 28M for tactical missile consolidation 
alone 

3 SCl LEDULE. Before any irreversible action can be taken an Envil-onmental 
Assessment (,[!A) must be c,ompleted. Past hstory has shown that fro111 start to finish an 
EA takes approximately 18 months. This means that no construction such as the I lAWK 
and PATRIOT Radar 'l'est Site or renovation of Guided Missile Maintenance Facility can 
begin until approval of the' EA. 'I'OAD's existing metal finishing shops (sandblasting, 
ultrasonic cleaning, plating, and painting) are antiquated, unsafe, and separated from each 
other as stated in Government Accounting Office audit. (Encl 1 )  TOAD is scheduled 
correct this deficiency with an Industrial Operation Facility (IOF). Constructiot~ t h e  10F 
is scheduled to begin in FY96 and be completed in FY98. These metal finishing processes 
are an ~ntegral part of tactical rnissile maintenance. Missile workload going to TOAD 
would further stress their metal finishing shops creating greater unsafe conditions and 
production delays. TOPLD may not be able to perform rnissile maintenance until 
completion of the 1OF Ilnplernentation delays of tactical missile co~lsolidation will 

3 .  FACTLITIES. Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) utilizes 44 1,097 sq A of space for 
direct maintenance of tactical missiles. This space does not include any ammunition 
maintenance areas. LEAD uses 97,91 1 sq A of maintenance storage space in support of 
tactical missiles. LEAL) also uses 58,554 sq tt of covered classified storage space and 
133,3 13 sq ft of open classified storage space for deployman1 and fielding of HAWK, 
PATRIOT, and Avenger. Special facilities required to support tactical ll~issiles are high 
hav areas with 5, 10 and 15 ton cranes required to assernble/disassemble and integrate 
H . ~ W K ,  PAJ'RTOT, and Avenger; high bay areas for HAWK and HARM anechoic 
clrartlbcrs. nitrogen distribution system. h ~ d r a ~ ~ l i c  room, 18 acre radar test site, 20 feet 
wide paint booths for PATRIO'I', and facil~~les fbr storagc, shipping, rccciving, blocking 
bracing and inspection of explosive Class 1 4 material (Guidance & Cunll-ol Sections) 
The proponents of this paper have a very limited knowledge of TOAD'S facilities and can 
not ascertain ifthey have adequate hcility floor space and specialized requirements This 
information i s  hrnught forth to  provide the decision makers with adequate information to 
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make the proper decisions LEAD'S facility requirements for tactical missile consolidation 
(transitioning systems) have been audited and approved by the Army Audit Agency 

a .  Radar Test Sitc. The  radar test site is used to  perform final system integration and 
checkout ot 'HAWK and IaATRIOT. Radar test site specifications require an area of 28  
acres with expansion capability to  support PATRIOT Radar Enhancement Modification 
and THAAD.  The test site must be capable of  providing a 12 kilomatar line of site free 
space radiation zone for HAWK. Tt must also be slightly elevated and not radiate towards 
o r  into any buildings or. obstructions t o  allow for ground clutter adjustrrrcni of the radar 

b Parnt Booths Even though the maintenance plan is t o  overhaul shtlter, vehicles, and 
trailers associated with HAWK, PATRIOT and Avenger at Anniston Army Depot  
(ANAD)  TOAU must be capable of performing final paint prior to  shipment of- 
deployment of  these systems The PA'I'KLOT requires a paint booth width o f  20 feet 
becausc of  the width of  the system with outriggers arld I oadguards extended 

c .  Class 1.4 Material. Guidance and Control Sections (GCS) contain gas grain 
generators and squib activated batteries which are explosive Class 1 4. These items must 
remain in the Sidewinder, Sparrow, Phoenix. HARM. and AMRAAM G C S  for test at 
T O M .  Only lirilited amounts of these systems GCS will be allowed in the maintenance 
faciltty at one  time because of  their explosive classification, therefore a secure, 
trmpcrature and humidity controlled storage facility must be provided. This facility will 
be used f'or storage of sections prior t o  and after maintenance and those sections waiting 
for parts Army regulat~ons require shipping and receiving and packitrg inspection of 
Class 1 4 material by Quality Assurance Specialist Amnlunitiol~ Surveillance (QASAS) 
personnel QASAS personnel also are required for final inspection o f  GCS, are the only 
inspection personnel allowcd to  change condition code. and perform daily safety 
inspectiun of processes. 

d High Bay Areas. High bay areas must have a minimum height beam height o f  3 0  
feet (\vorking area) High Bay requirements are as  follows: Avenger 4K sq ft. I IARM 
5K sq ft thr anechoic chanibers, HAWK 13.3K sq ft plus 4 K tbr antenna test pattern 
anechoic chamber. PATRlOT 18 1 K s q  A , .  and THAAD 11 .6K.  Total high bay area 
cequirert~ents are 56K sq I?. HAWK requires one  5 ton crane and PATRIOT requires a 
one 10 ton and one  1 ton crane. All cranes must have a minimum hook height of  25 feet 

4 TRAINING It is .I'OAD's contention that they require no training to  perform tactical 
missile maintenance LEAD has over 40 years experience in the test, repair. and overhaul 
of missiles and ground based air defense systerns, yet their personnel required system 
specific tr-aining on  each system transitioning The  TOAD personnel are not system 
traincd in any ot ' the systems transitioning so  must be system trained o n  the peculiarities 
and technologies inherent t o  each system. 'L'hese training requirements have been defined 
in detail and validated by systetn program managers and service representatives 
througllout the BRAC 93 planning process. Each transitioning system requircs n 

certifi cationlfirst article test, where tht: personnel provt: they are capable o f  performing 

5 EQ'LTIPMl5NT. TOAD contends that they do  not require all o f  the equipment at 
LEAD for pe~forrnance of tactical missile maintenance. Most of  the automatic test 
equipment at LEAD is peculiar, one o f  a kind, designed specifically t o  test one  mtssile 
system. Tt is absolutely required to test these missiles and t o  pass certificatioti Common 
test equipnlent at LEAD and TOAD such as IFTE. EQUATE, and GETS- 1000 would still 
be required to  support tactical missiles at TOAD Some of th is  acluipment has bccn 
rrloditied to  support a specilic systern. The other coinrnon equipment at TOAD is used t o  
sllpport csisting production o r  test program set development. T o  meet workload through 
put and maintenance flow requirements this conimon equiprnent would be I-cquired t o  
transit~on t o  TOAD 

b M-TF.NANCE PROCESS The Army's proposed maintenance corlcept is for the 

maintenance o f  ground support ecluipment and trailers, vehicles, shelters. and powcr 
generators associated with HAWK. PA'I'KJOT. and Avenger bc performed at ANAD 
These systetils \would be sent to -1'OA.D where the electrar~ics would bc removed then the 
-.--k-n;r,~l \x?nrklnnd ~ e n t  to /WAD for rework The  mechanical section (vetlicles, - .  
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trailers. shelter, power equipment) would then be sent back to TOAD for inlegration, tinal , 
system checkout, and fielding TOAD would be required to develop the same capability 
as ANAD to support ~ntegration, checko~~t, and fielding. TIus is required because 
n~echanic.al failures occur during checkout and integration. TOAD would be required to 
perform final paint prior to fielding of PATRIOT, HAWK, and Avenger. Fielding of these 
systcrns will require a combined team of ANAD and TOAD personnel. This fragmented 
rr~air~tenance concept wlll increase maintenance and transporation costs and turn around 
time 

7 COSl'S. The following cost data is from the Department of Defense Tactical Missile 
Maintenance Consolidation at Letterkenny A-my Depot, Base Realignment and Closure 
1993, F~nal T~nplen~cntation Plan, U6 May 1993 cost dn1.a sheets (Encl 2). This cost data is  
 sod for all systems except HAWK. PATRIOT, ATAS. and Avenger. These cost 
estimates ari developed utilizing LEAD'S knowledge and experience on these systzlns and 
knowledge gained transitioning 13 other missile systems to LEAD. 

a MILCON TOAD has identified one MILCON project Ibr renovation of tactical 
missrle maintenance facil~ty at a cost of $2 8M TOAD has not ~dentified any MILCON 
tbr construction of a radar test site Cost of HAWK and PATRlOT radar test site is 
$2 79M This cost is based on LEAD'S cost 01-$1 8M in to construct PATRIOT radar 
tcst slte in 1988 Today's cost to reconstruct would be $2 OM This cost does not includc 
construction cost for 2,500 sq ft building that houses [he test site simulation equipment 
since it was already in place at LEAD as part of the KERC test site Construction cost for 
this building IS $0 FM Total cost for PATRIOT radar test site is $2 5M Cost for 
HAWK radar test site IS $0 476M to construct a 16OK sq tt macadam hardstand arca 
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equipment in this area that \vould transfer which would reduce this cost to TOAD LEAD 
has equipment that would be impossible to transfer which would increasc cost to TOAD. 
For the pirrpose uf  transition cost i t  will he assumed that O&M/OPA costs will be the 
same for TOAD as LEAD. 

i Permanent Change of Station. ([PCS) PCS costs for 'l'Vhl) would be $1 3.8M. Ths 
was Jer.ived by ~ n u l l i p l ~ i n ~  t t ~ c  riurribcr vf persvnnel to transfer to TOAD (224) times 
$6 I I( Cost to transfe; one person (ShIK) is based on the average PCS cost of one 
~ C T S C H )  dut~rlt; ~acticlil rr~issile cunsulidation at LEAD Number of personnel transferring 
(226) is based on preliminary BRAC 95 implementation Plan. 

j Interim Contractor Support (ICS) Tactical missile consolidation at LEAD required 
5 1 2M of ICS for MAVERICK Consolidation at TOAD will require this ICS cost plus 
$84 4M for HAWK and PATRIOT This cost is based on 2 times the rnaintenance cost in 
the 01's-29 report Tius mcthod of f i ~ u r i n ~  ISC cost was directed by U. S. Army 
Missilt: Cirrnlnand based on past contractor costs. Ths cost is also used in preliminary 
HK.AC 95 Implementation Plan. 

L Sunk  C'osts Nthough s111lk costs arc not included in the total, it is mentioned here 
to show tliat expenditures here made LU irnpler~lerl~ tactical missile consolidation at 
I,kAD Plannlng costs prior tcj BRAC' 93 \were $7M and iliiplementation costs expended 
III  RRAC 93 arc $26 1M 

R CONCLUSION The exorbitant cost to consolidate tactical missile at TOAD shrjws 
the flawed plann~ng and lack of knowledge in missile rnaintenance by the Department 
Army B k 4 C  planning as i t  prrtains lu LEAD This lack of knowledge is further 
demonstrated by decentralizing the rtlalntcnance of air defense systems such as HAWK, 
PATRIOT, and Avenger and separation of amrnunitiun suppol-L areas t'ron~ GCS repair 
This realignment will cause elimination of one capability at LEAD and require the 
development duplicate capabilities at A N A D  and TOAD to support tht: proposed 
maintenance conccpt. The DOD Tactical Missile study concluded that LEAD was t h e  

only location that possessed the infrastructure to perfortn maintenance on all systems 
TOAD was included in this study and was not considered in any of the consolidation 
scenarios due to lack of facilities and experience in tactical missiles. The Army's 
reallgnrllet~t plan was not reviewed by anyone in the  readiness conununity. PEOs and 
phis, would never approve of a maintenance process that splits an integrated maintenance 
process ~ n t o  a divided, decentralized worktlow that inct-eases cost and reduces turn around 
time. PATRJOT will undergo a modification that complerely reconfigures the radar and 
associated test equipment. LEAD is the only location thus modification can be performed. 
Movement of PATRIOT at this time will have major impacts on the cost and ability to 
perf~u rn this modification. 
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TOAD would be required t o  build a building to house the PATRIOT oil processing unit. 
this building must be stand alone and have its own ventilation system Cost to construct 
this building would be SO.660M. Total MILCON costs are S6.236M. These are the  unly 
identifiable MII-CON costs at TOAD. but t.acilities requirenlet~ts described above would 
likely raise MII-CON costs 

b. Equipment Transfer. Equipment transfer costs for tactical missile consolidation at 
TOAJ3 will be S8.81M. Tlus is derived at by adding the cosr for tactical missile 
consolidation equipment transfer (%4 5 lb f )  to the cost to  transfer HAWK, PATRIOT, 
ATAS, and Avenger equipment ($4 3M). C'ost for each system HAWK S2.78M. 
PAl'KTOT S1.5M. ATAS $5K. and Avenger S5K.  For HAWK and PATRIOT equipment 
transrel- costs scc enclosr~re 3 

c Inventory Transfer The ~nvcntory transtkr costs should be $2 87SM This is based 
on  a tact~cal nlrss~le consolidation inventory transfer cost of $2 435M plus H A W  and 
PATRIOT cost of  S20K each 

e .  First Article Test (FAT)  The  FA-l'/certification costs t o  TOAD should be S4.987M 
This cost is based on a tactical missilc consolidation FAT cost of S677K plus the cosr o f  
HAWK (SQOOK), Avenger ($5K),  A'TAS (SSK),  and PATRIOT (S3.4M). Performanca oC 
FAT on 13 missile systems has shown that FAT cost is approximately 5094 of  the 
repair/overhaul cost. 

f. 'l'raining. TOAD training costs should be should be  $3 1.915M. 'I'his cost is derived 
by subtracting basic electronics costs (i6802K) from the tactical missile consolidation 
training costs ($10 644h1) and then adding training costs for HAWK ($6.2M), PATRIOT 
( $ 1  5 8M), Avenger (S147K), and A'I'AS (% 16K). LEAD'S training estimates are based on 
training approximately 5 0  OJO o f t h e  \~o rk fo rcc  for H A W K  and PATRIOT The  PATRIOT 
system reprcsents 302 manyears ot'workload LEAD'S training estimate is based on  
t ra~ning  of  145 employees I 'hc I I A W K  system represents 1 1 2  manyears ot'workload 
LEAD'S train~ng estimate is based on training o f  70 employees Costs include per deinl, 
T D Y .  labor, and tuition 'luition costs are based o n  inibr~i~at ion from Raytheon Company 
and Ordnance. Missiles. and M ~ ~ n i t i o n s  Center School. Redstone Arsenal. AL. For course 
breakout, cost, and number of  students attcndins each purlion see attached sheets (Encl 
4) 

6. Real Proper-ty Maintenance ( W M j  TOAD'S RPM costs for tactical missile 
c<,nsolidation are SO.757M. I'his is only a partial cost based or1 known requirements such 
as; Crane- l S ton $225K, Safe S20K. Hydraulic Explosive Proof Room %6OK, HVAC for 
H A R h I  anechoic chatnbcrs $225K and lightening protection S227K. There will likely be 
additional RPM requirerncnts such as additional cranes. security u p ~ r a d c s ,  tnovement o f  
li811~itlg. power drops, etc 

h. 0 K: WOPA Equipment. It is hard identi$ a definitive cost in this area. LEAD'S 
cost for tactical rnissile consolidation In this area was $4 349M. LEAD purchased 
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derrlonstratcd by decentralizing the maintenance of  air defense systems such as  I I A W ,  - 
P/\TKIOT. and Avenger and separation of ati~niunitiori support areas from GCS repair 
This realignment will cause elirninatior~ ~ ~ l ~ o n c  capabilily nt LEAD and require the 
devclopmcnt duplicate capabilities at A N A U  and TOAD to support the proposed 
tllaintenancc concept. The UUD Tactical Missile study concluded that LEAD was the 
onlv location that possessed the infrastructure to perform maintenance on  all systems. 
T O A D  was  included in thls study and was not considcl-ed in any o f  the consolidation 
scenarios due t o  lack of  facilities and experience in tactical missiles. The  Army's 
realignment plan was not reviewed by anyone in the readiness community. PEOs and 
P M s .  woltld never approve of  a maintenance process that splits an integrated tl~aintenancc 
process into a divided. decentralized worktlow that increases cost and rcduces turn around 
time PATRIOT will undergo a rnodificatlon that completely reconfigures the radar and 
associated test eq~~ ipn len t .  LEAID is the only location this lnodificatiorl call b e  perfbrnied. 
hlovernent of PATRIOT at this time will have major impacts on  the cost and ability to  



OPTIONAL TCIRM ?? [-.MI 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  I U( o a p x  b 

- 

Phnna Y 

WHAT WE AUDITED - " i 4 ~ -  696- 
t3.3N />an-01 317 7.11.~ 5093 101 (;FNFFIAL 5ERVIC CS AOlrONIc.TRAl lr->PJ 

- -  - 
.we audited Tobyhanna Army Depot's plans to build a new 
$17 million industrial operations facility. The audit 
focused on t h e  need to build the new facility and to pur- 
chase about $16.5 million of new industrial equipment for 
the facility. 

The n e w  industrial operations facility will house four shops 
that finish or refinish the metal parts (such as chassis, 
outer casings and racks) used in communications-electronics 
equipment. The shops are sandblasting, ultrasonic cleaning, 
plating and painting. They receive parts from both the 
depot's overhaul of shelters, vans or individual equipment 
and from depot fabrication shops. After finishing, the 
shops r e t u r n  the parts to either the shelter and van assem- 
bly area or  to depot stocks. The new facility will include 
a wastewater treatment plant and small chemistry laboratory 
that will monitor operations at the plating shop. 

.2. r-, 

The depot plans to begin construction of the new facility 
during FY 96 and complete it within 2 years. 

OBJECTIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

We had three specific o b j e c t i v e s  for the audit. Here- are 
those objectives and our conclusions. 

=cCctive: To determine whether Tobyhanna Depot needed t h e  
new industrial operations facility. 

c o n c l u s i o n :  Tobyhanna Depot needed the new industrial 
operations facility. Its e x i s t i n g  metal f i n i s h i n g  
shops are antiquated, unsafe and separated from ench 
other and related depot shops. Rebuilding these shops 
is the most c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  way for the depot  t o  modern- 
ize and combine its finishing operations and correct 
unsafe conditions- 

~odernizatio~. The primary impetus f ~ r  building a new - 
industrial 0 p e ~ a t i o n s  facility was to modernize t h e  
metal-finishing Shops* Although much o f  the equipment 
i n  t h e  shops w a s  installed during the 19708a, s o m e  
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dated t o  t h e  1950,s. A s  a r e s u l t ,  the shops were usinq 
antiquated processes and equipment. For example: 

- The plating shop currently uses cadmium and chro- 
mium plating processes that produce h i g h  l e v e l s  of 
hazardous waste. The new shop w i l l  use more 
environmentally prudent processes. The plating 
shop also cleans and rinses p a r t s  in the same 
tanks, while modern processes use s e p a r a t e  tanks 
f o r  these stages, thus improving product quality 
and reducing hazardous waste. 

- The .paint shop uses cohventional spray-paint proc- 
esses. The new shop will also use powder coating 
and e l e c t r o c o a t i n g  processes, which cost less, 
coat more efficiently and generate less hazardous 
waste. Currently, about a t h i r d  of the s h o p ' s  
workload could effectively use t h e  n e w  p r o c e s s e s ,  
but the depot  expects this percentage t o  grow. 
Also,  t h e  p a i n t  shop isn't mechanized; s h o p  per- 
sonnel handle each item individually. The new 
shop will have a mechanized materiel h a n d l i n g  
system. 

. - The sandblast shop's major equipment  is worn o u t  
and often o u t  of o p e r a t i o n  f o r  m a i n t e n a n c e .  The 
new equipment will use more effective filtering 
methods ta protect o p e r a t i n g  mechanisms from sand. 

- The ultrasonic cleaning s k o p ' s  major equ ipmen t  
dates to 1 9 5 2  and opera tes  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  of t h e  
plating process .  The n e w  f a c i l i t y  will i n t e g r a t e  
t h e  cleaning and plating p r o c e s s e s ,  resulting i n  
more efficient workflow an2 better p l a t i n g  
quality, 

Safoty.  The existing plating and paint shops create 
s a f e t y  problems. 

The p l a t i n g  and paiat s h o p s ,  which u s e  volatile and 
malodorous materials, are located beneath a mezzanine 

- .  holding administrative offices for about 400 p e o p l e .  
The depot  has  a long  h i s t o r y  of  employee  c o m p l a i n t s ,  
grievances and work stoppages related to the proximity 
of the shops to the offices. D u r i n g  1988 the d e p o t  
received a notice of u n s a f e  working c o n d i t i o n s  from t h e  
U.S. Occupat ional  S a f e t y  and Hea l th  Adninistration 
because fumes from the Shops werc being drawn i n t o  the 
mezzanine  from the shop's rooftop exhaust v e n t s .  The  
depot fixed the c o n d i t i o n ,  b u t  it's i n d i c a t i v e  of 
problems caused by the c u r r e n t  location of t h e  shops. 

The shops also border one of t h e  main aisles of the 
d e p o t ' s  primary maintenance b u i l d i n g .  The shop 
e n t r a n c e s  are f u l l y  open t o  t h e  aisle and can't be 

- 
.Wwrrsd O p a r u w u  F.ctlrfy, T&yh-o A r m y  Oopol INR 85.91 S u w  01  Audr(/Pqr 0 



s ea l ed  without lowering the air q u a l i t y  within the 
shops and adversely effecting workflow. As a r e su l t .  
many of the 1,400 depot employees working in the build- 
' ing are exposed to fumes  from t h e  shops. 

Additionally, the ventilation system i n  the shops i s  
subatsndard. To maintain appropriate inside tempera- 
tures during the winter months, the system often has to 
use m o r e  recirculated air than outside air. A s  a 
result, shop employees are exposed to air dense with 
painting and plating fumes. The new p a i n t  booths will 
uae a ventilation system t h a t  exhausts fumes directly 
through vents in the booth floor. The new p l a t i n g  
tanks w i l l  also have s i g n ~ f i c a n t l y  improved exhaust 
capabilities. 

Further ,  the pipes that carry wastewater from the 
plating shop to t h e  current treatment p l a n t  run over- 
head through an employee breakroom, a locker room and a 
atorage area. A break or serious leak Could be disas-  
t r o u s .  In the new facility, the wastewater pipes will 
run under  t h e  f l oo r  directly to t h e  t r e a t m e n t  plant. 

shop Loeatioq. The four shops aren't located close to 
each other or t o  r e l a t e d  shops. For example, the 
p l a t i n g  and p a i n t  shops (where new parts are finished) 
aren't in the same building as the machine and sheet- 
metal shops (where new parts are fabricated). S i m i -  
l a r l y ,  t h e  sandblast and ultrasonic cleaning shops are 
on the opposite s i d e  of the b u i l d i n g  from t h e  plating 
and paint shops. Transportation for a l l  p a r t s  h a s  t o  
be p lanned ,  scheduled, ordered and accomplished. In 
the new facility, the refinishing shops w i l l  be collo- 
cated with the machine and sheetmetal shcps. 

~ i z e .  ~odernizing the depot's m e t a l - r e f i n i s h i n g ' o p e r a -  
tions will substantially increase the s i z e  of t h e  
plating and paint shops. The new industrial operations 
facility w i l l  occupy about 91,000 square feet. A l l  
four shops now occupy about 37,000 square feet. About 
62 percent of t h e  increase (33,500 square feet) will 
come from modernizing the plating and paint shops. 
Most of the rest will come from adding a wastewater 
treatment plant, a central work stagihg area and a 
c h e m i c a l  storaqe,area. The ultrasonic c l e a n i n g  and 
sandblast s h o p s  will not signiEicantly increase in 
s i z e .  

The plating shop will increase in size by about 21,000 
s q u a r e  feet--from about  1 0 , 0 0 0  to about 31,000 square 
feet. Almost all of the increase is due to t h e  new 
shop u s i n g  154 plating tanks rather than t h e  cur- 
rent 6 4 .  The shop l a y o u t  will a l s o  al low more access 
and working space  between t a n k s .  
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5 June  95  

i Glen, This was oribinally an internal letter. It is applicable 
to your proposals to close, transition, or modify TMC at 

I Letterkenny. Any questions don't hesitate. 
I 

1 17 May 95  

J O ~ ,  and Vince, 

First, I have to start of with my fundamental assessment on 
the world of tactical missiles. My understanding of missiles was 

I contrived in an Air Force context, mixed with a good dosz of Navy 
I philosophy (six years on a joint $5.5 billion program, extensive 

Naty/Air Force joint operations, and field modifications). I can 
I readily identify with Hill's weakness in putting all missiles in 

the ~ i r  Force's viewpoint on how missile business is done. The 
truth is all the services do missile maintenance differently, for 

I different reasons. Without writing a dissertation let me briefly 
I 
I explain. 

The Navy has tight constraints. Putting large amounts of 
I missiles in tight space aboard ships (supply and carriers), and 

projecting that capability globally is a monumental task. They 
I are also hampered by the fact they cannot afford any level of 

risk (catastrophe) while at sea (hence only "0"  level 
maintenance). The consequences are too vast (4,000 lives, 
$billion carrier, and 100's airplanes/equipment) . This 

I limitation restricts them to be dependant on off-load points, and 

I further restricts them to cycle weapons back to fixed weapon 
I stations (cannot have one at each off-load site) to perform 
I periodic maintenance, repair ,  testing, and recertification 
I 

(higher risk). The definition of separate "I" (intermediate) 
I 

level facilities, A large logistic train follows and compounds 
I 
I cycle repair time of missiles. 
I The Air Force has the luxury associate with Real Estate on 
I their Air Bases. They can and do accept more risk (proximity 

testing). It also gives them the ability to project power from 
their locations, while storage is less of a problem than the 
Navy's. A more in-#depth level of maintenance can be performed 
with equipment and strained personnel at each base (hence combined 
" 0 "  (organizational) and "I" level maintenance-emensive). 

I The Navy and Air Force have commonality by missiles systems 
! both use in combat &like (air to ai~/ground). Both are able to 

generate workload from their "I" level repair sites (guidance and 



I control sections) that have failed, and transport to "DM d e ~ o t  
1 repair activities Yfragmented process by services and weapons). 
I 

Both keep rnishiles systems they bought as much as possible 
I "£fiedeed", either bn ships or  at air bases throughout the world. I 

, The Army uses ali tile d i f f  rrent philosophy distinct but similar 
to the Navy and th& Air Force. 

~urveillance, 'certification, and maintenance are generally 
performed on Army systems in as much as possible centralized 
area. Large quantities of "training" (no explosive or maintenance 
capability) rounds are fielded ( " 0 "  level), but large stockpiles 
of missiles are kept close to the certification and repair 

I centers ("I" level). Failed components in guidance and control 
sections are repaiqed if possible at these repair centers 
(limited " D "  level haintenance). The sacrifice here is 
generating (transpqrting) large quantities of missiles in the 
event of an ernergenby where ever needed. In peace time the 
logistic trail, eq~lipment, facilities, and trained personnel 
required to support these systems is minimized. The Army further 
minimizes the wartime constraint by having repair centers 
(explosive rated duk to the all-up-round testing, fault 
isolation, and certification) located and staffed abroad at 
considerable expemse (two level maintenance). 

Each of these adaptations by the services was developed to 
support the way each of the services is structured to fight. ~ i r  
Force r a p i d  and mobile. Navy to project power to vast areas of 
the world not readily occupied by either the Air Force or Army. 
The Army t o  capture and s u s t a i n  territory w i t h  ground troops and 
artillery. 

The problem is downsizing, budget cuts, and changes to 
weapon system technology by modernization is driving fundamental 
changes to how each (service operates. As the p u l l  back occurs 
overseas from A r m y  {less troops, and posts) , air Force bases 
(less Real Estate ahd planes), and Navy ships are decommissioned; 
where and w h o  suppo$ts the large stockpile of missiles? Eggs a re  
being p u t  i n to  one Aasket (Soviet world threat mentality), simply 
because the need to store is great and the threat from attack is 
not as great. The need to save $ in dwindling DOD budgets, and 
change the way business is done is paramount. Also, of critical 
importance is not to loose sight of our primary mission. To 
provide high technology, quality, reliable weapon systems in the 
persecution of war! I Weapons systems use to be upgraded through 
hardware changes (e2pmsive and time consuming). More and more 
weapon systems will /be upgradeable through software updates. 
Less expensive and dime consuming. The problem is access to 



I update those weapok when pipe lines established to store (ships, 
1 
I bases, posts), or for repair and maintenance do not lend 

themselves to this flexibility (timely access) .  centralizing cuts 
both time and cost for this critical wartime capability. 

Now, why not Hill AFB or Tobyhanna? H i l l  has limited 
storage, and extensive maintenance capability. They are limited 
in scope by assuming all missile systems can be treated like 

I Maverick ~ i r  Force philosophy. However, with large infusions of 
cash, they can and in my estimation are a more creditable threat 
than Tobby . 

Tobbv is not a f a c t o r  for this reason. Due to the nature of 

I Army systems and maintenance philosophy, a test center requires 
the ability to handle explosives. The Navy and A i r  Force break 

I weapons down to guidance and control sections at their "I" level 
facilities (no, or little explosive), and re-integrate a new or 
repaired section at' the "I" level explosive rated facilities. 
Therefore, Tabby will not accomplish Army missile systems at 
Tobby. The Air Force and Navy (Tobyhanna eligible with 
explosives removed at "I" level facilities) will at the earliest 
opportunity (any changes to BPAC 9 3 )  pull out with justifiable 
reasons from Tactical Missile Consolation at Tobyhanna. The 
justification is the additional cost to them in delays ( I C S ) ,  war 
readiness, and a clear demonstration that there is less stability 
in t he  government organic depot repair process than in the 

, commercial world. Think of A l a r n e d i a ,  Anniston, and the threat to 
I Hill AFE. It is no wonder beyond the interservice rivalries that 
I 

1 program managers will want to bear the expense of commercial 
1 repair (expensive but reliable, if profitable). The Army stands 

to loose the entire Tactical Missile depot repair mission, and a 
further threat by the Air Force to take over missile systems in 
general. T~byhanna~will not in reality ever realize the missile 
workload at it was planned f o r  ~ e t t e r k e m y  in BFAC 9 3 .  

The missile world is a specialized business (not like 
Aircraft, or powered vehicles). There is no commercial 
similarity. The organizations (serviceslcontractors) involved 
in this business have established ways of accomplishing their 
mission of buying, building, generating, and supporting (repairs) 
missiles which is beneficial to each service. Cost  effectiveness 
by interservicing does not appear to be a major goal. 
~aintaining t he  status quo is. Letterkenny was given a 

I formidable challenge to consolidate tactical missiles. The truth 
1 

is we have responded. We have begun to win acceptance, and 
respect in a specialized business which does not lend itself 
easily to outsiders. The seed that BPAC 93 planted (natural 



process by downsizing with less threat) is growing and will bear 
positive cost saving results. The Army's recommendation i n  t h e  
face of ERAC 93 will jeopardize their participation in the 
missile world (developing, buying, fighting, and supporting) 
forever. 

Glen, more of the newer generation weapons will be fielded 
as "wooden rounds", this means they will be transported, 
received, utilized, and fail as complete missiles. Why-PM's are 
finding it eJqensive to maintain support  equipment, training, and 
personnel at multiple locations. With less troops in the field, 
there is less work on multiple systems in large quantity (build- 
up of Regan years), which can be dons. Missile testing will be 
lessened by reliability (less failure), although greater emphasis 
will be placed on explosive areas to perform extensive 
maintenance and testing on "Smart Warheads" which have 
el2ctronics built into (integral) the explosives. The delivery 
vehicle will be just that. A guided missile which delivers a 
payload to perform specialized missions. Circuit card level 
repairs to missile 'sections will become a thing o f  the past. 
Throw aways will be more the norm. Letterkenny is ideally 
situated to take advantage of interservicing and consolidation. 
Class 5, all-up-round missile maintenance was never a BRAC 93 
proposalirecommendation. It will occur as a result of natural 
business evolution. Only if consolidation occurs where t h e  
entire missile can be serviced. Removing electronics from 
explosives, and repairing elsewhere adds expense and delays. 
sesides, I've worked with plenty of Electrical Engineers who 
don't realize these electronics are attached to explosives, and 
in the future will b? integral with explosive warheads. Naive 
E E ' s  have almost c o b t  me my life on more than one occasion. 

Hope this helps simplify a portion of all t h a t  you are 
t r y i n g  t o  digest. 

Bill Stone, LSA Inc. 
Senior System Engineer 

TOTkL F'. DJ 



IIonorable Jor;hn~. Cotbaum 
Ar;r; i s t a n c  sccrcr.;ll 1' of: ~)ctci'lsc 

f u r ,  licor~oa\ic Securi1.y 
3310 Def srltie Pentaflo~~ 
wanhi i"gt.m, D C ~ . ~  

Dcar Mr. Qotba 
,I i ' 

AF; you krl~w t.k'c Commission is considerjrly L' alfetnat..i .ve 0 p L i ~ n 6  t.n closc Tobyhanna Army Depot ;lnn 
rcalign Lcttcrkclulyls tactic:al mit:cj.l.e ~lrissiall to 
H i . 1 1  AFB. O f  Concern are reports that; some Art? 
aggressively pursuing the tnisni,ons ot' thcac two 
installations, contrary LO tho Secrocary of Defense's 
recommendations, as ~videnced by last weak's hearix~g 
in San Francisco. 

Although I am confident in our analyses, the 
Department'e intcrcsts are not well-served by 
attempts to derail thc Army's hard-won depot: 
recommendations. We nccd to speak with one voice if 
we hopc to be successful i n  convincing thc Commission 
to support our recoauuendation. 

Encloaed is a recent letter we sent to the 
Cornmiasion on this matter. 

John 11. ~ilelli, d r .  

Enclosure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE Or  Ink tinlr;r &P STAW 
WASHINGTON. DC 2031 0.0200 

May 31, 1905 

I3cfcnsc Ul~sc (:losur.c 
and Kcaiigt~mcnt Conimission 

170U North Moorc S ~ r c t ~  
Suilc 1425 
ATl'N; Mr 13rown 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dcar Mr. Brown, 

I appreciate tbc opportunity to cotnment on the point paper regarding missile maintenance 
at Hill AFI3, as rcquestcd in your 15 May 1995 lctter (9505 15-7). 

First, it must be made clear that no one in DoD who reviewed or approved tllc current 
DoD Lctterkcnny rccornmcndation considers it a significant deviation h m  the BRAC 93 
recommendation. Funhcnnorc, the Gtneral Accounting Office (GAO) raised no objection on this 
account. 

I take issuc with the Air Force approach of trying to close an Army depot rather than deal 
with their own 1-2 depot excess idbstmcture problem. 1 al& have serious concans with the 
cost figures you havc been provided by the Air Force. Ifyou desirc to pursue this alternative, I 
strongIy rocommcnd that GAO imcstigatc these calculations. 

I 

Dyring the past several months, the Air Force proponents of moving work to AEJ3 
havc changed scenarios, cost estimates, and pcrsonncl figures to mect their objcctivcs. Wh~an: 
thcsc still changing? Is it to prevent closure and gain workload from othcr Services? Additionally 
during thc DIUC proccss, thc Air Force couId only acllievc a 7% tcd~lction of its personnel due 
to operational rcqoiremcnts, but can take 1.4 million manhours o f  workload from the Army 
witl~out any pr*sonnel transfers. IIow can the certified workload data submitted by thc Air Force 
bc L I S C ~  di~rirls the DoD joint analysis, but t c  difl'crcnt for this analysis'? Inconsistcncies about~d in 
thc I l i l l  AFB point papcr. 'Shcy continue to indicate that this is a workload competition only and 
~ctiist: to acknowledge thc crltirc I3IUC costs to move thc artillcry workload, or the arnnlullition 
stol-agc for 1.cttcrkcnrly. Spccific commcnts on tiis point paper are attached dong with additiornl 
cornmcnls by thc U.S. Army Itldustriai Opcralio~ls Comnland. 



By our calculations, the cost to move thc missile mission to J I i l l  AFI3 rcrnains four to nir.2 
tii~les as cxpcnsive as UoD's rccorntncndation, wit11 fewcr savings. 1 hope this information is 
llclpfi~l and pr.ovides a more cornplctc pictitre than yorr llavc Lccn givcrl on tllc rnattcr. 

Si!~.cr cly, 
1 



COMMKNTS 
ON 

AIR I;OltCE I'OINT PAI'ER 
1 ,IS'I'l'ERKEN N Y T(.l t i  lLI, SC.~k:NARIO 

Air Iiol-cc Rcvic.w: The Air. Fo1.c~ indicated th;rt it did not have an olqm~tunity to I-cvicw 
tllc assulnpticms arid inputs into tllc COBRA tnodcl prior to it silbmission to tile Conuuission. 011 

tlrc contrary, we provided our info~mation ta thc Air Force Stail-in drafl ot\ 5 May 1995. 'I'he 
Air Force indicated to us that it was a fair and co~lscrvnlivc approach. 'I'hcy did have questions 
over OLIT chn~truction ar~d n1anpowcr figu~.cs. b11t undcrstaod tllc mcitrodology uscd by Tl~c Amly 
Basing Study. 

Personnel: 'The two issues presented by Hill AJ;R arc the 600 approved Reduction in 
Force 0 schedulcd for Scytcrnber 1995 and thc anticipated rcductions of the Dorrl 
mcmorandlrrn that will be sprcad over the POM. The approved RiF is a sdicduled force 
reduction and will bc cxecuted prior to congressional approval of B W C  and should not be 
considered as part of the BRAC analysis, using approved DoD methodology. Under the Dom 
Memorandum, each of thc Services are scheduled to take appro~cimately a 35,000 man reduction 
over thc POM. Tl~c eliminations due to BRAC can hdp meet this redudion Thc Air Force 
would still have to take the entire cut somewhcrc else if HiIl AFB is excmpted in ordcr to accept 
thc tactical missile mission without any personnel from Merkc~lny, The net e f j '  is an 
additional cost to DoD. The Army mnsiders thcsc to be force structure reductions and not 
savings to be applied to any potential BRAC action 

MILCON: Thcrc are three issucs: ATACMs building; Patriot radar site; and thc 
ammunition storage. Resolving differences between the Army and Air Force over the fist two 
issues would require a detailed requirements review. In absence of this rdew, we applied 
standard DoD factors and remain contident in our approach. Thc storage construction issue 
two parts. *The first deds with the conventional muni t ion  tiering concept and the second ii~a 
question of available storagc space. As a point of correction, the eastern area tier I depot is cot 
Anniston A m y  Dcpot but rather Crane and Bluegrass Depots. Amiston is a tier II depot in the 
castern region. Additionally, the conventional ammunition ticring program only deals with 
cot\vcntio~lal ammunition and not tactical missiles. With respect to ttrc last issuc, the Air Force 
claitns to havc found an additional 62 KSQFT of storage at an additiotlal cost of $300,000. This 
could rcducr; thc ammurlition storage corlstruction from $1 17 M to $106 M. The rcquiremcnt to 
store tactical missilc i s  still a requirement. 

Tirnc 1Fr;inlc: Whctller a 1.1TS or EA is rqui rcd  is a mutc yoht. Thc law rcquircs either a 
1:A or EIS to bc pcrforrocd prior to the mission being started, If the trarlsfcr starting in Oct 1995, 
then tlrc year of return on i~~vestrr~cric would bc 200 1 verses 2002. 7'11~ nun~bcr of ycius to 
achieve ~ h c  rctum on investtncnt woutd not change. The Army's standard practice of one ycar to 
complete all rcqui~cd c~~vironnlental documentation appears rcasonablc in this casc. 



Training: Differences over thc cost of traitring are difficult to 1.csoluc quickly. Howcvcr, 
the cost of tr.aining should be related to the numbcr of trained employees being transferred. The 
I-ctrctkcrlny IF28 M estimate was based or) at lcast 30% of Letterkent~y stafT transferring. Iiill's 
S17 hl cstirllnlc is bascd an no transfers. We split tlic difl'crcncc in an atternpt lo rcsolvc thc 
conflict. 

Ir~vctitory 'I'r.:lnsfc.r: TI-ying to dc~crtrrilrc who is corr.ccl or) I'atriot is very diiiicult. Thc 
cost to x~~ovc inventoty is 1101 a "wash" IAW BRAC cost. 'I'his is not a depot "opcn" coltlpetition 
for work loitd. 

Equiptnc~~t 'I'ransfe.1-: Tlrcrc is a diffcrcllcc of opitrion on this matter. 

Surik Cost: S~lnk cost docs nor appcar to bc a factor. in dctcnninit~g whether a basc 
should closc. Tbc purpose and intcnt of DRAC i s  to redistribute workload to reducc cxccss 
infraslmcturc. 

Recurring Costs: A cost comparison ratc used in thc IIiU AFB point paper indicates a $9 
per hour dEcrcncc in Hill AFB favor. Ilowcvcr, this rate is made up of several ratcs - direct 
labor, material, and overhead. The materid cost are directly rclatcd to the workload involved md 
should not be used except in direct workload comparison. The overhead rate is a combidon of 
indirect labor, base operations and repair and maintcnmce costs associated with the fiditics and 
infiastructurc used by the depot, and other factors. Since this is an area of uncertainty due to 
downsizing factors, it is not a stable rate. The ody remaining ratc that can be compared is thc 
direct hbor rate. A reccnt report on seIccted annual depots maintenance cost data, derived fiom 
thc Military Department data submissidn done in accordance with Chapter 76 ofthe DoD 
Accounting Manual, DoD 7220.9-M. indicates that the simple average of labor rates h m  1990 to 
1994 for Ogden Air Logistics Center is $21.12hour while the rate for Lctttckenny was 
$18.3 Ilhour. This is a dierencc of $2.8 lhour h LettcrkcanjJs fkvor. 

Otter MILCON: Tllc Army did not add any MILCON bccause of the lack of lolow2;dge 
of the fricilfiics at XXill AFB. If Hill A133 currently has an excess of 300,000 SQFT of Z 

administrative spacc, 1.5 M SQFT tnaintcnance space, and 187,000 SQFT ammunition storage 
spacc, then IIill AFB has 14% of all avaiIable space currently excess to tbcir needs. We 
understand this is growing. Thc following is scheduled to go; BRAC 95 reduction ofthc Tcst 
and Evaluation nlission, rcduction of strategic missile workload due to trca~ics, all the now family 
housing being constt-uctcd lnay excess, or t l~c proposed 1700 triad workload rcdt~ction schcdulcd 
pcr thc Dom mcmorat~dum. 

ISC: Thc Arlny did not includc any ISC in its analysis, as per thc current DoD dircctivc ' 

Rclocalior: costs: Tt~c additional cost of $300 K sl~ould bc addcd to the COBRA 
assaciatcd wilt] tllc addition 87 KSQ17'I' rcccntly identified by Hill AFB. If this relocation is to 
Navajo Natiorlal Guard Depot, then t11c sIor.agc cost and arty rccotzfrgurc: cost should also bc 
addcd. 



Cost Avoidance: The Army us4 a cost avoidance of $25 M. At the I0 May haring, thc 
Co~~ltnission used the DoD IG figurcs of $44. I M which would rcduce thc,cosr ~voidailce to 
$18.1 M increasing the cosl of llrc sccnal-io by $69 M If rhc At-my does not incluiJc arry cost 
avoidanccs as tt1t.i~- papcr indicates, tllcn thc xcrlario would irlcrcasc in cost by an addilior\al 
$25 M. 
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BUD SHUSTER 
9TH DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA ,.)ouse of Beprebentatibe~ 

June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman. Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 
: 

I know that the decis6ii-e 1 9 T ~ e f e n s e  Base Closure and Realignment Commission regarding 
Army depots is coming down to a number of tenibly-perplexing questions, one of which is: What 
is the right tialance between cost savings, which is critically needed to maintain readiness, and 
surge capacity, which is equally important to defense readiness and sustainability? The real 
question is: How much insurance, if any, can our Nation afford in Army depots? I believe that the 
answer is becoming more clear. 

Your Commission has heard compelling arguments for the retention of either Let terke~y Army Depot i 
or Red River Army Depot, or both, to meet critical surge requirements. New and additional i 

information has now come to Light to help clarify this issue. ! 
I 

i 
Attached are three charts recently prepared by the Army (Logistics) that accurately portray the true ? 

capacity of various depots and the impacts that various BRAC recommendations would have on Army 
depot-wide capacity utilization. In other words, how full are Army depots presently, how full are they 
under the possible scenarios now being reviewed, and what is the best option to meet surge 
requirements while eliminating maximum excess capacity? I have attached three short point papers 

I 
to address the Army charts that will be critical to your review. 1 

1 
Once again, thank you for your attention to this matter. I would welcome any comments or questions 1 - 
regarding these charts and associated point papers. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely , 

BUD SHUSTER 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

DISTRICT OFFlCE 
1214 CLSTGWY 90no SUITF #b 

i 

CLEARFIELD, PA 16830 
PHONE ( 7 1 7 )  264-8308 PHONE '814) 765-9106 

! 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2188 RnvBunN HousE OFC'CE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 205153809 
PHONE: (2021 2252431 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
PO 2. 3 0 x  71 * 

ALTOONA. PA 16601 
PHONE: 1814) 9461653 



CHART I 
PEACETIME CAPACITY UTILIZATION OF ARMY MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

IMPORTANT POINTS: 

1. FY 99 workload without closures would have ANAD at 55% and 

RRAD at only 46% capacity utilization. 

CONCLUSION: Excess capacity and the redundant 
___10 ---- 

capability in the Ground Combat Vehicle depots (ANAD and 

RRAD) indicate a closure/consolidation is warranted. 

2. LEAD has strong capacity utilization into the future 

despite the errors in FY 98 and 99 workload which 

projected ceased (LEADIFMC) Paladin operations. 

A. High capacity utilization rates substantiate 

funded out-year missile workload of 1.5 mmh. 

B. Projected Paladin out-year workload corrects 

capacity utilization to the 90% range. 

3. If the DoD recommendation (close RRAD; realign LEAD) is 

implemented, a depot-wide 108% capacity utilization rate 

will result. The DoD recommendation creates a shortfall 

and cripples surge capability. 





CHART ll 
PROJECTED WARTIME 

CAPACITY UTlLlZATlON OF ANY MAINTENANCE DEPOT 

1. Due to past Army depot closures, a full wartime surge would stress 

the present depot system capacity utilization rate to 135%. 

-- --- 

2. The implementation of the DoD recommendation (close RRAD; 

realign LEAD) will exacerbate the problem. The maximum potential 

capacity at remaining depots would reach 141 %. 

NOTE: Maximum depot capacity is a planning figure. It is not an 

achievable, sustainable, or prudent real-world business plan. It 

prevents any flexibility in plant operations or production line 

alterations due to emerging requirements. 





CHART Ill 
PROJECTED CAPACITY UTILIZATION UNDER SELECTED SCENARIOS 

IMPORTANT POINTS: 

1. An unacceptable FY99 108% capacity utilization rate results from the DoD 

recommendation (close RRAD and realign LEAD). 

-I_LC, - - -  

2. The realignment of LEAD increases TOAD capacity utilization to an 

unacceptable rate of 1 18% in FY99. 

3. The closure of only RRAD produces an optimal 93% capacity utilization at  

ANAD; the RRAD action does not further stress the depot system at  any 

other site. 

CONCLUSION: The correct solution for maximizing surge capability while 

minimizing budget expense and excess capacity is retain LEAD and close RRAD. 



b 

ANAD FY99 projected capacity utilization if 
RRAD closes and vehicle work goes to ANAD: 

ANAD FY99 projected capacity utilization if 
RRAD closes (vehicle work to ANAD) and 

TOAD FY,99 projected capacity utilization if 
LEAD is realigned per OSD recommendations 
(missile workload to TOAD): 

..-- . .., --* - . ". . -. ..... ... 
--- - -'------- --...-.--..- - - -.-- - " .,--.""..,."- . ,. , ..-. . . . . . .. , .. < 









































O F F I C E  OF T H E  INSPECTOR GENERAL 

STATUS OF THE EFMlRT TO CONSOLIDATE 
TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE AT 

LE- ARMY DEPOT 

Report No. 95-189 May 8, 1995 

Department of Defense 



Additional Copies 

To obtain additional copies of this report, contact the Secondary Reports 
Distribution Unit, Audit Planning and Technical Support Directorate, at (703) 604- 
8937 (DSN 664-8937) or FAX (703) 604-8932. 

Suggestions for Future Audits 

To suggest ideas for or to request future audits, contact the Planning and 
Coordination Branch, Audit Planning and Technical Support Directorate, at (703) 
604-8939 @SN 664-8939) or FAX (703) 604-8932. Ideas and requests can also 
be mailed to: 

Inspector General, Department of Defense 
OAIG-AUD (ATTN: APTS Audit Suggestions) 
400 Army Navy Drive (Room 801) 
Arlington, Virginia 22202-2884 

DoD Hotline 

To report fraud, waste, or abuse, call the DoD Hotline at (800) 424-9098 or write to 
the DoD Hotline, The Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301-1900. The identity of 
writers and callers is fully protected. 

Acronyms 

BRAC Base Realignment and Closure 
DESCOM Depot Systems Command 
LEAD Letterkenny Army Depot 
TMC-JSWG Tactical Missile Consolidation Joint Service Working Group 



I N S P E C T O R  G E N E R A L  
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

4 0 0  ARMY NAVY DRIVE 
ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 2 2 2 0 2 - 2 8 8 4  

May 8, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION 
AND TECHNOLOGY 

COMMANDER, U. S. ARMY INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS 
COMMAND (PROVISIONAL) 

COMMANDER, LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

SUBJECT: Audit of the Status of the Effort to Consolidate Tactical Missile 
Maintenance at Letterkenny Army Depot (Report No. 95-189) 

Introduction 

We are providing this report for your information and use. This audit was 
performed in response to a request from Congressman James V. Hansen 
regarding the status of the 1993 Commission on Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (the 1993 Commission) recommendation to consolidate all tactical 
missile maintenance at Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD), Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania. In response to the recommendations of the 1993 Commission, 
the Services established a Tactical Missile Consolidation Joint Service Working 
Group (TMC-JSWG) and developed a time phased implementation plan to 
consolidate Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps tactical missile 
maintenance at LEAD. The consolidation was to be accomplished from FYs 
1994 through 1998 at an estimated nonrecurring cost of about $44.1 million (see 
Enclosure 1). We concentrated our efforts in the Army, because the Army 
portion, funded by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Account, was 
$35 million. 

Audit Results 

The transition of tactical missile maintenance to LEAD and the related military 
construction were generally proceeding within budget and on schedule. During 
FY 1994 and through the first quarter of FY 1995, the Army obligated about 
$23.8 million, or 68 percent of the estimated $35 million for the consolidation 
effort (see Enclosure 2). As of January 31, 1995, 13 of the 36 missile system 
maintenance work loads identified for transition to LEAD were in place (8 of 
which have completed first-article testing with the owning Service having 
certified LEAD as the source of repair). An additional 13 missile system work 
loads were scheduled for transition from FYs 1995 through 1998. For the 
remaining 10 missile work loads, transition plans have not yet been developed 
to transfer 5 missile system work loads. However, as directed by the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics, the owning Service must transition 



this work load to LEAD or provide justification for not doing so. Work load on 
the other five systems was not planned for transfer to LEAD, because either the 
missile system will soon be retired from active inventory or the projected work 
load is too small to warrant transitioning to LEAD. See Enclosure 3 for a 
detailed listing of the status of each missile system work load. The TMC-JSWG 
had begun action to obtain information on the organic maintenance requirements 
of emerging systems (those systems in the acquisition cycle and not yet fielded) 
so that when they are fielded LEAD would have been capable of performing the 
required depot maintenance. 

Subsequent to the issuance of the draft report, the Secretary of Defense made 
his recommendations to the 1995 Commission. LEAD was included on the list 
as a base recommended for closure. Therefore, pursuant to the guidance set 
forth by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security), award of any 
further military construction contracts cannot be made until after the 1995 
Commission makes its recommendations. 

Objectives 

Our objective was limited to evaluating the status of the consolidation effort 
from the standpoint of what had been accomplished, the cost, and what remains 
to be done to totally accomplish the consolidation. We also evaluated 
implementation of the management control program established by the TMC- 
JSWG as it related to the audit objectives. 

Scope and Methodology 

We evaluated records and correspondence covering the period January 1992 
through January 1995 relating to the consolidation of tactical missile 
maintenance at LEAD. We concentrated on the costs associated with the Army, 
which accounted for about 80 percent of the estimated $44.1 million of BRAC 
costs to consolidate tactical missile maintenance at LEAD. We reviewed 
transition plans and schedules, cost data, and FYs 1994 and 1995 BRAC 
funding authorizations, obligations, and expenditures. We did not attest to the 
reliability of the computer-processed BRAC financial data maintained by the 
Army with regard to obligations and disbursements, but we did verify the 
BRAC authorizations for FYs 1994 and 1995. We did not use statistical 
sampling procedures for this audit. 

We also held discussions with representatives of the Depot System Command 
(DESCOM) and LEAD. DESCOM is in the process of merging with the U.S. 
Army Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command to form the U.S. Army 
Industrial Operations Command (Provisional). 



This economy and efficiency audit was made from November 1994 through 
January 1995, with information on the military construction projects updated 
through March 1995. The audit was performed in accordance with auditing 
standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States as 
implemented by the Inspector General, DoD. Accordingly, the audit included 
tests of management controls as we considered necessary. The organizations 
visited or contacted during the audit are in Enclosure 7. 

Management Controls 

We only evaluated the effectiveness of the management controls that were 
applicable to the consolidation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD. Those 
controls are principally the procedures defined in the "Tactical Missile 
Maintenance Consolidation at Letterkenny Army Depot Implementation Plan," 
May 6, 1994. The implementation plan establishes the policy, responsibilities, 
and procedures to be followed to accomplish the consolidation of tactical missile 
maintenance at LEAD. Our evaluation included reviews of programmatic 
controls and included interviews, analyses of data, and an examination of 
records. No material internal control weaknesses were identified as defined by 
DoD Directive 50 10.38, "DoD Internal Management Control Program, " 
April 14, 1987. 

Prior Audit Coverage 

There has been no prior audit coverage on the status of the implementation of 
the 1993 Commission recommendation to consolidate tactical missile 
maintenance at LEAD. 

Background 

The 1993 Commission recommended that action be taken to implement a plan 
developed in January 1992 and revised in April 1992, that would consolidate 
and relocate tactical missile maintenance being performed at DoD depots and 
contractor facilities to LEAD. In addition to the systems identified in the 
Januaq 1992 plan, the 1993 Commission recommended that maintenance on the 
HAWK ground control system being performed at the Marine Corps Logistics 
Base, Barstow, California, be transferred to LEAD. The 1993 Commission 
concluded that the consolidation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD would 
create efficiencies and reduce costs. 

The TMC-JSWG, chartered February 1, 1994, developed a plan to implement 
the consolidation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD. The plan identified 
36 missile system work loads as candidates for transition to LEAD. In 



April 1994, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics issued a 
memorandum directing that all missile systems identified by the 1993 
Commission be transferred to LEAD, including those systems maintained by 
contractor support. A Service choosing not to transition the maintenance work 
load of an affected system to LEAD must notify the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Logistics and provide justification for not doing so. 

Discussion 

The Office of the Inspector General, DoD, received a letter dated 
October 11, 1994, from Congressman Hansen, requesting that we review the 
status of the consolidation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD to determine 
what has been expended to date, what steps are remaining, and whether it would 
be prudent and cost-effective to postpone further effort on the consolidation 
pending the recommendations of the 1995 Commission. We mainly examined 
costs for the Army, which accounted for about 80 percent of the estimated cost 
of the consolidation effort, including more than $5 million for renovations of 
existing LEAD facilities. The remaining 20 percent of the cost was primarily 
for the other Services to tear down, pack, and crate maintenance equipment for 
transfer to LEAD. 

The military construction and the consolidation of tactical missile maintenance 
at LEAD was generally proceeding within budget. As of December 31, 1994, 
the Army's nonrecurring costs for the consolidation at LEAD were estimated at 
$35 million and the nonrecurring costs to the other Services were estimated at 
$9.1 million, for a total of $44.1 million in BRAC funding to complete the 
consolidation effort. During F Y  1994 and the first quarter of FY 1995 about 
$23.8 million (68 percent of the Army's estimated nonrecurring cost) was 
obligated toward the consolidation effort. By the end of FY 1995, more than 
$40 million of the $44.1 million total was planned to be obligated (see 
Enclosure 1). 

Military Construction. Military construction in process was generally on 
schedule. Three contracts, valued at $5 million, were awarded during 
FY 1994, and a fourth contract was planned for award in June 1995. The U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for awarding and administering the 
construction contracts. The status and scope of the work for the four renovation 
efforts follows. 

Contract DACA31-94-C-0096. This contract was awarded on 
June 8, 1994, at a cost of $1 million. Although originally scheduled for 
completion on January 18, 1995, it was completed in March 1995. The 
contract was awarded to modify building 370, an electronics maintenance shop. 
The scope of work included constructing backroom enclosures and installing air 
conditioning, heating, and ventilation; duct work; electrical power; fire 



protection; lighting; plumbing; and a 5,400-square foot mezzanine to increase 
floor space to accommodate maintenance work on the Navy and Air Force 
Sidewinder missiles. The contract also provided for removing, testing, and 
disposing of potentially contaminated soil. 

Contract DACA31-94-C-0128. This contract also provided for 
modifications to building 370. The contract was awarded at $1.9 million on 
August 19, 1994, and had an estimated completion date of June 16, 1995. As 
of January 31, 1995, the contract was 19 percent complete and is scheduled to 
be completed on June 29, 1995. The contract was awarded to install air 
conditioning, heating, and ventilation; duct work; ceilings; doors; drywalls; 
electrical power; an elevator; fue protection; lighting; plumbing; restrooms; and 
to construct a 10,500-square foot large mezzanine to support maintenance work 
on the Dragon, HAWK, Maverick, and Patriot missile systems. The contract 
also provided for removing, testing, and disposing of potentially contaminated 
soil. 

Contract DACA31-94-C-0131. This contract was for renovations to 
building 12, a general maintenance shop, and building 426, a box and crate 
shop. The contract was awarded at about $2 million on August 26, 1994, and 
was originally scheduled for completion on January 15, 1995. The renovations 
to building no. 426 were completed on February 6 ,  1995, and building 12 was 
scheduled to be completed on June 3, 1995. The contract's scope of work was 
to install air conditioning, heating, and ventilation; duct work; drywalls; 
electrical power; fire protection; insulation; lighting; masonry walls; restrooms; 
and a vestibule. The contract also required the floors to be coated and sealed. 

Planned Contract. A contract was planned to be awarded by 
June 16, 1995, for renovations to building 11, a general maintenance shop. 
With an estimated completion date of April 27, 1996, the contract was for 
environmental and power upgrades to the building, in order to support the 
maintenance work load of the Dragon, Land Combat Support System, 
Shillelagh, Standard, and emerging systems. However, because LEAD was one 
of several installations recommended for closure by the Secretary of Defense, 
the project was suspended until July 1995, pending the outcome of the 1995 
Commission's final recommendations. 

Missile System Transitions. Transition of missile system work load to LEAD 
was generally being accomplished in accordance with the schedule in the 
implementation plan. Additionally, the TMC-JSWG had begun logistics 
planning on emerging systems. 



Active Missile Systems. The implementation plan identified 36 missile 
maintenance system workloads as candidates for transition to LEAD. As of 
January 1995, the facilities; personnel; and testing, diagnostic, and maintenance 
equipment for 13 of the 36 system work loads were in place at LEAD. Eight of 
those missile system work loads have completed first-article testing and LEAD 
had been certified by the owning Service as the source of repair and was 
performing that depot maintenance. Four missile system work loads were 
scheduled for transition during FY 1995, six in FY 1996, and three during 
F Y  1998. Transition plans had not been developed to transfer the contractor 
maintenance work load for five systems. The work load on the remaining 
five systems was not planned for transition to LEAD, either because the system 
was scheduled to be retired from the active inventory or the projected work load 
was too small to warrant transition. The TMC-JSWG will reevaluate those 
systems to decide whether the workload projections have changed and whether 
the transfer of the maintenance work load to LEAD would be prudent. 
Enclosure 3 lists the consolidation status of tactical missile system work loads 
identified for transition. 

Emerging Systems. The TMC-JSWG has begun to facilitate LEAD 
becoming the certified source of repair for depot maintenance on emerging 
systems. In November 1994, the TMC-JSWG sent a memorandum to the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Development and 
Acquisition); the Commander, Marine Corps Systems Command; the Program 
Executive Office, Theater Air Defense; Headquarters, Air Force Materiel 
Command; and the Commander, Naval Ordnance Center. The memorandum 
requested that LEAD and the Depot System Command be kept informed on all 
emerging systems, to include the points of contact for each system, the first 
unit equipment date, the depot capability for each system, and the current 
acquisition phase. The TMC-JSWG also requested that a representative from 
LEAD and the DESCOM be added to each emerging system's Integrated 
Logistics Support Management Team and to the distribution lists for all program 
management documents and meetings concerning logistic support. The TMC- 
JSWG feels that this action will help ensure that LEAD and the DESCOM will 
be better prepared to meet the user needs timely and cost-effectively. 

Ongoing and Planned Activities 

In January 1995, maintenance equipment required to support the work load of 
the Patriot Missile System, previously performed by contractor support, was 
scheduled to begin transitioning to LEAD. Equipment transfers to support 
missile maintenance that began before January 1995 will continue, as well as the 
first-article testing for systems already in place and not yet certified. 
Construction would also continue on the three contracts awarded during F Y  
1994 to modify existing facilities. The final facility renovation contract was 
planned for award in June 1995 with a planned completion date of April 1996, 



which was concurrent with the required availability of the facility for missile 
maintenance operations. However, this project was suspended pending the 
outcome of the F Y  1995 Commission's recommendations on base closures and 
realignments. 

Subsequent Events 

On February 22, 1995, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 
issued a memorandum (see Enclosure 4) that provided for special construction 
controls to be implemented at installations that appear on the BRAC list. The 
memorandum prohibited the award of military construction contracts at any 
installation that appeared on the BRAC list and required the review of ongoing 
construction projects to determine whether it would be cost-effective to suspend 
or terminate the contracts. On March 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense 
formally provided his recommendation of bases for closure or realignment to the 
1995 Commission. LEAD was included in that recommendation. We contacted 
officials' of the DESCOM to determine the action to be taken in light of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on LEAD and the DoD guidance 
regarding award of new construction contracts. DESCOM officials informed us 
that the Corps of Engineers had revised the schedule for the solicitation and 
award of the remaining construction contract. Depending upon the outcome of 
1995 BRAC process, the solicitation was now planned for advertisement on 
July 3 1, 1995, with contract award on September 25, 1995. The Army 
reviewed the status of the ongoing projects and decided to continue with the 
ongoing construction because the projects were too far along to realize any cost 
benefit from contract termination or suspension. The Army is to be commended 
for the prompt action it took to ensure additional resources are not unnecessarily 
spent . 
DESCOM informed us that two more systems had been transitioned since the 
draft report was issued. See DESCOM comments in Enclosure 6. 

Conclusion 

The consolidation of tactical missile maintenance at LEAD was proceeding 
within the projected cost estimate and on schedule at the time of the audit. The 
1995 BRAC Commission is reviewing the list of bases recommended for closure 
by the Secretary of Defense. Therefore, to avoid influencing the conclusions of 
the 1995 Commission, we are not making any recommendations regarding 
missile maintenance consolidation at LEAD in this report. 



Management Comments 

Because this report contains no findings or recommendations, written 
comments are not required. However, the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(Installations) and the Army concurred with the draft report and their comments 
are in Enclosures 5 and 6 ,  respectively. 

The courtesies extended to the audit staff are appreciated. If you have any 
questions on this audit, please contact Mr. John A. Gannon, Audit Program 
Director, at (703) 604-9427 (DSN 664-9427) or Mr. Bernard M. Baranosky, 
Acting Audit Project Manager, at (703) 604-9429 (DSN 664-9429). The 
distribution of this report is in Enclosure 8. The audit team members are listed 
on the inside back cover. 

Robert J. Lieberman 
Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing 

Enclosures 



Validated Nonrecurring BRAC Costs for Consolidation 
of Tactical Missile Maintenance as of December 1994 

FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 Total 
I$ in millions) I$ in millions) L$ in millions) L$ in millions) 

Army $15.5 $18.0 $1.5 $0.0 $35.0 
Navy 1.8 0.6 1.7 0.1 4.2 
Air Force - 0.0 - 4.7 - 0.2 - 0.0 - 4.9 

Total $17.3 $23.3 $3.4 $0.1 $44.1 

As shown in the above schedule of validated nonrecurring costs, more than $40 million 
of the total cost of $44.1 million is planned to be incurred by the end of FY 1995. 

Enclosure 1 





Status of Army BRAC Authorizations and Obligations 
for FY 1994 and First Quarter of FY 1995 

Estimated Authorized 

Total $15.5 $15.8 

O&M $12.8 
OPA 2.6 
MILCON - 2.6 

Total $18.0 

First Quarter FY 1995 

Obligated 

FY 1994 Obligations $15.5 
FY 1995 Obligations - 8.3 

Total FY 1994 and First Quarter 1995 $23.8 

These O&M and OPA funds are BRAC funds for nonrecurring costs, such as 
permanent relocation of personnel; personnel training; and transporting, uncrating, and 
setting up maintenance equipment. 

_I operations and Maintenance. 
2 ~ i h e r  Procurement Army. 
3~i l i ta ry  Construction. 

Enclosure 2 





Status of System Work Load Identified for Transition 

Systems in Place and Certified 

Air-to-Air Stinger (ATAS) Argon Bottles 
Army Tactical Missile System 
Avenger 
Bradley Tube Launched Optically Sighted Wire Guided (TOW) 
Dragon 
Hellfire 
Phoenix 
Sparrow 

Systems in Place and Not Yet Certified 

ATAS Avenger - Contractor support 
HAWK Phase I - U.S. Marine Corps, Barstow, CA 
High Speed Anti-Radiation Missile - Peculiar Support Equipment (HARM PSE) 
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) 
MLRS - Contractor Support 

FY 1995 Scheduled Transitions 

Patriot - Contractor Support 
Sidewinder - Navy 
TOW - COBRA 
TOW 2 

FY 1996 Scheduled Transitions 

Hawk - Contractor Support 
HAWK Phase I1 - U.S. Marine Corps, Barstow, CA 
Land Combat Support System (LCCS) 
Maverick 
Shillelagh 
Sidewinder - Air Force 

Enclosure 3 
(Page 1 of 2) 



Status of System Work Load Identified for Transition 

FY 1998 Scheduled Transitions 

Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile 
HARM - Control Section 
HARM - Guidance Section 

Systems With Transition Plans Pending * 
Bradley TOW - Contractor Support 
Harpoon - Contractor Support 
Hellfire - Contractor Support 
Standard - Contractor Support 
Stinger - Contractor Support 

* The owning Service has not planned for the transition of contractor work on the listed 
systems. Work load must transition or the owning Service must justify the reason for 
not doing so to the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics. 

Status of Systems Not Currently Planned for Transition 

ANlTSQ73 Last year in inventory, FY 1996. 

Chaparral No work after FY 1995. 

Sidearm (Contractor) Navy has put the system in deep storage. 

Standard 

Walleye 

Navy has zeroed work load after FY 1995. The 
Navy will seek a waiver from the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense for Logistics and the system 
may not transfer. 

The system is an old out-of-production Navy 
system planned for retirement in 2001. The Joint 
Working Group will reevaluate the transition of 
Walleye in FY 1996. 

Enclosure 3 
(Page 2 of 2) 



Assistant Secretary of Defense Memorandum 

ASSISTANT SECR-ARY OF DEFENSE 

SYOO 0-L M A G O N  
WASHINGTON DS -1- 

cs~0.s February 22. 1995 
.ocuIIII 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRET- OF THE MaJTARY D E P A R m S  
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCDS 

SUBJECT: SpcckI Conanrcoon Comrou for ma.rl.t;nm Appwmn~ on BRAC Lirt 

Our obtiquion as a& of public rrsourca demrrdr thn m. i d w e  spechi 
coosmcrion comrois for ina.rllr;oat which appear on the Secretary's Iin of r&ontma&hm for 
reali~orciosurrwinnitisumouaadsoon indWrdihoodyau&vemndp. tcd t l r i r~  
and have made prowdon for appmpriau commh 

Please awrr that the conaois you arc prcpariog or have unposed u the r r~qmmadd 
innaifuions wd accompiish the foUowing ends: 

- prohibit new awud of PI 95 or prior year Militsry Consmuion ibds, including 
farmly housing amstmaion - sueen pro~ecu rlrrady under comraa for p o d e  arspeasion or termination rs 
appmpriazc prudemly conswing msnmcs arhat possbie 

-wmconnnrcrionimrrnmemp~forins.lrrr;nmllatrktcdfbrcioamor 
rcaiigmax to daernriac ifBRAC ' ' indireuiy Jtaprojecr 
jusii6ation l n c t u d e B R A C ~ p L r p ~ F Y 9 5 r r d ~ y e m a r t 6 E b r r ~ y b e  
hpaaed byanyrrdirrcrion ofpriaBRAC.Irr;.;nm 

- r e v i m F Y % M i l i ~ C o ~ k r d ~ p r o p a s r l . ~ f i m i l y ~ . r d  
BRAC to id- projoas Mcb wiii oat k requid if the BRAC 95 lia 
klpprwcd 

- ; r d d r m l o n g - t a m t ~ d ~ o f f - b u d g e t i r r v c r m V m u c r r d ~ n o l t  
ap-cd- 

By Febnury 27,1995. p l a v  provide mc 8 copy of the opcehi commlr yma 
ariUorhtvc.Irrrdyimporcdowaullnderyourrurborirg. N o b c r ~ ~ 2 0 ,  
p l ~ p m v i d e m e y a u i k t o f P T 9 6 . a d p r i o r y e r r ~ p l r o j o c t t m ~ R q u j r r d d  
your ruommcndpion rrgPding ofthe ~queacd firrdr 

CC: 

USDfC0.MPT) 
ENSPECTOR GENERAL 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

Enclosure 4 





Assistant Secretary of Defense Comments 

OFFICE OF THE A S S I S A N T  SECRETARY OF OEFENSE 
3300 O E F E N S E  P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N  OC 20101 -3300 

C O * O I ~ U I I P I  2 1 MAR 1995 

XEM0R;LUDLX FOR DIRECTOR. LOGISTTCS SLTPORT DIRECTORATE. OFFICE OF 
TM NSPECTOR GELFRXL OF X-E DEPART1ClE.W OF DEEXSE 

SL'BJEC. Dr;lit Repon on me S t a m  oi the Effon ro Consoiidjle Tacticv bfissiie 
k& .?!h dd<j 

.Maintenance x Lcmricenny hrmy Depot I Pro!ect No. 5LB-50 1 3  

I h v e  rcv~ewed the anir subjecr w o n  on Txucal klisslle Mainrenance consoiidauon. 
We have r.0 Issues w~th vour cmui revon. nowever. your language on page 7 that s u m  "we are. 
i~owever. rnonrronnq rne rnremai DoD BRACprocess a ~ '  pian ro adiusr rhis re,Don. tf necessarv. 
ro rertecr anv efecr orrhe scneduied Marcn 1'995 annolulcernenr ot'proposed bare closures m' 
reai'rgnrmnrs ' promprs me to asic that our ofrice rcvlew any suostanuve @usunenrs ro the arait 
repon be;orr ~t IS r-maiizeti. 

.Gtbougn I anucioau ajusunenc; to your repon wiii not be conrenuous. as the poiicy 
ofice reswns~ble for BRAC. our rcvlew 1s crucd to rcwrrs of this nature. .My point of conran 
for r h s  rcwn 1s Mr. .Mike .Mchdrcw and he can be reached on I 703) 697-8048. 

I I 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
m-nus U. 9. ~11r or- rrmr comvwo 

C W A I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I O .  CCN)I1ILvANU 1710(-4170 

29 M u c a  1995 

.XEMORANDVM FOR ::apectcr Gece=al. Zepart=enc of Defense. 400 Xt.3y 
Navy Crive. .Uling=cn. .:A 22202-2884 

SUEJES: Auait cf :kc status of the ZtZsz t  to Cmroiidate 
?acticai Misaaie Maaz=eaance A: Setterjceny Army Depot (?rojec= 
So. 553-5013) 

3 .  Reference memorandum, CoOZG. 23 leb 95, subject aa above. 

2 .  C=ZCJ= with =L-af: audit :%port as wrzt:en. 

3 .  Request oppor,rmi:y to e-eat on any adjustmenrs co ckfe 
report rh t  are baaed on the  receac BiZAC recommendac~crr 
concerz1r.g :ke cac+ical missrie coteol~cacroa at W .  Since 
Zmurry 31, 1995, LZiD baa recezvea Navy certificatrcn f?r the 
Sidevincrr azsaile system. Tzarainq, aqutpa;mt reiocatioa me 
parts  izvenco-y have been ccjletaa oz :ke Army's TOU masaile 
system. 

4 .  ?'ha poznt of  coacact for thfs c o r t e ~ d e n c e  ie the c ~ a ' s  
:.?rpretct Genmral, LTC .Xlchaei R. G i b l l z .  3SN 570-8495. 

FOR RIE CCIhMnNDER: 

P.G. PXfLLfPS ,  
Coloael. GS 
Chief of Staff 
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Organizations Visited or Contacted 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology, 
Washington DC 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security), Washington, DC 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations), 
Washington, DC 

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics, Washington, DC 

U. S . Army Industrial Operations Command (Provisional), Rock Island, IL 
Headquarters, Depot System Command, Chambersburg, PA 

Letterkenny Anny Depot, Chambersburg, PA 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, Construction ~ivision, Harrisburg 

Area Office, New Cumberland, PA 
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Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology 
Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations) 

Department of the Army 

Auditor General, Department of the Army 
Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command (Provisional) 
Commander, Depot System Command 
Commander, Letterkenny Army Depot 

Department of the Navy 

Comptroller of the Navy 
Auditor General, Department of the Navy 
Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

Department of the Air Force 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Auditor General, Department of the Air Force 

Defense Organizations 

Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Director, National Security Agency 
Director Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 
Inspector General, National Security Agency 
Inspector General, Central Imagery Office 
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Report Distribution 

Non-Defense Federal Organizations and Individuals 

Office of Management and Budget 
U. S . General Accounting Office 

National Security and International Affairs Division, Technical Information Center 
National Security and International Affairs Division. Defense and National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration Management Issues 
National Security and International Affairs Division, Military Operations and 

Capabilities Issues 

Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of each of the following Congressional 
Committees and Subcommittees: 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Amed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on National Security, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal 

Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House Committee on National Security 

Congressman James V. Hansen, U.S. House of Representatives 
Congressman Bud Shuster , U. S. House of Representatives 

Enclosure 8 
(Page 2 of 2) 



TEAM MEMBERS 

Shelton R. Young 
John A. Gannon 
Christian Hendricks 
Bernard M. Baranosky 




