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SBA AND SBIC LEGISLATION

October 19, 1976 MINORITY ENTERPRISE

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

In further reference to Army's announced phase back by
two~thirds of the Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot (LBAD), we
are enclosing for your information several self-explanatory
documents obtained from the Department of the Army under the
provisions of the Freedom of Information Act.

As you will note from the enclosures - following an
April 12 meeting attended by Chairman Melvin Price, House
Armed Services Committee, members of the Kentucky Delegation
and senior staffs, a delegation of depot employees, and Mr.
Edwin Greiner, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Installations
and Logistics - Mr. Greiner, who had indicated to those present
that he was unaware of some of the data presented at the meeting,
queried DARCOM regarding four questions he apparently raised
which grew out of documentation presented at that meeting.
These questions are attached (Tab A), followed by DARCOM's
discussion and answers (Tab B). In the interest of clarifying
these discussions and DARCOM's answers, we wish to bring to
your attention the following:

Mr. Greiner's Question No. 1. Were wage rates for
the three Commel depots stabilized under the same circumstances? P

If so, why is Sacramento more than $5.00 per hour higher than f;*’ 'ﬁf(\\

LBAD? i w3

L i

Please note DARCOM's answer to the effect that wage v </
rates for the three Army Electronics Depots were stabilized N

under the same guidance, although DARCOM adds that the guidance
"grants each depot the latitude for determining the distribution
of base operations costs to the various programs (P7M, P7S, etc.)
and tenent organizations within the depot. This is why the table
«eseoeess showing a comparison of maintenance rates for fiscal

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS



year 1976 does not show a G&A rate for Sacramento. Sacramento
identifies the G&A costs as they apply to maintenance directly
to shop overhead or shop support overhead."

We submit that the only difference between the computation
here, between SAAD and LBAD, is that SAAD recoups the overhead
cost using two overhead rates while LBAD uses three overhead
rates. Further, the composite rate is actually that cost which
is passed along to the customer and, in fact, the customer does
pay $5.43 more per direct manhour worked at SAAD than at LBAD.
Further proof of LBAD's lower overhead costs is the fact that the
LBAD supply charge rate is also lower than those of SAAD and TOAD
to which Army proposes to reassign LBAD's workload. CONCISE's
implementation costs, which include such items as the movement
of household goods, TDY Ffor house-hunting trips, etc., should
not properly be included in LBAD's costs since these costs are the
result of personnel reduction due to CONCISE. These costs would
simply not have been incurred were LBAD not being phased down.

It is also a matter of record that SAAD, charging $18.65 per hour,
had an operating loss of $2.4 million for fiscal year 1976. During
this period LBAD, charging $13.22 per hour, lost only $13,000; TOAD,
costing $14.15 per hour, lost $378,000. If SAAD had charged the
proper rate to "break even" on profit and loss, the rate would

have been actually in excess of $20.00 per hour, while LBAD's rate
would remain $13.23.

Mr. Greiner's Question No. 2. There appears to be a
building up in workload from fiscal year 1975 through fiscal Pl

FUR

FERAS

year 1977. If we originally justify base closure on reduced /. *' .
workload in the out-years what has happened to realize an in- |; e
crease? V5 o}
sl 2 ¢

X 9 N

",

Please note Colonel Bunker has verified the validity of \nh_dzf/
these figures. A: a matter of fact, DARCOM, as you will note,
states that the workload figures are too low since they reflect
only Department of the Army Direct Workload. As stated in Mr.
Greiner's query to his staff and, as you will recall, we pointed
out in previous correspondence, Army's contention all along as
"justification™ for the phase-back has been its projection of a
drastically reduced workload. DARCOM has now confirmed that the
anticipated reduction did not materialize. It is puzzling that
this statement is followed by the statement: "increased workload
does not justify three electronics maintenance facilities'. These
appear to be in conflict and it would seem quite reasonable that
the workload increases alone would fully justify a halt in the
planned phase down of LBAD and the retention of all three depots.
Failing this, consideration should be given to retention of the
most cost effective facilities.




Question No, 3. What are the comparative overhead costs
for depot maintenance at the three depots? How do these costs com-
pare with the number of personnel on board during CONCISE planning
projected at the time CONCISE was approved and at present?

There appears to be considerable confusion in this area. The
following table presents an accurate picture of the ratios of over-
head to direct labor:

H

LBAD .69 overhead

1.00 direct

SAAD = 1.02 overhead
1.00 direct

i

TOAD .83 overhead

1,00 direct

These ratios reveal that LBAD manages its overhead better than
do the other two depots. Personnel strengths have little or no
effect on the ratios of overhead to direct labor costs. LBAD was
ranked No. 1 in the AMC system for having the best ratio of in-
direct to direct labor for fiscal years 72, 73 and 74.

Question No. 4. How does LBAD compare with other depots
in efficiency and effectiveness? (1974-1975 statistics)?

As you will note DARCOM's answer states that LBAD was ranked
first and third in the several areas each year. It failed to state,
however, that the composite ranking in both efficiency and effective-~
ness had LBAD ranked No. 1 for fiscal years 74, 75, and the first
half of fiscal year 76. Additionally, DARCOM fails to point out
the fact that TOAD ranked fifth and that SAAD ranked eleventh in
the latest rating. We believe it highly significant thst this com-
parison be made between LBAD's ranking and those of SAAD and TOAD,
to which the Depairtment of the Army proposes to send the bulk of
LBAD's workload, keeping in mind the judicious expenditure of the
taxpayer's dollars.

It is highly significant, we believe, that DARCOM now admits
that the effectiveness rating system measures depot against depot,
which we have maintained all along, and which was originally brought
to your attention by letter dated May 23, 1975. Army has in the
past maintained that the efficiency/effectiveness measurement
(now efficiency/productivity) system merely measured one depot
against itself and its past performance, and in fact continued
to do so in information given to the House Armed Services Committiee

this summer.



During the April 12th meeting, when documentation on the
unique capabilities of LBAD was presented, Mr. Greiner indicated
a desire to see an LECOM message to the three sister depots stating
that due to the injunction imposed on LBAD, the workload at that
depot could not be transshipped for completion of the work at the
other two depots and that the work obtaining at LBAD must be ac-
complished at that installation as long as the injunction was in
force. (Tab C). As you will also note, although DARCOM's dis-
cussion attempts to discredit LBAD's unique mission situation,
it is admitted that "two items requiring peculiar test equipment
are overhauled at LBAD" and further that neither SAAD nor TOAD
has this test equipment for these specific items.

Your attention is directed, additionally, to April 11, 1975
correspondence (Tab D), outlining numerous unique missions as-
signed to LBAD. In addition to these two verified items, there
are many unique missions assigned to LBAD which have world-wide
importanee as an integral part of our defense posture and that
of our allied countries.

Your particular attention is directed to enclosure (Tab E)
concerning paragraph 6 of Colonel Viereck's Memorandum for the
Record and Mr. Greiner's request for verification that 23,000
pieces of electronics equipment were not overhauled in Fiscal
Year 1975, As you will note, Aymy maintains that because of
the LBAD injunction proceedings, 23,000 pieces of electronics ‘
equipment could not be overhauled at LBAD. These items are AT AN
believed to be the HHC/DXW maintenance items of which LBAD S <y
completed 21,429 through 30 June 1976. The small portion of
these items which LBAD lacked test equipment to process was .
transferred to SAAD and TOAD. It is significant to note that J o
LBAD completed 6,636 of the nine items referred to in the T
message included in the attached enclosure which is 1,845
more than the total quantity reflected in the message. It
should be noted here that these items, requiring approximately
340,000 man hours of work, comprise about 17% of LBAD's annual
workload.

For these and the many other reasons based upon verified
facts and figures which we have submitted over the past months,
we request your personal review of Army's stated intention and
all relevant data with an eye toward intervention in and tolling
of the phase-back of the most efficient and cost effective depot
within the Army's entire eleven member system.



May we hear from you in this matter at your early convenience.

Sincerely, :

—-—7.&71.::.‘_(%'

Walter D. Huddleston, U.S.S.

endell H. gord, U.S.S. -/'
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SUBJECT: Continued Congressiona].lnterest in Lexington-Blue Grass

ir. Eric A. Orsini ' -
Deputy for Supply, Maintenance -

and Transportation

Office of the Assistant Secretary

Washington, DC 20310 :

1:' Reference memo for DCGHMR, DARCOM, dated 14 April 1976, subject as
above. _ : ‘ _

2. Attached is the DARCOM response to the questions as enumerated-in

referenced meno.
oF a2 - .A
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Incl . ' o . EUGENE J. D'AMBROSIO

as . -7 _ Lieutenant General, LS&
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MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY COMMANDI\’G GENERAL,- MATERIEL
READINESS (DARCOM)

SUBJECT: Continued Congressional Interest in Lehlncton Blue Grass
Army Depot

Ina m-éeting on 12 April of interested members of Congress and their
~ staffs with employees of the L.exington Blue Grass Depot, and
attended by the Deputy ASA(I&L), specific facts were brought out -

" which should be further reviewed. In a follow-on meeting on 13 April
with members of the DA Staff (MFR at Inclosure 1), the DASA(I&L)
recounted events of the meeting with the Members of Congréss and
asked that the questions at Inclosure 2 be reviewed in detail and
answers furnished, ‘ '

- With the condurrence of the DCSLOG representative, the questions
were informally provided to Colonel Fioridori of your staff as advance
"notice of this tasking memorandum. Response should be furnished to
OASA (1& L) who will effect coordination with the DCSLOG.,

-Reql’tlest.you review the questions and provide discussion for each
. question in confirmation, explanation or refutation as appropriate
(MFR should be used to determine context). Further, request the

_ Tesponse be provided by 1200,°19 April 1976, S

o
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& SUBJECT: Continved Congressional Interest in Lhe Closure of the

S . Maintenance Facility, Lexingto Blue Grass Army Depot’

2 L : " e ‘_\' Lt e o Tl » - = s .
T . « Ameceting was held on 13 April, the purpose of which was to discuss the

fallout of a meeting on 12

© " - TCpresen ting the Lexington, E( otucky area. The 13 April me'étiar inc]x ded
s AT E. GCreiner, 3 ) er of OCoiS4, Coloanel Gustalisaon, ODCSLOG,
3 Colunel t=arris n nel Viereck. MNr. Greiner requested that
o " certain infor i Telating to the statements made Guring
.~ the briefinz p members of the Lexincton Blue ss AD
. (LBAD) wotk ing was given to MCs Breckinricge, .
+ ~_ Huddleston s and others. ) ’
The Depot team st aLed tha stabilization wzge rate for the three Army i
S lectrornics c© s Sacramenty D (UA_;-‘ D).2hd Tobyhanna /
AD (TCAD) were: 65 and S14,.50, respect tively. These o
: statistics iadicat f over S5 per hour betwesan L3AD and 544D,
= =Mz, Greinsr e rz=tes were stzbilized apc when he was
. advisad they were e asked if it"were possible that cue to the
- personnel reauactio or for some otha3r reason the LSAD rate ;
—=. bad been ar:ifi at the lower rata; Fucther, he requesied
. > _io learn if th cz in the times that the three wage rates |
= were stabilized. Le three wage rates weare established 'c.aséd“
A on the szame’ me, ‘v;'my is there a $5 variance between gy
:3 = LBAD SAA . - _ 0 £
__ b\uomcl Viereck e:.a]:‘.:zzd t.ov}»‘fr. Greiner that in response to tke allegatioﬁ
e that LBAD was '"the only depot which couvld perform certzin kinds of work",
.. ECOM sent a message to 211 three depots which stated to the efiect that
B because of the injuaction irmposed oad LBAD the assets at that depot could
- not be transshipped for co**l._-letion“of‘the work in the other two depots.
. The work on the assets 2t LBAD must be accomplished at that instzilation
'._ s long as the injunction was in force. Two items requiricg peculiar AT
; - - T : 2t

with Members of Congress and staffs
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e
. matched with the overkead cesis for the same period

ansferred to Tobyhznna. The injuncticn pre¢ ".:ded the timely move-
ment of the test equipment. Mr. Greiner stated that he would like a
copy of the message. s I8 - ' e P

‘1 bcrc appeared to be a question concern ng the increase of workloads’

from E ¥ 45 thzouzh FY @7 The ﬁg\;res snown by, the depot ermnployess
i138iczted a2 workload of 335 million for FY 75, S$68 million for Y, 70
and $30 million for Y 77. Colonei Bunker verified the probable

validity of these figures stating that the AIF worklozad for communications

&nd electronics egu ipr:':er.t 2mounts to $65 million in Z¥ 75, $93.6 rillion
Iin FY 76 a2nd S:O miilion in ¥ 77. Mr. Greiner asked why at this point

{n timie we are uncdergoing zn increase in workloads when we seemingly
planned facilities reduction based on reduced "‘orklﬁad

Overhead figus-es for 2ach of the depots were in cornsiderable variaace.:
b 5 ¥ <

It is extirely probable that the overhead costs were difierent due to the
strengihs of direct npexrsonnel on board 2t the tirne the figures were
develosesd., The qepot I < 0

4
and $1. €2 2rnd 552 2t SA2D and
a
persomnel strengths during the Concise plannin

S
numbexrs, =nd the current personnel stren

The brieling pfesestsad by the deso

effectiveness r:—:tings ior the opts for 74 and 75. While the - 5
‘efficieccy ratings are known to be ratings of the depot with itself at a -
prior point in time,. the effectiveness ratings a2re comparisons between .
-depots. Colorel Viereck suggested that the effectiveness rating system
"wwas relatively new and should not have been available for the 74 time frzme
Mr, Czeiner asked that he be provided the efiectiveness and efficiency

rati £ they were available by fisc P

t red into the record of the injunction
proceedings that 23, 000 oieces of equipment were not overhauled in I'Y 75.
MMrxr, Greiner asked that this figure be verified®
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% ‘Finally, Mr. Greiner reguested that the GAO communication informing
’ the Army of the completion of LBAD zudit and the case study justifica-= .
.- tion folder for LLBAD be forwarded oificially to the House Armed Services
3 Cornmittee. % . . - -
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LEXINGTON-BLUE GRASS ARMY DEPOT

QUESTION NO. 1: Were wage rates fof the three Commel depotg stabilized

. under the same circumstances? If so, why is Sacramento AD more than $5.00
_ per hour higher.than LBART » ", o ™o 10 . miahsl Loeo Hoils g B v walE L AS

DISCUSSION:  The Depot team stated that the stabilization wage Tate for the
three Army electronics depots, ise., LBAD, Sacramento AD (SAAD) znd Tebyhanna
AD (TOAD) were: $13.22, $18.65 and $14.50, respectively. These statistics
indicate a variance of over $5 per hour between LBAD and SAAD. Mr. Greiner
asked if these wage rates were stabilized znd when he was advised they were
stabilized, he asked if it were possible that due to the personnel reduction
anticipated or for some other reason the LBAD rate had been artificially
stabilized at .the leower rate. Further, he rtequested to learn 1f there was

a difference in the times that the three wage rates were stabilized. In event
that the three wage rates were established based on the same information and
time, why is there a $5 variance between LBAD and SAAD?

DARCOM ANSHER: 1. Wage rates for the three Army Electronics Depots were stabiliz

CL 2

under the same guidance and at the same time. The guidance however, grants

each depot the latitude for determining the distribution of Base Operations Costs
to the various programs (F7M, P7S,_etc.) and tenant organizations within the
depot. This is why the table belos showing a comparison of maintenznce rates

for FY 76 does not show a G&A rate for Sacramento. Sacramento identifies their
GSA costs as they zapply to malnten 1anée dlLectly to shep overhead or shop SLgport
OVPIH ad. : E

- The Q5 43. per hour varfance: bptheen LBAD and: SAAD is czused

'uy wage grade pay differences between LBAD and SAAD, the difference in how

overhead costs are distributed by each depot (as mentioned in pardgrcph L
above), and in LBAD's method in accounting for CONCISE costs.

- : is 31.41 per hour greater
than the same rate at LEAD because of wage grade pay differences between the
two depots. :

a., SAAD's average labor rate
-~

b. Overhead cost distributton at LBAD is based on productive
operations, with CONCISE costs and manhour expenditures being reported
separately. During this fiscal year LBAD experienced manyear reductions from
;084 to 433, thereby causing overhead costs to go down. LDBAD's initial =)
eport - (baglnnlng of fiscal year) for stabilized rates stated their composite

ate was $15.45, however, this rate included CONCISE costs.

e T
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QUESTIONS NO. 1L (cont):

. Ba'sed on LBAD's rate computation -the .CONCISE -cost reduced-théir total rate
$2.23 and is not included in the current $13.22 per hour rate.

sioer, Dl v 30 A detdiled tabul atiofTand comparisbi of maifitendnce Tates for FY 76:

Avg Shop Shop ) Total Comp

Labor 0/H _~  Support O/H G&A 0/H Rate
Lexington 7.82  0.48 3.66 - 1.26  5.40 13.22
. Sacramento 9.23. 2.09 7.33 - - 9.42 18.65
*Diff compared o L S | . L
to Lex . +1.41 +1.61  + 3.67 - 1.26 + 4.02 + S.43
Tobybanna o 7.72 0.96 3.97 . 1.50 6.43 _ 14.15
Diff compared h 7 . - - T .
to Lex - 0.10° + 0.48 + 0.31 - 0.24 +1.03 + 0.93
e o m e e \ T - - . e _
u L TReR,
- s e R I N,
) i< ®
. . €= -~
: SRR Y
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- o ) N L B
2




LEXINGTON BLUE-GRASS ARMY DEPOT

-QUESTION'NO"Z There appears to be a build- up in worPIoad from FY 75 thru

o Taam, L

- —FY 77. 1If we originally justified base closure on reduced workload 1n the

out years, what has happened to reallae an, 1ncreaoe7 .- .

DISCUSSION: There appeared to be a question conceTning the increase of
workloads from FY 75 through FY 77. The figures shown by the depot

employees indicated a workload of $35 million for FY 75, $68 million for

FY 76 and $50 million for FY 77. COL Bunker verified the probable validity

of these figures stating that the AIF workload for communications and electronic
equipment amounts to $65 million in FY 75, $93.6 million in FY 76 and $70.4
million in FY 77. Mr. Greiner asked why at this point in time we are undergoing
an increase in workloads when we seemlngly planned facilities reductlon based’

~on reduced workload.

DARCOM ANShEﬁ' a. Depot Malntenance Workload in the electronics area has

increased for the followlng reasons:

1 . The nece551ty to extend the useful life of fielded
equ1pment due to fallure of new equipment contracters to dellver.‘

2 Backlog of unServ1ceab1e -assets due to unfinanced
requlrements in prior years.
t D
3 - Force structure changes.

'« - b. Concerning. the workload flgures in -the abo»e dlscuss1on— those -

:quoted by the depot eﬂployees are not dccurate and appear to ‘répre'sent only

the diréct Army workload. The workload increases in FY 76 and FY 77 were
caused by a need to reduce a backlog of work generated by the factors listed

above.

c. Although there is an increase in workload, it does not justify:
retentlon of three electronic maintenance facilities. )

IKCL 3
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LEXINGTCH-BLUE GRASS ARNY DEPOT

QUESTION NO. 3i " What are the bombaratiye'bﬁefhead'cogﬁs for depot ‘maintenance .
at the three depots? How do these costs compare with the number of personnel

53ton board during CONCISE plannlng, prOJected at the, time COWCISE was. approved
and present? . . . :

DISCUSSION: Overhead figures for each of the depots were in considerable
;ariance. It is entirely probable that the overhead costs were different due
to the strengths of direct personnel on board at the time the figures were
developed. The depot team advised that overhead labor cost of 69¢ at LBAD
ad $1.02 and 85¢ at SAAD ‘and TOAD, respectively had been established.

Mr. Greiner stated that it-might be appropriate to determine the direct
personnel strengths during the CONCISE planning period, the planned CONCISE
_numbers, and the current personnel strengths. These should be then matched
with the overhead costs for the same periods in time.

-~ DARCOM ANSWER: a. COMPARISOV OVERHrAD COSTS FOR DEPOT MAINTENANCE (ACTUAL)

($ in 000)
.. .. ACTUAL O/H COSTS LBAD SAAD - © -TOAD
FY 74 : | _ ' : o
Mission overhead R - 8,527 - 8,128 9,322
GAE L - 2,719 1,835 2,278
TOTAL : 11,246 9,963 11,600
o Total Personnel(Manyears)- 1, 628 .. . 1,232 - -1,685 .-
’ Direct = - 1,261 " 889 .1,2C5°
Indirect - 367 .. 7 343 480
FY 75 : : -
.-Mission Overhead - 7,831 -..9,538 10,392
GAE ' - 3,182 1,732 .. 2,146
TOTAL ' 11,013 - 11,270 . 12,548
Total Personnel(Manyears) 1,494 1,222 1,725
Direct 1,130 . 834 1,227
Indirect 364 388 498
FY 76 (1st half of FY).
Mission Overhead ’ 2,788 -~ 6,581 5,241
GAE ' . ‘1,770 -0- 1,265
.TOTAL . . . . .. . 4,558 - 6,581 - 6,506
_ C0RD
| : [g._ ‘@;
INCL 4 2 53 >
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. .QUESTION NO. 3 (cont):
T DEPOTS o
"ACTUAL O/H COSTS R 4.7Y SAAD - TOAD

'FY 76 -

Total Personnel(Manyears) 548 595 . © 886
- Direct 400 ) 397 . 644
Indirect k 148 - 198 . 242

b. Projected number of Maintenance personnel on board during CONCISE
plannlng conpared to present:

_ - DATE ‘ CONCISE PROJECTED  ACTUAL

. 31 Dec 74 - 1374 ' - 1561
.30 Sep 75 ° : 1234 1149 .

31 Dec 75 874 - o 1034

31 Mar 76 © ' 500 ' ' 969




LEXINGTON BLUE-CRASS. ARMY DEPOT

QUESTION &4:  How does LBAD compare With other depots in efflclency and
i e e ;_:.effact1xene=s7 - (1976 - 1975 statlstlcs) -

""" DISCUSSION: ”Tﬁéaﬁ?iéfiﬂgibféséntéd‘6& the depot employees displayed’
. efficiency and effectiveness ratings for the AMC depots for
74 a2nd 75. While the efficiency ratings are known to be
ratings of the depot with itself at a prior point in time, the
effectiveness ratings are comparisons between depots. '
Colonel Viereck suggested that the effectiveress rating system
-was Telatively new and should not have been available .for the
74 time frame. Mr. Greiner asked that he be provided the
effectiveness and efficiency ratings for the depots for whenever
they were available by fiscal year.

B

DARCOM ANSWER: The relative rankings of Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot (LBAD)
. . 1n comparison with ten other general purpose depots for Fiscal.
P, : Years 1974 and 1975 are as follows:

a. Performance Effectiveness Area  LBAD Nunmerical Order of Tank
C : Among 11 depots:

. .- FY 74 FY 75

Supply........................ﬁ 5 ! C 2
_ ' Malntenance....................P 1T 2
L, e ) ““Personnel ﬁanagement (Incl EEO)- I SR '”:_ 7 -
SUMMARY LEVEL (Above factors N ‘;?En
: welghted) 1. e ‘B\\\ 3
3 -
R .. [ L
- . . iy ~
b. Productivity Area * s - Y= - ;)
N N/ !
Supply..'.cona ----- as s evesesese 5 -.‘5‘_.,./ 2
— .
MaintenanCe..sseeeecoecacoaanns 3 o -2
“Basé-Ope;qtions..{...,.,.A,,ﬁ.; - . 2
. ¢ .. - SIMMARY LEVEL . ' R T |

* See Note On Next Page

INCL 5
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*NOTE:

This atvea formerly was called eff1c1ency but was changed

~ "late in FY 75 when comparlson oL actual performance to DIAES Lo -
".. starndards was .dropped from the S)stem. "It is now a "pure"

productivity trend system which compares productivity at a given

_depot ;n any year.g;th 1ts product1v1cy anchg,base.year of F&.?Z.V -

By . 1ts nature, a product1v1ty trend systen can resuilt. in a: depot O
. Havidg d high producfivity indéx {n & given ‘year bécavse of 'its”

improvement over a telatively low base year, although in comparison
to other depots its "absolute” productivit) level ‘may be lower in -
the current year. This statement 1s not intended to 1mp1y that 5uch
is the case at LBAD
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EEQUIP:N"PT. " Mr. :Creiner’stated that he'would 1like a copy of -ECOM message
oLy referenced in paragraph three of MFR.
A TR T I = Rk - . 245 0%
. DISCUSSION: Para 3 of COL Viereck's MFR as follews: COL 1 lereck explained
“{J.;aﬂj'tvn-y--gfr.td-Hr.fG:einer'thatuiﬁ‘réspohbe'Lo'L“e allera fon’ that, LBAD was *
e I "the only depot whieh could perform certain kinds of work', ECOM
sent a message to all three depots which stated to the effect
. that because of the injunction imposed on LBAD the zassets at thzat
) sl e . depot could not be transshippeifor coiipletion of the work in the
other two depots. 1he WorK ou the assets at LBAD must be
accomplished”at that instzllation as long as the injunction was

‘in force. 1IWo items Tequiring peculiar test equipment are overhzuic
at LBAD: the NSG-4 Fire Distribution System and the AUTOSEVOCAL.

It had been the CONCISE plan that the mission to overhaul these
items and their test equipment would be transferred to Tobyhanna.e
The injunction precluded the timely movement of the test :

Mr. Greiner s T

£1 e
ta tod thdt he would like a copy of the message.

- -

DARCOM CO”“FVTJ. 1. The ECOM messages to the electronics depots 'was an
irnquiry to obtain the maximum production ra

S tes for DM
jtems that are in short supply. The items listed on the
: message to LBAD were Lﬁose located at LBAD. Because they
= . - are located at LBAD and cannot be moved because of the !
court injunction LBAD was requested by mesSsage to provide
production rates. The items listed on the wmesszge to_
; 2 , ) LBAD can also be-repaired at SAAD or TGAD. i g
"ot of At wo . S b . & =

e : = > 2. LBAD does not have any unique capabil

o ity of being the sole
= source for the repair of communications/electronics

! equipment although LBAD 1s currently the source for Tepair

g of many items. This i1s because of the court injunction

) ; which prevents the movement from LBAD to anotheér depo:
= of workload. and reparablie assets with theilr corresponcing
test equipment. If the court injunction is removed all
o of the equipment being mepalred at LBAD will bLe assignec
s - to SAAD or TOAD for re s L1E i8 iy
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The Konorsble Heward Callavay - T T
Secretary of the gy - - - a3 '3 e ; Ly R
Feshingtons Talle ¥ 0% Tarb b ot e o e e e P i
Zoe TN 0Pe e T s X ey YEAR e LTSl onn | R T
Dear Secretary Csllaway: .- -7 - SR i . =5 ST R
Beczuse of cur mutual Interest in a strong defensze posture
Py CA 4 I

ne
in areas thot will
9l

The wlscions to which I refer are unigus o the Lexington
Elue Grass Army Depot and heve world—iide importance as an ian- . -
tegral pzxt of our defense posture and that of cur sllied countries.
This depot bas been designated as the proponent depot for the
design, instzllation, testdng and overhznul =upport of these mis-.
siong. As a result, the engineering @nd technical service exper— -
tise in these missions has been developad solely at LEAD., Permit
me to mention a fewt - - "7 .- ) : } &

2. Primary Technical Control Fecilities :
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our e s p
volce end teletype cepabilities, Oa-site and depot support
is pr*vidﬁd to the satellite terainals by LEAD. As a 1esu1t

of thls migsion, LBAD hzs developed tte only special test
facilitles, methods and spe cifications for overbaul of components
and sub-cystems zesociated with the satellite terzinels. ;
Sp°ﬂia11y trained per;;anel zre dedicated ts the support of this

mission, and are availeble for dispatch on a 24—hoa¢ nJcice.

L]

d. Pefense Cocmunicatlons System Contnge ‘gy SL ti”ﬁB
This Is a =mobile air transportadble cawmunications facility that
provides contingency operation, on a world-wide basis, through
extension of tle Giobal Defense Communication System. The -
capability of the statizn includes oth short and long rang
radlo links to the Defense Cox 111 cations System, a center that
pravides redio =nd telephons circuits to the contingency joint
tacsk force. =% - i - 5

2., :
A pobile comp trriel zécoun iting Lystem mounted 1n - -
two 28-Tfoot = T r vans, the systes coszists of the IBY . - -
360/20 CHJ, a card rezdexr/m muronq cud a3
wultiple wagnetic tapa drly e’a;rJLs and
provides logistical suppo o2 each o ies tactical .
divisions, All protolyping, developing and engineering wITK
hzs bzen performed by Lexingtoa-Blue Gress Army Depot personnel.:
Systems are scheduled for completioa in FY-80., -

. o Automatic Secure Yolce Comsunications Systems ,
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L gai g_l_z.:_qrouc Switching and Zutormatie Ccmxal Ofsi(‘e oS 3
Equipesgh " oo h g, v i e ST S e )
_These facilities, 1.e., AN/TTC-25, AN/TTC-38 znd A.}:/’; 041 ara.
designed for esployuest in a hestile emviroment and will {nter—
face with other existing defense comnunications networks. Special
test eqiipment and personnel expertise heve been q’e:e: ﬁ“-d to :
support this unique miss if*n. T o A : e

h, seile h:)rn‘ar SysLua, A"{ 5”4 & AN/TSQ-3B - et o

on Cys‘te:a de ca't'rn-d to coordinate the f’ir-e of -1+
Hawk air defense wi ssile balterles, This systea
ctisn and . rrr‘“ir g5, &3 uplcj of pogsiﬂl o
on and aut '

g

on with personnel atr ihe u¢;»at, in Kor-:a and

'f.". BSpace Reactor Monito
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March 11, 14, 18, 19 >

2, = 7 fncerely your 5 : ." A E_
g e y John B. Dreckdinridge :
3 & 1a L o 3 ] 1
pl Ll o B il g N 4
3/CHG/1h 3
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Your parxticular concideration of the foportence of the
booe missions In zrriving at a Tinal decfsfon rzgarding the
mp}p'un{u%ion of CONCISE will bLe greatly azppreciated, zs will
ouur stzff's attention to standing eorrespondence 6aLed

=1 s April 8 and


http:Sincere.ly

IREMENT:

LEXIRGTON BLUE-GRASS ARMY DEPQT

. “of : _
Per paragraph 6 /COL Viereck's MFR, Mr. Greiner requested
verificatiou that 23000 pieces-of:electronics equipment, .

.were not overhauled in FY 75.
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At the 12 April 1976 meeting between members of Congress and
four members of the Lexinpgton Blue-Grass Army Depot (LBAD) it
was stated that the Army had entered into the record of the
LBAD injunction proceedingsthat 23000 pieces of electronics

‘equipment were not overhauled in FY 76. Mr. Greiner asked

that this figure be verified.

" ANSWER: 'The 23,000 pieces of egquipment cited are the number of Code

"F'" assets located at LBAD that need to be overhauled and
returned to the supply system. They were planned for overhzaul
in FY 76. However, the National Inventory Control Foint,
Electronics Command has not been able to move these itexs
‘because of the LBAD count injunction. They represent
approximately 340,000 M/Yrs of work and an estimated overhaul
cost of $5.7M. Inasmuch as the FY 76 worklocad assigned to
LBAD is slightly greater than their czpabiiity all of these
~assets need to be moved to SAAD and/or TCAD. 3 :
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