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FORT RITCHIE, MARYLAND 

MARCH 24, 1995 

] I U D  C O ~ S I O ~  : Mr. A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONIER: None 

C O M M I S S I O N :  

D.avid Lyles, Staff Director 
Ed Brown, Army Team Chief 
Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

Cc-1 Deleeation 
Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Congressman Roscoe Bartlett 

5 t e  Delegiltinn 
Lieutenant Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend 
State Assistant Adjutant General - Brigadier General Thomas Baker, Anny National Guard 

J&- 
LTC Dave Powell, Total Army Basing Study (TABS) 
Ms. Theresa Persick, Office of Army Assisstant Chief of Staff- Information Management 
Mr. Jerry King, Army Information Systems Command-Base Realignment and Closure 

EQn_Ritchie 
Brigadier General Frederick Essig, Deputy Director Defense Information Systems Agency - 

Western Hemisphere (DISA WESTHEM), & Commander, Fort Ritci-lie 
Mr. Art Callaham, DISA WESTHEN[ Command Actions Group 
Mr. Raymond Pirrello, Technical Applications Office (TAO) 
Mr. Bob Brooks, 1108th Signal Brigade 
Mr. Glenn Sanders, Information Systems Engineering Command - CONUS 
Mr. Steve Blizzard, hb l i c  Affairs Office 
Major Dilandro, U. S. Army Garrision Fort Ritchie 
LTC Cashiola, Staff Judge Advocate Fort Ritchie 

L l n m m t y  Representatives 
Mr. Lonnie Knickmeier, Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee 
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I 

Provides base operations and real property maintenance for the garrison installation, the w Alternate National Military Command Center Facility Site R, satellite activities, and other 
tenants (including Camp David). 

D O ! :  

Clc~se Fort Ritchie. Relocate the 11 1. lth Signal Battalion and 1108th Signal Brigade to Ft. 
Dewick, MD. Relocate Information Systems Engineering Command elements to Fort 
Huachuca, AZ. 

Z ) D 9 S  JUSTIFICUION FOR ACTI[ON: 

BASOPS for Defense Intelligence Agency and other National Military Command Center 
support elements will be transferred to nearby Fort Detrick, MD. Relocations, collocations 
am1 consolidations allow the elimination of Fort Ritchie's garrison and avoids significant costs 
associated with the continued operatiion and maintenance of support facilities at a small 
installation. Installation closure and activity transfer will : 

maintain operational mission support to geographically unique Sites R and C (Alternate 
National Military Command Center) for the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

capitalize on existing facilities at Site R and C to minimize construction: 
" z  

maintain an active use and contitluous surveillance of Site R and Site C facilities to 
QWp maintain readiness; 

collocate signal units that were previously separated at two different garrisons; 
consolidate major portion of Information Systems Engineering Command-CONUS with 

main headquarters of Information Systems Engineering Command to improve synergy of 
infbrmation system operations; 

provide a direct support East Coast Information Systems Engineering Command field 
element to respond to regional requjrements. 

We conducted a driving tour of the installation. Fort Ritchie is a small rural installation set in 
the Cococtin Mountains on the Maryland / Pennsylvania border. Most of the buildings are 
1930s vintage made of native stone. The installation headquarters, post exchange/commissary , 
fire station, computer training center and Technical Applications Office buildings are either 
relLatively new (within past 5-6 years), or recently renovated. Installation family housing 
comprises approximately 340 sets of quarters over twenty years old. The computer training 
center houses a video teleconference (VTC) facility linked with the unclassified DOD network. 

The DISA Regional Control Center provides integrated control of DISA's sixteen mega-center 
infrastructure, applications and data management. The center has fiber-optic and microwave 

) connections that allow visibility over DOD's CONUS distributive communications data 
centers. They perform trend analysis and fault identification over CONUS management 
da.tabase links. The Regional Contl-01 Center will relocate if Fort Ritchie is closed. 



Site R is the Alternate National Military Command Center. Site C, operationally aligned with 
1 Site R, provides Site R with a mobile satellite terminal designed to provide jam-resistant, 

secure communications. Support to lboth sites will continue regardless of Fort Ritchie's status. w 
KE-: 

DISA strength figures were not included in the cost analysis. During initial Army data calls 
DISA was not formally established, and Army anticipated its relocation under force structure 
rules. Consequently, DISA relocation was not costed. The same rationale was applied to the 
Regional Control Center; thus, its reconstitution was not costed. Net effect; underestimated 
personnel relocation, military constn~ction, and family housing construction costs. 

Critical support to Site R provided b:y Fort Ritchie garrison was not included in the relocation 
strength figures moved to Fort Detrick, MD. The garrison Unit Identification Code (UIC), 
with assigned personnel was eliminai~ed in the detailed cost analysis. Site R's military police 
security organization and facility engineer functions are part of the garrison UIC. Effect was 
0ve:restimating personnel relocation savings. 

Savings from closing family housing at Fort Ritchie was apparently overstated by a factor of 
ten. The number of on-post family housing used in the cost model included unaccompanied 
barracks space. Thus, annual  saving,^ from terminating family housing was estimated at 
approximately $23 million per year. Actual costs approach $3 million per year. 

3 
& A newly-completed National Guard Armory had escaped the data calls detailing Reserve 

Coinponent property. The armory receives select base operations support from Fort Ritchie. 

C O W T Y  CONCERNS RAISER: 

The community was represented by the Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee (FORMAC). 
They raised the issues listed above. The FORMAC also described a potential environmental 
conicern for insufficient water at Fon: Huachuca, AZ. The committee further noted increased 
operational costs to relocated units serving their East Coast customers. Lastly, they 
highlighted the economic impact on rhe local area that will result from base closure. 

B E Q U E s T s F O R S T A F F A S T  OF VISIT: 

Pursue resolution of the apparent cost estimate inaccuracies with Army (TABS). 
Query DOD on their acceptance of degraded reaction time to Site R from Fort Detrick 

(security force reaction, fire-fighting back-up, and facility engineer trouble-shooting teams). 
Determine if presence of the National Guard Armory will require modification to the DOD 

reo~mmendation in order for it to continue after Commission action. 
Work with FORMAC representatives on the specifics of their concerns. 
Follow-up the staff request for data on Fort Ritchie civilian employees by zipcode to 

properly analyze the economic impact of DOD's closure recommendation. 

Rick BrownlArmy T e d  (703) 696-0504 ext 197 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

l?ORT PICKETT, VA 

28 MARCH 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 

U;COMPANMNG COMMISSIOPER: 

None 

Mr. Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 
Mr. Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst . 

A' LIST OF ATTENDEES: w 
Senator John W. Warner 
Senator Charles S. Robb 
Representative Norman Sisisky 
Representative L.F. Payne 
Governor George Allen 
Secretary Robert Skunda, Virginia 

Department of Commerce 
Dr. James Harris, Mayor of Blackstone 
Dr. John Cabin, Southside Commwiity 

College, Fort Pickett 

Colonel James H. Allen, Post Commander 
Mr. Jim Caul, Post BRAC Transition Chief 
LTC Harry L. Bryan, Jr., Army National 

Guard Analyst, The Army Basing Study 
Mr. Asher Weaver, Range Operations Officer 
CSM Steven M. Foust, Post Sergeant Major 
COL Larry R. Fulbright, U.S. Army (Retired) 
General Sam Wilson, U.S. Army (Retired) 
COL Charles J. Williams, Jr., U.S. Army (Retired), 

Fort Pickett Support Group 

B A A  ION: 

Regional training center that suppo:rts active Army and Reserve Components and other 
Department of Defense activities. 

Close Fort Pickett, except minimurn essential training areas and facilities as an enclave for the 
pi Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum Training Facility to Fort Dix, NJ. 



; DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

W The: Army has reduced its active and reserve forces considerably and must reduce excess 
infrastructure to meet future needs. Fort Pickett is very low in military value compared to other 
major training area installations, and Ilas virtually no active component tenants. Annual training 
for reserve component units can easily be conducted at other posts such as Forts Bragg, A.P. Hill, 
and, Camp Dawson. 

WflN FACILITIES REVIEWED; 

Media Center (Bldg 3 lo), Mobilization and Training Building (Bldg 3 16), Virginia Army 
National Guard Mobilization and Training Equipment Site, Central Wash Facility, Pesticide 
Building and Railhead, United States Army Reserve Center, Equipment Concentration Site #88, 
FOI-ces Command Petroleum Training; Module, Pickett House, Direct Support/General Support 
Maintenance Area, Recycling Operations, Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT)/MOUT 
As:sault Course, Water Treatment Plant, Waste Water Treatment Facility, Peregory Brigade 
Complex, Annual Training Area, and Blackstone Army Airfield. 

Commissioner Cox held a fifteen-minute press availability with members of the Virginia 
Congressional Delegation, followed by a working Iunch and community support group 
presentation in "Mitchell's" contractr:d Community Club on post. 

--3 
wr KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Dclring an interesting tour of facilities and several informative presentations by base personnel, 
e1e:cted officials, and community leaders, the following key issues were raised: 

Installation Budget & Cost Savings--More analysis of some factors which may not have been 
taken into account merit further study to see if they affect potential cost savings. Examples 
include a possible future transfer of the Water Treatment Plant and Waste Water Treatment 
Facility to a regional authority, environmental funding, increased federal funding for National 
Guard/Reserve operation of enclaves, and additional costs that may occu if forces (any 
component) have to travel further to train elsewhere. 

Training Area Availability--A review of other regional training area installations' capacities 
and capabilities seems warranted to determine if there will be enough land to handle the 
maneuver, impact area, and drop zone requirements for all components of all services which use 
Fort Pickett, should its training areas be closed. One speaker observed that Fort Bragg (1 60-170 
miles from Fort Pickett) was having difficulty handling its own forces' training needs due to the 
restrictions imposed to protect the red-cockaded woodpecker, and that the Army wanted to obtain 
1010,000 more acres for training there. 

Nearest Railhead--The Army has corrected the error in their analysis which listed the nearest i railhead as 9 miles away. In fact, two railheads are on main post and a third is by the airfield. 



i Joint Usage of Fort Pickett--The U.S. Navy has stationed a detachment of 14 personnel at Fort 
Pickett. Several additional active component units have conducted training at Fort Pickett, 
primarily fiom Fort Bragg and Camp Lejeune, increasing active component training by Army, 
Navy, Marine, and Air Force units to i~pproximately one-third of all personnel who trained there 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Over 3,600 civilian law enforcement personnel also utilized training ranges 
and facilities. It may be useful to seek a more definitive position on useage from the other 
senrices, and to review scheduling condlicts and alternative training sites in event of closure. 
Alternative cost savings obtained froni increased joint service usage of Fort Pickett, rather than at 
other ranges and training areas more distant from Navy, Marine, and Air Force units' home 
stations, is worth examination. 

Enl:lave(s) and Future Funding--Relevant questions exist about the specific details of the 
definition of "enclave", whether the answers meet the training and readiness needs of the Reserve 
Components, and how the enclave(s) will be funded, all of which require resolution. 

Economic Impact--Fort Pickett is the largest single employer for the Nottaway and Lunenberg 
county area. The standard MSA useti by DoD, based on the 1992 Census Data, for Fort Pickett 
was the Nottaway-Dinwiddie County MSA. Few Fort Pickett employees live in Dinwiddie; 
many do reside in Lunenberg, hence the economic impact by county is different than forecast. 
The community group also claims a total job loss figure more than twice as high as DoD (840 
vice 362), but without a detailed ana1:ysis. 

Military Value--local citizens do appear to genuinely support the retention of Fort Pickett. 

U:OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A IUCSULT OF VISIT: 

Determine the costs for a company-size Reserve Component unit to operate and maintain a 
Reserve Component enclave at Fort Pickett. 

Determine the cost savings if the operation and maintenance of the Water Treatment Plant 
were transferred to the town of Blackstone, and Fort Pickett then purchased its water. 

Ascertain whether the $30 thousand annual Fish and Wildlife appropriation would continue if 
Fort Pickett closed. 

Identify which National Guard artdlor Reserve units would still maintain their equipment at 
Fort Pickett and continue to conduct training there following closure. 

Determine how the National Guard Bureau and U.S. Army Reserve Command decide how or 
if to fund the enclave for Reserve Component training. ' Request a classified briefing by Special Operations Command on Navy SEAL and other 

'w special operations training conducted on Fort Pickett or the surrounding area. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

CHARLES M. PRICE SUPPORT CENTER 

28 MARCH 1995 

U A D  COMMISSIONER: 

Lee Kling 

A,CCOMPANYING COMM - ISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

'Michael Kennedy, Army Team 
Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

" ) Representative Jerry Costello 
b' LTC Mike Sloane, Commander 

James Redwine, Deputy Commallder 
Susan Smith- Mueller, Director of Public Works 
Janice Cook, Housing Manager 
Vicki Cotton, Budget Manager 
Michelle Smith, Logistics Manager 
Bob Hunt, Public Affairs Officer, ATCOM 
ShelIey Feltmeyer, Office of Protocol, ATCOM 
Jack Griffith, Director, Leadership Council Southwestern Illinois 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSIOM_: 

Provide administrative, logistics, and quality of life services to DOD agencies within the St. 
Louis area. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Charles M. Price Support Center, except a small reserve enclave and a storage area. 



j DQD JUSTIFICATION: 

(CI Charles M. Price Support Center has a low military value compared to similar installations, and 
its tenants can easily relocate. This recommendation is related to the Army's recommendation to 
relocate Aviation and Troop Command from St. Louis to other locations. A reduction in the 
Army's presence in this area warrants a corresponding reduction in the Charles M. Price Support 
Center. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The Commission staff drove past the family housing units, 100 were constructed in 1989 -1990, 
' and 64 during the 1950's. In addition, we drove past 2 general officer quarters that were built in 

1990. We then drove past a 52 person barracks which just had been renovated. Next to the 
renovated building was another barracks undergoing renovation, but the base received a stop 
work order on March 28, 1995. 

The next stop was the enclosed warehouse space. The Commission staff went inside building 
lane which stores equipment and supplies for the Fifth Army reserve units. The material was 
stacked which made efficient use of the space. The second warehouse stored spare parts for the 
Navy, but it was not stacked, so the space was not efficiently utilized. The warehouse foreman 
stated he has requested fimds from the Navy to install racks, but has never received any funds. 

L) The tour continued past the covered warehouse space which included the part of the Defense 
Logistics Agency Strategic Stockpile, the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service stock, 
and Navy liquid nitrogen tanks. The tour then passed an open storage area for trucks belonging 
to the Illinois National Guard. Finally, we passed an open storage area at the south end of the 
post where the majority of the strategic stockpile is stored. 

The tour continued by driving past a 21 acre parcel that had been given to the Coast Guard for a 
new headquarters' and maintenance facility. The last facilities observed were a nine hole golf 
course, and the commissary/post: exchange which had been renovated in 1994. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

The following issues were identified. 

Reserve Enclave--The Commander did not know which areas on the Price Support Center 
were designated as the reserve  enclave or the storage site. Thus, he did not how much base 
operations support would be required to support the recommendation. 

Mission Support -The Price Support Center supports other military services and DoD 
organizations, and not just the Aviation and Troop Command. The mission for all the non- 
ATCOM personnel and organjzations will remain in St. Louis if Price is closed, but the Army 

) recommendation does not address how the mission will be performed. 

Y 



Clost Avoidance--The storage facili~ties provide significant cost savings/avoidance to other 
DoD elements. Under Inter-service support agreements, the tenants reimburse the Price Center 
approximately $1 million per year for space that would cost $9 million on the commercial 
market. 

Q)MMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Mission Support --The Aviation and Troop Command is not the primary user of the Price 
Center. ATCOM constitutes only 17 percent of the family housing, 4 percent of the 
transportation services, 21 percent of'the administrative space, .1 percent of the enclosed 
warehouse space and none of the covered or open warehouse space. 

There is a waiting list of DoD organizations who want to obtain space at Price. The Navy wants 
to move the tooling for the F-14, EA-6B, and the AV-8B to Price, which would save the Navy $1 
million over other options being considered. In addition, the Defense Contract Management 
Command has requested space for 180 personnel. 

SavingsICosts Discrepancy--The savings are overstated because the Army did not include 
ccrsts for housing allowances for the personnel remaining in the St. Louis area. The costs are 
understated because the Army did not include tenant relocation costs. These include the costs to 
move the equipment and supplies from Price to a new lopation, and possibly the costs to lease or 
build new warehouses if DOD space is not available. 

Quality of Life--The quality of life for the personnel remaining in the area would decline 
because the fitness center, exchange, and community activities would be closed. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A KESULT OF VISIT: - 

Determine which facilities comprise the reserve enclave and storage areas, and the extent of 
base operations required. 

Determine the costs to relocate the tenant organizations. 

Add the housing allowance costs into COBRA for personnel remaining in St. Louis area. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISS - IONER: 

Senator Alan J. Dixon 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSICbNER: 

None 

Q3MMISSION STAFF: 

Diivid Lyles, Staff Director 
Wade Nelson, Director of Communications 
J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

]LI[ST OF ATTENDEES: 

L'TC Roy E. Johnson, installation cc~rnrnander 
Mr. Stephen M. Absolom, public works director 
Mr. Jeny Whitaker, public affairs officer 
M.r. James Kane, regional director, Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Receive, store, issue, maintain and clemilitarize conventional munitions; receive, store, and issue 
general supplies, including hazardous materials and prepositioned reserve stocks. 

Close Seneca. 
Retain an enclave for the storage of hazardous material and ores. 

S:ECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

Army concentration of stocks in. "tiered" depots allows Seneca to be operated solely as a 
storage site, reducing manpowe~r and infrastructure expense. 



m4IN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 
WV 

Airfield, special weapons storage area, former troop area, post housing and recreational facilities, 
frri.ng ranges. 

m?Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Seneca is the only East Coast ammunition base with a C-5 capable runway inside the 
perimeter. Aircraft can fly fiom Seneca direct to Europe or Southwest Asia; Seneca has the 
capacity to take weapons fiom storage to Air Force pallets, onto K-loaders and into C-5s, all 
on post. Only Sierra AD also ha:; this capability. 

Principal criterion for Tier 1 facilities is ability provide stocks to troops in first 30 days of a 
conflict. Because of secure rapid1 deployment capability, Seneca contends it should be a Tier 
1 base. 

Cost of operating storage facilities in tiering study was evaluated on per man-hour basis. 
Seneca suggests this does not reward efficiency of operation, nor accurately capture 
operations costs. Using the cost per short ton moved would be a better measure, and reflect 

pw: 

, i  
Seneca's operational efficiency. 

QIIW Seneca received no credit for its existing missile maintenance facility; indeed, tiering study 
stated they had none. 

Seneca has (on own initiative) converted two general warehouses to small arms warehouses, 
each the equivalent of 135 ig100!j, but with quicker, more efficient access. They received no 
igloo-equivalent credit for this storage in tiering study. 

High utilization of current amm~mition storage capacity nationwide (due to Europe and 

Desert Storm retrograde) means there's nowhere for stocks fiom installations proposed for 
closure to go. 

Seneca suggests that existing special weapons storage facilities could be ideal for storage of 
high-value conventional stocks ("smart" weapons). 

Former troop area ready to house a military unit; they'd like a transportation unit. Barracks, 
chapel, recreation facilities mothballed; can be ready in 90 days. 

C 0 M MUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No community briefing was pre,sented. 



'C4 
Water and sewer services for the surrounding community are provided by Seneca, and the 
local electrical substation is on-post. 

.REOUIESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT; 

Validate issues regarding tiering study. 

Determine whether AMC has a redistribution plan for ammunition from facilities proposed 
for closure. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA 

5 April 1995 

COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
Deirdre Nurre, Environmental Analyst, Interagency Issues Team 

LJST OF ATTENDEES: 

---'I 
IdG Alfonso E. Lenhardt, Commander, US Army Chemical and Military Police Centers 
COL Peter D. Hoffman, Chief of Staff, US Army Chemical and Military Police Centers 
COL J. Harold Mashburn, Assistarkt Commandant, US Army Chemical School 
(30L David W. Foley, Assistant Commandant, US Army Military Police School 
Ivlr. Ray Minter, District Administrative Assistant to Congressman Browder 
!Mr. Rick Zehrer, Defense Liaison, Governor's Office, State of Alabama 
Mr. Gerald Powell, Chairman, Military Affairs Committee 

-CURRENT MISSION: 

Fort McClellan is a Joint Training Center with three schools that train Army, Marine, Air Force, 
Navy, or other Federal personnel: the U.S. Army Chemical School, U.S. Army Military Police 
School, and the DoD Polygraph Institute. All Army chemical and military police One Station 
Unit Training is conducted at McClellan. It is also the site of the nation's only Chemical 
Defense Training Facility. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort McClellan. Move Chemical and Military Police Schools and Chemical Defense 
Training Facility to Fort Leonard Wood, iviissouri. Move DoD Po1ygrai;h Institute to Fort 

, Jackson, South Carolina. Retain reserve component enclave and facilities essential to chemical 
3 demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. License Pelham Range to Alabama Army 

1(1 p National Guard. 



' &D JUSTIFICATION: 

w Collocation of Army Chemical, Engineer, and Military Police schools at Fort Leonard Wood 
cre:ates useful synergy and economic:;. ROI is six years. 

Overflight of entire fort and Anniston Army Depot, 39th Adjutant General Battalion, US Army 
Chemical School, Military Operatioris in Urban Terrain Training Site, Chemical Defense 
Training Facility, Decontamination Apparatus Training Facility, Tactical Clearing Center, and 
US Army Training Brigade. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Remain as stated in 22 March base visit conducted by GEN Davis (see attached). 

QqSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED: 

Remain as stated in 22 March base visit conducted by GEN Davis (see attached). 

Remain as stated in 22 March base visit conducted by GEN Davis (see attached) with the 
following additions. 

Development of doctrine, equipment, and organizations will suffer since the Training and 
Doctrine Command decision briefing upon which the recommendation is based envisions a 
school general officer comrnan'dant with engineer, chemical, and military police colonel 
divisions chiefs rather than having three separate general officer school commandants under a 
center commander. 

Costs for replicating the CDTF' at Fort Leonard Wood are understated by at least 100 percent. 

Costs for remediating existing CDTF site at Fort McClellan are ignored. 

Costs for relocating and facilitizing the DoD Polygraph Institute at Fort Jackson have been 
ignored. 

Increases in CHAMPUS costs have been understated. 

The Army's proposed schedule for construction is not realistic compared to that for the 
existing CDTF. 

i 
QDfi 



-- 

- 'I The Army has applied for only one of four permits required for relocation of the Chemical 
School-one for construction of tht: CDTF-and it is "amateurism" with misspellings and 

Uv hand-drawn schematics. 

The Army has not applied for perrnits to operate the CDTF or conduct smoke operations. 

The ability to conduct smoke operations at Fort Leonard Wood using infra-red smoke is 
questioned. 

The ability to conduct static, mobile, and field training exercise smoke training at Fort 
Leonard Wood will be dramatically reduced. 

The Army has not defined or costed the support required for the chemical weapons disposal 
program at Anniston Army Depot.. 

Permits for construction of chemical weapons disposal facilities at Pine BIuff Arsenal, AR 
and Umatilla Army Depot, OR are being held-up pending the outcome at Anniston Army 
Depot. 

The Biological Defense Program will be delayed from 2 to 5 years at three times the cost if 
transferred to Fort Leonard Wood. 

Obtain a copy of the Training and Doctrine Command decision briefing. 

Obtain copies of the permits the Army has submitted to Missouri. 

Determine the authority of Missouri to rescind permits once issued. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT LEE, VA 

APRIL 5,1995 

XXAD COMMISSIONER: 

Staff Visit 

,4 CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lewis 

LI ST OF ATTENDEES: 

Fort Lee: 
MG Thomas Robison, CG, USACASCOM w' COL Bates, CDR, 23D BDE 
COL Matthews, CDR, 49TH GP. 

Kenner Army Community Hospital: 
COL Baker, Commander 
LTC Wheeler, Deputy Commander for Administration. 

Local and national officials: 
Representative Robert Scott 
Representative Norman Sisisky 
Mr. Dennis Morris, Crater District Planning Commission 
MG(RET) William Hunzeker, Crater District Planning Commission 
Mr. Larry Fulbright, Crater District Planning Commission 

Fort Lee is the home of the U S. Army Combined Arms Support Command which provides 
command and support to the garrison, the Quartermaster Center and School, the Army Logistics 
Management College, and other Combat Service Support schools sited at other installations. 
Various deployable Forces Command units, including the 49th Quartermaster Group are also 

) sited at Fort Lee. Fort Lee is home to the Defense Commissary Agency, U.S. Army Information 

qw Systems Software Development Center-Lee, and 2 1 other tenants. 



u3 -RIECOMMENJ)ATION: 

w Realign Fort Lee by reducing Kenner Army Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient activity. 

QiQD JUSTIFICATION: 

Eliminates excess medical treatment capacity. Inpatient care available at other nearby military 
nledical activities and through the Clivilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services. The Medical Joint Cross Service Group suggested this realignment. 

JdAIN FACILITIES REVIEWEB: 

Kenner Army Cornmunj ty Hospital 

KEY ISSUES IDRNTIFIED: 

Too few staff will remain after realignment to perform all functions of a "super clinic." 
Loss of support for Fort Lee training missions, including Advanced Individual Training. 
Delays in medical discharge processing. 

,' 1 4 1 S E D :  

wi Distance to other military hospitals. 
Many other military hospitals had lower functional value scores. 
Access to health care services for retirees. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A-: 

Identify users of Kenner ACI-1 by beneficiary type and geographic area. 
Identify Army and/or Health Affairs guidance on clinic staffing. 

David LewisIArmy T e d 2 4  April 1995 





DRAFT 

BASE VISIT REPORT 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 

6 APRIL, 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: - 

Chairman Dixon 

A.CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: - 

C:ommissioner Cornella 
C:ommissioner Kling 

(:OMMISSION STAFF: 

Ilavid Lyles, Staff Director 
13en Borden, Director of Review arid Analysis 
13ob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
Liz King, Counsel 
Bob Miller, Army Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

COL Hall, CDR, Red River Army Depot 
LTC Knapper, CDR, Defense Depot Red River 
Congressman Jim Chapman 
MG Claude B. Donovan, USA (Ret), 
Bob Barnes, Westinghouse Electric Corporation 

Store and maintain general supplies and ammunition; maintain and overhaul combat vehicles 
(Bradley Fighting Vehicle Systern, MI 13 Armored Personnel Vehicle Series, Multiple Launch 
Rocket System, Fire Support Team Vehicle, Armored Combat Earthmover, Reverse Osmosis 

DRAFT 
qr 
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DRAFT 

Water Purification Unit); remanufacture of roadwheels, trackshoes, tires; and depot-level 
maintenance of ammunition. 

Close Red River Army Depot. Transfer ammo storage, intern training facility, and civilian 
training education to Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant. Transfer light combat vehicle 
maintenance to Anniston Army Depot, AL. Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone 
Star. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUS-: 

Ciround maintenance depot capacity exceeds requirements. Red River cannot assume Anniston 
ca Letterkenny missions without miijor construction. Available capacity at Anniston and 
l'obyhanna make realignment of Red River most logical. Consistent with recommendations of 
Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance. 

]MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

wi Red River Army Maintenance Depot 
Defense Depot Red River. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Key issue in this recommendation is whether reduction to a single Army ground maintenance 
depot supports Army depot requirements. 

What happens to the Missile Recertification Office? 

Is there sufficient BASOPS support for the enclaving of the Rubber Production Facility and Lone 
Star Army Ammunition Plant? 

Major community concern is the impact on the local economy. Closing Red River Army Depot 
will result in the loss of 2887 direct and an estimated 2753 indirect jobs (total 5654). This is 
9.5% of the MSA labor force. C:ommunity forecasts 2 1.7% unemployment rate should depot 
close. 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

Congressman Chapman quoted the L& & ns De ot ai 
99, in stating that the Army workload supports 1.75 depots. He recommended retention of two -. 
most efficient depots. 

Congressman Chapman presented a letter from United Defense proposing establishment of a 
partnership between United Defense: and Red River A m y  Depot. He also presented a letter from 
Vice President A1 Gore in recognition of Red River Army Depot's outstanding performance. 

Congressman Chapman raised concerns that some requirements were not considered. These 
iricluded supply and storage to support rubber production facility, tenant support of enclaved and 
other operations, non-appropriated Fund accounting office, and missile recertification office. 

Red River is recent winner of 1995 Federal Quality Improvement Prototype Award and 
recognized as a quality depot by Vice President Gore and several organizations/publications. 

liecommendations for closure of Red River Army Depot and Defense Depot, Red River, are 
separate. The community requested that they be combined to give a single analysis of the entire 

(rri 
complex. 

RE O U S T S  E FORSULT OF VISIT: 

Conduct a staff visit to Anniston Army Depot to determine capability to receive workload. 

DRAFT 

3 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 

6 APRIL, 1995 

Chainnan Dixon 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSJONERS: 

Commissioner Cornella 
Commissioner Kling 

5 
1 1 4  David Lyles, Staff Director 

Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 
Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
Liz b g ,  Counsel 
Bob Miller, Army Team Analyst 

COL Hall, CDR, Red River Arrny Depot 
LTC Knapper, CDR, Defense Depot Red River 
Congressman Jim Chapman 
MG Claude B. Donovan, USA (Ret), 
Bob Barnes, Westinghouse Electric Corporation 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Store and maintain general supplies and ammunition; maintain and overhaul combat vehicles 
(Bradley Fighting Vehicle System, MI13 Armored Personnel Vehicle Series, Multiple Launch 
Rocket System, Fire Support Team Vehicle, Annored Combat Earthmover, Reverse Osmosis 



w 
Water Purification Unit); remanufacture of roadwheels, trackshoes, tires; and depot-level 
maintenance of ammunition. 

Close Red River Army Depot. Tr'msfer ammo storage, intern training facility, and civilian 
training education to Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant. Transfer light combat vehicle 
maintenance to Anniston Army Depot, AL. Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone 
Star. 

Ground maintenance depot capacity exceeds requirements. Red River cannot assume Anniston 
or Letterkenny missions without rnajor construction. Available capacity at Anniston and 
Tobyhanna make realignment of Red River most logical. Consistent with recommendations of 
Joint Cross-Service Group for Deipot Maintenance. 

Red River Army Maintenance Depot 
Defense Depot Red River. 

Key issue in this recommendation is whether reduction to a single A m y  ground maintenance 
depot supports Army depot requirements. 

What happens to the Missile Recertification Office? 

Is there sufficient BASOPS support for the enclaving of the Rubber Production Facility and Lone 
Star Army Ammunition Plant? 

Major community concern is the impact on the local economy. Closing Red River Army Depot 
will result in the loss of 2887 direct and an estimated 2753 indirect jobs (total 5654). This is 
9.5% of the MSA labor force. Community forecasts 21.7% unemployment rate should depot 
close. 



w C:ongressman Chapman quoted the Defense Depot M&&mmce Courzl;ilB_rrsiness P h .  FY 95- 
29, in stating that the Army workload supports 1.75 depots. He recommended retention of two 
most efficient depots. 

Clongressman Chapman presented a letter from United Defense proposing establishment of a 
partnership between United Defense and Red River Army Depot. He also presented a letter from 
\rice President A1 Gore in recognition of Red River Army Depot's outstanding performance. 

C:ongressman Chapman raised concerns that some requirements were not considered. These 
i:ncluded supply and storage to support rubber production facility, tenant support of enclaved and 
other operations, non-appropriated fhd accounting office, and missile recertification ofice. 

Red River is recent winner of 1995 Federal Quality Improvement Prototype Award and 
recognized as a quality depot by Viice President Gore and several organizations/publications. 

Itecomrnendations for closure of Red River Army Depot and Defense Depot, Red River, are 
separate. The community requested that they be combined to give a single analysis of the entire 
c:omplex. 

wvr 
IW OU E STS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Conduct a staff visit to Anniston A m y  Depot to determine capability to receive workload. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT INDIANTOWN GAP, PA 

APRIL 10,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None ' 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

Representative George W. Gekas 
MG Gerald T. Sajer, Pennsylvania Adjutant General 
Maj Gen Frank H. Smoker, Jr., U.S. Air Force (Retired) 
LTC Thomas Banasik, Garrison Commander 
LTC Steve Trinkl, Deputy Commander 
LTC David Cook, U.S. Army (Retired), Lebanon Valley Chamber of Commerce 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Support active Army and Reserve Component training. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort Indiantown Gap, except minimum essential facilities as a Reserve Component 
enclave. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

The Army has significantly reduced its active and reserve forces and must reduce excess 
infrastructure to meet future requirements. Fort lndiantown Gap is low in military value 
compared to other major training area installations, and has virtually no Active Conlponent 

i 
tenants. Annual training for Reserve Component units can be conducted at other installations in 

.i the region, including Forts Dix, A.P. Hill, and Drum. 



Garrison Headquarters, Community Club, U.S. Army Readiness Region I Headquarters, Region I 
NCO Academy, Regional Training Site-Medical, Eastern Army National Guard Aviation 
Training Site, United States Property and Fiscal Office, Combined Direct Support/General 
Support Maintenance Shop-East, Muir Army National Guard Airfield, Pennsylvania Army 
National Guard Unit Training and Equipment Site, U.S. Army Reserve Equipment Concentration 
S lte, Small Arms Ranges, Tank Table VIII Range, Army Aviation Support Facility and 
Helicopter Flight Simulators, and the Air to Ground Range. 

Clommissioner Cornella received briefings from MG Sajer, LTC Banasik, and other personnel 
who worked at Fort Indiantown Gap. He had the opportunity to meet and to hear the views of 
llocal community members, and conducted a ten-minute press availability prior to his departure. 

(Costs and Savings Data--Pennsylvania Army National Guard officials provided cost factors and 
savings projections which result in a different analysis than that of the The Army Basing Study's 
COBRA analysis. The cost of the Reserve Component enclave is not included in the Army's 
report to DoD, and if the National Guard Bureau absorbed the entire costs of running the enclave, 
they believe there would be minimum or no savings to the federal government. 

W#@ Ranges and Maneuver Training Acres--The COBRA analysis does not include data that would 
credit the installation with a new Tank Table VIII live-fire range, a Remote Electronic Target 
System (RETS) range to be constructed next fall, or the 71 0 square miles of land currently used 
for aviation tactical training under a letter of agreement with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Bureau of Land Management. The increased weight given by the Army to the amount of acres 
available for training was also questioned, with larger training areas scoring higher for land that 
they might not need. 

Training UtiIization--Concern was expressed that Fort lndiantown Gap was perceived as only a 

part-time training facility with few Reserve Component soldiers training there except for peak 
Annual Training periods in the summer months. 

Training and Readiness--State National Guard leaders are concerned about potential adverse 
effects on the training and readiness of National Guard and U.S. Army Reserve units if Fort 
Indiantown Gap is closed, believing that the State would not provide funding to continue running 
the installation. Training time may decrease and transportation costs may increase if some units 
must train elsewhere. 

Lease Requirements--The current lease of the installation's land by the Army requires a one- 
year notice to the state before termination and requires the land be "returned to a safe condition". 

Enclave Size--The training load, number of new facilities, and post configuration indicate an 
v ~ l l ~  "enclave" of Fort Indiantown Gap would necessarily be virtually the entire installation. 



w MSA Impact on Unemployment--Citizens are concerned over potential job losses, and pointed 
orit that the Department of Labor's MSA consisting of Lebanon, Dauphin, and Curnberland 
Counties skews the potential unemployment rate. Cumberland County has approximately 5% of 
Fort Indiantown Gap's employees, yet Schuykill County (with the highest unemployment rate 
among the four-county area), has over 25% of the post's workforce and is not counted in the 
bf SA. 

C:ommunity Relations--Generally excellent Military-Community relationship and tradition of 
mutual support would be missed by most citizens if Fort Indiantown Gap closes. 

SULT OF VISIT: 

Obtain The Army Basing Study's (TABS) review and written comments concerning the 
contents of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard reviews (dated 4 and 10 April 1995) of 
the TABS Analysis of Fort Indiantown Gap costs and savings. 

Determine which specific reserve component units would continue to train at Fort Indiantown 
Gap if it is closed and only an enclave remains. 

" ) Request TABS to identi@, in agreement with the National Guard Bureau and U. S. Army 
Reserve Command, which reserve component units currently conducting Annual Training at 
Fort Indiantown Gap would have to go elsewhere, including where they would go and what 
additional costs may be incurred. 

Determine what the actual civilian payroll is for various components of the civilian 
workforce at Fort Indiantown Gap. (The Commission has been presented with at least five 
different figures. TABS established the amount as $1 1.2 million using the COBRA model; 
the Pennsylvania National Guard briefed that the actual FY 1993 amount was only $6.4 
million; but, some of the same personnel later briefed that the economic impact of closing 
would result in direct "payroll salary losses" of "$67 million", and at the end of the visit a 
figure of "over $1 20 million" was stated). 

Obtain the National Guard and U. S. Army Reserve's concept of enclaves for Fort 
Indiantown Gap if the recommendation for closure is adopted. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

11 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION S T m I :  

J.J. Gertler, Senior Analyst 

> LI -5: 

Rep. Lane Evans 
State Rep. I. Ronald Lawfer 
MAJ James Sisk, installation commander 
Mr. William Emst, acting director, U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and School 
(USADACS) 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Receive, store, and issue conventional ammunition and critical strategic material; Technical 
Center for Explosives Safety; IJS Army Defense Ammunition Center and School. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Savanna Army Depot Activity. Relocate the United States Army Defense Ammunition 
Center and School to McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. 

A m y  move to "tiered" depots allows Savanna to be operated solely as a storage site until closure 
in 200 1, reducing manpower and infrastructure expense. Relocation of Ammunition School to 

; McAlester allows training in live ammunition production and storage facility. 

'W 



w 
. USADACS Engineering Center, USADACS Function Test Facility, USADACS campus, general 

supply warehouse 

Savanna has no EPA permit for explosive demilitarization, but know they need one. 

The base has 75 NPL cleanup sites, in part because the base dates from 1917. The worst 
problems are fomer demil facilities (where liquefied explosives were poured into the 
ground) and unexploded ordnance, some as deep as 15 feet, due to the storage area having 
formerly been an artillery range. 

The COBRA says McAlester needs $21M in MILCON to accommodate USADACS, but the 
school believes that many of the proposed renovations are unsuitable. About $5M of the 
proposed renovations meet with their approval; they want new construction instead of 
renovation for the rest. This Ieads to their estimate of $50M in MILCON costs. 

Savanna estimates they need $235M to do environmental cleanup 

Savanna is funded out of DBOF, so they aren't a direct drag on appropriations 
wi r 

Cost of rebuilding Function Test Facility is 0 in COBRA; it should be $1.25M (Roy 
Anderson, TABS, is investigating why COBRA shows no renovation or construction cost) 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 
Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan (1 993) concluded that all ammo storage installations 
will be full by 95, so closing any of them is irresponsible 

Army says it will deal with retrograde ammo by accelerating demil. But, according to 
Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan (authored by USADACS), demil budget goes fiom 
$1 10M this year to $35M while ammo waiting for demil goes from 400,000 tons to 700,000 
tons 

450,000 tons stored now in Tier 3 depots slated for closure; where will it go? 

They estimate moving cost (no facilities) at 57M (we're reviewing documentation). 
Facilities will cost an additional 50M 

Savanna has state of the art equipment, but doesn't have workload. The problem is that they 

11 operate as a sub to Letterkenny; which is possessive of workload 

qw Tiering should be abolished due to need to retain all depots 



* BRAC should consider ordering that Savanna become a GOCO; they have received a letter of 

WY inquiry from a commercial demiller 

The local economy isn't diverse; it's mostly agricultural, and has no capability to absorb 
excess workers 

Closure will cost locality $1 7M in income, including spinoff jobs. This will reduce 
economic activity by $35M, state taxes by $1.2M, local taxes by $933K 

Additional and substantial closure cost will come Erom DoD having to buy unsold homes of 
' those who move, since there isn't much housing market in the Savanna area 

T OF VISIT: 

Determine whether Commission can order a base to become a GOCO, and whether 
USADACS could be a tenant on such a post 

Examine whether buried ammunition restricts ability for reuse. Possible precedents: Fort 
Monroe, Jefferson Proving Cnound 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT CHAFFEE, ARKANSAS 

11 April 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 

LTC Robert A. Dow, Jr., Commander, US Army Garrison 
The Honorable Tim Hutchinson, Congressman, 3rd District, Arkansas and Co-Chairman, Fort 

Chaffee Committee 
MG Melvin Thrash, Adjutant General, Arkansas 
BG James Thomey, Assistant Adjutant General Air, Arkansas 
BG Robert S. Hardy, Jr., Chief of Staff, US Axmy Reserve Command 
COL William Shirron, Commander, Regional Training Brigade 
COL Dennis Porter, Director of Resource Management, Fort Sill 
Mr. Ed Warmack, Civilian Aide to the Secretary of the Army 
Judge Bud Harper, Sebastian County Judge and Co-Chairman, Fort Chaffee Committee 
COL Bob Boyer, USA (Ret), Spokesman for Veterans Group 
LTC Hany Bryan, Staff Analyst, The Army Basing Study, HQ DA 
Ms. Pat Williams, Legislative Assistant, Senator Bumpers 
Mr. Steve Ronnell, Legislative Assistant, Senator Pryor 
Mr. Lee Pittman, Administrative Aide, Senator Pryor 

Support active A m y  and Reserve Components training. 

f Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component 
' y  training as an enclave. 



The Joint Readiness Training Center relocated to Fort Polk, LA in 1992; post has Active 
Component garrison, but no Active Component units. 

Ranks tenth out of ten continental United States Major Training Areas and is excess 
infrastructure to downsized Army's needs. 

Some Reserve Component training can still be done, but Reserve Component annual training 
can be done at Forts Polk, Sill, or Riley. 

MAIN F m I E S  REVIEWED: 

Ground tour of majority of installation with stops at USAR NCO Academy training site, USAR 
Regional Training Site-Medical, WWII barracks complex showing progressive upgrades, and 
field house. Aerial tour of river crossing site, aerial gunnery and bombing range, Rattlesnake 
Drop Zone, and Arrowhead Drop Zone. 

National Guard Bureau position is that "Fort Chaffee is essential to maintain training and 
readiness standards for the National Guard." 

-1 Reserve Components need installation for both annual training and inactive duty training 
since they cannot favorably compete for training densities at active component installations. 

Distance and time to alternative training sites, coupled with increased costs, will result in lost 
training time and reduce readiness. 

5th Army Regional Training Brigade is establishing a forward headquarters at Fort Chaffee 
to fulfill Congressionally mandated Title IX Reserve Component training requirements, 

Tenants (5th Axmy Regional Training Brigade, US b y  Reserve NCO Academy, Regional 
Training Site-Medical, Equipment Concentration Site, Department of Energy, MILES 
contract logistical support site, US Marshall, and Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office) need to be enclave. 

FORSCOM designated mobilization site cannot be accommodated in enclave. 



(Cw Significant number of buildings are closed and awaiting funding for destruction. 

FY 95 training activity is projected to increase 34 percent over FY 94, the year used by the 
Army for its analysis. 

Installation contains 63,000 acres of varied maneuver space. 

Installation controls both sides of three crossing sites on Arkansas River and can control flow 
of water. 

No environmental detractors to training exist. 

Active component units [2nd Armored Cavalry Regiment from Fort Polk, 5th Engineer 
Battalion (Combat) from Fort Leonard Wood, XVIII Airborne Corps, and others] are training 
at Fort Chaffee during FY 95. 

COMIMUNTY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Military value of installation was not accurately portrayed by the Army in its analysis. 

Mechanized maneuver acres are greater at Fort Chaffee than all major training areas except 
Fort Irwin and Fort Polk, and the Anny's number for Fort Polk is disputed. 

The fact that Fort Chaffee is on a navigable river was neglected in the Army's analysis. 

Using FY 94 training statistics skews importance of Fort Chaffee to Reserve Components. 

Training at Fort Chaffee is not affected by endangered fauna or flora. 

Significant environmental clean-up costs would preclude reuse of a significant portion of the 
installation. 

Economic impact of recommendation does not reflect true impact on the community. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Determine costs for Reserve Components to train at sites designated in justification for 
recommendation. 

Determine reason and alternative locations for Active Component units training at Fort 

'I Chaf5ee during FY 95. 



, Determine economic feasibility of transferring operation and maintenance of instidlation to 
the Reserve Components. 

Evaluate community concerns. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT BLISS, TEXAS 

12 April 1995 

M A D  COMMISSIONER: 

None (Staff-Only Visit; Fort Bliss is recommended Gaining Installation for Test and 
Experimentation Command's Test and Experimentation Center from Fort Hunter Liggett) 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

IaTC Steve Bailey, Anny Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

L 
COL Dennis Feuge, Director of Resource Management, Fort Bliss 
COL Mike Jackson, Commander, Test and Experimentation Center (TEC), Fort Hunter Liggett 
COL Jeffrey W. Gault, Garrison Commander, Fort Bliss 
COL Harold Miller, Garrison Commander, Fort McCoy 
LTC Tom McNerney, Garrison Commander, Fort Hunter Liggett 
MAJ Luigi Magnanti, Headquarters, Test and Experimentation Command, Fort Hood 
Jack Robinson, Headquarters, Test and Experimentation Command, Fort Hood 
Doris Lundeen, Forces Command, Base Realignment and Closure Office 
Jose M. Limon, Director of Civilian Personnel, Fort Bliss 
Albert A. Cole, Jr., Director of Community Activities, Fort Bliss 
C. D. Young, Director of Military Personnel, Fort Bliss 
Patricia Chilton, Director of Engineering Plans and Services, Fort Bliss 
Carol Gordon, Chief Financial Management Officer, Fort Bliss 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Fort Bliss is the home of and provides command and support to the Air Defense Artillery School, 
U.S. Army Sergeants Major Academy, Joint Task Force Six, 11 th Air Defense Artillery Brigade, 
and 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment. The Air Defense Artillery School trains the Army's air 
defense soldiers, develops air defense doctrine, and defines air defense equipment requirements. 
Fort Bliss supports 46 tenant activities, including the German Air Force Air Defense School, and 
33 satellite activities. 

!W' 



Realign Fort Hunter Liggett by eliminating its Active Component mission and relocate the U.S. 
Army Test and Experimentation Center (TEC) missions and functions to Fort Bliss, Texas. 

Fort Hunter Liggett is low in military value compared to other Major Training Areas and has few 
Acrive Component tenants. Relocation of Test and Experimentation Center optimizes the unique 
test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and White Sands Missile Range. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Ground tours of majority of installation with specific emphasis on four areas being offered as 
options for stationing TEC. Each option included motor pool space, maintenance buidings, 
storage facilities, computer building, and newly or soon-to-be renovated barracks built to the new 
s.ingle soldier standard (private bedroom and bathroom), dining facility, and headquarters space. 
All structures were in serviceable to excellent condition, and most were available for immediate 
crccupancy. To assess soldier and family member quality of life support, the following facilities 
were viewed by walking or driving tour: William Beaumont Army Medical Center, Large Post 
Exchange, Very Large Commissary (3rd largest in DoD), 52-lane bowling center (largest in 
DoD), two large Child Care Centers, three Shoppettes, two service stations, second 18-hole Golf 
Course, two large Youth Centers, Recreational Vehicle Park, Olympic size Indoor Pool, two 
Gymnasiums, three parks, Multi-Sport outdoor recreation area, and "The Inn at Fort Bliss". Each 
of those facilities was brand new or completely renovated in the past three years. The 
installation's MWR (Moralre, Welfare, and Recreation) programs are heavily utilized and 
generate $15 million a year. Construction of 189 new family houses is underway. 

TEC Personnel Reduction--A pending force structure downsizing will result in fewer people 
moving to Fort Bliss. The planned strength of 18 1 Military and 25 Civilian positions (with about 
150 potential contractor personnel) will be attained before relocation. This compares with The 
Army Basing Study data showing that 376 Military and 80 Civilian positions would be realigned 
to Fort Bliss, which should lessen relocation costs of the recommendation. 

Reception of TEC at Fort Bliss--Excellent, detailed planning and coordination have occurred 
and are continuing. No "showstoppers" currently are foreseen. Fort Bliss installation officials 
have planned for the restationing and look forward to hosting and supporting the TEC missions 
and functions, and the assigned personnel and family members. 

Stationing Options--It was mutually agreed by COL Jackson (TEC Commander) and Fort Bliss 
officials that he should be able to provide input to selection of final option for facilities to 



support TEC from a set of alternatives (as opposed to merely being informed "this is where you 
go" after a decision was made. 

w 
ADP Support for Real-Time Telemetry--This issue remains the one major aspect of the move 
requiring further evaluation. Fort Bliss officials believe the real-time data links and processing 
of irformation derived from test site(s) in range areas 40-50 miles away fi-om main post can be 
accomplished in a facility on main post; TEC officials are not convinced that this is workable, 
but will examine the issue scientifically. (At Fort Hunter Liggett, the TEC telemetry processing 
facility is much closer to the test site--about one and one-half miles away.) 

Signal Frequency Conflict--The instrumentation equipment package that receives TEC's test 
telemetry data operates on a fixed electronic signal frequency of 91 8 megahertz (Mhz)--the same 
frequency that White Sands Missile Range uses for safety and drone control testing. If White 
Sands is unable to switch to another frequency during potential future simultaneous tests, this 
could be a serious problem. This issue will be further examined during the Fort Hunter Liggett 
B,ase Visit to obtain more information. 

CDMMUIYITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No concerns or issues identified or believed to occur in the future. 

No immediate actions, but will continue to monitor movement planning with FORSCOM 
BRACO and Fort Bliss planning officials. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDEN, UT (DDOU) 

13 APRIL 1995 

M A D  COMMISSIONER: 

S. Lee Kling 

M:COMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

Wendi Steele 

C OMMISSION.: 

hlr. Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
R4s. Elizabeth King, Counsel 
MS. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Governor Mike Leavitt 
Congressman James Hansen 
Senator Robert F. Bennett 
Senator Orrin G. Hatch 
Glen Mecharn, Mayor 

City of Ogden 
MG (RET) Mike Pavich, Director 

HillIDDO '95 
Col. Russ LeBarron, Commander 

DDOU 
Eudith Hendrix, DDRW 

Steve Critchlow, Hill/DDO '95 
Steve Sugimoto, DDOU 
Twila Gonzales, DDRW 
Tim Rupli, Defense Realignment Advisers 
Dave Anderson, Defense Realignment 

Advisers 
Joe Robles, DDOU 
Greg Eugeman, Staff Assistant 

Rep. Waldhotz 

The Ogden Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail material 
in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a "stand-alone depotv--meaning that it is not 
located with maintenance or fleet support. It distributes a wide range of material to customers in 
many locations. 



m R E T A R Y  OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

11111 Close Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah 

Close entire compound, except for a 36,000 square foot cantonment for Army Reserve 
personnel. Material remaining at the depot at the time of closure will be relocated to optimum 
storage within the DoD Distribution System. As a result of the closure, all DLA activity will 
cease at this location and the facility will be excess to DLA needs. 

D9D JUSTIFICAT - ION: 

Declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FY 01. 
Although Ogden tied for third place out of the six stand-alone depots in the military value 

analysis, the variance between third and sixth place was only 37 points. It ranked five out of 
six in the Installation Military Value Analysis. Closing Ogden allows DLA to close an entire 
installation thus having greater infrastructure cost savings. 
1 Sufficient throughput and storage capacity are available in the remaining depots to 
accommodate projected workload and storage requirements. 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Ogden Distribution Depot. This briefing 
covered the depot's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation infrastructure, 
personnel (including tenants), and environmental problems. The briefing was followed by a 
Community Presentation which highlighted the military value of the Depot and the flaws in the 
DLA's analysis (as viewed by the Community). This was followed by a tour of the base's 
facilities, making stops at a mechanized facility and the Depot's unique Deployable Medical 
Systems (DEPMEDS) mission. 

The Ogden Depot has 44 warehouses; stores 658,526 different National Stock Number items; 
96.3% of their space is allocated to bulk storage (with 10.1% dedicated to hazardous material 
storage); 3.7% is allocated to bin storage. 

The Depot DLA workforce totals 1,095. It has 1,677 tenants, with the largest being an IRS 
Service Center --966 employees. 



The Commander of DDOU has responsibiIity over both the Ogden Defense Distribution 

Clr' Depot and the DLA depot which supports Hill Air Force Base. This also means that the 
managers/supervisors are responsible for both locations. In addition, if needed, people can be 
and have been redirected to work at either facility. 

The Ogden Depot has seven unique missions: 1) Deployable Medical Systems (DEPMEDS), 
2) Bearings Overhaul, 3) Pipe Refurbishment, 4) Gas Cylinder Overhaul, 5) Tent Repair, 6) 
Hazardous Material Storage, 7) Electronics Mission. Some of these are reimbursable 
missions. The Depot receives $23 million from these missions, which helps to offset the 
Depots $77 million per year operating costs.. 

The DEPMEDS mission is one of the Depot's largest customers. This mission involves 
outfitting and shipping Deployable Medical Systems known as "hospitals in a box". The 
20x8~8 foot containers are configured anywhere from twenty to one thousand-bed hospitals. 
Configurations include x-ray and blood labs, operating rooms, pharmacies, and medical 
supply storage areas. Journeyman level and special skills are needed to perform this mission. 
This mission also involves the disassembly and refurbishing of these units. From 3,500 to 
12,000 items go into a hospital unit. 

Employees are also responsible for 75 different surgical instrument tray configurations. This 
requires the employees to know by sight the different surgical instruments since they are not 

V marked when the unit is returned for repacking. 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) was tasked approximately 12 years ago to take on this 
unique mission for the Army. DLA gave this mission to the Ogden Depot. The Susquehanna 
Depots performs a much smaller DEPMEDS mission. Because the Army gave this mission 
to DLA, it does not have the internal capability to perform this mission today. The Army's 
contract with DLA for this mission requires that these units be deployed within 24 hours. 

The DEPMEDS mission requires a total of 3.2 million net square feet of storage space--- 
335,000 sq. Et. of inside storage, with the remaining for outside storage of completed units. 
Hardstand is needed to store the completed units. 

The Depot also handles the items in support of this mission, such as heaters, generators, 
environmental control units. 

The Depot is the only depot with a bearing retrofit mission. Bearings anywhere from a few 
ounces to twenty or thirty pounds are overhauled. 

The pipe refurbishment is also unique to DDOU. Pipe is sandblasted and restored to like new 
condition. 



DDOU is one of two DLA organizations with a gas cylinder overhaul mission. Gas cylinders 
are refurbished, filled with aceylene, ammonia or oxygen and stored for distribution. 

'The Depot is a primary storage site, West of the Rockies, for hazardous materials such as 
pesticides, herbicides and packaged petroleum products. 

Eighty-four percent of the Depot's customers are world-wide. The Consolidated Container 
Point in the West (San Joaquin) represents 6.8% of this business, and the Consolidated 
Container Point in the East represents 2.2%. 

DDOU has devised or prototyped many distribution improvements. These include the 
development of bar coded and laser-read shipping labels, which are now used throughout 
DLA. The Depot was the first to implement the Distribution Standard System. 
Modernization of transportation, storage, and shipping processes are state-of-the-art. 

The Depot has many environmental problems, including contaminated groundwater. From 
1985 to date, $3 1.4 million in environmental funds have been spent 

DLA deviated from base closure criteria by not evaluating each installation equally. This - was done when DLA decided to combine the Tracy and Sharpe depots into one and the 
Mechanicsburg and New Cumberland depots into one. The Community feels that DLA made 
a pre-decision by not treating each depot separately. 

DLA did not evaluate what the customer wants, where they want it, when they want it, and at 
the lowest possible cost. The Community feels that this is a deviation from Criteria I. 

DLA's supplier destination costs will increase as items will not be shipped from a supplier 
past the Ogden Depot to the San Joaquin Depot. Items will then be shipped back to locations 
east of the San Joaquin Depot. This cost would be lower by storing and shipping the items 
from the Ogden Depot. 

The Ogden Depot has lower labor costs, cheaper transportation, lower operating costs, more 
productive workforce, reimbursable workload, and designed for fast moving stock. 

An independent study by Peat Marwick stated DDOU was the most cost efficient of three 
depots reviewed--California, Pennsylvania, and Utah depots. 

Since any depot can perform the functions of a Consolidated Container Point, no points 
should have been awarded to any depot. The only depots that got points (100) for this 
function were the ones who are currently performing this mission--San Joaquin and 
Susquehanna. 

"I 



IILA did not evaluated throughput capacity correctly. Existing workload for throughput 
Qv capacity was used, not what the depot was capable of doing by its design. 

Anny wants the DEPMEDs mission to stay in Ogden. 

m,OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT 0 F V I SIT: 

Explore community contentions. 
Obtain Army's position on the movement of the DEPMEDS mission out of the Ogden area. 
Determine if the DEPMEDS mission can be moved to Hill Air Force Base. 
Determine if there will be a permit problem at the San Joaquin Depot in California if the 
amount of hazardous material storage is increased. Determine if the hazardous waste that this 
may generate is a problem. 

Determine the capacity and through-put capacity if Ogden and Hill were combined. 

Marilyn Wasleskil Interagency Issues Team/05/01/95 4: 19 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
AURORA, CO 

APRIL 14,1995 

LZAD COMMISSIONER: 

S. Lee Kling 

I~CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

A1 Cornella 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ed Brown 
David Lewis 

1 LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

v" Brigadier General John Parker, Commander 
Colonel Van Booth, Deputy Commander 
Colonel Zaloznik, Medical Director 
Mr. John Nicely, Director of Public Works 
Ms. Mary Nolan, Protocol Offrcer 

U.S . Representative Pat Schroeder 
U.S. Representative Ron Schaefer 
Mr. Conway, office of U.S. Representative Allard 
Mayor Paul Tauer (City of Aurora) 
Ms. Edna Mosely, Aurora City Councilwoman 
Mr. Dennis Johnson, Future of Fitzsimons Initiative 
Mr. Solano, AFGE Union President 
BG (Ret) Cardillo, TROA 
COL (Ret) Tarvin, Retiree Community Representative 
MSG (Ret) Smith, TREA 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide medical services, train providers, perform medical research. 
t I 

$W 



: DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, except for McWethy Army Reserve Center. 
Relocate the Medical Equipment and Optical School and Optical Fabrication Laboratory to 
Ft. Sam Houston. 
Relocate Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services to Denver leased 
space. 
Relocate other tenants to other installations. 

Low in military value compared to other Army medical centers. 
Avoids need for $245 million replacement facility. 
Not collocated with a sizable active duty population. 
Elimination does not jeopardize Army's capability to surge to support two near-simultaneous 
major regional contingencies. 
Closure allows redistribution of personnel to other medical centers to absorb diverted patient 
load. 
Avoids significant cost of operating a stand-alone facility. 
Medical Joint Cross Service Group supports closure. 

' t i ~ r f  Fitzsimons Army Medical Center 

Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

DOD and Army plans to reorganize the Health Affairs and Army Regions that Fitzsimons 
serves as a Regional Lead Agent and referral tertiary care facfiity are not identified. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Eliminates access to direct care by retirees and their family members, "breaking" what many 
retirees regard as the government's promise of lifetime free care for military retirees. 
Eliminates tertiary care referral mission for a large portion of the U.S. 
Army analysis was biased against Fitzsimons: 

Facility size is a poor measure of military value, penalizing Fitzsimons. 
Size of Fitzsimons was undercounted because temporary buildings weren't counted, 
even though some have been in use since World War 11. 
Anny military value scores are much lower than Joint Cross Service Group functional 
value scores for Fitzsimons relative to Tripler and Walter Reed. 
Scoring inconsistencies all penalize Fitzsimons. 

Army understates direct and indirect job losses fiom Fitzsimons closure. 
Army failed to consider cumulative economic impact for previous large federal (DOD and w DOE) installation closures. 



) Army failed to consider closure impact on referrals from Indian Health Service system. 
Fitzsimons central location permits single satellite communication with Europe and Asia and 

w is a unique and valuable military asset. 
A medical center in San Antonio or the National Capital Area should be closed instead. 

NOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISE: 

Explain differences between Army and Joint Cross Service Group analyses. 
Refer process and analysis questions to Army for comment. 
Review community report (provided at 4/20/95 Albuquerque Regional Hearing). 

David Lewis/Arrny T e d 2 5  April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

McCLELLAN AFB 

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

18 APRIL 1995 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Glenn Knoepfle 
Ann Reese 
David Olson 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

MG John Phillips 
Mr. Ken Dumas 
'(Mr. Jim Barone 
Ms Anne Thompson 
Col. Ken Pribyla 
Mr. Bruce Nadler 
Mr. Jim Hall 
Mr. Garry Gerick 
Ltc Pat Jenkins 
Lt Col Fred Francisico 
Lt Col Carl Gericke 
Mr. Terry Glenn 
Ms Dianne Margetts 
Mr. Steve Bennett 

INSTALLATION MISSION: 

The Sacramento Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on McClellan Air Force Base. 
The center provides worldwide logistics management and depot maintenance for the F-4, F-22, 
F/EF-1 1 1, F- 1 17, A-7 and A- 10 aircraft. The center also provides depot maintenance work on 
surveillance and warning systems, ground communication and electronic equipment, and radar. 
Also located at McClellan are the 938th engineering Installation squadron, 4th Air Force and the 
940th Air Refueling Wing. 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign McClellan Air Force Base. Relocate the 129th Rescue Group from Moffett Federal 
Airfield Guard Station, California. Relocate the 162nd Combat Communication Group and 
the 149th Combat Communication Squadron from North Highlands Air Guard Station, 
California. 

Downsize Sacramento Air Logistics Center . The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload at 
Sacramento: (1) composites and plastics, (2) hydraulics, (3) instruments and displays, (4) 
electrical/mechanica1 support equipment, and (5) injection molding. Correspondence from 
the Air Force headquarters, in response to Commission staff questions, indicates that 
Sacramento will be transferring part of the following work to other centers: (1)airborne 
electronic automatic equipment software, (2) avionics, (3) sheetmetal repair, (4) sheetmetal 
manufacturing, (5) tubing manufacturing, (6) machine manufacturing, (7)plating, (8) 
electronic manufacturing, (9) electrical manufacturing and (1 0) foundry operations, 

1)OD JUSTIFICATION 

* At Moffet Federal Airfield, the 129th Rescue Group provides manpower for the airfield's 
crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control, and security police service and pays a portion of the 
total associated costs. The 129th also pays a share of other base operation costs. These costs 
have risen significantly since NAS Moffett realigned to Moffett Federal Airfield, and can be 

(CY/ avoided it the unit is moved to an active duty airfield. 

The relocation of the 162nd Combat Communication Group and the 149th Combat 
Communication Squadron will provide more cost-effective basing arrangements that 
presently exists by avoiding some of the costs associated with maintaining the installation. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 



The tour of instruments / displays night vision maintenance facilities featured McClellan ALC's 
ability to test and repair a full range of pressure, humidity and time measurement instruments; 
and flight control and navigational instruments; and flight data cockpit recorders. The tour of 
hydraulics facilities has the ability to support both ground equipment and aircraft. 

The Commission staff noted considerable unused/available capacity. When questioned, 
McClellan personnel indicated that there is approximately 50 % available capacity, using the 
standard DoD definition of capacity. They also stated that McClellan could assume 75 % more 
work if there were full utilization of available workspace. 

Commission staff toured McClellan's considerable and unique capabilities to perform non- 
destructive inspection (NDI). The NDI processes performed at McClellan include magnetic 
pe:netrant, magnetic rubber, ultrasonic, eddy current, x-ray and neruton radiography. McClellan 
has two large programmable robots capable of inspecting complete fighter-sized aircraft for 
cracks and corrosion. The neutron radiography facility is a unique DoD facility capable of 
detecting hydrogen inside of parts, assemblies and aircraft. The neutron radiography facility 
appears to have private sector applications, to include brain cancer treatment demonstrated 
tluough promising research by University of California. 

The staff toured the F- 11 1 and A- 1 0 aircraft maintenance capability. The F- 1 1 1 is planned to 
be phased out of the inventory in FY 1996. 

lVcClellan has considerable printed wire board, radar, radio and satellite control capability. CY McClellan has the capability to manufacture, test and repair every type of circuit board found in 
industry. The Commission staff noted considerable unused/ available capacity. 

Commission staff also toured plating, injection molding, composite repair, metal casting and 
sheet metal manufacturing and repair facilities. 

The Commission Staff toured the microelectronics engineering facility. This facility has 
demonstrated effective reverse engineering techniques. 

The Commission Staff received a briefing on the environmental condition of McClellan. The 
hydrology of the rock upon which McClellan is built and the dependence of California on its 
watertable creates a difficult environmental problem. McClellan officials state the environmental 
problems are currently contained using new technology to pump and treat water. 

The Commission staff received a briefing on the Air Force BRAC recommendation to downsize 
the Sacramento ALC. The BRAC recommendation will result in 200,000 square feet of depot 
space to be mothballed. In addition to the BRAC recommendations, 1.4 million square feet will 
be mothballed, made available to others or demolished. 

The BRAC recommendation will result in the elimination of 52 1 personnel positions in the 
depot. The 11 April version of the Air Force BRAC recommendation will result in the * realignment of the following commodities and personnel out of the Sacramento ALC: 1- 



Hydraulics (59 personnel), 2 - tubing (2 personnel), 3 - avionics (21 personnel), 4 - machine 
manufacturing (50 personnel), 5 - foundry (7 personnel), 6 -instruments 1 displays (22 1 

w personnel) 7- airborne electronics (1 08 personnel), 8 - electro mech support equipment (9 
personnel), 9- plating (5 personnel), 10 - sheetmetal repair and manufacturing (17 personnel). 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Sacramento ALC appears to have significant unused/ available capacity in all of the 
commodity work currently performed at the Center. Center Staff stated that several 
commodity areas have 50 percent available capacity. Capacity utilization is likely to decline 
as the F-1 1 1 leaves the inventory in 1996. 
Sacramento ALC officials claim the Center was rated number one by the Joint Cross Service 

Group for functional value 
Sacramento ALC officials claim that the Center was rated number two by the Air Force for 
functional value 

Reese, Cross Service Team 04/25/95 9: 15 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT HAMILTON, MEW YORK 

APRIL 18, 1995 

IIEAD COMMI[SSIONER: None 

14CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None 

(COMMISSION STAFF: 
Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

Delegation: 
Mr. Larry Morrish, Assistant to Congresswoman Susan Molinari 

State Delegation: None 

, Deua-t of the Army: 
LTC Sam McNabb, TABS 
Ms. Gerri Lennox, FORSCOM BRAC 
MAJ Murdoug, USARC BRAC 

Fort Dix: 
Mr. Pete Tranchick, Director of Public Works-Fort Dix 
Ms. Toni Alexander, Base Transition Office 

Fort Hamil-: 
LTC Nolan Goudeaux, New York Area Command 
MAJ Dave Lowe, Deputy - New York Area Command 
MAJ Steve Barton, Director of Public Works 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide administrative and logistical support for Army and DoD agencies (active component, 
reserve component, and retired) in the New York metropolitan area. Serve as headquarters for 
sub-installation - Fort Totten. Provides engineer support and services for two installations and 
16 reserve centers in the NYC and Northern New Jersey area; transportation and personal 
security for DoD, DA, Non-DoD governmental and foreign dignitaries visiting the NYC area. 
Perform personal property shipping and passenger travel support for all branches of the 
service in the NYC area. 

w1 



w Realign Fort Hamilton. Dispose of all family housing. Retain minimum essential land and 
facilities for existing Army units and activities. Relocate all Army Reserve units from Caven 
Point, New Jersey, to Fort Hamilton. 

Fort Hamilton is low in military value compared to the other command and control/ 
administrative support installations. The post has limited capacity for additional growth or 
nlilitary development. No new or additional missions are planned. 

This proposal reduces the size of Fort Hamilton by about one-third to support necessary 
rnilitary missions in the most cost effective manner. The New York Area Command, which 
includes protocol support to the United Nations, will remain at Fort Hamilton. Another 
:installation will assume the area support currently provided to the New York area. 

The Armed Forces Reserve Center at Caven Point was built in 1941. Its sole mission is 
to support reserve component units. The buildings on the 35-acre parcel are in poor condition. 
Relocating to Fort Hamilton will allow the Army Reserve to eliminate operating expenses in 
excess of $100 thousand per year. Caven Point relocation recommendation is contingent upon 

' ' ) acceptance of Fort Hamilton realignment recommendation. 

'Ilr VIEWED: 

Ocean View housing area. Housing was constructed in 1960161; currently 35 years into 50 
year life expectancy. Quarters are primarily two and three bedroom brick two-story, multi- 
family units, comprising 1250 SF of heated living space. Housing area has never received a 
major upgrade; linoleum floors, small kitchens with no pantry space, no dishwashers or 
garbage disposals. Air conditioning is not provided. Majority of units have one bathroom. 
Most units have washerldryer hook ups in a common basement area. 

Hamilton Manor housing area. Area consists of four, twelve story buildings, configured in a 
mix of two, three, and four bedrooms. The four bedroom models have 1800 SF of living 
space. Units were constructed in 1953, but received a major rehabilitation in the late 1980/ 
early 1990 tirneframe. Units have linoleum floors, no dishwashers; half have washerldryer 
hook-ups. Government washerldryers are provided in common basement area. Buildings 
have no freight elevators, so furniture moving is a major project. 

Historic housing area. Consists of 12 units (11 occupied) built between 1840 and 1911. 
Configuration is a mix of four, five, and six bedroom layouts consistent with typical 0 6  
housing. Historic housing benefited from a recent major l tchen upgrade. Old electrical 

\ wiring represents a potential safety hazard and significant expenditure claimant. f 



Lead paint has been found in all but Ocean View housing. Housing turnover for both Fort 
Hzunilton and Fort Totten average approximately 100 units per year. Lead abatement 

w procedures can run from no cost to $12,000 per unit. Asbestos has not been a problem. 

C.aven Point Reserve Center, NJ. A significantly under-utilized reserve center now home to 
two USAR fuel units - 920th Medium Transportation Company with 5,000 gal tankers, and the 
716th Quartermaster Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant Company with 5 ton trucks and fuel 
bladders. Open storage for the two units is estimated at 153,000 SF. Reserve center 
previously housed four USAR units; two were recently disestablished. Anti-intrusion device 
s;ystem equipped arms rooms for both units are on-site. The Newark New Jersey Police 
Ilepartrnent runs a basic police academy on the center grounds and maintains a small resident 
c.adre on a non-reimbursable basis. Some equipment and rolling stock from disestablished 
units and open stored ARNG rolling stock are on the reserve center grounds. ARNG storage 
is covered by an memorandum of agreement. The reserve center houses a four-man full-time 
maintenance support activity. 

While quarters are early 1960s standards approaching the end of their useful life span, they are 
comparable with available units in the local area. All types of local rentals are expensive and 
dificult to find. Most require three months rent, security deposit and a broker's fee for start- 

) up costs. Two and three bedroom unfurnished apartments list in a range from $750 - 1300 per 
month. Availability is an added problem. Most neighborhoods are culturally segregated; 
occupants are long-term residents; vacancy rates in the 2% range. 

Family housing occupancy rate stays in the 80 - 85% range (currently 83%). Consequently, 
the parent installation, Fort Dix, NY, maintains neither a resident housing referral office nor 
local referral lists. 

Open storage requirements for the Caven Point units can be met on Fort Hamilton only if 
morale, welfare, and recreational (MWR) open space facilities are used. The only area on 
Fort Hamilton currently capable of sufficient vehicle parking is Doubleday ball field. 

Some question arises as to the accessibility of Fort Hamilton by the tractor-tanker equipment 
of USAR unit relocating from Caven Point. Situated at the foot of the Verrazano Narrows 
~ r i d ~ e  connecting Brooklyn with Staten Island, the only land entrances to Fort Hamilton is 
through narrow urban streets. Local resident on-street parking potentially hampers unit 
deployment without significant local law enforcement assistance. 

Unit weapons storage for the relocating USAR units is not available at Fort Hamilton. No 
military construction funds were included in recommendation cost estimates. Nearest available 
secure storage is on Fort Totten, approximately one hour (plus) by ground transportation. 



w Remaining military units (recruiting battalion, military enlistment processing station (MEPS), 
and Army Reserve's 8th Medical Brigade) and support to area retiree population is very 
irr~portant. Last year MEPS processed approximately 35,000 applicants and inducted nearly 
9,000 new recruits. Retiree and family population is estimated at over 100,000. The medical 
brigade is the largest in the U.S. Army with over 6,700 assigned. Members are located 
statewide. 

Support costs associated with programs, facilities, and military services provided active and 
reserve armed forces members would be tremendously increased if they had to be conducted 
on the local economy. Fort Hamilton constitutes a highly cost-effective operation when 
compared to the price of comparable facilities in the rest of New York City. 

With the closure of Navy Station New York, recommended closure of Fort Totten, and the 
anticipated closure of Governor's Island, Fort Hamilton remains the only significant military 
presence in the entire NY metropolitan area. 

Request updated start year strength figures, data calls and COBRA estimate for Fort 

; ' ' 5  Hamilton from TABS. 

w Request USAR revisit Caven Point memoranda of agreement, arms room construction 
requirements, and Fort Hamilton's accessibility to tractor-tanker equipment to ensure 
relocation recommendation remains viable. 

Obtain updated Caven Point operations and maintenance costs from the U.S. Army 
Reserve Command. 

Obtain additional NYC rental cost data for comparison with service member variable 
housing allowance (VHA) and basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). 

Obtain Commission legal determination on applicability of a housing area privatization 
proposal offered for consideration by local congressional representative. 

Contact Department of the Navy housing officials to obtain first hand information about 
the potential to house Army personnel at Mitchell Field, NY, Navy family housing. 
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BASE V19IT REPORT 

FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA 

22 MARCH 1995 

L,EAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner J.B. Davis 

,4CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

'None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Madelyn Creedon, Counsel 
Ben Borden, Director, Review & Analysis 
Ralph Kaiser, Associate Counsel 

bfl J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Howell Heflin 
Senator Richard Shelby 
Representative Glen Browder 
MG Alfonso Lenhardt, installation commander 

Fort McClellan is a Joint Training Center with three schools that train Army, Marine, Air Force, 
Navy, or other Federal personnel: the U.S. Army Chemical School, U.S. Army Military Police 
School, and DoD Polygraph Institute. All Army chemical and military police One Station Unit 
Training is conducted at McClellan. It is also the site of the nation's only Chemical Defense 
Training Facility. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort McClellan. Move Chemical and Military Police Schools and Chemical Defense 
Training Facility to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Move DoD Polygraph Institute to Fort 

' Jackson, South Carolina. Retain reserve component enclave and facilities essential to chemical 
1 



demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. License Pelham Range to Alabama Army * Ni~tional Guard. 

BgD JUSTIFICATION: 

Collocation of Army Chemical, Engineer, and Military Police schools at Fort Leonard Wood 
creates useful synergy and economies. ROI is six years. 

Chemical Defense Training Facility, Army Chemical School, Army MP School, Air Force 
Ilisaster Preparedness Training Center. Overflight of entire fort and Anniston Army Depot. 

]KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Fort has new agreement w/US Forest Service to use Talladega National Forest (1 80,000 
acres) for navigation and terrain training, MY traffic training, airdrops from Fort Bragg. Got 
no credit for these as maneuver acres in Dpad, even though they should count 50%. Proper 
credit would move them up in military value. (MAJ Hollis, TABS, said 3/22 he tried this 

' 4 
excursion in Dpad, and it didn't change the rankings.) 

-1 
Anny Audit Agency visited to certify data in 91 and 93. They have not come by this year. 
McClellan is concerned that the numbers they sent are not actually in the COBRA. 

MG Lenhardt noted that he had a $200M cost cap for his move. He said that TRADOC had 
established that figure. 

Alabama is "very friendly" on environment; doesn't require smoke permit. 

Chem school wants to move into biowar training next, using simulants. Facility is 
programmed. Plenty of capacity and expertise here. 

Don't want to drag down Leonard Wood; it's a very good installation. But it's overbuilt (see 
the hospital), and Army is trying to justify that overbuilding by adding as many functions as 
possible out there. The two bases are sisters, not rivals. 

Fort Leonard Wood's barracks have no air conditioning. The aged barracks McClellan has 
"laid away" are similar to the standard housing units at Leonard Wood. 

McClellan has a MK19 grenade range, which would have to be built at Leonard Wood. 



McClellan has the only counterterrorist driving school in the Army. 

Jacksonville State University (about 12 miles north) has a criminal justice degree program. 
This intertwines with the MP program, and the University holds classes at the Fort, which 
brings $100,000 a year in income to McClellan. 

With the laid-away barracks, Fort McClellan could accommodate 3000-5000 more personnel 
with no construction. Housing in community is very available, and costs are very low; no 
VHA is authorized. 

A new radiological contaminants lab has just been built at McClellan; it's klly permitted. 

They're aware that environmental cleanup costs are not considered, but point out that 
decontamination of the CDTF would cost $25M. 

Most chemical units are stationed in the southeastern US, and come to McClellan for training 
and mobilization. In fact, the Chemical Corps wants to preposition deployment equipment 
for those units at McClellan. 

Foreign armies (soon to include the Russians) do their chemical training at McClellan, which 
i makes it a diplomatic asset. 

ICY Basic training housing is integrated with the reception area and hospital, forming an enclave 
for new recruits, which enhances their training and cohesion. 

Fort Bragg troops practice attacks on the MOUT site as part of their annual drops into the 
Talladega Forest. 

With railhead, central location, and a limited C-5 capable runway, McClellan is a major 
mobilizatioddeployment location. 

Antiquated structures have been extensively replaced, with much new construction over the 
last five years. The only "weakness" is warehousing, which dates fiom WWII. 

65,000 retirees and dependents are in the extended service area; 25,000 idnear town. The 
chemical and MP retirees in the area are a valuable mobilization resource; can be (and have 
been) called back to do training. 

There is a robust (and inexpensive) housing market in the Anniston area. 

Operations staff has been cut 50% over 8 years -- they do more with less. 





FORT RITCHIE, MARYLAND 

MARCH 24, 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER : Mr. A1 Cornella 

A C C O W I N G  COMMISSIONER: None 

Ilavid Lyles, Staff Director 
Ed Brown, Army Team Chief 
:Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

T OF ATTENDEES; 

1 Deleggim 
Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Congressman Roscoe Bartlett > 
Lieutenant Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend 
State Assistant Adjutant General - Brigadier General Thomas Baker, Army National Guard - 
LTC Dave Powell, Total Army Basing Study (TABS) 
Ms. Theresa Persick, Office of Army Assisstant Chief of Staff- Information Management 
Mr. Jerry King, Army Information Systems Command-Base Realignment and Closure 

. . 
itch~e 

Brigadier General Frederick Essig, Deputy Director Defense Information Systems Agency - 
Western Hemisphere (DISA WESTHEM), & Commander, Fort Ritchie 

Mr. Art Callaham, DISA WESTHEM Command Actions Group 
Mr. Raymond Pirrello, Technical Applications Office (TAO) 
Mr. Bob Brooks, 1 108th Signal Brigade 
Mr. Glenn Sanders, Information Systems Engineering Command - CONUS 
Mr. Steve Blizzard, Public Affairs Office 
Major Dilandro, U. S. Army Garrision Fort Ritchie 
LTC Cashiola, Staff Judge Advocate Fort Ritchie 

nity Representatives 
Mr. Lonnie Knickrneier, Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee 

QW' 



1 
Provides base operations and real property maintenance for the garrison installation, the 
Alternate National Military Command Center Facility Site R, satellite activities, and other 
tenants (including Camp David). 

Cllose Fort Ritchie. Relocate the 11 1 lth Signal Battalion and 1108th Signal Brigade to Ft. 
Detrick, MD. Relocate Information Systems Engineering Command elements to Fort 
IIuachuca, AZ. 

IIOD'S JIJSTIFICATION FOR ACTION: 

BASOPS for Defense Intelligence Agency and other National Military Command Center 
support elements will be transferred to nearby Fort Detrick, MD. Relocations, collocations 
and consolidations allow the elimination of Fort Ritchie's garrison and avoids significant costs 
associated with the continued operation and maintenance of support facilities at a small 
installation. Installation closure and activity transfer will : 

maintain operational mission support to geographically unique Sites R and C (Alternate 
National Military Command Center) for the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

capitalize on existing facilities at Site R and C to minimize construction: 
* 

maintain an active use and continuous surveillance of Site R and Site C facilities to 
maintain readiness; 

collocate signal units that were previously separated at two different garrisons; 
consolidate major portion of Information Systems Engineering Command-CONUS with 

main headquarters of Information Systems Engineering Command to improve synergy of 
information system operations; 
6 provide a direct support East Coast Information Systems Engineering Command field 
element to respond to regional requirements. 

We conducted a driving tour of the installation. Fort Ritchie is a small rural installation set in 
the Cococtin Mountains on the Maryland / Pennsylvania border. Most of the buildings are 
1930s vintage made of native stone. The installation headquarters, post exchange/cornrnissary, 
fire station, computer training center and Technical Applications Office buildings are either 
relatively new (within past 5-6 years), or recently renovated. Installation family housing 
comprises approximately 340 sets of quarters over twenty years old. The computer training 
center houses a video teleconference (VTC) facility linked with the unclassified DOD network. 

The DISA Regional Control Center provides integrated control of DISA's sixteen mega-center 
infrastructure, applications and d a b  management. The center has fiber-optic and microwave 
connections that allow visibility over DODYs CONUS distributive communications data 
centers. They perform trend analysis and fault identification over CONUS management 

1)1 database links. The Regional Control Center will relocate if FOR Ritchie is closed. 



, , Site R is the Alternate National Military Command Center. Site C, operationally aligned with 
i Site R, provides Site R with a mobile satellite terminal designed to provide jam-resistant, 

secure communications. Support to both sites will continue regardless of Fort Ritchie's status. 

DISA strength figures were not included in the cost analysis. During initial Army data calls 
DISA was not formally established, and Army anticipated its relocation under force structure 
rules. Consequently, DISA relocation was not costed. The same rationale was applied to the 
Regional Control Center; thus, its reconstitution was not costed. Net effect; underestimated 
personnel relocation, military construction, and family housing construction costs. 

Critical support to Site R provided by Fort Ritchie garrison was not included in the relocation 
strength figures moved to Fort Detrick, MD. The garrison Unit Identification Code (UIC), 
with assigned personnel was eliminated in the detailed cost analysis. Site R's military police 
sczcurity organization and facility engineer functions are part of the garrison UIC. Effect was 
overestimating personnel relocation savings. 

Savings from closing family housing at Fort Ritchie was apparently overstated by a factor of 
ten. The number of on-post family housing used in the cost model included unaccompanied 
blarracks space. Thus, annual savings from terminating family housing was estimated at 
approximately $23 million per year. Actual costs approach $3 million per year. 

b 
A newly-completed National Guard Armory had escaped the data calls detailing Reserve 
Component property. The armory receives select base operations support from Fort Ritchie. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

'The community was represented by the Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee (FORMAC). 
'They raised the issues listed above. The FORMAC also described a potential environmental 
concern for insufficient water at Fort Huachuca, AZ. The committee further noted increased 
operational costs to relocated units serving their East Coast customers. Lastly, they 
highlighted the economic impact on the local area that will result from base closure. 

O W T S  FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Pursue resolution of the apparent cost estimate inaccuracies with Army (TABS). 
Query DOD on their acceptance of degraded reaction time to Site R from Fort Detrick 

(security force reaction, fire-fighting back-up, and facility engineer trouble-shooting teams). 
Determine if presence of the National Guard Amory will require modification to the DOD 

recommendation in order for it to continue after Commission action. 
Work with FORMAC representatives on the specifics of their concerns. 
Follow-up the staff request for data on Fort Ritchie civilian employees by zipcode to 

properly analyze the economic impact of DOD's closure recommendation. 

Rick Brown/Army Team/ (703) 696-0504 ext 197 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 

1 APRIL 1995 

LElAD COMMISSIONER: - 

Chairman Alan Dixon 

A<'COMPANYING COMMISSIONER: -_ 

Lee Kling 

Diivid Lyles, Staff Director 
Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 'W - 
Governor Me1 Carnahan 
Senator John Ashcroft 
Representative Richard Gephardt 
Representative James Tallent 
Representative William Clay 
Freeman Bosley, Mayor o u t .  Louis 
Jack Fleming, St. Louis Task Force 
Phil Hoge, St. Louis Task Force 
Jack Griffith, Director, Illinois Task Force 
William Badgley, Blue Ribbon Panel 
R.oger Peterson, Blue Ribbon Panel 
Donald Suggs, Blue Ribbon Panel 
Stewart Symington Jr. Blue Ribbon Panel 

MG John Cowings, Commander 
Col Brian Thorn, Chief Of Staff 
Paul Bogosian, Acquisition Center 
David Weller, AVRDEC 
Chuck Trendley, IMMC 
Col Randy Beckrnan, RM 
Diane Ottolini, CPO 
Larry Wright, AISA 
Mike Whitelaw, IMD 
Tom Smith, BRAC Office 
Larry Holcomb, PEO-Aviation 
Charles Ferguson, SIMA 
Woody Overton, GSA 
Tom Walker, GSA 

Itesponsible for the research, development, engineering, and logistical support for the Army 
airmobile systems and support of field and troop support items. 



DOID RECOMMENDATION: 
'Zr 

- 

Disestablish Aviation and Troop Command. 
Relocate the Aviation Research, Development and Engineering Center, Aviation 
Management, Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, AL, to form the 
Aviation and Missile Command. 
Relocate soldier system functions to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center, 
MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 
Relocate the communications-electronics materiel management functions to Fort Mommouth, 
NJ, to align with the Communications-Electronics Command. 
Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align with the 
Tank-Automotive Command. 

DCID DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: - 

Significant efficiencies are possible by separating aviation and troop support commodities and 
relocating these functions to military installations. Vacating the St. Louis lease will 
co~~solidate/collocate similar life cycle functions at military installations for improved 
efficiencies and effectiveness. 

Since Aviation and Troop Command consists of administrative office space, no facilities were 
toured. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED - 

The following issues were identified. 
d 

Personnel-- As part of Army Material Command's downsizing, ATCOM's authorized staffing 
will decrease by 292 positions by the FYOl. The reduction is independent of BRAC. In 
addition, ATCOM is currently 178 personnel below the baseline used by the Army . Thus, 480 
or 45 percent of the proposed 1066 reductions have been or will be achieved independent of 
BIL4C. 

Program Executive Office (PE0)-Aviation-- Currently, the PEO has 356 civilian staff, but 
the FY96 authorized strength is 305. PEO's mission is totally interwoven and dependent on 
ATCOM, so they must move with the aviation missions of ATCOM. 

S,ystems Integrated Management Activity (S1MA)-- SIMA has 404 personnel on-board, 
which is 60 less than the Army baseline. They are not located in the ATCOM complex, but in a 
separate federal building downtown St. Louis. The annual rent is $2.6 million, which was not 
included in the Army costs to relocate. 

.WV 



General Services Administration (GSA)-- The Army's recommendation might save the 
Army money, but would cost the government $132 million over 10 years. ATCOM's rent per 
square foot is low compared to other leases in St. Louis and other Defense leases around the 
nation. The ATCOM transfer would require the relocation of all remaining tenants and 
ultimate disposal of 4300 Goodfellow. The costs to move and prepare space for the 
remaining tenants would be over $10 million. In addition, those displaced would also have to 
pay an additional $30 million in rent over 10 years. The remainder of the cost to the 
government include $58 million in military construction at Redstone Arsenal and $34 million 
($3.4 million X 10 years) for the increased base operations costs at the gaining installations 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: - 

The community briefing covered the following issues. 

Military Value-- The Army did not determine the military value of ATCOM, which deviates 
from the DoD criteria. ATCOM should have been considered in the commodity-oriented 
category. 

Base Operations Costs-- The base operations costs at the gaining installations is 
approximately $1 1 million, while the St. Louis lease cost is only $7.6 million. Thus, the Army is 
not reducing base infiastructure support. 

Personnel Savings-- The projected overhead personnel elimination's are grossly overstated. It 
is not feasible to assume that the Army can support 2400 personnel with only an increase of 
75 support personnel at the gaining installations. In addition, the planned force structure 
recluctions are credited in BRAC savings. 

F u m  - LT P VISIT: 
d 

Meet with Army General Counsel's Office to discuss basis for not performing military value 
analysis on ATCOM and leases. 

Determine how the Air Force and Navy assessed leases. 

Research the 1993 Battle Creek recommendation which involved GSA owned facilities. 

Obtain ATCOM's force structure reduction plan. 

Determine the relationship of SIMA-St. Louis and SIMA-East, which is being relocated to 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as recommended by the 1991 Commission. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

CHARLES M. PRICE SUPPORT CENTER 

28 MARCH 1995 

H,EAD COMMISSIONER: 

Lee Kling 

rlCCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, A m y  Team 
Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

? 
Representative Jeny Costello 

(V LTC Mike Sloane, Commander 
James Redwine, Deputy Commander 
Susan Smith- Mueller, Director of Public Works 
Janice Cook, Housing Manager 
Vicki Cotton, Budget Manager 
Michelle Smith, Logistics Manager 
Bob Hunt, Public Affairs Officer, ATCOM 
Shelley Feltmeyer, Office of Protocol, ATCOM 
Jack Griffith, Director, Leadership Council Southwestern Illinois 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide administrative, logistics, and quality of life services to DOD agencies within the St. 
Louis area. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Charles M. Price Support Center, except a small reserve enclave and a storage area. 



I m)D JUSTIFICATION: 

Ckarles M. Price Support Center has a low military value compared to similar installations, and 
its tenants can easily relocate. This recommendation is related to the Army's recommendation to 
relocate Aviation and Troop Command from St. Louis to other locations. A reduction in the 
Army's presence in this area warrants a corresponding reduction in the Charles M. Price Support 
Center. 

The Commission staff drove past the family housing units, 100 were constructed in 1989 -1990, 
smd 64 during the 1950's. In addition, we drove past 2 general officer quarters that were built in 
'1 990. We then drove past a 52 person barracks which just had been renovated. Next to the 
renovated building was another barracks undergoing renovation, but the base received a stop 
work order on March 28, 1995. 

The next stop was the enclosed warehouse space. The Commission staff went inside building 
one which stores equipment and supplies for the Fifth Army reserve units. The material was 
stacked which made efficient use of the space. The second warehouse stored spare parts for the 
Navy, but it was not stacked, so the space was not efficiently utilized. The warehouse foreman 
stated he has requested funds from the Navy to install racks, but has never received any funds. 

5 " The tour continued past the covered warehouse space which included the part of the Defense 
.(I Logistics Agency Strategic Stockpile, the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service stock, 

and Navy liquid nitrogen tanks. The tour then passed an open storage area for trucks belonging 
to the Illinois National Guard. Finally, we passed an open storage area at the south end of the 
post where the majority of the strategic stockpile is stored. 

The tour continued by driving past a 21 acre parcel that had been given to the Coast Guard for a 
new headquarters' and maintenance facility. The last facilities observed were a nine hole golf 
course, and the commissary/post exchange which had been renovated in 1994. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

The following issues were identified. 

Reserve Enclave--The Commander did not know which areas on the Price Support Center 
were designated as the reserve enclave or the storage site. Thus, he did not how much base 
operations support would be required to support the recommendation, 

Mission Support -The Price Support Center supports other military services and DoD 
organizations, and not just the Aviation and Troop Command. The mission for all the non- 
ATCOM personnel and organizations will remain in St. Louis if Price is closed, but the Army 
recommendation does not address how the mission will be performed. 

w 
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1 
(Cost Avoidance--The storage facilities provide significant cost savings/avoidance to other 

DoD elements. Under Inter-service support agreements, the tenants reimburse the Price Center 
approximately $1 million per year for space that would cost $9 million on the commercial 
market. 

COMMUNITY COlVCERNS RAISED: 

Mission Support --The Aviation and Troop Command is not the primary user of the Price 
Center. ATCOM constitutes only 17 percent of the family housing, 4 percent of the 
t~:ansportation services, 21 percent of the administrative space, .1 percent of the enclosed 
warehouse space and none of the covered or open warehouse space. 

There is a waiting list of DoD organizations who want to obtain space at Price. The Navy wants 
t.o move the tooling for the F-14, EA-GB, and the AV-8B to Price, which would save the Navy $1 
million over other options being considered. In addition, the Defense Contract Management 
Command has requested space for 180 personnel. 

SavingsICosts Discrepancy--The savings are overstated because the Army did not include 
costs for housing allowances for the personnel remaining in the St. Louis area. The costs are 
understated because the Army did not include tenant relocation costs. These include the costs to 

1 move the equipment and supplies from Price to a new loyation, and possibly the costs to lease or 1 
build new warehouses if DOD space is not available. 

Quality of Life--The quality of life for the personnel remaining in the area would decline 
because the fitness center, exchange, and community activities would be closed. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Determine which facilities comprise the reserve enclave and storage areas, and the extent of 
base operations required. 

Determine the costs to relocate the tenant organizations. 

Add the housing allowance costs into COBRA for personnel remaining in St. Louis area. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT PICKETT, VA 

28 MARCH 1995 

L t E A D :  

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 
Mr. Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

) LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Qw 
Senator John W. Warner 
Senator Charles S. Robb 
Representative Norman Sisisky 
Representative L.F. Payne 
Governor George Allen 
Secretary Robert Skunda, Virginia 

Department of Commerce 
Dr. James Harris, Mayor of Blackstone 
Dr. John Cabin, Southside Community 

College, Fort Pickett 

Colonel James H. Allen, Post Commander 
Mr. Jim Caul, Post BRAC Transition Chief 
LTC Harry L. Bryan, Jr., Army National 

Guard Analyst, The Army Basing Study 
Mr. Asher Weaver, Range Operations OfTicer 
CSM Steven M. Foust, Post Sergeant Major 
COL Larry R. Fulbright, U.S. Army (Retired) 
General Sam Wilson, U.S. Army (Retired) 
COL Charles J. Williams, Jr., U.S. Army (Retired), 

Fort Pickett Support Group 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Regional training center that supports active Army and Reserve Components and other 
Department of Defense activities. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort Pickett, except minimum essential training areas and facilities as an enclave for the 
Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum Training Facility to Fort Dix, NJ. 



; POD JUSTIFICATION: 

The Army has reduced its active and reserve forces considerably and must reduce excess 
infrastructure to meet future needs. Fort Pickett is very low in military value compared to other 
major training area installations, and has virtually no active component tenants. Annual training 
for reserve component units can easily be conducted at other posts such as Forts Bragg, A.P. Hill, 
and Camp Dawson. 

baAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED; 

Media Center (Bldg 3 lo), Mobilization and Training Building (Bldg 3 16), Virginia Army 
National Guard Mobilization and Training Equipment Site, Central Wash Facility, Pesticide 
Building and Railhead, United States Army Reserve Center, Equipment Concentration Site #88, 
Forces Command Petroleum Training Module, Pickett House, Direct SupportIGeneral Support 
'Maintenance Area, Recycling Operations, Military Operations in Urban Terrain (M0UT)lMOUT 
Assault Course, Water Treatment Plant, Waste Water Treatment Facility, Peregory Brigade 
Complex, Annual Training Area, and Blackstone Army Airfield. 

Commissioner Cox held a fifteen-minute press availability with members of the Virginia 
Congressional Delegation, followed by a working lunch and community support group 
presentation in "Mitchell's" contracted Community Club on post. 

Y I  y 
W' 

During an interesting tour of facilities and several informative presentations by base personnel, 
elected officials, and community leaders, the following key issues were raised: 

Installation Budget & Cost Savings--More analysis of some factors which may not have been 
taken into account merit further study to see if they affect potential cost savings. Examples 
include a possible future transfer of the Water Treatment Plant and Waste Water Treatment 
Facility to a regional authority, environmental funding, increased federal funding for National 
GuardAZeserve operation of enclaves, and additional costs that may occur if forces (any 
component) have to travel further to train elsewhere. 

Training Area Availability--A review of other regional training area installations' capacities 
and capabilities seems warranted to determine if there will be enough land to handle the 
maneuver, impact area, and drop zone requirements for all components of all services which use 
Fort Pickett, should its training areas be closed. One speaker observed that Fort Bragg (1 60-1 70 
miles from Fort Pickett) was having difficulty handling its own forces' training needs due to the 
restrictions imposed to protect the red-cockaded woodpecker, and that the Army wanted to obtain 
100,000 more acres for training there. 

Nearest Railhead--The Army has corrected the error in their analysis which listed the nearest 
: railhead as 9 miles away. In fact, two railheads are on main post and a third is by the airfield. 

wv 



r Joint Usage of Fort Pickett--The U.S. Navy has stationed a detachment of 14 personnel at Fort 
Pickett. Several additional active component units have conducted training at Fort Pickett, w primarily from Fort Bragg and Camp Lejeune, increasing active component training by Army, 
Navy, Marine, and Air Force units to approximately one-third of all personnel who trained there 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Over 3,600 civilian law enforcement personnel also utilized training ranges 
and facilities. It may be useful to seek a more definitive position on useage fiom the other 
services, and to review scheduling conflicts and alternative training sites in event of closure. 
Alternative cost savings obtained from increased joint service usage of Fort Pickett, rather than at 
other ranges and training areas more distant fiom Navy, Marine, and Air Force units' home 
sti~tions, is worth examination. 

E.nclave(s) and Future Funding--Relevant questions exist about the specific details of the 
definition of "enclave", whether the answers meet the training and readiness needs of the Reserve 
Components, and how the enclave(s) will be funded, all of which require resolution. 

co MMUNITY CONCERNS RA ISED: 

E4conomic Impact--Fort Pickett is the largest single employer for the Nottaway and Lunenberg 
county area. The standard MSA used by DoD, based on the 1992 Census Data, for Fort Pickett 
uras the Nottaway-Dinwiddie County MSA. Few Fort Pickett employees live in Dinwiddie; 
many do reside in Lunenberg, hence the economic impact by county is different than forecast. 

'i The community group also claims a total job loss figure more than twice as high as DoD (840 
vice 362), but without a detailed analysis. 

.I' 
Military Value--local citizens do appear to genuinely support the retention of Fort Pickett. 

I F F R LT OF VISIT: 

w Determine the costs for a company-size Reserve Component unit to operate and maintain a 
Reserve Component enclave at Fort Pickett. 

* Determine the cost savings if the operation and maintenance of the Water Treatment Plant 
were transferred to the town of Blackstone, and Fort Pickett then purchased its water. 

1, Ascertain whether the $30 thousand annual Fish and Wildlife appropriation would continue if 
Fort Pickett closed. 

Identifjr which National Guard and/or Reserve units would still maintain their equipment at 
Fort Pickett and continue to conduct training there following closure. 

Determine how the National Guard Bureau and U.S. Army Reserve Command decide how or 
if to fund the enclave for Reserve Component training. 

Request a classified briefing by Special Operations Command on Navy SEAL and other 

Y special operations training conducted on Fort Pickett or the surrounding area. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5 APRIL 1995 

Senator Alan J. Dixon 

L~CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Wade Nelson, Director of Communications 
J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

i 
t 

WW L I S O F :  T 

LTC Roy E. Johnson, installation commander 
Mr. Stephen M. Absolom, public works director 
Mr. Jerry Whitaker, public affairs oace r  
Mr. James Kane, regional director, Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Receive, store, issue, maintain and demilitarize conventional munitions; receive, store, and issue 
general supplies, including hazardous materials and prepositioned reserve stocks. 

Close Seneca. 
Retain an enclave for the storage of hazardous material and ores. 

Army concentration of stocks in "tiered" depots allows Seneca to be operated solely as a 
storage site, reducing manpower and infrastructure expense. 



'wv MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Airfield, special weapons storage area, former troop area, post housing and recreational facilities, 
firing ranges. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

a Seneca is the only East Coast ammunition base with a C-5 capable runway inside the 
perimeter. Aircraft can fly fiom Seneca direct to Europe or Southwest Asia; Seneca has the 
capacity to take weapons fiom storage to Air Force pallets, onto K-loaders and into C-5s, all 
on post. Only Sierra AD also has this capability. 

Principal criterion for Tier 1 facilities is ability provide stocks to troops in first 30 days of a 
conflict. Because of secure rapid deployment capability, Seneca contends it should be a Tier 
1 base. 

a Cost of operating storage facilities in tiering study was evaluated on per man-hour basis. 
Seneca suggests this does not reward efficiency of operation, nor accurately capture 
operations costs. Using the cost per short ton moved would be a better measure, and reflect 
Seneca's operational efficiency. 

i 

wr n Seneca received no credit for its existing missile maintenance facility; indeed, tiering study 
stated they had none. 

1 Seneca has (on own initiative) converted two general warehouses to small arms warehouses, 
each the equivalent of 135 igloos, but with quicker, more efficient access. They received no 
igloo-equivalent credit for this storage in tiering study. 

High utilization of current ammunition storage capacity nationwide (due to Europe and 
Desert Storm retrograde) means there's nowhere for stocks from installations proposed for 
closure to go. 

Seneca suggests that existing special weapons storage facilities could be ideal for storage of 
high-value conventional stocks ("smart" weapons). 

Former troop area ready to house a military unit; they'd like a transportation unit. Barracks, 
chapel, recreation facilities mothballed; can be ready in 90 days. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No community briefing was presented. 



'Crr Water and sewer services for the surrounding community are provided by Seneca, and the 
local electrical substation is on-post. 

Validate issues regarding tiering study. 

Determine whether AMC has a redistribution plan for ammunition from facilities proposed 
for closure. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 

6 APRIL, 1995 

Chairman Dixon 

,ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

Commissioner Cornella 
Commissioner Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
(V Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 

Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
Liz King, Counsel 
Bob Miller, Army Team Analyst 

COL Hall, CDR, Red River Army Depot 
LTC Knapper, CDR, Defense Depot Red River 
Congressman Jim Chapman 
MG Claude B. Donovan, USA (Ret), 
Bob Barnes, Westinghouse Electric Corporation 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Store and maintain general supplies and ammunition; maintain and overhaul combat vehicles 
(Bradley Fighting Vehicle System, M 1 13 Armored Personnel Vehicle Series, Multiple Launch 
Rocket System, Fire Support Team Vehicle, Armored Combat Earthmover, Reverse Osmosis 



w 
Water Purification Unit); remanufacture of roadwheels, trackshoes, tires; and depot-level 
maintenance of armunition. 

Close Red River Army Depot. Transfer ammo storage, intern training facility, and civilian 
training education to Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant. Transfer light combat vehicle 
rnaintenance to Anniston Army Depot, AL. Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone 
Star. 

Ground maintenance depot capacity exceeds requirements. Red River cannot assume Anniston 
or Letterkenny missions without major construction. Available capacity at Anniston and 
Tobyhanna make realignment of Red River most logical. Consistent with recommendations of 
Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance. 

f 
Red River Army Maintenance Depot 

I(1)f Defense Depot Red River. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Key issue in this recommendation is whether reduction to a single Army ground maintenance 
depot supports Anny depot requirements. 

What happens to the Missile Recertification Office? 

Is there sufficient BASOPS support for the enclaving of the Rubber Production Facility and Lone 
Star Army Ammunition Plant? 

COMMIJNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Major community concern is the impact on the local economy. Closing Red River Army Depot 
will result in the loss of 2887 direct and an estimated 2753 indirect jobs (total 5654). This is 
9.5% of the MSA labor force. Community forecasts 21.7% unemployment rate should depot 
close. 



Irr 
Congressman Chapman quoted the Defense D e ~ o t  Maintenance Council Business Plan. FY 95- 
B, in stating that the Army workload supports 1.75 depots. He recommended retention of two 
most efficient depots. 

Congressman Chapman presented a letter from United Defense proposing establishment of a 
partnership between United Defense and Red River Army Depot. He also presented a letter from 
Vice President A1 Gore in recognition of Red River Army Depot's outstanding performance. 

C,'ongressman Chapman raised concerns that some requirements were not considered. These 
included supply and storage to support rubber production facility, tenant support of enclaved and 
other operations, non-appropriated h d  accounting office, and missile recertification office. 

Red River is recent winner of 1995 Federal Quality Improvement Prototype Award and 
recognized as a quality depot by Vice President Gore and several organizations/publications. 

:Recommendations for closure of Red River Anny Depot and Defense Depot, Red River, are 
separate. The community requested that they be combined to give a single analysis of the entire 
complex. 

'Y' 
REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Conduct a staff visit to Anniston Army Depot to determine capability to receive workload. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT INDIANTOWN GAP, PA 

APRXL 10,1995 

L E A D :  

C:ornmissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

., Representative George W. Gekas 
MG Gerald T. Sajer, Pennsylvania Adjutant General 

bl' Maj Gen Frank H. Smoker, Jr., U.S. Air Force (Retired) 
LTC Thomas Banasik, Garrison Commander 
LTC Steve Trinkl, Deputy Commander 
LTC David Cook, U.S. Army (Retired), Lebanon Valley Chamber of Commerce 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Support active Army and Reserve Component training. 

POD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort Indiantown Gap, except minimum essential facilities as a Reserve Component 
enclave. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

The Army has significantly reduced its active and reserve forces and must reduce excess 
infrastructure to meet future requirements. Fort Indiantown Gap is low in military value 
compared to other major training area installations, and has virtually no Active Component 
tenants. Annual training for Reserve Component units can be conducted at other installations in 
the region, including Forts Dix, A.P. Hill, and Drum. 

w' 



' MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Garrison Headquarters, Community Club, U.S. Army Readiness Region I Headquarters, Region I 
NCO Academy, Regional Training Site-Medical, Eastern Army National Guard Aviation 
Training Site, United States Property and Fiscal Office, Combined Direct SupportIGeneral 
Support Maintenance Shop-East, Muir Army National Guard Airfield, Pennsylvania Army 
National Guard Unit Training and Equipment Site, U.S. Army Reserve Equipment Concentration 
Site, Small Arms Ranges, Tank Table VIII Range, Army Aviation Support Facility and 
Helicopter Flight Simulators, and the Air to Ground Range. 

Commissioner Cornella received briefings from MG Sajer, LTC Banasik, and other personnel 
who worked at Fort Indiantown Gap. He had the opportunity to meet and to hear the views of 
local community members, and conducted a ten-minute press availability prior to his departure. 

Costs and Savings Data--Pennsylvania Army National Guard officials provided cost factors and 
savings projections which result in a different analysis than that of the The Army Basing Study's 
COBRA analysis. The cost of the Reserve Component enclave is not included in the Army's 
report to DoD, and if the National Guard Bureau absorbed the entire costs of running the enclave, 
they believe there would be minimum or no savings to the federal government. 

! Ranges and Maneuver Training Acres--The COBRA analysis does not include data that would 
credit the installation with a new Tank Table VIII live-fire range, a Remote Electronic Target 
System (RETS) range to be constructed next fall, or the 710 square miles of land currently used 
for aviation tactical training under a letter of agreement with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Bureau of Land Management. The increased weight given by the Army to the amount of acres 
available for training was also questioned, with larger training areas scoring higher for land that 
they might not need. 

Training Utilization--Concern was expressed that Fort Indiantown Gap was perceived as only a 
part-time training facility with few Reserve Component soldiers training there except for peak 
Annual Training periods in the summer months. 

Training and Readiness--State National Guard leaders are concerned about potential adverse 
effects on the training and readiness of National Guard and U.S. Army Reserve units if Fort 
Indiantown Gap is closed, believing that the State would not provide funding to continue running 
the installation. Training time may decrease and transportation costs may increase if some units 
must train elsewhere. 

Lease Requirements--The current lease of the installation's land by the Army requires a one- 
year notice to the state before termination and requires the land be "returned to a safe condition". 

Enclave Size--The training load, number of new facilities, and post configuration indicate an 
"enclave" of Fort Indiantown Gap would necessarily be virtually the entire installation. 



(LI MSA Impact on Unemployment--Citizens are concerned over potential job losses, and pointed 
oul. that the Department of Labor's MSA consisting of Lebanon, Dauphin, and Cumberland 
Counties skews the potential unemployment rate. Cumberland County has approximately 5% of 
Fort Indiantown Gap's employees, yet Schuykill County (with the highest unemployment rate 
arrlong the four-county area), has over 25% of the post's workforce and is not counted in the 
M1SA. 

Community Relations--Generally excellent Military-Community relationship and tradition of 
mutual support would be missed by most citizens if Fort Indiantown Gap closes. 

BEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Obtain The Army Basing Study's (TABS) review and written comments concerning the 
contents of the Pennsylvania Arrny National Guard reviews (dated 4 and 10 April 1995) of 
the TABS Analysis of Fort Indiantown Gap costs and savings. 

Determine which specific reserve component units would continue to train at Fort Indiantown 
Gap if it is closed and only an enclave remains. 

i 
Request TABS to identifjl, in agreement with the National Guard Bureau and U. S. Arrny 

'Cr Reserve Command, which reserve component units currently conducting Annual Training at 
Fort Indiantown Gap would have to go elsewhere, including where they would go and what 
additional costs may be incurred. 

r Determine what the actual civilian payroll is for various components of the civilian 
workforce at Fort Indiantown Gap. (The Commission has been presented with at least five 
different figures. TABS established the amount as $1 1.2 million using the COBRA model; 
the Pennsylvania National Guard briefed that the actual FY 1993 amount was only $6.4 
million; but, some of the same personnel later briefed that the economic impact of closing 
would result in direct "payroll salary losses" of "$67 million", and at the end of the visit a 
figure of "over $1 20 million" was stated). 

Obtain the National Guard and U. S. Army Reserve's concept of enclaves for Fort 
Indiantown Gap if the recommendation for closure is adopted. 
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LEAD COMMISSIONER : GEN (RET) J. B. Davis 

ACCOMPANYING CO-: None 

C O W O N  S-: Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

J O F :  

cwessi- 
Hon. Carlos Romero-Barcelo, Resident Commissioner for PR, US House of Representatives 

Mr. Johnny Colon, Representative of the Governor of Puerto Rico 
Hon. Kenneth McClintock, Senate of Puerto Rico 
Hon. Enrique Lopez Torres, House of Representatives of Puerto Rico 

Dele- 
Hon, Hector Luis Acevedo, Mayor of San Juan 
Mr. Rafael Serrano, Representing the Mayor of Guaynabo - 
LTC Sam McNabb, Total Army Basing Study (TABS) 
Ms. Libette Delaney, FORSCOM Base Realignment and Closure - 
COL Donald R. Riedel, Garrison Commander 

Mr. Edgardo Vigas, VP Puerto Rico Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Bruno Hance, Regional President, AFGE 
Mr. Roberto Gorbea, President, AUSA, PR Chapter 
Mr. Luis A. Castro, President, TROA, PR Chapter 
Mr. Jorge Pedroza, President, Vietnam Veterans of America, PR Chapter 
Mr. Manuel Sanchez, President, The Retired Enlisted Association, PR Chapter 
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Mr. Ferdinand Ferrer, Spokesman for the Military Order of World Wars 
Dr. Jose Alamo, President of the Board, Fort Buchanan Credit Union 
Mr. Robert Schneider, President, The Navy League, San Juan Chapter 
Mr. Eugenio Veiga, Citizen and Taxpayer 
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Plan, coordinate and support mobilization, deployment and demobilization of Reserve 
Component forces in Puerto Rico (PR) and the US Virgin Islands (USVI). Provide base 
operations and other support to active and reserve defense and other government activities in 
PR and the USVI. Plan, coordinate and execute all Army-related terrorism counteraction in 
PR and the USVI. Develop and execute installation contingency plans (i.e., disaster response 
and recovery) in PR and the USVI. 

D ! :  

Realign Fort Buchanan by reducing garrison management functions and disposing of family 
housing. Retain an enclave for the reserve component, Army and Air Force Exchange Service 
and the Antilles Consolidated School (a DoD Dependents' School). 

As a sub-installation of Fort McPherson, installation provides administrative, logistical and 
rnobilization support to Army units and activities in Puerto Rico and the Caribbean region. 
Although the post is managed by an active component garrison, it supports relatively few 
active component tenants. The family housing will close. Activities providing area support 

\ will relocate to Roosevelt Roads Navy Base. 
b . IN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The staff advance visit consisted of an office call with the garrison commander, a meeting with 
the installation Base Realignment and Transition Team (included sampling selected data call 
inputs against COBRA baseline), and a housing inspection of representative examples in each 
family housing area. 

The Commissioner received a mission briefing by the garrison commander followed by a 
windshield tour of the installation with emphasis on how the DoD recommendation would be 
physically implemented. Potential elements and areas for enclaves, and elementdareas 
intended for closure were pointed out. The base tour ended at the community club with 
presentations by representatives from numerous commonwealth officials, local officials, 
associations, and private individuals. 

FORSCOM's implementing plan constitutes installation closure rather than a realignment. 
Under the implementing plan, the active Army garrison will be disestablished. Personnel 
numbers in the Army's cost estimate do not reflect disestablishment. 

Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) units and personnel strengths do not match 
installation feeder data. Sampling of feeder data from the installation Directorate of Personnel 

'Cv 2 
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and Community Activities (DCPA) against ASIP revealed significant discrepancies in Unit 
Identification Code (UIC) data elements and personnel strengths. ASIP data is used by Army 
for baseline strengths to run cost estimates on the DoD recommendation. w 
Family housing is in four areas, with a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom configurations. The 3-4 
be:droom units have 2 baths. Housing is over 25 years old, but maintenance has been kept up 
arid they are in relatively good shape. Living conditions are not to 1990s standards. Floors 
are either Spanish tile or linoleum tile. All units have washer/dryer hookups, and cable TV. 
Most units have aluminum jalousie windows instead of glass windows, no central air- 
conditioning, no dishwashers. Some units have garbage disposals. Three multi-year contracts 
affect housing upgrades. Currently, a $1.47 million contract exists to remove asbestos (60% 
complete). A $%OK contract for roofing upgrade is on-going. Neither of these carry a 
termination penalty. A $5.3 million contract has been awarded for the installation of central 
ax-conditioning. This contract has a $3 million (plus) termination penalty. 

The installation infrastructure is aged. While water branch lines have been replaced, main 
lines are antiquated and leak. On-post electricity distribution is over 25 years old. Currently, 
a $600K contract is underway to replace overhead wire with underground distribution into 2 
fimily housing areas. The installation sewer system functions but is beyond economical 
repair. The Director of Public Works received a $4.2 million estimate for sewer system 
replacement. 

) A garrison operated Troop Issue Support Activity (TISA) supporting over 16,000 reserve 
soldiers at a cost of $208K monthly will need to continue regardless of the garrison's status. 
TISA operation was not considered in cost estimates for the DoD recommendation. 

COMMUNITY CONaRNS RAISED: 

'The community was. represented by commonwealth officials, local officials, numerous 
;issociations and private citizens. Community representatives highlighted the following 
concerns : 

Fort Buchanan has strategic and historic value. It is the Iast active Army  presence in the 
Caribbean and soon to be the last in Latin America. The active Army has been present in PR 
since 1898. 

Fort Buchanan has proven value as a power projection platform in the Caribbean area, and 
is a lead mobilization station. The bilingual capability of its reserve units is a vital skill in 
dealing with any Latin American contingency. 

Fort Buchanan is a highly visible symbol of the Army's commitment to the Hispanic 
community and the Caribbean Region. Puerto Rico is the largest contributor of Hispanic 
members to the US Army. Closure sends the wrong signal. 

The manpower impact in the DoD recommendation is underestimated. 
Army cost estimates understate closure costs as well as continued operating costs, thus savings 
from adoption of the DoD recommendation are inaccurate. 

DRAFT 
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Roosevelt Roads, while only 42 road miles from Fort Buchanan, is an unacceptable 

I alternative for family housing for Fort Buchanan personnel. Road travel between the two 
imtallations routinely takes up to two hours. Rooseveit Roads Naval Station already has a 400 

(r unit family housing deficit - no guarantee Army families will receive quarters after Army 
money builds family housing units. Alternatively, the San Juan housing rental market is very 
tight and will be expensive. 

The Naval Security Group installation at Sabana Seca (seven miles from Fort Buchanan) is 
not a viable alternative for constructing family housing because Sabana Seca is on the EPA 
priority clean up list under the federal Superfund law. 

Fort Buchanan's closure is a severe blow to the 15,000 plus retired community and will be 
devastating to the already depressed local economy. 

TS FOR STAEF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Pursue resolution of the ASIP disparities and apparent cost estimate inaccuracies with 
krmy (TABS). Revisit personnle strengths for enclave and closed elements to the UIC level 
of' detail. Obtain updated COBRA. 

Obtain Army comment on community concerns. 
Clarify the DoD recommendation concerning whether the Fort Buchanan action is a 

cb~sure or realignment. 
Determine if EPA priority listing of Sabana Seca prohibits its potential as an alternate site 

for family housing construction. 

w Rick BrownIArmy Team/ (703) 696-0504 ext 197 
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Mr. Edgardo Vigas, VP Puerto Rico Chamber of Commerce 
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Mr. Eugenio Veiga, Citizen and Taxpayer 



Plan, coordinate and support mobilization, deployment and demobilization of Reserve 
Component forces in Puerto Rico (PR) and the US Virgin Islands (USVI). Provide base 
operations and other support to active and reserve defense and other government activities in 
PIR and the USVI. Plan, coordinate and execute all Army-related terrorism counteraction in 
PR and the USVI. Develop and execute installation contingency plans (i.e., disaster response 
and recovery) in PR and the USVI. 

D ! :  

Realign Fort Buchanan by reducing garrison management functions and disposing of family 
housing. Retain an enclave for the reserve component, Army and Air Force Exchange Service 
and the Antilles Consolidated School (a DoD Dependents' School). 

ROD'S J U S T I E I C A T I I :  

As a sub-installation of Fort McPherson, installation provides administrative, logistical and 
mobilization support to Army units and activities in Puerto Rico and the Caribbean region. 
Although the post is managed by an active component garrison, it supports relatively few 
active component tenants. The family housing will close. Activities providing area support 
will relocate to Roosevelt Roads Navy Base. 

The staff advance visit consisted of an office call with the garrison commander, a meeting with 
the installation Base Realignment and Transition Team (included sampling selected data call 
inputs against COBRA baseline), and a housing inspection of representative examples in each 
family housing area. 

The Commissioner received a mission briefing by the garrison commander followed by a 
windshield tour of the installation with emphasis on how the DoD recommendation would be 
physically implemented. Potential elements and areas for enclaves, and elementslareas 
intended for closure were pointed out. The base tour ended at the community club with 
presentations by representatives from numerous commonwealth officials, local officials, 
associations, and private individuals. 

FORSCOMYs implementing plan constitutes installation closure rather than a reaiignrnent. 
Under the implementing plan, the active Army garrison will be disestablished. Personnel 
numbers in the Army's cost estimate do not reflect disestablishment. 

Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) units and personnel strengths do not match 
installation feeder data. Sampling of feeder dab from the installation Directorate of Personnel 

i(l and Community Activities (DPCA) against ASIP revealed significant discrepancies in Unit 



Identification Code (UIC) data elements and personnel strengths. ASIP data is used by Army 
for baseline strengths to run cost estimates on the DoD recommendation. 

Family housing is in four areas, with a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom configurations. The 3 4  
bedroom units have 2 baths. Housing is over 25 years old, but maintenance has been kept up 
and they are in relatively good shape. Living conditions are not to 1990s standards. Floors 
are either Spanish tile or linoleum tile. All units have washeddryer hookups, and cable TV. 
Most units have aluminum jalousie windows instead of glass windows, no central air- 
conditioning, no dishwashers. Some units have garbage disposals. Three multi-year contracts 
affect housing upgrades. Currently, a $1.47 million contract exists to remove asbestos (60% 
complete). A $550K contract for roofmg upgrade is on-going. Neither of these carry a 

, termination penalty. A $5.3 million contract has been awarded for the installation of central 
air-conditioning. This contract has a $3 million (plus) termination penalty. 

The installation infrastructure is aged. While water branch lines have been replaced, main 
lines are antiquated and leak. On-post electricity distribution is over 25 years old. Currently, 
a $600K contract is underway to replace overhead wire with underground distribution into 2 
family housing areas. The installation sewer system functions but is beyond economical 
repair. The Director of Public Works received a $4.2 million estimate for sewer system 
replacement. 

A garrison operated Troop Issue Support Activity (TISA) supporting over 16,000 reserve 
soldiers at a cost of $208K monthly will need to continue regardless of the garrison's status. 

V TISA operation was not considered in cost estimates for the DoD recommendation. 

The community was represented by commonwealth officials, local officials, numerous 
associations and private citizens. Community representatives highlighted the following 
concerns : 

Fort Buchanan has strategic and historic value. It is the last active Army presence in the 
Caribbean and soon to be the last in Latin America. The active Army has been present in PR 
since 1898. 

Fort Buchanan has proven value as a power projection platform in the Caribbean area, and 
is a lead mobilization station. The bilingual capability of its reserve units is a vital skill in 
dealing with any Latin American contingency. 

Fort Buchanan is a highly visible symbol of the Army's commitment to the Hispanic 
community and the Caribbean Region. Puerto Rico is the largest contributor of Hispanic 
members to the US Army. Closure sends the wrong signal. 

The manpower impact in the DoD recommendation is underestimated. Army cost estimates 
understate closure costs as well as continued operating costs, thus savings from adoption of the 
DoD recommendation are inaccurate. 

Roosevelt Roads, while only 42 road miles from Fort Buchanan, is an unacceptable 
alternative for family housing for Fort Buchanan personnel. Road travel between the two 
installations routinely takes up to two hours. Roosevelt Roads Naval Station already has a 400 



. . 
I .' . 

unit family housing deficit - no guarantee Army families will receive quarters after Army 
money builds family housing units. Alternatively, the San Juan housing rental market is very 
tight and will be expensive. 

The Naval Security Group installation at Sabana Seca (seven miles from Fort Buchanan) is 
' 

not a viable alternative for constructing family housing because Sabana Seca is on the EPA 
priority clean up list under the federal Superfund law. 

Fort Buchanan's closure is a severe blow to the 15,000 plus retired community and will be 
devastating to the already depressed local economy. 

, Pursue resolution of the ASIP disparities and apparent cost estimate inaccuracies with 
Amy (TABS). Revisit personnel strengths for enclave and closed elements to the UIC level 
of detail. Obtain updated COBRA. 

Obtain Army comment on community concerns. 
Clarify the DoD recommendation concerning whether the Fort Buchanan action is a 

closure or realignment. 
Determine if EPA priority listing of Sabana Seca prohibits its potential as an alternate site 

for family housing construction. 

Rick Brown/Army Team/ (703) 696-0504 ext 197 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 

25 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 

A. CCQMPANYINGCOMMISSIONFR: 

None 

J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

> Rep. Wally Herger 

wv HG Zysk, Deputy Commander, California National Guard Bureau 
COL Donald Westfield 11, installation commander 
Mayor Jim Jeskey, Susanville, California 
Supervisor Lyle Lough, District 5, Lassen County, California 
1vl.r. Jack Lensing, President, Lassen County Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Jack Hoffinan, President, AFGE Local 1 808 

:Receive, store, maintain, issue, demilitarize, and calibrate special weapons, conventional 
ammunition, and general supplies; store Southwest Asia Petroleum Distribution Operational 
Project and Water Support Equipment Project for the Army. 

Realign Sierra Army Depot by eliminating the conventional ammunition mission and reducing it 
to a depot activity. Retain an enclave for the Operational Project Stocks mission and the static 
storage of ores. 



This recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational assessment. The Army 
his adopted a "tiered" ammunition depot concept to reduce infrastructure, eliminate static non- 
required ammunition stocks, decrease manpower requirements, increase efficiencies and permit 
the Army to manage a smaller stockpile. 

Operational Project Stocks site, small arms demilitarization site, 106mm shell demilitarization 
h e ,  75mm shell demilitarization line, open-detonation demilitarization grounds. 

r. Army tiering study looked only at Sierra's ammunition mission, but did not consider its 
demilitarization capacity, which is 50% of all US capacity. (Study had a time horizon of 10- 
15 years, and assumed full resources and capacity existed for needed demilitarization.) 

o The Army tiering study did not use certified data, because it was not intended for BRAC 
purposes. It also focused on easy-to-fix issues like manpower, without giving credit for 
valuable, hard-to-generate infkastructure. 

I 
2 

10 The Army's COBRA left 240 people at Sierra to perform the Operational Project Stocks 

tu mission. This number was supplied by Sierra in a data call, but the Army did not request the 
staffing level if Operational Project stocks were the only mission on post. The correct figure 
for civilians needed to remain on post is 512. 

State of California is about to issue a 10-year permit for Sierra's open demolition and 
burning. 

Sierra has lowest rates per hour and per ton in IOC. 

Sierra is closest ammo storage installation to the West Coast ports; indeed, ammunition from 
Tooele must go past Sierra's gate to get to Navy Concord. 

Sierra is the designated safe haven for Concord. It is bordered by two rail main lines, and has 
a 71 68-foot airfield on post. It is the only western depot with an airfield. Sierra embodies 
power projection. 

Sierra was miscategorized, studied as an ammunition storage depot when it is a multi- 
purpose depot (like Anniston, Letterkenny). 



, Obvious conflicts between WASP study and tiering study were not resolved. For example, 
WASP shows that demilitarization is critical, while tiering study gave it the lowest possible 

wv credit. 

There's no correlation between data sent by Sierra and that used by TABS. 6 of 17 attribute 
values were incorrect. For example, storage area was off by 57,000 square feet, or 7,200 
tons. TABS used off-site landfill cost, not supplied on-site cost, 67% lower. 

Data is erratic. Tooele's storage area grew 1 14% between 1993 and 1995. In 91 and 93, 
Reno was counted as a resource area for potential employees, but not in 95, although 20% of 
base employees commute fi-om Reno. 

Power projection was measured superficially, using distance to ports of embarkation instead 
of time, cost, efficiency, or outload capacity. 

Tiering study ("the product fiom hell") did not include all installations in category. Also, 
inclusion of tiering study in stationing strategy overrode military value analysis, as stationing 
strategy ordered closure of all Tier 111s. 

Tiering study's use of uncertified data is a violation of Public Law 10 1-5 10. 

-B Sierra got no tiering credit for ammunition surveillance facilities, although they're about to 
finish a $5 million surveillance building. Army took unrealistic snapshot. 

1V 
Similarly, Sierra was shorted 220,000 pounds (88%) in demilitarization capacity, and 
received no credit for its missile maintenance and test facilities. 

Desert location means outdoor storage is dry, with low deterioration. Storage expansion 
potential unrestricted by encroachment; over 25,000 acres undeveloped 

California ARNG wants to keep training areas 

Sierra has lowest cost in IOC to ship, receive, store ammunition 

Superb infi-astructure requires no outyear funds for upgrade 

As MPs are leaving with special weapons mission, Sierra could adopt USADACS mission 
with little construction. 

Covered storage at other depots is full. Sierra will have room available when special 
weapons mission leaves (by 1997), and can store securely outdoors now. 

Army demilitarization goals cannot be met without Sierra. Also, per-hour demil cost is $30 
less than next competitor. 

fbvf 



Loss of ammo mission, even with reduced base footprint, will drive up costs of Operational 
Project Stocks. 

QmV 
Due to remoteness of site and low economic activity, ammo area has no reuse potential. 

Net unemployment in county will be over 20% if realignment proceeds. 

MCOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Get comparative data for Tooele 

Ask Navy about impact of Sierra demil shutdown on their START compliance 

Find out where Sierra's ammunition would go, and the cost of those transfers 

Determine whether Sierra pays California transportation taxes on its shipments (No.) 

Determine how much ammunition is currently stored outdoors at other depots 

Find out which if any other installations have Operational Project Stocks 

1 - Have tiering study reviewed by GAO 

Wv If Sierra, Seneca, and Savanna are closed, where will depleted-uranium missions go? 

How would demil goals be accomplished without Sierra? 



Document Separator 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT CHAFFEE, ARKANSAS 

11 April 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

<>OMMISSION STAFF: 

Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

LTC Robert A. Dow, Jr., Commander, US Army Garrison ' The Honorable Tim Hutchinson, Congressman, 3rd District, Arkansas and Co-Chairman, Fort 

-4 Chaffee Committee 
MG Melvin Thrash, Adjutant General, Arkansas 
BG James Thomey, Assistant Adjutant General Air, Arkansas 
BG Robert S. Hardy, Jr., Chief of Staff, US Army Reserve Command 
COL William Shirron, Commander, Regional Training Brigade 
COL Dennis Porter, Director of Resource Management, Fort Sill 
Mr. Ed Wannack, Civilian Aide to the Secretary of the Army 
Judge Bud Harper, Sebastian County Judge and Co-Chainnan, Fort Chaffee Committee 
COL Bob Boyer, USA (Ret), Spokesman for Veterans Group 
LTC Harry Bryan, Staff Analyst, The Army Basing Study, HQ DA 
Ms. Pat Williams, Legislative Assistant, Senator Bumpers 
Mr. Steve Ronnell, Legislative Assistant, Senator Pryor 
Mr. Lee Pittman, Administrative Aide, Senator Pryor 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Support active Army and Reserve Components training. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

* Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component 

Qv training as an enclave. 



The Joint Readiness Training Center relocated to Fort Polk, LA in 1992; post has Active 
Component garrison, but no Active Component units. 

Ranks tenth out of ten continental United States Major Training Areas and is excess 
infrastructure to downsized Army's needs. 

Some Reserve Component training can still be done, but Reserve Component annual training 
can be done at Forts Polk, Sill, or Riley. 

Ground tour of majority of installation with stops at USAR NCO Academy training site, USAR 
Regional Training Site-Medical, WWII barracks complex showing progressive upgrades, and 
field house. Aerial tour of river crossing site, aerial gunnery and bombing range, Rattlesnake 
Drop Zone, and Arrowhead Drop Zone. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

National Guard Bureau position is that "Fort Chaffee is essential to maintain training and 

t readiness standards for the National Guard." 
I' 

2 4  Reserve Components need installation for both annual training and inactive duty training 
since they cannot favorably compete for training densities at active component installations. 

Distance and time to alternative training sites, coupled with increased costs, will result in lost 
training time and reduce readiness. 

5th Army Regional Training Brigade is establishing a forward headquarters at Fort Chaffee 
to fulfill Congressionally mandated Title IX Reserve Component training requirements. 

Tenants (5th Army Regional Training Brigade, US Army Reserve NCO Academy, Regional 
Training Site-Medical, Equipment Concentration Site, Department of Energy, MILES 
contract logistical support site, US Marshall, and Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office) need to be enclave. 

FORSCOM designated mobilization site cannot be accommodated in enclave. 



r n S S D :  

Significant number of buildings are closed and awaiting funding for destruction. 

FY 95 training activity is projected to increase 34 percent over FY 94, the year used by the 
Army for its analysis. 

Installation contains 63,000 acres of varied maneuver space. 

Installation controls both sides of three crossing sites on Arkansas River and can control flow 
of water. 

No environmental detractors to training exist. 

Active component units [2nd Armored Cavalry Regiment from Fort Polk, 5th Engineer 
Battalion (Combat) from Fort Leonard Wood, XVIII Airborne Corps, and others] are training 
at Fort Chaffee during FY 95. 

Military value of installation was not accurately portrayed by the Army in its analysis. 

Mechanized maneuver acres are greater at Fort Chaffee than all major training areas except 

'C, Fort Irwin and Fort Polk, and the Army's number for Fort Polk is disputed. 

The fact that Fort Chaffee is on a navigable river was neglected in the Army's analysis. 

Using FY 94 training statistics skews importance of Fort Chaffee to Reserve Components. 

Training at Fort Chaffee is not affected by endangered fauna or flora. 

Significant environmental clean-up costs would preclude reuse of a significant portion of the 
installation. 

Economic impact of recommendation does not reflect true impact on the community. 

Determine costs for Reserve Components to train at sites designated in justification for 
recommendation. 

Determine reason and alternative locations for Active Component units training at Fort 
Chaffee during FY 95. 



a Determine economic feasibility of transferring operation and maintenance of installation to 
the Reserve Components. w 
Evaluate community concerns. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

11 APRIL 1995 

C:ommissioner S. Lee Kling 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

J.J. Gertler, Senior Analyst 

Rep. Lane Evans 
State Rep. I. Ronald Lawfer 
MAJ James Sisk, installation commander 
Mr. William Emst, acting director, U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and School 
(USADACS) 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Receive, store, and issue conventional ammunition and critical strategic material; Technical 
Center for Explosives Safety; US Army Defense Ammunition Center and School. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Savanna Army Depot Activity. Relocate the United States Army Defense Ammunition 
Center and School to McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. 

Army move to "tiered" depots allows Savanna to be operated solely as a storage site until closure 
in 200 1, reducing manpower and infrastructure expense. Relocation of Ammunition School to 
McAlester allows training in live ammunition production and storage facility. 

tw 



U 4 I N  FACILITIES REVIEWED: 
Wv 

USADACS Engineering Center, USADACS Function Test Facility, USADACS campus, general 
supply warehouse 

Savanna has no EPA permit for explosive demilitarization, but know they need one. 

The base has 75 NPL cleanup sites, in part because the base dates from 1917. The worst 
problems are former demil facilities (where liquefied explosives were poured into the 
ground) and unexploded ordnance, some as deep as 15 feet, due to the storage area having 
formerly been an artillery range. 

The COBRA says McAlester needs $21M in MILCON to accommodate USADACS, but the 
school believes that many of the proposed renovations are unsuitable. About $57 4 of the 
proposed renovations meet with their approval; they want new construction instead of 
renovation for the rest. This leads to their estimate of $50M in MILCON costs. 

Savanna estimates they need $235M to do environmental cleanup 

9 Savanna is funded out of DBOF, so they aren't a direct drag on appropriations 

'Cu' 
Cost of rebuilding Function Test Facility is 0 in COBRA; it should be $1.25M (Roy 
Anderson, TABS, is investigating why COBRA shows no renovation or construction cost) 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 
Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan (1993) concluded that all ammo storage installations 
will be fbll by 95, so closing any of them is irresponsible 

Army says it will deal with retrograde ammo by accelerating demil. But, according to 
Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan (authored by USADACS), demil budget goes from 
$1 1 OM this year to $35M while ammo waiting for demil goes from 400,000 tons to 700,000 
tons 

450,000 tons stored now in Tier 3 depots slated for closure; where will it go? 

They estimate moving cost (no facilities) at 57M (we're reviewing documentation). 
Facilities will cost an additional 5OM 

Savanna has state of the art equipment, but doesn't have workload. The problem is that they 
operate as a sub to Letterkenny; which is possessive of workload 

4 Tiering should be abolished due to need to retain all depots 



BRAC should consider ordering that Savanna become a GOCO; they have received a letter of 

V inquiry from a commercial demiller 

The local economy isn't diverse; it's mostly agricultural, and has no capability to absorb 
excess workers 

Closure will cost locality $1 7M in income, including spinoff jobs. This will reduce 
economic activity by $35M, state taxes by $1.2M, local taxes by $933K 

Additional and substantial closure cost will come from DoD having to buy unsold homes of 
those who move, since there isn't much housing market in the Savanna area 

RE A T OF VISIT: 

Determine whether Commission can order a base to become a GOCO, and whether 
USADACS could be a tenant on such a post 

Examine whether buried ammunition restricts ability for reuse. Possible precedents: Fort 
Monroe, Jefferson Proving Ground 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
AURORA, CO 

APRIL 14,1995 

S. Lee Kling 

A1 Cornella 

Ed Brown 
David Lewis 

\ LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

w Brigadier General John Parker, Commander 
Colonel Van Booth, Deputy Commander 
Colonel Zaloimik, Medical Director 
Mr. John Nicely, Director of Public Works 
Ms. Mary Nolan, Protocol Officer 

U .S. Representative Pat Schroeder 
U.S. Representative Ron Schaefer 
Mr. Conway, office of U.S. Representative Allard 
Mayor Paul Tauer (City of Aurora) 
Ms. Edna Mosely, Aurora City Councilwoman 
Mr. Dennis Johnson, Future of Fitzsimons Initiative 
Mr. Solano, AFGE Union President 
BG (Ret) Cardillo, TROA 
COL (Ret) Tarvin, Retiree Community Representative 
MSG (Ret) Smith, TREA 

BA E'S .$N: 

Provide medical services, train providers, perform medical research. 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: I I 

Close Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, except for McWethy Army Reserve Center. 
Relocate the Medical Equipment and Optical School and Optical Fabrication Laboratory to 
Ft. Sam Houston. 
Relocate Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services to Denver leased 
space. 
Relocate other tenants to other installations. 

a Low in military value compared to other Army medical centers. 
Avoids need for $245 million replacement facility. 

1 Not collocated with a sizable active duty population. 
Elimination does not jeopardize Army's capability to surge to support two near-simultaneous 
major regional contingencies. 
Closure allows redistribution of personnel to other medical centers to absorb diverted patient 
load. 
Avoids significant cost of operating a stand-alone facility. 
Medical Joint Cross Service Group supports closure. 

(II), Fitzsimons Army Medical Center 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

DOD and Army plans to reorganize the Health Affairs and Arrny Regions that Fitzsimons 
serves as a Regional Lead Agent and referral tertiary care facility are not identified. 

M 8 S RAISED: 

Eliminates access to direct care by retirees and their family members, "breaking" what many 
retirees regard as the government's promise of lifetime free care for military retirees. 

a Eliminates tertiary care referral mission for a large portion of the U.S. 
Army analysis was biased against Fitzsimons: 

Facility size is a poor measure of military value, penalizing Fitzsimons. 
Size of Fitzsimons was undercounted because temporary buildings weren't counted, 
even though some have been in use since World War 11. 
Army military value scores are much lower than Joint Cross Service Group functional 
value scores for Fitzsimons relative to Tripler and Walter Reed. 
Scoring inconsistencies all penalize Fitzsimons. 

Army understates direct and indirect job losses from Fitzsimons closure. 
Army failed to consider cumulative economic impact for previous large federal (DOD and 

Y l r  DOE) installation closures. 



t Army failed to consider closure impact on referrals from Indian Health Service system. 
Fitzsimons central location permits single satellite communication with Europe and Asia and 

\r is a unique and valuable military asset. 
A medical center in San Antonio or the National Capital Area should be closed instead. 

BE OU E STS FOR S T A A :  

Explain differences between Army and Joint Cross Service Group analyses. 
Refer process and analysis questions to Army for comment. 
Review community report (provided at 4120195 Albuquerque Regional Hearing). 

David LewisIAnny Tead25 April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT GREELY, ALASKA 

24 APRIL 1995 

A.1 Cornella 

Rebecca Cox 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Charlie Smith, Executive Director 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 
CeCe Carmen, Manager of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs 
Ralph Kaiser, Legal Counsel 

) .James Phillips, Director of Information Services 

w Christy Still, Assistant to General Counsel 

Governor Tony Knowles 
MG Thomas H. Needham, Commanding General, United States Army Alaska 
COL Dwayne Griese, Director of Resource Management, United States Army Alaska 
LTC Hal Wheeler, Garrison Commander, Fort Greely 
LTC John P. Bernhard, Chief, Test Operations Division, Cold Regions Test Activity 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide administrative and logistical support to the Northern Warfare Training Center and the 
Cold Regions Test Activity; assist military organizations and units in their training. 

D o: D 
Realign Fort Greely by relocating the Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training 
Center to Fort Wainwright, Alaska. 



DJD JUSTIFICATION: 

W Reduced Army presence allows reduction in garrison staff, reduced excess capacity, and allows 
performance of essential missions ata lower cost. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Conducted air, vehicle, and ground tour of Allen Army Airfield, Post Headquarters and 
cantonment area, Black Rapids Training Site used by the Northern Warfare Training Center, 
Bolio Lake used by the Cold Regions Test Activity, and the community of Delta Junction. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: - 

The Cold Regions Test Activity requires a 25-ton crane which is not available in the 
proposed maintenance facility at Fort Wainwright. A solution exists if the Allied Trades 
building (#609 or 612) is retained for use at Fort Greely by CRTA (it is the current 
maintenance support facility with the crane and overhead clearance required). 

QDMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Loss of jobs if DoD recommendation is approved would be substantial; community 
estimates of overall unemployment range from 60% to 80%. With no economic base in the 
area, civilian workers would have to seek employment opportunities over 100 miles away. 

w Major impact on local elementary and high school--children of military personnel comprise 
48% of the student population. Their loss will result in cutbacks in educational programs and 
services. 
Military value of Fort Greely for its major training area features, and its location in the "Cold 
Triangle" that facilitates testing by the Cold Regions Test Activity were stressed by 
community leaders and employees as compelling reasons to not realign Fort Greely. 

RlEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: - 

Determine if the Commission could establish a phased realignment resulting in a slower 
reduction and transfer of jobs if the DoD recommendation is approved to lessen the impact 
on the community. 
Verify the average number of days that Richardson Highway is closed during the winter. 
Review the DoD recommendation to determine if there are any environmental issues or costs. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DETROIT ARSENAL TANK PLANT, MI 

24 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 

A.CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER 

C:OMMISSION STAFF 

Elob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES 
V 

- 

Senator Carl Levin 
Representative Sandy Levin 
Chairman Steenbergh, Macomb County Commission 
Mayor Notte, Sterling Heights, MI 
1,TC Alvin Leonard, Defense Contract Management Office (DCMO), Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 
IVlr. Robert A. Kaspiri, Chief BRAC Task Force, Tank Automotive and Armaments Command 
Mr. Ron Hamner, Analyst, Army Basing Study 
!Mr. Henry Macklin, Plant Manager, General Dynamics Land Systems 

Detroit Arsenal is home to Tank-Automotive Command and associated commands. Detroit 
Army Tank Plant supports production of Ml tanks, related co- production and related foreign 
military sales. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 



Re:align Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing of the Detroit Army Tank Plant. 

Detroit Tank Plant is one of two (Lima Army Tank Plant, Lima, Ohio). Detroit is not as 
technologically advanced as Lima nor configured for latest tank production. Lima Tank Plant 
can accomplish the rebuild mission. 

Received an overview brief in the DCMO Training Room at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. Toured 
the production and assembly building at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 

K W  - IFIE 

D~etroit Arsenal Tank Plant produces MIA2 gun mounts and 35 parts in support of tank 
poduction line at Lima. Also stores and modifies tanks for Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Current 

. programs terminate January 1997. Army scenario calls for plant closure after completion of ' cuntracts, but assumes this to be in 1996. When is production completed? When will plant 
close? 

'V' 
P m y  recommendation shifts workload to Lima Tank Plant and Rock Island Arsenal. There is 
no programming of military construction or equipment movement to support gaining 
installations. Ongoing study will probably identify requirement to move equipment to Lima. 

h y  is currently studying the cost and quality of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock 
Island. 

Amy COBRA does not reflect approximately 40 DCMO personnel at the Tank Plant. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED 

Senator Carl Levin cites mistakes in Army analysis. 
- Analysis does not include contractor job loss. 
- There are no costs for construction or to move equipment to gaining installation. 

Estimates cost at $25 million. 



w ' Senator Levin also states that Detroit production of gun mounts is cheaper and product is of 
better quality. Movement of production to Rock Island would not be in compliance with OMB 
Circular 876 by moving work from the private to public sector. 

Representative Sandy Levin cited concerns over cost to move operations to Lima and 
environmental costs in the test track infield. 

County of Macomb and City of Sterling Heights presented proclamations to keep Detroit Arsenal 
Tzmk Plant open. 

Community is concerned that Army did not properly represent job impact from the 
recommendation by not reflecting loss of approximately 250 contractor jobs. 

REOUESTS FO - R STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT 

Follow-up with Army Basing Study to obtain study on equipment requirement at Lima in support 
of mission gain. Should be available in mid-May. 

) Request information on cost of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock Island. 

Y. Have Army update recommendation to reflect DCMO personnel and closing timeline with 
current contract completion. 

Bob MillerIArmy Team1 26 April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DETROIT ARSENAL TANK PLANT, MI 

24 APRIL 1995 

LEAD- - I N 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 

A(: - COMPANYING COMMISSIONER 

None 

co MMISSION STAFF 

Bob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 

GIST OF ATTENDEES 
w 

Senator Carl Levin 
Representative Sandy Levin 
Chairman Steenbergh, Macomb County Commission 
Mayor Notte, Sterling Heights, MI 
L'TC Alvin Leonard, Defense Contract Management Office (DCMO), Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 
Mr. Robert A. Kaspiri, Chief BRAC Task Force, Tank Automotive and Armaments Command 
Mr. Ron Hamner, Analyst, Army Basing Study 
Mr. Henry Macklin, Plant Manager, General Dynamics Land Systems 

Detroit Arsenal is home to Tank-Automotive Command and associated commands. Detroit 
Army Tank Plant supports production of Ml  tanks, related co-production and related foreign 
military sales. 



w SE CRETAR Y OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing of the Detroit Arrny Tank Plant. 

BiCRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Detroit Tank Plant is one of two (Lima Arrny Tank Plant, Lima, Ohio). Detroit is not as 
technologically advanced as Lima nor configured for latest tank production. Lima Tank Plant 
can accomplish the rebuild mission. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED - 

Received an overview brief in the DCMO Training Room at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. Toured 
the: production and assembly building at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 

Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant produces MIA2 gun mounts and 35 parts in support of tank 
production line at Lima. Also stores and modifies tanks for Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Current 
programs terminate January 1997. Army scenario calls for plant closure after completion of 
contracts, but assumes this to be in 1996. When is production completed? When will plant 
close? 

Army recommendation shifts workload to Lima Tank Plant and Rock Island Arsenal. There is 
no programming of military construction or equipment movement to support gaining 
installations. Ongoing Army study will probably identify requirement to move equipment to 
Lima. Expected completion of study is in mid-May. 

Army is currently studying the cost and quality of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock 
Island. This study is also due in mid-May. 

Army COBRA does not reflect approximately 40 DCMO personnel at the Tank Plant. 

A :request has been sent to the Army to obtain results of the studies on requirements at Lima 
Tank Plant and gun mount production. 



w UjMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED 

Senator Carl Levin cites mistakes in Army analysis. 
- Analysis does not include contractor job loss. 
- There are no costs for construction or to move equipment to gaining installation. 

Estimates cost at $25 million. 

Senator Levin also states that Detroit production of gun mounts is cheaper and product is of 
better quality. Movement of production to Rock Island would not be in compliance with OMB 
Circular 876 by moving work from the private to public sector. 

Relpresentative Sandy Levin cited concerns over cost to move operations to Lima and 
environmental costs in the test track infield. 

County of Macomb and City of Sterling Heights presented proclamations to keep Detroit Arsenal 
Tank Plant open. 

Co.mmunity is concerned that Army did not properly represent job impact from the 
re~~ornrnendation by not reflecting loss of approximately 250 contractor jobs. 

RE,OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT - 

Follow-up with Army Basing Study to obtain study on equipment requirement at Lima in support 
of mission gain. Should be available in mid-May. 

Request information on cost of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock Island. 

Have Army update recommendation to reflect DCMO personnel and closing timeline with 
current contract completion. 

Have Army and Commission legal staff look at OMB Circular A-76 and how it applies. 

Bob MillerIArmy Team/ 26 April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT BLISS, TEXAS 

12 April 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None (Staff-Only Visit; Fort Bliss is recommended Gaining Installation for Test and 
Experimentation Command's Test and Experimentation Center from Fort Hunter Liggett) 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: ' COL Dennis Feuge, Director of Resource Management, Fort Bliss 
COL Mike Jackson, Commander, Test and Experimentation Center (TEC), Fort Hunter Liggett 
COL Jeffrey W. Gault, Garrison Commander, Fort Bliss 
COL Harold Miller, Garrison Commander, Fort McCoy 
LTC Tom McNerney, Garrison Commander, Fort Hunter Liggett 
MAJ Luigi Magnanti, Headquarters, Test and Experimentation Command, Fort Hood 
Jack Robinson, Headquarters, Test and Experimentation Command, Fort Hood 
Doris Lundeen, Forces Command, Base Realignment and Closure Office 
Jose M. Limon, Director of Civilian Personnel, Fort Bliss 
Albert A. Cole, Jr., Director of Community Activities, Fort Bliss 
C. D. Young, Director of Military Personnel, Fort Bliss 
Patricia Chilton, Director of Engineering Plans and Services, Fort Bliss 
Carol Gordon, Chief Financial Management Officer, Fort Bliss 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Fort Bliss is the home of and provides command and support to the Air Defense Artillery School, 
U.S. Army Sergeants Major Academy, Joint Task Force Six, 1 lth Air Defense Artillery Brigade, 
and 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment. The Air Defense Artillery School trains the Army's air 
defense soldiers, develops air defense doctrine, and defines air defense equipment requirements. 
Fort Bliss supports 46 tenant activities, including the German Air Force Air Defense School, and 
33 satellite activities. 



i BOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Hunter Liggett by eliminating its Active Component mission and relocate the U.S. 
Army Test and Experimentation Center (TEC) missions and functions to Fort Bliss, Texas. 

Fort Hunter Liggett is low in military value compared to other Major Training Areas and has few 
A.ctive Component tenants. Relocation of Test and Experimentation Center optimizes the unique 
test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and White Sands Missile Range. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

(3round tours of majority of installation with specific emphasis on four areas being offered as 
options for stationing TEC. Each option included motor pool space, maintenance buidings, 
storage facilities, computer building, and newly or soon-to-be renovated barracks built to the new 
single soldier standard (private bedroom and bathroom), dining facility, and headquarters space. 
All structures were in serviceable to excellent condition, and most were available for immediate 
occupancy. To assess soldier and family member quality of life support, the following facilities 
were viewed by walking or driving tour: William Beaumont Army Medical Center, Large Post 
Exchange, Very Large Commissary (3rd largest in DoD), 52-lane bowling center (largest in 

) DoD), two large Child Care Centers, three Shoppettes, two service stations, second 18-hole Golf 
Course, two large Youth Centers, Recreational Vehicle Park, Olympic size Indoor Pool, two 
Gymnasiums, three parks, Multi-Sport outdoor recreation area, and "The Inn at Fort Bliss". Each 
of those facilities was brand new or completely renovated in the past three years. The 
installation's MWR (Moralre, Welfare, and Recreation) programs are heavily utilized and 
generate $15 million a year. Construction of 189 new family houses is underway. 

Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

TEC Personnel Reduction--A pending force structure downsizing will result in fewer people 
moving to Fort Bliss. The planned strength of 18 1 Military and 25 Civilian positions (with about 
150 potential contractor personnel) will be attained before relocation. This compares with The 
Army Basing Study data showing that 376 Military and 80 Civilian positions would be realigned 
to Fort Bliss, which should lessen relocation costs of the recommendation. 

Reception of TEC at Fort Bliss--Excellent, detailed planning and coordination have occurred 
and are continuing. No "showstoppers" currently are foreseen. Fort Bliss installation officials 
have planned for the restationing and look forward to hosting and supporting the TEC missions 
and functions, and the assigned personnel and family members. 

Stationing Options--It was mutually agreed by COL Jackson (TEC Commander) and Fort Bliss 
officials that he should be able to provide input to selection of final option for facilities to 

w 



I support TEC fiom a set of alternatives (as opposed to merely being informed "this is where you 
go"' after a decision was made. - 

(11 
NIP Support for Real-Time Telemetry--This issue remains the one major aspect of the move 
requiring fhther evaluation. Fort Bliss officials believe the real-time data links and processing 
of' information derived from test site(s) in range areas 40-50 miles away from main post can be 
accomplished in a facility on main post; TEC officials are not convinced that this is workable, 
but will examine the issue scientifically. (At Fort Hunter Liggett, the TEC telemetry processing 
facility is much closer to the test site--about one and one-half miles away.) 

Signal Frequency Conflict--The instrumentation equipment package that receives TEC's test 
telemetry data operates on a fixed electronic signal frequency of 91 8 megahertz (Mh.z)--the same 
frequency that White Sands Missile Range uses for safety and drone control testing. If White 
Sands is unable to switch to another frequency during potential future simultaneous tests, this 
could be a serious problem. This issue will be further examined during the Fort Hunter Liggett 
Base Visit to obtain more information. 

No concerns or issues identified or believed to occur in the future. 

NO immediate actions, but will continue to monitor movement planning with FORSCOM 
BRACO and Fort Bliss planning officials. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT LEE, VA 

APRIL 5,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Staff Visit 

A v  NERS: 

None 

David Lewis 

; Fort Lee: 
MG Thomas Robison, CG, USACASCOM 
COL Bates, CDR, 23D BDE 
COL Matthews, CDR, 49TH GP. 

Kenner Army Community Hospital: 
COL Baker, Commander 
LTC Wheeler, Deputy Commander for Administration. 

Local and national officials: 
Representative Robert Scott 
Representative Norman Sisisky 
Mr. Dennis Morris, Crater District Planning Commission 
MG(RET) William Hunzeker, Crater District Planning Commission 
Mr. Larry Fulbright, Crater District Planning Commission 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Fort Lee is the home of the U.S. Army Combined Arms Support Command which provides 
command and support to the garrison, the Quartermaster Center and School, the Army Logistics 
Management College, and other Combat Service Support schools sited at other installations. 
Various deployable Forces Command units, including the 49th Quartermaster Group are also 
sited at Fort Lee. Fort Lee is home to the Defense Commissary Agency, U.S. Army lnfo&ation 

qQw Systems Software Development Center-Lee, and 21 other tenants. 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
v 

Realign Fort Lee by reducing Kenner Army Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient activity. 

D43D JUSTIFICATION: - 

Eliminates excess medical treatment capacity. Inpatient care available at other nearby military 
medical activities and through the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services. The Medical Joint Cross Service Group suggested this realignment. 

Kenner Army Community Hospital 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

* TOO few staff will remain after realignment to perform all functions of a "super clinic." 
Loss of support for Fort Lee training missions, including Advanced Individual Training. 
Delays in medical discharge processing. 

Distance to other military hospitals. 
Many other military hospitals had lower functional value scores. 
Access to health care services for retirees. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Identify users of Kenner ACH by beneficiary type and geographic area. 
Identify Army andlor Health Affairs guidance on clinic staffing. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT MEADE, MD 

APRIL 4,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Staff Visit 

A4 b ERS: 

None 

David Lewis 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

t 
COL David Roberts, Commander, Kimbrough Army Community Hospital (KACH) 
COL Ross, Director of Nursing, KACH 

111 1 
LTC Markelz, Deputy Commander for Administration, KACH 

Bert Rice, Anne Arundel County Councilman 
Robin Laird, office of Senator Sarbannes 
Denise Nooe, office of Senator Mikulski 
John Bohanan, office of Representative Steny Hoyer 
Mary Larkin, office of Representative Gilchrist 
Derek Abrarns, office of Representative Ben Cardin 

Also, approximately 300 citizens attended a community meeting scheduled as part of this visit. 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide base operations support to intelligence activities and other tenants, including the 
National Security Agency, First U.S. Army (inactivating in fiscal year 1995), Defense 
Information School, Naval Security Group Activity, 902nd Military Intelligence Group, First 
Recruiting Brigade, and 48 other tenants. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Meade by reducing Kimbrough Army Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient 
activity. 



w Eliminates excess medical treatment capacity. Inpatient care available at other nearby military 
medical activities and through the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services. The Medical Joint Cross Service Group suggested this realignment. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: - 

Ki.mbrough Army Community Hospital 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Loss of level I1 emergency room. 
Graduate Medical Education and "reverse referral" support for Walter Reed and Bethesda. 
Negative impacts on Exceptional Family Member Program. 

Loss of access to inpatient care for retirees. 
Loss of hospital support, including emergency room, for active duty and family members 

" . '? living on base. 

Develop Exceptional Family Member Program issues. 
* Identify potential negative impacts on Walter Reed and Bethesda. 

David Lewis/Army T e d 2 4  April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS SOFTWARE CENTER 

MARCH 22,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

e A IONER: 

None. 

C O M M I S S I O N :  

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

-: 

! 

ISSI: 
t) Colonel David Wallen, Commander 

Tina America, Facilities Manager 
Jerry King, USAISC-BRAC 

Department of the Anny 
Wes Blaine, OSAA-SBMS 
Theresa Persick Arnold, DAIM-BO 
LTC Rusty Pritchard, DAIM- BO 
Charlotte Rodriquez, MDW-BRAC 

Fort Meade 
Dan Hopkins, DPW 
Lee Galiber, Master Planner 
Major Gray, Facilites Manager 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

To provide Post Deployment Software Support to Standard Army Management Information 
Systems in the fields of personnel, military police, force accounting, housing management, 
installation support modules, and sustaining base information services. 



I SF;lCRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Close by relocating the Information Systems Software Center to Fort Meade, MD. 

This activity can relocate easily for a minor cost. The annual cost of the current lease is $2 
million. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

A walking tour of office space on the fifth, six and seventh floors of the Crown Ridge building. 
In addition, 2 computer labs and the main computer room were visited. The computer room 
consisted of about 10,000 SF of raised floor space, but the requirement is for only 2,000SF. 
When the lease was under negotiation there was a requirement for 10,000SF of raised floor 
space, but the need for main frames was eliminated shortly before moving into the space. 

A walking tour of the first and second floors of the First Army headquarters building. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

\, The Army recommendation assumed ISSC would occupy space in the First Army Building at 
Fort Meade. However, there is no space in the First Army building for ISSC. There is an 

' approved backfill plan which keeps some current tenants, moves in other organizations on Fort 
Meade from World War I1 wood buildings, and relocates some Second Army personnel from 
Fort Gillem. There is no other permanent administrative space available on Fort Meade, so new 
construction would be acquired to accommodate ISSC. There is available land and utility 
ciiipacity. The estimated military construction costs in COBRA is based on renovating space, and 
may be understated. 

VVhen ISSC moved into the lease space, it spent $2 million to install a Local Area Network 
(:LAN). The new space must include this requirement. 

ISSC provides space to 141 contract personnel. This space requirement is not included in the 
COBRA scenario. However, if the contractors are not provided space in the new location, they 
can renegotiate their contract for their space costs. 

ISSC is developing a plan to consolidate offices to eliminate the need for one floor, which would 
reduce their lease cost. ISSC could also reduce lease cost by collocating the Executive Systems 
Directorate (69 personnel) with their headquarters at Fort Belvoir. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 



Follow-up required with the Army Basing Study on the information obtained during the base 
visit. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

US ARMY GARRISON, SELFRIDGE 

24 APRIL 1995 

U3AD COMMISSIONER: 

ACCOMPANYING CO - MMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

1 Senator Carl Levin 
Representative David Bonior 
Governor John Engler 

61 Tracey Yokich, State Representative 
LTC Ralph Alison, Army Garrison Commander 
Major Rich Gingras, Garrison Engineer 
BG Allan Ness, Commander 127th Fighter Wing 
Colonel Thomas Brown, Commander, 927th Air Refueling Wing 
Commander Kurt Carlson, Commander, Coast Guard Station Detroit 
Captain Richard Layman, Commander, Naval Air Reserves Activity 
LTC Ken Bairley, Executive Officer, Marine Corps Reserve Activities 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

To provide installation and logistical support for Detroit Arsenal. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close US Army Garrison, Selfridge. 



DOJ) JUSTIFICATION: 

Closing Selfridge eliminates an installation that exist primarily to provide housing for activities 
(predominantly Detroit Arsenal) located in the immediate area although such support can be 
provided through a less costly alternative. Sufficient commercial housing is available on the 
local economy for military personnel using the Basic Allowance for QuartersNariable Housing 
Al'iowance. Closure avoids the cost of continued operation and maintenance of unnecessary 
facilities. This recommendation will not degrade local military activities. 

ML'AIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

There was an aerial and ground tour of the base. The aerial tour covered all base facilities as well 
as the 378 family housing units at Sebille, which is approximately five miles from the base. The 
windshield tour included the 400 housing area (single family homes for 0-6), the 700 housing 
area (duplexes for E-S), and the 900 housing area (apartment for E-4 and below). We went into a 
1;luee bedroom apartment in the 900 housing area which included updated kitchen (dishwasher, 
garbage disposal, new cabinets and countertops), and laundry facilities in the apartment. The 
tour continued past the gydfitness center, child care center, bowling alley, and office space for 
the various family and community services programs. The tour ended at the commissary and 
post exchange complex. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 
i 

The folIowing issues were identified. 

QW 
Military Value--Since the Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard are located 
on Selfridge, it is a model ofjoint operations. 

Housing Allowances--The Army did not include housing costs for all military personnel 
residing in family housing. Currently, there are 694 personnel living in base housing, but the 
Army included housing costs for only 268 personnel. All family housing residents will receive 
basic allowance for quarters and variable housing allowance, since all personnel will need to 
find housing in the local economy. Several officials stated adequate and affordable housing is 
not available in the local market. 

Base Support Operations--Since none of the missions are leaving, the remaining tenants will 
have to increase their funding to provide the necessary level of base support. Therefore, the 
projected Army savings would be significantly reduced, since the other DoD tenants would have 
to pick up the support costs. 

Cost of Family Housing--In fiscal year 1994, the costs of family housing operations was $5.4 
million. This included $4.7 million of Army family housing money, and $700,000 of 



reinllbursable funds from the Coast Guard. The Army pro.jects annual savings of $6.1 nlillion 
from closing the family housing operation. 

11 Medical Services--The current medical personnel are assigned from Fon Knox, and the Army 
recommendation calls for all these positions to be eliminated. It is not clear who or how medical 
services wiII be provided to the military population at Selfridge. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community did not make a formal presentation, but Senator Carl Levin and Representative 
David Bonior both stressed the Army recommendation may save the Army money, but it will not 
siive DoD money. They urged the Commission to consider the overall impact on DoD and not 
just the Army. They claim the private sector could not support housing needs at affordable rates. 
Finally, Senator Levin noted that if the Army recommendation was approved, Selfridge would be 
the only military installation without a health facility. 

ESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Clarify the number of personnel projected to receive housing allowances. 

Clarify the base operations support function that must be funded by the remaining tenants. 

'1 
j Clarify the plans for providing medical support to the military population at Selfridge. 

Clarify the cost and availability of housing in the local private sector. 

Michael KennedyIArmy Team/April26, 1 995 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 

1 APRIL 1995 

LElAD COMMISSIONER: 

Chairman Alan Dixon 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

L,ee Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Governor Me1 Carnahan 
Qlp Senator John Ashcroft 

Representative Richard Gephardt 
Representative James Tallent 
Representative William Clay 
Freeman Bosley, Mayor of St. Louis 
Jack Fleming, St. Louis Task Force 
Phil Hoge, St. Louis Task Force 
Jack Griffith, Director, Illinois Task Force 
William Badgley, Blue Ribbon Panel 
Roger Peterson, Blue Ribbon Panel 
Donald Suggs, Blue Ribbon Panel 
Stewart Symington Jr. Blue Ribbon Panel 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

MG John Cowings, Commander 
Col Brian Thom, Chief Of Staff 
Paul Bogosian, Acquisition Center 
David Weller, AVKDEC 
Chuck Trendley, IMMC 
Col Randy Beckman, RM 
Diane Ottolini, CPO 
Larry Wright. AISA 
Mike Whitelaw, IMD 
Tom Smith, BRAC Office 
Larry Holcomb, PEO-Aviation 
Charles Ferguson, SIMA 
Woody Overton, GSA 
Tom Walker, GSA 

Responsible for the research, developn~ent, engineering, and logistical support for the Army 
airmobile systems and support of field and troop support items. 



DOI) RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish Aviation and Troop Command. 
Relocate the Aviation Research. Development and Engineering Center. Aviation 
Management, Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, AL, to form the 
Aviation and Missile Command. 
Relocate soldier system functions to Natick Research, Developnlent and Engineering Center, 
MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 
Relocate the communications-electronics materiel management functions to Fort Mommouth, 
NJ, to align with the Communications-Electronics Command. 
Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align with the 
Tank-Automotive Command. 

DOD DEFENSE JUS - TIFICATION: 

Significant efficiencies are possible by separating aviation and troop support commodities and 
relocating these functions to military installations. Vacating the St. Louis lease will 
consolidate/collocate similar life cycle functions at military installations for improved 
efficiencies and effectiveness. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Since Aviation and Troop Command consists of administrative office space, no facilities were 
toured. 

'Irr 
KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

The following issues were identified. 

Personnel-- As part of Army Material Command's downsizing, ATCOM's authorized staffing 
will decrease by 292 positions by the FYOI. The reduction is independent of BRAC. In 
addition, ATCOM is currently 178 personnel below the baseline used by the Army . Thus, 480 
or 45 percent of the proposed 1066 reductions have been or will be achieved independent of 
BRAC. 

Program Executive Office (PE0)-Aviation-- Currently, the PEO has 356 civilian staff, but 
the FY96 authorized strength is 305. PEO's mission is totally interwoven and dependent on 
ATCOM, so they must move with the aviation missions of ATCOM. 

Systems Integrated Management Activity (S1MA)-- SIMA has 404 personnel on-board, 
which is 60 less than the Anny baseline. They are not located in the ATCOM complex, but in a 
separate federal building downtown St. Louis. The annual rent is $2.6 million, which was not 
included in the Army costs to relocate. 



General Services Administration (GSA)-- The Army's recommendation might save the 
Arnmy money, but would cost the government $132 million over 10 years. ATCOM's rent per 
square foot is low compared to other leases in St. Louis and other Defense leases around the 

t nation. The ATCOM transfer would require the relocation of all remaining tenants and 
ultimate disposal of 4300 GoodfeIlow. The costs to move and prepare space for the 
remaining tenants would be over $1 0 million. In addition, those displaced would also have to 
pay an additional $30 million in rent over 10 years. The remainder of the cost to the 
government include $58 million in military construction at Redstone Arsenal and $34 million 
($3.4 million X 10 years) for the increased base operations costs at the gaining installations 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

 he community briefing covered the followin$ issues. 

Military Value-- The Army did not determine the military value of ATCOM, which deviates 
from the DoD criteria. ATCOM should have been considered in the commodity-oriented 
category. 

Base Operations Costs-- The base operations costs at the gaining installations is 
approximately $1 1 million, while the St. Louis lease cost is only $7.6 million. Thus, the Army is 
not reducing base infrastructure support. 

Personnel Savings-- The projected overhead personnel elimination's are grossly overstated. It 
is not feasible to assume that the Army can support 2400 personnel with only an increase of m) 75 support personnel at the gaining installations. In addition, the planned force structure 
reductions are credited in BRAC savings. 

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Meet with Army General Counsel's Office to discuss basis for not performing military value 
analysis on ATCOM and leases. 

Determine how the Air Force and Navy assessed leases. 

Research the 1993 Battle Creek recomnlendation which involved GSA owned facilities. 

Obtain ATCOM's force structure reduction plan. 

Determine the relationship of SIMA-St. Louis and SIMA-East, which is being relocated to 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as recommended by the 1991 Commission. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT HUNTER LIGGETT, CALIFORNIA 

26 APRIL 1995 

W A D  COMMISSIONER: 

Wendi Steele 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSWMZR: 

None. 

COMMISSION S T m :  I 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst I 
LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

1 Representative Sam Farr (D-CA) 

bf BG Zysk, Deputy Commander, California National Guard Bureau 
COL Harold Miller, Commander, Fort McCoy (Parent Installation for Fort Hunter Liggett) 
COL Mike Jackson, Commander, Test and Experimentation Command (TEXCOM) 

Experimentation Center (TEC) 
LTC Tom McNerney, Garrison Comnmander, Fort Hunter Liggett 
Edith Johnsen, County of Monterey Supervisor 
Dr. Marion Bryson, former Director of TEC 
COL L. D. (Red) WalkIey, U. S. Army (Retired) 
Edward C. Buntz, Chief of TEC's Instrumentation Division 

Home of the Test and Experimentation Command Experimentation Center and the major 
maneuver training area for the California Army National Guard and western United States Army 
Reserve forces. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Hunter Liggett by relocating the Test and Experimentation Command missions and 
functions to Fort Bliss, Texas and eliminate the Active Component mission. Retain minimum 
essential facilities and training area as an enclave to support the Reserve Components. 



;i POD, JUSTIFICATION: 

)I Fort Hunter Liggett is low in military value compared to other Major Training Areas and has few 
Active Component tenants. Relocation of Test and Experimentation Command's 
Experimentation Center optimizes the unique test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and White 
Sands Missile Range. 

&4IN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Driving tour of main post facilities, to include: new family housing areas, transient quarters, 
Hearst Ranch House, maintenance facilities, warehouses, post exchange, post office, theater, 
bowling alley, chapel, medical/dental facility, and sports field. This was followed by a visit to a 
live fire range at which Commissioner Steele and Congressman Farr fired the 25mm cannon of 
an M-2 Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle, and then a walking tour of TEXCOM 
Experimentation Center facilities. The visit concluded with a local community presentation, a 
joint media opportunity with Commissioner Steele and Congressman Farr, and a BBQ lunch. 

N The California National Guard has a strong interest in retaining virtually all of the post's 
training areas, ranges, and supporting facilities, but is not interested in maintaining or 
operating the main post cantonment area. 

) The U. S. Army Reserve Command has expressed interest in keeping the main post 

lu cantonment area in an operational status. (This is an ongoing discussion between the Reserve 
Command and the National Guard Bureau; neither the California National Guard nor 
Headquarters, Department of the Army intend to fund any such proposal and have no need to 
do so.) 
Fort BlissNhite Sands Missile Range is capable of conducting non-eye-safe laser testing 
within parameters of 180 degrees, whereas Fort Hunter Liggett has a natural "laser-safe- 
bowl" on its terrain which permits 360 degree non-eye-safe laser testing. 
Fort Hunter Liggett's primary operationalltest areas have been digitized to within one meter 
accuracy for instrumentation control and telemetry, whereas Fort Bliss has not. COL Jackson 
believes that similar digitization is needed at Fort Bliss; costs of the digitization need to be 
determined and are not provided for in the COBRA model. 
A frequency conflict could exist at Fort Bliss. Much of TEC's instrumentation and all test 
telemetry utilize the frequency of 91 8 Megaherz, and White Sands Missile Range utilizes the 
overlapping frequency of 91 5 Megaherz for safety control and drone testing. This potential 
conflict could be overcome by three options: change the White Sands frequency; deconflict 
testing schedules between TEC and White Sands; or change TEC's equipment to another 
frequency by modification work orders or purchase of new equipment. 
Army recommendation evaluated Fort Hunter Liggett as a Major Training Area; it has been 
recommended by some advocates that the A r m y  should have also analyzed Fort Hunter 
Liggett as a Proving Ground because of TEC's mission. 



1 MUNITY CONCERNS m: 
Local community advocates and county officials voiced strong support of the soldiers at Fort 
Hunter Liggett and emphasized the excellent military-community relations over many years. 
The cumulative economic impact of the planned force structure reductions (not part of 
BRAC) and the job loss created by the proposed realignment would add to the already high 
unemployment rate in San Luis Obispo and Monterey (especially) Counties, in addition to 
upheavals caused by recent fires and flooding. 

TS FOR STAFF AS A -T OF VISIT: 

a Ascertain costs of frequency conflict avoidance between TEC and White Sands Missile 
Range. 
Request that The Army Basing Study review the analysis of costs and savings, particularly 
after researching costs for digitizing primary operational test areas at Fort Bliss. 
Determine if there is any validity to attempting to conduct an analysis of Fort Hunter Ligget 
as a Proving Ground installation, and, if so, whether such an analysis would affect the 
Army's recommendation. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

CHARLES E. KELLY SUPPORT FACILITY 

21 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None 

,QCCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

) Representative Frank Mascara 
' Kurt FIood, Office of Senator Arlen Specter 

Chester Wolicki, Deputy Commander, Kelly 
Jennifer Yocurn, Director Resource Management 
BG (Ret) Joseph Mc Carthy, Chairman, State BRAC Office 
Judge John Brosky, Chairman Western Pa. Colalition 
Col (Ret) Rodney Burns, Fonner Commander, Kelly 
Col (Ret) Robert Hodor, Former Commander, Kelly 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide administrative and logistical support to Army units in western Pennsylvania, West 
Virginia and Ohio. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign the Kelly Support Center by consolidating Army reserve units onto three of its five 
parcels. Dispose of the remaining two parcels. 
Relocate the Army Reserve's leased maintenance facility in Valley Grove, West Virginia to 
the Kelly Support Center. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 



: Th.e Kelly Support Center is low in military value when compared to other command, 
control/administrative installations. It possess no permanent facilities or mobilization capability. 

(111 Relocating the reserve activity from Valley Grove, WV will consolidate it with its parent unit 
arid save lease costs. 

The tour included four of the five parcels. The Neville Island parcel was not visited, because it is 
not affected by the recommendation. First stop was a parcel that contained an office building for 
Public Works and a temporary GSA office building and fleet parking facility. This parcel is one 
of the two recommended for disposal. 

The next stop was the parcel where the commissary, FAA facility, outdoor storage, and an office 
'building were located. We went on a walking tour of the officelstorage facility which housed the 
transportation, contracting, logistics and computer operations. 

The tour ended at the main parcel which has the facilities for the 99th ARCOM. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

The foIlowing issues were identified. 

p Reserve Support-- The 99th ARCOM has been designated as a Reserve Support Command 

w which will increase staffing at Kelly as well as the number of reservists supported. The 
recommendation calls for the support to be provided by 30 positions being relocated to Fort 
Drum, however, the current implementation plan indicates support will be provided by 70 
percent of the current workforce moving to Fort Drum. 

Reimbursable Positions-- Thirteen of the current 1 13 positions are funded by reimbursements 
from the 99th ARCOM, 83rd ARCOM, FAA, and DeCA. These activities will continue to 
require these services and will fund them elsewhere. 

Valley Grove Facility-- The maintenance facility at Valley Grove will not relocate to Kelly, 
since there is a new facility being built for this activity in Wheeling, WV, 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community raised the following issues., 

Personnel Savings-- The projected personnel elimination's are overstated by 15 because Kelly 
only has 1 13 civilian positions and not 128 as included in the recommendation. Furthermore, 
the average salary in only $37,800, which is $8,200 less than the salary used to project the 
personnel savings. 



j BEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

w Request a new certified data call. 

Follow-up on the personnel required for the Reserve Support Command mission. 

Discuss the projected personnel savings with TABS based on the current staff levels and 
reimbursable positions. 

Michael KennedyIArmy Team/April26,1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

w FORT TOTTEN, NEW YORK 

APRIL 18,1995 

IJUD C O m - :  None 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None 

CO-ION STAFF: 
lack Brown, Army Team Analyst 

I Dele-: None 
Mr. David Adams, Legislative Director for Congressman Ackerrnan 

StateBelegation: 
Mr. Nicholas Garaufis, Counsel to the Borrough President (Queens) 

) - w' * LTC Sam McNabb, TABS 
Ms. Gerri Lemox, FORSCOM BRAC 
MAJ Murdoug, USARC BRAC 

lhLQix 
Mr. Pete Tranchick, Director of Public Works-Fort Dix 

Fort Hamjlton/Totten 
LTC Nolan Goudeaux, New York Area Command 
MAJ Steve Barton, Director of Public Works 
SFC Trefethin, Director of Public Works Non-commissioned Officer in Charge 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

As a sub-post of Fort Hamilton and part of the New York Area Command, provides support to 
active duty and retired personnel within the local area. Serves as host to Headquarters, 77th 
U.S. Army Reserve Command. 

BOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort Totten, except an enclave for the U. S. Army Reserve. Dispose of family housing. 



I;,OD9S JUSTIFICATION FQB ACTION: 

Fort Totten, a sub-installation of Fort Hamilton, provides administrative and logistical support to 
Army Reserve units in the New York City metropolitan area. 

Fort Totten is low in military value compared to other command and control/ 
administrative support installations. The post has limited capacity for growth or fbrther military 
development. 

Fort Totten is home to the Ernie Pyle U.S. Army Reserve Center, the largest in the 
country. Realignment of the Center to nearby Fort Hamilton is not possible since Fort Hamilton 
has little available space. Therefore, the Army decided to retain this facility as a reserve enclave. 

FA( lrnrnS  REVIEWED: 

Capehart Family Housing area. One hundred and fourteen sets of quarters (one hundred 
active) in four-story Wherry housing are configured in a mix of two and three bedroom 
layouts. Units were built in 1959160 with a fifty year expected life span. They have not been 
updated. Floors are linoleum; kitchens small with little storage space, no dishwasher or 
disposal. Washeddryer hook ups are available in common basement areas. 

\ 
t Historic housing. Forty-four sets of quarters (twenty-eight active) were built between 1850 

and 1940. Units are cited on the waterfront - on prime real estate, and are configured in six- 
eight bedroom layouts. Units are consistent with flag officer space requirements, with some 
units having 6800 SF of living space. Units have not received a major upgrade, but money 
has been spent on their periodic upkeep. Antiquated wiring poses a potential safety hazard and 
significant expenditure claimant. 

Lead paint has been found in all housing. Housing turnover for both Fort Hamilton and Fort 
Totten average approximately 100 units per year. Lead abatement procedures can run from no 
cost to $12,000 per unit. Asbestos has not been a problem. 

While quarters are early 1960s standards approaching the end of their useful life span, they are 
commensurate with units available in the local area. All local rentals are expensive and 
difficult to find. The surrounding community of Bayside, Queens, is an up-scale community 
of mostly dual income families working in downtown Manhattan. They are willing (and do) 
pay for their relative proximity to work. Most rentals require three months rent, security 
deposit and a broker's fee for start-up costs. Two and three bedroom unfurnished apartments 
list in a range from $850 - 1300 per month. Availability is an added problem; vacancy rates 
run in the 2% range. 



Because family housing occupancy rate stays approximately 80%, the parent installation does 
not maintain a local housing referral list. Family quarters' occupants are from all services 

(y supporting the military mission to the United Nations, the U.S. Army Recruiting Battalion 
New York, and Title X Army Guard and Reserve full time support personnel. 

(JOMMUNITY CONCERNS m: 
I'iupport costs associated with programs, facilities, and military services provided active and 
reserve armed forces members would be tremendously increased if they had to be conducted 
on the local economy. Fort Totten constitutes a highly cost-effective operation when 
compared to the price of comparable facilities in the rest of New York City. 

!Should the Fort Totten recommendation be accepted, local developers welcome the opportunity 
t.o purchase the prime real estate. Queens, New York, has zoned the post to ensure restricted 
tlevelopment retains much of the green space currently on the installation. 

Old Fort Totten, an unofficial historic site and museum, has a historic legacy and artifacts 
dating back to the Revolutionary War. The volunteer curator, Mr. Jack Fein, is an ardent 
community activist in support of the historic site. 

1 Request updated start year strength figures, data calls and COBRA estimate for Fort 
TottenJHamilton from TABS. 

Obtain additional NYC rental cost data for comparison with service member variable 
housing allowance (VHA) and basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). 

Contact Department of the Navy area housing officials for a first-hand account of Army 
- Navy coordination on housing Army personnel at Mitchell Field Navy housing area. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT HAMILTON, NEW YORK 

APRIL 18, 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONiR: None 

A L C C O M P W G  COMMISSIONER: None 

COMMISSION STAKE: 
l ick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

Mr. Larry Monish, Assistant to Congresswoman Susan Molinari 

State Delegation: None 

) -: 
LTC Sam McNabb, TABS 
Ms. Gerri Lennox, FORSCOM BRAC 
MAJ Murdoug, USARC BRAC 

Fort m: 
Mr. Pete Tranchick, Director of Public Works-Fort Dix 
Ms. Toni Alexander, Base Transition Office 

Fort Hamilfon: 
LTC Nolan Goudeaux, New York Area Command 
MAJ Dave Lowe, Deputy - New York Area Command 
MAJ Steve Barton, Director of Public Works 

Provide administrative and logistical support for Army and DoD agencies (active component, 
reserve component, and retired) in the New York metropolitan area. Serve as headquarters for 
sub-installation - Fort Totten. Provides engineer support and services for two installations and 
16 reserve centers in the NYC and Northern New Jersey area; transportation and personal 
security for DoD, DA, Non-DoD governmental and foreign dignitaries visiting the NYC area. 
Perform personal property shipping and passenger travel support for all branches of the 
service in the NYC area. 

'llr" 



w Realign Fort Hamilton. Dispose of all family housing. Retain minimum essential land and 
facilities for existing Army units and activities. Relocate all Army Reserve units from Caven 
Point, New Jersey, to Fort Hamilton. 

Fort Hamilton is low in military value compared to the other command and control1 
a.dministrative support installations. The post has limited capacity for additional growth or 
rnilitary development. No new or additional missions are planned. 

This proposal reduces the size of Fort Hamilton by about one-third to support necessary 
military missions in the most cost effective manner. The New York Area Command, which 
includes protocol support to the United Nations, will remain at Fort Hamilton. Another 
installation will assume the area support currently provided to the New York area. 

The Armed Forces Reserve Center at Caven Point was built in 194 1. Its sole mission is 
to support reserve component units. The buildings on the 35-acre parcel are in poor condition. 
Relocating to Fort Hamilton will allow the Army Reserve to eliminate operating expenses in 
excess of $100 thousand per year. Caven Point relocation recommendation is contingent upon 

,* \ acceptance of Fort Hamilton realignment recommendation. 
".' 

Ocean View housing area. Housing was constructed in 1960161; currently 35 years into 50 
year life expectancy. Quarters are primarily two and three bedroom brick two-story, multi- 
family units, comprising 1250 SF of heated living space. Housing area has never received a 
major upgrade; linoleum floors, small kitchens with no pantry space, no dishwashers or 
garbage disposals. Air conditioning is not provided. Majority of units have one bathroom. 
Most units have washertdryer hook ups in a common basement area. 

Hamilton Manor housing area. Area consists of four, twelve story buildings, configured in a 
mix of two, three, and four bedrooms. The four bedroom models have 1800 SF of living 
space. Units were constructed in 1953, but received a major rehabilitation in the late 19801 
early 1990 timeframe. Units have linoleum floors, no dishwashers; half have washerldryer 
hook-ups. Government washerldryers are provided in common basement area. Buildings 
have no freight elevators, so furniture moving is a major project. 

Historic housing area. Consists of 12 units (1 1 occupied) built between 1840 and 1911. 
Configuration is a mix of four, five, and six bedroom layouts consistent with typical 0 6  
housing. Historic housing benefited from a recent major kitchen upgrade. Old electrical 
wiring represents a potential safety hazard and significant expenditure claimant. 



Lead paint has been found in all but Ocean View housing. Housing turnover for both Fort 
H~milton and Fort Totten average approximately 100 units per year. Lead abatement 

(V procedures can run from no cost to $12,000 per unit. Asbestos has not been a problem. 

C:aven Point Reserve Center, NJ. A significantly under-utilized reserve center now home to 
two USAR fuel units - 920th Medium Transportation Company with 5,000 gal tankers, and the 
716th Quartermaster Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant Company with 5 ton trucks and fuel 
bladders. Open storage for the two units is estimated at 153,000 SF. Reserve center 
previously housed four USAR units; two were recently disestablished. Anti-intrusion device 
system equipped arms rooms for both units are on-site. The Newark New Jersey Police 
Department runs a basic police academy on the center grounds and maintains a small resident 
cadre on a non-reimbursable basis. Some equipment and rolling stock from disestablished 
units and open stored ARNG rolling stock are on the reserve center grounds. ARNG storage 
is covered by an memorandum of agreement. The reserve center houses a four-man full-time 
maintenance support activity. 

While quarters are early 1960s standards approaching the end of their useful life span, they are 
comparable with available units in the local area. All types of local rentals are expensive and 
difficult to find. Most require three months rent, security deposit and a broker's fee for start- 

) up costs. Two and three bedroom unfurnished apartments list in a range from $750 - 1300 per 
month. Availability is an added problem. Most neighborhoods are culturally segregated; 
occupants are long-term residents; vacancy rates in the 2% range. 

Family housing occupancy rate stays in the 80 - 85 % range (currently 83 %). Consequently, 
the parent installation, Fort Dix, NY, maintains neither a resident housing referral office nor 
local referral lists. 

Open storage requirements for the Caven Point units can be met on Fort Hamilton only if 
morale, welfare, and recreational (MWR) open space facilities are used. The only area on 
Fort Hamilton currently capable of sufficient vehicle parking is Doubleday ball field. 

Some question arises as to the accessibility of Fort Hamilton by the tractor-tanker equipment 
of USAR unit relocating from Caven Point. Situated at the foot of the Verrazano Narrows 
~ r i d ~ e  connecting Brooklyn with Staten Island, the only land entrances to Fort Hamilton is 
through narrow urban streets. Local resident on-street parking potentially hampers unit 
deployment without significant local law enforcement assistance. 

Unit weapons storage for the relocating USAR units is not available at Fort HamiIton. No 
military construction funds were included in recommendation cost estimates. Nearest available 
secure storage is on Fort Totten, approximately one hour (plus) by ground transportation. 



Remaining military units (recruiting battalion, military enlistment processing station (MEPS), 
and Army Reserve's 8th Medical Brigade) and support to area retiree population is very 
important. Last year MEPS processed approximately 35,000 applicants and inducted nearly 
9,000 new recruits. Retiree and family population is estimated at over 100,000. The medical 
brigade is the largest in the U.S. Army with over 6,700 assigned. Members are located 
statewide. 

Support costs associated with programs, facilities, and military services provided active and 
reserve armed forces members would be tremendously increased if they had to be conducted 
on the local economy. Fort Hamilton constitutes a highly cost-effective operation when 
compared to the price of comparable facilities in the rest of New York City. 

With the closure of Navy Station New York, recommended closure of Fort Totten, and the 
a.nticipated closure of Governor's Island, Fort Hamilton remains the only significant military 
presence in the entire NY metropolitan area. 

IXEOUFSTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF Vim: 

Request updated start year strength figures, data calls and COBRA estimate for Fort 
Hamilton from TABS. 

Request USAR revisit Caven Point memoranda of agreement, arms room construction 
requirements, and Fort Hamilton's accessibility to tractor-tanker equipment to ensure 
relocation recommendation remains viable. 

Obtain updated Caven Point operations and maintenance costs from the U.S. Army 
Reserve Command. 

Obtain additional NYC rental cost data for comparison with service member variable 
housing allowance (VHA) and basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). 

9 Obtain Commission legal determination on applicability of a housing area privatization 
proposal offered for consideration by local congressional representative. 

Contact Department of the Navy housing officials to obtain first hand information about 
the potential to house Army personnel at Mitchell Field, NY, Navy family housing. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL - BAYONNE, NEW JERSEY 

2 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMl@dOmR: Mr. A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING CO-: Mr. S. Lee Kling 

COMMISSION.STAXi'F: Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

C-Deleeation 
Congressman Robert Menendez 
Ids. Lillian Liburdi, Director Port Department, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 

1- 
!Mr. Roy Anderson, Total Army Basing Study Office 
.Ms. Theresa Persick, Office of Army Assistant Chief of Staff- Installation Management - 
Brigadier General Boyd King, USA, Commander Military Traffic Management Command, 

Eastern Area 
Captain William Nurthen, USN, Commander Military Sealift Command - Atlantic 
Rear Admiral Eastwood, USNR, Deputy Commander-Mobilization, Military Sealift 

Command - Atlantic 
Colonel Tom Frazier, USA, MOT Bayonne Closure and Realignment Execution Team 
Colonel Randy Pingley, USA, Garrison Commander MOT Bayonne 
Colonel Chris Lamb, USA, Commander 130 1 st Military Port Command 
Ms. Karen Lucas , Director National Archives and Records Administration, Federal Records 

Center New York 
Mr. Nicholas Servidio, Garrison Engineer MOT Bayonne 

Hon. Leonard Kiczek, Mayor, City of Bayonne, NJ 
Hon. Joseph Azzolina, Assemblyman, New Jersey Legislature 
Ms. Viola DiSantis, Save Bayonne MOT Committee 
Mr. Lee George, President Local 325 
Mr. Ron Fedorczyk, Local F16 
Mr. John Angelone, President Local 1588 



Manage movement of DoD cargo throughout the eastern US and Atlantic; manage port 
operations on the East Coast and at Atlantic locations in support of European, African, 
Mediterranean, and South American Theaters of Operations. 

Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military Transportation Management 
Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the traffic management portion 
of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monrnouth, NJ. Retain an enclave for the Navy 
hfilitary Sealift Command, Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

Recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational assessment. Bayome 
provides few military capabilities that cannot be accomplished at commercial ports. 

The Commissioners' visit started with an aerial orientation of the New York and New Jersey 
; commercial port facilities with a concurrent briefing by the Port Director, Port Authority of 

New York and New Jersey. The orientation highlighted the short distance from ports to the 
open sea, the ConRail lines serving commercial facilities, the container and "roll on - roll off" 
orientation of commercial facilities, and the scarcity of on-site staging/storage room and 
congestion at commercial facilities. The aerial orientation was courtesy of the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey. 

The base visit continued with mission overview briefings from Bayonne's major tenants: the 
Army's Military Management Traffic Command - Eastern Area (MTMC-EA), the Navy's 
Military Sealift Command - Atlantic (MSCLANT), the Army's 1301st Military Port 
Command, the US Army Garrison Bayonne, and the National Archives New York Center. 
Following the mission overviews, the Commissioners participated in a base windshield tour. 
At the rail classification yard they were briefed on the rail yard upgrade. At the north pier the 
briefing was on loading operations, privately owned vehicle shipping, and the channel 
dredging permit. The tour included a drive-through of one household goods storage 
warehouse, a drive-by of the dry-dock (with a view of the south pier where a MSC Fast 
Support Ship (FSS) is lay-berthed), and a walk-through of MSCLANT and the National 
Archives facilities. 



Ownership of MOT Bayonne provides the Army with a secure facility to conduct on-site 
staging and temporary storage of military cargo that is difficult for commercial facilities to 
handle (i .e . , heavy armored vehicles, containerized small arms ammunition). 

Actual port operation is a contracted operation. Contract employees are specialized in 
handling military cargo. Use of commercial ports would require military personnel to 
acigment port personnel to efficiently handle certain military cargo (routinely done when 
shipping through commercial ports). Little in way of material handling is kept on-site. The 
contractor brings cranes and container handling equipment to the site when ships arrive. 

New York area commercial port facilities are operating near capacity. Their ability to respond 
to short-fused military cargo requirements is in direct proportion to the urgency of the crisis. 
No Port Planning Orders (PPOs) with New York area facilities currently exist. Previous 
PPOs were canceled in 1993 when MOT Bayonne returned to full operational status after pier 
bulkhead rehabilitation. Legal means exist to provide priority to military cargo during 
d.eclared emergencies. 

(lomrnercial facilities provided the bulk of deployment and redeployment support to Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm. Bayonne was used primarily for sustainment supplies, heavy 
equipment and containerized small caliber ammunition. 

Planned Army force structure changes by 1997 will result in New York area ports being the 
logical "deployment facility of first choice" for only the 10th Infantry Division (minus), and 
two National Guard enhanced brigades (27th Infantry Brigade-NY and the 38th Infantry 
Brigade-IN) within the first 90 days after contingency mobilization. Some Army reserve units 
mobilizing at Fort Dix, NJ, may use New York area ports. US Army Reserve (USAR) units 
are mobilized on a case basis depending on needed unit skills, so identification of early 
deploying USAR is difficult. 

Tenant units are unclear about the DoD recommendation's "enclave" language. Of particular 
concern is land ownership and base operations within an enclave. Neither the USN nor the 
National Archives desire to be an enclave "landlord" and responsible for base operations 
functions within remaining enclaves. Army cost estimates apparently did not consider 
continuing base operations costs in COBRA estimates supporting the DoD recommendation. 

MSCLANT is concerned that the DoD recommendation requiring they remain within an 
enclave limits the Navy's flexibility to explore alternatives. 



a-y C O N C E R N S :  

w Amy ownership of Bayome provides security and flexibility unavailable in commercial port 
facilities. Commercial facilities lack the reinforced hardstand necessary for certain heavy 
military equipment. 

The specialized contract work force at Bayonne provides skill in handling military cargo that 
would be unavailable at a commercial port. 

Commercial ports are operating near capacity. In fact, some commercial automobile cargo is 
staging on MOT property due to lack of commercial staging space. Willingness of 
commercial operators to guarantee priority access to military cargo is doubtful. 

Army cost estimates supporting the DoD recommendation failed to consider all appropriate 
costs. Examples include failure to include continuing base operations costs, cost to ship MSC 
flat racks and sea sheds to an alternate storage location, costs of alternatives to shiplstore 
privately owned vehicles and service member household goods, costs of moving residual DoD 
families onto the economy, and the cost to layberth the MSC FSS at a commercial pier. 

Information about MOT operations supporting the DoD recommendation was compiled at a 
time when the port was in a state of reduced operations. Since the information was gathered, 
the rail yard is now better than nearby commercial facilities, the north pier has been 
rehabilitated, and the facility has received the only dredging permit issued in the New York 
area. 

FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISE: 

Obtain Army comment on community group concerns. 
Review Army cost estimates in light of potential additional costs highlighted during the 

base visit. 
Consider alternatives available to the Commission to provide US Navy the flexibility to 

move MSCLANT and Retail Fashion facilities if they desire. Obtain Department of the Navy 
position on MSCLANT concerns. 

Obtain updated Army COBRA in view of information gained from the base visit. 
Identify and obtain additional information on commercial port facilities on the East and 

Gulf Coasts. 

Rick BrowdArmy Team AnalystIMay 8, 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT, CT 

1 MAY 1995 

LIEAD COM - MISSIONER 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

A A 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

Bbob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES - 

i Senator Joseph I. Lieberman 
i Representative Rosa L. Delauro 

Mr. Jim Robinsin, Allied Signal 
Mr. Mike Meshay, Allied Signal 
I&. Dave Coventry, Allied Signal 
Pdr. Dave Kelly, President, UA W Local 10 10 
'Town Manager Barnhart, Stratford, CT 
Peter M. McVey, MG USA (Ret), Expert Witness 
COL Brian Thorn, U. S. Army Aviation and Troop Command 
Mr. Prince Young Jr., U. S. Army Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION 

Government-owned, contractor-operated engine manufacturing facility. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 

Close Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

p 



I 
Reduction in requirements for tank and aircraft engines and increased Army capability to repair 

w have eliminated need for Stratford. Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX, and Anniston Army Depot, 
A];, can meet projected operational needs. Depots can support mobilization needs until new 
engine production becomes available. 

M:AIN FACILITIES REVIEWED 

Toured Stratford Army Engine Plant facilities. Highlights included Engineering Test Facility, 
Component Test Center, Recuperator Production Building, and Main ProductiodAssembly 
Building. 

K- - TIFIED 

Government personnel numbers are not accurate. The two Army personnel are not at the plant, 
while there are 150 DLA/DCMAO/DCAA personnel as tenants at the facility. 

PA environmental study was completed in NOV 94. Woodward-Clyde Environmental did the 
study for the Corps of Engineers. Results include $17.5 million for environmental stabilization 
upon closure. Whether or not this counts as compliance or clean-up costs requires verification. 

?he COBRA does not indicate any costs for moving equipment or constructing facilities at the 
' gaining installations. This needs to be verified by the Army. During the visit, several pieces of 

I g,overnment equipment were seen that may require movement to a new location. One example is 
the stamping machine for recuperator plate production. 

The recommendation and the COBRA support a scenario for closure of the facility. In other 
ciocuments and the DoD justification there are references to a mothballed facility. This needs 
verification. 

Now did the Army compute $5.7 million in savings? 

,411ied Signal states that Stratford Army Engine Plant provides key support functions to the 
~nilitary operations. These functions include logistics support, sustainment engineering, and 
spares production. Army position is that depots, along with private sector, can support the field. 



Request that the Army verify COBRA costs, requirement for equipment moves and military 
construction, personnel moves, and whether the recommendation is to close or mothball the 

(II1 facility. 

Bob Miller/Anny T e d  05/16/95 2:04 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT DIX, NEW JERSEY 

3 MAY 1995 

LAEADCOMM R - ISSIONE : 

A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

'None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

LTC Steve Bailey 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

COL M. Jeffry Petrucci, Commander, Fort Dix 
Representative H. James Saxton, 3rd District, New Jersey 
Representative Christopher H. Smith, 4th District, New Jersey 
Mr. Mike Warner, New Jersey Department of Veterans Affairs 
Laurel Macke, Staff Assistant to Senator Bradley 
Andrea Edwards, Staff Assistant to Senator Lautenbery 
Ms. Jerri Lenox, Forces Command BRAC Office 
Mr. George Sekete, BurIington County Representative 
Sergeant Major Hritz, New Jersey National Guard High Technology Training Center 
COL Mike Smith, New Jersey National Guard Aviation Officer 
LTC Rick Ballard, S-3 (Operations, Plans, and Training) 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Support Active Army and Reserve Component training. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Dix by replacing the Active Component garrison with a Reserve garrison. Retain 
mission essential ranges, facilities, and training areas required for Reserve Component training as 
an enclave. 



DpD JUSTIFICATION: w - 
To reduce infrastructure, reducing base operations and real property maintenance costs, while 
retaining facilities and training areas essential to support Army National Guard and Reserve units 
ir~ the Mid-Atlantic states. 

(;rand welcome upon Commissioner Comella's arrival at Sharp Parade Field, followed by a 
driving tour of main post area and lunch with Post Commander's briefing at Club Dix. This was 
fbllowed by a driving tour of 3rd Region U. S. Army Criminal Investigation Command, Military 
I'olice Station, Red Cross, Post Oflice, Bank, Bowling Center, Outdoor Recreation Center, 
Indoor Swimming Pool, U. S. Navy Area, Holly Crest Housing, Walson Air Force Hospital, 
U. S. Army Reserve Command NCO Academy, Child Care Center, and Battle Projection Center 
{en route to the Fort Dix flight line adjoining McGuire Air Force Base for a helicopter tour of key 
areas and range visits. At Range 85, a Tank Gunnery Exercise was observed with two M-1 
Abrams tanks conducting stabilized run and section deployment live firing on the Table VIII 
Qualification Course. At Range 6 1, a briefing on Aerial Weapons gunnery capabilities was 
presented, followed by two AH-1 Cobra helicopters conducting multiple live firing runs with 
20mrn cannon. The visit concluded at the Fort Dix flight line with a media availability held 
jointly by Commissioner Cornella and Representatives Saxton and Smith. 

1* KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Department of the Army (and all subordinate commands from Forces Command to 
installation level) and community, county, and state officials all concurred with the DoD 
realignment recommendation. 
A final end-state number of the civilian work force total to implement the post-realignment 
mission was agreed by all involved to number between 700 and 750, with 741 workers 
deemed to be the optimum level. (This is a clarification of the original COBRA numbers and 
requires final certification by the The Army Basing Study to the Commission.) 
Fort Dix will become a U. S. Army Reserve Command (vice Forces Command) installation 
upon realignment if the DoD recommendation is approved. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No direct concerns were raised, but community and state officials are decisively supportive 
of retaining Fort Dix and the outstanding military-community relationship in the hture. 

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Request certification of most current COBRA data for personnel and costs/savings. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

EAST FORT BAKER, CALIFORNIA 

27 APRIL 1995 

L E A D :  

None. (Staff-Only Visit; a "below the threshhold" minor installation, scheduled for return 
to the Department of the Interior's Golden Gate National Recreation Area.) 

None. 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

? 
LIST OF ATTEND=: 

-4 LTC Richard M. Werner, Garrison Commander, Presidio of San Francisco (East Fort Baker is a 
sub-installation of the Presidio) 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

East Fort Baker provides facilities and housing for the Headquarters, 91 st Training Division 
(U.S. Amy Reserve) and the Sixth United States Army Recruiting Brigade. 

Close East Fort Baker. Relocate all tenants to other installations that meet mission requirements. 
Return all real property to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

Closing East Fort Baker saves operations and support costs by consolidating tenants to other 
military installations without major construction. 



w 
Driving tour of the sub-standard housing area, buildings serving as headquarters for the 91st 
Training Division and 6th Recruiting Brigade, the Fort Lewis MWR (Morale, Welfare, and 
R'ecreation) Yacht Ciub, and the adjoining U. S. Coast Guard Station. (16 of the 58 sets of 
family quarters are occupied, and only 7 will be occupied by the summer of 1995--all by Coast 
Guard families). 

KJY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

There are no issues. 

C C :  

There are none . 

IiEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESUIJT OF VISIT: 

None required. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

US ARMY PUBLICATIONS DISTRIBUTION CENTER 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 

24 MARCH 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 
'Wm Clifford Wooten, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
.Jonathan Davidson, Office of Senator Sarbanes 
Mike Morrill, Office of Senator Mikulski 
James Scholtes, Office of Rep. Ehrlich 
R. Karl Aurnan, Office of Rep. Ehrlich 
John Porcari, Office of the Governor 
Raj Geol, Office of State Delegate Kenneth Holt 

Colonel Michael Mayer-Kielman, 
Commander , Publications 
Major Chuck Fletcher, TABS 
Theresa Persick, DAIM-BO 
Jerry King, ISC- BRAC 
LTC Brad Beasley, Commander 
Bill Weiman, Union Vice President 
Cathy Croop, Computer Assistant 

Store and issue publications and blank forms to authorized users worldwide. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close by relocating the US Army Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore to the US Army 
Publications Center St. Louis, Missouri. 



DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

w Ccmsolidation of the US Army Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore with the US Army 
Publications Center, St. Louis combines the wholesale and retail distribution functions of 
publication distribution into one location. The consolidation eliminates a manual operation in 
Baltimore in favor of an automated facility at St. Louis and creates efficiencies in the overall 
distribution process. This move consolidates two lease into one less costly lease. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

We toured the entire Publications Center. The warehouse operation is controlled by an 
automated warehouse control system (only one in DoD) which links all facets of the operation 
with a real-time state-of the-art system which monitors an order from start to finish . In addition, 
the Center has automated guided vehicles which deliver the incoming material to the appropriate 
warehouse location, where wire-guided forklifts pick-up and store the material. 

The Center has a computer program which allows then to shop freight rates between United 
Parcel Service, Real Property Service, and the US Postal Service. Within the Postal Service the 
system can shop between 8 different rates i.e. fiom book rate to first class. This is the only DoD 
Center with this capability. The St. Louis Center is installing a freight system but it will not have 
the capability to shop rates within the Postal System. 

The Center also has an automated mailing system which sorts outgoing packages by destination. 

I(EY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

' h e  Baltimore Center is highly automated and not a manual operation as indicated in the Army 
I-ecomrnendation. The automated warehouse control system is the only one in DoD, although 
one is being installed in the St. Louis Center. 

.A 1992 Army Management Review estimated that $250 million could be saved over 5 years if 
DoD consolidated fiom 15 to 3 Publication Distribution Centers (there are less than 15 Centers 
now). In addition, the Review estimated that the consolidation would save $1.26 billion over 20 
years. The Army recommendation to close the Baltimore Center will save $35 million over 20 
years. Senator Sarbanes noted the Army took a narrow view and the Commission needs to 
consider the DoD wide implications. 

The Army Center is collocated with the Air Force Center responsible for administrative 
publications. The AF Center is staffed with 60 personnel and is a manual operation. LTC 
Beasley stated the Army Center could absorb the AF workIoad with no increase in staff, 
equipment or space. 

. The National Security Agency has approximately 100,000 SF of controlled space for storing 
classified material in the same warehouse. NSA is vacating this space and moving their 



I classified storage to Ft. Meade. Once NSA departs, the Baltimore Center would have the 
capacity to store classified documents without incurring any construction cost. 

w The Baltimore Center has the flexibility to expand and absorb related missions from other DoD 
agencies, which is not available at the St. Louis Center. The St. Louis Center does not have the 
capacity to expand at the current location. In fact, the St. Louis Center recently obtained 
~ ~ a e h o u s e  space at the Price Support Center, which is scheduled to close. Therefore, the Army 
would be required to lease additional space in St. Louis in order to absorb the Baltimore Center's 
workload as well as replace the warehouse space at the Price Center. 

None at this time. 

Commission staff needs to review the recent studies of the feasibility and desirability of 
consolidating DoD Publication Centers as alluded in the attached letter. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA 

22 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. (Staff-Only Visit; a Gaining installation scheduled to become the base of operations 
for the Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training Center from Fort 
Greely.) 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

C'OMMISSION STAFF: 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

) LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

LTC John C. Poole, Commander, Fort Wainwright 

Headquarters, 1st Brigade, 6th Infantry Division (Light). The brigade will become the 3rd 
E;rigade, 10th Mountain Division (Light) on a date to be determined. The garrison staff at Fort 
Wainwright supports tenant units by providing a base of operations for training, sustainment, 
deployment, and administration. Tenants include the Bureau of Land Management; 6th Region 
Clriminal Investigation Command, Alaska Field Office; U. S. Cold Region Research and 
Ehgineering Laboratory, Petroleum Division; and Bassett Army Community Hospital. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Greely by relocating the Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training 
Center to Fort Wainwright, Alaska. 

1)oD JUSTIFICATION: - 

FLeduced Army presence allows reduction in garrison staff, reduced excess capacity, and allows 
performance of essential missions at a lower cost. 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

w D~iving and walking tour of main cantonment area. Visited proposed locations of barracks, 
ofifice and administrative areas, maintenance facilities, and housing areas on and off post for 
Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training Center. Adequate space in good 
locations is readily available; very minimal renovation costs or new construction would be 
required (the COBRA figure of $12.03 million is high). The NWTC will be given the entire first 
floor of the new headquarters building (1 555) built for the deactivated 6th Infantry Division 
(Light), and the basement floor of the adjacent Murphy Hall (Building 1045) for classrooms, 
training and storage space. Buildings 1595,2085,3001,3002,3030,3477, 3496, and 3566 have 
been earmarked for activities relocating from Fort Greely. Fort Wainwright's Ammunition 
Supply Point is capable of storing the quantity of ammunition items to be transferred without 
additional construction. The number of family quarters is 2,173 (not 2,129). The post has a new 
Child Development Center (303 capacity and only half-full), huge new indoor sports complex 
and gymnasium, very large Post Exchange, and very large Commissary. 

M3Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

The Cold Regions Test Activity requires a 25-ton crane which is not available in the 
proposed maintenance facility at Fort Wainwright. A solution exists if the Allied Trades 
building (#609 or 612) is retained for use at Fort Greely by CRTA (it is the current 

? maintenance support facility with the crane and overhead clearance required). 

alMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No concerns exist in the Fairbanks-Fort Wainwright community. 

FWOUES - TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None at this time. 





Document Separator 



FORT RITCHIE, MARYLAND 

MARCH 24, 1995 

LEAD COlPiMEWONEB : Mr. A1 Cornella 

A . C C O W Y I N G  CO-: None 

C:OMn4EiWJN STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
I 3  Brown, Army Team Chief 
Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

T OF ATTENDEES. 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Congressman Roscoe Bartlett 

'CIP Dele- 
Lieutenant Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend 
State Assistant Adjutant General - Brigadier General Thomas Baker, Army National Guard - 
LTC Dave Powell, Total Army Basing Study (TABS) 
Ms. Theresa Persick, Office of Army Assisstant Chief of Staff- Information Management 
Mr. Jerry King, Army Information Systems Command-Base Realignment and Closure 

Fort R i t c k  
. . 

Brigadier General Frederick Essig, Deputy Director Defense Information Systems Agency - 
Western Hemisphere (DISA WESTHEM), & Commander, Fort Ritchie 

Mr. Art Callaham, DISA WESTHEM Command Actions Group 
Mr. Raymond Pirrello, Technical Applications Office (TAO) 
Mr. Bob Brooks, 1108th Signal Brigade 
Mr. Glenn Sanders, Information Systems Engineering Command - CONUS 
Mr. Steve Blizzard, Public Affairs Office 
Major Dilandro, U. S. Army Garrision Fort Ritchie 
LTC Cashiola, Staff Judge Advocate Fort Ritchie 

tives 
Mr. Lonnie Knickmeier, FOR Ritchie Military Affairs Committee 



Provides base operations and real property maintenance for the garrison installation, the 
Alternate National Military Command Center Facility Site R, satellite activities, and other 
tenants (including Camp David). 

Close Fort Ritchie. Relocate the 11 1 lth Signal Battalion and 1108th Signal Brigade to Ft. 
Detrick, MD. Relocate Information Systems Engineering Command elements to Fort 
Huachuca, AZ. 

BASOPS for Defense Intelligence Agency and other National Military Command Center 
support elements will be transferred to nearby Fort Detrick, MD. Relocations, collocations 
and consolidations allow the elimination of Fort Ritchie's garrison and avoids significant costs 
associated with the continued operation and maintenance of support facilities at a small 
installation. Installation closure and activity transfer will : 

maintain operational mission support to geographically unique Sites R and C (Alternate 
National Military Command Center) for the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

capitalize on existing facilities at Site R and C to minimize construction: 
maintain an active use and continuous surveillance of Site R and Site C facilities to wf maintain readiness; 
collocate signal units that were previously separated at two different garrisons; 
consolidate major portion of Information Systems Engineering Command-CONUS with 

main headquarters of Information Systems Engineering Command to improve synergy of 
information system operations; 

provide a direct support East Coast Information Systems Engineering Command field 
element to respond to regional requirements. 

We conducted a driving tour of the installation. Fort Ritchie is a small rural installation set in 
the Cococtin Mountains on the Maryland I Pennsylvania border. Most of the buildings are 
1930s vintage made of native stone. The installation headquarters, post exchange/cornmissary, 
fire station, computer training center and Technical Applications Office buildings are either 
relatively new (within past 5-6 years), or recently renovated. Installation family housing 
comprises approximately 340 sets of quarters over twenty years old. The computer training 
center houses a video teleconference (VTC) facility linked with the unclassified DOD network. 

The DISA Regional Control Center provides integrated control of DISA's sixteen mega-center 
infrastructure, applications and data management. The center has fiber-optic and microwave 
connections that allow visibility over DOD's CONUS distributive communications data 
centers. They perform trend analysis and fault identification over CONUS management 
database links. The Regional Control Center will relocate if Fort Ritchie is closed. 



Sitt: R is the Alternate National Military Command Center. Site C, operationally aligned with 
Site R, provides Site R with a mobile satellite terminal designed to provide jam-resistant, 

cLI secure communications. Support to both sites will continue regardless of Fort Ritchie's status. 

DISA strength figures were not included in the cost analysis. During initial Army data calls 
DISA was not formally established, and Army anticipated its relocation under force structure 
rules. Consequently, DISA relocation was not costed. The same rationale was applied to the 
Regional Control Center; thus, its reconstitution was not costed. Net effect; underestimated 
personnel relocation, military construction, and family housing construction costs. 

Clritical support to Site R provided by Fort Ritchie garrison was not included in the relocation 
strength figures moved to Fort Detrick, MD. The garrison Unit Identification Code (UIC), 
with assigned personnel was eliminated in the detailed cost analysis. Site R's military police 
security organization and facility engineer functions are part of the garrison UIC. Effect was 
overestimating personnel relocation savings. 

Savings from closing family housing at Fort Ritchie was apparently overstated by a factor of 
tien. The number of on-post family housing used in the cost model included unaccompanied 
barracks space. Thus, annual savings from terminating family housing was estimated at 
approximately $23 million per year. Actual costs approach $3 million per year. 

-4 A newly-completed National Guard Armory had escaped the data calls detailing Reserve 
Component property. The armory receives select base operations support from Fort Ritchie. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community was represented by the Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee (FORMAC). 
They raised the issues listed above. The FORMAC also described a potential environmental 
concern for insufficient water at Fort Huachuca, AZ. The committee further noted increased 
operational costs to relocated units serving their East Coast customers. Lastly, they 
highlighted the economic impact on the local area that will result from base closure. 

TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Pursue resolution of the apparent cost estimate inaccuracies with Army (TABS). 
Query DOD on their acceptance of degraded reaction time to Site R from Fort Detrick 

(security force reaction, fire-fighting back-up, and facility engineer trouble-shooting teams). 
Determine if presence of the National Guard Armory will require modification to the DOD 

recommendation in order for it to continue after Commission action. 
Work with FORMAC representatives on the specifics of their concerns. 
Follow-up the staff request for data on Fort Ritchie civilian employees by zipcode to 

properly analyze the economic impact of DOD's closure recommendation. 

Rick BrownIArmy Team/ (703) 696-0504 ext 197 





. BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA 

22 MARCH 1995 

L- - IONEH: 

C:ommissioner J.B. Davis 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
'Madelyn Creedon, Counsel 
Ben Borden, Director, Review & Analysis w Ralph Kaiser, Associate Counsel 
J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

L IST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Howell Heflin 
Senator Richard Shelby 
Representative Glen Browder 
MG Alfonso Lenhardt, installation commander 

Fort McClellan is a Joint Training Center with three schools that train Army, Marine, Air Force, 
Navy, or other Federal personnel: the U.S. Army Chemical School, U.S. Army Military Police 
School, and DoD Polygraph Institute. All Army chemical and military police One Station Unit 
Training is conducted at McClellan, It is also the site of the nation's only Chemical Defense 
Training Facility. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Fort McCIellan. Move Chemical and Military Police Schools and Chemical Defense 

Qv Training Facility to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Move DoD Polygraph Institute to Fort 
Jackson, South Carolina. Retain reserve component enclave and facilities essential to chemical 

1 



Qv+ demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. License Pelham Range to Alabama Army 
National Guard. 

DlpD JUS - TIFICATION: 

Collocation of Army Chemical, Engineer, and Military Police schools at Fort Leonard Wood 
creates useful synergy and economies. ROI is six years. 

Chemical Defense Training Facility, Army Chemical School, Army MP School, Air Force 
Disaster Preparedness Training Center. Overflight of entire fort and Anniston Army Depot. 

Fort has new agreement w/US Forest Service to use Talladega National Forest (1 80,000 
acres) for navigation and terrain training, MP traffic training, airdrops from Fort Bragg. Got 
no credit for these as maneuver acres in Dpad, even though they should count 50%. Proper 
credit would move them up in military value. (MAJ Hollis, TABS, said 3/22 he tried this 
excursion in Dpad, and it didn't change the rankings.) 

Army Audit Agency visited to certify data in 91 and 93. They have not come by this year. 
McClellan is concerned that the numbers they sent are not actually in the COBRA. 

MG Lenhardt noted that he had a $200M cost cap for his move. He said that TRADOC had 
established that figure. 

Alabama is "very friendly" on environment; doesn't require smoke permit. 

Chem school wants to move into biowar training next, using simulants. Facility is 
programmed. Plenty of capacity and expertise here. 

Don't want to drag down Leonard Wood; it's a very good installation. But it's overbuilt (see 
the hospital), and Army is trying to justify that overbuilding by adding as many functions as 
possible out there. The two bases are sisters, not rivals. 

Fort Leonard Wood's barracks have no air conditioning. The aged barracks McClellan has 
"laid away" are similar to the standard housing units at Leonard Wood. 

McClellan has a MK19 grenade range, which would have to be built at Leonard Wood. 



McClellan has the only counterterrorist driving school in the Army. 

Jacksonville State University (about 12 miles north) has a criminal justice degree program. 
This intertwines with the MP program, and the University holds classes at the Fort, which 
brings $1 00,000 a year in income to McClellan. 

With the laid-away barracks, Fort McClellan could accommodate 3000-5000 more personnel 
with no construction. Housing in community is very available, and costs are very low; no 
VHA is authorized. 

A new radiological contaminants lab has just been built at McClellan; it's fully permitted. 

They're aware that environmental cleanup costs are not considered, but point out that 
decontamination of the CDTF would cost $25M. 

Most chemical units are stationed in the southeastern US, and come to McClellan for training 
and mobilization. In fact, the Chemical Corps wants to preposition deployment equipment 
for those units at McClellan. 

Foreign armies (soon to include the Russians) do their chemical training at McClellan, which 
makes it a diplomatic asset. 

Basic training housing is integrated with the reception area and hospital, forming an enclave 
for new recruits, which enhances their training and cohesion. 

Fort Bragg troops practice attacks on the MOUT site as part of their annual drops into the 
Talladega Forest. 

With railhead, central location, and a limited C-5 capable runway, McClellan is a major 
mobilization/deployment location. 

Antiquated structures have been extensively replaced, with much new construction over the 
last five years. The only "weakness" is warehousing, which dates from WWII. 

65,000 retirees and dependents are in the extended service area; 25,000 idnear town. The 
chemical and MP retirees in the area are a valuable mobilization resource; can be (and have 
been) called back to do training. 

There is a robust (and inexpensive) housing market in the Anniston area. 

Operations staff has been cut 50% over 8 years -- they do more with less. 



MG Hines (Ret., former post commander): When he examined move to Leonard Wood in 91, 
he found the road network there inadequate, complete absence of training ranges (?), no 
facilities for smoke, and the need for considerable construction before the move could occur. 

COL Walt Phillips (Ret.) argued that live-agent training is necessary. He noted that chemical 
training had been conducted from 1973 to 1977 at Aberdeen using simulants, and students 
"didn't take it seriously." 

COL Phillips argued that the consolidation would make the Chemical and MP schools 
subunits at Leonard Wood, commanded by colonels instead of generals. He also noted that 
the recommendation doesn't mention the need for continued (and continuous) NBC training. 

COL Phillips pointed out the programmed creation of a biological warfare training facility at 
McClellan, and that it would be manned by a Reserve chemical company which was being 
stood up for that purpose. No such reserve company exists near Fort Leonard Wood, and 
Reserves can't be moved. The COBRA did not include any figure for construction of this 
facility at Leonard Wood. 

BG (Ret.) Pete Hidalgo stated that DA has only applied for the air permit at Leonard Wood 
(which is the only one not requiring public notice), while correspondence from State of 
Missouri indicates the facility also needs water and RCRA permits. The application is based 
on old technology, the original CDTF plans, which have been revised many times; "as-built" 
plans do not exist. (Presumably, though, it's become safer over time.) 

BG Hidalgo also argued that while BRAC decisions are outside NEPA, implementation isn't. 
An EIS will be required. CDTF cleanup will cost 45-50M. 

Between state reversion, the National Guard enclave, and environmental sites, the community 
will actually receive very little land. 

COBRA is not sufficiently precise to show the payback year accurately. (?) 

With the biowar operation at Dugway shut down, the coming McClellan facility will be 
unique. 

Senator Heflin posited that the CDTF could be closed down and, years later, its successor at 
Leonard Wood could be denied an operating permit. 



w Gerald Powell pointed out that Fort McClellan has the highest economic impact of any 
proposed Army closure, with 17.4% impact vs. an average of 1.3% for all other Army moves. 
(Fort Greely, at 36%+, is a realignment.) 

From tour: 
Fort McClellan's certified radiation laboratory provides emergency response backup for 17 
counties. 

Solicit views of other services and SOCOM on effect of closure of Fort McClellan on their 
activities. 

Solicit State Department view on move of treaty compliance training site. 

Clarify whether TRADOC assigned MG Lenhardt a cost cap for move. 

Find out what contractor built CDTF; obtain their independent estimate for reconstruction. 

Determine whether costs of moving EG&G contract personnel (CDTF operators) are 
included in COBRA. 

QW 
Get copies of community slides. 

a Can you really get a loaded C-5 out of Anniston/Oxford airport (7000x1 50 feet)? Ramp 
loading? 
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C80mmissioner J.B. Davis 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

C:ommissioner A1 Cornella 
Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

]Mr. Jim Owsley, Cross Service Team Leader 
'Mr. Dick Helmer, Cross Service Team Analyst 
Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team Analyst 
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Mr. Dave Olsen, Air Force Team Analyst 
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Elected Officials/staff 
Governor Frank Keating 
Senator Don Nickles 
Senator Jim Tnhofe 
Congressman J.C. Watts 
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Rodney Sandburg, Cong Istook staff 
Community Representatives 
LtGen (ret) Dick Burpee 
Mr. Gary Pence 
Mr. Butch Freeman 

Vl# Mr. Dave Wantland 

' J T s  
MGen Ken Eickmann, Base Commander 
Mr Jeny Yanker 
Mr. Bob Conner 
Ms. Susan O'Neal 
Mr. Jack Blair 
Mr. Ron Bledsoe 
Mr. Joe Simmons 
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Col Rich McKinny 
Col Tom Miller 
Col Gary Davis 
Capt Kermit Ayres,U.S. Navy 
Col Randy Mills 
Mr. Gene Pickett 
Mr. Allen Lawrence 
LCDR Dave Buckey, U.S. Navy 
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BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

w Tinker Air Force Base is part of the Air Force Material Command. The major units on the base 
are: the 72nd Air Base Wing, 38th Engineering Installation Wing, 552nd Air Control Wing, and 
507th Air Refueling Wing. There is a Navy strategic communications wing that provides the 
U.S. Strategic Command and National Command Authorities with an airborne command and 
control capability. The force structure is supported by the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
(ALC) which supports the B-I, B-2, B-52, and KC-135 aircraft. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign the Oklahoma City ALC and consolidate part of the following workloads there: 
(1) airborne electronics, (2) airborne electronic automatic equipment software, (3) machine 
manufacturing, and (4) plating. 

SE s RET TIFICATION: 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended ALC realignments will consolidate production lines and move workload to a 
minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure and other 
costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct labor 
hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow the 
Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other agencies. a' These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings 
without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot 
capacity will result in a reduction of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a 
reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to about two depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Industrial Shop Area, Building 300 1 
Blade Repair Facility, Building 3221 
Avionics Integrated Support Facility, Building 3220 
Engine Test Facility, Building 3234 
Composite Repair Facility, Building 221 1 
B- 1 Avionics Facility, Building 3707 
B-2 Avioinics Facility, Building 3708 
Fuel Control Facility, Building 3902 



Force Downsize Proposal 

The Tinker base officials could not explain the manner in which the workload shifts were 
determined. Air Force headquarters has determined that Tinker will be receiving 20,000 hours of 
machine manufacturing work (14 personnel equivalents). The Secretary's recommendation, 
ho-wever indicates that Tinker should also be receiving work in the airborne electronic automatic 
equipment software, airborne electronics, and plating areas. The Tinker officials could not 
account for the disconnects, In addition, the Tinker officials were unable to describe how the Air 
Force determined the number of personnel slots that the base would be losing. The Secretary's 
recommendations indicate the facility will lose 1 161 civilians, but the base analysis indicates 
they should only be losing 651 positions, based on the specific workloads Tinker will be 
transferring to other ALC's. 

The Tinker officials had no input into the workload adjustments included in the 
Secretary's downsizing proposal. They showed us documentation taken fiom the TRC depot 
consolidation study which suggests that the single siting of instruments at Tinker or dual siting of 
instruments at Tinker and Warner Robins was cheaper and more cost effective than the 
aldernative selected by the Air Force which cconsolidates Air Force instrument work at 
hlcClellan. Tinker officials also provided documentation which indicates that all of 
McClellan's current instrument workload could be accommodated in building 3707, with only 
minor renovations estimated to cost about $2.4 million. If instrument work is transferred to 
EdcClellan, as suggested by the Secretary of Defense, Tinker would vacate building number 
3707. The building was constructed in 1991, and walk through indicates that the facility is 

" I  
rnodern and had ample open space to accommodate added workload. 

In accordance with the Secretary's downsize recommendation, Tinker has identified 10 
different buildings totaling 424,220 square feet of space for mothballing. In comparison, the 
number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA would provide BRAC funding to 
.mothball 702,000 square feet of space. The Tinker officials told us the lions share of the 
buildings they have available for mothball are sections or bays of larger facilities. Therefore, the 
officials indicated that the savings fiom mothballing will be minimal at best, because heat and 
light will still be provided regardless of whether or not the facilities are occupied with active 
workstations. 

Tinker officials have also identified buildings totaling 499,878 square feet for 
demolition. In comparison, the number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA, 
would provide BRAC funding to demolish 304,000 square feet of space. It is interesting to note 
that most of these demolitions (403,722 square feet ) were planned and programmed prior to the 
Secretary's announcement and it is questionable that BRAC funds should be substituted for 
demolition projects that were previously planned. 

Tinker officials provided a variety of information describing how DOD computes 
capacity numbers. Based on DOD methodology capacity is determined on the basis of usable 
workstations. The officials explained that the existing infrastructure at Tinker could produce 
12.9 million hours of work This higher level of work, was reported to the joint cross service w I  group depot maintenance data call. The higher number is called maximum potential capacity. 
The difference between maximum potential capacity and the DOD reported capacity is the 



number of used workstations. They sited an analogy within the conference room. The room 
with chairs in it can accommodate 40 people or in terms of capacity 40 workstations. However, 

((V if all but one chair is removed the DOD methodology would only count one workstation, but still 
housed within the same basic infrastructure. In the 1980's Tinker performed approximately 12 
mi1,lion hours of work. While some buildings have since been demolished, others have been 
added. 

The officials openly acknowledged that the infrastruture which can support significantly 
more work remains in place. Accordingly, they provided charts which indicate that based on the 
maximum potential capacity of all five ALC's, the Air Force's tier I and tier I1 depots can 
accommodate all of the Air Force's projected workload In other words, Oklahoma City, Ogden 
and Warner Robins can perform all of the work, without any major new MILCON. Based on 
Tinker's analysis this would result in a decrease of $10.08 to their hourly rate and produce 
annualized savings of about $76 milIion. These savings result from fixed overhead costs being 
spread over a considerably larger workload base. Conversely, if the Secretary's downsize in 
place option is adopted the hourly rate would increase by $6.24 adding about $41.8 million to 
Tinker's annualized costs. 

Tinker's depot maintenance infrastructure includes 55 different buildings providing about 
5.5 million square feet of workspace to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. The buildings 
are valued at $5.5 billion with equipment valued at more than $900 million. 

Building 3001 is 7/10 mile long and covers 61 acres under one roof, providing 2.7 
million square feet of workspace. The building was extensively renovated in 1985, after a fire 
destroyed more than one third of the existing infrastructure. The building has capability to repair 
I 2 C- 135 airplanes, and includes separate engine and commodity shop areas. Our tour included 
a walk through of large unused space totaling about 73,000 square which at one time housed 
,4DP offices and equipment. 2 10 modular cubicles were left in place and the space could easily 
be converted to provide additional computer and administrative work spaces. 

The blade repair facility was constructed in 1988. The building totals 125,000 square feet 
(of space. Plant and equipment are valued at about $71 million. 

The avionics integrated support facility was constructed in 1974 and provides 135,000 
square feet of workspace. Plant and equipment are valued at about $330 million. 

The engine test cell was constructed in 1974. The facility could test 12 engines 
simultaneously. 

The composite repair facility was constructed in 1989 and provides more than 80,000 
square feet of work space. Plant and equipment is valued at about $13 million. The building 
will be significantly under utilized if the DOD downsizing option is implemented. Most of the 
composite workload would be transferred to McClellan. 

The B- 1 avionics building was constructed in 199 1 and provides about 84,000 square feet 
of workspace. The building and equipment are valued at more than $75 million. Under the 
DOD downsize proposal, this building would be mothballed after instrument workload is 
transferred to McClellan. 

The B-2 Avionics Facility was constructed in 1993, provides about 55,000 square feet of 
useable workspace. The plant and equipment value is approximately $58 million. Our tour of 
the building disclosed that the building is significantly underutilized. Tinker officials explained 



the facility was designed to support 134 aircraft, but the current plans call for acquisition of only 
20 aircraft. 

w Construction of the new consolidated fuel control test facility will be completed in April 
1905. The building will provide about 94,000 square feet of new workspace. 

Tinker officials do not think the estimate of $52 million to construct a C-5 facility at 
Tinker to replace the facilities currently located on Kelly Air Force Base is overstated. Tinker 
of-jcials helped develop the C-5 cost estimate. They stated that none of their existing facilities , 
except the corrosion control facility, can accomodate C-5 aircraft. While ccorrosion facility 
could provide space to work on two C-5 aircraft, personnel in the building would be unable to 
perform their primary corrosion control mission. They also said the aircraft can not be 
overhauled outside because of high winds that often come through the area. Tinker officials 
ad.vised, however that new construction could be avoided if the Air Force would send the C-5 
workload to the private sector. 

Strategic Communications Wing One has a collocated a wing of E-6 aircraft on Tinker. 
Collocation allows utilization of depot support and joint training programs. Currently about 15 
percent of Tinker's engine workload results from interservice agreements with the Navy. 

General Bwpee presented a briefing on behalf of the community. The group was 
concerned that the Air Force downsize alternative would relocate workload from a tier I (most 
balued) to a tier I11 depot. General Burpee also said the community has additional land available 
a.djacent the base perimeter which could be given to the depot for expansion. He recalled how 
the community on previous occasions donated land to the base. 

Continue to validate the Air Force numbers. 

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 4 April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT CHAFFEE, ARKANSAS 

11 April 1995 

Lfc AD COMMISSIONER: - 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

E,d Brown, Army Team Leader 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

IJTC Robert A. Dow, Jr., Commander, US Army Garrison 

Qu The Honorable Tim Hutchinson, Congressman, 3rd District, Arkansas and Co-Chairman, Fort 
Chaffee Committee 

MG Melvin Thrash, Adjutant General, Arkansas 
BG James Thomey, Assistant Adjutant General Air, Arkansas 
BG Robert S. Hardy, Jr., Chief of Staff, US Army Reserve Command 
COL William Shirron, Commander, Regional Training Brigade 
COL Dennis Porter, Director of Resource Management, Fort Sill 
Mr. Ed Warmack, Civilian Aide to the Secretary of the Army 
Judge Bud Harper, Sebastian County Judge and Co-Chairman, Fort Chaffee Committee 
COL Bob Boyer, USA (Ret), Spokesman for Veterans Group 
LTC Harry Bryan, Staff Analyst, The Army Basing Study, HQ DA 
Ms. Pat Williams, Legislative Assistant, Senator Bumpers 
Mr. Steve Ronnell, Legislative Assistant, Senator Pryor 
Mr. Lee Pittman, Administrative Aide, Senator Pryor 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Support active Army and Reserve Components training. 

Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component wv training as an enclave. 



w The Joint Readiness Training Center relocated to Fort Polk, LA in 1992; post has Active 
Component garrison, but no Active Component units. 

Ranks tenth out of ten continental United States Major Training Areas and is excess 
infiastructue to downsized Army's needs. 

Some Reserve Component training can still be done, but Reserve Component annual training 
can be done at Forts Polk, Sill, or Riley. 

Ground tour of majority of installation with stops at USAR NCO Academy training site, USAR 
Regional Training Site-Medical, WWII barracks complex showing progressive upgrades, and 
fileld house. Aerial tour of river crossing site, aerial gunnery and bombing range, Rattlesnake 
D'rop Zone, and Arrowhead Drop Zone. 

KSY ISSUES IDENTIFIED - 

National Guard Bureau position is that "Fort Chaffee is essential to maintain training and 
readiness standards for the National Guard." 

Reserve Components need installation for both annual training and inactive duty training 
since they cannot favorably compete for training densities at active component installations. 

n Distance and time to alternative training sites, coupled with increased costs, will result in lost 
training time and reduce readiness. 

5th Army Regional Training Brigade is establishing a forward headquarters at Fort Chaffee 
to fulfill Congressionally mandated Title IX Reserve Component training requirements. 

Tenants (5th Army Regional Training Brigade, US Army Reserve NCO Academy, Regional 
Training Site-Medical, Equipment Concentration Site, Department of Energy, MILES 
contract logistical support site, US Marshall, and Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office) need to be enclave. 

FORSCOM designated mobilization site cannot be accommodated in enclave. 



m$TA m E R N S  I RAISED: 

w Significant number of buildings are closed and awaiting funding for destruction. 

FY 95 training activity is projected to increase 34 percent over FY 94, the year used by the 
Army for its analysis. 

Installation contains 63,000 acres of varied maneuver space. 

Installation controls both sides of three crossing sites on Arkansas River and can control flow 
of water. 

No environmental detractors to training exist. 

Active component units [Znd Armored Cavalry Regiment from Fort Polk, 5th Engineer 
Battalion (Combat) from Fort Leonard Wood, XVIII Airborne Corps, and others] are training 
at Fort Chaffee during FY 95. 

Military value of installation was not accurately portrayed by the Army in its analysis. 

r Mechanized maneuver acres are greater at Fort Chaffee than all major training areas except 
Fort Irwin and Fort Polk, and the Army's number for Fort Polk is disputed. 

o The fact that Fort Chaffee is on a navigable river was neglected in the Army's analysis. 

ID Using FY 94 training statistics skews importance of Fort Chaffee to Reserve Components. 

Training at Fort Chaffee is not affected by endangered fauna or flora. 

Significant environmental clean-up costs would preclude reuse of a significant portion of the 
installation. 

Economic impact of recommendation does not reflect true impact on the community. 

Determine costs for Reserve Components to train at sites designated in justification for 
recommendation. 

Determine reason and alternative locations for Active Component units training at Fort 
Chaffee during FY 95. 



Determine economic feasibility of transferring operation and maintenance of installation to 
the Reserve Components. 

II' 
Evaluate community concerns. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT - LETTERKEhWY 

24 MARCH 1995 

LEAD: 

A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

'C, Senator Rick Santorum 
Congressman Bud Shuster 
Col James P. Fairall, Commander, Letterkemy Army Depot 
LTC Leslie Carlow, Commander, Defense Distribution Depot - Letterkenny 
Mr. Peter Scott, General Manager, United Defense, Paladin Production Division - Letterkenny 
Mr. Robert Shively , Chief, Vehicles Shop Division, Directorate of Maintenance, Letterkenny 

Army Depot 
Mr. David Goodman, Chief, Missile Electronics Shop Division, Directorate of Maintenance, 

Letterkenny Army Depot 
Ms. Hallie Bunk, Chief BRAC Implementation Office, Letterkenny Army Depot 
Mr. Ed Averill, Chief Ammunition Storage Directorate, Letterkenny Army Depot 

SENT 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. 



Windshield Tour of Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny facilities including selected 
vehicle storage yards 

w Arr~munition storage area (staff visit only) 

Letterkenny Army Depot now includes more than 19,000 acres. Under DOD's 
proposal about 12,000 acres wouId be retained for storage of conventional ammunition and 
urrrounded 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 guidance and control sections will be removed 
from uprounded missiles stored at Letterkeny, or other established storage locations and then 
trucked to Tobyhanna for repair and overhaul. The repaired sections would be returned to the 
storage site for uprounding. Vehicles which provide the platforms for missiles or command 
and control apparatus for Army missile systems would be transported between Tobyhanna and 
.4nniston, Alabama. Anniston would refurbish the vehicles, and Tobyhanna would integrate 
:and test the complete system. 

The DOD recommendation would retain conventional ammunition and tactical missile 
storage and disassembly at ktterkenny. Based on the Army's COBRA model, personnel 
authorizations of 490 civilian and one military would be retained at Letterkenny to support the 
realigned ammunition storage mission. 

BRAC 93 established Letterkenny as the consolidated DOD depot for tactical missile 
maintenance. Similar workloads conducted at 12 different locations were to be consolidated at 
Letterkenny. The depot has made substantial progress toward implementing the missile 
maintenance consolidation plan. As of March 1995, workload transfers for 12 of the 21 
missile systems designated for consolidation at Letterkenny have been completed. 
Maintenance work on 10 of the transferred systems have completed first article testing and are 
in full production. Workloads for 9 more missile systems are scheduled to transfer during the 
period FY 1995 through FY 1998. By FY 1999, the consolidated missile maintenance work 
will provide Letterkenny about 760 million direct labor manhours of work, Letterkenny has 
work spaces totaling 290,000 square feet for repair and overhaul of guidance and control 
sections. Interservicing, now accounts for 35 percent of the total tactical missile maintenance 
workload. Upon completion of the consolidation effort, about 55 percent of the total workload 
will be derived from Interservicing actions. 

Letterkenny has established radar testing ranges to integrate all subsystems of 

w overhauled Patriot missile systems. According to the Letterkenny officials this requires at 



least 28 acres of flat open land space. Commission staff will follow-up to determine how 
Tol~yhanna might accomplish Patriot testing. u 

About $26.6 million has already been expended to facilitate the tactical missile 
maintenance consolidation -- $4.9 million for building renovation, $4.0 million to move 72 
personnel and their families from the losing activities, $7.5 million to recruit and train about 
190 newly hired electronics technicians, $6.1 million to transport and install equipment from 8 
different losing sites, and $4.1 million for procurement of new equipment. Also, equipment 
valued at about $100 million has been recovered from 8 losing sites and then installed at 
Letterkenny . 

ktillery work - Paladin 

In accordance with the BRAC 1993 recommendation, Letterkenny continues to perform 
major overhaul and maintenance on small to medium tracked vehicles. In addition the depot 
rehrbishes a variety of wheeled vehicles that transport Army missile systems and components. 

I\ tour of the vehicle shops disclosed that the depot recently completed construction of a new 
high tech painting booth costing $6.2 million. Letterkenny has one of three DOD X-ray 
facilities for examining the quality of steel welded products. The vehicle shops total more 
than 350,000 square feet of work space. 

Letterkenny has established an ongoing teaming arrangement with a private sector firm, 
United Defense, to produce 630 upgraded M109A6 Paladin artillery systems. Under this 
arrangement, dubbed "Paladin Enterprise" the old gun turret is removed in Letterkenny shops. 
The Letterkenny shop overhauls the chassis to like new condition and returns it the 

contractor. 

United Defense fabricates a new turret at its York, Pennsylvania plant, and sends the 
turret to the Letterkenny depot , where it is outfitted with new wiring, hydraulic hosing and 
component parts. The completed turret is then installed on a refurbished chassis received from 
the Letterkenny vehicle shop. Lastly, the completed system is test driven and fired on the 
L~tterkenny test track and range. The joint project has saved the taxpayers about $15 million 
and is scheduled for completion in October 1998. 

Discussions with Letterkenny and United Defense officials revealed that 120 more 
s,ystems could be upgraded if contract options are exercised. United Defense is also looking to 
expand its business into other tracked vehicle systems. The company is closing its California 
production facility and consolidating its work at the York, Pennsylvania plant, which is located 
about 50 miles from Letterkenny. The company manager indicated that United Defense has 
produced and worked on all current tracked vehicles used by the U. S. military except the 
main M1 battle tank. 



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. 

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. 

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 

w has; become increasingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy combat vehicle maintenance 
anti 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 
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. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Letterkenny Army Depot Missile Electronics Shops Division 
Letterkenny Army Depot Vehicle Shops Division 
United Defense Enterprise for Paladin Conversion 



u" The distribution depot is comprised of 29 masonry warehouses and 60 covered storage 
shelters. The depot is about 73 percent full. About 49 percent of the distribution depot's 
business is derived from the Letterkenny maintenance depot. They are currently receiving 
supply items from Lexington - Bluegrass Army which was closed during BRAC 88. 

The distribution depot is responsible for the storage of approximately 7500 vehicles of 
various types and in conditions ranging brand new to unserviceable awaiting major overhaul or 
disposal. Outside vehicle storage covers about 100 acres, and presently 33 acres are occupied. 
The depot vehicle parking grounds are either blacktop or packed gravel. They have no 

cement hard stand storage. Based on DLA's military value, the Letterkenny distribution depot 
was ranked third from a total of 17 distribution depots collocated with a maintenance depot. 
While, the Letterkenny Distribution Depot is a highly valued DLA resource, if the 
Letterkenny maintenance depot mission is terminated, the distribution depot would also no 
longer be needed. 

I ~ w e r  Capacity in C o m p a k o n a -  
. . 

The Letterkenny Army Depot believes it received a lower military value rating because 
its capacity was low, compared to other Army Depots. If capacity were based on the number 
of useable square feet, instead of workstations, the Letterkenny Army Depot would be ranked 
among the most valuable. For example a single bay could accommodate two work positions 
and a large tracked vehicle or 50 workstations configured to repair hundreds of individual 
circuit cards. 

The Letterkenny Army Depot workload fell off during the 1991 and 1992 time period 
due the "on again 1 off again" transfer of missile work from Anniston Army Depot. During 
this time, Letterkenny transferred some vehicle work to other areas, anticipating missile work 
in its place. However the transfer of missile work was challenged by Anniston labor unions 
and a court injunction blocked the transfers. Therefore Letterkenny's assigned workload 
dropped substantially, capacity utilization was low, and average direct labor hour rates 
increased to the point where Letterkenny was no longer competitive. 

Letterkenny's capacity utilization and labor rates are driven by assigned workload. 
The commanders briefing indicates that utilization will exceed 100 percent in the 1996 and 
1997 timeframe and then fall to between 70 and 80 percent in 1999 upon completion of the 
Paladin upgrade program. 

. . v's One-Stop Provosal for Tactical Missile 

While Letterkenny is proceeding with implementation of the consolidated tactical 
missile maintenance program as directed by BRAC 93, the base believes it should be the 
designated storage and intermediate maintenance site for all future missile systems. In 

'((1 addition, they believe they should have responsibility for storage and intermediate maintenance 



(periodic testing) for all other DOD missile systems. Currently, Letterkenny stores and 
maintains uprounded missiles for a significant portion of the Army's inventory, and almost all 
Air Force tactical missiles except AMMRAM. Navy systems are stored and uprounded at 
either Fallbrook, California or Yorktown, Virginia. 

WMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Congressman Shuster provided a briefing on behalf of the community organization. 
The community organization calls itself the LEAD Coalition. Essentially, Congressman 
Shuster's group is concerned about keeping the base open and keeping the current staff of 
trained personnel employed. He reiterated the BRAC 1993 recommendations, the benefits of 
Paladin Enterprise and questioned the logic behind the Amy's evaluation which placed 
Letterkenny among the least valued depots. 

The community pitch was critical of the DOD BRAC 95 recommendation which 
de'centralizes missile electronics and vehicle maintenance functions. The community questions 
whether or not (1) the receiving activity can store guidance and control sections which are 
"(:lass C" explosives, (2) if the receiver can paint Patriot systems in a high bay area with 
antenna and outriggers attached, and (3) if space and facilities are available to support radar 
testing of Patriot systems. Finally, the community stated that reversal of the BRAC 93 
recommendation will increase maintenance costs, turnaround time, and that additional military 
construction projects would be required at the receiving sites. 

Evaluate problems or concerns regarding the transfer of workloads between Letterkenny Army 
Depot and Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 3/27/1995 
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Chris Kartman, Chief, Environmental 
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Hank Harris, Assistant Chief, Warehousing 

Division I 
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Information Systems, ASCE-Z 



BASE'S PRESENT MISS - ION: 

w The Memphis Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a "stand-alone depotv--meaning that 
it is not located with maintenance or fleet support. It distributes a wide range of material to 
customers in many locations. 

Close Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee 

Material remaining at this depot at the time of closure will be relocated to optimum storage 
space within the DOD Distribution System. As a result of the closure, all DLA activity will 
cease at this location and the facility will be excess to DLA needs. 

Declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FY 01. 
Although Memphis tied for third place out of the six stand-alone depots in the military value 

analysis, the variance between third and sixth place was only 37 points. It ranked six out of six 
in the Installation Military Value Analysis. Closing Memphis allows DLA to close an entire 
installation thus having greater infrastructure cost savings. 

Sufficient throughput and storage capacity are available in the remaining depots to 
~tccommodate projected workload and storage requirements. 

'The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Memphis Distribution Depot. This briefing 
covered the depot's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation infrastructure, 
personnel (including tenants), financial impact, and environmental problems. The briefing was 
followed with a windshield tour of the base's facilities. The tour made stops at the Central Pack 
Area, Mechanized Bulk Receiving Complex and the Hazardous Warehouse for a walking tour of 
these facilities. This was followed by a presentation by the Governor of Tennessee, the Mayor 
of Memphis, the Mayor of Shelby County, and the Memphis Chamber of Commerce which 
highlighted the Area's excellent distribution facilities, weather, and workforce. The presentation 
also highlighted the military value of the Memphis Defense Distribution Depot and the flaws (as 
viewed by the Chamber) in the Defense Logistic Agency's analysis of the Depot. The visit 
concluded with a helicopter tour of the area showing how the Depot is near to the Port of 
Memphis, the Intermodel Rail Yard, the Tennessee Air National Guard Base, and the Federal 
Express facilities. 



KE:Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

IDfrastrueture and Capacity Issues 

The Depot sits on 640 acres. It has 52 structures and includes: 20 bulk storage warehouses 
(1 10,000 sq. ft each); 6 binable warehouses (222,000 sq. ft. each); 5.5 million sq. ft. of open 
storage; 6 mil sq. ft. of covered storage; hazardous storage facilities; and 24 miles of rail. 
One-hundred and eighty people maintain the facility 
The Depot is centrally located to support the US bases more readily. 
Since 1989 there has been approximately $56 million in new construction and procurements 
(mechanization projects.) 
The facilities are in excellent condition with only $8 million needed to bring all of the 
facilities up to par, according to DLA BRAC estimates. This is less than most of the other 
stand-alone depots. Most of the buildings trusses have recently been enhanced. There are 
many new buildings with the latest--a 240,000 sq. ft., 25' clearance, $7 million building 
scheduled to be completed by December 1995. (The capacity of this building is not included 
in the Depot capacity statistics prepared for the BRAC process.) Another one of the newer 
buildings was a general purpose warehouse brought on-line in 1991 at a cost of $7 million. It 
is temperature controlled since it stores medical supplies. Further, this building was also 
built to be flexible and can be converted to open space if needed to be used for another 
mission, such as unitizing B rations. 
The Depot is one of three hazardous storage locations. The other two are Ogden Defense 
Distribution Depot, UT and Richmond Defense Distribution Depot, VA. (The Ogden Depot 
is also scheduled to close.) DLA consolidated their hazardous storage at these locations in 
1989. The hazardous storage facility was built in 1989 at a cost of $1 1 million. Another 
new hazardous storage facility for flammable materials was recently completed at a cost of 
about $1 million. 
The Automated Transportation Terminal became operational in April 1994 at a cost of $9 
million. It is the only automated transportation system at any of DLA's depots. It was a 
prototype. 
The mechanized bulk receiving complex just came on line (March 1995) at a cost of about $5 
million. This is also the only one within DLA's depot system. It was a prototype that DLA 
chose not to pursue because vendors did not lower their prices to ship to a consolidated site. 
The automated facilities has allowed the depot to reduce the number of people needed at both 
of these facilities. The Depot, however, can still operate manually if the automated 
equipment should break down. 
The Depot has realigned their work processes to take advantage of the 
mechanization/automation. 
The depot has organic spray paint and sand blasting facilities. 
The depot has the only building within the DLA Distribution Network where a flat bed truck 
can pull into to load or unload flat sheets of aluminum. 
The depot is located within a major transportation hub. It is close to rail, air, surface, and 
water transportation. 



The Depot is the only one where items can be shipped out for emergency needs as late as 11 
p.m. daily. This is because of the Depot's proximity to the Federal Express HUB. 
The Depot can service 65% of US demands with truck delivery within two days. 
During Operation Desert Storm, because of all of the distribution facilities located nearby, 
the Depot was able to hire on 900 temporary workers who were already trained in 
distribution functions. 
The Depot is able to expand to meet surge requirements. Because of the location, the Depot 
can readily obtain extra truck containers from local truck terminals when needed to meet 
surge needs. 

Inventory Issues 

The Depot inventory is valued at $800 million. The Depot stocks 271,000 different stock 
items. 
Although, only 5 percent of the Depot's total line items are bulk storage items (i.e. 
subsistence, medical, and clothing and textiles), these items take up 75% of the depot's 
storage space. 
Presently, the warehouses are at 82% capacity, 85% is considered full. 
The Depot stores a wide variety of items, as opposed to the Richmond, VA Depot, for 
example, that primarily stores general items or the Columbus, OH Depot which primarily 
stores construction items. 

Economic Issues - 

The direct financial impact of the Depot is approximately $90 million annually. This 
includes approximately $67 million in labor costs and $423 million to local transportation 
-,ompanies. This figure does not include military construction projects or indirect dollar 
impacts. 

E~wironmental Issues - 

In terms of environmental problems, the depot is on the National Priorities List. Leaking 
mustard gas containers were buried at the depot in the 1940's. The upper level water aquifer 
has been contaminated by the mustard gas. The Community concern is that the 
contamination will eventually leak down to the lower level aquifer, which is the source of the 
area water supply. Eleven million dollars has recently been allotted for design and site 
survey. It is not yet known how much it will cost to clean up the site. The area of 
contamination is a 65 acre area known as Dunn's field. 



Miscellaneous Issues - 

The depot is a Defense National Stockpile storage site for bauxite and fluorspar. 
a The depot was designated the Central Region Headquarters in the early 1990's, but in 1992 

DLA decided to just have two regions--one in the east and one in the west. 
The Depot performs joint military missions with the nearby Air National Guard Unit. 

a The Depot has supported all recent US humanitarian efforts. 
a During Operation Desert Storm, the Depot was the only one to unitized B rations. 

The Depot's performance goals in terms of order-ship time are lower than the DLA goal. For 
example, for routine items DLA allows 8 working days, region average is 4 days, Memphis's 
time is 1.5 days. From the time an item is received to the time it is on the shelf ready to be 
issued out is less than one day. Region average is 3 days. 
Because of the Depot's access to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO), 
the Security Officer has been able to obtain approximately $3.8 million of DRMO excess 
supplies for local agencies and $35 million the StateIRegion. This includes such things as 
sleeping bags, bullet proof vests, fatigues, and a$6 million helicopter for the Memphis Police 
Department. 

a)MMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Infrastructure a - nd Capacity Issues 

The Depot is located in an excellent transportation hub. Memphis is "America's 
Distribution Center". The Memphis airport is the number one cargo airport and has just 
expanded to international flights. The airport has only been closed by bad weather once. 
The area has a seasoned and stable workforce. 
Because many in the local workforce work in distribution for the many private sector 
companies that have settled in the area, the Depot is able to obtain many temporary 
employees to meet surge requirements when needed. This was evidenced during Operation 
Desert Storm. 
Many private sector companies are locating there distribution facilities here because of 
Memphis's location, so the Chamber of Commerce Officials ask "why is the Government 
leaving the area". 
Memphis has the second largest in-land port in the US 
Memphis has a FederalIState infrastructure system in place to support a world-wide 
distribution effort. 
Memphis Depot is fully integrated, which allows for flexibility, and ability to meet surge. 
The requirements. 
The hazardous material storage facility is state-of-the-art, having only been built 6 years ago 
(1 989). 
Memphis has always been the site chosen as the prototype for new automation designs. 
The Memphis Depot has been the most suited to unitize B rations and has been so noted by 
the Defense Personnel Support Center. 



Memphis Depot offers the latest window to get priority items shipped via Federal Express-- 
11 p.m. All other depots items shipped via Federal Express would have to be out 4 hours 
earlier. 

&gnomic Concerns 

The direct economic impact on the area would be over $50 million. The total impact (direct 
and indirect) on the City of Memphis and Shelby County is in excess of $225 million. 
Although there is only a .6% economic impact on the entire Memphis Metropolitan area, the 
African American population would be hit disproportionately. This is because the depot's 
workforce is almost 80% minority. The area's already high unemployment rate would go up. 

firws in DLA's BRAC Analysis 

DLA's analysis underestimates the Depot's transportation assets. It ranks all depots equally 
in their transportation assets, which Memphis officials believe is not true. 
Operation Desert Storm Lessons Learned Analysis said that surface transportation from the 
depots was essential in serving the troops. This was not considered in the analysis. 
No credit was given to the Depot for its 26 miles of rail or surface capability in the military 
value analysis. 
DLA used passenger loading in its military value analysis, not cargo loading to evaluate 
airlift capability. 
The Depot's throughput capacity was not fairly represented in DLA's analysis, since DLA 
only used an 8 hour shift. The Depot can do three shifts, if necessary. 
DLA's analysis on having only two primary distribution centers was flawed. In 1992, 
Memphis was designated as the Central Region Headquarters. It was then redesignated as a 
stand-alone depot. Community Officials did not know why the Depot's Headquarters 
designation was taken away. During this time the Depots capacity increased. 
COBRA is flawed since it costs everything being moved from the Depot to Base X, which is 
a centrally located depot. Since material from Memphis would have to be moving to other 
than central location, the cost to move this material is greater than what is listed in the 
COBRA. 
It is believed that the cost to move the hazardous material and the cost to construct a new 
hazardous facility is not fully costed in the COBRA. In addition, it is not known if DLA 
will be able to get permits to store the hazardous material in the receiving location . 
The Depot is located in an attainment area. Therefore, the area can handle an increased 
mission. 
The Depot ranked third in military value, yet 6th in installation military value. The 
Community questioned the rationale. 



The Depot received only 49 points out of 300 on tenant mission. The Community feels 
because of the portable nature of tenant activities that this factor should not be weighed as 
heavily as it appears to have been by DLA. Some of the Depot's tenants were moved prior to 
the BRAC, which the community feels put them at a disadvantage. The Community feels the 
tenant factor is irrelevant to the military value of the Depot. If this factor was removed from 
the military value installation analysis, the Memphis Depot would have moved up second 
place, while the Columbus Depot would have moved down to fourth. 
The way DLA does its missionlscope analysis resulted in the oldest depot (Columbus) being 
ranked number 1 and Memphis being ranked number 6. 
The Depot only received partial credit for its throughput capabilities. 
No credit was given to the Depot's containerization capabilities. 
The Community feels that closure due to weather should be a factor in the analysis. They 
stated that this was a factor during the 1993 BRAC. 
The Community stated that lessons learned from Operation Desert Storm showed that a third 
primary distribution depot is needed. If the military should be fighting two contingencies, 
having only two primary distribution sites would create a problem. 
The Community feels that the DLA BRAC minutes indicate that there was a predetermined 
selection factor that put the stand-alone depots, in particular Memphis and Ogden, at risk. 
Their reasons: (1) DLA determined that they would combine the Tracy and Sharpe Depots 
into one (San Joaquin Depot) and the New Cumberland and Mechanicsburg Depots 
(Susquehanna Depot) into one, which made them so large that it would be hard for Memphis 
to compete against them, and (2) DLA determined that it would maintain a presence at a 
service maintenance facility. Therefore, this left only four stand-alone depots for DLA to 
look at for closure. Then, when DLA determined it would do an Installation Military 
Analysis, this put Memphis further down on the analysis, as many of its tenants were moved 
off the facility prior to the BRAC analysis. The stand-alone depots were further put at risk 
when the Air Force offered DLA storage space on their Air Logistic Centers (ALCs). One 
theory that the Community has is that the Memphis Depot is closing in order to save the 
ALCs. 
The Depot's joint operations with the Tennessee Air National Guard was not considered 
under military value. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: - 

Explore community contentions. 
Determine to what extent DLA's depots are mechanizedfautomated. 

Marilyn Wasleskil Interagency Issues Team10411 8/95 1056 AM 
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BERGSTROM ARB 

TEXAS 

April 6,1995 

UCAD COMMISSIONER: 

Benjamin F. Montoya 

ACCOMPANYING CO E - MMISSION R: 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Josue Robles, Jr. 
Wendi L. Steele 

aDMMISSION STAFF: 

Lt Col Merrill Beyer, Air Force DoD Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: - 

Colonel Richard J. Eustace, 924th Ftr Wg Cmdr 
Colonel Jerry Wrucha, 10th AF Asst Vice Cmdr 
Colonel Ronald McNelley, TX Army NG CIS 
Ll. Col Charles Koym, 924th Supt Gp Cmdr 
Li. Col William Gardner, 924th Ops Gp Cmdr 
LI. Col Henry Graves, 924th Log Gp Cmdr 
Maj Michael E. Swaney, GCRC Cmdr 
MSgt Elbridge K. Wilson, RCCF NCOIC 
Ms Cynthia Hall, Sen. Hutchison (TX Off.) 
Mr. Mike Champness, Sen. Gramm (DC Off.) 
Mr. Bill Christian, Sen. Gramm (DC Off.) 
Mr. Dave Potter, Cong. Doggett (TX Off.) 
R/[s Linda Collinsworth, Cong. Laughlin (TX Off.) 
N[r. Dan Bartlett, Gov. Bush Off. 

Mr. Bruce Todd, Austin Mayor 
Mr. Philip Brown, Austin Aviation Dep Dir 
Mr. Chad Huston, Austin BRAC Sprt Grp 
Mr. John Merritt (6  6 6  

Mr. Ladd Patti110 6G G C  

Colonel Bruce Conover, P.E. (Ret) " " 
Mr. Rick Wheeler 6 6  LC 

Mr. Glen West 6 6  << 

Mr. Bill McLellan (6 &< 

Mr. Ron Kessler 66 (<  

Mr. Bruce Byron C L  << 

Mr. Bill Heine c c  6 6  

Mr. Bruce Conover < b  CC 

Cong. Jake Pickle (Ret) 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: - 

A.ir Force Reserve (AFRES) base. 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES), F-16ClD operations; Regional 
Corrosion Control Facility (RCCF); Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES); and Ground Combat 
Readiness Center (GCRC) (AFRES). Base activated Sep 22, 1942. Named for Capt. John A.E. 
Bergstrom, first Austin serviceman killed in WW 11, who died Dec 8, 1941, at Clark Field, the 
Philippines. City of Austin converting the base to new airport--takes control of airfield 
operations from the Air Force Sep 96, airport due to open in 1998. AFRES unit facilities in 
cantonment area only--no BX or commissary available. 



&bD RECOMMENDATION: 

l Bergstrom Air Reserve Base: Close. 
924th Fighter Wing (AFRES): Inactivate. 
F- 16 aircraft: Redistribute or Retire. 
Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES): Relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth. 

DabD JUSTIFICATION: - 

Due to AFRES fighter force drawdown, AFRES has an excess of F-16 fighter locations. 
Closure most cost effective option for AFRES. 
Relocation of Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES) to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve 
Base, Texas, will collocate the headquarters with one of its major subordinate units, the 30 1 st 
Fighter Wing (AFRES), flying F- 16CD aircraft. 

l The move fiom Bergstrom to Fort Worth provides a cost avoidance of conversion of the 
Bergstrom AFRES unit to KC- 135 aircraft. 

M,4IN FACILITIES REVIEWED; 

Flight line, aircraft parking areas, runways, F-16 maintenance hangar, Wing headquarters 
building, Regional Corrosion Control Facility, and general tour of the reserve base cantonment 
and municipal airport areas. The Austin community gave a short presentation. 

Press availability occurred during the tour. 

KKY ISSUES IDENTIFIED - 

Is the Air Force reneging on its commitment to the community to retain the Bergstrom 
Reserve Base if the community develops the airport? 
Is the Air Force exaggerating the savings of closing Bergstrom due to consideration of only 
current short-term costs without proper consideration of cost reductions when the community 
assumes responsibility for the operation of the municipal airport? 

UIMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Air Force is reneging on its commitment to the community. In the 93 Round, the Air 
Force recommended closing Bergstrom ARB and transferring its aircraft to NAS Fort Worth. 
The Commission, however, upheld its 91 decision to keep the F-16 unit at Bergstrom (at least 
through FY 96) if the community committed to a municipal airport conversion. The 
conversion is underway. 

The Air Force can achieve the consolidation savings inherent in its 93 recommendation by 
redirecting the 301st FW (AFRES) from NAS Fort Worth to Bergstrom ARB: 

em Bergstrom's location provides added opportunities for joint training: US Army 
has both an Armored and Mechanized Division located at Fort Hood, 69 miles away. 

em Moves F-16s out of Non-Attainment area (Moderate Ozone) at Dallas-Fort Worth. 



Air Force can save BRAC and FY 92 Hurricane Andrew Recovery Supplemental (non-DoD) 
Funding by closing Homestead ARB and avoiding MILCON there, and achieve force 

9 structure reduction goals by deactivating the 482nd FW (AFRES): 

em $76M (FY 92 Supl) appropriated for restoring Homestead airfield operations. 
$23M for the 30 1 st RQS beddown will be saved if redirect to Patrick is approved. 
$9.OM (FY 94/95 DoD funds) additional is required for the 482nd FW (AFRES). 

ee $65M for the 482nd FW (AFRES) remains unobligated. 

l Community provided the following unconfirmed (not certified) AFRES F-16 unit data: 

NOTE: Community data was compiled from unit sources, not HQ AFRES or HQ AF. 
AFRT will respond to this data by April 27. 

RE:OUESTS - FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

r Task the Air Force to respond to the Austin community's Memorandum which highlights 
discrepancies in the Air Force data and analysis, and offers what they believe is a more cost 
effective closure and realignment alternative. 
Review Air Force COBRA cost data for exaggerations of personnel non-BRAC force 
structure savings, and excessive BOS. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT PICKETT, VA 

28 MARCH 1995 

L E A D :  

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 

None 

CIOMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 
hlr. Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

\ 

41ll1111,1 LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator John W. Warner 
Senator Charles S. Robb 
R.epresentative Norman Sisisky 
Representative L.F. Payne 
C;overnor George Allen 
Secretary Robert S kunda, Virginia 

Department of Commerce 
Dr. James Harris, Mayor of Blackstone 
Dr. John Cabin, Southside Community 

College, Fort Pickett 

Colonel James H. Allen, Post Conlrnander 
Mr. Jim Caul, Post BRAC Transition Chief 
LTC Harry L. Bryan, Jr., Army National 

Guard Analyst, The Army Basing Study 
Mr. Asher Weaver, Range Operations Officer 
CSM Steven M. Foust, Post Sergeant Major 
COL Lany R. Fulbright, U.S. Army (Retired) 
General Sam Wilson, U.S. Army (Retired) 
COL Charles J. Williams, Jr., U.S. Army (Retired), 

Fort Pickett Support Group 

H B :  

Regional training center that supports active Army and Reserve Components and other 
Department of Defense activities. 

, Close Fort Pickett, except minimum essential training areas and facilities as an enclave for the 

"It 
Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum Training Facility to Fort Dix, NJ. 



w The Army has reduced its active and reserve forces considerably and must reduce excess 
inhastructure to meet future needs. Fort Pickett is very low in military value compared to other 
major training area installations, and has virtually no active component tenants. Annual training 
for reserve component units can easily be conducted at other posts such as Forts Bragg, A.P. Hill, 
and Camp Dawson. 

MAIN FACILITIES- 

Media Center (Bldg 3 1 O), Mobilization and Training Building (Bldg 3 16), Virginia Army 
Niitional Guard Mobilization and Training Equipment Site, Central Wash Facility, Pesticide 
Building and Railhead, United States Army Reserve Center, Equipment Concentration Site #88, 
Forces Command Petroleum Training Module, Pickett House, Direct Support/General Support 
Maintenance Area, Recycling Operations, Military Operations in Urban Terrain (M0UT)lMOUT 
Assault Course, Water Treatment Plant, Waste Water Treatment Facility, Peregory Brigade 
Complex, Annual Training Area, and Blackstone Army Airfield. 

Commissioner Cox held a fifteen-minute press availability with members of the Virginia 
Congressional Delegation, followed by a working lunch and community support group 
prlssentation in "Mitchell's" contracted Community Club on post. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

During an interesting tour of facilities and several informative presentations by base personnel, 
elected officials, and community leaders, the following key issues were raised: 

Installation Budget & Cost Savings--More analysis of some factors which may not have been 
taken into account merit further study to see if they affect potential cost savings. Examples 
include a possible future transfer of the Water Treatment Plant and Waste Water Treatment 
Facility to a regional authority, environmental funding, increased federal funding for National 
GuardIReserve operation of enclaves, and additional costs that may occur if forces (any 
component) have to travel M e r  to train elsewhere. 

Training Area Availability--A review of other regional training area installations' capacities 
anid capabilities seems warranted to determine if there will be enough land to handle the 
maneuver, impact area, and drop zone requirements for all components of all services which use 
Fort Pickett, should its training areas be closed. One speaker observed that Fort Bragg (1 60-1 70 
miles from Fort Pickett) was having diff~culty handling its own forces' training needs due to the 
restrictions imposed to protect the red-cockaded woodpecker, and that the Army wanted to obtain 
100,000 more acres for training there. 

Nearest Railhead--The Army has corrected the error in their analysis which listed the nearest 

V railhead as 9 miles away. In fact, two railheads are on main post and a third is by the airfield. 



Jclint Usage of Fort Pickett--The U.S. Navy has stationed a detachment of 14 personnel at Fort 
Pickett. Several additional active component units have conducted training at Fort Pickett, 
primarily fiom Fort Bragg and Camp Lejeune, increasing active component training by Army, 
N i ~ y ,  Marine, and Air Force units to approximately one-third of all personnel who trained there 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Over 3,600 civilian law enforcement personnel also utilized training ranges 
and facilities. It may be useful to seek a more definitive position on useage from the other 
services, and to review scheduling conflicts and alternative training sites in event of closure. 
Alternative cost savings obtained from increased joint service usage of Fort Pickett, rather than at 
otlher ranges and training areas more distant fiom Navy, Marine, and Air Force units' home 
stations, is worth examination. 

Enclave(s) and Future Funding--Relevant questions exist about the specific details of the 
definition of "enclave", whether the answers meet the training and readiness needs of the Reserve 
Components, and how the enclave(s) will be funded, all of which require resolution. 

i23MMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Economic Impact--Fort Pickett is the largest single employer for the Nottaway and Lunenberg 
county area. The standard MSA used by DoD, based on the 1992 Census Data, for Fort Pickett 
was the Nottaway-Dinwiddie County MSA. Few Fort Pickett employees live in Dinwiddie; 
many do reside in Lunenberg, hence the economic impact by county is different than forecast. 

" Th,e community group also claims a total job loss figure more than twice as high as DoD (840 
1 1  vice 362), but without a detailed analysis. 

Military Value--local citizens do appear to genuinely support the retention of Fort Pickett. 

USOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Determine the costs for a company-size Reserve Component unit to operate and maintain a 
Reserve Component enclave at Fort Pickett. 

Determine the cost savings if the operation and maintenance of the Water Treatment Plant 
were transferred to the town of Blackstone, and Fort Pickett then purchased its water. 

Ascertain whether the $30 thousand annual Fish and Wildlife appropriation would continue if 
Fort Pickett closed. 

Identify which National Guard and/or Reserve units would still maintain their equipment at 
Fort Pickett and continue to conduct training there following closure. 

Determine how the National Guard Bureau and U.S. Army Reserve Command decide how or 
if to fund the enclave for Reserve Component training. 

\ 

w Request a classified briefing by Special Operations Command on Navy SEAL and other 
special operations training conducted on Fort Pickett or the surrounding area. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DETROIT ARSENAL TANK PLANT, MI 

24 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER - 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER 

(3JMMISSION STAFF 

Bob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 

w U S T  OF ATTENDEES 

Senator Carl Levin 
Representative Sandy Levin 
Chairman Steenbergh, Macomb County Commission 
Ma.yor Notte, Sterling Heights, MI 
LTC Alvin Leonard, Defense Contract Management Office (DCMO), Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 
Mr. Robert A. Kaspiri, Chief BRAC Task Force, Tank Automotive and Armaments Command 
Mr. Ron Harnner, Analyst, Army Basing Study 
Mr. Henry Macklin, Plant Manager, General Dynamics Land Systems 

M.SE'S PRESENT MISSION 

Detroit Arsenal is home to Tank-Automotive Command and associated commands. Detroit 
Arrny Tank Plant supports production of Ml tanks, related co- production and related foreign 
military sales. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 



Realign Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing of the Detroit Army Tank Plant. 

f@CRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Detroit Tank Plant is one of two (Lima Army Tank Plant, Lima, Ohio). Detroit is not as 
technologically advanced as Lima nor configured for latest tank production. Lima Tank Plant 
can accomplish the rebuild mission. 

M,4IN FACILITIES REV - IEWED 

Received an overview brief in the DCMO Training Room at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. Toured 
the production and assembly building at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 

KEY ISSU - ES IDENTIFIED 

Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant produces MIA2 gun mounts and 35 parts in support of tank 
prc~duction line at Lima. Also stores and modifies tanks for Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Current 
programs terminate January 1997. Army scenario calls for plant closure after completion of 
cortracts, but assumes this to be in 1996. When is production completed? When will plant 

'411 close? 

Army recommendation shifts workload to Lima Tank Plant and Rock Island Arsenal. There is 
no programming of military construction or equipment movement to support gaining 
insitallations. Ongoing study will probably identifl requirement to move equipment to Lima. 

Arrny is currently studying the cost and quality of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock 
Islemd. 

Arrny COBRA does not reflect approximately 40 DCMO personnel at the Tank Plant. 

C(EMMUN1TY CONCERNS RAISED 

Senator Carl Levin cites mistakes in Army analysis. 
- Analysis does not include contractor job loss. 
- There are no costs for construction or to move equipment to gaining installation. 

Estimates cost at $25 million. 



w Senator Levin also states that Detroit production of gun mounts is cheaper and product is of 
better quality. Movement of production to Rock Island would not be in compliance with OMB 
Circular 876 by moving work from the private to public sector. 

Representative Sandy Levin cited concerns over cost to move operations to Lima and 
environmental costs in the test track infield. 

County of Macomb and City of Sterling Heights presented proclamations to keep Detroit Arsenal 
Tank Plant open. 

Community is concerned that Army did not properly represent job impact from the 
rec.ornrnendation by not reflecting loss of approximately 250 contractor jobs. 

M:OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT 

Folilow-up with Army Basing Study to obtain study on equipment requirement at Lima in support 
of inission gain. Should be available in mid-May. 

Request information on cost of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock Island. 

'V 
Have Army update recommendation to reflect DCMO personnel and closing timeline with 
current contract completion. 

Bob MillertArmy T e a d  26 April 1995 



Itinerary for BRAC Coermissione~ \17endi Steele 
21 April 1991 

0700-0800 Staff & l'enant Cbm~nander Briefing 

0800-0900 Anny I3MC Staff to Detroit Tank Plant 

0900-0945 Mr Kennedy with Capt Lylnail 

0945 Depart for Airport to meet Ms. Steele 

1110 Ms Steele Arrives at Detroit Airport 

1120-1 150 Etlroute to Selfridge via Helicopter 

1 150-1 200 Arrive Selhdge Base Operations 

1200-1300 Lu11ch at Officer's Club ~ ~ i f l l  Briefing 
(senator Carl Levii;. Rep  Dzvid Bonier. R/rG Oscar 
3ecker (USA& Re~ired,  

1450-1 525 DATP Tour- 

1525-1 600 BRAC Briefing (Army, General D~munics, UAWj 



Fact Sheet 
Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant, DATP 
Location: Detroit Arsenal, Warren, Michigan 
Commander: Lt. Col. Alvin J. Leonard 

DATP 
Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 

Since 1941, DATP has provided essential support The parts and components produced at DATP 
to the Army in the areas of tank production, parts are being shipped to the Lima, Ohio, Army Tank 
rnanufa.cturing, and tank modification support. Plant, LATP, for use in production. 

DATP is a Government-Owned, Contractor- 
Operatted facility. The operating contractor is 
General Dynamics Land Systems, GDLS. 

The facility size is approximately 1.2 million 
1 .  square ieet, located at the Detroit A T S ~ Z ~ Z ~  :n 

irren, Michigan. 

9rr 5 .  - - .  - 

DL\TP began tank r7rociuctior. i:: 1;'-.'=- - ;,iuA.,. 
11 ...,. n * -  $ c ~ ; - -  -:L; --.-.---; ..-..; 

-A .A. - - -. A LJ - - L= -- I .  . Since 19- I ,  IJ---- L-. i L C =  C .  . , -  

tanks, manuiac:ure4 ' ; ) ~ y f s  2 ~ 2  ~.3r,',;i332:'.;: .:: 
. . *. . 5;erved. 2s e moa:r::ctio,-. cce~..r2r. 

Additionally, M l  A2 tanks are being shipped from 
LATP to DATP for storage and modification 
purposes. These tanks are being stored and 
modified to meet specific customer requirements 
and later shipped to foreign military allies. 



Fact Sheet 
The U.S. Army Tank-automotive and Armaments Command 
ATTN: Public Affairs Off ice (AMSTA-CS-CT) 
Warren, Michigan 48397-5000 
(8 10) 574-5663 
(81 0) 574-5097 [Fax] 

The U.S. Army Tank-automotive 
and Armaments Command 

TACOM! The United Slates Army's Tank-automotive and 
Armainents Command. Headquartered in Warren, Michigan, 
on the grounds of the Detroit Arsenal, and over 9,000 strong, 
TACOM's worldwide mission is to research, develop, field, 
and support the Army's pound-based vehicle systems and 
weapons. 

The. Arsenal was originally constructed in the early 1940's to 
build:& for American soldiers fighting in World War 11. The 
tank plant continued its production of tanks until 1989, when 
the D~:fense Tank Plant in Lima, Ohio, assumed responsibility 
for production of the Abrams Main Battle Tank. 

Y 
Ovcr the years, the organizauonal srructurc of the Tank- 

automoti\~e and Armaments Command has evolved in order ~3 

capitalize on the explosive growth of automo~\~e technoiog).. 
TACOMnow has a dedicated staff of more than 10,000 civilians 
and sc~ldiers woriclng together to ensure that it provides the best 
possible supporr. To accomplish its diverse missions, TACOhl 
is functionally organized to suppon a piece of equipment from 
inception, thr;ough design and procurement, UJ sustainmen: 
until the end of the equipment's life-cycle. 

provide the mos~advanced, affordable nlilibry systems and thc 
most competitive commercial products. TARDEC's 
commitment t Total Quality Management earned them the 
distinction of being selected as the first Army unit ever to win 
the Quality Incentive Program Award in 1994. 

Another aspect of the TARDEC mission is Tactical Mobility 
Technical Center. TARDEC incorporates research and 
development of diverse equipment such as combat engineer 
equipment, from countenobiiky piows to ucdcai bridges, and 
Quanermaster "liquid logis~ics" supply equipment for fuel 
delivery and water purification. ??]is diversiry of missign th?.: 

. . mA:es T.bJlnEc :! nxmrd c o n ~ i b g i ~ r  !c ;\I-- N3c:. : :::nr,>r: 
of humanitarian eiibr~s uirougilou! ti): .;?,an:. 

. .- ARDEC.  T ~ c  hi1~12in~ni  RCSC;~;CL , ~ C \ . C i O ~ y s ~ ~ i :  t~;,. 

Engineering Center. locateii atPi;atinny Arsena!; 5.; .. acsip": 
and tests cutting-edge technologies applied to weapor! sysrec:: 
and both conventional and unconventional munitions. AXDEC 
is 2 significant integrating facto: in a multitude of wcapori: 
systems used in h e  combined arms task force LO enhance power 

projection at the tactical level. ARDEC smvcs to maintain t 
strong techno lo^ bz,e in go\r:niment. in dust^ and universitie! 
irom which to deveiop improvcci equipmen: anb prevcr;: 
technology surprise. 

TACOM has two research centcrs. TARDEC and ARDEC to 
research, design, build prototypes, and test equipment. SYSTEMS AND LOGISTICS MANAGEMENT 

TAR.DEC. The Tank-Automotive Research, De\relopment 
and Itngineering Center, is located on the grounds of the Detroit 
Arsenal. Its focus is to conduct research, development and 
engineering to achieve global technological superiority in 
military ground vehicles. Simulation technology, pioneered at 
TAR DEC, is used at battle labs throughout the Army to test 
doctine, concepts and equipment prototypes in the Virtual 
Brigade. Additionally, TARDEC plays a significant role in the 
President's initiatives to diversify m i l i w  technology and 

.(I share it with the American industry. Thesc initiatives will 

The Weapon System Manarement Directorate internrtlly 
manages the planning, procurement, tes:ing and fielding of 
systems that range from the M113/M60 Family of Vehicles to 
construction and material handling equipment. These systems 
span the s p t r u m  from military items to commercial off-the- 
shelf items. 

When an itcm has matured and no longerrquires thein~nsive 
managementof new systems, TACOM's Systems andLogistics 
Management Center takes responsibility for the irem. The 
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DATP HISTORY - -- -- 

TANK PROUIJCI-IC)N: I ) / \ \  I MODEL QUANTITY 
PERIOD 

-- -- 

WORLD WAR I1 I !?,I i 1945 M-3,M-4,M-26 22,234 

KOREAN WAR I!)!. 1 1955 M-47,M-5 1 
3,630 

l5NY.l 1987 M-60 15,221 

I urr;J I ~ J C G  M- 1 1,358 

19t?!)-1991 M I A 1  - 2,556 

* N O  NEW TANK PRODUC-1-ION TOTAL 44,999 

1946-1 95 1 (MILITARY DEVELOPMENT AND MODIFICATION CENTER) 
1956-1 959 (MANUFACTUBE COMPONENTS) 
1 99  1 -PRESENT (MANUFACTURE COMPONENTS) 

L - -- -- - - - 





95) PARTS ARE n TWIRTY-FIVE ( . J .  

FABRICAI-ED f i r  l/\l-l-' 

. - 

Q, MAJOR ITEMS IN(X-JI)E THE GUN MOUNT1 
DRIVER~S I+JJC~--I, (..:CIMMANDERIS HATCH1 
TURRET PLATFOBM, I:()MMANDER'S WEAPON 
STATION BODY 



d -B i t 
STORAGE AND RETROFIT/MODIFICATION OF I I 

MI ~2 ABRAMS TANKS i 
M I  A2  MAIN BATTLE TANI(S ARE BEING PRODUCED AT "LATP 
AND St-IIPPED T O  "CIA-PI-' F(211 STORAGE AND RETROFIT I 
CUSTOMERS: l<IPIGD(-IM C)i SAI IUI  ARABIA (KSA) AND 
KUWAIT 

* STORAGE IPIVOI-VES INl-JOOT< I 'ARKING, PERIODIC MAINTENANCE, 
SYSTEMS C I  IECI(S  A V J I J  :;I-I~VI~:ES -ro INSURE VEHICLE 
INTEGRITY 

E, RETROFIT INVOLVES MOI.)II Ylr' l(5 TANKS TO MEET SPECIFIC 
CUSTOMER REQUII3EMliN l I); i.rt., ARABIC LANGUAGE 
REQUIREMEN-PSI INS-I-A1 !-A1 I O P I  (3F EXTERNAL AUXILIARY POWER 
UNITS ETC. 







BASE VISIT REPORT 

MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL - BAYONNE, NEW JERSEY 

2 MAY 1995 

U A D  C O W S I O N l $ R :  Mr. A1 Cornella 

&lCOMPMING COMMISSIONER: Mr. S. Lee Kling 

C C I M W I O N  ST-: Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

Cmgressional D e k g a t i ~ ~  
Congressman Robert Menendez 
Ms. Lillian Liburdi, Director Port Department, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 

B:Dartment of the A m p  
Mr. Roy Anderson, Total Army Basing Study Office 
Ms. Theresa Persick, Office of Army Assistant Chief of Staff- Installation Management 

Bi- 
Brigadier General Boyd King, USA, Commander Military Traffic Management Command, 

Eastern Area 
Captain William Nurthen, USN, Commander Military Sealift Command - Atlantic 
Rear Admiral Eastwood, USNR, Deputy Commander-Mobilization, Military Sealift 

Command - Atlantic 
Colonel Tom Frazier, USA, MOT Bayonne Closure and Realignment Execution Team 
Colonel Randy Pingley, USA, Garrison Commander MOT Bayonne 
Colonel Chris Lamb, USA, Commander 1301st Military Port Command 
Ms. Karen Lucas, Director National Archives and Records Administration, Federal Records 

Center New York 
Mr. Nicholas Servidio, Garrison Engineer MOT Bayonne 

c:-~e~rc=sentation 
Hon. Leonard Kiczek, Mayor, City of Bayonne, NJ 
Elon. Joseph Azzolina, Assemblyman, New Jersey Legislature 
has. Viola DiSantis, Save Bayonne MOT Committee 
h4r. Lee George, President Local 325 
h4r. Ron Fedorczyk, Local F16 
hdr. John Angelone, President Local 1588 



Manage movement of DoD cargo throughout the eastern US and Atlantic; manage port 
operations on the East Coast and at Atlantic locations in support of European, African, 
Mediterranean, and South American Theaters of Operations. 

Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military Transportation Management 
Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the traffic management portion 
of ithe 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monmouth, NJ. Retain an enclave for the Navy 
Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

Recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational assessment. Bayonne 
provides few military capabilities that cannot be accomplished at commercial ports. 

Th~e Commissioners' visit started with an aerial orientation of the New York and New Jersey 
commercial port facilities with a concurrent briefing by the Port Director, Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey. The orientation highlighted the short distance from ports to the 

w open sea, the ConRail lines serving commercial facilities, the container and "roll on - roll off" 
orientation of commercial facilities, and the scarcity of on-site staginglstorage room and 
congestion at commercial facilities. The aerial orientation was courtesy of the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey. 

The base visit continued with mission overview briefings from Bayonne's major tenants: the 
Airmy's Military Management Traffic Command - Eastern Area (MTMC-EA), the Navy's 
Military Sealift Command - Atlantic (MSCLANT), the Army's 1301st Military Port 
Command, the US Army Garrison Bayonne, and the National Archives New York Center. 
Following the mission overviews, the Commissioners participated in a base windshield tour. 
At the rail classification yard they were briefed on the rail yard upgrade. At the north pier the 
briefing was on loading operations, privately owned vehicle shipping, and the channel 
dredging permit. The tour included a drive-through of one household goods storage 
warehouse, a drive-by of the dry-dock (with a view of the south pier where a MSC Fast 
S~lpport Ship (FSS) is lay-berthed), and a walk-through of MSCLANT and the National 
Archives facilities. 



w Ownership of MOT Bayonne provides the Army with a secure facility to conduct on-site 
staging and temporary storage of military cargo that is difficult for commercial facilities to 
handle (i . e . , heavy armored vehicles, containerized small arms ammunition). 

Actual port operation is a contracted operation. Contract employees are specialized in 
han.dling military cargo. Use of commercial ports would require military personnel to 
augment port personnel to efficiently handle certain military cargo (routinely done when 
shipping through commercial ports). Little in way of material handling is kept on-site. The 
coritractor brings cranes and container handling equipment to the site when ships arrive. 

New York area commercial port facilities are operating near capacity. Their ability to respond 
to short-fused military cargo requirements is in direct proportion to the urgency of the crisis. 
No Port Planning Orders (PPOs) with New York area facilities currently exist. Previous 
PPOs were canceled in 1993 when MOT Bayonne returned to full operational status after pier 
bulikhead rehabilitation. Legal means exist to provide priority to military cargo during 
declared emergencies. 

Calmrnercial facilities provided the bulk of deployment and redeployment support to Operation 
Desert ShieldIDesert Storm. Bayonne was used primarily for sustainment supplies, heavy 
equipment and containerized small caliber ammunition. 

Pliinned Army force structure changes by 1997 will result in New York area ports being the 
logical "deployment facility of first choice" for only the 10th Infantry Division (minus), and 
two National Guard enhanced brigades (27th Infantry Brigade-NY and the 38th Infantry 
Brigade-IN) within the first 90 days after contingency mobilization. Some Army reserve units 
mobilizing at Fort Dix, NJ, may use New York area ports. US Army Reserve (USAR) units 
are mobilized on a case basis depending on needed unit skills, so identification of early 
deploying USAR is difficult. 

Tenant units are unclear about the DoD recommendation's "enclave" language. Of particular 
concern is land ownership and base operations within an enclave. Neither the USN nor the 
N(ationa1 Archives desire to be an enclave "landlord" and responsible for base operations 
functions within remaining enclaves. Army cost estimates apparently did not consider 
continuing base operations costs in COBRA estimates supporting the DoD recommendation. 

MSCLANT is concerned that the DoD recommendation requiring they remain within an 
enclave limits the Navy's flexibility to explore alternatives. 



CQMMUNITY CONCEBNS RAISED: 

Army ownership of Bayonne provides security and flexibility unavailable in commercial port 
facilities. Commercial facilities lack the reinforced hardstand necessary for certain heavy 
military equipment. 

The: specialized contract work force at Bayonne provides skill in handling military cargo that 
woilld be unavailable at a commercial port. 

Colnmercial ports are operating near capacity. In fact, some commercial automobile cargo is 
staging on MOT property due to lack of commercial staging space. Willingness of 
connmercial operators to guarantee priority access to military cargo is doubtful. 

Anny cost estimates supporting the DoD recommendation failed to consider all appropriate 
costs. Examples include failure to include continuing base operations costs, cost to ship MSC 
flat racks and sea sheds to an alternate storage location, costs of alternatives to ship/store 
privately owned vehicles and service member household goods, costs of moving residual DoD 
fanlilies onto the economy, and the cost to layberth the MSC FSS at a commercial pier. 

Information about MOT operations supporting the DoD recommendation was compiled at a 
time when the port was in a state of reduced operations. Since the information was gathered, 
the rail yard is now better than nearby commercial facilities, the north pier has been 
rehabilitated, and the facility has received the only dredging permit issued in the New York w area. 

Obtain Army comment on community group concerns. 
Review Army cost estimates in light of potential additional costs highlighted during the 

base visit. 
Consider alternatives available to the Commission to provide US Navy the flexibility to 

move MSCLANT and Retail Fashion facilities if they desire. Obtain Department of the Navy 
position on MSCLANT concerns. 

Obtain updated Army COBRA in view of information gained from the base visit. 
Identify and obtain additional information on commercial port facilities on the East and 

Gulf Coasts. 

Rick BrownIArmy Team AnalystIMay 8, 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

w MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL - BAYONNE, NEW JERSEY 

2 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONE%: Mr. A1 Cornella 

& C O M P A N Y N G & I M N E R :  Mr. S. Lee Kling 

CC-SION S T m :  Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

Qmessional Deleg- 
Congressman Robert Menendez 
Ms. Lillian Liburdi, Director Port Department, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 

I2r-e-m 
Mr. Roy Anderson, Total Army Basing Study Office 
Ms. Theresa Persick, Office of Army Assistant Chief of Staff- Installation Management 

Bi- 
Brigadier General Boyd King, USA, Commander Military Traffic Management Command, 

Eastern Area 
Captain William Nurthen, USN, Commander Military Sealift Command - Atlantic 
Rear Admiral Eastwood, USNR, Deputy Commander-Mobilization, Military Sealift 

Command - Atlantic 
Colonel Tom Frazier, USA, MOT Bayonne Closure and Realignment Execution Team 
Colonel Randy Pingley, USA, Garrison Commander MOT Bayonne 
Colonel Chris Lamb, USA, Commander 1301st Military Port Command 
Ms. Karen Lucas, Director National Archives and Records Administration, Federal Records 

Center New York 
Mr. Nicholas Servidio, Garrison Engineer MOT Bayonne 

C'ommunity R e p r e s e n U  
Hon. Leonard Kiczek, Mayor, City of Bayonne, NJ 
Hon. Joseph Azzolina, Assemblyman, New Jersey Legislature 
Ms. Viola DiSantis, Save Bayonne MOT Committee 
A4r. Lee George, President Local 325 
Mr. Ron Fedorczyk, Local F16 
hflr. John Angelone, President Local 1588 



NT MISSION: 

Ma.nage movement of DoD cargo throughout the eastern US and Atlantic; manage port ICr operations on the East Coast and at Atlantic locations in support of European, African, 
Mediterranean, and South American Theaters of Operations. 

Cl'ose Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military Transportation Management 
Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the traffic management portion 
of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monmouth, NJ. Retain an enclave for the Navy 
Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

I2nDD'S JI JSTIFUXUON FOR ACTION: 

Recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational assessment. Bayonne 
provides few military capabilities that cannot be accomplished at commercial ports. 

The Commissioners' visit started with an aerial orientation of the New York and New Jersey 
commercial port facilities with a concurrent briefing by the Port Director, Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey. The orientation highlighted the short distance from ports to the w open sea, the ConRail lines serving commercial facilities, the container and "roll on - roll off' 
orientation of commercial facilities, and the scarcity of on-site staginglstorage room and 
congestion at commercial facilities. The aerial orientation was courtesy of the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey. 

The base visit continued with mission overview briefings from Bayonne's major tenants: the 
b y ' s  Military Management Traffic Command - Eastern Area (MTMC-EA), the Navy's 
MiIitary Sealift Command - Atlantic (MSCLANT), the Army's 1301st Military Port 
(Zomrnand, the US Army Garrison Bayonne, and the National Archives New York Center. 
Following the mission overviews, the Commissioners participated in a base windshield tour. 
,4t the rail classification yard they were briefed on the rail yard upgrade. At the north pier the 
briefing was on loading operations, privately owned vehicle shipping, and the channel 
dredging permit. The tour included a drive-through of one household goods storage 
.warehouse, a drive-by of the dry-dock (with a view of the south pier where a MSC Fast 
Support Ship (FSS) is lay-berthed), and a walk-through of MSCLANT and the National 
Archives facilities. 



Ournership of MOT Bayonne provides the Army with a secure facility to conduct on-site 
staging and temporary storage of military cargo that is difficult for commercial facilities to 
handle (i. e., heavy armored vehicles, containerized small arms ammunition). 

Actual port operation is a contracted operation. Contract employees are specialized in 
handling military cargo. Use of commercial ports would require military personnel to 
augment port personnel to efficiently handle certain military cargo (routinely done when 
shipping through commercial ports). 

New York area commercial port facilities are operating near capacity. Their ability to respond 
to short-fused military cargo requirements is in direct proportion to the urgency of the crisis. 
No Port Planning Orders (PPOs) with New York area facilities currently exist. Previous 
PEbOs were canceled in 1993 when MOT Bayonne returned to full operational status after pier 
bulkhead rehabilitation. Legal means exist to provide priority to military cargo during 
declared emergencies. 

Commercial facilities provided the bulk of deployment and redeployment support to Operation 
Desert ShieldIDesert Storm. Bayonne was used primarily for sustainment supplies, heavy 
equipment and containerized small caliber ammunition. 

Planned Army force structure changes by 1997 will result in New York area ports being the 
logical "deployment facility of first choice" for only the 10th Infantry Division (minus), and 
two National Guard enhanced brigades (27th Infantry Brigade-NY and the 38th Infantry 
Brigade-IN) within the first 90 days after contingency mobilization. Some Army reserve units 
mobilizing at Fort Dix, NJ, may use New York area ports. US Army Reserve (USAR) units 
are mobilized on a case basis depending on needed unit skills, so identification of early 
deploying USAR is difficult. 

Tenant units are unclear about the DoD recommendation's "enclave" language. Of particular 
concern is land ownership and base operations within an enclave. Neither the USN nor the 
National Archives desire to be an enclave "landlord" and responsible for base operations 
functions within remaining enclaves. Army cost estimates apparently did not consider 
continuing base operations costs in COBRA estimates supporting the DoD recommendation. 

hlSCLANT is concerned that the DoD recommendation requiring they remain within an 
enclave limits the Navy's flexibility to explore alternatives. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Army ownership of Bayonne provides security and flexibility unavailable in commercial port 
facilities. Commercial facilities lack the reinforced hardstand necessary for certain heavy 
military equipment. 

i t  



The specialized contract work force at Bayonne provides skill in handling military cargo that 

V would be unavailable at a commercial port. 

Commercial ports are operating near capacity. In fact, some commercial automobile cargo is 
staging on MOT property due to lack of commercial staging space. Willingness of 
co~nmercial operators to guarantee priority access to military cargo is doubtful. 

Army cost estimates supporting the DoD recommendation failed to consider all appropriate 
costs. Examples include failure to include continuing base operations costs, cost to ship MSC 
flat racks and sea sheds to an alternate storage location, costs of alternatives to shiplstore 
privately owned vehicles and service member household goods, costs of moving residual DoD 
families onto the economy, and the cost to layberth the MSC FSS at a commercial pier. 

Information about MOT operations supporting the DoD recommendation was compiled at a 
tirne when the port was in a state of reduced operations. Since the information was gathered, 
the rail yard is now better than nearby commercial facilities, the north pier has been 
rehabilitated, and the facility has received the only dredging permit issued in the New York 
area. 

BEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Obtain Army comment on community group concerns. - Review Army cost estimates in light of potential additional costs highlighted during the 
base visit. 

Consider alternatives available to the Commission to provide US Navy the flexibility to 
move MSCLANT and Retail Fashion facilities if they desire. Obtain Department of the Navy 
position on MSCLANT concerns. 

Obtain updated Army COBRA in view of information gained from the base visit. 
Identify and obtain additional information on commercial port facilities on the East and 

Gulf Coasts. 

Rick BrownIArmy Team AnalystIMay 8, 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

CONCEPTS ANALYSIS AGENCY 

MARCH 22,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

&CCOMPANMNG COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

CJ3MMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

U S T  OF ATTENDEES: 

Louise Cox, Facilities Manager 

Legartment of the Army 
Wes Blaine, OSAAISBMS 
Charlotte Rodriquez, MD W/BRAC 
Theresa Persick Arnold, DAIM- BO 
LTC Rusty Pritchard, DAIM-BO 

Eert Belvoir 
Maury Cralle, Jr, Deputy to the Commander for Development 
Herschel Weeks, Master Planner 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Co.nduct studies and assessments of strategic concepts, alternatives strategies, and broad military 
options. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Close by relocating Concepts Analysis Agency to Fort Belvoir, VA. 
t 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

S.ince Army studies indicate that space is avialble at Fort Belvoir, the Concepts Analysis Agency 
can esaily relocate with limited renovation. The annual cost of the current lease is $1.5 million. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

A walking tour of office space on the sixth, seventh and eighth floors of the Woodmont 
Building. A drive by the headquarters complex building under construction at Fort Belvoir. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

The Army recommendation assumed CAA would occupy space in the headquarters complex 
building under construction at Fort Belvoir. However, there is no room in the new headquarters 
complex building for CAA. Fort Belvoir is planning to build a new building for CAA. The 
estimated military construction cost in COBRA ($1.1 million) is based on renovating space in a 
new building, and may be understated. 

ClZA does not have a CRAY computer, so the one-time moving costs are overstated by $2.1 
million. CAA uses the CRAY computers in Charnbersburg. The estimate ($400,000) for ' ) moving ADP equipment is adequate. 

CAA is upgrading their Local Area Network (LAN) to 100 million megabytes. If the new space 
is inot wired for a LAN, the estimated cost to install the same size LAN is $1 million. The new 
spice must include this requirement. 

CAA currently has 183 personnel (57 military and 135 civilians) on board, and the authorized 
strength for fiscal year 1996 is 178 (54 military and 124 civilians). The COBRA scenario used 
20 1 personnel. 

C P A  provides space to 10 contract personnel. If the contractors are not provided space in the 
new location, then they can renegotiate their contract. 

mMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

None. 

REOUES - TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Follow-up required with the Army Basing Study on the information obtained during the base 
visj t. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA 

22 MARCH 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner J.B. Davis 

B.CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

N one 

CIOMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 

. ' 

hfadelyn Creedon, Counsel 
Ben Borden, Director, Review & Analysis 

,A 
Ralph Kaiser, Associate Counsel - J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

LJST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Howell Heflin 
Senator Richard Shelby 
R.epresentative Glen Browder 
hIG Alfonso Lenhardt, installation commander 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Fort McClellan is a Joint Training Center with three schools that train Army, Marine, Air Force, 
Navy, or other Federal personnel: the U.S. Army Chemical School, U.S. Army Military Police 
School, and DoD Polygraph Institute. All Army chemical and military police One Station Unit 
Training is conducted at McClellan. It is also the site of the nation's only Chemical Defense 
Training Facility. 

QoD RECOMMENDATION: 

) Close Fort McClellan. Move Chemical and Military Police Schools and Chemical Defense 
jC Training Facility to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Move DoD Polygraph Institute to Fort 

V Ji%ckson, South Carolina. Retain reserve component enclave and facilities essential to chemical 
1 



'demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. License Pelham Range to Alabama Army 

w 'National Guard. 

;DoD JUSTIFICATION: 

Collocation of Army Chemical, Engineer, and Military Police schools at Fort Leonard Wood 
creates useful synergy and economies. ROI is six years. 

IMAIN FACILITIES REVIE WED: 

Chemical Defense Training Facility, Army Chemical School, Army MP School, Air Force 
Disaster Preparedness Training Center. Overflight of entire fort and Anniston Army Depot. 

* Fort has new agreement w/US Forest Service to use Talladega National Forest (1 80,000 
acres) for navigation and terrain training, MP traffic training, airdrops fiom Fort Bragg. Got 
no credit for these as maneuver acres in Dpad, even though they should count 50%. Proper 
credit would move them up in military value. (MAJ Hollis, TABS, said 3/22 he tried this 
excursion in Dpad, and it didn't change the rankings.) 

P3 ArmyAuditAgencyvisitedtocertifydatain91and93. Theyhavenotcomebythisyear. 

w" McClellan is concerned that the numbers they sent are not actually in the COBRA. 

MG Lenhardt noted that he had a $200M cost cap for his move. He said that TRADOC had 
established that figure. 

INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED: 

Alabama is "very friendly" on environment; doesn't require smoke permit. 

Chem school wants to move into biowar training next, using simulants. Facility is 
programmed. Plenty of capacity and expertise here. 

Don't want to drag down Leonard Wood; it's a very good installation. But it's overbuilt (see 
the hospital), and Army is trying to justify that overbuilding by adding as many functions as 
possible out there. The two bases are sisters, not rivals. 

Fort Leonard Wood's barracks have no air conditioning. The aged barracks McClellan has 
"laid away" are similar to the standard housing units at Leonard Wood. 

) McClellan has a MK19 grenade range, which would have to be built at Leonard Wood. 



McClellan has the only counterterrorist driving school in the Army. 

Jacksonville State University (about 12 miles north) has a criminal justice degree program. 
This intertwines with the MP program, and the University holds classes at the Fort, which 
brings $100,000 a year in income to McClellan. 

With the laid-away barracks, Fort McClellan could accommodate 3000-5000 more personnel 
with no construction. Housing in community is very available, and costs are very low; no 
VHA is authorized. 

A new radio1ogic;al contaminants lab has just been built at McClellan; it's fully permitted. 

They're aware that environmental cleanup costs are not considered, but point out that 
decontamination of the CDTF would cost $25M. 

Most chemical units are stationed in the southeastern US, and come to McClellan for training 
and mobilization. In fact, the Chemical Corps wants to preposition deployment equipment 
for those units at McClellan. 

Foreign armies (soon to include the Russians) do their chemical training at McClellan, which 
makes it a diplonlatic asset. 

Basic training housing is integrated with the reception area and hospital, forming an enclave 
for new recruits, which enhances their training and cohesion. 

Fort Bragg troops practice attacks on the MOUT site as part of their annual drops into the 
Talladega Forest. 

With railhead, central location, and a limited C-5 capable runway, McClellan is a major 
mobilization/deployment location. 

Antiquated structures have been extensively replaced, with much new construction over the 
last five years. The only "weakness" is warehousing, which dates from V,JWII. 

65,000 retirees and dependents are in the extended service area; 25,000 inhear town. The 
chemical and MP retirees in the area are a valuable mobilization resource; can be (and have 
been) called back to do training. . 
There is a robust (and inexpensive) housing market in the Anniston area. 

Operations staff ha been cut 50% over 8 years -- they do more with less. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS SOFTWARE CENTER 

MARCH 22,1995 

LEAD COM - MISSIONER: 

None. 

LbCCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

!ZOMMISSION STAFF: 

laichael Kennedy, Army Team 

Colonel David Wallen, Commander 
'Iv Tina America, Facilities Manager 

Jeny King, USAISC-BRAC 

De~artment of the Armv 
Wes Blaine, OSAA-SBMS 
Theresa Persick Arnold, DAIM-BO 
LTC Rusty Pritchard, DAIM- BO 
Charlotte Rodriquez, MDW-BRAC 

Fort Meade 
Dan Hopkins, DPW 
Lee Galiber, Master Planner 
Major Gray, Facilites Manager 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

To provide Post Deployment Software Support to Standard Army Management Information 
Systems in the fields of personnel, military police, force accounting, housing management, 
installation support modules, and sustaining base information services. 

.! 



Close by relocating the Infom~ation Systems Software Center to Fort Meade, MD. 

This activity can relocate easily for a minor cost. The annual cost of the current lease is $2 
rrdllion. 

&IAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

A, walking tour of office space on the fifth, six and seventh floors of the Crown Ridge building. 
In addition, 2 computer labs and the main computer room were visited. The computer room 
consisted of about 10,000 SF of raised floor space, but the requirement is for only 2,000SF. 
When the lease was under negotiation there was a requirement for 10,000SF of raised floor 
space, but the need for main fiames was eliminated shortly before moving into the space. 

IL walking tour of the first and second floors of the First Army headquarters building. 

IaEY I SSUES IDENTIFIED 

''5 The Army recommendation assumed ISSC would occupy space in the First Army Building at 
,'= Fort Meade. However, there is no space in the First Army building for ISSC. There is an 

I approved backfill plan which keeps some current tenants, moves in other organizations on Fort CI Meade from World War I1 wood buildings, and relocates some Second Army personnel from 
Fort Gillem. There is no other permanent administrative space available on Fort Meade, so new 
c:onstruction would be acquired to accommodate ISSC. There is available land and utility 
capacity. The estimated military construction costs in COBRA is based on renovating space, and 
rnay be understated. 

'When ISSC moved into the lease space, it spent $2 million to install a Local Area Network 
(LAN). The new space must include this requirement. 

ISSC provides space to 141 contract personnel. This space requirement is not included in the 
(COBRA scenario. However, if the contractors are not provided space in the new location, they 
(can renegotiate their contract for their space costs. 

ISSC is developing a plan to consolidate offices to eliminate the need for one floor, which would 
reduce their lease cost. ISSC could also reduce lease cost by collocating the Executive Systems 
Directorate (69 personnel) with their headquarters at Fort Belvoir. 

None. 



w 
BJ3OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Follow-up required with the Army Basing Study on the information obtained during the base 
visit. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

US ARMY PUBLICATIONS DISTRIBUTION CENTER 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 

24 MARCH 1995 

UEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

Q3MMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 
Wm Clifford Wooten, Arn~y Team 

w ! U S T  OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Joi~athan Davidson, Office of Senator Sarbanes 
Mike Morrill, Office of Senator Mikulski 
Jarnes Scholtes, Office of Rep. Ehrlich 
R. Karl Aurnan, Office of Rep. Ehrlich 
Jolm Porcari, Office of the Governor 
Raj Geol, Office of State Delegate Kenneth Holt 

Colonel Michael Mayer-Kielman, 
Commander , Publications 
Major Chuck Fletcher, TABS 
Theresa Persick, DAIM-BO 
Jerry King, ISC- BRAC 
LTC Brad Beasley, Commander 
Bill Weiman, Union Vice President 
Cathy Croop, Computer Assistant 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Store and issue publications and blank forms to authorized users worldwide. 

DC)D RECOMMENDATION: 

Close by relocating the US Army Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore to the US Army 
Publications Center St. Louis, Missouri. 



B O D :  

w Consolidation of the US Army Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore with the US Army 
Publications Center, St. Louis combines the wholesale and retail distribution functions of 
publication distribution into one location. The consolidation eliminates a manual operation in 
Baltimore in favor of an automated facility at St. Louis and creates efficiencies in the overall 
distribution process. This move consolidates two lease into one less costly lease. 

N[AIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

We toured the entire Publications Center. The warehouse operation is controlled by an 
automated warehouse control system (only one in DoD) which links all facets of the operation 
with a real-time state-of the-art system which monitors an order from start to finish . In addition, 
the Center has automated guided vehicles which deliver the incoming material to the appropriate 
warehouse location, where wire-guided forklifts pick-up and store the material. 

The Center has a computer program which allows then to shop fieight rates between United 
Ps~rcel Service, Real Property Service, and the US Postal Service. Within the Postal Service the 
system can shop between 8 different rates i.e. fiom book rate to first class. This is the only DoD 
Center with this capability. The St. Louis Center is installing a fieight system but it will not have 

/j: 1 the capability to shop rates within the Postal System. 

WlH' The Center also has an automated mailing system which sorts outgoing packages by destination. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED - 

The Baltimore Center is highly automated and not a manual operation as indicated in the Army 
recommendation. The automated warehouse control system is the only one in DoD, although 
one is being installed in the St. Louis Center. 

A 1992 Army Management Review estimated that $250 million could be saved over 5 years if 
DoD consolidated from 15 to 3 Publication Distribution Centers (there are less than 15 Centers 
now). In addition, the Review estimated that the consolidation would save $1.26 billion over 20 
yeius. The Army recommendation to close the Baltimore Center will save $35 million over 20 
yeiiirs. Senator Sarbanes noted the Army took a narrow view and the Commission needs to 
consider the DoD wide implications. 

The Army Center is collocated with the Air Force Center responsible for administrative 
publications. The AF Center is staffed with 60 personnel and is a manual operation. LTC 
Beasley stated the Army Center could absorb the AF workload with no increase in staff, 
equipment or space. 

/ The National Security Agency has approximately 100,000 SF of controlled space for storing 

w classified material in the same warehouse. NSA is vacating this space and moving their 



, classified storage to Ft. Meade. Once NSA departs, the Baltimore Center would have the 
capacity to store classified documents without incurring any construction cost. 

w 
Tlle Baltimore Center has the flexibility to expand and absorb related missions from other DoD 
agencies, which is not available at the St. Louis Center. The St. Louis Center does not have the 
ca.pacity to expand at the current location. In fact, the St. Louis Center recently obtained 
W ~ X ~ ~ O U S ~  space at the Price Support Center, which is scheduled to close. Therefore, the Army 
would be required to lease additional space in St. Louis in order to absorb the Baltimore Center's 
workload as well as replace the warehouse space at the Price Center. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

None at this time. 

BEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Commission staff needs to review the recent studies of the feasibility and desirability of 
consolidating DoD Publication Centers as alluded in the attached letter. 



Document Separator 



CONTENTS 

1. Naval Activities, Guam (Lindenbaum) 

2,. NRC Huntsville, AL; REDCOM's 7 Charleston, SC and 10 New Orleans, LA 
(Mulliner) 

3. NAS Cecil Field, FL (Brubaker) 

4. NAS Key West, FL (Reedy) 

5. NADEP Pensacola, FL (Yellin) 

6. NTCNuke School Orlando, FL (Lindenbaum) 

7. NTTC Meridian, MS (Lindenbaum) 

CI, 8. Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS (Brubaker) 

9. FISC Charleston, SC (Epstein) 

lo.  NARCEN Olathe, KS; NRC's Cadillac, MI and Sheboygan, WI (MuIliner) 

1 1. NAF Detroit, MI (Reedy) 

12. NAS Corpus Christi, TX (Brubaker) 

13. NRC Laredo, TX (Mulliner) 

14. NAF Adak, AK (Reedy) 

15. NAS Alarneda, CA (Mulliner) 

16. MCAS's El Toro, CA and Tustin, CA (Brubaker) 



1 1'7. NCCOSC San Diego, CA (Epstein) 

'2.I 1 8. NHRC San Diego, CA (Mulliner) 

19. NPRDC San Diego, CA (Mulliner) 

20. NRD San Diego, CA (Mulliner) 

2 1. NSY Long Beach, CA (Jackson) 

22. NTC San Diego, CA (Lindenbaum) 

23. NRC's Pomona, CA, Santa Ana, CA and Stockton, CA (Mulliner) 

24. SUPSHIP Long Reach, CA (Jackson) 

25. NAS Barbers Point, HI (Lindenbaum) 

> 26. NUWC Keyport, WA (Jackson) 

rrr'! 
2,7. NRC Washington, DC (Mulliner) 

2%. NavSecGrpCmdllet, Washington, DC (Mulliner) 

29. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Div, Annapolis, MD (Epstein) 

30. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Div, White Oak, MD (Mulliner) 

3 1. NAESU Philadelphia, PA (Epstein) 

32. NATSF Philadelphia, PA (Epstein) 

33. NSY Philadelphia, PA (Jackson) 

:34. NCCOSC Portsmouth, VA (Jackson) 

3 5. NISMC Arlington, VA (Mulliner) 

WP' 



, 
! 

36. NAVMASSO Chesapeake, VA (Epstein) 
I 

w 3 7. NAVSEA Arlington, VA (Mulliner) - br r I a to P ~ u yold i, i v re  ~v t r 
4 v J  * d / , h  v ,5  ,id ,45f*/,L+,&, 

3 EI. ONR Arlington, VA (Mulliner) 

35). SPAWAR Arlington, VA (Epstein) 

40. NAS South Weymouth, MA (Reedy) 

4 1.. NRC Staten Island, NY (Mulliner) 

4;!. NWAD Corona, CA (Lindenbaum) 

43. SUPSHIP San Francisco, CA (Jackson) 

44. FISC Oakland, CA (Epstein) 

1 45. EFA West San Bruno, CA (Yellin) 

46. NAS Atlanta, GA (Reedy) 

47. NSY Portsmouth, ME (Jackson) 

48. PWC Guam (Lindenbaum) 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

V NAVAL ACTIVITIES, GUAM; SHIP REPAIR FACILITY, GUAM; FLEET AND 
INDUSTRIAL CENTER, GUAM AND NAVAL AIR STATION, AGANA GUAM 

28 - 29 MARCH, 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Ms. Wendi Steele 

h h .  A1 Comella 

Mr. Charlie Smith, Executive Director 
la. Eric Lindenbaum, Navy Senior Analyst 

'I Ms. Liz King, Counsel 
I I*. John Earnhardt, Assistant Communications Director 

Ms. Ziba Ayeen, Travel Assistant 

RADM Brewer (COMNAVMAR) 
CAPT Etro (Commander Naval Pacific Metoc Center West) 
CAPT Skim (COMMPSRON Three) 
CAPT Davis (Commander Fleet Industrial Supply Center, Guam) 
CAPT Hope (Commander NAVACT, Guam) 
CAPT Bermudes (Commander SRF, Guam) 
CAPT Wieczynski (USCG) (Commander Fourteenth Coast Guard District) 
CDR Blandford (Commander HC - 5 Helicopter Squadron) 
CDR Eckert (COMNAVMAR N4) 



B t W ' S  P R E S E N T :  I 
w This geographically unique island is home to several naval commands which provide a 

wide range of military support. Foremost among these are the Naval Computer and 
Te:lecomrnunications Center (NCTAMS) Guam; Naval Ship Repair Facility (SRF) Guam; Naval 
Air Station (NAS) Agana, Guam; Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Guam; Naval 
Magazine (NAVMAG) Guam; Naval Activities (NAVACT) Guam, Naval Hospital Guam. and 
Naval Meteorology and Oceanographic Center (Western Pacific)/ Joint Typhoon Warning 
Center. While the names of the commands partially explain their mission, it is the fact they 
perform those missions at this particular location which gives the various commands their 
military value. 

Specifically, 

NCTAMS provides up/down link relay station capabilities for Western Pacific and Indian 
Ocean satellites and the associated personnel support for those relays. 
SRF Guam, along with the submarine tender stationed in Guam, provides the Navy with the 
capability to perform voyage repair and meet emergent requirements that may arise in the 
Western Pacific. The primary work load of SRF Guam has been maintenance on ships 
homeported in Guam. 
NAS Agana, Guam was once a major base of maritime patrol aircraft, but a shift in 
operational requirements have removed the need for this type of aircraft in this region. 
Presently only a logistic helicopter squadron is based at NAS Agana, GUAM. 
FISC Guam is the supply center which is tied to supporting the Military Sealift Command 
(MSC) logistic vessels which presently are home based from Guam and for the other Naval 
activities located at Guam. This facility includes the Fuel Farm which houses operational 
and war reserve fuels. 
NAVMAG Guam (now part of Naval Activities, Guam) provides a forward stockpile of 
ordnance which is serviced by two MSC ammunition vessels. 
NAVACT, Guam (formerly Naval Station Guam) is the waterfront and general services 
which provide the support ships and the tender which are based out of Guam. 
Naval Hospital Guam provides medical support for DoD personnel and dependents in the 
Guam area. 
Naval Meteorology and Oceanographic Center (Western Pacific) and Joint Typhoon Warning 
Center is the support organization for providing weather (surface and sub-surface) predictions 
and storm warnings for all U. S. agencies in the western pacific. 



. \  DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
I - 

w Disestablish SRF Guam, (including the Fuel Farm) and retain access. 
Relocate helicopter squadron formerly stationed at NAS Agana to NAS Barbers Point, 
Hawaii. (Redirect of 1993 recommendation where helicopter squadron was sent to Andersen 
Air Force Base, Guam) 
Disestablish FISC Guam. 
Relocate MSC ammunition vessels, personnel and support from Guam to Weapons Station 
Lualualei, Hawaii. 
Relocate MSC personnel and units to Naval Station Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 
Disestablish Naval Pacific Meteorology and Oceanographic Center except for Joint Typhoon 
Warning Center which relocates to Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 
Disestablish Afloat Training Group Western Pacific. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Shifting deployment patterns in the Pacific Fleet reduce the need for a fully functional naval 
station. 
With reduction in work load and stationing of Guam homeported vessels elsewhere, a fully 
functional SRF in Guam no longer needed. 
FISC is a "follower" activity whose existence depends on the active fleet units in the 
homeport area. With their removal, FISC is longer required. 
Access will be maintained to the waterfront and other facilities in order to support future 

V contingency operations. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam. 
Ship Repair Facility, Guam. 
Naval Activities, Guam (includes former Naval Magazine and Naval Station Guam.) 
Naval Pacific Meteorology and Oceanographic Center and Joint Typhoon Warning Center, 
Guam. 
Commander Naval Forces Marianas Headquarters. 
Coast Guard Detachment, Guam. 
Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam. 

Following Main facilities were viewed fiom the air and discussed with respective commanders 
andlor representatives: 

Naval Hospital, Guam. 
Andersen Air Force Base, Guam. 
Navy Computer and Telecommunications Center, Guam. 



' KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

V For Naval Activities Guam the following key issues were identified: (Note :Senator Forbes 
of the 23rd Guam Legislature requested the Naval Magazine on Guam be closed down. The 
request was co-signed by 11 other members of the legislature.) 

The Naval Magazine has several unique features not available at the Andersen Air Force 
Base magazine; these include: 

New Tomahawk Cruise Missile storage facilities. 
Wider magazine access doors for Navy Standard Missile storage. 
Marine Mine Construction facilities. 
Jungle training capability for large scale training evolutions (AAFB is limited to 100 
participants due to environmental restrictions). 
Shorter magazine to ship time by 50 minutes per load and will not have to transit 
downtown Agana with Ammo (If ammo were to be relocated at AAFB). 
The NAVMAG area also includes the Pena Reservoir (the only reservoir on Guam) 
fiom which the Navy water distribution systems draws fiom. This is one of two 
water distribution systems on the island with the other being operated by GovGuarn 
and being fed by natural springs. Security considerations and safety reasons have 
precluded the Navy's water system from being turned over to GovGuam. 

While not a direct NAVMAG issue, earthquake damage to the primary Tomahawk 
loading pier, Sierra, needs to be repaired if it is to be functional. Presently Kilo pier 
(the ammo handling pier) is used to load Tomahawk cruise missiles when the seas are 
not too rough. Approximately $9 million is needed to fully fix Sierra pier and 
CINCPACFLT Adm. Zlatoper has stated the request for funds has been passed 
through his office with his endorsement. This money has been requested during 
previous budgets but has yet to be received. 

Finally under the NAVACT section, while funds for the repair of all piers damaged 
during the earthquake in Apra Harbor have been requested, according to 
CINCPACFLT with the limited funding environment other higher priority 
requirements will most likely preclude the repair of all of the piers. This combined 
with explosive arc limitations for both the tender and the Tomahawk loading pier 
(when in use) will complicate any reuse of the waterfront by any commercial concern. 



For the Naval Meteorology and Oceanographic Center (WESTPAC) and Joint Typhoon , 
Warning Center the following key issues were raised: 

While the Navy's BSEC capacity analysis "did not demonstrate sufficient excess 
capacity to warrant further evaluation of the Naval Meteorology and Oceanography 
Centers subcategory", despite being the busiest weather center in the world in terms 
of stonns handled and area covered, the center on Guam was recommended to be 
disestablished and the Joint Typhoon Warning Center relocated to Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii 
Detachments in Bahrain, Japan and Guam would have to be increased in manning or 
established in order to maintain the present level of coverage and prediction. This 
would lead to the same number of bodies doing the same work but at different sites. 
Any fixed overhead costs saved by disestablishing the center would be minimal as the 
facility shares a common structure with Commander Naval Forces Marianas 
Headquarters, which is not being closed. 
The technology does not presently exist on Guam for the satellite signals to be 
forwarded off island for processing on the satellite footprints which are unique to 
Guam.. 

For Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Guam the following key issues were raised: 

Need for operation and retention of the Fuel Farm will exist regardless of actions 
taken on the recommendations. From Adm. Macke, the Department of the Navy will 
provide the suggested language for addressing the Fuel farm issue. 
Need (although a dramatically decreased) for both dry and cold warehouse storage 
area for the remaining Guam military missions will still exist if the recommendations 
are accepted. The majority of the storage is directly tied to support of the Military 
Sealift Command vessels which would leave under the DoD recommendation. 
Several other supply functions, presently conducted by FISC, will have to be 
absorbed by other activities (most likely Naval Activities Guam) if FISC is 
completely disestablished. A cost analysis of each function will be determined. 
The Department of the Navy offered conflicting interpretation of how the MSC vessel 
redirect would occur. CINCPACFLT said the additional time lag to resupply Diego 
Garcia would be a factor in decreasing the number of times it was serviced but overall 
no operational impact would occur. If the T-AFS assets were stretched too thin than a 
"worst case scenario" had a fourth T-AFS being re-activated at a cost of $9 million to 
fill in the gaps. This "worst case scenario" is not the COBRA scenario so the cost of 
the additional T-AFS in not considered. USCINCPAC, on the other hand, said the T- 
AFS assets (supplies included) would not be sent to Hawaii but would be more 
forward deployed. This is not consistent with the COBRA or the DOD scenario but 
according to USCINCPAC, CJCS stated the funds necessary for this to happen 
would be made available. 



, For the Fleet Industrial Supply Center, Guam the following key points were raised: 
I 

a Significant excess capacity exists given the present work load. 
Departure of the MSC vessels under the present recommendations would further 
reduce their work load by over 50 percent. 

a Repairlmaintenancelupkeep work on remaining equipment and facilities which would 
remain under the present recommendations would have to be accomplished by some 
other facility if SRF Guam is disestablished. (Such as work on the floating dry dock, 
cranes, yard craft, all Army pre-positioned force vessels, and emergent voyage repairs 
on transiting naval vessels.) 
The diving recompression facility, which is the only one on island if the tender leaves 
due to force reduction changes, will decertify in 1996 and cannot be recertified 
without waiver due to its riveted (vice welded) construction. 
Part of the main sheet metal shop is enclosed within the ESQD arc of Polaris Point 
pier where the tender is moored. 
The SRF is the only training facility on island for training journeymen in electronics, 
electrical and metal trades. This creates the skilled labor force for SRF activities on 
island. If SRF is surged, workers would have to be brought in fiom other locations in 
the future. Also many of the workers, after working in the SRF, migrate over to the 
civilian side 
If the MSC vessels are homeported out of Hawaii, Title 10 will play an even bigger 
part in restricting repair work which can be conducted in Guam as it was reported 
Guam is considered an foreign port under Title 10. 

For the HC-5 helicopter squadron redirect the following key issues were raised: 

The primary mission of the helicopter squadron is support of the MSC vessels 
recommended to relocate to Pearl Harbor and Laulaulei, Hawaii. 
If the relocated off island, there will be no aircraft to do the secondary missions of 
Search and Rescue for both civilian and military personnel, and no aircraft for special 
forces (SEAL) training. 

See the following attachments for a full description of the facilities visited: 

COMNAVMARIANASIUSCINCPAC REP brief. 
Naval Pacific Metoc Center WestIJoint Typhoon Warning Center brief. 
Military Sealift Command Western Pacific brief. 
U. S. Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam brief. 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam brief. 
U. S. Naval Activities, Guam brief. 
Helicopter Combat Support Squadron Five (HC-5) brief. 
Commander, Fourteenth Coast Guard District brief. 



CXlMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

9 Overall, the Government of Guam (GovGuam) and community feel if the FISC and SRF 
disestablish, reuse of the land and facilities by either GovGuam or commercial ventures is critical 
to the economic revitalization of Guam. They also believe this is the best way to maintain the 
facilities, instead of mothballing them, in order to provide access to them in the event of future 
contingencies. 

Other specific concerns raised by the community (see regional hearing report for a more 
co~nplete listing) include: 

Title 30 loses were not included in the economic impact study. Title 30 makes Guam unique 
in that U. S. servicemen stationed on Guam pay their federal taxes to Guam and not to the 
federal treasury. 
The BRAC process appears to turn over land faster than through the Guam Land Use Plan 
(GLUP) which has been slowed due to litigation. 
Title 10 restrictions (see above). 

REOUES - TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Develop a cost estimate and feasibility analysis of combining the magazines of AAFB and 
Naval Activities at AAFB. 
Investigate the implications of the Jones Act, Title 10 and third party lease contracts to 
foreign owned firms in relation to reuse of the facilities and land in Guam. 
Investigate the differences between GLUP proceedings for land turnover and BRAC 
turnover. 
Investigate Pearl Harbor's and Laulaulei's ability to absorb the growth of supplies from the 
MSC assets proposed for relocation from Guam. 
Investigate plans for the Tomahawk loading pier (Sierra) repairs from the earthquake 
damage. 
Investigate the difference between the Navy's claim there is no significant excess capacity in 
Meteorology centers yet the center in Guam was recommended for disestablishment. 
Obtain a cost breakout of the FISC functions which will be retained if the recommendations 
are approved. 
Investigate the need for retention of the officer housing at NAS, Agana. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 

3 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr. 

,4 p R :  P 

'None. 

Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader. 
LtCol. J.R. Brubaker, DOD Analyst/USMC. 
LtCol. M. Beyer, DOD Analyst/USAF. 
Ms. Elizabeth King, Legal Counsel. 

3 Mr. Mark Pross, Senior AnalystlGAO. 

wV LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

The Honorable Kirk Fordice, Governor, State of Mississippi. 
The Honorable Thad Cochran, United States Senator, State of Mississippi. 
The Honorable Trent Lott, United States Senator, State of Mississippi. 
The Honorable G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery, Congressman, 3rd Congressional District, State of 

Mississippi. 
Major General James H. Garner, USAR, Adjutant General, State of Mississippi. 
Mr. John Robert Smith, Mayor of Meridian. 
Dr. George Thomas, President, Meridian City Council. 
Dr. Hobert Kornegay, President, Lauderdale County Board of Supervisors. 
Mr. R. Tucson Roberts, MeridianfLauderdale County Partnership. 
Mr. Bill Crawford, Navy Meridian Team Leader. 
Mr. C.D. Smith, Meridian Area Navy League President. 
Captain T e q  J. Pudas, Commander Training Air Wing ONE. 
Captain Robert L. Leitzel, Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Meridian. 
Commander Melinda L. Moran, Commanding Officer, Naval Technical Training Center. 
Colonel Stephen L. Goff, Commandant Regional Counterdrug Training Academy. 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

To provide facilities and services in support of aviation activities of the Naval Air Training 
Command and other activities as directed. Intermediate and advanced strike training conducted 
Cj et aircraft). 



',, BOD RECOMMENDATION: 

w Close Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, except retain the Regional Counterdrug Training 
Academy facilities which are transferred to the Academy. Relocate the undergraduate strike 
pilot training function and associated personnel, equipment and support to NAS Kingsville, 
Texas. Its major tenant, the Naval Technical Training Center, will close, and its training 
fimctions will be relocated to other training activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, 
Athens, Georgia, and Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 

POD JUSTIFICATION: 

l'he 1993 Commission recommended that Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian remain open 
t~ecause it found that the then-current and future Pilot Training Rate (PTR) required that there be 
two full-strike training bases, NAS Kingsville, Texas, and NAS Meridian. In the period between 
1993 and the present, two factors emerged that required the Department of the Navy again to 
review the requirement for two such installations. First, the current Force Structure Plan shows a 
continuing decline in the Pilot Training Rate (PTR) so that Navy strike training could be handled 
by a single full-strike training base. Second, this consolidation of strike training that follows the 
closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that functional 
pilot training be consolidated. Also the Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group 
included the closure of NAS Meridian in each of its closure/realignment alternatives. 

w MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi. 
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC). 
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy (RCTA). 

The Navy reluctantly recommended NAS Meridian for closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Meridian Community obviously is concerned with the impact of losing the Naval Air 
Station. The local community has assembled a group of individuals, including a former wing 
commander, to help in their defense of the Air Station and its function of training Student Naval 
Aviators. They cite concern that the Navy may have miscalculated their capacity analysis 
including flight operations per Pilot Training Rate and that the Military Value ranking for NAS 
Meridian, was lower because of a lack of over water airspace in which to conduct flight 
operations. Obvious concerns around a single site for intermediate and advanced strike training 
are that the Navy will be potentially operating an airfield at or near 100% capacity with 
additional safety of flight concerns in that students are heavily involved in flying operations. 
The operations per PTR that the Meridian Team used were based upon historical T-21TA-4J 
operations and the operations per PTR rates for NAS Kingsville were based upon T-45 estimates. 
The Navy said as a result of the 1995 DOD recommendations, the utilization of NAS Corpus 



' C:hristi as an additional Outlying Field for NAS Kingsville, allows the Navy to conduct 
intermediateladvanced strike training at a single base. 

w EEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None other than those addressed above. 

James R. Brubakert Navy1041 1 9/95 1 0:3 9 AM 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION, w' DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

27 MARCH 1995 

&4D COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

la. David Lyles 
Mr. Alex Yellin 
W. David Epstein 

' Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Representative Wayne Gilchrest 
Representative Steny Hoyer 
Governor Parris Glendening 
Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, NSWC); 
Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division) 
Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis 
Detachment) 
Colonel George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Lamy Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 
CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 



Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
I Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 

Systems 
(r Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems 

Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
s~lrvivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NS WC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 

o Joint Spectrum Center @OD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. : )  

w 12-: 

o Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 

* This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

M I  A N F A CILTTIES REVIEWED: 
* Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building. 
* Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 

Facility, the Propulsion Shafiline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its 
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NS WC Annapolis. 
Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



I The professional staff at the installation indicated that they are unlikely to move to 
Philadelphia. This, along with the dificulty of moving sensitive equipment, could result in 
the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Several major projects, particularly the one to 
develop equipment to handle CFCs might be adversely impacted. This would jeopardize 
international treaties and could be extremely expensive. In the case of other projects, there is 
the possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems 
being developed at Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost. 

a It will be difficult if not impossible to move some of the equipment at Annapolis. The Deep 
Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result in costly testing at sea 
with less reliability. Concern was also expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at 
NSWC Philadelphia, particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex 
and proximity to the major intersate highway and airport. 
Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectnun Center (JSC), a Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) activity could increase by one million dollars per year if they have to move into 
commercial space. These costs were not considered. The JSC supporting contractor, the 
Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, is currently paying $1.5 M per year to rent 
commercial space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by JSC. There would be sufficient 
space (after the departure of Materials Department Staff to Carderock, per BRAC '9 1) at 
NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some currently in Washington, as well as 
IITRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and adequacy of space at NSWC Annapolis for JSC 
are being examined. If Annapolis were to close, JSC could move to Fort Meade, to leased 
space in Annapolis, or elsewhere. 

9, Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would result in 
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering 
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Faculty members would 
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects. 

COMMUhTITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 



. . *  

REOUESTS FOR S W F  AS ARESULT OF VISIT: 

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein 
Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings. 
Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSWC community, with particular 
emphasis on the statement that NSWC Annapolis has primary responsibility for 3 of the top 
10 items on that list. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 
I 

w NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, DAHLGREN DIVISION DETACHMENT, 
WHITE OAK, MZ) 

27 MARCH 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 

,4CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

'None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles, Staff Director 
Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 
Mr. Jeff Mulliner, Navy Team Analyst 

' ) LIST OF ATTENDEES: 
'Cv 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Representative Steny Hoyer 
Representative Connie Morella 
Representative Albert Wynn 
Governor Parris Glendening, 
Lieutenant Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend, 
Rear Admiral David Sargent Jr., Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Captain James Baskerville, Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Captain John Overton, Commander Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division 
Captain James Perry, Officer in Charge, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, 

White Oak Detachment 
Mr. Michael Subin, Montgomery County Council member 
Mr. John Tino, retired NSWC Department Head 
Ms. Betty Gay, retired NSWC Department Head 
Mr. Frank Pierce, Hillandale Citizens Association member 
Ms. Betty Bretz, past president of Hillandale Citizens Association 
Mr. Mike Levin, past president of Hillandale Citizens Association and Allied Civic Association 



B4SE'S PRESENT MISSION: 
! 

To provide research, engineering, test and evaluation, and Fleet support for surface warfare 
systems, surface ship combat systems, ordnance, mines, amphibious warfare systems, and 
strategic systems. 

BOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Dahlgren Division Detachment. 
Relocate the functions, personnel, and equipment associated with Ship Magnetic Signature 
Control R&D Complex to the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock, Maryland and the 
functions and personnel associated with reentry dynamics research and development to the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, Virginia. 

41 Excess capacity in technical centers permits the closure of this facility and its consolidation 
with two other major technical centers. 

o Few facilities were left at White Oak as a result of the disestablishment of the organization by 
BRAC-93 and its realignment as a detachment of NSWC Dahlgren. 
White Oak was being retained primarily because it was designated by BRAC-93 to be the 
relocation site for the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) which was being moved 

I ffom leased property in Arlington, Virginia. A separate BRAC-95 recommendation now w moves NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard, and the facilities at White Oak are no longer 
needed. 

,MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Main Building (site of Naval Sea System Command BRAC-93 relocation) 
Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel 
Hydroballistics Facility 
Nuclear Weapons Effect Facility 
Magnetic Ship Silencing Complex 

As stated in The DoD recommendation, the Navy intends to abandon the Hypervelocity 
Wind Tunnel and the Nuclear Weapons Effect (NWE) Facility Site visits and documentation 
contained in data calls point to a continuing tri-service as well as interagency mission for 
both facilities. If these facilities are still critical and core to government research, it is 
unclear who will operate them. 

Relative costs to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) to White Oak or to the 
Washington Navy Yard remain an important issue attendant to both the White Oak 
recommendation and the NAVSEA redirect. Careful scrutiny of construction and rehabilitation 

W costs at both sites is required. 



w No military analysis, or cross-service review was done to evaluate the unique facilities 
represented by the Wind Tunnel and the Nuclear Weapons Effects facility. 
Cost estimates for closure of White Oak do not include cost of continued operation or 
relocation of unique facilities. 
Navy's analysis of costs to move Naval Sea Systems Command is flawed. 

Recurring costs and MILCON costs for move to Washington Navy Yard are 
underestimated. 
BRAC-95 MILCON costs to move to White Oak increased 360% from those used in 
BRAC-93 

Quality of life considerations have been overlooked. 

EEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None other than continuing analysis in the areas identified above as key issues. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AVIATION TECHNICAL SERVICES FACILITY (NATSF) 
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 

7 April 1995 

LE- NER: 

C.omrnissioner Alton Cornella. 

A CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONE R : 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ivlr. David Epstein. 
Ms. Marilyn Wasleski. 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Representative Robert Borski. 
Mayor Edward Rendell. 
Captain Lonnie Mitchell (USN) Executive Officer, Aviation Supply Office. 
Mr. William Smith, Technical Director, NATSF. 
CDR Cocarota, Head Technical Manual Policy Office, NATSF. 
CDR John Van Sickle (USN), Commanding Officer, NAESU. 

INSTALLATION MISSION: 

Plan for, acquire, conduct product/process reviews and coordinate updates of Technical 
Manuals and Directives for NAVAIR aircraft, weapons, targets, common avionics and 
support systems. 
Produce NAVAIR Work Unit Code Manuals. 
Provide technical expertise to Program Managers for requirements definitions and acquisition 
of Technical Data Packages, including providing product/process reviews for these packages. 
Maintain the NAVAIR Repository of Engineering Data, including the initial distribution and 
all subsequent de!iveries to Fleet Customers, NADEPs and ASO, among others. 
Implement process and product improvements for Technical Data through the use of 
advanced technologies. 



w Close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and 
consolidate necessary functions, personnel, and equipment with the Naval Aviation Depot, 
North Island, California. 

I)OD JUSTIFICATION: 

r Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 

a This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 

* This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

No tour was conducted due to very tight time constraints (30 minutes for entire visit). 

Cost of housing in San Diego -- significant concern that employees will not move. 
Synergy with Aviation Supply Office and Defense Printing Service, Navy International 
Logistics Control Office (NAVILCO) (handles Foreign Military Sales) 
Fleet support would be adversely affected by move. 
Defense Printing Service located its only Technical Manual Print on Demand System 
(TMPODS ) Digital Storage and Production Facility on the AS0 compound because of 
NATSFYs location there. (This system is used primarily by NATSF in support of NAVAIR, 
NAVSEA, NAESU can use also at additional cost.) 

* With advances in teleconferencing and digital imaging, does it matter where NATSF is 
located? 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Lack of synergy with NADEP North Island 
Navy claims on savings were disputed -- the Navy COBRA did not reflect the cost of doing 
the work at NADEP North Island that would be done by personnel who did not move. The 
employees pointed out that AS0 could provide the same services at significantly less cost, 
and there was no synergy at NADEP North Island. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
There will be no financial benefit associated with the move and the AS0 compound will not 
close anyway so this does not accomplish a base closure. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted and most employees can not afford to move because of 
housing prices. 

W There is very little, if any, synergy between NATSF and NADEP North Island, but there is 
significant synergy with AS0 and a fair amount with NAVAIR. 



If there were synergy with NADEP North Island (and they think there is not) , then with 
advances in teleconferencing and digital imaging, does it matter where NATSF is located? 
There would have to be many, expensive trips to AS0 and NAVAIR (three days instead of 
part of one) NATSF personnel made about 17 times as many trips to Washington, DC as 
they did to San Diego and almost twice as many trips to Philadelphia area commands which 
involved driving (i.e., excluding ASO, Defense Industrial Supply Center, Defense Printing 
Service) than were made to all commands in San Diego. Documentation of travel was 
provided. 
Philadelphia is only city which has faced recommended closures in each BRAC ('88, '91, 
'93, and '95) The Cumulative Economic Impact dating back to BRAC 1988 includes closure 
of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia Naval Hospital, Naval Station Philadelphia, 
tenants at DPSC, and now potentially most of DISC, NATSF, and NAESU, and NAWC 
Warminster. 
The COBRA standard salary figure is significantly higher than NATSF's average salary, 
thereby overstating whatever savings do exist. 
NADEP North Island is a minor customer of NATSF -- only about 5 - 10% of NATSFYs 
work was in support of the NADEP North Island. However, AS0 constitutes about 30% of 
NATSF ' s business. 
The employees questioned the military value which was assigned. 
The employees said the function could be done at less cost in Philadelphia as part of ASO. 
San Diego's environmental constraints will necessitate contracting out some work currently 
performed in-house (aperture cards). NATSF Management later said additional 
environmental scrubbers could eliminate that problem. 
During BRAC 93, NATSF proposed to the Commission that NATSF be made into a "purple 
(DoD)" organization to become the consolidated center for DoD aircraft drawings. The 
employee proposal was informally provided to Naval Air Systems Command. The proposal 
was never formally acted upon. 

]REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None. 

David Epstein/Navy/04/18/95 1 0:32 AM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AVIATION ENGINEERING SERVICE UNIT (NAESU) 
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 

7 April 1995 

Commissioner Alton Cornella 

None 

CIOMMISSION STAFF: 

hlr. David Epstein 
hls. Marilyn Wasleski 

I;,IST OF ATTENDEES: 
1 

Representative Robert Borski 
h4ayor Edward Rendell 
Captain Lonnie Mitchell (USN) Executive Officer, Aviation Supply Office (ASO) 
CDR John Van Sickle (USN), Commanding Officer, NAESU 
Ms. Jean Aldridge, Comptroller and Head of Contracts, NAESU 
Ms. Karen Deery, Fiscal Officer, NAESU 
Mr. A1 Fanelli, Contracts Division Head, NAESU 
Mr. Paul Martin, TQM Manager and Safety/Workmen's Compensation Officer, NAESU 

To provide field engineering assistance and instruction to Naval Aviation activities in the 
installation, maintenance, repair, and operation of all types of aviation systems and 
equipment. 

I) 0 D RECOMMENDATION: 

* Close the Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and 
consolidate necessary functions, personnel, and equipment with the Naval Aviation Depot, 
North Island, California. 



i 
W D  JUSTIFICATION: 

w Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

No tour was conducted due to very tight time constraints (30 minutes for entire visit) 

Cost of living in San Diego -- significant concern that employees will not move. 
Synergy with Aviation Supply Office 

* Fleet support would be adversely affected, by move. 

(5= fl ED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed -- Navy COBRA did not reflect cost of doing the work 
at NADEP North Island that would be done by personnel who did not move. The employees 
pointed out that AS0 could provide the same services at significantly less cost, because there 
was no synergy at NADEP North Island. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
There will be no financial benefit associated with the move and the AS0 compound will not 
close so this does not accomplish a base closure. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted and most employees can not afford to move. 
There is very little, if any synergy between NAESU and NADEP North Island, but significant 
synergy with AS0 and a fair amount with NAVAIR. 
There would have to be many, expensive trips to AS0 and NAVAIR (3 days instead of part 
of 1) Documentation of this was provided. 
Philadelphia is the only city which might be affected by BRACs 1988, 199 1, 1993, and 1995. 
The Cumulative Economic Impact dating back to BRAC 1988 includes closure of 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia Naval Hospital, Naval Station Philadelphia, 
tenants at DPSC and, and now potentially most of DISC, NATSF, and NAESU. 
There is synergy with Naval Regional Contracting Center, which is moving next month to the 
AS0 compound from South Philadelphia and will be renamed Fleet and Industrial Supply 
Center, Norfolk, Philadelphia Detachment.. A copy of the signed MOU was provided. 
The COBRA standard salary figure is significantly higher than NAESU's average salary. 
The number of personnel to be moved according to the COBRA (approximately 40) is 
incompatible with the number in the certified data (approximately 54) 
NADEP North Island is a minor customer of NAESU -- only about 1% of NAESU's was in 
support of the NADEP North Island. NAESU is oriented towards Organizational and Depot 
level maintenance, while the NADEP is a Depot. 



The employees questioned the military value which was assigned. 
The employees said the function could be done at less cost in Philadelphia as part of ASO. 

w : 

None 

David Epstein/Navy/04/18/95 10:03 AM 

INTERVIEW 3/13/95 with Gerald Schiefer (AIternate on Joint Cross Service Group): 

QV 

3 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 

28 April 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr. 

None. 

C OMMISSION STAFF: 

hllr. Doyle L. Reedy 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: - 

' L,t Gov Argeo Cellucci 
Senator Ted Kennedy 

'1' Senator John Kerry 
Maj Gen Raymond Vezina 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

* The air station trains reservists for their mobilization assignments with the active forces, and 
provides administrative coordination and logistic support for the tenant reserve squadrons 
and commands. 

Close NAS, South Weymouth. Decommission ten P-3 aircraft, and relocate four C-130 
airplanes to NAS Brunswick. In the event that the P-3 squadron is not decommissioned, the 
squadron will be sent to NAS Brunswick. 

D OD JUSTIFICATION: 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a declining force level including a reduction in the 
overall number of Naval aviation carrier air wings from 1 1 t 10. Similarly, the number of P-3 
squadrons is declining. In an effort to take advantage of existing capacity at an active duty 
base, the Navy wants to relocate the Reserve aircraft at South Weymouth to the active duty 

-4 base at Brunswick, ME. 



The Commissioner visited all of the base facilities including VP-92, VR-62 and the Marine 

'II 
Support Element. 

K:EY - ISSUES: 

Although the Navy ranked South Weymouth as fourth in military value out of six reserve air 
stations considered by the BSAT, the Navy recommended closing only South Weymouth. 
The Navy has provide little documentation to support it's position that South Weymouth 
should be closed. 

The Navy analysis was flawed and deviated fiom established policy. Specifically, the 
community believes that there were two breakdowns in the Navy BRAC analytic process: the 
comparison of unlike facilities mid-way through the process, and the lack of documentation 
available on the decision. 

KEOUES - TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None at this time. 

D.L. Reedy/Navy/05/11/95 10:55 AM 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

11 MAY 1995 

LIEAD COMMISS - IONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 
Mr. Jeff Mulliner, Navy Team Analyst 

L1 ST OF ATTENDEES: - 

) RADM Edward Moore Jr., Commandant, Naval District Washington 
CilPT Creekman, Chief of Staff, Naval District Washington 

Qllv 
Messrs J. Imparato and W. Faught, Naval District Washington Facilities Department 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: - 

Serves as Quarterdeck of the Navy for all ceremonial functions. Provides administrative and 
logistical support to Navy activities and resident tenant commands in the National Capital 
Region. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: - 

Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission for the relocation of the Naval 
Sea Systems Command including the Nuclear Propulsion Directorate (SEA 08), and the 
Human Resources Office supporting the Naval Sea Systems Command fiom "the Navy 
Annex, Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska 
Avenue, Washington, D.C.; Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, 
Virginia, or the White Oak facility, Silver Spring, Maryland" to "the Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D.C. or other government-owned property in the metropolitan Washington, 
D.C. area." 



.. 
i 

* 
DQD JUSTIFICATION: 

, The resource levels of administrative activities are dependent upon the level of forces they 
! 
I support. The continuing decline in force levels shown in the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan 

w coupled with the effects of the National Performance Review result in further reductions of 
personnel in administrative activities. As a result, the capacity at the White Oak facility in 
Silver Spring, Maryland, or at the Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia is not longer required to 
meet DON administrative space needs. This change in receiving sites eliminates substantial 
expenditures otherwise required to rehabilitate both White Oak and the Navy Annex. The net 
effect of this recommendation is a decrease of excess administrative space by more than 1 
million square feet. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Building 197, a highbay industrial structure building identified for conversion to Naval Sea 
System Command's main office building, as well as before and after examples of such a 
conversion (buildings 33 and 36). 

K.EY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: - 

Ability of Washington Navy Yard to absorb and provide for the increase in base population 
represented by the Naval Sea Systems Command. 

Parking space 
Traffic flow 

w Vendor and retail support 
Environmental restrictions (primarily air quality) 
Physical space limitations and square footage requirements 

Cumulative effect on base population of BRAC-93 and BRAC-95 recommendations. 
Validity of Navy MILCON cost estimates, particularly whether or not considerations unique 
to construction at the Navy Yard (e.g., floodplain requirements and historical preservation 
restrictions) have been provided for. 
Safety concerns attendant to geographic location of the Navy Yard and the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 
Availability of public transportation to support population increase. 

REOUESTS FO R STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

In. addition to continuing analysis of cost and savings estimates, address the following specific 
issues: 

The project to relocate the Naval Sea Systems Command to White Oak is well along 
in planning; are costs for the Naval Sea Systems Command to remain in leased space 
for the extra time needed to similarly develop and bid construction at the Navy Yard 
accounted for in the analysis? 
Due to the historical significance of the majority of buildings on the Navy Yard, any 
proposed construction project there must meet with the approval of the National 
Capital Planning Commission, as well as other governmental agencies. Is there a 
potential for this process to delay the Naval Sea Systems Command move? 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

27 APRIL 1995 

Cc~rnrnissioner Montoya 

ACCOMPANYING CO E - MMISSION R: 

Commissioner Cox 
Commissioner Cornella 
Commissioner Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles 
Mr. Charlie Smith 
Mr. Ben Borden 
Mr. Alex Yellin 
Mr. Larry Jackson 
Ms. Liz King 
M.s. Deidre Nurre 
Mi. Wade Nelson 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Representative Steve Horn 
Representative Jane Harman 
Representative Walter Tucker 
Representative Dana Rohrbacher 
Governor Pete Wilson 
Mayor Beverly O'Neill, Long Beach 
Captain John Pickering, USN, CO Long Beach NSY 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide comprehensive industrial workforce and facilities for conversion, overhaul, and 
drydocking of all classes of Navy non-nuclear vessels, their systems and equipment. 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

w Close the Naval Shipyard Long Beach, California. 
Retain the sonar dome government-owned, contractor-operated facility and those family 
housing units needed to fulfill Department of the Navy requirements. 
Relocate necessary personnel to other naval activities as appropriate, primarily Naval 
Weapons Station, Seal Beach and naval activities in the San Diego, California area. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: - 

The Naval Shipyard at Long Beach is the only NSYD which performs non-nuclear shipwork 
exclusively, and its capacity is in excess of predicted future Navy requirements. 
The continuing decreases in force structure eliminate the need to retain the capacity to 
drydock large deck naval vessels for emergent requirements, beyond what is available in the 
private sector. 
The workload at Long Beach can be absorbed by the other nuclear-capable shipyards and 
private-sector facilities. 

Visit began with a 1 -hour press availability, and introductions by Gov. Wilson, Rep. Horn, 
Rep. Tucker, Rep. Rohrbacher, and Mayor O'Neill. RADM Montoya spoke for the 
Commission. Setting: Pier E, with USS ANTIETAM (CG-54) in background. 
Briefing and base overview by Commanding Officer, CAPT John Pickering, USN. 
Shipyard tour included a visit to Drydock #1, HITCO (the BP-subsidiary which manufactures 
submarine sonar domes at a GOCO located adjacent to the shipyard), the propeller shop. 
Windshield tour of former Naval Station, mole, and parts of the shipyard. 
Community presentation. 

With the closure of Drydock #I, Navy is having difficulty scheduling availabilities for CV- 
63 and CV-64, originally slated for that dock. 
The number of large-decked ships in the Pacific Fleet has not decreased and is not projected 
to decrease through 2005. The Navy has cited "decreases in force structure" as justification 
for shifting their argument from retention of Long Beach Naval Shipyard and Drydock #1 in 
1993 to closure in 1995. 
Operational efficiency of Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
Questionable ability of Pear Harbor's seaward drydock to accommodate a modern carrier. 
Navy capacity analysis considered only peacetime workload. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Closing Long Beach reduces the least amount of excess capacity and does not address the 

.II 37% excess nuclear capacity estimated to be remaining. 



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard's workload can be filly absorbed by the remaining naval 
shipyards, without even considering the capacity of Electric Boat and Newport News 

w Shipbuilding, and should therefore be examined for closure. 
Pearl Harbor is expensive and inefficient. The Commission should consider it for 
realignment. 
Long Beach could support homeporting of up to three CVNs at less cost to the Navy than 
could San Diego. 
Long Beach is more "sailor-friendly" than San Diego because of the severe housing shortage 
in San Diego . 
The Commission should consider the following options: 

s Designate Long Beach as a Carrier Homeport 
z Realign both Long Beach and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyards to Ship Repair Facilities 

under the Fleet Maintenance Officer, Pacific. 
a Realign both Long Beach and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyards to Detachments of Puget 

Sound Naval Shipyard and assign them to Regional Maintenance Centers at San 
Diego and Pearl Harbor. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: - 

Commissioner Steele requested that Mr. Jackson calculate percent excess capacity by shipyard 
for Pearl Harbor and Long Beach, and determine whether one is more conducive to 
downsizing. 

Admiral Hekrnan, USN (Ret.), alluded to a study of CVN homeporting at Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard conducted by the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. Staff is attempting to acquire the 
study. 



Document Separator 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER (DISC) 
Philadelphia, PA 

7 April 1995 

L,EAD COMMISSIONER: 

A1 Cornella 

,4CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

'None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 
Mr. David Epstein, Navy Team Analyst 

w BG Roy E. Beauchamp, USA 
Commander 

Mr. Nick Ranalli, Deputy Commander 
Ms. Judy Hawryliak, Director, 

Commodity Business Units 
Congressman Robert A. Borski 
Mayor Edward G. Rendell, 

City of Philadelphia 
Ms. Terry Gillen, Director of Commerce 

City of Philadelphia 
Mr. Mark Vieth, Staff Member 

Congressman Borski 
Ms. Karen Peck, Staff Member 

Congressman Borski 
Ms. Deborah Peacock, Staff Member 

Senator Santorum 
Mr. Glen Thomas, Staff Member 

Governor Ridge 
Major Robert A. Ratner, USAF 

Executive Officer-DISC 
Mr. Edward Hintz, Counsel 

DISC 

c r ,  

Mr. Matthew Duffy, Chief 
Human Resources-DISC 

Col. Steve Sheldon, USAF 
Director, Acquisition Planning-DISC 

Col. Joseph Mower, USAF 
Director, Products Services-DISC 

Col. Richard Fousek, USA 
Director, Customer Services-DISC 

Mr. Lou Julg, Resource Management-DISC 
Mr. Vern Rose, DISC VP, AFGE Local 

1698 
Mr. Nick Yevitz, Office of Public Affairs- 

DISC 
Mr. William Crane, Office of Quality Mgmt. 

DISC 
Ms. Joan Tobin, Director, Small Business- 

DISC 
Ms. Carol Smeltz, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit @)-DISC 
Mr. Chris Cosfol, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (U)-DISC 
Mr. Elliot Chant, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (M)-DISC 



KrTENDEES. cont'd. 

w LTC Robert Burke, USA, Chief, 
Commodity Business Unit (Y)-DISC 

Mr. John Cuorato, Chief, Commodity 
Business Unit (W)-DISC 

Mr. Irve Kenig, Chief, Commodity Business 
Unit (J)-DISC 

XNSTALLATION'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center purchases and manages a vast number and variety of 
industrial supplies for the Military Services, DLA, other federal agencies, international 
organizations, and foreign governments. 

Disestablish Defense Industrial Supply Center 

Distribute the management of Federal Supply Classes within the remaining DLA inventory 
control points (ICP). Create one ICP for the management of troop and general support items at 
the Defense Personnel Support Center in Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICP's for the 
management of weapon system related Federal Supply Classes at the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC) in Columbus, OH and the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) in 
Richmond, VA. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Consolidating management of items by the method of management will improve oversight, 
streamline the supply management process, increase internal efficiency, and reduce overhead. 

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon system items as troop and general support 
items. A single troop and general support ICP is adequate, while two weapon system ICPs are 
necessary. 

DISC has the lowest military value of the three hardware ICP's. 
DCSC and DGSC are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non- 

DLA operated facilities. Both have expansion capability. 
DGSC facilities are the best maintained. DCSC has several new buildings completed or in 

progress. 
DISC is a tenant on a Navy compound. 
Disestablishing DISC allows DLA to achieve a substantial cost avoidance by back-filling the 

space already occupied by DISC and substantially reducing the amount of conversion required to 
existing warehouse space. 



M INF - A D :  

W The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Industrial Supply Center. This 
briefing covered the Center's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation 
infrastructure, and personnel. The briefing was followed by a presentation by the Federal 
Manager's Association. Lastly, a windshield tour of the base's facilities was conducted. This 
presentation highlighted the military value of DISC and the flaws (as viewed by the Association) 
in the Defense Logistic Agency's analysis of the Center. The tour made a stop at a building to 
highlight the recent conversion of a building from warehouse space to office space. The 
automated systems which were developed by DISC employees (and contribute to their increased 
etfficiencies) were also highiighted during the tour. 

liission 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center provides the services with industrial hardware such as, 
bearings, cable, fasteners, gaskets, springs, and metal through accurate inventory management, 
best value acquisition, technical and quality control support. All of these items are critical to the 
readiness of the soldier during war as well as peace time. These items cannot be obtained from a 
local hardware store, because they must conform to specific engineering specifications. Failure 
of these items in a plane or helicopter can cause a crash or disable the aircraft from taking off. 

Weapon system items represent 64% of DISC'S business. 

DISC has been the inventorylitem manager of these items for over 40 years. It takes many years 
of experience to manage these items because one needs to know the market, the industry, the 
customer, and the product (technical engineering specifications). With this knowledge the item 
manager can ensure marketplace leverage, and product quality, conformance, and integrity. 
DISC employees have many years of experience managing these weapon critical items and focus 
on the needs of the customer. For example, there are 173,567 different national stock numbers 
to be managed under screws, bolts, and studs. 

DISC provides technical support to the services. It coordinates with services on engineering 
issues and maintains 1.5 million technical drawings/specifications. 

The item managers also determine at which Defense Distribution Depot an item will be stocked. 
Seventy-two percent of DISC'S items require stock positioning within this distribution system. 



Performance Indicators 

w' 
$712 million in industrial items were sold to the services in 1994. Even though DoD is 
downsizing, this figure is expected to increase to $850 million in 1995. 
4.8 million customer orders were filled in 1994. 
1.1 million national stock numbers are managed. 
353,000 technical data requisitions were received in 1994. 
DISC manages 32% of DLA managed national stock numbers. 
DISC received 38% of all DLA customer orders in 1994. 
Product Conformance is 98.9%. 
Legal Recovery: $42.1 million. 
134,000 contracts awarded in FY 1994, worth $406 million. 
350,000 requests for quotes were issued in FY 1994, with 1,000,000 responses. 
Average procurement value is about $3,027. 
$203.5 million awarded to small business in FY 1994. 
DISC business is high volume, low value. 

Personnel 

Currently, DISC has 18 18 civilian employees and 27 military. They are scheduled to take a 
4% reduction in force in each of the next four years, as are all of the other Inventory 

'ccr Control Points. This will bring their workforce down to 1,413 by the year 2001. DISC has 
taken a 27% reduction in their workforce from 1986 - 1994. A lot of the reduction has been 
made possible through the business process improvements (see below) developed by DISC 
employees. DISC recognized early on that they would have to become more efficient and 
take staff reductions. 
The average age of their employees is 43.1 years. The workforce is 55% female, 27% 
minority. 

Business Process Improvements 

DISC employees have developed innovative technology (through hard work) that has 
revolutionized the acquisition process. 

--Standard Work Station Data Base 
--LAN Connectivity 
--Automated Small Purchases (Cost Avoided: $1 30,000 monthly) 
--Electronic Bulletin Board 
--Defense Printing Service Remoting Printing 

Commodity Business Units were developed at DISC. This allows all personnel involved 
with the buying of an item to be on one team. This concept is being implemented at all 
inventory control points. 

orr 



COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Military readiness will be impacted by the massive movements of items between inventory 
control points--2.4 million items. DLA recognized in BRAC 1993 that a mass movement of 
items would be too risky. Why is it not still too risky in 1995? If this recommendation is 
approved and in concert with the already approved BRAC 1993 decision, 62% of DLA's 
items will be transferring among the ICP's at about the same time. 
It is documented fact that when management of inventory migrates there is a degradation of 
service. 
Loss of experienced item managers. 
DISC'S primary business is weapon system items--64%, 706,176 different national stock 
items. This represents 40% of DLA's weapon system business. Defense General Supply 
Center's business is only 48.6% weapon system items, which represents only 328,186 
different national stock numbers. This represents only 17.6% of DLA's weapon system 
business. The community questions the decision to disestablish a proven weapon system 
inventory control point to create another one. 
DISC manages more items than DGSC-- I, 1 16,172 vs. 675,799. In that regard, DISC 
employees are more efficient at managing those items. DISC manages 803 items per 
employee, while DGSC only manages 636 items per employee. Given that fact alone, if 
DISC managed items are moved to DGSC, DLA would need an additional 277 employees at 
DGSC. 
COBRA costs are understated. Cost to move items was not included. This could as much as 
$66 million. The Defense Personnel Support Center 's move to the Aviation Supply Office 
(ASO) Compound would be delayed two years under the BRAC 1995 proposal. The cost to 
continue operating this center at its present location instead of consolidating it at the 
Compound was not included in the COBRA. This cost could be about $50 million. 
DLA's analysis of people to be eliminated by this move is flawed. DLA does not have a 
sound basis for their personnel elimination. 
MILCON cost avoidance is COBRA is too high, since Navy estimates as much as $38.6 
million will still have to spent on renovations at the Compound. This is because DPSC's 
personnel requirements will be going up to 2600. In addition ,600 tenants will be moved to 
the Compound from the DPSC facility. The BRAC 1993 estimate t accommodate both 
DISC, DPSC and the tenants on the compound was $45.9 million. 
DLA's analysis underestimated the available capacity at the AS0 Compound. Only the 
space DISC currently occupies was considered. The Compound has much expansion 
capability. 
DLA's recommendation ignored the synergy's developed between AS0 and DISC. The 
Navy recognized these synergy's and in BRAC 1995 stated that this as one of the reasons 
they did not want to move AS0 out of Philadelphia. These synergy's are not only in 
administrative functions, but in contract management savings. AS0 and DISC manage 
similar items and take advantage of buying off the same contract for an item. This allows 
them to pull their buying needs and buy a larger quantity at a lower cost. 
The Community believes that the risk to the customer was not considered. 



* The Community recommends that the ICP's be realigned to two weapon system ICP's-- 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, OH and Defense Industrial Supply Center, 

qllll)r Philadelphia, PA; one troop support ICP--Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, 
PA, and one general support center--Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, VA. This 
would align all of the items with their center of excellence and save about 500 positions. 
This plan would eliminate about 100 more positions than DLA's. This plan also eliminates 
the risk to the services as there would be no major movement of items. In addition, DISC 
and DPSC would be consolidated under one command, as so directed under BRAC 1993. 
The reason the personnel elimination's would be greater is because each ICP would be 
retaining items that they are most proficient at managing and adding additional items that 
they are proficient at handling. 
Personnel issues--job loss. Employees at DISC have no guarantees that they will be offered 
jobs at DPSC. Since DISC is being disestablished, the employees have no job rights. 

FUZOUESTS FO - R STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Explore community contentions. 

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency Issues Team/04/26/95 3:38 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDEN, UT (DDOU) 

13 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

S. Lee Kling 

Wendi Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
Ms. Elizabeth King, Counsel 
!Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Governor Mike Leavitt 
Congressman James Hansen 
Senator Robert F. Bennett 
Senator Orrin G. Hatch 
Glen Mecham, Mayor 

City of Ogden 
MG (RET) Mike Pavich, Director 

HillIDDO '95 
Col. Russ LeBarron, Commander 

DDOU 
Eudith Hendrix, DDRW 

Steve Critchlow, HillIDDO '95 
Steve Sugimoto, DDOU 
Twila Gonzales, DDRW 
Tim Rupli, Defense Realignment Advisers 
Dave Anderson, Defense Realignment 

Advisers 
Joe Robles, DDOU 
Greg Eugeman, Staff Assistant 

Rep. Waldhotz 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The Ogden Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail material 
in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a "stand-alone depot3'--meaning that it is not 
located with maintenance or fleet support. It distributes a wide range of material to customers in 
many locations, 



The Commander of DDOU has responsibility over both the Ogden Defense Distribution 

w Depot and the DLA depot which supports Hill Air Force Base. This also means that the 
managers/supervisors are responsible for both locations. In addition, if needed, people can be 
and have been redirected to work at either facility. 

The Ogden Depot has seven unique missions: 1) Deployable Medical Systems (DEPMEDS), 
2) Bearings Overhaul, 3) Pipe Refurbishment, 4) Gas Cylinder Overhaul, 5) Tent Repair, 6 )  
Hazardous Material Storage, 7) Electronics Mission. Some of these are reimbursable 
missions. The Depot receives $23 million from these missions, which helps to offset the 
Depots $77 million per year operating costs.. 

The DEPMEDS mission is one of the Depot's largest customers. This mission involves 
outfitting and shipping Deployable Medical Systems known as "hospitals in a box". The 
20x8~8 foot containers are configured anywhere from twenty to one thousand-bed hospitals. 
Configurations include x-ray and blood labs, operating rooms, pharmacies, and medical 
supply storage areas. Journeyman level and special skills are needed to perform this mission. 
This mission also involves the disassembly and refurbishing of these units. From 3,500 to 
12,000 items go into a hospital unit. 

Employees are also responsible for 75 different surgical instrument tray configurations. This 
requires the employees to know by sight the different surgical instruments since they are not 
marked when the unit is returned for repacking. 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) was tasked approximately 12 years ago to take on this 
unique mission for the Army. DLA gave this mission to the Ogden Depot. The Susquehanna 
Depots performs a much smaller DEPMEDS mission. Because the Army gave this mission 
to DLA, it does not have the internal capability to perform this mission today. The Army's 
contract with DLA for this mission requires that these units be deployed within 24 hours. 

The DEPMEDS mission requires a total of 3.2 million net square feet of storage space--- 
335,000 sq. ft. of inside storage, with the remaining for outside storage of completed units. 
Hardstand is needed to store the completed units. 

The Depot also handles the items in support of this mission, such as heaters, generators, 
environmental control units. 

The Depot is the only depot with a bearing retrofit mission. Bearings anywhere from a few 
ounces to twenty or thirty pounds are overhauled. 

The pipe refbrbishment is also unique to DDOU. Pipe is sandblasted and restored to like new 
condition. 



DDOU is one of two DLA organizations with a gas cylinder overhaul mission. Gas cylinders 
are refurbished, filled with aceylene, ammonia or oxygen and stored for distribution. 

r 
The Depot is a primary storage site, West of the Rockies, for hazardous materials such as 
pesticides, herbicides and packaged petroleum products. 

Eighty-four percent of the Depot's customers are world-wide. The Consolidated Container 
Point in the West (San Joaquin) represents 6.8% of this business, and the Consolidated 
Container Point in the East represents 2.2%. 

DDOU has devised or prototyped many distribution improvements. These include the 
development of bar coded and laser-read shipping labels, which are now used throughout 
DLA. The Depot was the first to implement the Distribution Standard System. 
Modernization of transportation, storage, and shipping processes are state-of-the-art. 

The Depot has many environmental problems, including contaminated groundwater. From 
1985 to date, $3 1.4 million in environmental funds have been spent 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

DLA deviated from base closure criteria by not evaluating each installation equally. This 
was done when DLA decided to combine the Tracy and Sharpe depots into one and the 
Mechanicsburg and New Cumberland depots into one. The Community feels that DLA made 
a pre-decision by not treating each depot separately. 

DLA did not evaluate what the customer wants, where they want it, when they want it, and at 
the lowest possible cost. The Community feels that this is a deviation from Criteria I. 

DLA's supplier destination costs will increase as items will not be shipped from a supplier 
past the Ogden Depot to the San Joaquin Depot. Items will then be shipped back to locations 
east of the San Joaquin Depot. This cost would be lower by storing and shipping the items 
from the Ogden Depot. 

The Ogden Depot has lower labor costs, cheaper transportation, lower operating costs, more 
productive workforce, reimbursable workload, and designed for fast moving stock. 

An independent study by Peat Marwick stated DDOU was the most cost efficient of three 
depots reviewed--California, Pennsylvania, and Utah depots. 

Since any depot can perform the functions of a Consolidated Container Point, no points 
should have been awarded to any depot. The only depots that got points (100) for this 
function were the ones who are currently performing this mission--San Joaquin and 
Susquehanna. 

wf 



DLA did not evaluated throughput capacity correctly. Existing workload for throughput 

w capacity was used, not what the depot was capable of doing by its design. 

Army wants the DEPMEDs mission to stay in Ogden. 

Explore community contentions. 
Obtain Army's position on the movement of the DEPMEDS mission out of the Ogden area. 
Determine if the DEPMEDS mission can be moved to Hill Air Force Base. 
Determine if there will be a permit problem at the San Joaquin Depot in California if the 
amount of hazardous material storage is increased. Determine if the hazardous waste that this 
may generate is a problem. 

Determine the capacity and through-put capacity if Ogden and Hill were combined. 

Marilyn Wasleski/ Interagency Issues Team/05/0 1 /95 4: 19 PM 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDEN, UTAH (DDOU) 

ALBUQUERQUE, NMIAPRIL 20 1995 

The community believes that DLA pre-selected Defense Depot Ogden for closure. They 
argued that DLA deviated from the Office of the Secretary of Defense regulations and did not 
comply with the law. They believe DLA downgraded operational efficiencies and ignored 
general and administrative costs in their analysis. They believe DLA may have had a pre- 
conceived concept of operations that treated Ogden unfairly. 

u The community cited the KPMG (Peat Marwick) study that defined Defense Depot Ogden as 
the most cost efficient DLA distribution depot among the California and Pennsylvania 
depots. The study found that Ogden's costs were much lower than those found at San 
Joaquin (TracyISharpe) and Susquehanna (New Cumberland~Mechanicsburg). 

The Ogden community believes DLA treated them unfairly when they combined the 
California and Pennsylvania depots for their analysis. If all stand-alones had been judged 
equally and without combination, the Ogden depot would have ranked second behind Tracy. 
And when all possible combinations are analyzed, TracyIOgden is the best combination. 

DLA treated the DEPMEDS workforce as an Army tenant, but it is really maintained by a 
DLA workforce. Army wants to keep DEPMEDS at Ogden because the humidity is not 
harmful in Ogden, and the DEPMEDS project would be very costly to move. 

The community alleged that DLA did not consider other tenants. For example, the IRS has 
900 employees at the Ogden depot. Also, the knowledge base at the System Design Center 
would be lost if it were moved. 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

1() Close Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah 

Close entire compound, except for a 36,000 square foot cantonment for Army Reserve 
personnel. Material remaining at the depot at the time of closure will be relocated to optimum 
storage within the DoD Distribution System. As a result of the closure, all DLA activity will 
cease at this location and the facility will be excess to DLA needs. 

DOD JUST - IFICATION: 

Declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FY 01. 
Although Ogden tied for third place out of the six stand-alone depots in the military value 

an.alysis, the variance between third and sixth place was only 37 points. It ranked five out of 
six in the Installation Military Value Analysis. Closing Ogden allows DLA to close an entire 
installation thus having greater infrastructure cost savings. 

Sufficient throughput and storage capacity are available in the remaining depots to 
accommodate projected workload and storage requirements. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Ogden Distribution Depot. This briefing 
covered the depot's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation infrastructure, 
personnel (including tenants), and environmental problems. The briefing was followed by a 
Community Presentation which highlighted the military value of the Depot and the flaws in the 
DL,A's analysis (as viewed by the Community). This was followed by a tour of the base's 
facilities, making stops at a mechanized facility and the Depot's unique Deployable Medical 
Sy:;tems (DEPMEDS) mission. 

KE:Y ISSUES - IDENTIFIED: 

The Ogden Depot has 44 warehouses; stores 658,526 different National Stock Number items; 
96.3% of their space is allocated to bulk storage (with 10.1% dedicated to hazardous material 
storage); 3.7% is allocated to bin storage. 

The Depot DLA workforce totals 1,095. It has 1,677 tenants, with the largest being an IRS 
Service Center --966 employees. 





REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER 
Philadelphia, PA 

BALTIMORE REGIONAL HEARING 

MAY 4,1995 

o Philadelphia's Mayor, Ed Rendell, stated that no City has suffered more by the BRAC 
process then Philadelphia. He said that the City has been the only City that has been hit with job 
losses by all four BRAC rounds. 

Mayor Rendell said that because the BRAC recommendation was to disestablish the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC), the employees lose all of their job rights. He would like to see 
the recommendation changed to merge or realign DISC and DPSC in order to preserve the job 
rights of the DISC employees. The Mayor would also like to see the sound business decision of 
BRAC93 decision upheld, which was to consolidate both ICP's at the AS0 compound by 1997. 
He said that the cost to delay the move of DPSC to the AS0 compound is greater than the 
construction costs originally scheduled at the compound to bring both of the inventory control 
points (ICP) together. The Mayor pleads double jeopardy if the BRAC93 decision is not upheld. 

-' The Community feels that the movement of 1.4 million items from the Defense Industrial 
Supply Center to the Defense General Supply Center under a short period of time - 2 to 4 years - 
poses an inordinate amount of risk to readiness. (This involves the movement of 64% of the 
items DISC manages.) This means about 35,000 to 45,000 items per month will have to be 
moved. Under the consumable item transfer that is presently going on between DLA and the 
Services, the acceptable risk has been to move only about 7,000 to 9,000 items per month.. 

The Community said that when items are moved from one ICP to another there is an initial 
degradation of service that can take years to improve. This has been proven by past movement 
of items. 

Since 1986 DISC has improved operations and reduced its staff by 27%. 

DLA ignored the synergy between AS0 and DISC. AS0 and DISC have been able to 
combine their buying power on a declining aerospace industry with a $1 million contract to buy a 
part both purchase. 

DLA omitted two major costs in the COBRA - the cost to actually move the items ($66 
million) and the operating costs to keep DPSC at its present location for two extra years ($52 
million). 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

91 ilr DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS, TN (DDMT) 

24 MARCH 1995 

I,EAD COMMISSIONER: 

I;. Lee Kling 

None 

(COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
Ms. Elizabeth King, Counsel 
Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Governor Don Sundquist 
Mayor W. W. Herenton, City of Memphis 
Mayor Jim Rout, Shelby County 
Mr. John C. Kelley, Chairman, 

Memphis Chamber of Commerce 
Christopher A. Clifton , 

Executive Vice President, 
Memphis Chamber of Commerce 

Eric HolIaday, Acting Commander 
Ernie Lloyd, Director, Civilian Personnel 

Office, ASCE 
Ernie Gum, Acting Deputy Commander, 
Judy Krueger, Attorney, DDRE 
Armando Quim, Security Officer 
Sharon Lovejoy, Support Office 
LTC Fred Persechini, Transportation Officer 
Linda Boyd, Installation Services 
LTC Danny Rachel, Chief, Warehousing 

Division I1 
Wilfred Gloster, Warehousing Division I1 
Emma Cole, Attorney, DDRE-G 

~ f l  George Dunn, Public Affairs Officer 

Pam Gowdy, DDMT-XB 
Phil Amido, DDMT-XB 
Nathaniel Boyd, President, 

AFGE Local 2501 
Paul Lewis, Vice President, 

AFGE Local 2501 
Jake Mangum, Assistant Chief, 

Receiving Division 
Martha Gault, Chief, Installation Services 
Reverend Ralph White, Pastor, 

Bloomfield Baptist Church 
Sheila Chambers, Support Office 
Marcus Haynes, Assistant Chief, 

Inventory Division 
Chris Kartman, Chief, Environmental 

Protection & Safety Office 
Hank Harris, Assistant Chief, Warehousing 

Division I 
Bill Beason, Chief Telecommunications & 

Information Systems, ASCE-Z 



BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: - 

The Memphis Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a "stand-alone depot"--meaning that 
it is not located with maintenance or fleet support. It distributes a wide range of material to 
customers in many locations. 

Close Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee 

o Material remaining at this depot at the time of closure will be relocated to optimum storage 
space within the DOD Distribution System. As a result of the closure, all DLA activity will 
cease at this location and the facility will be excess to DLA needs. 

Declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FY 0 1. 
Although Memphis tied for third place out of the six stand-alone depots in the military value 

analysis, the variance between third and sixth place was only 37 points. It ranked six out of six 
in the Installation Military Value Analysis. Closing Memphis allows DLA to close an entire 
installation thus having greater infrastructure cost savings. 

Sufficient throughput and storage capacity are available in the remaining depots to 
accommodate projected workload and storage requirements. 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Memphis Distribution Depot. This briefing 
covered the depot's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation infrastructure, 
personnel (including tenants), financial impact, and environmental problems. The briefing was 
followed with a windshield tour of the base's facilities. The tour made stops at the Central Pack 
Area, Mechanized Bulk Receiving Complex and the Hazardous Warehouse for a walking tour of 
these facilities. This was followed by a presentation by the Governor of Tennessee, the Mayor 
of Memphis, the Mayor of Shelby County, and the Memphis Chamber of Commerce which 
highlighted the Area's excellent distribution facilities, weather, and workforce. The presentation 
also highlighted the military value of the Memphis Defense Distribution Depot and the flaws (as 
viewed by the Chamber) in the Defense Logistic Agency's analysis of the Depot. The visit 
concluded with a helicopter tour of the area showing how the Depot is near to the Port of 
Memphis, the Intermodel Rail Yard, the Tennessee Air National Guard Base, and the Federal 
Express facilities. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: - 

The Depot sits on 640 acres. It has 52 structures and includes: 20 bulk storage warehouses 
(1 10,000 sq. ft each); 6 binable warehouses (222,000 sq. ft. each); 5.5 million sq. ft. of open 
storage; 6 mil sq. ft. of covered storage; hazardous storage facilities; and 24 miles of rail. 
One-hundred and eighty people maintain the facility 
The Depot is centrally located to support the US bases more readily. 
Since 1989 there has been approximately $56 million in new construction and procurements 
(mechanization projects.) 
The facilities are in excellent condition with only $8 million needed to bring all of the 
facilities up to par, according to DLA BRAC estimates. This is less than most of the other 
stand-alone depots. Most of the buildings trusses have recently been enhanced. There are 
many new buildings with the latest--a 240,000 sq. ft., 25' clearance, $7 million building 
scheduled to be completed by December 1995. (The capacity of this building is not included 
in the Depot capacity statistics prepared for the BRAC process.) Another one of the newer 
buildings was a general purpose warehouse brought on-line in 1991 at a cost of $7 million. It 
is temperature controlled since it stores medical supplies. Further, this building was also 
built to be flexible and can be converted to open space if needed to be used for another 
mission, such as unitizing B rations. 
The Depot is one of three hazardous storage locations. The other two are Ogden Defense 
Distribution Depot, UT and Richmond Defense Distribution Depot, VA. (The Ogden Depot 
is also scheduled to close.) DLA consolidated their hazardous storage at these locations in 
1989. The hazardous storage facility was built in 1989 at a cost of $1 1 million. Another 
new hazardous storage facility for flammable materials was recently completed at a cost of 
about $1 million. 
The Automated Transportation Terminal became operational in April 1994 at a cost of $9 
million. It is the only automated transportation system at any of DLA's depots. It was a 
prototype. 
The mechanized bulk receiving complex just came on line (March 1995) at a cost of about $5 
million. This is also the only one within DLA's depot system. It was a prototype that DLA 
chose not to pursue because vendors did not lower their prices to ship to a consolidated site. 
The automated facilities have allowed the depot to reduce the number of people needed at 
both of these facilities. The Depot, however, can still operate manually if the automated 
equipment should break down. 
The Depot has realigned their work processes to take advantage of the 
mechanization/automation. 
The depot has organic spray paint and sand blasting facilities. 
The depot has the only building within the DLA Distribution Network where a flat bed truck 
can pull into to load or unload flat sheets of aluminum. 
The depot is located within a major transportation hub. It is close to rail, air, surface, and 
water transportation. 



The Depot is the only one where items can be shipped out for emergency needs as late as 1 1 
p.m. daily. This is because of the Depot's proximity to the Federal Express hub. 
The Depot can service 65% of US demands with truck delivery within two days. 
During Operation Desert Storm, because of all of the distribution facilities located nearby, 
the Depot was able to hire on 900 temporary workers who were already trained in 
distribution functions. 
The Depot is able to expand to meet surge requirements. Because of the location, the Depot 
can readily obtain extra truck containers from local truck terminals when needed to meet 
surge needs. 

a The Depot inventory is valued at $800 million. The Depot stocks 271,000 different stock 
items. 

a Although, only 5 percent of the Depot's total line items are bulk storage items (i.e. 
subsistence, medical, and clothing and textiles), these items take up 75% of the depot's 
storage space. 
Presently, the warehouses are at 82% capacity, 85% is considered full. 
The Depot stores a wide variety of items, as opposed to the Richmond, VA Depot, for 
example, that primarily stores general items or the Columbus, OH Depot which primarily 
stores construction items. 

cCu - 
Economic Issues 

The direct financial impact of the Depot is approximately $90 million annually. This 
includes approximately $67 million in labor costs and $423 million to local transportation 
companies. This figure does not include military construction projects or indirect dollar 
impacts. 

In terms of environmental problems, the depot is on the National Priorities List. Leaking 
mustard gas containers were buried at the depot in the 1940's. The upper level water aquifer 
has been contaminated by the mustard gas. The Community concern is that the 
contamination will eventually leak down to the lower level aquifer, which is the source of the 
area water supply. Eleven million dollars has recently been allotted for design and site 
survey. It is not yet known how much it will cost to clean up the site. The area of 
contamination is a 65 acre area known as Dunn's field. 



The depot is a Defense National Stockpile storage site for bauxite and fluorspar. 
The depot was designated the Central Region Headquarters in the early 1990's, but in 1992 
DLA decided to just have two regions--one in the east and one in the west. 
The Depot performs joint military missions with the nearby Air National Guard Unit. 
The Depot has supported all recent US humanitarian efforts. 
During Operation Desert Storm, the Depot was the only one to unitized B rations. 
The Depot's performance goals in terms of order-ship time are lower than the DLA goal. For 
example, for routine items DLA allows 8 working days, region average is 4 days, Memphis's 
time is 1.5 days. From the time an item is received to the time it is on the shelf ready to be 
issued out is less than one day. Region average is 3 days. 
Because of the Depot's access to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO), 
the Security Officer has been able to obtain approximately $3.8 million of DRMO excess 
supplies for local agencies and $35 million the StateJRegion. This includes such things as 
sleeping bags, bullet proof vests, fatigues, and a$6 million helicopter for the Memphis Police 
Department. 

C.'OMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Infrastructure and Capacity Issues - 

The Depot is located in an excellent transportation hub. Memphis is "America's 
Distribution Center". The Memphis airport is the number one cargo airport and has just 
expanded to international flights. The airport has only been closed by bad weather once. 
The area has a seasoned and stable workforce. 
Because many in the local workforce work in distribution for the many private sector 
companies that have settled in the area, the Depot is able to obtain many temporary 
employees to meet surge requirements when needed. This was evidenced during Operation 
Desert Storm. 
Many private sector companies are locating there distribution facilities here because of 
Memphis's location, so the Chamber of Commerce Officials ask "why is the Government 
leaving the area". 
Memphis has the second largest in-land port in the US 
Memphis has a FederalIState infrastructure system in place to support a world-wide 
distribution effort. 
Memphis Depot is fully integrated, which allows for flexibility, and ability to meet surge 
requirements. 
The hazardous material storage facility is state-of-the-art, having only been built 6 years ago 
(1 989). 
Memphis has always been the site chosen as the prototype for new automation designs. 
The Memphis Depot has been the most suited to unitize B rations and has been so noted by 
the Defense Personnel Support Center. 



Memphis Depot offers the latest window to get priority items shipped via Federal Express-- 
11 p.m. All other depots items shipped via Federal Express would have to be out 4 hours 

Q 1  IY earlier. 

Economic Concerns 

The direct economic impact on the area would be over $50 million. The total impact (direct 
and indirect) on the City of Memphis and Shelby County is in excess of $225 million. 
Although there is only a .6% economic impact on the entire Memphis Metropolitan area, the 
African American population would be hit disproportionately. This is because the depot's 
workforce is almost 80% minority. The area's already high unemployment rate would go up. 

Flaws in DLA's BRAC Analysis - 

DLA's analysis underestimates the Depot's transportation assets. It ranks all depots equally 
in their transportation assets, which Memphis officials believe is not true. 
Operation Desert Storm Lessons Learned Analysis said that surface transportation from the 
depots was essential in serving the troops. This was not considered in the analysis. 
No credit was given to the Depot for its 26 miles of rail or surface capability in the military 
value analysis. 
DLA used passenger loading in its military value analysis, not cargo loading to evaluate 
airlift capability. 
The Depot's throughput capacity was not fairly represented in DLA's analysis, since DLA 
only used an 8 hour shift. The Depot can do three shifts, if necessary. 
DLA's analysis on having only two primary distribution centers was flawed. In 1992, 
Memphis was designated as the Central Region Headquarters. It was then redesignated as a 
stand-alone depot. Community Officials did not know why the Depot's Headquarters 
designation was taken away. During this time the Depots capacity increased. 
COBRA is flawed since it costs everything being moved from the Depot to Base X, which is 
a centrally located depot. Since material from Memphis would have to be moving to other 
than central location, the cost to move this material is greater than what is listed in the 
COBRA. 
It is believed that the cost to move the hazardous material and the cost to construct a new 
hazardous facility is not hlly costed in the COBRA. In addition, it is not known if DLA 
will be able to get permits to store the hazardous material in the receiving location . 
The Depot is located in an attainment area. Therefore, the area can handle an increased 
mission. 
The Depot ranked third in military value, yet 6th in installation military value. The 
Community questioned the rationale. 



The Depot received only 49 points out of 300 on tenant mission. The Community feels 
because of the portable nature of tenant activities that this factor should not be weighed as 
heavily as it appears to have been by DLA. Some of the Depot's tenants were moved prior to 
the BRAC, which the community feels put them at a disadvantage. The Community feels the 
tenant factor is irrelevant to the military value of the Depot. If this factor was removed from 
the military value installation analysis, the Memphis Depot would have moved up second 
place, while the Columbus Depot would have moved down to fourth. 
The way DLA does its mission/scope analysis resulted in the oldest depot (Columbus) being 
ranked number 1 and Memphis being ranked number 6. 
The Depot only received partial credit for its throughput capabilities. 
No credit was given to the Depot's containerization capabilities. 
The Community feels that closure due to weather should be a factor in the analysis. They 
stated that this was a factor during the 1993 BRAC. 
The Community stated that lessons learned from Operation Desert Storm showed that a third 
primary distribution depot is needed. If the military should be fighting two contingencies, 
having only two primary distribution sites would create a problem. 
The Community feels that the DLA BRAC minutes indicate that there was a predetermined 
selection factor that put the stand-alone depots, in particular Memphis and Ogden, at risk. 
Their reasons: (1) DLA determined that they would combine the Tracy and Sharpe Depots 
into one (San Joaquin Depot) and the New Cumberland and Mechanicsburg Depots 
(Susquehanna Depot) into one, which made them so large that it would be hard for Memphis 
to compete against them, and (2) DLA determined that it would maintain a presence at a 
service maintenance facility. Therefore, this left only four stand-alone depots for DLA to 
look at for closure. Then, when DLA determined it would do an Installation Military 
Analysis, this put Memphis further down on the analysis, as many of its tenants were moved 
off the facility prior to the BRAC analysis. The stand-alone depots were further put at risk 
when the Air Force offered DLA storage space on their Air Logistic Centers (ALCs). One 
theory that the Community has is that the Memphis Depot is closing in order to save the 
ALCs. 
The Depot's joint operations with the Tennessee Air National Guard was not considered 
under military value. 

REOUESTS FO - R STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Explore community contentions. 
Determine to what extent DLA's depots are mechanizedlautomated. 

Marilyn Wasleskil Interagency Issues Team/04/18/95 1056 AM 





REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS, TN 

BIRMINGHAM REGIONAL HEARING 

APRIL 4,1995 

The Memphis Distribution Depot has excellent infrastructure strengths. It is centrally located 
in what is known as "America's Distribution Center". It is near major highways, rail, air (#I 
cargo airport), and shipping (2nd largest port) facilities. It is close to Federal Express's 
headquarters, which allows the depot to get things out to a customer via overnight shipment. The 
Memphis Depot is also highly mechanized. 

Memphis Distribution Depot's location makes it a prime location to support a major regional 
conflict. It has the ability to airlift supplies, as well as access to all the major ports on the east 
and gulf coast. The community contends that its throughput capacity was underestimated by the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). The support from this location would especially be needed if 
there were two conflicts simultaneously in the same region. 

The community believes that DLA's analysis was flawed for the following reasons: The rail 
and surface capabilities of the depots were underestimated because each stand-alone depot 
received 0 points; Transportation access for all stand-alone depots are not equal; The Depot 
also did not receive any points for being a Consolidated Containerization Point (CCP) although it 
has been one in the past (Only two depots were given points for this--Susquehanna and San 
Joaquin, which are presently CCP sites); Weather should also have been considered a factor, 
because Memphis Depot has never been closed due to weather, and is an important factor when a 
military operation has to be supported at any time. 

The Memphis Depot tied for third place in DLA's military value analysis, but dropped to last 
place (616) in the installation military value analysis. The Community contends that the depot 
sufl'ered from unilateral actions by DLA to remove some of its tenant mission. The Community 
feels that the tenant mission is portable , and therefore, should not be included in the analysis. 

The Community is concerned about the economic impact on the State and the CityICounty. 
Eighty percent of the Depot's employees are African American and the surrounding area has a 
10.7% unemployment rate. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

(Clrl DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT WEST, CA (DCMDW) 

21 APFUL 1995 

LEAD-: 

None. 

'None. 

Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 
Mr. Ty Trippet, Interagency Team Associate Analyst 

Anthony Carr, DCMD W-G 
Pete Landini, DCMD W-0 
Ann Mennell, DCMDW-Human Resources 
Chris Ott, DCMDW-M 
Mike Sinkinson, DCMDW-F 
Bob Wagner, DLA BRAC office 
Betty Wilson, DCMDW-MR 
David Thompson, Senator Boxer's Staff Representative 

The Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) provides command and control, 
operational support and management oversight for Contract Management Area Operations 
(DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs) located in the continental United 
States. 



SE RET R - C A Y OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 
W' 

Redirect from BRAC 1 993 Commission Recommendation 

This is a redirect of the following BRAC 93 Commission recommendation: "Relocate the 
Defense Contract Management District, El Segundo, California, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Los Angeles, California, or space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy 
and the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach." The current recommendation is expanded to read: 
R-elocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to Government property in the Los Angeles/Long 
Eleach area, or, (b) to space obtained from exchange of land between the Navy and the Port 
AuthorityICity of Long Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building, whichever is the most cost- 
effective for DoD. 

])OD JUSTIFICATION: 

e DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. 
'The President's Five-Point Revitalization Plan has significantly impacted the Navy's ability to 
consummate a land exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach. The 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been placed on the BRAC 95 list for closure. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Contract Management District West. 
This briefing covered the depot's mission, capabilities, and personnel. A discussion of the costs 
and personnel numbers followed the briefing. The visit concluded with a walking tour of the 
office space. 

fi FIED: 

DCMDW is centrally located among the major defense contractors in the Southwest. Several 
major contractors are located in southern California, particularly near El Segundo. 

DCMDW currently occupies 6 floors in an office building in El Segundo, CA. They pay 
$4.2M ($28.56/square foot) a year to lease their current office space. This rate was negotiated in 
1986 when office space in the Los Angeles region was expensive. The current lease for 
DCMDW expires in April 1996 with two renewal options for five years each. Current market 
rates for office space are much lower and if the lease is extended now, GSA estimates that the 
rate could be renegotiated and lowered to the $1 8-$22 per square foot range. 



DCMDW has 281 (15 miV266 civ) employees in the headquarters office in El Segundo, CA 
that will be affected by this action. In addition, 75 employees are in the District Contract 
Management Office which is collocated with headquarters. DCMDW headquarters wants to 
keep the district office collocated with headquarters if moved within El Segundo. 

DCMDW currently occupies 113,546 square feet. This number includes an excess 19,959 
square feet that DCMDW will give up by the end of this year. DCMDW estimates that 72,274 
square feet is needed in '95, and 60,062 square feet will be needed in '96. 

DCMDW's first option for moving is into DoD space. Second is existing government space 
in the LA area. The third option is to purchase a building or move into lease space. DCMDW 
argues that it's cheaper to buy a building than continue paying rent at the current location. 
Whatever decision is chosen, DCMDW plans to choose the most cost-effective option. 

DCMDW has communicated with Los Angeles AFB (LAAFB) about moving into vacant 
space there, but the Air Force won't commit to DCMDW until the final Commission 
recommendation is released. Regardless of the Commission decision, DCMDW may be able to 
move the 75 Defense Contract Management Office employees to the LAAFB, which would keep 
the district office in the center of their workload. Ideally, DCMDW would like to move 
'headquarters and the district office to this location. 

The 1993 Commission closed the Defense Contract Management District North Central and 
the Defense Contract Management District North Atlantic and distributed the workload to 
remaining districts. DCMDW had no problems receiving additional workload from the closing 
of the North Central district. The transition went very smoothly. DCMDW expects few 
problems with receiving additional workload from the closure of DCMD-South, a 1995 DoD 
recommendation to the Commission. If Defense Contract Management District South closes, the 
impact of the additional workload on DCMDW would be minimal. In fact, DCMDW oficials 
stated that DCMDW could expand beyond Texas and Oklahoma, which DLA currently plans. 

According to DCMDW officials, the Northeastern District (DCMDN-Boston) is still having 
problems from the 1993 BRAC round with absorbing the additional workload from the closure 
of the Mid-Atlantic District. DCMDW believes that the problem is related to the Defense 
Finance and Accounting Office's (DFAS) inability to merge all of the contracts from the BRAC 
'93 decision to close the Mid-Atlantic District. The Mid-Atlantic District had a high number of 
contracts--around 130,000. DCMDW officials believe that the number of contracts that 
DCMDN will have to absorb in the 1995 BRAC decision, if approved, is not as many. For more 
information on this issue, they said to contact Mr. Tom Powers of DFAS at DSN 327-0904. 

DCMDW employees spend about 20% of their time TDY. 
Depending on where DCMDW moves, the costs to rewire or move their telecommunications 

equipment could be around $2 million. If they do not have to switch telephone companies, the 
costs will be much lower. 

The community wants to keep DCMDW in the Los Angeles area. 



In. order to evaluate other options available to DCMDW, Commission staff met with General 
Services Administration (GSA) officials in Los Angeles. 

Gieneral Services Administration 

James J. Kane, Director, Los Angeles Service Center 
Norma Montero-Lefkowitz, Assistant Director 

* According to GSA, Defense Agencies can not purchase real estate in an urban area unless it 
is mission specific (i.e. a chemical testing lab, etc.). DCMDWIDLA would need to have 
specific statutory authority to purchase an office building in an urban area. 

GSA would propose that any government agency not be allowed to build or buy a building at 

)y this time because of the high office vacancy rates (25%) in Los Angeles. 
w Based on current market rates, GSA believes that office space can be obtained for $1 8 to 22 
per square foot in the Los Angeles area, particularly downtown. 

Currently, GSA is looking to extend the DCMDW lease at the current location. The current 
renewal option on the lease is $33 per square foot. However, because of the high vacancy rate in 
the area, GSA could negotiate the lease for a much lower rate. GSA estimates the rate could be 
between $20-21 per square foot. However, GSA said that in order to have the leverage to get a 
lower rate, GSA needs to begin negotiations now. It takes about 9 months to move an office to 
new space. Therefore, if GSA does not negotiate new space for DCMDW now, the landlord will 
know that DCMDW will not be able to move out by April 1996, and as a result, GSA could be 
forced into a higher rate. However, DLA has not yet told GSA what the requirements are, so 
GSA and DCMDW are at a stand-still. 

Under Executive Order 1207-2, government offices must be located in the downtown, central 
business district if GSA can obtain sufficient competition. GSA can only except those 
government offices that can prove in court that the mission justifies another location. 
According to GSA regulations, if DCMDW moves to other GSA leased space, GSA pays all 
moving costs except those for telecommunications equipment. If DCMDW moves to DoD space 
or to a purchased building, DLA will have to pay for all of the moving costs. [Note: The costs 
in the COBRA for moving costs appear too low.] 

GSA officials said that the Cushman & Wakefield Availability Survey obtained by DLA 
includes buildings that are probably in poor shape. GSA said that an $85 per square foot 
purchase price is very low for the Los Angeles area and indicates that the building is in very poor 

Y0 



condition. GSA officials said that to purchase a 50,000 sq. ft. building and conform it to current 
specifications would be about $6.5 million. 

GSA recommends that if Long Beach NSY remains open, DCMDW should move to vacant 
DoD space at Long Beach. If Long Beach NSY closes, GSA recommends that DCMDW move 
into GSA lease space. Unless DCMDW can go into DoD space, DCMDW should go into a GSA 
lease. 

- OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Consult with Commission legal counsel to determine if the Commission recommendation can 
include the option to purchase an office building in an urban area. 

Ty TrippetlInteragency Issues TeamlOSI19/95 2:36 PM 





REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (WEST), EL SEGUNDO, CA 

SAN FRANCISCO REGIONAL HEARING 

APRIL 28,1995 

The Defense Contract Management District (West), a DLA installation, did not provide any 
testimony during the San Francisco regional hearing. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT LETTERKENNY 
Chambersburg, PA 

18 May 1995 

LXAD COMMISSIONER: - 

None 

Pivlarilyn Wasleski, Senior Analyst, Interagency Issues 
Frank Van Hatten, Deputy Commander, DLA Depot 

w BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

'The Letterkenny Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a collocated depot located on the 
!same installation with an Army maintenance depot--Letterkenny Army Depot--its largest 
customer. Its primary mission is to provide rapid response to this customer. 

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny 

Material remaining at the depot at the time of disestablishment will be relocated to the 
Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, Alabama and to optimum storage space within the DoD 
Distribution System. 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

w The recommendation to disestablish the depot was driven by the Army recommendation to 
realign the Letterkenny Army Depot--its primary customer . 

The Distribution Concept of Operations states DLA's distribution system will support the 
size and configuration of the Defense Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance 
activities are disestablished, collocated depots will also be disestablished. 

Reduces infrastructure costs. 
Although in the military value analysis for collocated depots the depot rated 3 of 17, this 

value dropped significantly when the Army decided to realign its maintenance mission to 
Amiston Army Depot, Alabama. 

The depot's other customers can be supported from nearby distribution depots. 

n4A N - I D :  

The visit began with a briefing on the Letterkenny Distribution Depot. This briefing covered the 
d-epot's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, and installation infrastructure. The 
briefing was followed with a windshield tour of the base's facilities. The tour made stops at the 
care and preservation building, new hazardous storage building, classified storage building, and 
the bin warehouse. 

M Y  ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Deputy Commander felt that the DLA Depot can handle any of the additional storage 
requirements that would be put upon it if the Tobyhanna Army Depot should be closed. 
The movement of the weapon storage items to Anniston will free up about 40,000 sq. ft. of 
storage space. 
A new 55,000 sq. ft. conforming hazardous storage facility will be completed about the end 
of May. 
Letterkenny's net available space is more than Tobyhanna's gross. 
It is the Deputy Commander's opinion that the Anniston Distribution Depot does not have 
the capacity to handle all of the items that would be moved from both the Red River and the 
Letterkenny Distribution Depots. He is concern that Anniston does not have enough 
hardstand space for vehicle storage. 
Letterkenny has approximately 7500 vehicles in storage. 
The DLA Depot performs about 90% of the final paint on the Letterkenny Army Depot's 
production vehicles. 
The DLA Depot stores all of the general support equipment and wheeled vehicles to support 
a Patriot deployment. 
The DLA Depot does the care and preservation on the Paladin support vehicles. 
60% of the vehicles in storage at the Depot are in storage Code F, which means that they are 
repairable, but not currently working. 



The Letterkenny Army Depot is on National Priorities List for its environmental problems. 
The Depot has some inside, humidity controlled vehicle storage. Ideally, you want to store w vehicles inside. This allows one to have to check the vehicles only once every two years 
instead of once every six months. 
DLA designated the Depot the classified storage site for the east coast. The New 
Curnberland Depot has already begun sending their classified material to Letterkenny. 
The bin storage warehouse has 200,000 storage locations and is about 50% full. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

There were no formal expressions from the Community. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: - 

None 

Marilyn WasleskiIInteragency Issues/5/24/95 





REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

RED RIVER DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT, TX 

DALLAS REGIONAL HEARING 

APRIL 19,1995 

Savings are overstated by DLA and the costs are significantly understated. Relocation costs, 
as computed by the community, are $3 19 million, significantly above the DLA figure of 
$58.9. The return on investment, also computed by the community, is 22 years, not the DLA 
return of two years. 

DLA should have rated the depot differently because the bulk of the depot mission is not in 
support of the Army depot, but rather in support of the central US region. In fact, 
approximately 85% of the Distribution Depot's mission is to support customers other than 
the Red River Army Depot. 

If the Distribution Depot closes, support to the central United States will be more costly 
because items will have to be shipped from a farther distance. 

wf Many requirements performed by the depot, such as preservatiodpackaging and support of 
the rubber products mission, were not considered by DLA in their analysis. 

a The Community is concerned about the economic impact if closure is approved. The depot is 
the largest single employer in the local area. 

a Red River Army Depot is a superior maintenance depot which has won numerous efficiency 
awards; therefore, it should not be closed. The Commission should reward, not close, 
superior installations. 

A major construction project is currently underway and will provide approximately 68,000 
square feet of additional storage. Completion of the building will make the depot even more 
valuable in the distribution depot community. 

a Elimination of the distribution depot will deprive the DoD of storage facilities to 
accommodate surge requirements in time of national crises. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT RED RIVER, TEXAS 

6 APRIL, 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: - 

Chairman Dixon 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: - 

Commissioner Cornella 
Commissioner Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
B,en Borden, Director, Review and Analysis 
Bob Cook, Interagency Issues Team Leader 
Elizabeth King, Counsel 
LTC Bob Miller, Army Analyst 

L,IST OF ATTENDEES: - 

C!OL Hall, CDR, Red River Army Depot 
IJTC Knapper, CDR, Defense Depot Red River 
C!ongressman Jim Chapman 
hlG Claude B. Donovan, USA (Ret) 

INSTALLATION MISSION; - 

The Red River Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. Its primary mission is to provide rapid 
response to its largest customer -- the Red River Army Depot -- with which it is collocated. 

DOD RECO - MMENDATION; 

a Disestablish the Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas. Material remaining at DDRT 
at the time of disestablishment will be relocated to the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, 
Alabama, (DDAA) and to optimum storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 



DDD JUSTIFICATION: - 

1J The Defense Distribution Depot Red River is collocated with an Army maintenance depot, its 
largest customer. While Collocated Depots may support other nearby customers and provide 
limited world-wide distribution support, Red River's primary function is to provide rapid 
response in support of the maintenance operation. The Distribution Concept of Operations 
states that DLA's distribution system will support the size and configuration of the Defense 
Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance activities are disestablished, 
Collocated Depots will also be disestablished. 

The recommendation to disestablish the Red River depot was driven by the Army 
recommendation to realign its Red River Army Depot, Red River's primary customer, and the 
Agency's need to reduce infrastructure. DDRT was rated 5 of 17 in the Collocated Depot 
military value matrix. However, that military value ranking was based on support to the 
maintenance missions. With the realignment of the Army's maintenance mission to 
Anniston, Alabama, that value decreases significantly. Other customers within the DDRT 
area can be supported from nearby distribution depots. Production and physical space 
requirements can also be met by fully utilizing other depots in the distribution system 

MAIN FACILITIES REV - IEWED: Defense Depot warehouses and construction site for new 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: - 

DLA support for US central region if distribution depot closes. 
Potential reduction in response time for surge requirements. 
Relocation of current mission and attendant DLA support. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES: 

Savings are overstated by DLA and the costs are significantly understated. 
Relocation costs, as computed by the community, are $3 19 million, significantly above the 
DLA figure of $58.9. 
Many requirements performed by DLA, such as preservatiodpackaging and support of the 
rubber products mission were not considered. 
DLA should have rated the depot differently because the bulk of the depot mission is not in 
support of the Army depot, but rather in support of the central US region. 
The return on investment, as computed by the community, is 22 years, not the DLA return of 
two years. 
Status of funded warehouse currently under construction. 



REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: Analyze community concerns and - 
analysis to determine validity. 

J 

Bob Cookflnteragency Issues Team Leader1 0511 8/95 3:03 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT COLUMBUS, OHIO 

11 APRIL, 1995 

LIEAD COMMISSIONER: 

A.I Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING CO - MMISSIONERS: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Bob Cook 

LI-: - 
Real Admiral Ernest Elliot, USN, Commander, 

Defense Construction Supply Center w Colonel lames Larry Vick, USAF, Commander, 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus 

Honorable John A. Wolfe, Mayor, 
City of Whitehall, Ohio 

Mr. Ron Poole, Executive Assistant, 
Office of Mayor Gregory Lashutka, 
Columbus, Ohio 

Mr. Bill Holly, Executive Vice President, 
Greater Columbus Chamber of Commerce 

INSTALLATION MISSION: 

The Columbus Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a "stand-alone depot" -- meaning that 
it is not located with maintenance or fleet support. It distributes a wide range of material to 
customers in many locations. It is collocated with the Defense Construction Supply Center, a 
DLA Inventory Control Point, which acts as the installation host. 



1)OD RECO - MMENDATION; 

-1 Realign the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus 

Designate the depot as a storage site for slow movinglwar reserve material. Active material 
remaining at the depot at the time of the realignment will be attrited. Stock replenishment 
will be stored in optimum space within the distribution system.. 

BOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FYO1. 
The Columbus depot ranked sixth of six in Military Value for stand-alone depots; however, it 
ranked first in the Installation Military Value Analysis. Keeping a depot open on an 
installation that will remain open allows DLA to maximize the use of shared overhead and 
optimize the use of retained DLA-operated facilities. 

The decision to realign rather than close the depot was based on the need for inactive 
storage capacity in the overall system and with the long-range intent of minimizing use of the 
site as storage requirements decline. 

MAIN FACILITIES RE - VIEWED: 

Commissioner and staff were given a windshield tour of the total facility by Admiral Elliot, w Commander of the Defense Construction Supply Center. Colonel Vick, Commander of the 
Defense Distribution Depot provided information about the, Distribution Depot during the drive 
and conducted a walking tour of one of the mechanized warehouses within the Depot complex. 

KE_:Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Manpower losses as a result of the realignment of the Distribution Depot. 

No major issues surfaced. The community presentations focused on the significant 
community support for the overall installation. They did not take exception to the DLA 
proposal or analysis. 

=QUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None 

Bob CookIInteragency Issues Team Leader/ 0511 8/95 3:05 PM 

w' 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT, COLUMBUS, OH 

CHICAGO REGIONAL HEARING 

APRIL 12,1995 

The Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, a DLA installation, did not provide any 
testimony during the Chicago regional hearing. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

INVESTIGATIONS CONTROL AND AUTOMATION DIRECTORATE, 
FORT HOLABIRD, MD 

28 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: - 

None. 

UIMMISSION STAFF: 

Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Senior Analyst 
Mr. Ty Trippet, Interagency Team Associate Analyst 

LI;ST OF ATTENDEES: - 

William Hughes, Director, IC&AD 
Alison Gasper, DIS IC&AD 
Jim Carnaggio, DIS IC&AD 
Andrew F. Cournes, DIS Headquarters 
Cynthia F. Ehinger, DIS Headquarters 
Ms. Brigid Smith, Senator Sarbanes Staff Representative 
Mike Morrill, Senator Mikulski, Staff Representative 
Rob Rehrrnann, Senator Mikulski, Staff Representative 
Sandy Sause, Congressman Ben Cardin Staff Representative 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: - 

The Investigations Control & Automation Directorate (IC&AD) receives all requests for 
investigations from authorized requesters located worldwide. All investigative work is received 
and controlled at the IC&AD. All national agency check requests are processed and controlled at 
the :[C&AD, and the DIS Investigative Records Center, which contains over 3 million records, is 
also located at the IC&AD. About 430 personnel currently work at this location. However, this 
number is expected to decrease in the future to about 300 due to improvements in automation. 
This is a unique facility with operations that are only performed at this location. It operates 365 
days, 24 hours a day. 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Relocate the Defense Investigative Service (DIS), Investigations Control and Automation 
Directorate (IC&AD) from Fort Holabird, Maryland, to a new facility to be built on Fort Meade, 
Maryland. This proposal is a revision to the 1988 Base Closure Commission's recommendation 
to retain the Defense Investigative Service at Fort Holabird. Once DIS vacates the building on 
Fort Holabird, the base will be vacant. 

D4)D JUSTIFICATION: - 

The IC&AD is located in Building 320, a Korean War-era building. The building is in disrepair 
and continues to deteriorate costing over $0.3 million in repairs since FY 1991 in addition to the 
annual Interservice Support Agreement cost of approximately $0.4 million. A recent Corps of 
Engineers (COE) Building Analysis indicated that the cost to bring the building up to code and to 
correct the environmental deficiencies would cost DIS approximately $9.1 million based on 
current space requirements. A military construction project on Fort Meade based on 1998 DIS 
foirce structure is estimated to cost $9.4 million. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Investigations Control & Automation 
Directorate. This briefing covered the installation's mission, capabilities, and personnel. A 
wadking tour of the office space followed the briefing. The visit concluded with a discussion of 

L(V the costs and personnel numbers 

KKY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: - 

The IC&AD is the only DoD facility that performs their mission. The work done at the 
IC&AD would be difficult to replicate with another workforce. DIS wants to retain the 
current workforce. Moving the facility to Fort Meade would mean that 99% of the workforce 
could be retained as it is still in the Baltimore area. Moving the facility out of the area would 
require permanent change of station costs for almost all of the employees. However, many of 
the employees may not move out of the area since they are second income wage earners. 
Currently, 430 employees work in Building 320 at Fort Holabird. These employees work 
under cramped/crowded conditions. The ends of hallways had to be made into offices. In 
addition, files need to be stored in the hallways. 
The IC&AD houses 3 million files of classified personnel security clearance information. 
In addition to the IC&AD, the building also houses several liaison offices for the White 
House, NSA, OSD, Army, Navy and Air Force. 
The building is in disrepair and repairs have cost over $0.3 million since FY 1991. 
Occasionally, sewage backs up into the building. In addition, the roof leaks and the air 
conditioner frequently breaks down. When the air conditioning system is down, it costs 



$2000 a day to obtain air conditioning trucks which can cool the building. Often, the offices 
must be closed early due to the heat. 
The lead piping is deteriorating. 
An Army Corps of Engineers study of the building revealed that it fails to meet many code 
requirements and contains potential health hazards such as asbestos, lead paint, and PCB's. 
It would cost approximately $9.1 million to renovate the building versus $9.4 million to build 
a new structure. 
The IC&AD is located near a yeast factory which emits strong odors which blow directly 
toward the IC&AD. 
The building is not wired to handle future automation needs. The electronic system need 
major upgrades, which would be expensive and difficult because the interior walls are made 
of thick concrete. 
Currently, about $45 million in technology advances are scheduled for the IC&AD in the 
future. It would not make sense to put these types of major improvements into a 
deteriorating, old building. 
There have been fires in the building in the past due to electrical problems. 
Currently, about 1000 lbs. of sensitive waste is trucked to Fort Meade about twice a week for 
disposal. Locating IC&AD at Fort Meade would save in transportation costs. 
There is no operable fresh air intake into the building other than opening a window. 
Renovating the building would require that the personnel be moved out to temporary quarters 
at a cost of $1.5 million per year. 
Current plans, if approved by BRAC, are build an 82,000 sq. ft. building on Ft. Meade. This 
is about the same square footage as the present building; however, the new building would 
utilize space more efficiently. The present building has thick interior walls which waste a lot 
of square footage. A 5000 sq. ft climitized warehouse for all record storage is programmed 
since the current warehouse facility is not climitized. 
All DoD facilities in the commutable area were contacted to see if there was space available 
for IC&AD. All of the facilities contacted(Fort Detrick, Site R, Aberdeen Proving Grounds, 
Pax River, David Taylor, Fort Meade, Andrews Air Force Base) indicated that no facilities 
were available. 
Once the IC&AD vacates the building, Fort Holabird will be completely vacant. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community wants to keep the IC&AD in the Baltimore area in order to retain the jobs. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None. 

Ty Trippeanteragency Issues Team10511 6/95 12:36 PM 





REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

INVESTIGATIONS CONTROL & AUTOMATION DIRECTORATE, 
FORT HOLABIRD, MD 

BALTIMORE REGIONAL HEARING 

4 MAY 1995 

William Hughes, Director of IC&AD voiced support for realigning the IC&AD to a smaller, 
modern facility at Fort Meade, MD, and maintaining the current workforce. 

Moving the IC&AD outside the Baltimore area would seriously impact their operations for at 
least two years and would negatively impact military readiness. 

An Army Corps of Engineers study revealed that the building fails to meet many code 
requirements. It would cost approximately $9.1 million to renovate versus $9.4 million to 
build a new structure. 





REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

W' DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT COMMAND INTERNATIONAL, OH 

CHICAGO REGIONAL HEARING 

APRIL 12,1995 

The Defense Contract Management Command, International, a DLA installation, did not 
provide any testimony during the Chicago regional hearing. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

'V, DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH (DCMDS) 
Marietta, GA 

22 MAY 1995 

L@EAD COM - MISSIONER: 

ACCO - MPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Col. Lloyd T. Watts, Jr., Commander 
Michael F. Vezeau, Deputy Commander 
Doris Sciara, DCMDS 
Mary Whitlock, DCMDS 
C1.lester Orndorff, DCMDS 
Buddy Guidi, DCMDS 
CI)R Lee Bandlow, DCMDS 
Eve Williams, DCMDS 
Phyllis Patrick, DCMDS 
Ma~lcolm Dean, DCMDS 
Robert Murphy, DCMDS 
J.R. Tarr, DCMDS 
James L. Bauer, DCMDS 
E d ~ a r d  L. Corley, DCMDS 
Ro:y Robinson, Senator Nunn Staff Representative 
Craig Satterlee, Cobb County Habitat for Humanity 
Brain Noyes, Senator Coverdell Staff Representative 
John Watson, Congressman Barr Staff Representative 
Fred Aiken, Congressman Gingrich Representative 
Don Beaver, Cobb County Director of Economic Development, 

Governor's Military Advisory Council 
Susan Naum, American Red Cross 
Cor~nie Kirk, Tommy Nobis Center 
Jeff McClellan, Tommy Nobis Center 



w' - BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The Defense Contract Management District South (DCMDS) provides command and control, 
o,perational support, and management oversight for Contract Management Area Operations 
(:DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs) located in the continental United 
States. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish Defense Contract Management District South 

Relocate its missions to the Defense Contract Management District Northeast and Defense 
Contract Management District West. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: - 

Due to the impact of DoD Force Structure drawdown, budget cuts, and the resulting 
decline in acquisition workload, a number of Defense Contract Management Area Service 

-1 
(DCMASs) and DPROs have been disestablished thereby reducing the span of control 
responsibility at the Defense Contract Management Districts. 
a As the drawdown continues, the number of DCMAOs/DPROs is expected to decline even 
further. 

The closure of a district and realignment of assigned DCMAOs and DPROs to the remaining 
two districts is feasible with only a moderate risk. 

Although, the difference between second and third place was not sufficiently broad to dictate 
a clear decision by itself, DCMD South received the lowest Military Value score. 

Military judgment determined that a single DCMD presence on each coast is necessary. A 
west coast DCMD is required because of the high dollar value of contracts and the significant 
wleapon-systems related workload located on the West Coast. 

There is a higher concentration of workload in the Northeast, in terms of span of control, 
field personnel provided support services, numbers of contracts, and value of contract dollars 
obligated than in the South. In addition, DCMD Northeast supports its DCMAOs and DPROs 
with a lower ratio of headquarters to field personnel than DCMD South. 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

9'' The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Contract Management District South. 
This briefing covered the District's mission, operations, capabilities, and personnel. This 
briefing was followed by a Community Presentation. This visit concluded with a walking tour of 
the office space. 

KEY ISSUES - IDENTIFIED: 

DCMDS currently has about 237 civilians on board. Forty civilians are scheduled to be 
realigned and 10 1 eliminated. Fifty-four are scheduled to be eliminated because of force 
structure reductions. The remaining 42 will remain. However, because the area of 
competition includes some of the of the DCMAOs and DPROs, over 500 people will be 
affected by the RIF because of bumping rights. 
DCMDS currently handles 134,420 contracts involving 3,369 contractors. The contracts 
value $23 5.5 billion. 
DCMDS has control over 7 DCMAOs and 19 DPROs. 
DCMDW would pick up 10 of these activities (2 DCMAOs and 8 DPROs). DCMDN would 
pick up 16 activities ( 5 DCMAOs and 1 1 DPROs). 
DCMDSs largest DCMAOs are collocated with the DCMDS. Under the BRAC95 
recommendation, the DCMAO would remain at the location. 
The office is located on Dobbins Air Force Base and does not pay lease costs. DCMDS is 
only responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of the building. 
Lockheed, a tenant at the Air Force Base, would like to have the space that would be vacated 
by DCMDS if the 1995 DoD recommendation is approved. 
Officials pointed out that a number of contractors are moving plant facilities to the south. 
For example, Grurnman recently moved its aircraft production work from Long Island, New 
York to St. Augustine, Florida. As a result, DCMDSs workload reduction has been slightly 
less than the other District Offices. 

CQMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Community feels because of the recent trend of industries moving plants to the south, 
DLA should keep three DCMDS with smaller, leaner staffs. This will result in an improved 
military value to the customer. This is partly based on the trend of defense contractors to 
move operations to the south. 
Because of the continued Defense presence in the South, the cost to travel to the DCMAOs 
and DPROs will increase dramatically from DCMDN-Boston. The Community questions 
whether this cost was picked up in the COBRA. The Community stated that DCMDSs travel 
expenses had increased when the Baltimore DCMAO and DPRO fell under the command of 
DCMDS fiom the 1993 decision to close the Mid-Atlantic Region. DLA stated that there 



will be no significant impact on travel costs. Since many area and plant representative 
offices will be closed, any changes in travel costs will be negligible. 
The Community states that it is cheaper to maintain an office in Atlanta because locality pay 
is lower. In addition, the Community states that there is a strong labor pool to chose from in 
Atlanta. 
The Community is concerned that the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) will 
not be able to merge all of the data base files into two data bases. (DFAS is the contractor 
paying function.) After the 1993 decision, problems arose when DCMDN consolidated the 
workload from DCMD-Mid-Atlantic. The Community stated that the Director of DFAS in 
Columbus, Ohio has indicated, off the record, that there is no way the current hardware can 
handle two districts. For more information, the Community said to contact Mr. Steve Frisch 
of DFAS at (617) 693-4589. 
Another computer capability problem indicated by the Community is with the merger of 
AMIS--the Air Force's Automation Management Information System and MOCAS--the 
Mechanization of Contract Administrative Systems, which is still on-going. The Community 
stated that problems are occurring now and do not see the situation improving with only two 
offices. Because the Defense Finance and Accounting Office uses the same data base, the 
Community feels problems will get worse. Problems, such as, late payments, exorbitant 
interest fees due to late payments, and degradation of services to the contractor have already 
occurred. The Community asserts that an expert in MOCAS has stated, off the record, that 
further mergers are currently unmanageable until the MOCAS redesign is completed which 
will take 2 to 3 years. For more information, the Community said to contact Ms. Ethel Berg 
at (703) 274-7014 and Mr. Dennis Cherney at (614) 692- 9205. 
DCMDS contracts with the Tommy Nobis Center for mail and janitorial support. Tommy 
Nobis Center is a private, nonprofit organization that provides vocational and employment 
services to persons with unique vocational needs. DCMDS is the center's largest 
employment contract. DCMD South employees 25 people--17 with disabilities and 8 
counselors. These employees represent 76% of the people employed by Tommy Nobis and if 
DCMDS closes, these people, who are hard to place, would be put out of work. The Tommy 
Nobis Center employees paid $108,000 in taxes and saved $146,000 in public assistance 
costs. A representative of the Tommy Nobis Center spoke about the program and its benefits 
and said that if cost cutting is the goal, the government will not be saving money by closing 
DCMDS. 
The Community questions how DCMDS went from being ranked 2 out of 5 offices in 1993 
to 3 out of 3. 
The Community feels that DCMDS is being penalized for being efficient--they have 
continued to downsize--and are the contract management office with the lowest number of 
employees. In addition, they feel that their efforts to become efficient and implement new 
ideas have also been ignored. For example, they have taken the lead in implementing 
multifunctional teams. 
The Community contends that the fate of DCMDS was sealed after BRAC 93 when DLA 
split the workload of DCMD-Mid-Atlantic. Most of Mid-Atlantic's workload went to 
DCMDN-Boston. The Community stated the DCMDS had proposed to realigning the 
workload more equitably, but that proposal was ignored by DLA. 



Explore Community contentions, specifically, the concerns brought up about the automated 
systems. 

Marilyn Wasleskifinteragency Issues Team/05/23/95 
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CROSS SERVICE TEAM MASTER BOOK 

CONTENTS 
PVrr 

- 
1. Eglin Air Force Base, Florida (Farrington) 

% 2. Naval Research Lab & Naval Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, 
Orlando, Florida (Varallo) 

3. Robins AFB (Warner-Robins ALC), Georgia (Reese) 

4. Naval Biodynamics Lab, New Orleans, Louisiana (Varallo) 

5. Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana 
(Owsley) 

2 6 .  Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, Louisville, Kentucky 
(Kerns) 

wl 7. Tinker AFB, (Oklahoma City ALC), Oklahoma (Reese) 

8. Brooks AFB, San Antonio, Texas (Farrington) 

9. Kelly AFB (San Antonio ALC), Texas (Reese) 

4 10.Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas 
(Farrington) 

11.Williams AFB (Armstrong Lab), Mesa, Arizona (Varallo) 

12.Dugway Proving Ground, Utah (Farrington) 

13.Hill AFB(0gden ALC), Utah (Reese) 

14.McClellan AFB (Sacramento ALC), California (Reese) 

jb 15.Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland (Varallo) 



16.Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania (Knoepfle) ' 
~''''~w' 17.Naval Command Control & Ocean Surveillance Center Warminster, 

Pennsylvania (Farrington) 

18.Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Oreland, Pennsylvania 
(Farrington) 

p 19.Naval Command Control & Ocean Surveillance Center, Norfolk, Virginia 
(Kerns) 

& 20.Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, New London, 
Connecticut (Farrington) 

.& 2l.Rome Lab (& Griffiss AFB), New York (Helmer) 

22.Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania (Knoepfle) 

d; 23.Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey 

wv ( ~ a r r i n ~ t o n )  

& 24.Naval Air Station Point Mugu, California (Farrington) 





BASE VISIT W!I'ORT 

EGLIN AIR FORCE R,4SIE, FLORIDA 

APRIL 20-21., 1995 

I d  EAD COMMISSIONER: 

]?/A-Staff Only Visit 

NIA-Staff Only Visit 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Lester C. Farrington-Cross-Service Team 
Rick DiCarnillo-Air Force Team 

-$ LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Air Force Develo~ment Test Center-Eglin AFB 

MAJGEN Cranston-Commander 
LTCOL Heald-Chief, Commander's Action Ciroup 
CAPT Lisa Campbell-Chief of Protocol 
COL Stritmatter-Commander ,46th Test Wing 
LTCOL Higginbotham-Commander, 46th Test Squadron 
COL O'Brien-Commander, 96th Civil Engineer (3 noup 

Edwards Air Force Base 

COL Heidenreich-412th Test Wing, Electronic Warfare Test Directorate 

Air Force Special Operations Command tAI!SOC). 

BGEN Higham-Vice Commander 
COL Stevens 
COL Hunker 
COL Massey 

cnl# LTCOL Cowing 



C:OL Yates-Vice Commander 
C:OL Potter 
CJOL Dubois 
COL Holoviak 
LT COL Whitler 
COL Hughston 
LTCOL Sarnpson 

E'S PRESENT MISSION: 

An AFMC base that perfonns test and evaluation on aircraft armaments/weapons and electronic 
combat systems. Tenant units include the USAF A,ir Warfare Center and Special Operations 
Command. 

Realign its Electromagnetic Test Environment (EM']-E) and send 8 electronic threat simulators 
and 2 pod systems to Nellis AFB. Emitter-only systems to support Special Operations 
Command, Air Warfare Center and armaments/wc:ay)ons test and evaluation to be retained. 

Air Force electronic combat open air range work1oa.d requirements can be satisfied by one range. 
In addition, capacity exists at Nellis to absorb E~;l,in's projected electronic combat workload. 

MAIN F A C I L I T T I I E ; S D :  

Facility Tour 
Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility(GWEF! 
Central Control Facility 
Preflight Integration of Munitions and Electroxvic Systems (PRIMES)-Hangar 68 
Simulator pod shop 
Future site for Air Force Operational T & E Crmter (Moving from Kirtland) 

Helicopter Range Tour 
A-30 Threat Site 
Several other threat sites and test areas 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

ywvj 
1. New headquarters building and family housirzg will have to be constructed to accomodate 

- AFOTEC. Facilities construction will cost $26  million, which does not include any movement 
of equipment. 



2. AFSOC concerned that the emitters that will remain xt Eglin will not meet AFSOC's needs to 
evaluate their jamming capabilities. AFSOC can "live with the move" however, it will be more 
difficult and expensive for AFSOC to conduct operations. 

AFSOC believes that having to deploy to the west means that: 
a. New electronic combat systems either will not be tested or will be delayed. 
b. There will be decreased training opport~lnities 
c. Fewer assets will be available for war. 
d. Increased T & E costs will result ( $2.7-3.0 miillLion/yr. added 0 & M ). 

PLFSOC'S bottom line is "decreased combat capability at higher costs". 

3,. AWC very concerned with the movement of e1ectrc111.i~ combat emitters to the west. Those 
e:mitters staying at Eglin are not "real" and AWC needs "real" assets to accomplish their 
mission. Following issues were presented : 

a. Increased Costs-$ 1 . 1 million per year TDY; :!5 additional people needed; and $1.8 
million increase in MILCON needed at Nelljs, 

b. Loss of geographical terrain diversity. 
c. Reduced responsiveness to the testing process. 
d. Access to and capacity of Nellis range may he a problem. 
e. Data will not be adequate for several reasons. 
f. Nellis range operations will impede operationally realistic testing. 

In summary , AWC believes if proposed EMTE changes occur, testing will cost more, require 
more people and take more time. Moreover, AWC' blelieves proposed EMTE changes are 
inconsistent with joint BRAC study findings and not supported by analysis of all factors. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

NONE at these meetings; however, community has raised concerns over the move ( see Gen. 
Richard F. Gillis (USAF, Ret.) discussion and prese~~tation at the Birmingham regional ). 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VI:SK: 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

WARNER ROBJNS ,411, F'B, GA 

22-23 MA.RCM 95 

JB Davis 

Wendi Steele 

.Jim Owsley 
Ann Reese 
Dave Olson 

LI m: 
(W 

MG William Halin, Commander, WR-ALC 
George Falldine, Deputy Director, Comptroller Direc: torate 
Mike Cronan, Deputy Director, C-141 Management Ilirectorate 
Colonel Niebalski, Deputy Director, Technology & Industrial Support 
John Lavecchia, Electronic Warfare 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 
- Provides support to F- 15, C- 141, C- 1 30 arrc raft, and accomplishes most Air Force 

helicopter depot level maintenance 
- 78th Air Base Wing 

Headquarters, United States Air Force Rest rue 
19th Air Reheling Wing (AMC) 

- 20 KC-135R, 1 EC-135Y, and 2 C-12F 
AFSOC (Special Operation Flight) 
- 1EC-137D 
5th Combat Communication Group (ACC) 
9th Space Warning Squadron (AFSPC) 



Planned changes: 
The Air Force has designated Robins AFB as the inain I I.S. operating base for the Joint 

11lJi;illl Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JS'TAR,I;; {I. The resulting manpower 
authorizations, number of aircraft, and construction reqt~irements have not been finalized. 

The 116th Fighter Wing (ANG), currently located at Ilr~bbins Air Reserve Base, GA will relocate 
to Robins AFB. The unit will begin a conversion from 1 5 F- 15AIB to 8 B- 1B aircraft in mid- 
1995. The conversion/relocation will result in an increi,t:;e of 192 full-time military, 976 drill, 
and 453 civilian position authorizations. 

BOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Downsize Warner Robins Air Logistics Center. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in ex.cess tlepot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments \A i I1 consolidate production lines and move 
workload to a minimum number of locations, allowin{: the reduction of personnel, infrastructure 
and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct 
labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines acroic the five depots. These actions will allow 
the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other 
agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capa~city, enhance efficiencies, and produce 

Wv cost savings without the one-time costs associated wilh closing a depot. Air Force actions to 
reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots 
and a reduction in capacity equivalent to about two cl4:pots. 

The following facilities were toured: 
F- 1 5 Depot Maintenance area, 
JSTARS and B-1 beddown areas, 
WR-ALC SOF team 
C-141 Depot Maintenance area, 
Technology and Industrial Support Directorate 
Electronic Warfare Management Directorate 
Avionics Management Directorate 

For each facility, a description of the work performircl; data describing annual workload, one- 
shift capacity, two-shift capacity; and worklolad tirs~~ rsfers resulting from DoD's base closure 
recomendation was provided. 



Tht: tour of the F-15 facility highlighted a new cornputer ,2pplication. The F-15 facility is 
prototyping the Programmed Depot Maintenance !Schedl~lling System for the DoD's Joint 
Logistics System Center, a multi-billion dollar computes system up-grade program. This 
application will reduce Air craft flowdays and increase ~rlaintenance capacity. 

Warner Robins will be receiving JSTARS and B-1 airc.,~';%ft during FY 1996. No significant 
issues were highlighted. 

The WR-ALC SOF team manages the full spectrum ol' :i (]IF aircraft to include; C- 130 gunships, 
cornbat talons, combat tankers, the SOF variant of'the C' 141 and SOF helicopters. The tour 
highlighted two unique capabilities developed by 'WR-A LC, the secondary liquid oxygen 
converter for the AC-130H and bicarbonate of soda st1 r piping process, The oxygen converter 
allows for a higher altitude profile and therefore increasc~tl survivability. The bicarbonate 
stripping process has resulted in a 96% reduction in the I lse of hazardous wastes. The WR-ALC 
has been designated as the SOF Center of Excellence. 

Th~e WR-ALC provides integrated weapon system management of the C- 14 1, the ". . . backbone 
of Ithe Nation's strategic airlift fleet. " Prior to WItA12~C ! having in-house responsibility for C- 
14'1 isochronal inspection (ISO), the down time due to irxspection was 53 days. Downtime is 
now 14 days, resulting in increase availability, improvecl reliability and financial savings. The 
WII-ALC process is now being used as a model for other systems. 

The Technology and Industrial support directorate: is tY.11: Iiugest WR-ALC directorate. TI 
manages: 

sheet metal repair facility (largest in the Air Force'), 
machining manufacturing, 
F- 1 5 wing repair capability, 
fastener capability (the only air craft grade fastener cmapability in DoD), 
propeller overhaul capability, 
sheetmetal manufacturing (the largest and most modem in DoD), 
composites and metal bond repair capability, and 
tubing manufacturing. 

In addition to describing the work performed at MTK, thtm tour highlighted the impact of the DoD 
base closure recommendations, as follows: 

annual wor k'load impact from BRAC 
(in 000's oUi ! e ~ )  (in 000's of hours) 

sheet metal repair 680 loss of 191 
machining manufacturing 182 gain of 109 
F- 1 5 wing repair 228 none 
fastener capability unkr~owrr none 
propeller overhaul 93 none 
sheetmetal manufacturing 72 loss of 30 
composites/ metal repair 21 1 loss of 148 

w tubing manufacturing gain of 17 



The TI directorate also manages the product data suppol? center. The Center is currently 

w digitizing 44,000 technical manuals. 

The tour of the Electronic Warfare Directorate highlighred unique Warner Robins capabilities to 
include: over 20 threat generators, and 2 anechoic 'hamlrers. 

The Avionics Management Directorate provides integraled management of the electronic warfare 
product group, avionics product group and communicatnon product group. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

During the tour, Commission Steele questioned vvhet1.1r:~ i.he synergies of collocation reflected in 
the DoD data calls. Warner Robins staff responded thal no, the response to the data call did not 
and could not reflect synergies. However, a measuremc:nt of "flowdays" could imply synergies. 
Commission Stelle commented that "the value of thinps being collocated should have been 
giiuged through the data calls". 

Commission Davis stated that the Commission Staff n ~ust immediately request data reflecting 
the effects of BRAC consolidations directly from the ,."l,.ir Logistics Centers. 

<:OMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED; 

The Community outlined the history of community support for Warner Robins beginning with 
the donation of land in 1941. Most recently, local colleges include incorporate into curricula 
c:ourse which are exclusively designed to meet the tec I mica1 needs of Warner Robins. The 
Community stated that the community support is tran:ll;ited into enhanced military value of 
Warner Robins AFB . 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OFLSJT:  

Commissioner Steele asked if there is a legal prohibition on permitting private sector 
contractors from utilizing Air Logistic Center facilities. The Commission's legal staff is 
researching this. 

Commissioner Davis suggested the Commission stalf'consider obtaining data which describes 
the impacts of BRAC workload transfers/downsizir~~: i~ctions directly from each ALC 
Commander. There appeared to be discrepancies beii8rleen information discussed during the Air 
Force Hearing and the information briefed during thrl base visit. 

I<eese/Cross Service Team/05/25/95 2: 18 PM 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND FEAL, LGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHl? KT 

NAVAL BIODYNAMICS LABOIUTORY NEW ORLEANS, LA 

IN STALLATION MISSION 

To be the principal Navy activity to conduct biomedical research on the effects of mechanical 
forces (motion, vibration, impact) encountered in ships and aircraft on naval personnel; to 
establish human tolerance limits for these forces; and 10 develop preventive and therapeutic 
methods to protect personnel from the deleterious effects of such forces. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

CLOSURE; relocate necessary personnel to Wrighb.-Patterson AFB, Dayton, OH, and Naval 
Aeromedical Research Laboratory, Pensacola, FI, 

1)OD JUSTIFICATION 

* There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline in the DON budget 
through 2001. Specific reductions for technical ct nters are difficult to determine, because 
these activities are supported through customer 01-1 krs. However, the level of forces and the 
budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in 1 echnical center workloads through FY 
2001, which leads to a recognition of excesls capat:ity in these activities. This excess and the 
imbalance in force and resource levels dictate clo~,ure/realignment or consolidation of 
activities wherever practicable. Closure of this laboratory reduces this excess capacity and 
fosters joint synergism. It also provides the opportiunity for the transfer of its equipment and 
facilities to the public educational or comlercia'l sector, thus maintaining access to its 
capabilities on an as-needed basis. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY 1)OD 

One-Time Cost: $ 0.6 million 
Net Costs and Savings During 1mplement:itioa: $14 .1 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: S 2.9 million 
Break-Even Year: 1:lnmediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $4 1.8 million 



MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF DOD RE<~O~I1~lIENDATION 

Military 
Baseline 15 

Reductions 12 
Realignments 3 
Total 15 

Students 
0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMhIENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTR ,'hCTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In (Loss) 
E~comrnendation Civilian Mi l i m  Civilian Military Civilian 

TOTAL (1 5 )  (37) 0 0 (1 5 )  (3 7) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The closure of the Biodynamics Lab will not have an af'f'ect on the environment. This closure 
recommendation only re-locates 2 personnel to Wright -Patterson AFB, and 1 to Pensacola, but 
leaves all facilities and equipment in place. There i:j rut:, adverse impact on 
tlhreatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and \tt:tlands, and cultural/historical resources 
occasioned by this recommendation. 

Governor: Edwin Edwards 
Senators: J. Bennett Johnston 

John B. Breaux 
Representatives: Billy Tauzin 

William J. Jefferson 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 5 2 jobs 
New Orleans, LA MSA Job Base: 4,912, 157 
Percentage: I r::ss than .OO 1 % 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year to year): 1c::ss than .001% 



MILITARY ISSUES 

u None at this time. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSnSSUES 

None at this time. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Determine human dynamic, injury, and performance response to indirect impact acceleration. 
This is the only Navy activity conducting indirect impac, t. acceleration research using man-rated 
horizontal and vertical test devices. 

Develop methods for prevention of motion sickness ;md other adverse motion effects. This 
research is unique in that NBDL uses the Navy's on  Y y Ship Motion Simulator (3 degrees of 
freedom, Sea State 5). 
(If laboratory remains Navy, the projected unique ni issions for FY 2001 will not 

change.) 

Joseph ~JarallolCross Service/05/25/95 2:26 PM 





BASE VISI'I' HElPIORT 

NAVAL SURFACE I4'ARFd4IRE CENTER 
CRANE DIVCSJON 

CRANE, INDIANA 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Brian Kerns, Cross Service Team Analyst 
Mr. Larry Jackson, Navy Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

CAPT J.M. Carney 
Commanding Officer, NS WC Crane 

hAr. Dave Reece 
Executive Director, NS WC Crane 

CDR Barney Bafford 
Executive Officer, NSWC Crane 

O Lt. Col. Michael Conrad 
Commander, Crane Army 

Mr. Bob Matthew 
BRAC Coordinator 

Mr. Gary Stuffle 
Facility Planning Manager 

Mr. Jeny Hill 
Public Works Director 

h4 I .  Stan Armstrong 
Army Engineering Director 

h41.. Larry Southern 
Division Manager, Plans & Analysis 

hl(a Ed Kropaczek 
Director, Army Plant Operations 

h4r. Larry Weaver 
Management Systems Director 

hlr. Bob Kracher 
Small Arms Site Director 

h l r . Chuck Harden 
Director, Ordnance Engineering 

h TI*. Adrian Eversoll 
Deputy Director, ISD 

To provide quality and responsive engineering iind industrial base support of weapon systems, 
subsystems, equipment and components as as!;; ;ned by the Commander, Naval Surface Warfare 
Center. This includes k l l  spectrum support to cuslolners with principal emphasis on excellence 
in: Electronic Warfare, Gun and Gun Fire Con1 rol Systems, Microelectronic Technology, 
Electronic Module Test and Repair, Microw,~(f. Components, Electrochemical Power Systems, 
Acoustic Sensors Test, Surface Missile Syste~ns Launc:hers, Small Arms, Conventional 
Ammunition Engineering, Pyrotechnics, Mechmical C)evices, Management and Distribution of 
Naval Drawings, and Physical Security, Night ~Jis~on~/Electro-Optics, and Radar Engineering and 
Industrial Support. 



m)D RECOMMENDATION: 

Receive necessary and appropriate functions, pe:rsonnel, equipment, and support from other naval 
'(II technical activities, primarily Naval Air Warfm: ( enter Aircraft Division; and the Naval 

Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachmr.nt, I o~dsville Kentucky. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

There is an overall reduction in operational forces mcl a sharp decline of the DON budget 
through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technic;~l cer~llers are difficult to determine, because 
these activities are supported through customer or ler:;. I-lowever, the level of forces and of the 
budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in .echn~c:;d center workload through FY 2001, 
which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these activities. This excess and the imbalance 
in force and resource levels dictate closure/realig~~me.nt or consolidation of activities wherever 
practicable. This recommended realignment reslul ts in I he closure of a major technical center and 
the relocation of its principal functions to NSWC Crant . realizing both a reduction in excess 
capacity and significant economies while raising ~iggl-egate military value. Consistent with the 
Dlepartment of the Navy's efforts to remove depot level maintenance workload fiom technical 
centers and return it to depot industrial activitir:~, this act ion consolidates the engineering 
workload and Close-in-Weapons System (CIW S) depot rnaintenance fhctions relocating at 
NSWC Crane. The realignment of this activity mot only reduces excess capacity, but relocation 
of functional workload to activities performing :;i ni la work will result in additional efficiencies 
and economies in the management of those funictions. 

Module Maintenance Facility for Prototyping imr:i M,a~iulFacturing, Anechoic Chamber, Future 
site for Close-In Defense Directorate Headquartelas, A1 Q-99 and SLQ-32 automated storage and 
retrieval system, CIWS facility, Outdoor final test range. Corrosion Control Facility, Future 
CIWS storage facility, Configuration data management facility, shipboard physical security, 
Helicopter tour of entire facility. 

Proposed MILCON--The Commanding Officer anti l (xecutive Director identified that their 
h4ILCON requirements to accommodate the incc mine; ~zquipment, workload and personnel 
would be slightly higher than the DoD Recomn~~. n d d  COBRA analysis provided for. The DoD 
lXecommendation provided for $1 5,081,200 ant1 ifter li xeful consideration, NSWC Crane feels 
they will need $24,275,000 to implement the !$el. ret;lr? '!; recommendation, primarily to 
accommodate the realignment fiom NAWC Irlcli map dis. 



There will be 1672 personnel relocated into NSPI(:: Craw~e: under the Secretary's 
recommendation. The surrounding community would henetit from the indirect economic 
investments, and community has sufficient resourc;es to accommodate all incoming personnel. 

Continue to evaluate the public-privatization 1:roposal from the Mayor of Indianapolis to 
privatize the Naval Air Warfare Center, to de:tt:rminc.: if it is a viable alternative to the 
Secretary's recommendation. 

Continue to investigate the public-privatizatiol -i proposal from the community at the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center in Louisville, to de~ter~nine .if it is a viable alternative to the 
Secretary's recommendation. 





BASE VI!SXrI' REPORT 

NAVAL AIR WALXWARE CENTER 
AIRCRAl?I' DIYl SION 

INDIANAPOI. IS, 1PJI)IANA 

10 AP'I\I[L 1199:; 

Clornrnissioner S. Lee Kling 

Mr. Brian Kerns, Cross Service Team Analyst 
h4r. Dave Epstein, Navy Team Analyst 

Ciovernor Evan Bayh Wlr . Mike Sargent 
State of Indiana Exec. Dir., NAWC Indianapolis 

Representative Andy Jacobs Mr. David Holt 
Representative Dan Burton Staff, Cong. David McIntosh 
Mayor Steve Goldsmith h4r. Larry Gigerich 

City of Indianapolis Staff, Mayor's Office 
Captain T.R. Darnell klr. Rick Schwab 

Commanding Officer NAWC Indianal#~lis Staff, Sen. Dan Coats 
Commander J.J. Stenzowski hlr. Bob Healy 

Executive Officer NAWC Indianapolis Staff, Sen. Richard Lugar 
Mr. Bob Butcher h4r. Steve Bryant 

BRAC Transition Chief, NAWC Indiilnapolis Staff for both of Indiana's Senators 
Mr. Steve Gootee h lr . Glenn Lawrence 

Technical Director, NAWC Indianapadis Staff, Gov. Evan Bayh 
Mr. Bob Barneti h l r .  Johnny Palmer 

Budget Office, NAWC Indianapolis Staff, Cong. David McIntosh 
Ivlr. Jim Wheeler 

Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute 
I 

u 



- 
1 

E4SE'S P m s E E i I O I Y :  
V 

To provide the Navy and the DoD with Avionics md Electronic Systems capabilities for 
Airborne, Surface and Submarine CombatJWealpon Sysltems. Functions are also used in support 
of' Command and Control, Special Purpose, anti Pliaval I;orces Training. To Conduct research, 
de:velopment, engineering, material acquisition, pdot a111d limited manufacturing, technical 
evaluation, depot maintenance and integrated logistics h;upport on assigned airborne electronics 
(avionics), missile, spaceborne, undersea, and s ~ ~ f a c t :  weapon systems, and related equipment. 
To perform such other functions and tasks as dire :tecl tly the Commander, Naval Air Warfare 
Center. 

Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft I)ivision, [indianapolis, Indiana. Relocate 
necessary fict ions along with associated personilel, ec lu~ipment and support to other naval 
technical activities, primarily Naval Surface War:"are C: t:nter, Crane, Indiana; Naval Air Warfare 
Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Marylmd; allcl Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 
Division, China Lake, California. 

, . 
) BOD JUSTIFICATION: 

w 
There is an overall reduction in operational forcer; and ,L sharp decline of the DON budget through 
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical ce11te:rs are tlifficult to determine, because these 
activities are supported through customer order!;. Howr:ver, the level of forces and of the budget 
are reliable indicators of sharp declines in techni1c:al (:el ~ter workload through FY 2001, which 
leads to a recognition of excess capacity in thesie activities. This excess and the imbalance in 
force and resource levels dictate closure/realignnrlent or- consolidation of activities wherever 
practicable. This recommended closure resu1t:s i r ~  the closure of a major technical center and the 
relocation of its principal functions to three other technical centers, realizing both a reduction in 
excess capacity and significant economies while raising aggregate military value. 

& I A I N , I T I E S  REVIE WED: 

Advanced Electronics Center, Stereolithograplh;yi'TRSS, Virtual Manufacturing Center, Rapid 
Acquisition of Manufactured Parts (RAMP), Botnb Raclks, Flexible Manufacturing Systems, 
Data Link Pods, AV-8 Optical Landing Systerns. Ribhoi~izedfOrganized Wiring System, EP- 
3E/ES-3A (Classified), Walleye Video, DSMAC., HA Wvl, Tomahawk (Classified), SQS-53A, 
BQS- 15 Sonar, SMQ- 1 1, Maverick, Common A v~ionic !;. Environmental Lab, Avionics Systems 
Lab, V-22, FSX, Navigational/Inertial Lab.. 



\ 

I(-: 

w 
Integrated Capability--All of the operations pe:rYormed at NAWC Indianapolis could be 
performed separately at other locations, however it was cliscussed that the true uniqueness of this 
installation is the integrated technological resources that exist in one place under one roof. The 
In.dustriaVTechnological skills that work togetllr:~. to mi~~ii~tain fleet operations, and allow for data 
package development and validation would be dii!;ruptel:i, if not lost if this installation were to 
close. 

*The Navy did not give any Military Vali-le to this capability. 

Scientific/Engineering Personnel--It was conve.ved to the Commissioner and staff by employee 
representatives, that many highly skilled advanc:e::1 electronics workers would not move with the 
core workload to the new locations as proposetl under 1 he Secretary's recommendation. 

The Mayor of Indianapolis has a unique public:-pivate partnership proposal that he presented to 
the Commissioner. This plan would be implernei~ted a f er the closure of NAWC Indianapolis. 
In summary the plan would close NAWC Indiimr~polis. 2nd the Navy would not move workload, 
or employees. The City would make the buildinjg; a municipal facility and lease it to a private 
company. The new company would continue .to !seek and perform work that would be performed 
a1 NAWC Indianapolis. It is expected that the nr:w cor1:ipany would maintain former NAWC 
e~nployees terminated by the Navy. Long-ternn private profits would come from the 
development of commercial markets, and expeurslon of public workload. Long-term savings for 
the Navy results from the Navy not having to :q)t:nd tht: inoving costs, new MILCON, and from 
commercial production supporting the capacity used fhr military products. In order to make this 
proposal feasible, the Mayor said there should be a pro r:ilrement mechanism put in place such as 
a Basic Ordering Agreement (BOA). 

*Under this proposal, the 1 154 persomlel recion~rnended to move 90 miles south to Crane, 
would remain at NAWC IndianapoIis as Federal Gove~nrnent employees. They would be 
transferred out from their current Naval Air Commantl authority, and be placed under Naval Sea 
Systems Command authority. 



Continue to evaluate the Mayor's proposal to deternine if it is a viable alternative to the 
Secretary's recommendation. 

Determine what are the Commission's legal rc:strkct,ions regarding the Mayor's proposal. 

Investigate why the Navy did not give any mi litay vidue to the integrated capabilities of the 
NAWC Indianapolis. 

Determine why the cost-to-close financial estimates clid not include multiple programs, and 
the resulting expenditures that would accompiiny thein. 

Provide Governor Bayh with the data he requested. 





BASE VISI'T REY'43RT 

TINKER AIR FOR(:'IE BASE 
OKLAHOMA CITY PiXII 1,OGISTICS CENTER 

3 APKI L 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

(2ommissioner J.B. Davis 

,4CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

 commissioner A1 Cornella 
Conlrnissioner Wendi L. Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Jim Owsley, Cross Service Team Leader 
Mr. Dick Helmer, Cross Service Team Analyst 
Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team A I I ; ~  yst 
Mr. Dave Olsen, Air Force Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 
Elected Officialslstaff 
Governor Frank Keating 
Senator Don Nickles 
Senator Jim Inhofe 
Congressman J.C. Watts 
Congressman Frank Cucas 
Congressman Ernest Istook 
Mayor Ron Norick 
Todd Lamb, Gov Keating Staff 
Mark Nichols, Sen Nickles staff 
Ragon Gentry, Sen Inhofe staff 
Jeff Cloud, Cong Watts staff 
Allen Wright, Cong Lucas staff 
Randy Swanson, Cong Lucas staff 
Rodney Sandburg, Cong Istook staff 
Community Revresentatives 
LtGen (ret) Dick Burpee 
Mr. Gary Pence 

l i  Mr. Butch Freeman 
Mr. Dave Wantland 

Tinker Air Force Base Representatives -- 
IkIGen Ken Eickmann, Base Commander 
hlr Jerry Yanker 
Mr. Bob Conner 
14s. Susan O'Neal 
Mr. Jack Blair 
Mr. Ron Bledsoe 
Mr. Joe Simmons 
(201. Ron Leonard 
(201 Rich McKinny 
(301 Tom Miller 
Col Gary Davis 
Capt Kermit Ayres,U.S. Na\ y 
1201 Randy Mills 
Mr. Gene Pickett 
Mr. Allen Lawrence 
LCDR Dave Buckey, U.S. Navy 
Maj Don Miller 



BA-N: 
'UW 

Tinker Air Force Base is part of the Air Force M iterial Command. The major units on the base 
are the 72nd Air Base Wing, 38th Engineering 11- stalrl~ tion Wing. 552nd Air Control Wing, and 
507th Air Refueling Wing. There is a Navy srraicgic c:b~mmunications wing that provides the 
1J.S. Strategic Command and National Comn1a1.d P.lnhorities with an airborne command and 
control capability. Tho, force structure is supporled b> the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
(ALC) which supports the B- 1, B-2, B-52, and E.C- 1 .i 5 aircraft. 

Realign the Oklahoma City ALC and consolidate p(ll-I of the following workloads there: 
((1) airborne electronics, (2) airborne electronic: :~utnrn:tnic equipment software, (3) machine 
manufacturing, and (4) plating. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in e icess tiepot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended ALC realignments will con: olitlal c production lines and move workload to a 
minimum number of locations, allowing the recIuc~jr,n of personnel, infrastructure and other 
costs. The net effect of the realignments is to i -ansfc~. approximately 3.5 million direct labor 

) h o u r s  and to eliminate 37 production lines acn:ss tht: five depots. These actions will allow the 
' Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, ol- makt them available for use by other agencies. mm lf These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, erahcmce efficiencies, and produce cost savings 

without the one-time costs associated with clo:,ing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot 
capacity will result in a reduction of real proptli-ty infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a 
reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to ;ibour i.xo depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Industrial Shop Area, Building 3001 
Blade Repair Facility, Building 3221 
Avionics Integrated Support Facility, Building 3220 
Engine Test Facility, Building 3234 
Composite Repair Facility, Building 221 1 
B- 1 Avionics Facility, Building 3707 
B-2 Avioinics Facility, Building 3708 
Fuel Control Facility, Building 3902 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 



A- - 
The Tinker base officials could not explain the rnanner in which the workload shifts were 

determined. Air Force headquarters has detenni r~ed th 2t Tinker will be receiving 20,000 hours of 
machine manufacturing work (1 4 personnel equi va1c:nrr;'). The Secretary's recommendation, 
however indicates that Tinker should also be recl:ivinp work in the airborne electronic automatic 
equipment software, airborne electronics, and pl:jting ,ireas. The Tinker officials could not 
account for the disconnects. In addition, the liinker oi$icials were unable to describe how the Air 
Force determined the number of personnel slots that tlre base would be losing. The Secretary's 
recommendations indicate the facility will lose I 16 1 1 vilians, but the base analysis indicates 
they should only be losing 651 positions, basecl on tlt:: specific workloads Tinker will be 
 rans sf erring to other ALC's. 

The Tinker officials had no input into th; wosb.load adjustments included in the 
Secretary's downsizing proposal. They showed us d( cumentation taken from the TRC depot 
consolidation study which suggests that the si13ljle :;it ~ n g  of instruments at Tinker or dual siting of 
instruments at Tinker and Warner Robins was cheap' r and more cost effective than the 
alternative selected by the Air Force which cco ~soiitliites Air Force instrument work at 
McClellan. Tinker officials also provided doci..ment,~tion which indicates that all of 
McClellan's current instrument workload cou1l.l be ac:commodated in building 3707, with only 
minor renovations estimated to cost about $3.4. millio11. If instrument work is transferred to 
McClellan, as suggested by the Secretary of I>c:fens[. Tinker would vacate building number 

?+ 3 707. The building was constructed in 199 1, ;: nd M i l k  through indicates that the facility is 

~ m +  modern and had ample open space to acco~rtrnodare added workload. 
In accordance with the Secretary's dovrnsiztl recommendation, Tinker has identified 10 

different buildings t~tal ing 424.220 square feet of sl~ace for mothballing. In comparison, the 
number provided by the Air Force as back-up to thrl COBRA would provide BRAC funding to 
mothball 702,000 square feet of space. The T inkex officials told us the lions share of the 
buildings they have available for mothball are sections or bays of larger facilities. Therefore, the 
officials indicated that the savings from rnoth1~allin~r) will be minimal at best, because heat and 
light will still be provided regardless of whet1 ler or not the facilities are occupied with active 
workstations. 

Tinker officials have also identified buildings totaling 499,878 square feet for 
demolition. In comparison, the number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA, 
would provide BRAC funding to demolish 304,000 square feet of space. It is interesting to note 
that most of these demolitions (303,722 scluare fee1; '1 were planned and programmed prior to the 
Secretary's announcement and it is question;:ble that BRAC funds should be substituted for 
demolition projects that were previously plarmetl. 

Maintenance Depot Capacitv 

Tinker officials provided a variety of info[-mation describing how DOD computes 
capacity numbers. Based on DOD methodology ( 3pacity is determined on the basis of usable 
workstations. The officials explained that the exj sting infrastructure at Tinker could produce 
12.9 million hours of work This higher lesel of work, was reported to the joint cross service 'r group depot maintenance data call. The higher number is called maximum potential capacity. 
The difference between maximum potenl-ial cap;:u:ity and the DOD reported capacity is the 



number of used workstations. They sited an analogy ~lithin the conference room. The room 
with chairs in it can accomnlodate 40 people or ir terms of capacity 40 workstations. However, 
if all but one chair is removed the DOD me tho do log!^ iYould only count one workstation, but still 
housed within the same basic infrastructure. In t l~e  1950's Tinker performed approximately 12 
million hours of work. While some buildings halie sin(:<: been demolished, others have been 
added. 

The officials openly acknowledged that tile in11 iistruture which can support significantly 
more work remains in place. Accordingly, they provided charts which indicate that based on the 
maximum potential capacity of all five ALC's, rille ,4i - Force's tier I and tier I1 depots can 
accommodate all of the Air Force's projected wcrkloal! In other words, Oklahoma City, Ogden 
and Warner Robins can perform all of the work. wit'hou t any major new MILCON. Based on 
Tinker's analysis this would result in a decrease of 9; 10.08 to their hourly rate and produce 
annualized savings of about $76 million. These savin 3:; result from fixed overhead costs being 
spread over a considerably larger workload base Corl\/ersely, if the Secretary's downsize in 
place option is adopted the hourly rate would incrcasc by $6.24 adding about $41.8 million to 
'Tinker's annualized costs. 

:Tour of Depot Maintenance Facilities 

Tinker's depot maintenance infrastructu -e i l ~ c  ludes 55 different buildings providing about 
5.5 million square feet of workspace to the Olkliih~~nii City Air Logistics Center. The buildings 

. are valued at $5.5 billion with equipment valued at more than $900 million. 
Building 3001 is 7/10 mile long and coy, ers h I acres under one roof, providing 2.7 ml million square feet of workspace. The buildi~q! was ~~:>.tensively renovated in 1985, after a fire 

destroyed more than one third of the existing ~rfra:;lr.~cture. The building has capability to repair 
12 C- 135 airplanes. and includes separate engitie ancJ commodity shop areas. Our tour included 
a walk through of large unused space totaling about 9,000 square which at one time housed 
ADP offices and equipment. 210 modular cub cles Ivere left in place and the space could easily 
be converted to provide additional computer a.nd atl~~iinistrative work spaces. 

The blade repair facility was constructedi in 1988. The building totals 125,000 square feet 
of space. Plant and equipment are valued at al-lout S 7 1 million. 

The avionics integrated support facili.t!t was constructed in 1974 and provides 135,000 
square feet of workspace. Plant and equipment are 'iraLlued at about $330 million. 

The engine test cell was constructed ir! 110'74 The facility could test 12 engines 
simultaneously. 

The composite repair facility was cor1:;tl-uc:teti in 1989 and provides more than 80,000 
square feet of work space. Plant and equipm.e.nt is T alued at about $13 million. The building 
will be significantly under utilized if the DOC dowi~sizing option is implemented. Most of the 
composite workload would be transferred tlo b4cC:lellan. 

The B-1 avionics building was constri.~cted in 1991 and provides about 84,000 square feet 
of workspace. The building and equipment are vals~ed at more than $75 million. Under the 
DOD downsize proposal, this building woilld be m1:lthballed after instrument workload is 
transferred to McClellm. 

The B-2 Avionics Facility was constrrlcted iri 1993, provides about 55,000 square feet of 
useable workspace. The plant and equipmen1 mlra: IS approximately $58 million. Our tour of 
the building disclosed that the building is :;ig lifics~ltly underutilized. Tinker officials explained 



the facility was designed to support 134 aircrafi., but t l~t :  current plans call for acquisition of only 
20 aircraft. 

Construction of the new consolidated fuel cont :ol test facility will be completed in April 
1995. The building will provide about 94,000 :;(. uare iket of new workspace. 

Cost Estimate to Build C-5 Hanger at Tinker 

Tinker officials do not think the estim(a1.c: of $ 5 2  million to construct a C-5 facility at 
Tinker to replace the facilities currently located 1)n Kelly Air Force Base is overstated. Tinker 
officials helped develop the C-5 cost estimate. ''hey tated that none of their existing facilities , 
except the corrosion control facility, can acco~n~.,date 1:: -5 aircraft. While ccorrosion facility 
could provide space to work on two C-5 aircrafi , personnel in the building would be unable to 
perform their primary corrosion control missior~ Thc~y also said the aircraft can not be 
overhauled outside because of high winds tha,t often <:[)me through the area. Tinker officials 
advised, however that new construction could be a.coitit=d if the Air Force would send the C-5 
workload to the private sector. 

:Navy Interservice Use of Tinker Air Force B'gg 

Strategic Communications Wing One: has a cc.~llocated a wing of E-6 aircraft on Tinker. 
Collocation allows utilization of depot support and joint training programs. Currently about 15 
percent of Tinker's engine workload results froin i11ten;ervice agreements with the Navy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

General Burpee presented a briefing on behal f sf the community. The group was 
concerned that the Air Force downsize alterna,tive would relocate workload from a tier I (most 
valued) to a tier 111 depot. General Burpee also said ]he community has additional land available 
adjacent the base perimeter which could be gi.c =.n to the depot for expansion. He recalled how 
the community on previous occasions donatcztl land I :I the base. 

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESUL'TCl!lil_VI.!jJT: 

Continue to validate the Air Force numbers. 

Glenn I:~~oepj'~ t : ,  Cross Service Team, 4 April 1995 
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BROOKS AIFI FOR.C:E BASE 
' SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

D COMMISSIONER; 

Commissioner Ben Montoya 

, OMPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Joe Robles 
Commissioner Wendi Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Les Farrington, Cross Service Team . 
,.,&w Craig Hall, Air Force Team 

Joe Varallo, Cross Service Team 

wfl LIST OF ATTENDEES; 

Fleeted oficialslstarff; 
San Antonio Mayor Nelson Wolff 
U. S, Senator Phil Grarnrn's staff: Bill Christian, Scott Keith 
U. S. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison's staff: P~tllw 1 koilo 
U. S. Representative Frank Tejeda's staff: NicE Dam:ter 
U. S. Representative Henry Bonilla's staff: Phil Ricks 

Brooks emp-ntatives: 
International Association of Fire Fighters: Tel-ry Shippey 
AFGE Local 1757: Dino Urdialez 

Brooks/HSC st& 
B Gen Belihar Col Smogur 
Mr. Grann Lt. Col. Hartranft 
Col. Irving Col. Binion 
Dr. Godfi-ey Col. Poharnus 
Col. Jones 
Col. Morlang A.F. Center for Envi~'ar~n~~~~:lRxcellence: Col. Gorges 

I Col. Hudson 
Col. Antonio 



PREsENT MISSION OF BAfm 

Among its many hctions,  Brooks is the home of the I-lurnan Systems Center (HSC) of the Air 
Force Material Command. HSC conducts scienti fic imci technical research related to the 
integration of human factors in Air Force systems. A Y:e:y component of the HSC is Armstrong 
L,aboratory, one of the four Air Force superlak~s, which conducts both in-house and contracted 
basic, exploratory and advanced development rlesearch. In addition, the HSC oversees the 
LJSAF School of Aerospace Medicine, the Air Fc)rce Center for Environmental Excellence and 
tlle Air Force medical support agency, among other tenants and bc t ions  at Brooks. 

C3ose Brooks AFB. Relocate the Human Systen~s Clerltler (HSC), including the School of 
Aerospace Medicine and the Arrnstrong Labondl3ry, tt 'Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. However, 
some portion of the Manpower and Personnel fu.nctior~, and the Air Force Drug Test laboratory, 
may relocate to other locations. The 68th Intelli Zence Squadron will relocate to Kelly AFB, 
Texas. The Air Force Center for Environmenita Ex.cr llence will relocate to Tyndall AFB, 
Florida. The 710th Intelligence Flight (AFRl3S r will re:locate to Lackland AFB, Texas. The 
hyperbaric chamber operation, including associated pt rsonnel, will relocate to Lackland AFB, 
Texas. All activities and facilities at the base i1nc:luding family housing and the medical facility 
will close. 

fp- -3 

'fie Air Force has more laboratory capacity thar. nece ss;ary to support current and projected Air 
Force research requirements. When compared to the i~ttributes desirable in laboratory activities, 
the Armstrong Lab and Human Systems Center opera~:icsns at Brooks AFB contributed less to Air 
Force needs as measured by such areas as worldload rc::quirements, facilities and personnel.. As 
an installation, Brooks ranked lower than the other c:ategories than the other bases in the 
Laboratory and Product Center subcategory. 

AIN FACII JTIES REVIEWED; 
'fie day began with a briefing by General Belihx and the Command staff at Brooks. 
The tour included: (In-between building visits, a windshield tour was conducted of housing 
areas and new construction, and other areas.) 
1) United States Air Force School of Aerospace Medicnne (SAM) (Bldg 180) 
2) Crew Technology Division (Bldg 170) 
3) Aerospace Physiology Department (Bldg li 6C ) 
4) Veterinary Sciences Division (Bldg 125) 
5) Occupational and Environmental Health Dirc ctoral t: (Bldg 140) 
15) Hangar 9 (Museum) for Human Systems d,i:q:llay 
7) Directed Energy Branch (Bldg 1 184) 



I 

I At the officers' club, the commissioners were brl efed by Mayor Wolff and community leaders 
on an option for cantonment of Armstrong Lab i:l lieu of complete closure of Brooks. AAer the 
community's presentation, the commissioners hcr.ld a 1 5-minute press conference. 

Ille day's activities began at approximately 7::00 am, imd ended at approximately 1 1 : 15 am. 

l l e re  were no significant issues discovered dlui ~g the visit that had been previously unknown. 
l l e  following issues were discussed for clarifici: tion: 

Military value: The methodology used by DOIC: for assessing the military value of Brooks as a 
laboratory is questionable. Brooks does not havl: an al:tive runway since most of its activities are 
laboratory related. As a result, Brooks may have been] unnecessarily penalized. There are 
several active runways at military installationis in and ,xound San Antonio. 

Mission uniqueness: The mission at Brooks is unique and necessary. Its functions can be 
transferred, but will not disappear. Its researc.h is cctnsidered essential in developing human- 
oriented equipment. 

f :\ Loss of synergy with San Antonio military community: If the Human Systems Center and 
tks t rong  Laboratory relocates to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, its synergy with the large 

9 1 1  San Antonio military and civilian biomedical commurtities will be lost. 

I'ersonnel loss: Key civilian scientific perso~mr:l will be lost if the lab relocates as significant 
turnover is expected. Many of these personnel I- ave: atdvanced degrees and years of specialized 
experience. 

Potential loss of accreditation: It may take rnaliy yea-:; for the lab to become re-accredited, if it 
relocates. Merely to obtain basic laboratory re- zertifi ci~tion by EPA and other governmental 
agencies and professional associations and entities wil take a minimum of 4 to 5 years. Some of 
the current lab facilities were "grandfathered" mto e:x i sling regulatory requirements. Fulfillment 
of the labs mission will suffer. 

Actual military construction costs at Wright- Pattell-son: Military construction costs at 
Wright-Patterson will be high as most of Anrlstlong I ,ab will have to be replicated at there. 
Much of the lab equipment requires specia1izc:tl and expensive facilities. A detailed transition 
plan has not been completed and a detailed site: :;uwe:,r js only now being conducted by Air 
Force. Brooks officials estimate that it may require rrlore than twice the $103 million originally 
estimated by the Air Force. Further, there is a ];lotent la1 risk associated with moving some of the 
sophisticated laboratory equipment and supportit.lg l~hping due to its age. 



San Antonio synergy--it is a one-of-a-kind bioml::dical c;~omrnunity. 

Under the community's cantonment plan, the Armstrong Lab and Human Systems Center would 
be retained at Brooks, while the remainder of lBr(r)oks v~iould close and other tenants would 
relocate. Base operating support operations wou Id be managed by nearby Kelly Air Force Base. 
The community argues it is more cost-effective fbr the Iiib to remain in San Antonio as 
cantonment offers an immediate return on investment lvs. 7 years under DOD's recommendation. 
The one-time cost to canton, according to cornm~mity Iigures, would be $1 1 million vs. $1 85 
nlillion if the lab were to relocate. 

BKOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A WSUJIT OF VIST:6; 

Review all options discussed by community. 
Obtain COBRAS from Air Force. 

Jost:ph 'V~iri~llo, Cross Service Team, 10 April 95 
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INSTALLATION MISSION 

The San Antonio Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Kelly Air Force Base. The 
center manages aircraft , engines, stock item:;: weapcms (nuclear ordnance), and depot 
maintenance programs. The center's depot aLc; tivity also repairs a variety of aircraft, aircraft 
engines and weapon system components. Suil:~por.te~j aircraft include the F-5, F-16, C-5 and C- 
1 7. Previously the San Antonio center suplpo~-ted the B-52, however the workload has been 
transferred to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. Kelly Air Force Base is also home to the 
433rd Airlift Wing (AF Reserve) which flies 1:-5 arrcraft., the 149th Fighter Group and a DLA 
Distribution Depot. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

. - Downsize San Antonio Air Logistics C~xter l.ie 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission wouId have resulted in the ~;.onsoijtiation of the following workload to San 
Antonio: (1) foundry operations, (2) i~ith~strial dant equipment software, and (3) plating. 
Correspondence from the Air Force Hearlquarlers, in response to Commission questions, 
indicates that San Antonio will be transfkrimg part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) automatic test equipment. sofiv,rare, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 



%) 

(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and 

w hydraulics/pneumatics. 

Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) the Air Force Inspection 
, . Agency and Air Force Safety Office from !Kiltland ,4Jr Force Base, (2) the Defense Nuclear 

Agency (field Command) fiom Kirtland Air 'l:orc:e f3ase, and the 68th Intelligence Squadron 
fiom Brooks Air Force Base. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted ir exce 5s depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignmenlts will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of lioc:ation$. allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs. The net efifi=ci of f i t :  realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to elimi1n;3ite 3'7 1 maduction lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to tir:r~olish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These: consoli illitions will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depol capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots ;uld a r~duction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 

, J ~  "a Kirtland and Brooks Air Force Bases rated low rel;~ltive to other bases in the Laboratory 

wu: Product Center category. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

'fie San Antonio ALC has considerable engin: test m~dl repair capabilities. Advanced he1 
iiccessories test and repair facilities were toureti.. Facilities are capable of testing and calibrating 
fuel accessories for T56, TF39 and Fl 00 engines and iiiirfiame fuel accessories. The work is 
performed in unique explosion-proof buildings. 

'fie San Antonio ALC machine shop and fotriclry rnan.ufactures and repairs engine and aircraft 
parts to support critical depot maintenance wor:Lloa.ds. Center Staff listed several examples of 
parts manufactured by San Antonio in a fiact.io:tl of the time and cost than what could be done by 
.the private sector. 

The Staff toured the C-5 hanger, the largest fr~:c.:: stmtli:ng hanger in existence. This hanger is 
capable of accommodating any aircraft in the D oD i nlrentory. 

Commission staff also toured the plating shop, bladt: and vane rework, chemical cleaning, 
sheetmetal manufacturing and repair, physical scienc r: lab, two level maintenance repair facility, 

, cryptologic repair facility, Defense informati~on proc:r:ssing Megacenter , and nuclear weapons 
directorate. 



\ 

Tlle Center and Commission staffs conducted ext1:nsivt (iiscussions of the impact of the DoD 
B M C  recommendation on Kelly AFB. The rrlos;t recent version (1 1 April ) of the Air Force 
B M C  recommendation will result in the follolv\ring lames: 

function 
physical science lab 
harness cable manufacture 
sheet metal manufacture 
composites 
machine manufacture 

' Software 
ATE software 
tubing mfg. 
plating 
paintldepaint 
cleaning 
ma.chine repair 
inspection 
engine 
hydraulic 

) electrolmechanical 

personnel 
20 
2 
6 
12 
3 1 
4 
46 
1 
20 
16 
10 
80 
5 0 
112 
4 
0 

square footage 
7 K  
.8K 
3K 
3K 
6K 
.3K 
6K 
1K 
19K 
0 
9K 
35K 
26K 
135K 
3K 
5K 

The Center staff and Commander stated that the ~x3rUoi ~d transfers and personnel losses are 
reasonable and achievable. 

During discussions the Center Staff pointed out lhat AS -ALC has the lowest direct labor1 
overhead costs of all the ALC's -- $58.44/hour a n d  *at ';an Antonio is the only air logistics 
center not on the national priorities list. The ALL: C:orn~nimder also provided the Commission 
stafy with a letter of commendation from the Fecier 31 L.abor Relations Authority for reducing the 
number of unfair labor practices by 90%. 

MAJOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Center Staff stated that the Kelly AFB Real Propeity M:~i.ntenance Account (RPMA) cost, as 
reported in the DoD BRAC justification material is incorrect. The BRAC justification states a 
Kelly RPMA cost of nearly $17 million; substantj~dly imore than any other ALC installation. The 
Kelly Center staff indicate that RPMA costs are clc ser to $5-7 million per year. Commission 
Staff recommended that Center Staff advise the ,4E'hdC! a rid Air Staff of the cost discrepancy. 

Glenn Knc1epfle:'Clross ServiceTeam/05/06/95 10:08 AM 
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STAFF VISIT REPORT 

ARMSTRONG LABORATORY 
WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE 

MESA, ARIZONA 

7 APRIL 95 

Craig Hall, Air Force Team 
Joe Varallo, Cross Service Team 

Dr. Dee Andrews, Technical Director, Armstrong Lab 
Colonel Lynn Carroll, Chief, Aircrew Training Division, Williams 

Itepresentatives of the Education Research Training Consortium met with DBCRC staff briefly: 
Ilr. Backus, Arizona State University ' Mr. Kornovich, University of North Dakota 
Mr. Lynn Kusy, Williams Aviation 
Mr. Marcus Del-Artino, Phoenix Office of U.S. Rep. Hayworth 

I'RESENT MISSION OF BASE; 

Williams Air Force Base is currently closed. The Armstrong Laboratory operates its Aircrew 
Training Division (ATRD) as a stand-alone, research-only facility, at what is now officially 
called the Williams Gateway Airport. 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment law directed that the ATRD move to Orlando, 
Florida. The law stipulated the move must be completed the summer of 1997. Since 1991, the 
Air Force has re-reconsidered the cost-effectiveness of this decision, and with the BRAC 95 
round, DOD has recommended keeping the laboratory at its present location as a stand-alone 
facility. 

Williams Gateway Airport currently has an active commercial and civil aviation sector. ATRD 
relies upon Luke AFB, the largest fighter pilot base in the world (50 miles away), and the Tucson 
Guard and Reserve Test Center (90 miles away) as sources of fighter pilots for scientific 
effectiveness and operational relevance studies. The Williams-Luke synergy is important to the 
rnission success of ATRDIWilliams. 

-d Also established at Williams is a consortium of six institutions of higher education that is 
devoted to aviation education, research and training. 



Change the recommendation of the BRAC 91 law to keep the Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew 
Training Research Facility in its present location as a stand-alone activity. 

It was discovered that the facilities at Orlando, Florida, where Williams would have been moved 
to by BRAC 91, were not available at the estimated cost. In addition, Navy decision s in the 
:BRAC 93 reduced the number of pilots necessary for this facility's work. 

Facilities at both Luke AFB and Williams were toured. 

Luke: 
1) Simulator for Air-to-Air combat 

' 2) Training Systems Center 

Ql 
3) Falcon Academics Building 

Williams: 
1) Tempest Area 
2) Simulator Area (A- 1 0) 

There were no unknown issues discovered during discussions. However, the following issues, 
among others, were discussed for clarification. 

Military value: DoD considered facility reuse as a factor in its current 95 recommendation, 
which is specifically prohibited by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. 
However, it appears the consortium will continue to exist and grow whether or not Armstrong is 
located at Williams. This matter is unresolved. 

Williams to Luke: It appears that space exists for many of the functions at ArmstrongIWilliams 
to be transferred to Luke. A move would greatly benefit the pilot community, and costs to move 
could be kept low. A COBRA run would need to be undertaken. The employees at Williams 
would support this option. For flight simulation systems and relate technologies, Williams is 
considered the architect, and Luke the engineer. 



?he community is strongly behind the Williams re-use plan. They maintain Armstrong is 
integral to its plan. 

OUBTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF 

Review all options discussed by community. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

McCLELLAN AFB 

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

18 APRIL, 1995 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Glenn Knoepfle 
Reese 

David Olson 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

MG John Phillips 
Mr. Ken Dumas 
Mr. Jim Barone 
Ms Anne Thompson 
Col. Ken Pribyla 
Mr. Bruce Nadler 
Mr. Jim Hall 
Mr. Garry Gerick 
Ltc Pat Jenkins 
Lt Col Fred Francisico 
Lt Col Carl Gericke 
Mr. Terry Glenn 
Ms Dianne Margetts 
Mr. Steve Bennett 

INSTALLATION MISSION: 

The Sacramento Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on McClellan Air Force Base. 
The center provides worldwide logistics management and depot maintenance for the F-4, F-22, 
FIEF-1 1 1, F-117, A-7 and A-1 0 aircraft. The center also provides depot maintenance work on 
surveillance and warning systems, ground communication and electronic equipment, and radar. 
Also located at McClellan are the 938th engineering Installation squadron, 4th Air Force and the 
940th Air Refueling Wing. 



) DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

w Realign McClellan Air Force Base. Relocate the 129th Rescue Group from Moffett Federal 
Airfield Guard Station, California. Relocate the 162nd Combat Communication Group and 
the 149th Combat Communication Squadron from North Highlands Air Guard Station, 
California. 

r Downsize Sacramento Air Logistics Center . The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consol.idation of the following workload at 
Sacramento: (1) composites and plastics, (2) hydraulics, (3) instruments and displays, (4) 
electrical/mechanical support equipment, and (5) injection molding. Correspondence from 
the Air Force headquarters, in response to Commission staff questions, indicates that 
Sacramento will be transferring part of the following work to other centers: (1)airborne 
electronic automatic equipment software, (2) avionics, (3) sheetmetal repair, (4) sheetmetal 
manufacturing, (5) tubing manufacturing, (6)  machine manufacturing, (7)plating, (8) 
electronic manufacturing, (9) electrical manufacturing and (10) foundry operations, 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

At Moffet Federal Airfield, the 129th Rescue Group provides manpower for the airfield's 
crash, fue and rescue, air traffic controI, and security police service and pays a portion of the 
total associated costs. The 129th also pays a share of other base operation costs. These costs 
have risen significantly since NAS Moffett realigned to Moffett Federal Airfield, and can be 
avoided it the unit is moved to an active duty airfield. 

The relocation of the 162nd Combat Communication Group and the 149th Combat 
Communication Squadron will provide more cost-effective basing arrangements that 
presently exists by avoiding some of the costs associated with maintaining the installation. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs, The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 



Tlle tour of instruments / displays night vision maintenance facilities featured McClellan ALC's 
ability to test and repair a fill range of pressure, humidity and time measurement instnunents; 
artd flight control and navigational instruments; and flight data cockpit recorders. The tour of 
hydraulics facilities has the ability to support both ground equipment and aircraft. 

The Commission staff noted considerable unused/available capacity. When questioned, 
McClellan personnel indicated that there is approximately 50 % available capacity, using the 
stimdard DoD definition of capacity. They also stated that McClellan could assume 75 % more 
work if there were full utilization of available workspace. 

Commission staff toured McClellan's considerable and unique capabilities to perform non- 
de:structive inspection (NDI). The NDI processes performed at McClellan include magnetic 
penetrant, magnetic rubber, ultrasonic, eddy current, x-ray and neruton radiography. McClellan 
has two large programmable robots capable of inspecting complete fighter-sized aircraft for 
cracks and corrosion. The neutron radiography facility is a unique DoD facility capable of 
detecting hydrogen inside of parts, assemblies and aircraft. The neutron radiography facility 
appears to have private sector applications, to include brain cancer treatment demonstrated 
though promising research by University of California. 

The staff toured the F-1 1 1 and A-1 0 aircraft maintenance capability. The F-1 1 1 is planned to 
be phased out of the inventory in FY 1996. 

McClellan has considerable printed wire board, radar, radio and satellite control capability. 
McClellan has the capability to manufacture, test and repair every type of circuit board found in 
industry. The Commission staff noted considerable unused1 available capacity. 

Commission staff also toured plating, injection molding, composite repair, metal casting and 
sheet metal manufacturing and repair facilities. 

The Commission Staff towed the microelectronics engineering facility. This facility has 
demonstrated effective reverse engineering techniques. 

The Commission Staff received a briefing on the environmental condition of McClellan. The 
hydrology of the rock upon which McClellan is built and the dependence of California on its 
watertable creates a difficult environmental problem. McClellan officials state the environmental 
problems are currently contained using new technology to pump and treat water. 

The Commission staff received a briefing on the Air Force BRAC recommendation to downsize 
the Sacramento ALC. The BRAC recommendation will result in 200,000 square feet of depot 
spixe to be mothballed. In addition to the BRAC recommendations, 1.4 million square feet will 
be mothballed, made available to others or demolished. 

The BRAC recommendation will result in the elimination of 521 personnel positions in the 
depot. The 1 1 April version of the Air Force BRAC recommendation will result in the 
realignment of the following commodities and personnel out of the Sacramento ALC: 1 - 



' 
Hydraulics (59 personnel), 2 - tubing (2 personnel), 3 - avionics (21 personnel), 4 - machine 
manufacturing (50 personnel), 5 - foundry (7 personnel), 6 -instruments / displays (221 
personnel) 7- airborne electronics (1 08 personnel), 8 - electro mech support equipment (9 r. personnel), 9- plating (5 personnel), 10 - sheetmetal repair and manufacturing (17 personnel). 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Sacramento ALC appears to have significant unused1 available capacity in all of the 
commodity work currently performed at the Center. Center Staff stated that several 
commodity areas have 50 percent available capacity. Capacity utilization is likely to decline 
as the F- 1 1 1 leaves the inventory in 1996. 
Sacramento ALC officials claim the Center was rated number one by the Joint Cross Service 
Group for functional value 
Sacramento ALC officials claim that the Center was rated number two by the Air Force for 
functional value 

Reese, Cross Service Team 04/25/95 9: 15 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

STAFF VISIT REPORT 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

CHAMBERSBURG. PA. 

18 MAY 1995 

Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team 

LI ST OF ATTENDEES: 

14s. Hallie Bunk, Chief BRAC Office, Letterkenny 
Mr. Ed Averill, Chief, Ammo Directorate, Letterkenny 
h4r. James (Bill) Bunn, CTX PM Army TACMS, 1,etterkenny Tactical Misssile Center 

'CI' 
Mr. Bill Stone, Consultant employed by LSA 

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 M109 Howitzers into the Paladin configuration. 
The depot's Directorate of Ammunition Operations stores, ships, and demilitarizes 
ammunition; and maintains and up-rounds n~issiles. 
Letterkenny supports more than 15 tenants, including a DLA distribution depot and DISA 
megacenter. 

DOD 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 regarding the consolidating of tactical missile 
maintenance at Letterkenny by transferring missile guidance workload to Tobyhanna Army 

w Depot. 
5/25/95 

1 



DOD JUSTIFICATION: Letterkenny Army Depot is one of the Army's five maintenance 

t I  depots and one of three ground vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of the ground 
mi~intenance 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 conso1id;ition of ground combat workload at a single 
depot. 

The ground vehicle maintenance capacity ofthe three depots currently exceeds 
programmed work requirements by the equivalent of one or two depots. The heavy combat 
vehicle mission fiom Anniston cannot be absorbed at Letterkenny without major construction 
artd facility renovations. Available maintenance capacity at Anniston and Tobyhanna makes the 
realignment of Letterkenny the most logical in terms of military value and cost 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. 

M C D  : 

w Ammunition Management Office 
ATACMS and Sidewinder Uprounding Facility, Tactical Missile storage area 
Strategic Business Office 1 BRAC Implementation Office 

LIgr ' 

The facility that the Army currently uses for uprounding of ATAMS missiles was built in 
the mid 70's for support of the Nike / Hercules missile. The ATACMS uprounding mission 
transferred to Letterkenny from Anniston in 1993. The building is approximately 25,000 square 
fi:et. The missile enters one end of the building, passes through several different work stations 
and exits on the other end. Overhead 5-ton cranes pass the uploaded missile fiom station to 
station. The building requires ceilings to be at least 12 feet high to enable movement and lifting 
of the munitions. The building is humidity and temperature controlled. Six personnel are 
assigned to this work. 

Staff also toured the Sidewinder uprounding building which the Army uses for 
uprounding of Air Force owned missiles. The upcoming June 1 base visit to Letterkenny will 
btegin at this location. The Army plans to demonstrate to the Commissioners HARM, 
SPARROW and SIDEWINDER uprounding procedures. 

The Letterkenny ammunition directorate currently employs 169 personnel, compared to 
an authorization of 179. Of this total, 48 personnel are involved in missile disassembly, storage, 

1(1I11 testing, and uprounding, 

5/25/95 
2 



Letterkenny's ammunition directorate has 902 igloos, of which 122 are currently used for 
storage of tactical missiles and component parts. About half of the igloos may be needed for 
storage of tactical missile systems by fiscal year 1999. The Army is currently trying to validate 'I* 
the projected fiscal year 1999 storage requirement for tactical missiles at Letterkenny. 
Preliminary numbers are estimated at about 1,000,000 square feet. 

I asked the Letterkenny personnel what 490 personnel would be doing post BRAC 95, 
assuming DOD's recommendation to realign Letterkenny is approved. Letterkenny personnel 
replied that they anticipate an increase in the missile disassembly and uprouding missile 
workload mission. Specifically, they expect to receive expanded responsibility for Patriot, 
Hawk, Maverick, Hellfire, AMMRAM, and TOW missile systems. Under DOD's proposal, 
Le:tterkenny personnel believe they will eventually disassemble and assemble all of these 
systems. Failed guidance and control sections will be sent to Tobyhanna for depot-level repairs, 
and then returned to Letterkenny for assembly, uprounding and possibly storage. 

The Army is currently trying to validate the projected fiscal year 1999 storage 
requirement for tactical missiles at Letterkenny. Preliminary numbers are estimated at about 
1,000,000 square feet. 

C g S  
The Letterkenny BRAC office provided a chart indicating the depot expects to be 

assigned 1205 direct labor man years by FY 1999 --. 543 man years for Patriot and Hawk work 
which Letterkenny performed prior to BRAC 93,43 1 man years for depot repairs of tactical 
missile systems resulting from the BRAC 93 consolidation effort, 27 man years for the Paladin 
partnership program which is due for completion in October 1998, and 204 man years for 

'(I projected combat vehicle workload. Briefing chart is attached. The Letterkenny BRAC also 
provided a Tactical Missile Consolidation spreadsheet showing the quarterly man year break-out 
for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. Copy is attached. 

According to the Letterkenny officials, the savings estimates to be generated from 
completion of the tactical missile consolidation have not been updated recently. The most recent 
sa.vings estimate was developed in 1992 and predicted recurring annual savings of $32 million. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

LlEAD Coalition members plan to present the Commission with briefing materials which take 
issue with the Army's COBRA for closing Tobyhanna and transferring electronics work to 
Letterkenny. The proposal to incorporate Tobyhanna's mission within Letterkenny's 
in.fi-astructure assumes that DLA would be willing to vacate several warehouses currently being 
used by the DLA. It is not certain that DLA would want to dispose of these buildings. 

Glenn KnoepfleICross Service Team 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

w NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER, AIRCRAFT DIVISION 
and 

NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE CENTER, RDT&E 
DIVISION DETACHMENT 

WARMINSTER, P ENNSYLVAVIA 

OPEN WATER TEST FACILITY., ORELAND, PENNSYLVANIA 

APRIL 7,1995 

(:ommissioner A1 Cornella 

A A M IONER: 

None. 

(COMMISSION STAFF: 

'W' 
Mr. Lester C. Farrington, Cross Service Team Analyst 
Mr. David Epstein, Navy Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

IqAWC Reuresentativa 
(:APT William L. McCracken, Commander 
'Thomas Castaldi-Executive Director 
Stuart Simon-Deputy Director 
Franz Bonn-Transition Manager 
.loseph Cody-Base Transition Office 
Richard Coughlan-Head of Acoustics Dev. 
:David Polish-Public Affairs Officer 
'Thomas Milhous-Head of Crew Systems 
Dr. Philip Whitley-Crew Systems 
Herb Seligman-Navigational Systems Dev. 
Steve Ganop-Integrated Navigation Systems 
Jim Eck-Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance 

Center, RDT&E Div. Detachment 

%,":s","$,"t,"f essman James Greenwood's Staff 8th District 



IVAWC Aircraft Division is the principal Navy research, development, test and evaluation center 
for aircraft, airborne anti-submarine warfare and aircraft systems. The Naval Command, Control 
and Ocean Surveillance Center is a high-accuracy navigation sensor laboratory that conducts 
research and development of new technology sensors, including various types of gyros. 
NAWC's Open Water Test Facility tests active arid passive transducers and sonobuoy 
subsystems. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Close the NAWC, Aircraft Division, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate appropriate hct ions,  
personnel, equipment, and support to other technical activities, primarily the Naval Air Warfare 
Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland. 

Close the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center and relocate appropriate 
fimctions, personnel equipment, and support to other technical activities, primarily the Naval 
Clommand, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Div., San Diego, California; and the 
Naval Oceanographic Ofice, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi. 

c4 Close the NAWC's Open Water Test Facility in Oreland, Pennsylvania. 

Overall reduction in operational forces and sharp decline of the Navy budget through FY 2001 is 
resulting in reduced technical workload and excess capacity. These closures complete the 
process of realignment initiated in BRAC 91. Excess capacity is being reduced by eliminating 
redundant capability and requirements that can be rnet elsewhere in Navy. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

NAVIGATION LABORATORY(NRAD) 
Inertial Navigation Test Facility 
Global Positioning System Laboratory 
Ships Motion Test Facility 

CREW SYSTEMS FACILITIES 
Human Centrifuge 
Dynamic Flight Simulator 

OPEN WATER TEST FACILITY (not viewed by Messrs. Cornella and Epstein) 



The primary issue revolves around control over and Navy use of the major RDT&E facilities at r. NAWC-Warminster that are unique and may be needed to meet current and future Navy 
requirements. Three structures--the Inertial Navigation Facility, Centrifuge and Dynamic Flight 
Simulator--were retained after BRAC 91 . These facilities are massive and cannot cost- 

r . _ *  .* > e.ffectively be moved. Closure and excessing of the facilities provides the opportunity for 
v , 4  p;.; . , transfer to the public educational or commercial sectors , and thus maintaining access by Navy 

1 # a:.i: : on as as-needed basis. During BRAC 91, it was decided that these facilities be retained. A reuse 
p:lan for NAWC has been prepared for business arid recreational use. 

While BRAC 95 closes the remainder of NAWC-Warrninster, the issue is that whatever activity 
ends up controlling the aforementioned R&D facilities, the Navy wants to have priority use of 
these unique facilities to meet their requirements. However, a potential issue may develop over 
the extent that the Navy will have to h d  these activities after the facility is closed. 

While closure of the Open Water Test Facility at Cbreland and transfer of workload to Crane, 
Indiana is not an issue, a fixed tow rail in combination with a quiet ambient noise level is needed. 
The tow rail exists at Oreland and not at Crane. It can be purchased or moved depending 
whichever is more cost-effective. NAWC plans to recommend to Navy that Crane be given 
B U C  funding to upgrade their in water facility with a fixed tow rail to transition flow noise 

;' ) testing from NAWCYs Oreland facility. This was apparently an oversight in developing closure 

V pl(ans for NAWC Warminster during BRAC 95. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

None. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESUJ,T OF VISIT: 

Follow-up with Navy to substantiate fbture requirements for the major facilities to be left at 
NAWC Warminster. Also review justification and cost information of upgrading the Crane 
facility if formally presented to DBCRC. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION IIEPOT - LETTERKENNY 

24 MARCH 1995 

,41 Cornella 

None 

COMMISSION: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team Analyst 

-1 Senator Rick Santorum 
Congressman Bud Shuster 
Col James P. Fairall, Commander, Letterkenny Army Depot 
LTC Leslie Carlow, Commander, Defense Distribution Depot - Letterkenny 
Mr. Peter Scott, General Manager, United Defense, Paladin Production Division - Letterkenny 
Mr. Robert Shively, Chief, Vehicles Shop Division, Directorate of Maintenance, Letterkenny 

Army Depot 
Mr. David Goodman, Chief, Missile Electronics Shop Division, Directorate of Maintenance, 

Letterkemy Army Depot 
Ms. Hallie Bunk, Chief BRAC Implementation Office, Letterkenny Army Depot 
Mr. Ed Averill, Chief Ammunition Storage Directorate, Letterkenny Army Depot 

SION: 

Letterkenny's maintenance depot overhauls tactical missiles, artillery systems, and other 
support equipment to like-new condition fctr 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 

i personnel to modify MI09 Howitzers into the Paladin configuration. 



- 
least 28 acres of flat open land space. Commission staff will follow-up to determine how 

/ 
Tobyhanna might accomplish Patriot testing. 

*I # About $26.6 million has already been expended to facilitate the tactical missile 
maintenance consolidation -- $4.9 million for building renovation, $4.0 million to move 72 
personnel and their families from the losing activities, $7.5 million to recruit and train about 

,- 190 newly hired electronics technicians, $6.1 million to transport and install equipment from 8 
different losing sites, and $4.1 million for procurement of new equipment. Also, equipment 
valued at about $100 million has been recovered from 8 losing sites and then installed at 
I~tterkenny . 

In accordance with the BRAC 1993 recommendation, Letterkenny continues to perform 
major overhaul and maintenance on small to medium tracked vehicles. In addition the depot 
refurbishes a variety of wheeled vehicles that transport Army missile systems and components. 

A tour of the vehicle shops disclosed that the depot recently completed construction of a new 
high tech painting booth costing $6.2 million. [~tterkemy has one of three DOD X-ray 
facilities for examining the quality of steel welded products. The vehicle shops total more 
than 350,000 square feet of work space. 

Letterkenny has established an ongoing teaming arrangement with a private sector fm, 
United Defense, to produce 630 upgraded M109A6 Paladin artillery systems. Under this 

C&kld arrangement, dubbed "Paladin Enterprise" the old gun turret is removed in Letterkenny shops. 
The Letterkenny shop overhauls the chassis to like new condition and returns it the 

contractor. 

United Defense fabricates a new turret at its York, Pennsylvania plant, and sends the 
turret to the Letterkenny depot , where it is outfitted with new wiring, hydraulic hosing and 
component parts. The completed turret is then installed on a refurbished chassis received from 
the Letterkenny vehicle shop. Lastly, the completed system is test driven and fired on the 
Letterkemy test track and range. The joint project has saved the taxpayers about $15 million 
and is scheduled for completion in October 1998. 

Discussions with Letterkenny and United Defense officials revealed that 120 more 
systems could be upgraded if contract options are exercised. United Defense is also looking to 
expand its business into other tracked vehicle systems. The company is closing its California 
production facility and consolidating its work at the York, Pennsylvania plant, which is located 
about 50 miles from Letterkenny. The company manager indicated that United Defense has 
produced and worked on all current tracked vehicles used by the U. S. military except the 
main M1 battle tank. 
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) Windshield Tour of Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny facilities including selected 
vehicle storage yards 

- Ammunition storage area (staff visit only) 
I I ~  : -. .: ; 
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e..?fr, +. . 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 

- * 4 ,  ' 
2 5& 

* - - 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 guidance and control sections will be removed 
from uprounded missiles stored at Letterkeny, or other established storage locations and then 
trucked to Tobyhanna for repair and overhaul. The repaired sections would be returned to the 
storage site for uprounding. Vehicles which provide the platforms for missiles or command 
and control apparatus for Army missile systems 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 retain conventional ammunition and tactical missile 
storage and disassembly at Letterkenny. Based on the Army's COBRA model, personnel 

, authorizations of 490 civilian and one military would be retained at Letterkenny to support the 
realigned ammunition storage mission. 

. * cal W e  M D :  

BRAC 93 established Letterkenny as the consolidated DOD depot for tactical missile 
maintenance. SimiIar workloads conducted at 12 different locations were to be consolidated at 
Letterkenny. The depot has made substantial progress toward implementing the missile 
maintenance consolidation plan. As of March 1995, workload transfers for 12 of the 21 
missile systems designated for consolidation at Letterkenny have been completed. 
Maintenance work on 10 of the transferred systems have completed first article testing and are 
in full production. Workloads for 9 more missile systems are scheduled to transfer during the 
period FY 1995 through FY 1998. By FY 1999, the consolidated missile maintenance work 
will provide Letterkenny about 760 million direct labor manhours of work. Letterkenny has 
work spaces totaling 290,000 square feet for repair and overhaul of guidance and control 
sections. Interservicing, now accounts for 35 percent of the total tactical missile maintenance 
workload. Upon completion of the consolidation effort, about 55 percent of the total workload 
will be derived from Interservicing actions. 

Letterkenny has established radar testing ranges to integrate all subsystems of 
overhauled Patriot missile systems. According to the Letterkenny officials this requires at 



) The depot's Directorate of Ammunition Operations stores, ships, and demilitarizes 
ammunition; and maintains and up-rounds missiles. 

w Letterkenny supports more than 15 tenants, including a DLA distribution depot and DISA 
megacenter. 

Realign Letterkenny Anny Depot by transferring the towed and self-propelled combat 
vehicle mission to Anniston Army Depot. 

r 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. 

Letterkenny Army Depot is one of the Army's five maintenance depots and one of p:. 
) three ground vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of the ground maintenance facilities 

has become increasingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy combat vehicle maintenance 

q@ 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 Letterkemy the most logical in terms of military value and cost 
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 tiisassembly and storage mission. It capitalizes 
on Tobyhanna's electronics focus and retains DOD missile system repair at a single Army 
depot. 

Letterkenny Army Depot Missile Electronjcs Shops Division 1 Letterkenny Army Depot Vehicle Shops Division 

w United Defense Enterprise for Paladin Conversion 



The distribution depot is comprised of 29 masonry warehouses and 60 covered storage 
shelters. The depot is about 73 percent full. About 49 percent of the distribution depot's 
bi~siness is derived from the Letterkenny maintenance depot. They are currently receiving 
supply items from Lexington - Bluegrass Army which was closed during BRAC 88. 

The distribution depot is responsible for the storage of approximately 7500 vehicles of 
various types and in conditions ranging brand new to unserviceable awaiting major overhaul or 
disposal. Outside vehicle storage covers about 100 acres, and presently 33 acres are occupied. 
The depot vehicle parking grounds are either blacktop or packed gravel. They have no 

cement hard stand storage. Based on DLA's military value, the Letterkemy distribution depot 
was ranked third from a total of 17 distribution depots collocated with a maintenance depot. 
While, the ktterkemy Distribution Depot is a h.ighly valued DLA resource, if the 
I~tterkenny maintenance depot mission is terminated, the distribution depot would also no 
llonger be needed. 

The Letterkenny Army Depot believes it received a lower military value rating because 
its capacity was low, compared to other Army Depots. If capacity were based on the number 
of useable square feet, instead of workstations, the Letterkemy Army Depot would be ranked 
among the most valuable. For example a single bay could accommodate two work positions 
;and a large tracked vehicle or 50 workstations configured to repair hundreds of individual 
circuit cards. 

The Letterkenny Army Depot workload fell off during the 1991 and 1992 time period 
due the "on again 1 off again" transfer of missile work from Anniston Army Depot. During 
this time, ktterkemy transferred some vehicle work to other areas, anticipating missile work 
in its place. However the transfer of missile work was challenged by Anniston labor unions 
and a court injunction blocked the transfers. Therefore Letterkenny's assigned workload 
dropped substantially, capacity utilization was low, and average direct labor hour rates 
increased to the point where Letterkenny was no longer competitive. 

Letterkemy's capacity utilization and labor rates are driven by assigned workload. 
The commanders briefing indicates that utilization will exceed 100 percent in the 1996 and 
1997 timeframe and then fall to between 70 and 80 percent in 1999 upon completion of the 
Paladin upgrade program. 

Jette&mv's One-Stop Proposal for Tactical Mwk 
. . 

While ktterkemy is proceeding with implementation of the consolidated tactical 
missile maintenance program as directed by BKAC 93, the base believes it should be the 
designated storage and intermediate maintenance site for all future missile systems. In 
addition, they believe they should have responsibility for storage and intermediate maintenance 



- \ 

) (periodic testing) for all other DOD missile systems. Currently, Letterkenny stores and 
maintains uprounded missiles for a significant portion of the Army's inventory, and almost all 
Air Force tactical missiles except AMMRAM. Navy systems are stored and uprounded at 
either Fallbrook, California or Yorktown, Virginia. 

C-Y CONCERNS RAISED: 

Congressman Shuster provided a briefing on behalf of the community organization. 
The community organization calls itself the LEAD Coalition. Essentially, Congressman 
Shuster's group is concerned about keeping the base open and keeping the current staff of 
trained personnel employed. He reiterated the BRAC 1993 recommendations, the benefits of 
Paladin Enterprise and questioned the logic behind the Army's evaluation which placed 
L~tterkenny among the least valued depots. 

The community pitch was critical of the I>OD BRAC 95 recommendation which 
decentralizes missile electronics and vehicle maintenance functions. The community questions 
whether or not (1) the receiving activity can store guidance and control sections which are 
"Class C" explosives, (2) if the receiver can paint Patriot systems in a high bay area with - - 

antenna and outriggers attached, and (3) if space and facilities are available to support radar 
testing of Patriot systems. Finally, the community stated that reversal of the BRAC 93 - 

recommendation will increase maintenance costs, turnaround time, and that additional military 
, , ,I 
i construction projects would be required at the receiving sites. 

*mi TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF-YISE: 

Izvaluate problems or concerns regarding the transfer of workloads between Letterkenny Army 
I>epot and Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 3/27/1995 





STAFF BASE VISIT REPORT 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, Scranton, PA 

31 MARCH 95 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Glenn Knoepfle 
Ann Reese 

Col. Michael Lindquist 
Frank Zardecki 
Jerry Yarernko 
LTC Reppert 

Tobyhanna is the largest electronics facility in IloIl 

wv 
Tobyhanna performs inspections, testing, maintenance, overhaul, repair and engineering services 
for communication and electronics equipment to include: 

communications systems -satellite, voice and data Com; 
command and control systems - fire control operations , air traffic control; 
surveillance and target acquisition - radar/ interrogation system; 
intelligence and electronic warfare - sensor systems, countermeasure systems, signal; 
automatic data processing systems; 
electronic support equipment; COMSEC equipment. 

'Training of approximately 15,000 Army Reserve and Army National Guard soldiers occurs at 
'Tobyhanna 

None 

Commission staff received an overview briefing of Tobyhanna and the depot business indicators. 
The Department of Army and DoD have stated that Tobyhanna is an exemplary maintenance 
depot because of the technically advanced work that they are capable of performing and because 



To'byhanna has the lowest hourly cost within the DoD Depot system. Briefing slides are 
attached. 

ull The staff then toured facilities where electronic boards are tested and repaired. The skills 
throughout the depot are transferable from one commodity group to another. Commission staff 
spoke with several members of the workforce and learned that a worker can easily move between 
all commodity groups performed at Tobyhanna because all require the same type of proficiency. 
The depot appeared to contain modern, technically capable and well maintained equipment. The 
de-pot appeared to have a significant number of empty work benches and available capacity for 
additional work. This was confirmed by the Tobyhanna leadership. 

The Commission staff reviewed workload capacity with Jake Yaremko, the Resource Manager 
to validate workload figures as reported by the Department of Army to the DoD Joint Cross 
Service Group. Tobyhanna's total capacity is 4.6 rn~llion hours. However, Mr. Yarernko noted 
that the commodity breakout was somewhat arbitrarily derived by Tobyhanna because the work 
skills are nearly fully transferable from one commodity to another.. Tobyhanna had provided a 
footnote to this effect by it was not contained in the DoD Joint Cross Service report of workload. 
Yaremko also confirmed the maximum potential capacity figures of 7.6 million hours. 

No Community members present.. 

Reese/Cross Service Team/05/25/95 2: 13 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER 
AIRCRAFT DIVISION 

LAKEHURST, NEW JERSEY 

3 MAY 1995 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Idr. Brian Kerns, Cross Service Team Analyst 
Mr. Les Farrington, Cross Service Team Analyst 

Representative Christopher Smith 
Representative H. James Saxton 
CAPT Leroy Farr 

Commanding Officer, NAWC Lakehurst 
CDR Robert Prodoehl 

Executive Officer, NAWC Lakehurst 
Mr. Thomas Brennan 

SES, NAWC Lakehurst 
Mr. George DiBiase 

Department Director 
Mr. John Wendolowski 

Department Director 
Mr. Bill Clark 

Department Director 
Mr. Marty Borosko 

Department Director 
Mr. Paul Weiss 

Department Director 
Mr. Richard Headley 

Department Director 

Col. Mike Warner 
Military Rep. Governor's Office 

Mr. Mike Hagy 
Save Lakehurst Committee 

Ms. Mary McDermott Noonan 
Chief of Staff, Rep. Smith 

Ms. Laurel M. Mackin 
Dir. of Projects, Sen. Bill Bradley 

Ms. Jacqueline Grace Arends 
Consultant, Verner Liipfert 

Mr. William Foor 
Department Director 

Ms. Susan Rosenberg 
Director, Public Affairs Office 

Ms. Kim Reyman 
Department Director 

Mr. Donald Burns 
Department Director 

Mr. Frank Sinatra 
Department Director 



RASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Ilevelopment, verification, integrated logistics support, installation, certification and in-service 
support of shipboard catapults and shipboard/shorebased arresting gear and visual landing aids. 
Prototyping and limited manufacture of fleet essential Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment 
(ALRE) and aircraft support equipment. Acquisition and support of helicopter support 
equipment. Direct on-board technical support to operating aircraft carriers and other air capable 
ships. 

1)OD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey, except transfer in 
place certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
I'atuxent River, Maryland. Relocate other functions and associated personnel and equipment to 
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland, and the Naval 
Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, Florida. Relocate the Naval Air Technical Training Center 
Iletachment, Lakehurst, to Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida. Relocate Naval Mobile 
Construction Battalion 2 1, the US Army Communications-Electronics Command Airborne 
Engineering Evaluation Support Activity, and the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office to 
other government-owned spaces. 

-p 'There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the Department of the 
Navy budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the level of 
forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center workload 
~.hrough 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these activities. This excess and 
the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation of 
activities wherever possible. The closure and realignment of this activity permits elimination of 
the command and support structure of this activity and the consolidation of its most critical 
functions at a major technical center, allowing synergism with its parent command and more 
fully utilizing available capabilities at major depot activities. This recommendation retains at 
Lakehurst only those facilities and personnel essential to conducting catapult and arresting gear 
testing and fleet support. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

'Naval Air Technical Training School, Prototyping and Manufacturing, Environmental Test 
Laboratories, Carrier Spotting room, Live testing of dead-loads on the Jet Car Tracks 1 and 5, 
ALRE Data Center, Jet Blast Deflector site, Observed live testing of an F-14 and F-A/18 on the 
C13 Mod 2 and 0 catapults, CH-60 live landing on the elevated fixed platform, Outdoor Engine 

V 
test site, CECOM Hanger 5. 



KIZY ISSUES IDE w -  NTIFIED: 

Naval Air Technical Training Center--The Navy provided $199,000 for moving this facility to 
N,4S Pensacola, and there is concern about whether or not this is a sufficient estimate to move 
this capability. The personnel expressed concem about relocating this training center away from 
the ALRE testing and prototyping facilities based on the assumption that by moving this 
capability to Florida, there would then be a requirement for the students to travel to Lakehurst as 
piut of their curriculum of understanding the A L E  system's functions. 

Synergism--The personnel expressed great concern about the recommended splintering of the 
unique concurrent capabilities already existing together at the NAWC Lakehurst. They believe 
that there is a great military value to being able to train personnel and students, engineer and 
manufacture, test, respond to fleet requirements, and deploy all the ALRE capabilities required 
by the fleet from one location. The personnel expressed concern that if the Secretary's 
recommendation were implemented that the capability for the fleet to respond to catapult 
emergencies would be decreased, because the personnel and manufacturing capabilities would be 
spread out between different installations. 

Cantonment--The Navy proposes to retain the ALRE testing facilities at Lakehurst while 
moving the support equipment and manufacturing capabilities elsewhere. The Navy provided 
$1 5,672,128 dollars of MILCON for the cantonment of the installation. It remains uncertain as 
to whether or not this estimate would be sufficient to implement the Secretary's 
recommendation. 

Prototyping and Manufacturing--The Secretary's recommendation is to move this capability to 
NADEP Jacksonville. The issue identified to the Commission is whether or not the NADEP at 
Jacksonville can accommodate this with the $1,641,000 dollars provided by the Navy. There 
seems to be a discrepancy about the number of personnel that would need to be relocated, and the 
number of machines required to maintain the fleet's ALRE systems. 

The employees at NAWC Lakehurst have formed the Save Lakehurst Committee that is lead by 
Mr. Mike Hagy. Mr. Hagy has briefed the Commission staff numerous times regarding the 
discrepancies that his committee has with the Secretary's recommendation. His committee feels 
that the amount of money provided for by the blavy is insufficient to execute the Secretary's 
recommendation. His committee has also expressed concem about the Secretary's 
recommendation disrupting the synergistic concurrent engineering that exists at NAWC 
Lakehurst. The Committee believes that this concurrent engineering is essential to react to fleet 
emergencies, and maintain fleet readiness. 'The Congressional support of this committee appears 
to be very strong. The Committee is seeking to cause Lakehurst to be removed fi-om the 
Secretary's recommendation list. 

V I U  



To obtain the Department of the Navy's response to the Save Lakehurst Committee's 
assessment. 

To determine the costs of implementing the Secretary's recommendation. 

To determine the Navy rationale for excluding certain costs, personnel, and equipment from 
the Secretary's recommendation. 

To determine the feasibility of retaining the Prototyping and Manufacturing concurrent 
engineering capabilities at the NAWC Lakehurst. 





BASE VISIT KEPORT 

DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 
DUGWAY, lJTAH 

APRIL 13,1995 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

Commissioner Wendi Louise Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

'Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 
Les Farrington, Cross-Service Team Analyst i 
Elizabeth King, Counsel 

Rugwav Proving Ground 

COL Eugene A. Fuzy-Commander 
Dr. J. Gary Resnick-Technical Director 
Sandra Andrus-Business PlannerlBMC Contact 
Dr. William Dement-Chief of Chemical Test Div. 
Dr. John Middlebrook-Chief of Biological Test Div. 
Gary Bodily-Chief of Material Test Facility 
Stu Soffer-Director of Community Activities 
Scott Bridges-Executive Assistant 
Dennis Berdro-Chief of Physical Test Div. 
Mike Lefevre-President of NAGE (local union) 

Army Hdatrs, 

Kathy Polmateer-Office of Chief of Staff, Army BRAC Staff 

Utah National Guard 

LTCOL Paul Hough-Commander, Camp Williams 



Senator Onin G. Hatch 
Senator Robert F. Bennett 
Representative James V. Hansen 
Steve Petersen-Legis. Dir. for Representative Hansen 
Vlilliam Johnson-Legis. Director for Representative Hansen 
Heather Barney-Staff Assistant to Senator Hatch 
Chip Yost-Washington Legis. Director for Senator Bennett 
Susan Dixon-Caseworker for Senator Bennett 
Ilixie Minson-Staff Assistant to Senator Bennett 
Mary Jane Collipriest-Staff Assistant to Senator Bennett 

Gary Griffiths-Tooele County Commissioner 
'Teryl Hunsaker-Tooele County Commissioner 
Lois McArthur-Tooele County Commissioner 

' 1) Dr. Alan Shaw-Program Director, Int'l. Security and Space Programs 
Dr. Arthur A. Charo-Senior Analyst, Int'l. Security and Space Programs 

Other 

MG (RET) John Matthews-Utah State Military 1,iaison 
BG (RET) Dave Nydarn 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION; 

Test and evaluation of defensive chemical and biological material, and smoke and obscurant 
systems. 

POD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Dugway Proving Ground by relocating the smoke and obscurant mission to Yuma 
Proving Ground,Arizona and some elements of chemical/bioIogical research to Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, Maryland. 

Dispose of English ViIlage and retain test and experimentation facilities to support Army and 

I 
DOD missions. 



Dugway is low in military value compared to other proving grounds. 
'U- 

Yuma can assume Dugway's programmed smoke and obscurant testing. 

Aberdeen can accept the research and development portion of the chemicaVbiological mission. 

The state of Utah expressed interest in using English Village and ranges for the National Guard. 

MAIN FACILITlES 

MATERIAL TEST FACILITY 

TOUR OF DPG BY BUS AND HELICOPTER 

ENGLISH VILLAGE 

While the intent of Army's recommendation has not changed, misunderstandings between Army ">I and Congressional staff arose over the number of personnel relocating from Dugway and the 

Uf extent of testing to be done there. On April 13, 1995, the Anny advised DBCRC that Army 
always planned to continue testing at Dugway because of its unique capabilities. However, 
. h y  plans to consolidate command and control elements of the chemtbio and smoke/obscurant 
programs. Army plans to move fewer test personnel . Revised COBRA analysis shows 
realignment of 82 rather than the initial 338 positions. 

The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group in February 1995 recommended that Army 
withdraw its proposal to change the status of Dugway and instead develop a proposal to relocate 
and consolidate all chernhio testing and research activities at Dugway. The unique geographical 
features, among other things, were cited as major reasons to perform these missions at Dugway. 
During our visit, Dugway officials stated they can absorb a 25% increase in chern/bio workload 
with no increase in infrastructure (but with additional people) and a 50% increase in chernlbio 
workload with both infrastructure and personnel increases. 

Army still plans to close English Village (eliminates 329 positions ) to reduce infrastructure and 
base operating costs. The major issue at Dugway involves quality of life degradation by the 
closure of English Village. Two thousand residents make their home in the Village and work at 
Dugway. There is no nearby housing available (:closest is approx. 80 miles) and the loss of 
productivity in having to make the long trip, ofien in inclement weather , would be staggering. 
Even though the National Guard has expressed interest in taking over the Village, extent of 

ql future privatization is unknown. English Village costs $7 million to maintain per year. 



Utah National Guard will be briefing the Utah Governor on their proposal to take over English ) Village. The Guard has been told by the state that any proposal that recommends additional 
resources cannot be provided. The Guard proposes that the additional resources required to take 

u(~l l )  . over English Village will have to go through legislative procedures or to the Commission to 
change the BRAC 95 recommendation. If the choice is to go through BRAC, then the Guard 
wc3uld recommend adding a recurring cost and a one-time cost of $1 1 million to transition 
English Village to the Guard over a 5 year period. 

Community briefing emphasized following points: 

High military value of Dugway 
Unique location and size 
No population encroachment 
Close relationship with State 
Environmental problems in Arizona and Maryland 
Dugway should be a receiver for chemhio test missions 

English Village is key to military value and critical to support of Dugway's test mission 
Impractical and unsafe to make long commute 
Irregular test schedules would occur 

w Quality of life issues 
Medical facilities available and required for test mission safety 
MILCON would be required to relocate facilities existing on English Village 

Flaws in Army COBRA numbers 

Follow up with Army BRAC office to validate revised COBRA data. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 
HILL AIR FORCE BASE 

UTAH TEST AND TRAINING RANGE 
OGDEN, UTAH 

April 11-12,1995 

LEAD-: 

N/A-staff only visit. 

A CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONE R : 

NIA-staff only visit. 
COMMISSION: 

Lester C. Farrington-Cross-Service Team Analyst 

T OF ATTENDEES: 
1~ 

COL Don Horton-Commander, 545th Test Group 
LT. COL Ward T. Willis-Deputy Commander, 545th Test Group 
LT. COL Rick Huddleston-Chief of Plans & Programs, 545th Test Group 
Dean Bergenin-Chief of Engineering, 545th Test Group 
CAPT Natterer-Air Combat Manuevering Instnlmentation, 545th Test Group 
Ray Kuykendall-Chief of Personnel, 545th Test Group 
LT. COL Frank Garner-Commander, 299th Range Control Squadron 
LT. COL Dan Isbell-Commander, 5 14th Flight 'Test Squadron 
CAPT Amy Ogren-Helo Pilot, 5 14th Flight Test Squadron 
LT. COL Frantz Dewillis-Commander, 501st Range Squadron 

MAJ Owen Rowlands-Basing Programs Manager, Air Combat Command 
Langley AFB, Va. - 

Ogden ALC 

? 
Morris Goodrich-Chief of Procurement and Contracting 
David A. Chase-Program AnalystIChief of Ogden ALC BRAC Team 

uld 



BASE'S P-NT MISSION: 

' 7) Ogden ALC provides worldwide logistics management and depot maintenance for a variety of 
aircraft. Hill Air Force Base also supports the Utal~ Test and Training Range (UTTR), DOD's 
largest over land special use airspace. UTTR provides test and evaluation support for cruise 
nlissiles, unmanned air vehicles and munitions. The range is also used for operational training 
sorties by all the military services. 

1)isestablish UTTR , transfer some annarnentlweapons T & E workload to Eglin and Edwards, 
and transfer management responsibility to Air Combat Command. 

Plvlost of the current T & E activities can be accomplished at Eglin and Edwards. Disestablishing 
the test range capability will reduce excess capacity within Air Force. Retaining range for 
training is consistent with the 82% training use of the range. 

TIES REVIEWED: 

Range Tour 
Overflight of Test Range Areas ) GAT/HAG/OASISMORTH RANGE w TS-4 SITE TOURISOUTH RANGE (Kittycat,Wildcat,WSEP targets) 
'Tour and discussion of Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation capabilities 

1. While BRAC-95 places UTTR under control of ACC, which has been fully endorsed within 
Air Force, it is not clear at this time who will be responsible for the testing functions that are 
accomplished on UTTR ( Cruise missiles, unmanned vehicles) 

2. What priority will testing functions have on UTTR as compared to training fhctions? 

3. It is questionable whether UTTR's testing hc t ions  can be cost effectively carried out on a 
"safari" basis using personnel assigned to Edwards. 

4. BRAC-95 attempts to capture savings (people and equipment) that have already been realized 
as part of UTTR's internal reorganizations and budget reductions. 

5. It is not yet known how ACC will be supported in the takeover of UTTR and the extent that 
ACC will support the testing infrastructure now existing at UTTR. 

'1 

w 



COMMUNITY CON-S RAISED: 

- I  i NONE. 

TS FOR STqEF AS A RESUJiT OF I=: 

Follow-up with ACC and Air Force T & E personnel the disposition of the aforementioned 
issues. 



STAFF VISIT REPORT 

OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

19 - 20 APRIL 1995 

Ms. Ann Reese, Deputy Team Leader, Cross Senrice Team 
Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team 
Mr. David Olsen, Air Force Team 

MG Pat Condon, Installation Commander 
Mr. Tom Miner, Vice-Commander 
Mr. Gene Hathenbruck 

t .") Mr. Mike Williams 
Ms. Jeannie Hathenbruck 

wnw, Mr. M. McBride 
Mr. B. Dandoy 

BASE'S P-NT MISSION: 

Col Scherbinske 
Mr. Brent Figgins 
Mr. Ron Holt 
Mr. A. Anderson 
Mr. Lynn Coy 
Mr. B. West 
Dr. Myrne Riley 

The Ogden Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Hill 
Air Force Base. The center provides worldwide logistics 
management and depot maintenance for the F-16 Fighting 
Falcon. The center also provides depot maintenance work on F- 
4 and C-130 aircraft and has performed interservice work from 
the Navy for its ~ / ~ - 1 8  aircraft. In addition the center is 
the only source of repair for the nation's stockpile of 
strategic ICBM's. Finally, the center is in the process of 
transferring depot maintenance activities for tactical 
missiles to the Army. The Hill Air Force Base also supports 
the Utah Test and Training Range, the Defense Department's 
largest over-land special use airspace. The test range is 
used for operational training sorties by all military 
services. The range also provides testing and evaluation 

i 
support for cruise missiles, unmanned air vehicles and 
munitions. 



w. Downsize Ogden Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC 
recommendation to the Commission would have resulted in the 
consolidation of the following workload at Ogden: (1) Airborne 
electronic software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 
(3) foundry operations, ( 4 )  airborne electronics, and (5) 
plating. Correspondence from the Air Force headquarters, in 
response to Commission staff questions, indicates that Ogden 
will be transferring part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) instruments, ( 2 )  composites, (3) tubing, ( 4 )  
machine manufacturing, ( 5 )  plating, (6) hydraulics, (7) 
electronics manufacturing, and (8) injection molding, 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot 
capacity across Air Force depots. The recommended Air 
Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines 
and move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing 
the reduction of personnel, infrastructure and other costs. 

f? The net effect of the realignment-s is to transfer 
approximately 3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 

Q\IU# 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions 
will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, 
or make them available for use by other agencies. These 
consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance 
efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time 
costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force actions to 
reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in 
man-hour capacity equivalent to about two depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Tactical Missile Repair 
ALC Cable Shop 
ALC Sheet Metal and Composite Shop 
ALC Machine Shop 
ALC Instrument Shop 
ALC Printed Wiring Board Shop 



Do- 
. . 

Commission staff received a briefing describing the impact of the Air Force's 
recommended downsize in place strategy. From 1988 until present, Ogden Air Logistics Center 
has seen a decline in workload and staffing in excess of 1 million direct labor hours. However, 
reported useable capacity only declined by about 500,000 direct labor hours. In FY 1995, 
capacity totals approximately 8.5 million direct labor hours compared to a workload of only 4.5 
million direct labor hours. 

Under the downsize strategy Ogden will gain 29 personnel spaces for the manufacture of 
printed wiring boards. The center will lose about 243 personnel authorizations through transfer 
of workload to other depots in the avionics, composites, hydraulics, injection molding, tubing, 
instruments and machine manufacturing commodity areas. In addition, the center will lose 137 
personnel spaces as a result of the 15 percent "reengineering" squeeze down. In discussing the 
Air Force downsize in place strategy, Ogden center officials told us they are concerned that they 
might not be able to achieve the desired 15 percent productivity increase resulting from 
"reengineered " workloading practices. The center officials are also concerned about the impact 
decreased workloads might have on future equipment utilization and labor rates. The center has 
not attempted to anlyze exactly how reduced workloads might effect costs, however they stated 
that fixed overhead costs spread over reduced direct labor hours will drive up total repair costs. 

The downsize in place strategy has enabled the Ogden center to identify about 1.3 million ' ' 
square feet of unneeded space for divestiture. For example, 257K square feet was identified for 
mothballing as a result of the TRC shop "reengineering" squeeze down, 174K square feet of 
unneeded space will be made available for use by DL,A, 552K square feet of unneeded space will 
be demolished, and 286K square feet for mothballing. Most of the space to be mothballed 
consists of portions of buildings or bays. Officials acknowledged that it will be difficult to 
achieve significant savings from mothballing since the space surrounding the excess space will 
continue to be heated and ventilated. The officials further stated that the DLA space probably 
would not be needed if the 1995 Commission would decide to keep the Ogden DLA depot open. 

The center officials said they are currently determining exactly which mothball and 
demolition projects qualify for BRAC funding. They provided a copy of a memo from Air Force 
HQ's dated 6 April 1995 describing the availability of BRAC funding. Essentially, projects 
planned for mothballing or demolition prior tothe BRAC recommendation will not be BRAC 
funded. 

Copies of briefing charts and correspondence are attached. 

Proposal to Consolidate Tactical Mxssile MainQamce at lliL&33 . . 

Ms. Jeannie Hathenbruck provided an Air Force briefing which generally concluded that 
it was no longer cost effective to consolidate tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny. In 
addition, the Air Force questions the reasonableness of DOD's BRAC 95 recommendation to 

) decentralize guidance and control work at Tobyhanna, ground support equipment at Anniston 

r' and all up rounding at Letterkenny. The Air Force position is based in part, on substantially 



' '  
reduced workload forecasts. For example, in FY 1990 the DOD tactical missile maintenance 
workload exceeded 2 million direct labor hours , but currently the annualized workload is 
slightly more than 600,000 hours. The Air Force believes they can easily absorb the reduced 

\II. level of workload into the existing Hill depot infiastruckure and at less up front cost than the 
Army will spend to complete the DOD consolidation program at Letterkenny and 1 or 
Tobyhanna. 

Hill currently performs depot level repair of Maverick and Sidewinder guidance and 
control sections. A tour of the work spaces, and discussions with Hill officials, revealed that the 
Air Force depot appears to have sufficient capacity to absorb most, if not all, of the total DOD 
tactical missile workload. Commission staff also toured vehicle shops and witnessed ongoing 
work on shelters and trailers similar to that which is currently accomplished at Letterkenny. The 

' vehicle shops appear to have high bay areas to support some, if not all, of the ground support 
vehicle workloads currently being accomplished at Letterkenny. Finally, the Hill representatives 
claim to have sufficient capacity to absorb missile storage and uproundiig from Letterkenny. 

The briefing provided the following points in support of the Air Force's proposal to 
consolidate tactical missile maintenance work at Hill: (1) a potential for synergies and shared 
expertise between ICBM, advanced cruise missiles and tactical missile personnel; (2) cradle to 
grave experience in weapon system management and support; (3) capability to manufacture and 
repair printed circuit boards and electrical harnesses; (4) available expertise from missile 
contractors located in the local area; (5) capability to perform high energy and computed 
torr~ography tests on missile components; (6) close proximity to the Utah Test and Training 

gc .'. Range; (7) availability of explosive storage on Hill (247 sq ft), Oasis (108 sq ft), and Tooele ) Army Depot; (*)availability of four hot pads adjacent to Hill AFB runway for air shipments 

wfl during contingency operations; (9) capability to demilitarize a wide variety of ordnance within 
D0.D and EPA standards; (1 0) expertise in the repair of missile launchers and missile transport 
vehicles; and (1 1) capability to repair future tactical missile systems employing stealth 
technology. 

The Air Force's proposal suggests that Letterkenny will need an additional $35 million to 
complete the consolidation program recommended by the 93 BRAC. Hill says they can 
complete the consolidation for a total outlay of $32 million. Assuming the ongoing Letterkenny 
consolidation program could be terminated at no cost to the government, this would result in a 
savings of $3 million. Finally, the Air Force claims that the consolidation at Hill could be 
completed within the original timefiame laid out in the BRAC 93 implementation plan. 

The Hill briefing provided drawings depicting the buildings and square footage that 
would be made available for tactical missile maintenance workloads. 

Copies of the briefing charts are provided. 

Commission staff questioned the Air Force's claims that Hill currently has 43 percent of 
DOD's guidance and control workload, and that Hill could perform all of DOD's tactical missile 
maintenance within 220,000 square feet of space. In comparison, Letterkenny plans to use about 
400,000 square feet of renovated space to accomplish the same workload. Hill staff said they 
undel-stood our concerns and stated that additional point papers would be provided. 



Commission staff toured the cable shops, sheet metal and composite shops, machine 
shops, instrument shops, and printed wiring board shops. Discussions with personnel in these 
areas inicate that the shops generally have capacity to take on significantly greater levels of 
work. 

Hill Air Force Base would be a viabie substitute for tactical missile maintenance consolidation, 
vice Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Glenn Knoepfle/Cross Service Team 4/27/95 



Document Separator 



BASE VISIT REPORTS 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

BASES (Analyst) TABS 

Homestead ARB (Merrill Beyer) .................................................................................. 1 

.................................................................................... MacDill AFB (Rick DiCamillo) 2 

Grand Forks AFB (David Olson) ................................................................................ 3 

............................................................................................ Minot AFB (David Olson) 4 

Malmstrom AFB (Rick DiCamillo) ............................................................................. 5 

Criffiss AFB (Frank Cantwell) .................................................................................... 6 

Reese AFB (Merrill Beyer) ........................................................................................... 7 

v Bergstrom ARB (Merrill Beyer) 8 .................................................................................. 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS (Rick DiCamillo) ........................................................ 9 

Kirtland AFB (Mark Pross. Frank Cantwell) .......................................................... 10 

............................................................. Moffett Federal Airfield ANG (Craig Hall) 11 

Onizuka AS (Mark Pross) .......................................................................................... 12 





BASE VISIT REPORT 
(STAFF-ONLY) 

301st Rescue Squadron 
HOMESTEAD AREIIPATRICK AFB 

FLORIDA 

March 23-24,1995 

LEADIACCO - MPANYING COMMISSIONER: None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Lt Col Merrill Beyer, Air Force DoD Analyst 
Mr. Robert Kress, R&A Associate Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

PATRICK: HOMESTEAD: 
Col Oral Carper, 301st RQS Commander (lo1 Will Rudd (Ret.), Homestead City 

Manager 
Col Gary Dollan (USA, Ret.), Chief of Staff, Mr. Chris Spaulding, Concerned Citizens of 

Cong. Dave Walden's Brevard Office South Dade County, Inc. 
Mr. Randy O'Brien, Brevard County Mr. Robert Jensen, 1 st National Bank of 

QW Commissioner Homestead 
Mr. Scott Ellis, Brevard County Commissioner Lt Col Ken Johnson, 482nd FW member 

Ms Melissa Thorn, aid to Mr. Cook, Brevard hlaj Bobby D'Angelo, 482nd FW Public 
County Commissioner Affairs Officer 

MI.. John Buckley, Melbourne Vice Mayor and 
Space Coast League of Cities 

Ms Linda Weatherman 

Maj Robert Marzig (USAFR), Brevard 
Citizens' Airmen 

1 Lt Robert Hoston, 301 RQS member 

Sam Lorino, Retired 301 RQS member 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION [Homestead): - 
Air Force Reserves (AFRES) Base. 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES), F- 16AA3 operations; 301 st 
Rescue Squadron (AFRES), HC- 130N and HH-60G operations (temporarily relocated to Patrick 
AFB, FL); and Det. 1, 125th Fighter Group (FL ANG, NORAD), F-16 air defense operations. 
Devastated by Hurricane Andrew in Aug 92 and is still under reconstruction. AFRES unit 

)r facilities in cantonment area only--BX available wit11 "BX-Mart" instead of commissary. 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDtlTION: 

30 1 st Rescue Squadron (AFRES): Redirect. Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission as follows: Redirect the unit to relocate to Patrick, its current temporary location. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

As part of the initiative to have Reserve forces assume a greater role in DoD peacetime missions, 
the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) has assumed primary responsibility for Space Shuttle 
support and range clearing operations at Patrick AFB, FL. This tasking reduces mission load on 
the active duty force structure. Although the unit could perform these missions from Homestead, 
remaining at Patrick eliminates $lM/year for TDY arrangements (scheduling, extra duty time for 
travel, transportation costs, etc.) and avoids unnecessary dislocation of the unit. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Patrick: 
30 1 st Rescue Squadron Operations, Maintenance and Support areas, Flightline, Hangars, general 
base support facilities. 

Homestead: 
482nd Fighter Wing Operations, Maintenance and Support areas, Flightline, Hangars, general 
base support facilities, proposed sites for 301st Rescue Squadron facilities, municipal airport 
areas, and former air force base areas devastated by Hurricane Andrew. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED - 
The 93 Commission found the Space Shuttle support mission to be secondary to its primary 
tasking (maintaining readiness for its Combat Search and Rescue mission), and current Space 
Shuttle mission requirements for the unit could be supported fiom Homestead. 
The 93 Commission also found that it would be more economical for Dade County to operate 
Homestead as a civil airport with AFRES units i3s tenants on the base. This redirect should 
not have an impact on this matter. 
Hurricane Andrew supplemental appropriations for rebuilding Homestead cover the cost of 
building a reserve cantonment area. The nature of this appropriation, however, does not 
permit the Air Force to receive a "Cost Avoidance" for building facilities specifically for 
the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) at Homestead. 
Air Force savings from this redirect accrue from TDY avoidance fiom Homestead to Patrick 
($1 Mlyear). 
The unit receives $100K/year from Air Combat  command (ACC) to perform SPACECOM 
support missions and to fly Range Clearance missions at the nearby Avon Park Aerial 
Gunnery Range. 
$4.5M MILCON at Patrick assumes ACC will transfer both active duty units now assigned 
there--the 4 1 st RQS (HH-60s) and 7 1 st RQS (C- 1 30s)--allowing the 301 st RQS to takeover 
their facilities; otherwise, MILCON increases to $24.6M. 
Corrosion is severe at Patrick. The base is situated "on the beach." Although Homestead is 
close to Biscayne Bay, it does not suffer the corrosion problems encountered at Patrick. 
DoD announced on March 30,1995 that Miami will be the new home of the Southern 
Command (SOUTHCOM), currently located at Quarry Heights, Panama. The actual site has 
not been selected. 



CIOMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

w Homestead: 

The redirect of the 301 st will lead to the closure of the base. 
The economic impact on the small Homestead community is much greater than what is 
shown by using the Miami MSA. The Redirect represents the loss of hundreds of returning 
full-time Air Reserve Technicians (ARTs) residents now, and the loss of part-time Reservists 
in the long-term. 
Military value of the base: it has frequently served as the key facility in support of operations 
in the Caribbean and Latin America. Also, there exists in South Florida an abundance of 
airspace, training routes and ranges that will likely be lost if the base closes. 
The community is committed to converting the base into its municipal airport. They will 
provide matching funds to help pay for the return of the 301 st. 
The mission of AFRES is the training of DRILI-, personnel. Full-timer ARTs personnel--1 42 
of the unit's total of 45 1 DRILL, by necessity must PCS with the unit wherever it goes. The 
remaining 309 DRILL are part-timers--over 100 of whom are still in South Florida. 
AFRES has set-up the 301st for a Redirect to Patrick by focusing all recruiting since 
Hurricane Andrew in central Florida, delaying the construction of the unit's facilities at 
Homestead until 1996, and taking on the Space Shuttle support function as the unit's primary 
peacetime mission. 
The primary mission of the unit is Combat Search and Rescue. Homestead is an excellent 
site for peacetime readiness training, and rescue support of the collocated F- 16 unit. 
Several support personnel positions can be eliminated with the 301st collocated with its 

w parent unit, the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES), at Homestead. 

Patrick: 

The primary peacetime function of the 301st is Space Shuttle and spacecraft launch support. 
Patrick is an ideal location to perform this mission. 
The Air Force will save approximately $5 million in moving costs by keeping the unit at 
Patrick. Also, Homestead MILCON will require $7M above the $20M supplemental. 
The central Florida area has never suffered serious hurricane problems--one reason for the 
siting of the Kennedy Space Center--whereas South Florida is prone to Hurricanes. 
301st personnel live predominantly in the Patrick community. Following the dislocations of 
the unit in the aftermath of Hurricane Andrew, families are settled into their new central 
Florida home. Most unit members do not want tc) move again. 
'The Patrick area is a safe, low cost area. South Dade County is a high crime, high cost area. 

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Examine costs to move and MILCON at Homestead compared to MILCON required to 
remain at Patrick. 
Determine SOUTHCOM airfield support requirements. 
Analyze impacts of performing Space Shuttle and spacecraft launch support mission fiom 
Homestead. 
E:xarnine corrosion impacts at Patrick on cost and aircraft maintenance. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

MacDill AFB, Tampa, FL 

March 24,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: - 

Alan J. Dixon 

ACCOMPANYING CO - MMISSIONER: 

R.ebecca Cox 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Charles Smith 
Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Mr. Rick DiCamillo 

LCST OF ATTENDEES: - 

Secretary Charles Dusseau, Florida Col. Charles T. Ohlinger 111, 
Department of Commerce Commander, 6th Air Base Wing 
Sandra Freedman, Mayor of Tampa Capt. George Player, National Ocean 
Dick Greco, Mayor-Elect of Tampa and Atmospheric Administration 
Chis  Hart, Hillsborough County Commissioner Col. Bill Lake, Deputy Chief of Staff 
Al Austin, Co-Chairman, MacDill Response Team United States Central Command 
Joe House, Chairman, Tampa Chamber of Col. Dave Stringer, 5417, United States 
Commerce Central Command 
Don Barber, President, Tampa Chamber of Col. John Holbein, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Commerce United States Special Operations Command 
Bill Lax, Tampa Chamber of Commerce Staff Col. Bob Bayless, 54, United States Special 
Bill Moran, Tampa Chamber of Commerce Staff Operations Command 
Bruce Drennan, Tampa Chamber of Col. Vince Santillo, 6th Operations Group 
Commerce Staff Commander 
Grant Young, Tampa International Airport Col. Cal Hitt, 6th Logistics Group 
Bob Buckhorn, Governer's Transition and Commander 
Conversion Commission Representative Col. Gene Hickman, 6th Air Base Wing 
Jack Butcher, Publisher, Tampa Tribune Director of Staff 
General Wayne Downing, Commander In Chief, Col. Louetta Taylor, 6th Medical Group 
United States Special Operations Command CDR Howard Glassman, J4, United 
Lt. Gen. Richard I. Neal, Deputy States Central Command 
Commander In Chief, United States Lt. Col. Marilyn Barton, Staff Judge 
Central Command Advocate 



L.t. Col. Tom ~ o k s o n ,  Transition Office 
Maj. Brad Purvis, Headquarters Air Combat Command 
Mr. Gary Robinson, Civil Engineer, United States Special Operations Command 
hlr. David Powers, Command Engineer, United States Special Operations Command 
C'apt. Lisa Rappa, Executive Officer, 6th Air Base Wing 
CMSgt. J.B. Whitten, Senior Enlisted Advisor, 6th Air Base Wing 
Ms. Diane Green, Public Affairs, 6th Air Base Wing 
TSgt. Angel Harwell, Executive Support, 6th Air Base Wing 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: - 

Air Combat Command base. The 6th Air Base Wing operates the airfield until September 30, 
1995, to support two Unified Command headquarters, US Central Command and US Special 
Operations Command, and the National Oceanic A.tmospheric Administration (NOAA) flying 
miit. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Change the recommendations of the 1991 and 1 993 Commissions regarding the closure and 
transfer of the MacDill AFB airfield to the Department of Commerce (DOC) as follows: 
Redirect the retention of the airfield as part of MacDill AFB. The Air Force will continue to 
operate the runway and its associated activities. DOC will remain a tenant. 
Realign 12 KC- 135 tankers from Malmstrom A.FB, MT, to MacDill 

w SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff validated 
airfield requirements for the two Unified Comnlands at MacDill 
Air Force is responsible for supporting the joint commands' requirements 
Studies indicate Tampa International Airport cannot support Unified Commands' airfield 
requirements 
DoD requirements constitute 95% of the airfield operations requirements 
Additional savings will be achieved when KC- 135 aircraft and associated personnel are 
relocated from Malmstrom AFB 



MAIN FACILI'TIES RE - VIEWED: 

a Base briefing conducted by Col Ohlinger encompassing 6th Air Base Wing organization w a Windshield tour of entire base, with short briefing on fuel capacity and hydrant system 
Large aircraft parking ramp 

I a Y  ISSU - ES IDENTIFIED: 

General Downing, CINC, US Special Operations Command, stressed the inability of local 
airports to support contingency deployments of the "D" Cell for contingency operations 
Lt Gen Neal, Deputy CINC, US Central Command, also emphasized the inability of local 
airports to support the numbers of aircraft and time frames required to deploy the Joint 
Communications Support Element and other units/activities, in contingency operations 
Need for deployment security and control of route to Tampa IAP 
63 C-130 aircraft on base to load out for deployment during Operation Restore Democracy 
Large airfield capacity available for other missions 
Need for air refueling capability in the southeastern US 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Necessity to block local traffic if forced to use Tampa IAP for deployments 
Strongly support DoD recommendation 
Visit by Governor Lawton Chiles during the mission briefing to emphasize importance of 
facility to community and state 

bl Air quality not an issue 

Review possibility of realigning other flying units to MacDill and leave tankers at 
Malmstrom 
Any other possible mission realignments to make use of large capacity 

Rick DiCamilloIAir Force TearnJMarch 30,1995/1:20 PM 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, ND 

30 MARCH 1993 

L,EAD CO - MMISSIONER: 

Commissioner James B. Davis 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: - 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles, Staff Director 
Mr. Wade Nelson, Communications Director 
Mr. Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 
Mr. Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Mr. David Olson, Air Force Team Analyst 

QV Mr. Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team Analyst 

LIST 0 F ATTENDEES: 

Senator Kent Conrad 
Senator Byron Dorgan 
Representative Earl Pomeroy 
Governor Edward Schafer 
Mayor Michael Polovitz, Mayor of Grand Forks 
Mr. John Marshall, President, Grand Forks Chamber of Commerce 
Brig Gen Jim Andrews, Commander, 3 19th Air Refueling Wing 
Col John Gibeau, Commander, 321 st Missile Grauip 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: - 

Air Mobility Command base. Home of the 319th Air Refueling Wing (48 KC-135R). Major 
tenant is the 321st Missile Group (150 Minuteman I[I). 

W D  RECOMMENDATION: 

The 32 1 st Missile Group will inactivate unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of 

w Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively 



precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, 
North Dakota, will realign and the 91 st Missile Group will inactivate. 
A portion of the Minuteman I11 missiles from the group which is inactivated will be relocated 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, to support ongoing conversion fiom Minuteman I1 to 
Minuteman 111. 
All activities and facilities at Grand Forks AFB associated with the 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing, including family housing, hospital, commissary, and base exchange, will remain open. 

DDD JUST - IFICATION; 

The Nuclear Posture Review recommended an ICBM force structure consisting of "three 
wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500-450)." This requires 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force. 
The missile field at Grand Forks ranked lower than Minot AFB or Malmstrom AFB due to 
operational concerns. 
The missile field at FE Warren AFB, Wyoming, was excluded from consideration because it 
is the only Peacekeeper missile base. The Doll force structure plan requires Peacekeeper 
missiles through the period during which BRAC actions must be taken, and inactivation of 
Peacekeeper missiles could have adverse ST.4R.T implications. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Nekoma ABM Site, Missile Alert Facility C-0, L,aunch Facility C-24, KC-135 Squadron w Buildings, Upgraded Runway (Code I), Upgraded Refueling Hydrants, Three Bay Hangar, 
Aircraft Maintenance Parts Store, Consolidated Aircraft Servicing System Facility, Sports and 
Fitness Center, Upgraded Dormitory, Base Housing, Missile Maintenance Building, Weapons 
Storage Area, Education Center, Officer and NCO Club Renovations, Dining Facility Upgrade, 
Child Development/Youth Center Upgrade, HospjtallDental Clinic Improvements, Underground 
Storage Tank Replacement Program. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Air Force analysis of missile field operational effectiveness ranked Grand Forks AFB 
lower than Malmstrom AFB or Minot AFB based on target coverage, availability for launch, 
survivability, operations and maintenance accessibility, and logistics supportability. 
The 1974 Protocol to the 1972 ABM Treaty restricts each side to deployment of one ABM 
site located at either an ICBM field or the nation's capital. The United States agreed that its 
ABM system "will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." 
Grand Forks AFB is one of three core tanker bases in CONUS (McConnell AFB and 
Fairchild AFB are the other two). Concentrating four or more tanker squadrons at each of the 
core bases improves the Air Force's ability to support long term forward deployments. 
Construction during 1994 upgraded the Grand Forks AFB runway condition to Code 1. 

V 
CQMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 



Closing the Grand Forks missile field could send a misleading signal to the former Soviet 
Union regarding our intent to unilaterally change the ABM treaty, and could jeopardize any 
future treaty negotiations with former Soviet republics. 
Retaining Grand Forks AFR as a multi-mission base (tankers and missiles) is more efficient 
than the current DoD proposal that creates single mission bases at Grand Forks AFB 
(tankers) and Malmstrom AFB (missiles). 
Costs associated with demolishing/relocating the ABM site should be included in the 
analysis, if it is determined that demolition/relocation is necessary. 
Air Force rationale for excluding the FE Warren AFB, WY missile field should be reviewed 
since Peacekeeper missiles are already scheduled for retirement in 2003. 
Complete closure of Grand Forks should no1 be considered because of the Air Force's core 
base concept for tankers Grading scale for "Mission (Missile) Requirements" awards green , 
yellow, and red to reflect order of finish for 1.he three bases under consideration. The red 
received by Grand Forks may be misconstrued as a strong negative. 
The evaluation criteria for "Facilities Condition: Housing" is based on the number of units 
needing upgrade to whole house standards. The community believes this is a poor measure 
of overall quality of housing at Grand Forks AFB where houses have been upgraded inside 
and out, but have been deferred from undergoing the whole house upgrade, which would 
have increased their square footage, because they were in better condition than housing at 
many other bases. 
The Grand Forks missile field should not be graded down for water in the launch facilities. 
Topside grading and improved seals at the launch facilities eliminated this problem. 
The missile field at Grand Forks is the newest in the Air Force. It has always been 
considered fully capable of performing its assigned mission, and remains so today according 
to the BCEG. 
A pipeline feed to the base and the improved hydrant system assure rapid and effective 
aircraft refueling capability. 
The runway condition has been recently upgraded to Code 1. 
State and local zoning guarantee no future runwi2y encroachment problems. 
On average 40 percent of the tanker aircraft are tleployed to forward operating locations. As 
such, there is no excess tanker capacity as a result of the core base concept. 

UOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Request focused COBRAS for closure and realignment of FE Warren AFB. 
Review Air Force rationale for excluding FE Warren AFB. 
Request Maintenance Information Management System data on alert rates, unscheduled 
maintenance, non-dispatch days, and wet missiles, for Grand Forks, Minot, Malmstrom, and 
FE Warren AFBs. 
Develop comparative cost analysis for complete closure of Minot, Grand Forks, Malmstrom 
or FE Warren AFB versus DoD proposed realignments. 

OlsodAF T e d 3  April 1995/1200 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

MINOT AIR FORCE BASE, ND 

30 MARCH 1993 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

(:ommissioner James B. Davis 

ACCO - MPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles, Staff Director 
Mr. Wade Nelson, Communications Director 
Mr. Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 
Mr. Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Mr. David Olson, Air Force Team Analyst 

w Mr. Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Kent Conrad 
Representative Earl Pomeroy 
Governor Edward Schafer 
Mayor Orlin Backes, Mayor of Minot 
Mr. John MacMartin, President, Minot Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Bruce Christianson, Co-chairman, Task Force '96 
Mr. Buzz Syria, Co-chairman, Task Force '96 
Brig Gen (Sel) Ralph Pasini, Commander, 5th Bomb Wing 
Col Frank Klotz, Commander 9 1 st Missile Group 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Air Combat Command base. Home of the 5th Bombardment Wing (26 B-52H). Major tenant is 
the 91st Missile Group (1 50 Minuteman 111). 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

w Conditional realignment based on the need to retain the ICBM field at Grand Forks AFB to 
protect ABM options. 



e Commission added for further study on March 7, 1'395. 
a The 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB will inactivate unless prior to December 1996, 

the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) 
options effectively precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense makes such a 
determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will real.ign and the 91 st Missile Group will 
inactivate. 
A portion of the Minuteman 111 missiles from the group which is inactivated will be relocated 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, to support ongoing conversion from Minuteman I1 to 
Minuteman 111. 
All activities and facilities at Minot AFB associated with the 5th Bomb Wing, including 
family housing, hospital, commissary, and base exchange, will remain open. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION; - 

The Nuclear Posture Review recommended an ICBM force structure consisting of "three 
wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500-450)." This requires 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force. 
The missile field at Grand Forks ranked lower than either Minot or Malmstrom, but may be 
precluded fiom inactivation. 
The missile field at Minot ranked lower than Malmstrom due to operational concerns. 
The missile field at FE Warren AFB, Wyoming, was excluded from consideration because it 
is the only Peacekeeper missile base. The DoD force structure plan requires Peacekeeper 

Y 
missiles through the period during which BRAC actions must be taken, and inactivation of 
Peacekeeper missiles could have adverse START implications. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: - 

Child Development Center, Education Center, Commissary, Base Housing, 91st Missile Group 
Headquarters, Missile Maintenance Shops and Staging Ftacility, Missile Roll Transfer Facility, 
Nose Dock 7 (Munitions Staging), B-52 Ramp, Upgraded Runway (Code l), Regional Hospital, 
Missile Alert Facility N-01, Launch Facility N-06. 

IWY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Air Force analysis of missile field operational effectiveness ranked Minot AFB higher 
than Grand forks AFB but lower than Malmstrom AFB based on target coverage, availability 
for launch, survivability, operations and maintenance accessibility, and logistics 
supportability. 
The 1974 Protocol to the 1972 ABM Treaty restricts each side to deployment of one ABM 
site located at either an ICBM field or the nation's capital. The United States agreed that its 
ABM system "will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." 
Minot AFB is one of two B-52 bomber bases. 
Construction during 1994 upgraded the Minot AFB runway condition to Code 1. 
A single Weapons Storage Area can be used to support both the bomb wing and missile 

V group. 



(7 IT ' RAISED: 
e OE:Zg ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m u l t i - m i s s i o n  base (bombers and missiles) is more efficient than 

the current DoD proposal that creates single mission bases at Minot AFB (bombers) and 
Malmstrom AFB (missiles). 
Air Force rationale for excluding the FE Warren AFB, WY missile field should be reviewed 
since Peacekeeper missiles are already scheduled for retirement in 2003. 
Grading scale for "Mission (Missile) Requirements" awards green , yellow, and red to reflect 
order of finish for the three bases under consideration. The yellow received by Minot may be 
misconstrued as a negative. 
Air Force rationale for excluding the FE Warren AFB, WY missile field should be reviewed 
since Peacekeeper missiles are already scheduled fo:r retirement in 2003. 
The evaluation criteria for "Facilities Condition: Housing" is based on the number of units 
needing upgrade to whole house standards. The conmunity believes this is a poor measure 
of overall quality of housing at Minot AFB where houses have been upgraded inside and out, 
but have been deferred from undergoing the whole house upgrade, which would have 
increased their square footage, because they were in better condition than housing at many 
other bases. 
Overall rating for "Facilities" was green in 1993. fitting has now changed to yellow with no 
change in facilities. 
The missile field at Minot has had the highest alert rate in the Air Force for the last seven 
years. It has always been considered fully capable of performing its assigned mission, and 
remains so today according to the BCEG. 
The runway condition has been recently upgraded to Code 1. 
State and local zoning guarantee no fbture runway encroachment problems. 
Utilities are low cost (1 cent/kilowatt hour for electricity versus 9 cent national average) and 
there is plenty of additional capacity for electricity, water, and sewer. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Request focused COBRAS for closure and realignment of FE Warren AFB. 
Review Air Force rationale for excluding FE Warren AFB. 
Request Maintenance Information Management System data on alert rates, unscheduled 
maintenance, and non-dispatch days for Minot, Grand Forks, Malmstrom, and FE Warren 
AFBs. 
Develop comparative cost analysis for complete closure of Minot, Grand Forks, Malmstrom 
or FE Warren AFB versus proposed realignments. 

OlsodAF Tearn/3 April 1 99511 200 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

Malmstrom AFB, Great Falls, MT 

March 31,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: - 

C:ommissioner James B. Davis 

ACCO - MPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

&'OMMISSION STAFF: 

David Lyles 
Wade Nelson 
Frank Cirillo 
Rick DiCamillo 
Ralph Kaiser 
Chis  Goode w Jim Phillips 
Melissa Chalfant 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Brig Gen Robert E. Larned, 34 1 st Missile Wing Commander 
Col Mike Chester, 43rd Air Refueling Group Commander 
Col Wayne DeReu, 34 1 st Missile Wing Vice Commander 
Col Mike McMullin, 341 st Operations Group Commander 
Col Steve Kucynda, 341st Logistics Group Commander 
Lt Col Dick Webber, 34 1 st Support Group Commander 
Lt Col Bill Records, 341st Missile Wing Special Assistant 
Lt Col Rick Parker, 341 Civil Engineering Squadron Cornmander 
Senator Max Baucus 
Congressman Pat Williams 
Greg Eklund, staffer 
Kathy Sparr, staffer 
Ron Ostberg, staffer 
Warren Wentz, Attorney 
Tim Ryan 
John Lawton, City Manager 

1(1 U S E ' S  PRESENT MISSION: 



, 
Air Force Space Command Base. Malmstrom is the home of the 341st Missile Wing with 
Minuteman I1 and I11 intercontinental ballistic missiles. The base hosts, as a major tenant, the 

wv Air Mobility Command's 43rd Air Refueling Group, which flies KC-135R aircraft. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

e Relocate the 43rd Air Refueling Group to MacDill .Air Force Base, FL. 
Close Malmstrom airfield operations except for small area to support helicopter operations. 
All base activities and facilities associated with the 341st Missile Wing will remain. 

DOD JUSTIF - IC ATION : 

Malmstrom has limited capability to support tanker and other large aircraft missions. 
Air Force analysis highlighted a shortage of tankers in Southeast. 
OSD direction to support joint commands located at MacDill AFB. 
Maximizes cost effectiveness of having to keep MacDill AFB airfield open to support joint 
commands 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWE - D : 

KC- 135 three-bay maintenance hangar, aircraft maintenimce back-shops, windshield tour of 
other base facilities, aircraft parking apron, weapons stoirage area, helicopter over-flight of a 
portion of the missile field. 

w KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Base's missile field has better survivability in a nuclear exchange due to mountainous terrain 
and wider dispersion 
Missile alert facilities software systems and prograrn:r currently being upgraded (Rapid 
Execution and Combat Targeting (REACT) modification) 
Limitation on aircraft gross weights due to airfield elevation; greater in summer 
Modern state-of-the-art aircraft maintenance facilities will be vacated, leading to 
inappropriate use 

a)MMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Air Force graded the Malmstrom AFB missile mission Green and the Grand Forks AFB 
missile mission Red 
Grand Forks has a severe water intrusion problem 
Nations largest missile complex (over 23,000 square miles) 
Malmstrom missile field required to meet 500 Minuteman force structure requested by 
Strategic Command 
Modem, award winning aircraft maintenance facilities will be wasted (Three-bay hangar, 
aircraft corrosion control facility, back shop maintenance complex, 21 hydrants refueling 
capability) 

1(1 Removal of tankers from Malmstrom does not fix tanker distribution problem 



a Base can accommodate additional tanker aircraft 
a Unable to determine what constitutes the $5.0M savings identified by the Air Force 

llEQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

No taskings resulted from the visit to Malmstrom 



STAFF VISIT 

GRIFFISS AFB and FORT DRUM ARMY BASE 

April 4,1995 

(LJOMMISSION STAFF: 

Frank Cantwell 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Colonel Williamson, Fort Drum/Garrison Commander 
I,t Col Woodruff, 10th Mountain DivisionlDirector of Plans, Training, Mobilization, and 

Security 
Joe White, 10th Mountain DivisionIChief of Air Traffic Control 
n4arty Sears, 10th Mountain Division/Deputy Director of Plans, Training Mobilization and 

Security 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION 

The airfield on Griffiss Air Force Base is a minimum essential airfield that supports the 
10th Infantry (Light) Division, Fort Drum, New York. Fort Drum is the home of the 10th w' Mountain Division (Light Infantry). 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Redirect 

* Close the minimum essential airfield. 

* In realigning Griffiss AFB, the 1993 Base Closure Commission recommended the 
runway remain open to support Fort Drum operational requirements. DoD is now 
proposing to close the minimum essential airfield, and provide the 
mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th Mountain Division (Light Infantry) from 
the Fort Drum airfield (Wheeler-Sack Army Airfield). Mission essential equipment from 
the Griffiss AFB field will transfer to Fort Drum. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

* Operation of the minimum essential airfield to support Fort Drum operations after 
closure of Griffiss AFB has proven to be much costlier than anticipated. 

* This proposal permits the Air Force to meet its requirements to support 10th Infantry 
Division more efficiently and effectively. 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIE WED: 

* Helicopter tour of the entire base to include the airport and the surrounding area 
where the current runway will be extended 
* Base Operations 
* Windshield tour of the airport 
* Traveled on one of the three convoy routes from Fort Drum to Griffiss AFB 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

* By extending the runway at Fort Drum, the 10th Mountain Division will be able 
to deploy from Fort Drum rather than convay to Griffiss AFB for deployments 

** Griffiss AFB is located 76 miles away from Fort Drum 
** The highway used is a two lane road 
** I t  takes approximately 90 minutes to travel from Fort Drum to Griffiss 
AFB in good weather 

* The runway extension will allow the 10th Mountain Division to deploy 2 hours 
earlier than required in current plans 
* The runway extension will have minimal negative impact on the installation and 
its training areas 
* Savings on per diem for the Fort Drum personnel responsible for mobility 
processing for deployments (estimated to be approximately $l.OM per year) will 
offset increased costs for operating longer runway (estimated to be approximately 
$1.3M per year). 
* The runway extension will take approximately three years to accomplish 

** Fort Drum airport currently has three runways; therefore operations at 
Fort Drum should progress with little interference 
** Until the runway extension is completed at Fort Drum, the Air Force will 
support the 10th Mountain Division from Griffiss AFB. 

* The Army is satisfied with the Air Force's estimate of $51M to extend the runway 
at Fort Drum. 

* Dick Helmer (Cross Service Team) and I met with personnel from 485th 
Engineering Installation Group (EIG). DoD has proposed inactivating the Group 
and spreading the functions to other units and installations. Personnel from the 
485th EIG had two concerns: 

** I t  appears the number of personnel going to different installations may be 
inaccurate, and 
** Some of the personnel are scheduled to go to Keesler AFB, but Keesler 
AFB is not one of the receiver installations as listed in the DoD report. 
** We will ask the Air Force to respond to these two potential problems 



4w COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 
f 

None 

Frank Cantwell 





BASE VISIT REPORT 
REESE AFH 

TEXAS 

April 5,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

13enjamin F. Montoya 

,\CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

141 Cornella 
'Wendi L. Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 
1,t Col Merrill Beyer, Air Force DoD Analyst 
1,t Col Jim Brubaker, Navy DoD Analyst 
Ivir. Mark Pross, Air Force GAO Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Y Colonel Roger Brady, 64th FTW Commander 
Colonel Randall Gelwix, 64th Ops Gp Cmdr 
(301onel Theron Weimer, 64th Sprt Gp Cmdr 
Colonel Monica Figun, 64th Medical Gp Cmdr 
Mr. David Langston, Lubbock Mayor 
Mr. Randy Neugebauer, Mayor Pro Tem 
Judge Don McBeath, 
Mr. Bob Cass, Lubbock City Manager 
Mr. Chris Lehman, Consultant 
I3rig Gen Mark Lillard (Ret.), Consultant 
(301onel Don Feld (Ret.), Consultant 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Mr. Jerry Stevens, Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. John Zwiacher, Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Fred Underwood, Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Rob Lehman, Cong. Combest (DC Off.) 
Ms S'hea Woodard, Sen. Hutchison (TX Off.) 
Mr. Mike Champness, Sen. Gramm (DC Off.) 
Mr. Bill Christian, Sen. Gramm (DC Off.) 
Ms Kay Flynt, Sen. Gramm (TX Off.) 
Maj Cynthia Snyder, Air Force Legislative LN 

Air Education and Training Command (AETC) base, Undergraduate Flying Training category. 
64th Flying Training Wing (FTW), Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training (SUPT) in 
:! 1 T-1 A, 48 T-37B, and 5 1 T-38A aircraft. Base activated 1942; named for 1Lt. Augustus F. 
Reese, Jr., P-38 fighter pilot killed during a train-strafing mission at Cagliari, Sardinia, May 14, 
I. 943. 



DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

wr a Reese Air Force Base: Close. 
64th Flying Training Wing: Inactivate. 

a All assigned T- 1, T-37 and T-3 8 aircraft: Redistribute or retire. 
All activities and facilities at the base including family housing, the hospital, commissary, 
and base exchange: Close. 

DoD JUSTIFICATION: 

a The Air Force has one more Undergraduate Flying Training (UFT)--Pilot and Navigator-- 
base than necessary to support Air Force pilot training requirements consistent with the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. 
Reese ranks lower than other UFT bases when evaluated on such factors as weather 
(crosswinds, density altitude) and airspace availability (volume, distance to training areas). 
The UPT Joint Cross-Service Group recommended Reese for closure in each alternative. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Flight line, aircraft parking areas, runways, T-1 maintenance hangar, Flying Squadron operations 
building, military family housing including a whole house upgrade unit, and general tour of base 
infrastructure and recreation facilities. The Lubbock community gave a short presentation. 

Press availability occurred on the morning of the base visit. The Lubbock community hosted 
commissioners and staff for dinner the night before at the Methodist Hospital's Knipling Center, 
amd following the base visit, provided a brief tour through the city enroute to lunch at the 
1,ubbock Club. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Was the UPT-JCSG process flawed by inaccurate data or inappropriate weighting factors? 
Do the Air Force and Navy recommendations exploit all opportunities to reduce 
infrastructure in the way they have consolidated UI'T? 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Available airspace for training: Factual errors in the data shortchanged Reese in terms of 
volume of airspace available for training, These flaws should be corrected and the analysis 
redone. 

* Weather: Comprehensive weather data reflecting what really matters, i.e., the percentage of 
time on average per month that sorties are rescheduled/canceled due to weather, favors Reese 
over several other UPT bases. However this data was given little weight in the model 
compared to what appear to be less meaningful parameters, crosswinds and "planning" 
factors. 
Airfield Condition: Air Force certified data lists the condition of taxiways and aprons at 
Reese as only 29 percent adequate. However, an Air Force Civil Engineering Report dated 

Y May 1993 lists nearly all pavements as adequate and needing nothing more than resealing. 



Subsequent to the 93 Air Force data call, improvenients to the T-1 and T38 aprons were not 
reflected in 95 data call. 

e Quality of Life: The Air Force analysis failed to show how Reese is clearly superior in this 
area, especially in terms of availability of suitable off-base housing, opportunities for higher 
education and access to airline transportation. Sigr~ificant is its standing as the number one 
choice of assignment for UPT student and instructclr pilots, and its choice by AETC as the 
base to initiate each new UPT program, e.g., T-1A and SUPT, Joint Primary Training with 
the Navy, and JPATS beddown. 

a Auxiliary Field at Lubbock International: Provides significant portion of required instrument 
approach training at no cost to the Air Force, and fiee landing and parking in the event 
crosswinds at Reese are out of limits, and a large hiingar available for no-cost. 

e Review Air Force response to Congressman Combest's "White Paper," which highlights 
these and other discrepancies in the Air Force analysis. 
Review Air Force COBRA cost data. 

e Determine if Air Force considered Lubbock city offer to buy the military family housing 
area, and lease it and a hangar at Lubbock International Airport back to the Air Force. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 
BERGSTROM .ARB 

TEXAS 

April 6,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

I3enjamin F. Montoya 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Josue Robles, Jr. 
Wendi L. Steele 

<:OMMISSION STAFF: - 

L,t Col Merrill Beyer, Air Force DoD Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Colonel Richard J. Eustace, 924th Ftr Wg Cmdr 
C)olonel Jerry Wrucha, 10th AF Asst Vice Cmdr 
Colonel Ronald McNelley, TX Army NG CIS 

w Lt Col Charles Koym, 924th Supt Gp Cmdr 
Lt Col William Gardner, 924th Ops Gp Cmdr 
Lt Col Henry Graves, 924th Log Gp Cmdr 
hlaj Michael E. Swaney, GCRC Cmdr 
MSgt Elbridge K. Wilson, RCCF NCOIC 
N[s Cynthia Hall, Sen. Hutchison (TX Off.) 
Mr. Mike Champness, Sen. Gramm (DC Off.) 
Mr. Bill Christian, Sen. Grarnm (DC Off.) 
Mr. Dave Potter, Cong. Doggett (TX Off.) 
Ms Linda Collinsworth, Cong. Laughlin (TX Off.) 
Mr. Dan Bartlett, Gov. Bush Off. 

Mr. Bruce Todd, Austin Mayor 
M:r. Philip Brown, Austin Aviation Dep Dir 
Mi. Chad Huston, Austin BRAC Sprt Grp 
Mr. John Merritt LC CC 

Mr. Ladd Patti110 bC bC 

Colonel Bruce Conover, P.E. (Ret) " " 
Mr. Rick Wheeler L b  C b  

Mr. Glen West 6 6  ( 6  

Mr. Bill McLellan b b  CL 

Mr. Ron Kessler ( 6  C b  

Mr. Bruce Byron bC 6 6  

Mr. Bill Heine 6 6  6 6  

Mr. Bruce Conover C b  6 6  

Cong. Jake Pickle (Ret) 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Air Force Reserve (AFRES) base. 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES), F- 16ClD operations; Regional 
Corrosion Control Facility (RCCF); Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES); and Ground Combat 
Readiness Center (GCRC) (AFRES). Base activated Sep 22, 1942. Named for Capt. John A.E. 
Bergstrom, first Austin serviceman killed in WW 11, who died Dec 8, 1941, at Clark Field, the 
Philippines. City of Austin converting the base to new airport--takes control of airfield 
operations from the Air Force Sep 96, airport due to open in 1998. AFRES unit facilities in 
cantonment area only--no BX or commissary available. 



wi DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Bergstrom Air Reserve Base: Close. 
924th Fighter Wing (AFRES): Inactivate. 

e F- 16 aircraft: Redistribute or Retire. 
a Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES): Relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth. 

DoD JUST - IFICATION: 

a Due to AFRES fighter force drawdown, AFRES has an excess of F-16 fighter locations. 
Closure most cost effective option for AFRES. 
Relocation of Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES) to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve 
Base, Texas, will collocate the headquarters with one of its major subordinate units, the 301st 
Fighter Wing (AFRES), flying F-16ClD aircraft. 
The move fiom Bergstrom to Fort Worth provides a cost avoidance of conversion of the 
Bergstrom AFRES unit to KC-1 35 aircraft. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: - 

FLight line, aircraft parking areas, runways, F-16 maintenance hangar, Wing headquarters 
building, Regional Corrosion Control Facility, and general tour of the reserve base cantonment 
and municipal airport areas. The Austin community gave a short presentation. 

Press availability occurred during the tour. 

(II KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Is the Air Force reneging on its commitment to the community to retain the Bergstrom 
Reserve Base if the community develops the airport'? 
Is the Air Force exaggerating the savings of closing Bergstrom due to consideration of only 
current short-term costs without proper consideration of cost reductions when the community 
assumes responsibility for the operation of the municipal airport? 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Air Force is reneging on its commitment to the community. In the 93 Round, the Air 
Force recommended closing Bergstrom ARB and transferring its aircraft to NAS Fort Worth. 
The Commission, however, upheld its 9 1 decision to keep the F-16 unit at Bergstrom (at least 
through FY 96) if the community committed to a municipal airport conversion. The 
conversion is underway. 

The Air Force can achieve the consolidation savings inherent in its 93 recommendation by 
redirecting the 301 st FW (AFRES) from NAS Fort Worth to Bergstrom ARB: 

00 Bergstrom's location provides added opportunities for joint training: US Army 
has both an Armored and Mechanized Division located at Fort Hood, 69 miles away 

00 Moves F-16s out of Non-Attainment area (Moderate Ozone) at Dallas-Fort Worth. 



Air Force can save BRAC and FY 92 Hurricane Aridrew Recovery Supplemental (non-DoD) 

V Funding by closing Homestead ARB and avoiding MILCON there, and achieve force 
structure reduction goals by deactivating the 482nd FW (AFRES): 

ee $76M (FY 92 Supl) appropriated for restoring Homestead airfield operations. 
$23M for the 301st RQS beddown will be saved if redirect to Patrick is approved. 
$9.OM (FY 94/95 DoD funds) additional is required for the 482nd FW (AFRES). 

ee $65M for the 482nd FW (AFRES) remains unobligated. 

Community provided the following unconfirmed (not certified) AFRES F-16 unit data: 

NOTE: Community data was compiled from unit. sources, not HQ AFRES or HQ AF. 
AF/RT will respond to this data by April 27. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

w Task the Air Force to respond to the Austin community's Memorandum which highlights 
discrepancies in the Air Force data and analysis, and offers what they believe is a more cost 
effective closure and realignment alternative. 
Review Air Force COBRA cost data for exaggerations of personnel non-BRAC force 
structure savings, and excessive BOS. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Coraopolis, PA 

April 10,19!)5 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

,COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Rick DiCamillo 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Representative Frank Mascara 
State Senator Michael Fisher 
State Senator Jack Wagner 
Ms Sharon Wagner, Staff Asst, 

Senator Specter 
Mr Kevin McNamara, Staff Asst, 

Senator Santorum 
Judge John G. Brosky, Chmn Western 

Pennsylvania Coalition 
Mr. Tom Foerster, Allegheny Cty Chmn 
Mr. Larry Dunn, Allegheny Cty Cmsnr 
Mr. Roger Javens, Beaver Cty Cmsnr 
Mr Greg Smith, Mgr Moon Twnshp 
Mr Steve George, Former Dir of Aviation, 

Pittsburgh International Airport 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Colonel Tom Spencer, 9 1 1AW Commander 
Mr. Creg Vroegindewey 
Mr Charles L. Holsworth 
BIG (Ret) Joe McCarthy 
Mr Frank Burdine, VP, R. Morris College 
Ms Barbara Ploy, Exec Dir, Airport Area 

Chamber of Commerce 
Mr Patrick Cain, Pres AFGE Local 23 16 
Mr. Pete Flaherty, Allegheny Cty Cmsnr 
Mr James Albert, Beaver Cty Chmn 
Mr.John Antoline, Beaver Cty Cmsnr 
Judge Patrick Tamilia 
Mr Herbert Higgenbotharn, Dir, Allegheny Dept 

of' Aviation 
Mr Lance Shaeffer, Pres. Pittsburgh CoC 

.Air Force Reserve installation on Pittsburgh International Airport. It is the home of the 91 1th 

.Airlift Wing which flies C- 130H aircraft. The Air National Guard's 17 1 st Air Refueling Wing, 
which flies KC-1 35 tanker aircraft, is also located at Pittsburgh IAP, in its own cantonment area. 

w 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATIQIY: 

Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station. 
a Deactivate the 9 1 1 th Airlift Wing. 
e Distribute C-130 aircraft to C-130 units at Dobbins Air Reserve Base, GA and Peterson AFB, 

CO. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

a The Air Force Reserve has more C-130 operating locations than necessary to support the 
Reserve C-130 aircraft in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
The Pittsburgh IAP ARS operating costs are greatest among Air Force Reserve C-130 
operations at civilian airfields. 
The wing's proximity to other Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard provides 
opportunities for its personnel to transfer and continue their service. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Modern fiber optic consolidated communications facility that was built and equiped at a cost 
of $1 5.1M and supports 50 federal and comunity facilities. Only one in AF Reserves 

WV 
New, environmantally friendly aircraft de-icing pad which captures contaminents in 
catchment area 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Expansion capability not limited; 30 acres (mostly parking ramp) offerred by county to Air 
Force prior to 95 BRAC Report 
Additional 47 acres of parking ramp offered subsequent to BRAC report 
Operating cost was $10.16M for FY 93 
Cost input data for Minneapolis-St Paul was used for three other locations including 
Pittsburgh IAP ARS in the COBRA level playing field 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS - RAISED: 

COBRA data used to develop level playing field was inaccurate; Minneapolis-St Paul cost 
figures were used 

a Corrected data shows Pittsburgh ranks as one of the best Reserve C-130 bases 
Operating costs $1 0.16M per year not$22.23M as reported by the Air Force 
The 9 1 1 th employs only 12 1 personnel in base operating support 
The COBRA model uses $38M as a MILCON cost avoidance when there is only $4.1M 
programmed over the next five years 



Look at Milwaukee and Youngstown as possible alternatives 
Review level playing field COBRA cost data for Minneapolis-St Paul, O'Hare, Niagara Falls, 
and Pittsburgh and have Air Force run corrected data 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

Y KIRTLAND AIR FOKCE BASE 

APRIL 18,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Joe Robles 

A CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Madelyn Creedon 
Mark Pross 
Frank Cimtwell 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Col Sanchez, 377 ABWICV 
Col Murdock, AF Inspection AgencyICC 
Col Killeen, AF Security Police AgencyICC 
Capt Lippincott, Field Command/DNAlDeputy 
Dr. Good, Phillips Laboratory/Executive Director 
Col Curry, SA-ALC Nuclear Weapons IntegrationIChief 
Col Farage, 58th SOWICornrnander 
Dr. Narath, Sandia National Laboratories/President 
Mr. Culpepper, DOE Field OfficelAlbuquerquelDeputy Mgr 
Col Muldrow, AFOTECICV 

Kirtland Air Force Base is an Air Force Materiel Command Base. It is the home of the 
Phillips Laboratory, 58th Special Operations Wing (FVMC- 130, HH-60, UH- 1, and TIMH-53), 
150th Fighter Group (1 8 F-16ClD and 1 C-26B), AFOTEC, Air Force Inspection Agency, Air 
Force Safety Agency, Air Force Security Police Agency, Field Command (Defense Nuclear 
Agency), and 377th Air Base Wing. Sandia National Laboratory is also located on Kirtland 
AFB . 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Kirtland Air Force Base. 



58th SOW will relocate to Holloman AFB. 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center will relocate to Eglin AFB. 
AF Office of Security Police will relocate to Lacklimd AFB. 
AF Inspection Agency will move to Kelly AFB. 
AF Safety Agency will relocate to Kelly AFB. 
Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) will move Field C)ornmand activities to Kelly AFB. 
DNA will move High Explosive Testing to Nellis rlFB. 
DNA's Radiation Simulator activities will remain in-place. 
Phillips Laboratory will remain in a cantonment area. 
898th Munitions Squadron will remain in-place. 
AFRES and ANG activities will remain in-place. 
Air Force medical activities in the VA Hospital will terminate. 
Sandia National Laboratory will be remain in-place. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Kirtland AFB rated low relative to other bases in the Laboratory and Product Center 
subcategory. 
Because the Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group rated Phillips Laboratory a high 
functional value, the Air Force is recommending it -remain in a cantonment area. 
High Net Present Value -- $467M Savings. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 
VI 

Phillips Laboratory 
58th SOW 
Sandia Laboratory 
Field Command, DNA 
Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center 
377th Air Base Wing 

ISEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

* Phillips Laboratory 
- Leadership at Phillips Laboratory is reviewing the manpower requirements for AF 
military personnel that need to remain at Kirtland afier the realignment. 
- Operational concept of Phillips Laboratory activities and support after the realignment 
is unclear. 
- There is concern about the status of the manning for Space and Missile Systems Center 
Test and Evaluation Directorate. 

* 58th SOW: 
- New location of the 58th at Holloman AFB is undetermined. 



- There is a potential concern that there will be a lack of adequate helicopter landing sites 
for training. 
- It is estimated that the simulators will be "down" approximately one year in order to 
move. 

* Sandia Laboratory: 
- Air Force did not calculate the additional operating costs to DOEISandia Laboratory for 
a Kirtland realignment. 
- Sandia leadership is concerned that its mission may be negatively impacted by 
Kirtland realignment. 

* Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency: 
- Field Command leadership can perform its mission from Kelly AFB, but feel synergy 
between them and the Sandia Lab will be lost. 
- It appears the Interservice Nuclear Weapon School (INWS) will not be able to relocate 
to Kelly AFB as planned because of its requirement to use nuclear material. 
- DNA is considering placing Technical On-Site Inspection (TOSI) facility (27 acres) in 
a cantonment area rather than relocating. 

* Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center (KUMSC): 
- AF is considering completely civilianizing the activities or leaving a small military 
contingent to direct the activities. 
- Either selection may result in an increase in expected operating costs and increased 
safety concerns. 

* Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA): 
- Initial indications are that the pre-planned site at Kelly AFB for AFSPA may be r unavailable, and that the AF may have to build fi~cilities for it. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

* Staff needs to look at all the Air Force site surveys associated with Kirtland realignment. 
* Staff needs to calculate all the costs associated with th.e Kirtland realignment. 

Mark Pross 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD GUARD STATION, CA 

April 26,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Rebecca Cox 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

A1 Cornella 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Charlie Smith, Executive Director 
13en Borden, R&A Director 
Mark Pross, Air Force Team Analyst 

ICY Craig Hall, Air Force Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

COL Steve Speer, CO, 129th Rescue Group 
MAJ Art Haubold, 129th Rescue Group & Onizuka Public Affairs 
COL Hamel, Commander, 750th Space Group 
1,T COL Brock, 750th Space Group 
Rill Dean, Deputy Director, NASA-Ames 
Mike Falarski, NASA-Ames 
Lee Grissom, Office of the Governor 
Mayor Pat Figweroa, City of Mountain View 
Mayor Barbara Waldman, City of Sunnyvale 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Rasing for the 129th Air Rescue Group of the Air National Guard. The 129th Rescue Group 
performs crash, fire, rescue, air traffic control and security police functions with 8 HH-60 
helicopters and 4 HC- 130P/N refueling aircraft. 



POD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close Moffett Federal Airfield Guard Station. 
* Relocate the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClellan Air Force Base, 

California. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

At Moffett Federal Airfield Guard Station, the 129th Rescue Group provides manpower for 
the airfield's crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control, and security police services, and pays a 
portion of the total associated costs. 

e The Air National Guard also pays a share of other base operating support costs. These costs 
to the Air National Guard have risen significantly since Naval Air Station Moffett realigned 
to Moffett Federal Airfield, and can be avoided if the unit is moved to an active duty airfield. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 
The 129 Air Rescue Group of the Air National Guard (ANG) facilities are located on Moffett 
Federal Airfield (MFA). NASA manages MFA as the 129th Air Rescue Group is just one of 
many tenants on the airfield. MFA also includes military housing, a commissary and a clinic 
which are used by military tenants on the airfield. These are part of the Onizuka Annex on MFA 
(see related base visit report prepared by Mark Pross). A few ANG personnel currently live in 

w the family housing on MFA. 

Hill Dean, Deputy Director, NASNAmes Research Center briefed commissioners and staff on 
NASAIArnes and issues regarding MFA. After the briefing, the commissioners and staff toured 
MFA via an ANG helicopter. The 20-minute tour was led by Bill Dean of NASNAmes and 
included: 

129th Air Rescue Group hangar, maintenance and administrative buildings, 
Military Family Housing units, 
Fuel barge loading docks, 
NASA Arnes Research Center facilities including wind tunnels, hangars and administrative 

office buildings, 
Onizuka Air Station, and 
Lockheed-Martin satellite manufacturing facilities. 

After the helicopter tour, commissioners and staff were briefed by Col Speer and Maj Haubold 
on the 129th Rescue Group's mission, history and facilities. After the briefing, commissioners 
and staff toured the 129th Rescue Group's facilities, including its hangar (which it shares with 
other MFA tenants) and its maintenance facilities. Col Speer noted that the 129th Rescue Group 
is anticipating about $20 million of facilities upgrades, .including about $12 million for a new 
hanger, as the unit had planned to move into some facilities vacated by the Navy during 1994 as 
a result of the closing of Moffett Naval Air Station. These projects are on-hold pending the 

(CY results of BRAC. 



v Prior to the 129th Air National Guard Station and MFA visit, commissioners and staff toured 
Onizuka Air Station, which is adjacent to MFA. During the tour of Onizuka Air Station, a 15- 
minute press conference was held. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Cost implications: The 129th Rescue Group currently provides services necessary in 
operating the airfield, such as air traffic control, security and fire protection. The ANG is 
reinbursed for these services by NASA. Written agreements were made between the ANG 
and NASA regarding the provision of and reimbursement terms for these services. 

If the ANG unit relocates, these airfield services will have to be replaced and funded by 
NASA, if the airfield is to continue to operate. NASA is concerned that the cost of 
contracting for these services will be greater than current costs to operate the airfield. NASA 
also feels that continued operation of the airfield is essential in maintaining and attracting 
tenants (federal government or their contractors) for the airfield. For example, Lockheed- 
Martin needs the airfield for transporting its satellites as they are too large for surface 
transportation. It was noted that about 65 percent of both flight-line and office space are 
currently being utilized 

According to NASA and community representatives, since some Air Force savings in 

w operating MFA will be passed on to NASA and other MFA tenants, the proposed closure of 
the Air Guard Station will not produce any government-wide savings. The ANG unit 
currently pays 13 percent of shared costs at MFA. NASA has estimated that it will cost 
about $2.8 million more annually to operate the MF'A if the ANG unit leaves. These 
increased costs to other government agencies should be factored into the commission's 
analysis of the proposed closure of the Air Guard Station. 

Also, since the ANG unit is reinbursed by NASA far airfield services, these reinbursed costs 
should have been excluded from the Air Force's CCIBRA analysis. If there were not, the 
estimated savings were overstated. 

ANG/NASA Agreement: In 1993, the ANG and NASA-Arnes signed an agreement 
for the provision of airfield security, air traffic control and fire protection services by the 
ANG. The agreement includes terms of reimbursement. Even though, the nature of the 
agreement signals a long-term commitment by the ANG, it does allow either party to cancel 
this agreement given 330 day notice. NASA argues that it would not have made a long-term 
commitment to manage MFA if it had known the ANG unit's relocation was imminent. 

Condition of Facilities: The ANG was planning about $20 million in facility upgrades at 
MFA before base closings were announced in March. Therefore, if the ANG unit does not 
relocate these costs will be incurred. This may need to be factored into the COBRA analysis 
of the proposed relocation. 

v 



\Y According to NASA and community representatives, the condition of facilities at McClellan 
may not be adequate to support the ANG units in terms of space, older facilities, poor 
weather and shorter flying hours. In particular, the hangar space may not be adequate for the 
HC-130 aircraft. 

Military Value: Access to ranges and airspace may be enhanced if the unit relocates to 
McClellan Air Force Base. The unit does very little training over the ocean, so access or 
proximity to it is not a major issue. 

Recruiting and Retention: The 129th Air Rescue Group has experienced high 
personnel turnover. Although, no formal study has been done, exit interviews revealed that 
since the cost of housing in the immediate area is so high, many personnel must reside a long 
distance from MFA. Long commutes have lead pel-sonnel to seek other employment. The 
unit thinks moving to Sacramento may lower personnel turnover, as commuting times may 
be lessened. The unit also feels recruiting of personnel in the Sacramento area will be as 
good if not better then their present location. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Future of Moffett Federal Airfield: The SunnyvalelMountain View community 
is mainly concerned about the future of Moffett Federal Airfield, if the ANG relocates. The 
community feels that the unit's departure, in light of the critical services it provides to the 
airfield, may signal the airfields demise. Further, a closure of the Guard Station would break 
an agreement between NASA and ANG for cost sharing and reimbursement of these services. 

Lack of Military Value Analysis: The Air Force completed no military value analysis 
when considering the relocation of the ANG unit, even though a military value analysis is 
required by OSD guidance. This is especially criticill in light of the fact that the Commander 
of California ANG, Governor Pete Wilson, thinks the unit should remain at MFA. The 
McClellan airfield operates 2 fewer hours per day and the weather (Thule fog) reduces flying 
hours. Further, the community claims that the ANG will lose 220,000 square feet of facilities 
if relocates to McClellan, and that McClellan's facilities are not as modern. 

Military Construction Required at McClellan AFB: Military construction costs required 
at McClellan have been revised downward to about $8 million from the original estimate of 
$20 million. The actual military construction required at McClellan is not precisely known, 
as site surveys are currently being completed. 

Costs to All Federal Government Agencies Should Be Considered: 
Costs and savings should be considered on a government-wide basis, instead of only 
costs/savings to only the DoD. Air Force savings related to the closure of the Guard Station 
will be passed on to NASA and other agencies. 



w This is Not a BRAC Issue: Since the Air Gu,ard Station does not meet the civilian 
threshold for the BRAC process, it is not a BRAC issue. Therefore, it should not have been 
included on the Secretary of Defense's list of base closures. 

QUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISI'I: 

a Cost to Federal Government: Determine what the costs will be passed on to NASA in 
operating MFA, if the 129th Rescue Group leaves. 

Preliminary work has shown that it will cost NASA. $2 to $3 million annually to operate the 
airfield. The ANG, and the State of California, contributions to these costs will be lost. 

c Agreement Between NASA and ANG: Determine if closure of the Air Guard Station 
violates the agreement between NASA and the ANG for the provision of airfield services. 

Review of these agreements has revealed that they include a clause providing for 
cancellation. These agreements can be canceled by either party, provided that the party gives 
written notice no less than 330 days prior to the effective date of cancellation. 

Craig HallIAF Tearn/May 2 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

'YI)f FORT TOTTEN, NEW YORK 

APRIL 18, 11995 

LEAD: None 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None 

COMMISSXON_STAFF: 
Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst 

Delegation: None 
Mr. David Adams, Legislative Director for Congressman Ackerman 

S t a t e :  
Mr. Nicholas Garaufis, Counsel to the Borrough President (Queens) 

i - 
I.TC Sam McNabb, TABS 
Ms. Gerri Lennox, FORSCOM BRAC 
MAJ Murdoug, USARC BRAC 

E m  
hlr. Pete Tranchick, Director of Public Works-Fort Dix 

Eort HamiltodTotten 
LTC Nolan Goudeaux, New York Area Command 
MAJ Steve Barton, Director of Public Works 
SFC Trefethin, Director of Public Works Non-commissioned Officer in Charge 

& 4 m S E N T  MISSION: 

At; a sub-post of Fort Hamilton and part of the New York Area Command, provides support to 
active duty and retired personnel within the local area. Serves as host to Headquarters, 77th 
U. S. Army Reserve Command. 

Close Fort Totten, except an enclave for the U. S. Army Reserve. Dispose of family housing. 
w 



ROD'S JUsTIFICATION FOR ACTION: 

WnY' Fort Totten, a sub-installation of Fort Hamilton, provides administrative and logistical support to 
Army Reserve units in the New York City metropolilan area. 

Fort Totten is low in military value compared to other command and control1 
administrative support installations. The post has lirr~ited capacity for growth or further military 
development. 

Fort Totten is home to the Ernie Pyle U.S. Arxny Reserve Center, the largest in the 
country. Realignment of the Center to nearby Fort H4arnilton is not possible since Fort Hamilton 
has little available space. Therefore, the Army decided to retain this facility as a reserve enclave. 

IN FAC- REVIEWED: 

Capehart Family Housing area. One hundred and fcjurteen sets of quarters (one hundred 
active) in four-story Wherry housing are configured in a mix of two and three bedroom 
layouts. Units were built in 1959160 with a fifty year expected life span. They have not been 
updated. Floors are linoleum; kitchens small with little storage space, no dishwasher or 
disposal. Washerldryer hook ups are available in cclmmon basement areas. 

* - I  
1 Historic housing. Forty-four sets of quarters (twenty-eight active) were built between 1850 

and 1940. Units are cited on the waterfront - on prime real estate, and are configured in six- 
eight bedroom layouts. Units are consistent with flag officer space requirements, with some 
units having 6800 SF of living space. Units have not received a major upgrade, but money 
has been spent on their periodic upkeep. Antiquated wiring poses a potential safety hazard and 
significant expenditure claimant. 

Lead paint has been found in all housing. Housing turnover for both Fort Hamilton and Fort 
Totten average approximately 100 units per year. Lead abatement procedures can run from no 
cost to $12,000 per unit. Asbestos has not been a problem. 

While quarters are early 1960s standards approaching the end of their useful life span, they are 
commensurate with units available in the local area. All local rentals are expensive and 
difficult to find. The surrounding community of Bayside, Queens, is an up-scale community 
of mostly dual income families working in downtown Manhattan. They are willing (and do) 
pay for their relative proximity to work. Most rentals require three months rent, security 
deposit and a broker's fee for start-up costs. Two and three bedroom unfurnished apartments 
list in a range from $850 - 1300 per month. Availability is an added problem; vacancy rates 
nun in the 2 % range. 

1 



Because family housing occupancy rate stays approximately 80%, the parent installation does 
not maintain a local housing referral list. Family quarters' occupants are from all services 
supporting the military mission to the United Nations;, the U.S. Army Recruiting Battalion 
New York, and Title X Army Guard and Reserve full time support personnel. 

Y CONCERNS RAISER: 
Support costs associated with programs, facilities, anti military services provided active and 
reserve armed forces members would be tremendous1:y increased if they had to be conducted 
on the local economy. Fort Totten constitutes a highly cost-effective operation when 
compared to the price of comparable facilities in the rest of New York City. 

Should the Fort Totten recommendation be accepted, 1:ocal developers welcome the opportunity 
to purchase the prime real estate. Queens, New York, has zoned the post to ensure restricted 
development retains much of the green space currently on the installation. 

Old Fort Totten, an unofficial historic site and museum, has a historic legacy and artifacts 
dating back to the Revolutionary War. The volunteer ~xrator, Mr. Jack Fein, is an ardent 
community activist in support of the historic site. 

Request updated start year strength figures, data. calls and COBRA estimate for Fort 
TottenIHamilton from TABS. 

Obtain additional NYC rental cost data for comparison with service member variable 
housing allowance (VHA) and basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). 

Contact Department of the Navy area housing officials for a first-hand account of Army 
- Navy coordination on housing Army personnel at Mitchell Field Navy housing area. 





STAFF VISIT REPORT 

OGDEN AIR LOGISTIClS CENTER 

HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

19 - 20 APRIL 1995 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ms. Ann Reese, Deputy Team Leader, Cross Service Team 
Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team 
Mr. David Olsen, Air Force Team 

JJST OF ATTENDEES: 

MG Pat Condon, Installation Commander Col Scherbinske 
Mr. Tom Miner, Vice-Commander Mr. Brent Figgins 
Mr. Gene Hathenbruck Mr. Ron Holt 
Mr. Mike Williams Mr. A. Anderson 
Ms. Jeannie Hathenbruck Mr. Lynn Coy 
Mr. M. McBride Mr. B. West 
Mr. B. Dandoy Dr. Myrne Riley 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

* The Ogden Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Hill 
Air Force Base. The center provides worldwide logistics 
management and depot maintenance for the F-16 Fighting 
Falcon. The center also provides depot maintenance work on F- 
4 and C-130 aircraft and has perfclrmed interservice work from 
the Navy for its F/A-18 aircraft. In addition the center is 
the only source of repair for the nation's stockpile of 
strategic ICBM's. Finally, the center is in the process of 
transferring depot maintenance a.ctivities for tactical 
missiles to the Army. The Hill Air Force Base also supports 
the Utah Test and Training Range, the Defense Department's 
largest over-land special use airspace. The test range is 
used for operational training sort.ies by all military 
services. The range also provides testing and evaluation 
support for cruise missiles, unmanned air vehicles and 
munitions. 

-14 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Wv Downsize Ogden Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC 
recommendation to the Commission would have resulted in the 
consolidation of the following workload at Ogden: (1) Airborne 
electronic software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 
(3) foundry operations, ( 4 )  airborne electronics, and (5) 
plating. Correspondence from the A.ir Force headquarters, in 
response to Commission staff questions, indicates that Ogden 
will be transferring part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) instruments, (2) composites, (3) tubing, ( 4 )  

machine manufacturing, ( 5 )  plating, ( 6 )  hydraulics, (7) 
electronics manufacturing, and (8) injection molding, 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot 
capacity across Air Force depots. The recommended Air 
Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines 
and move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing 
the reduction of personnel, infrastructure and other costs. 
The net effect of the realignments is to transfer 

w approximately 3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 
37 production lines across the five depots. These actions 
will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, 
or make them available for use by other agencies. These 
consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance 
efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time 
costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force actions to 
reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in 
man-hour capacity equivalent to about two depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Tactical Missile Repair 
ALC Cable Shop 
ALC Sheet Metal and Composite Shop 
ALC Machine Shop 
ALC tnstrurnent Shop 
ALC Printed Wiring Board Shop 



KEY ISSU - ES IDENTIFIED 

w Impact of Downsizing 

Commission staff received a briefing describing the impact of the Air Force's 
recommended downsize in place strategy. From 1988 until present, Ogden Air Logistics Center 
has seen a decline in workload and staffing in excess of 1 million direct labor hours. However, 
reported useable capacity only declined by about 500,000 direct labor hours. In FY 1995, 
capacity totals approximately 8.5 million direct labor hours compared to a workload of only 4.5 
million direct labor hours. 

Under the downsize strategy Ogden will gain 29 personnel spaces for the manufacture of 
printed wiring boards. The center will lose about 243 personnel authorizations through transfer 
of workload to other depots in the avionics, composites, hydraulics, injection molding, tubing, 
instruments and machine manufacturing commodity areas. In addition, the center will lose 137 
personnel spaces as a result of the 15 percent "reengineering" squeeze down. In discussing the 
Air Force downsize in place strategy, Ogden center officials told us they are concerned that they 
might not be able to achieve the desired 15 percent productivity increase resulting from 
"reengineered " workloading practices. The center officials are also concerned about the impact 
decreased workloads might have on future equipment utilization and labor rates. The center has 
not attempted to anlyze exactly how reduced workloads nlight effect costs, however they stated 
that fixed overhead costs spread over reduced direct labor hours will drive up total repair costs. 

The downsize in place strategy has enabled the Ogden center to identify about 1.3 million 
square feet of unneeded space for divestiture. For example, 257K square feet was identified for 
mo~hballing as a result of the TRC shop "reengineering" squeeze down, 174K square feet of 
unneeded space will be made available for use by DLA, 5.52K square feet of unneeded space will 
be demolished, and 286K square feet for mothballing. Most of the space to be mothballed 
consists of portions of buildings or bays. Officials acknowledged that it will be difficult to 
achieve significant savings fiom mothballing since the space surrounding the excess space will 
continue to be heated and ventilated. The officials further stated that the DLA space probably 
would not be needed if the 1995 Commission would decide to keep the Ogden DLA depot open. 

The center officials said they are currently determining exactly which mothball and 
demolition projects qualify for BRAC funding. They provided a copy of a memo fiom Air Force 
HQ's dated 6 April 1995 describing the availability of BRAC funding. Essentially, projects 
planned for mothballing or demolition prior tothe BRAC rt:commendation will not be BRAC 
funded. 

Copies of briefing charts and correspondence are attached. 

Proposal to Consolidate Tactical Missile Maintenance at Hill AFB 

Ms. Jeannie Hathenbruck provided an Air Force briefing which generally concluded that 
it was no longer cost effective to consolidate tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny. In 
addition, the Air Force questions the reasonableness of DOII's BRAC 95 recommendation to 
decentralize guidance and control work at Tobyhanna, ground support equipment at Anniston 

J and all up rounding at Letterkenny. The Air Force position is based in part, on substantially 



reduced workload forecasts. For example, in FY 1990 the DOD tactical missile maintenance 
workload exceeded 2 million direct labor hours , but currently the annualized workload is 

w' slightly more than 600,000 hours. The Air Force believes they can easily absorb the reduced 
level of workload into the existing Hill depot infrastructure and at less up front cost than the 
Army will spend to complete the DOD consolidation program at Letterkenny and I or 
Toby hanna. 

Hill currently performs depot level repair of Maverick and Sidewinder guidance and 
control sections. A tour of the work spaces, and discussions with Hill officials, revealed that the 
Air Force depot appears to have sufficient capacity to absorb most, if not all, of the total DOD 
tactical missile workload. Commission staff also toured vehicle shops and witnessed ongoing 
work on shelters and trailers similar to that which is currently accomplished at Letterkenny. The 
vehicle shops appear to have high bay areas to support some, if not all, of the ground support 
vehicle workloads currently being accomplished at Lettelrkenny. Finally, the Hill representatives 
claim to have sufficient capacity to absorb missile storage and uprounding from Letterkenny. 

The briefing provided the following points in support of the Air Force's proposal to 
consolidate tactical missile maintenance work at Hill: (1 ) a potential for synergies and shared 
expertise between ICBM, advanced cruise missiles and tactical missile personnel; (2) cradle to 
grave experience in weapon system management and support; (3) capability to manufacture and 
repair printed circuit boards and electrical harnesses; (4) available expertise fi-om missile 
contractors located in the local area; (5) capability to perform high energy and computed 
tomography tests on missile components; (6) close proximity to the Utah Test and Training 
Range; (7) availability of explosive storage on Hill (247 sq ft), Oasis (108 sq ft), and Tooele 
Army Depot; (8)availability of four hot pads adjacent to Hill AFB runway for air shipments 
during contingency operations; (9) capability to demilitarize a wide variety of ordnance within 
DOD and EPA standards; (1 0) expertise in the repair of missile launchers and missile transport 
vehicles; and (1 1) capability to repair future tactical missile systems employing stealth 
technology. 

The Air Force's proposal suggests that Letterkenny will need an additional $35 million to 
complete the consolidation program recommended by the 93 BRAC. Hill says they can 
complete the consolidation for a total outlay of $32 million. Assuming the ongoing Letterkenny 
consolidation program could be terminated at no cost to the government, this would result in a 
savings of $3 million. Finally, the Air Force claims that the consolidation at Hill could be 
completed within the original timeframe laid out in the BRAC 93 implementation plan. 

The Hill briefing provided drawings depicting the buildings and square footage that 
would be made available for tactical missile maintenance workloads. 

Copies of the briefing charts are provided. 

Commission staff questioned the Air Force's claims that Hill currently has 43 percent of 
DOD's guidance and control workload, and that Hill could perform all of DOD's tactical missile 
maintenance within 220,000 square feet of space. In comp:trison, Letterkenny plans to use about 
400,000 square feet of renovated space to accomplish the same workload. Hill staff said they 
understood our concerns and stated that additional point papers would be provided. 



Tour of Depof. (non missile) Facilities 

wv Commission staff toured the cable shops, sheet metal and composite shops, machine 
shops, instrument shops, and printed wiring board shops. Discussions with personnel in these 
areas inicate that the shops generally have capacity to take on significantly greater levels of 
work. 

Hill Air Force Base would be a viable substitute for tactical missile maintenance consolidation, 
vice Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Glenn Knoepfle/Cross Service Team 4/27/95 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Base visit 
21 April 1995 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE. SAN ANTONIO. TX 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Jim Owsley 
Glenn Knoepfle 
Ann Reese 
David Olson 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

MGen Curtis Bgen Casciano Mr. Riojas Mr. Steely Mr. May 
Col Hennessey Col Rasmussen Col Bielowicz Col Stutts Mr. Troutman 
Col Stutts Col Horn Col Bentley Mr. Idrogo Col Walston 
Mr Bailey Col McCleary Mr Hundley Mr. Brown Mr Cheever 
Mr Doneghy LCol Marsilio LCol Prevrritt LCol Fieler Ms Hussey 
Maj Ford Mr Jesse Salcedo Mr Castorena Mr Barbosa Ms Wilson 

w' INSTALLATION MISSION 

The San Antonio Air Logistics Center is the primary enlployer on Kelly Air Force Base. The 
center manages aircraft , engines, stock items, weapons (nuclear ordnance), and depot 
maintenance programs. The center's depot activity also repairs a variety of aircraft, aircraft 
engines and weapon system components. Supported aircraft include the F-5, F- 16, C-5 and C- 
17. Previously the San Antonio center supported the B-52, however the workload has been 
transferred to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. Kelly Air Force Base is also home to the 
433rd Airlift Wing (AF Reserve) which flies C-5 aircraft., the 149th Fighter Group and a DLA 
Distribution Depot. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Downsize San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload to San 
Antonio: (1) foundry operations, (2) industrial plant equipment software, and (3) plating. 
Correspondence from the Air Force Headquarters, in response to Commission questions, 
indicates that San Antonio will be transferring part o:€ its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) automatic test equipment software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 



(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and 
hydraulics/pneurnatics. 

*w' 
Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) the Air Force Inspection 
Agency and Air Force Safety Office from Kirtland Air Force Base, (2) the Defense Nuclear 
Agency (field Command) from Kirtland Air Force Base, and the 68th Intelligence Squadron 
from Brooks Air Force Base. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments .will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 
Kirtland and Brooks Air Force Bases rated low relative to other bases in the Laboratory 
Product Center category. 

MA.IN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The San Antonio ALC has considerable engine test and repair capabilities. Advanced fuel 
accessories test and repair facilities were toured. Facilities are capable of testing and calibrating 
fuel accessories for T56, TF39 and FlOO engines and airfriune fuel accessories. The work is 
perfimned in unique explosion-proof buildings. 

The San Antonio ALC machine shop and foundry manufactures and repairs engine and aircraft 
parts to support critical depot maintenance workloads. Center Staff listed several examples of 
parts manufactured by San Antonio in a fraction of the time and cost than what could be done by 
the private sector. 

The Staff toured the C-5 hanger, the largest free standing hanger in existence. This hanger is 
capable of accommodating any aircraft in the DoD inventory. 

Commission staff also toured the plating shop, blade and vane rework, chemical cleaning, 
sheetmetal manufacturing and repair, physical science lab, two level maintenance repair facility, 
cryptologic repair facility, Defense information processing Megacenter , and nuclear weapons 
directorate. 

Ilr 



The Center and Commission staffs conducted extensive discussions of the impact of the DoD 

*(IJ BRAC recommendation on Kelly AFB. The most recent version (1 1 April ) of the Air Force 
BRAC recommendation wili result in the following losses: 

function 
physical science lab 
harness cable manufacture 
sheet metal manufacture 
composites 
machine manufacture 
Software 
ATE software 
tubing mfg. 
plating 
paintldepaint 
cleaning 
machine repair 
inspection 
engine 
hydraulic 
electro/mechanical 

personnel 
20 
2 
6 
12 
3 1 
4 
46 
1 
20 
16 
10 
80 
5 0 
112 
4 
0 

square footage 
7 K 
.8K 
3K 
3K 
6K 
.3K 
6K 
1K 
19K 
0 
9K 
35K 
26K 
135K 
3K 
5K 

The Center staff and Commander stated that the workload transfers and personnel losses are 
reasonable and achievable. 

During discussions the Center Staff pointed out that AS-A,LC has the lowest direct labor1 
overhead costs of all the ALC's -- $58.44kour and that San Antonio is the only air logistics 
center not on the national priorities list. The ALC Commander also provided the Commission 
staff with a letter of commendation from the Federal Labor Relations Authority for reducing the 
number of unfair labor practices by 90%. 

MAJOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Center Staff stated that the Kelly AFB Real Property Maintenance Account (RPMA) cost, as 
reported in the DoD BRAC justification material is incorrect. The BRAC justification states a 
Kelly- RPMA cost of nearly $17 million; substantially more than any other ALC installation. The 
Kelly Center staff indicate that RPMA costs are closer to $5-7 million per year. Commission 
Staff recommended that Center Staff advise the AFMC and Air Staff of the cost discrepancy. 

Glenn KnoepfleICrc~ss ServiceTeam/05/04/95 10:45 AM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

w* CHARLES E. KELLY SUP:PORT FACILITY 

21 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

,4CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Michael Kennedy, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: - 

1 Representative Frank Mascara 
Kurt Flood, Office of Senator Arlen Specter w'' Chester Wolicki, Deputy Commander, Kelly 
Jennifer Yocurn, Director Resource Management 
BG (Ret) Joseph Mc Carthy, Chairman, State BRAC Office 
Judge John Brosky, Chainnan Western Pa. Colalition 
Col (Ret) Rodney Burns, Former Commander, Kelly 
Col (Ret) Robert Hodor, Former Commander, Kelly 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide administrative and logistical support to Army units in western Pennsylvania, West 
Virginia and Ohio. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign the Kelly Support Center by consolidating A m y  reserve units onto three of its five 
parcels. Dispose of the remaining two parcels. 
Relocate the Army Reserve's leased maintenance facility in Valley Grove, West Virginia to 
the Kelly Support Center. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 
.I 



The Kelly Support Center is low in military value when compared to other command, 
control/administrative installations. It possess no permanent facilities or mobilization capability. 

wt Relocating the reserve activity fiom Valley Grove, WV will consolidate it with its parent unit 
and save lease costs. 

,MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

'The tour included four of the five parcels. The Neville Island parcel was not visited, because it is 
not affected by the recommendation. First stop was a parcel that contained an office building for 
Public Works and a temporary GSA office building and fleet parking facility. This parcel is one 
of the two recommended for disposal. 

The next stop was the parcel where the commissary, FAA facility, outdoor storage, and an office 
building were located. We went on a walking tour of the office/storage facility which housed the 
transportation, contracting, logistics and computer operations. 

The tour ended at the main parcel which has the facilities for the 99th ARCOM. 

&XY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

The following issues were identified. 

Reserve Support- The 99th ARCOM has been designated as a Reserve Support Command 
which will increase s t f i n g  at Kelly as well as the number of reservists supported. The 
recommendation calls for the support to be provided by 30 positions being relocated to Fort 
Drum, however, the current implementation plan indicates support will be provided by 70 
percent of the current workforce moving to Fort Drum. 

Reimbursable Positions-- Thirteen of the current 1 13 positions are funded by reimbursements 
fiom the 99th ARCOM, 83rd ARCOM, FAA, and DeCA. These activities will continue to 
require these services and will fund them elsewhere. 

\'alley Grove Facility-- The maintenance facility at Valley Grove will not relocate to Kelly, 
since there is a new facility being built for this activity in Wheeling, WV. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community raised the following issues., 

Personnel Savings-- The projected personnel elimination's are overstated by 15 because Kelly 
only has 11 3 civilian positions and not 128 as included in the recommendation. Furthermore, 
the average salary in only $37,800, which is $8,200 less than the salary used to project the 
personnel savings. 

f 
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, O W T S  FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

.r(llr Request a new certified data call. 

a Follow-up on the personnel required for the Resenre Support Command mission. 

a Discuss the projected personnel savings with TABS based on the current staff levels and 
reimbursable positions. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DETROIT ARSENAL TANK PLANT, MI 

24 APRIL 1995 

LIEAD COMMISSIONER 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF 

-1, Bob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 
*.I 

Qw LIST OF ATTENDEES 

Senator Carl Levin 
Representative Sandy Levin 
Chairman Steenbergh, Macomb County Commission 
Mayor Notte, Sterling Heights, MI 
LrTC Alvin Leonard, Defense Contract Management Office (DCMO), Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 
Mr. Robert A. Kaspiri, Chief BRAC Task Force, Tank fiutomotive and Armaments Command 
Mr. Ron Harnner, Analyst, Army Basing Study 
Mr. Henry Macklin, Plant Manager, General Dynamics Land Systems 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION - 

Detroit Arsenal is home to Tank-Automotive Command and associated commands. Detroit 
Army Tank Plant supports production of Ml tanks, related co- production and related foreign 
military sales. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 



' Realign Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing of the Detroit Army Tank Plant. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Detroit Tank Plant is one of two (Lima Army Tank Plant, Lima, Ohio). Detroit is not as 
technologically advanced as Lima nor configured for latest tank production. Lima Tank Plant 
can accomplish the rebuild mission. 

MAIN FACUTIES REVIEWED 

R-eceived an overview brief in the DCMO Training Room at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. Toured 
die production and assembly building at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 

Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant produces MIA2 gun mounts and 35 parts in support of tank 
production line at Lima. Also stores and modifies tanks for Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Current 

f ~ r ,  
programs terminate January 1997. h y  scenario calls for plant closure after completion of 

) contracts, but assumes this to be in 1996. When is production completed? When will plant 

~IIIIW close? 

Amy recommendation shifts workload to Lima Tank Plant and Rock Island Arsenal. There is 
no programming of military construction or equipment movement to support gaining 
installations. Ongoing study will probably identify requirement to move equipment to Lima. 

Army is currently studying the cost and quality of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock 
Island. 

Army COBRA does not reflect approximately 40 DCMO personnel at the Tank Plant. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISE2 

Senator Carl Levin cites mistakes in Army analysis. 
- Analysis does not include contractor job loss. 
- There are no costs for construction or to move equipment to gaining installation. 

Estimates cost at $25 million. 



Senator Levin also states that Detroit production of gun mounts is cheaper and product is of 
better quality. Movement of production to Rock Island would not be in compliance with OMB 
Circular 876 by moving work fiom the private to public sector. 

Representative Sandy Levin cited concerns over cost to move operations to Lima and 
environmental costs in the test track infield. 

County of Macomb and City of Sterling Heights presented proclamations to keep Detroit Arsenal 
Tank Plant open. 

Community is concerned that Army did not properly represent job impact from the 
recommendation by not reflecting loss of approximate1;y 250 contractor jobs. 

A RESULT OF VISIT 

Follow-up with Army Basing Study to obtain study on equipment requirement at Lima in support 
of mission gain. Should be available in mid-May. 

. - 
Request information on cost of gun mount production at Detroit and Rock Island. I 

I 
Have Army update recommendation to reflect DCMO personnel and closing timeline with 
current contract completion. 

Bob MillerIArmy T e d  26 April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

TINKER AIR FORCE BASE 
OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

3 APRIL 1995 

L,EAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner J.B. Davis 

ACCO - MPANYING COMMISSIONERS: 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 
Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Jim Owsley, Cross Service Team Leader 
Mr. Dick Helmer, Cross Service Team Analyst 
Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team Analyst 

WP 
Mr. Dave 0lsen,-~ir  Force Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 
Elected Officialslstaff 
Governor Frank Keating 
Senator Don Nickles 
Senator Jim Inhofe 
Congressman J.C. Watts 
Congressman Frank Lucas 
Congressman Ernest Istook 
Mayor Ron Norick 
Todd Lamb, Gov Keating Staff 
Mark Nichols, Sen Nickles staff 
Ragon Gentry, Sen Inhofe staff 
Jeff Cloud, Cong Watts staff 
Allen Wright, Cong Lucas staff 
Randy Swanson, Cong Lucas staff 
Rodney Sandburg, Cong Istook staff 
Community Representatives 
LtGen (ret) Dick Burpee 
Mr. Gary Pence 
Mr. Butch Freeman 
Mr. Dave Wantland 

Tinker Air Force Base Representatives 
MGen Ken Eickrnann, Base Commander 
Mr .Jerry Yanker 
Mr. Bob Conner 
Ms. Susan O'Neal 
Mr. Jack Blair 
Mr. Ron Bledsoe 
Mr. Joe Simmons 
Col. Ron Leonard 
Col Rich McKinny 
Col Tom Miller 
Col Gary Davis 
Capt Kermit Ayres,U.S. Navy 
Col Randy Mills 
Mr. Gene Pickett 
Mr. Allen Lawrence 
LCDR Dave Buckey, U.S. Navy 
Maj Don Miller 



BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Tinker Air Force Base is part of the Air Force Material Command. The major units on the base 
are the 72nd Air Base Wing, 38th Engineering Installation Wing, 552nd Air Control Wing, and 
507th Air Refueling Wing. There is a Navy strategic communications wing that provides the 
U .S. Strategic Command and National Command Authorities with an airborne command and 
control capability. The force structure is supported by the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
(ALC) which supports the B-1 , B-2, B-52, and KC-1 35 aircraft. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION_: 

Realign the Oklahoma City ALC and consolidate part of the following workloads there: 
( 1 )  airborne electronics? (2) airborne electronic automatic: equipment software, (3) machine 
manufacturing, and (4) plating. 

SE<CRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended ALC realignments will consolidate production lines and move workload to a 
minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure and other 
costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct labor 
hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow the 
Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other agencies. 

(I11 These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings 
without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot 
capacity will result in a reduction of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a 
reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to about two depots. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Industrial Shop Area, Building 3001 
Blade Repair Facility, Building 3221 
Avionics Integrated Support Facility, Building 3220 
Engine Test Facility, Building 3234 
Composite Repair Facility, Building 221 1 
B- 1 Avionics Facility, Building 3707 
B-2 Avioinics Facility, Building 3708 
Fuel Control Facility, Building 3902 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

'111' Air Force Downslze Pro~osal 

The Tinker base officials could not explain the rnanner in which the workload shifts were 
determined. Air Force headquarters has determined that Tinker will be receiving 20,000 hours of 
machine manufacturing work (14 personnel equivalents). The Secretary's recommendation, 
however indicates that Tinker should also be receiving work in the airborne electronic automatic 
equipment software, airborne electronics, and plating areas. The Tinker officials could not 
account for the disconnects. In addition, the Tinker officials were unable to describe how the Air 
Force determined the number of personnel slots that the base would be losing. The Secretary's 
recommendations indicate the facility will lose 1 161 civilians, but the base analysis indicates 
they should only be losing 65 1 positions, based on the specific workloads Tinker will be 
transferring to other ALC's. 

The Tinker officials had no input into the workload adjustments included in the 
Secretary's downsizing proposal. They showed us docurnentation taken fiom the TRC depot 
consolidation study which suggests that the single siting of instruments at Tinker or dual siting of 
instruments at Tinker and Warner Robins was cheaper and more cost effective than the 
alternative selected by the Air Force which cconsolidates Air Force instrument work at 
McClellan. Tinker officials also provided documentation which indicates that all of 
McClellan's current instrument workload could be accommodated in building 3707, with only 
minor renovations estimated to cost about $2.4 million. If instrument work is transferred to 
McClellan, as suggested by the Secretary of Defense, Tinker would vacate building number 
3707. The building was constructed in 1991, and walk though indicates that the facility is 
modem and had ample open space to accommodate added workload. 

In accordance with the Secretary's downsize reconlmendation, Tinker has identified 10 
different buildings totaling 424,220 square feet of space for mothballing. In comparison, the 
number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA would provide BRAC funding to 
mothball 702,000 square feet of space. The Tinker officials told us the lions share of the 
buildings they have available for mothball are sections or bays of larger facilities. Therefore, the 
officials indicated that the savings from mothballing will be minimal at best, because heat and 
light will still be provided regardless of whether or not the facilities are occupied with active 
workstations. 

Tinker officials have also identified buildings totaling 499,878 square feet for 
demolition. In comparison, the number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA, 
would provide BRAC funding to demolish 304,000 square feet of space. It is interesting to note 
that most of these demolitions (403,722 square feet ) were planned and programmed prior to the 
Secretary's announcement and it is questionable that BRAC funds should be substituted for 
demolition projects that were previously planned. 

Tinker officials provided a variety of information describing how DOD computes 
capacity numbers. Based on DOD methodology capacity is determined on the basis of usable 

J workstations. The officials explained that the existing infrastructure at Tinker could produce 
12.9 million hours of work This higher level of work, was reported to the joint cross service 



group depot maintenance data call. The higher number is called maximum potential capacity. 
The difference between maximum potential capacity and the DOD reported capacity is the 
number of used workstations. They sited an analogy within the conference room. The room 
with chairs in it can accommodate 40 people or in terms of capacity 40 workstations. However, 
if' all but one chair is removed the DOD methodology would only count one workstation, but still 
housed within the same basic infrastructure. In the 1980's Tinker performed approximately 12 
million hours of work. While some buildings have since been demolished, others have been 
added. 

The officials openly acknowledged that the infiastruture which can support significantly 
more work remains in place. Accordingly, they provided charts which indicate that based on the 
maximum potential capacity of all five ALCYs, the Air ITorce's tier I and tier 11 depots can 
accommodate all of the Air Force's projected workload In other words, Oklahoma City, Ogden 
and Warner Robins can perform all of the work, without any major new MILCON. Based on 
Tinker's analysis this would result in a decrease of $10.08 to their hourly rate and produce 
annualized savings of about $76 million. These savings result from fixed overhead costs being 
spread over a considerably larger workload base. Conversely, if the Secretary's downsize in 
place option is adopted the hourly rate would increase by $6.24 adding about $41.8 million to 
Tinker's annualized costs. 

TQur of Devot Maintenance Facilities 

Tinker's depot maintenance infrastructure includes 55 different buildings providing about 
5.5 million square feet of workspace to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. The buildings w are valued at $5.5 billion with equipment valued at more than $900 million. 

Building 3001 is 7/10 mile long and covers 61 acres under one roof, providing 2.7 
million square feet of workspace. The building was extensively renovated in 1985, after a fire 
destroyed more than one third of the existing infrastructure. The building has capability to repair 
12 C- 135 airplanes, and includes separate engine and commodity shop areas. Our tour included 
a walk through of large unused space totaling about 73,000 square which at one time housed 
ADP offices and equipment. 21 0 modular cubicles were left in place and the space could easily 
be converted to provide additional computer and administrative work spaces. 

The blade repair facility was constructed in 1988. The building totals 125,000 square feet 
of space. Plant and equipment are valued at about $71 million. 

The avionics integrated support facility was constructed in 1974 and provides 135,000 
square feet of workspace. Plant and equipment are valued at about $330 million. 

The engine test cell was constructed in 1974. The facility could test 12 engines 
simultaneously. 

The composite repair facility was constructed in 1989 and provides more than 80,000 
square feet of work space. Plant and equipment is valued at about $13 million. The building 
will be significantly under utilized if the DOD downsizing option is implemented. Most of the 
composite workload would be transferred to McClellan. 

The B- 1 avionics building was constructed in 199 1 and provides about 84,000 square feet 
of workspace. The building and equipment are valued at more than $75 million. Under the 
DOD downsize proposal, this building would be mothballecl after instrument workload is 
transferred to McClellan. 



The B-2 Avionics Facility was constructed in 1993, provides about 55,000 square feet of 
useable workspace. The plant and equipment value is approximately $58 million. Our tow of 
the building disclosed that the building is significantly imderutilized. Tinker officials explained 
the facility was designed to support 134 aircraft, but the current plans call for acquisition of only 
20 aircraft. 

Construction of the new consolidated fuel control test facility will be completed in April 
1995. The building will provide about 94,000 square feet of new workspace. 

Cost Estimate to Build C-5 Han~er  at Tinker 

Tinker officials do not think the estimate of $52  nill lion to construct a C-5 facility at 
Tinker to replace the facilities currently located on Kelly Air Force Base is overstated. Tinker 
officials helped develop the C-5 cost estimate. They stated that none of their existing facilities , 
except the corrosion control facility, can accomodate C-5 aircraft. While ccorrosion facility 
could provide space to work on two C-5 aircraft, personnel in the building would be unable to 
perform their primary corrosion control mission. They also said the aircraft can not be 
overhauled outside because of high winds that often come through the area. Tinker officials 
advised, however that new construction could be avoided if the Air Force would send the C-5 
workload to the private sector. 

Navy Interservice Use of Tinker Air Force Base 

Strategic Communications Wing One has a collocated a wing of E-6 aircraft on Tinker. 
Collocation allows utilization of depot support and joint training programs. Currently about 15 
percent of Tinker's engine workload results from interservice agreements with the Navy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

General Burpee presented a briefing on behalf of the community. The group was 
concerned that the Air Force downsize alternative would relocate workload from a tier I (most 
valued) to a tier I11 depot. General Burpee also said the co~nmunity has additional land available 
adjacent the base perimeter which could be given to the depot for expansion. He recalled how 
the community on previous occasions donated land to the base. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Continue to validate the Air Force numbers. 

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 4 April 1995 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER (DISC) 
Philadelphia, PA 

7 April 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

C:OMMISSION STAFF: 

Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 
Mr. David Epstein, Navy Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: - 

BG Roy E. Beauchamp, USA 
w Commander 

Mr. Nick Ranalli, Deputy Commander 
Ms. Judy Hawryliak, Director, 

Commodity Business Units 
Congressman Robert A. Borski 
Mayor Edward G. Rendell, 

City of Philadelphia 
Ms. Terry Gillen, Director of Commerce 

City of Philadelphia 
Mr. Mark Vieth, Staff Member 

Congressman Borski 
Ms. Karen Peck, Staff Member 

Congressman Borski 
Ms. Deborah Peacock, Staff Member 

Senator Santorum 
Mr. Glen Thomas, Staff Member 

Governor Ridge 
Major Robert A. Ratner, USAF 

Executive Officer-DISC 
Mr. Edward Hintz, Counsel 

DISC 

Mr. Matthew Duffy, Chief 
Human Resources-DISC 

Col. Steve Sheldon, USAF 
Director, Acquisition Planning-DISC 

Col. Joseph Mower, USAF 
Director, Products Services-DISC 

Col. Richard Fousek, USA 
Director, Customer Services-DISC 

Mr. Lou Julg, Resource Management-DISC 
Mr. Vern Rose, DISC VP, AFGE Local 

1698 
Mr. Nick Yevitz, Office of Public Affairs- 

DISC 
Mr. William Crane, Office of Quality Mgmt. 

DISC 
Ms. Joan Tobin, Director, Small Business- 

DISC 
Ms. Clarol Smeltz, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (N)-DISC 
Mr. Chris Cosfol, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (U)-DISC 
Mr. Elliot Chant, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (M)-DISC 



ATTENDEES. cont'd, 

u' 1,TC Robert Burke, USA, Chief, 
Commodity Business Unit (Y)-DISC 

Mr. John Cuorato, Chief, Commodity 
Business Unit (W)-DISC 

Mr. Trve Kenig, Chief, Commodity Business 
Unit (J)-DISC 

INSTALLATION'S PRESE - NT MISSION: 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center purchases and manages a vast number and variety of 
industrial supplies for the Military Services, DLA, other federal agencies, international 
organizations, and foreign governments. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATIQH: 

Disestablish Defense Industrial Supply Center 

Distribute the management of Federal Supply C1asse:s within the remaining DLA inventory 
control points (ICP). Create one ICP for the management of troop and general support items at 
the Defense Personnel Support Center in Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICP's for the 
management of weapon system related Federal Supply Classes at the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC) in Columbus, OH and the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) in w Richmond, VA. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Consolidating management of items by the method of management will improve oversight, 
streamline the supply management process, increase internal efficiency, and reduce overhead. 

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon system items as troop and general support 
items. A single troop and general support ICP is adequate, while two weapon system ICPs are 
necessary. 

DISC has the lowest military value of the three hardware ICP's. 
DCSC and DGSC are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non- 

DLA operated facilities. Both have expansion capability. 
DGSC facilities are the best maintained. DCSC has several new buildings completed or in 

progress. 
DISC is a tenant on a Navy compound. 
Disestablishing DISC allows DLA to achieve a substantial cost avoidance by back-filling the 

space already occupied by DISC and substantially reducing the amount of conversion required to 
existing warehouse space. 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

'The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Industrial Supply Center. This 
briefing covered the Center's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation 
infrastructure, and personnel. The briefing was follow~=d by a presentation by the Federal 
Manager's Association. Lastly, a windshield tour of the base's facilities was conducted. This 
presentation highlighted the military value of DISC and the flaws (as viewed by the Association) 
in the Defense Logistic Agency's analysis of the Center. The tour made a stop at a building to 
highlight the recent conversion of a building from warehouse space to office space. The 
automated systems which were developed by DISC employees (and contribute to their increased 
efficiencies) were also highlighted during the tour. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center provides the services with industrial hardware such as, 
bearings, cable, fasteners, gaskets, springs, and metal though accurate inventory management, 
best value acquisition, technical and quality control support. All of these items are critical to the 
readiness of the soldier during war as well as peace time. These items cannot be obtained from a 
local hardware store, because they must conform to specific engineering specifications. Failure 
of these items in a plane or helicopter can cause a crash or disable the aircraft from taking off. 

w Weapon system items represent 64% of DISC'S business. 

DISC has been the inventorylitem manager of these items for over 40 years. It takes many years 
of experience to manage these items because one needs to know the market, the industry, the 
customer, and the product (technical engineering specifications). With this knowledge the item 
manager can ensure marketplace leverage, and product quality, conformance, and integrity. 
DISC employees have many years of experience managing these weapon critical items and focus 
on the needs of the customer. For example, there are 173,567 different national stock numbers 
to be managed under screws, bolts, and studs. 

DISC provides technical support to the services. It coordinates with services on engineering 
issues and maintains 1.5 million technical drawings/speci:fications. 

The item managers also determine at which Defense Distribution Depot an item will be stocked. 
Seventy-two percent of DISC'S items require stock positioning within this distribution system. 



Performance Indicators 

$712 million in industrial items were sold to the services in 1994. Even though DoD is 
downsizing, this figure is expected to increase to $850 million in 1995. 
4.8 million customer orders were filled in 1994. 
1.1 million national stock numbers are managed. 
3 53,000 technical data requisitions were received in 1994. 
DISC manages 32% of DLA managed national stock numbers. 
DISC received 38% of all DLA customer orders in L 994. 
Product Conformance is 98.9%. 
Legal Recovery: $42.1 million. 
134,000 contracts awarded in FY 1994, worth $406 million. 
350,000 requests for quotes were issued in FY 1994, with 1,000,000 responses. 
Average procurement value is about $3,027. 
$203.5 million awarded to small business in FY 1994. 
DISC business is high volume, low value. 

Personnel 

Currently, DISC has 18 18 civilian employees and 27 military. They are scheduled to take a 
4% reduction in force in each of the next four years, as are all of the other Inventory 
Control Points. This will bring their workforce down to 1,4 13 by the year 200 1. DISC has 
taken a 27% reduction in their workforce from 1986 -. 1994. A lot of the reduction has been 
made possible through the business process improvements (see below) developed by DISC 
employees. DISC recognized early on that they would have to become more efficient and 
take staff reductions. 
The average age of their employees is 43.1 years. Tht: workforce is 55% female, 27% 
minority. 

Business Process Improvements 

DISC employees have developed innovative technology (through hard work) that has 
revolutionized the acquisition process. 

--Standard Work Station Data Base 
--LAN Connectivity 
--Automated Small Purchases (Cost Avoided: $130,000 monthly) 
--Electronic Bulletin Board 
--Defense Printing Service Remoting Printing 

a Commodity Business Units were developed at DISC. This allows all personnel involved 
with the buying of an item to be on one team. This coricept is being implemented at all 
inventory control points. 

r' 



COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Military readiness will be impacted by the massive movements of items between inventory 
control points--2.4 million items. DLA recognized in BRAC 1993 that a mass movement of 
items would be too risky. Why is it not still too risky in 1995? If this recommendation is 
approved and in concert with the already approved BRAC 1993 decision, 62% of DLA's 
items will be transferring among the ICP's at about the same time. 
It is documented fact that when management of inventory migrates there is a degradation of 
service. 
Loss of experienced item managers. 
DISC'S primary business is weapon system items--64%, 706,176 different national stock 
items. This represents 40% of DLA's weapon system business. Defense General Supply 
Center's business is only 48.6% weapon system iterns, which represents only 328,186 
different national stock numbers. This represents only 17.6% of DLA's weapon system 
business. The community questions the decision to disestablish a proven weapon system 
inventory control point to create another one. 
DISC manages more items than DGSC--1,116,172 17s. 675,799. In that regard, DISC 
employees are more efficient at managing those iterns. DISC manages 803 items per 
employee, while DGSC only manages 636 items per employee. Given that fact alone, if 
DISC managed items are moved to DGSC, DLA would need an additional 277 employees at 
DGSC. 
COBRA costs are understated. Cost to move items was not included. This could as much as 
$66 million. The Defense Personnel Support Center 's move to the Aviation Supply Office 
(ASO) Compound would be delayed two years under the BRAC 1995 proposal. The cost to 
continue operating this center at its present location instead of consolidating it at the 
Compound was not included in the COBRA. This clost could be about $50 million. 
DLA's analysis of people to be eliminated by this move is flawed. DLA does not have a 
sound basis for their personnel elimination. 
MILCON cost avoidance is COBRA is too high, since Navy estimates as much as $38.6 
million will still have to spent on renovations at the Compound. This is because DPSC's 
personnel requirements will be going up to 2600. In addition ,600 tenants will be moved to 
the Compound from the DPSC facility. The BRAC 1993 estimate t accommodate both 
DISC, DPSC and the tenants on the compound was $45.9 million. 
DLA's analysis underestimated the available capacity at the AS0 Compound. Only the 
space DISC currently occupies was considered. The Compound has much expansion 
capability. 
DLA's recommendation ignored the synergy's developed between AS0 and DISC. The 
Navy recognized these synergy's and in BRAC 1995 stated that this as one of the reasons 
they did not want to move AS0 out of Philadelphia. These synergy's are not only in 
administrative functions, but in contract management savings. AS0 and DISC manage 
similar items and take advantage of buying off the same contract for an item. This allows 
them to pull their buying needs and buy a larger quantity at a lower cost. 
'The Community believes that the risk to the customer was not considered. 



The Community recommends that the ICP's be realigned to two weapon system ICP's-- 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, C)H and Defense Industrial Supply Center, 

9 Philadelphia, PA; one troop support ICP--Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, 
PA, and one general support center--Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, VA. This 
would align all of the items with their center of excellence and save about 500 positions. 
This plan would eliminate about 100 more positioris than DLA's. This plan also eliminates 
the risk to the services as there would be no major movement of items. In addition, DISC 
and DPSC would be consolidated under one command, as so directed under BRAC 1993. 
The reason the personnel elimination's would be greater is because each ICP would be 
retaining items that they are most proficient at managing and adding additional items that 
they are proficient at handling. 
Personnel issues--job loss. Employees at DISC have no guarantees that they will be offered 
jobs at DPSC. Since DISC is being disestablished, the employees have no job rights. 

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Explore community contentions. 

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency Issues Team/04/26/95 3:38 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT WAINWRIGHT', ALASKA 

22 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. (Staff-Only Visit; a Gaining installation scheduled to become the base of operations 
for the Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training Center from Fort 
Greely.) 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

'cr' LlST OF ATTENDEES: 

LTC John C. Poole, Commander, Fort Wainwright 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Headquarters, 1st Brigade, 6th Infantry Division (Light). The brigade will become the 3rd 
Brigade, 10th Mountain Division (Light) on a date to be determined. The garrison staff at Fort 
Wainwright supports tenant units by providing a base of operations for training, sustainrnent, 
deployment, and administration. Tenants include the Bureau of Land Management; 6th Region 
Criminal Investigation Command, Alaska Field Office; U. S. Cold Region Research and 
Engineering Laboratory, Petroleum Division; and Bassett Army Community Hospital. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Greely by relocating the Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training 
Center to Fort Wainwright, Alaska. 

DoD JUSTIFICATION: 

Reduced Army presence allows reduction in garrison staff; reduced excess capacity, and allows 

WP' 
performance of essential missions at a lower cost. 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Driving and walking tour of main cantonment area. Visited proposed locations of barracks, 
office and administrative areas, maintenance facilities, and housing areas on and off post for 
Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training Center. Adequate space in good 
locations is readily available; very minimal renovation costs or new construction would be 
required (the COBRA figure of $12.03 million is high). The NWTC will be given the entire first 
floor of the new headquarters building (1555) built for the deactivated 6th Infantry Division 
(Light), and the basement floor of the adjacent Murphy Hall (Building 1045) for classrooms, 
training and storage space. Buildings 1595,2085,3001,3002,3030,3477,3496, and 3566 have 
been earmarked for activities relocating from Fort Greely. Fort Wainwright's Ammunition 
Supply Point is capable of storing the quantity of ammunition items to be transferred without 
additional construction. The number of family quarters is 2,173 (not 2,129). The post has a new 
Child Development Center (303 capacity and only half-full), huge new indoor sports complex 
and gymnasium, very large Post Exchange, and very large Commissary. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Cold Regions Test Activity requires a 25-ton crane which is not available in the 
proposed maintenance facility at Fort Wainwright. h solution exists if the Allied Trades 
building (#609 or 6 12) is retained for use at Fort Greely by CRTA (it is the current 

r' maintenance support facility with the crane and overhead clearance required). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No concerns exist in the Fairbanks-Fort Wainwright community. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None at this time. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT GREELY, ALASKA 

24 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

Rebecca Cox 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Clharlie Smith, Executive Director 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 
CeCe Carmen, Manager of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs 
Ralph Kaiser, Legal Counsel 
James Phillips, Director of Information Services 
Christy Still, Assistant to General Counsel 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: - 

Governor Tony Knowles 
MG Thomas H. Needham, Commanding General, United States Army Alaska 
COL Dwayne Griese, Director of Resource Management, United States Army Alaska 
LTC Hal Wheeler, Garrison Commander, Fort Greely 
LTC John P. Bernhard, Chief, Test Operations Division, Cold Regions Test Activity 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Provide administrative and logistical support to the Northern Warfare Training Center and the 
Cold Regions Test Activity; assist military organizations and units in their training. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 
Realign Fort Greely by relocating the Cold Regions Test Activity and Northern Warfare Training 
Center to Fort Wainwright, Alaska. 



DoD JUSTIFICATION: 

' Reduced Army presence allows reduction in garrison staff, reduced excess capacity, and allows 
performance of essential missions ata lower cost. 

MAIN FACILITIES RE - VIEWED: 

Conducted air, vehicle, and ground tour of Allen Army Airfield, Post Headquarters and 
cantonment area, Black Rapids Training Site used by the Northern Warfare Training Center, 
Bolio Lake used by the Cold Regions Test Activity, ancl the community of Delta Junction. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Cold Regions Test Activity requires a 25-ton crane which is not available in the 
proposed maintenance facility at Fort Wainwright. '4 solution exists if the Allied Trades 
building (#609 or 612) is retained for use at Fort Greely by CRTA (it is the current 
maintenance support facility with the crane and overhead clearance required). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Loss of jobs if DoD recommendation is approved would be substantial; community 
estimates of overall unemployment range from 60% to 80%. With no economic base in the 

w area, civilian workers would have to seek employment opportunities over 100 miles away. 
Major impact on local elementary and high school--children of military personnel comprise 
48% of the student population. Their loss will result in cutbacks in educational programs and 
services. 
Military value of Fort Greely for its major training area features, and its location in the "Cold 
Triangle" that facilitates testing by the Cold Regions Test Activity were stressed by 
community leaders and employees as compelling reasons to not realign Fort Greely. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Determine if the Commission could establish a phased realignment resulting in a slower 
reduction and transfer of jobs if the DoD recommendiition is approved to lessen the impact 
on the community. 
Verify the average number of days that Richardson Highway is closed during the winter. 
Review the DoD recommendation to determine if these are any environmental issues or costs, 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 

25 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: - 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

J.J. Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Rep. Wally Herger 
J BG Zysk, Deputy Commander, California National Guard Bureau 

COL Donald Westfield 11, installation commander 
Mayor Jim Jeskey, Susanville, California 
Supervisor Lyle Lough, District 5, Lassen County, Califo~nia 
Mr. Jack Lensing, President, Lassen County Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Jack Hoffman, President, AFGE Local 1808 

LASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 

Receive, store, maintain, issue, demilitarize, and calibrate special weapons, conventional 
ammunition, and general supplies; store Southwest Asia Petroleum Distribution Operational 
Project and Water Support Equipment Project for the Army. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Sierra Army Depot by eliminating the conventional ammunition mission and reducing it 
to a depot activity. Retain an enclave for the Operational Project Stocks mission and the static 
storage of ores. 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

wp This recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational assessment. The Army 
has adopted a "tiered" ammunition depot concept to reduce infrastructure, eliminate static non- 
required ammunition stocks, decrease manpower requirements, increase efficiencies and permit 
the Army to manage a smaller stockpile. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Operational Project Stocks site, small arms demilitarization site, 106rnm shell demilitarization 
line, 75rnrn shell demilitarization line, open-detonation demilitarization grounds. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Army tiering study looked only at Sierra's ammuniti.on mission, but did not consider its 
demilitarization capacity, which is 50% of all US capacity. (Study had a time horizon of 10- 
15 years, and assumed full resources and capacity existed for needed demilitarization.) 

The Army tiering study did not use certified data, because it was not intended for BRAC 
purposes. It also focused on easy-to-fix issues like manpower, without giving credit for 
valuable, hard-to-generate infrastructure. 

w The Army's COBRA left 240 people at Sierra to perform the Operational Project Stocks 
mission. This number was supplied by Sierra in a data call, but the Army did not request the 
staffing level if Operational Project stocks were the only mission on post. The correct figure 
for civilians needed to remain on post is 5 12. 

State of California is about to issue a 10-year permit jor Sierra's open demolition and 
burning. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Sierra has lowest rates per hour and per ton in IOC. 

Sierra is closest ammo storage installation to the West Coast ports; indeed, ammunition from 
Tooele must go past Sierra's gate to get to Navy Concord. 

Sierra is the designated safe haven for Concord. It is bordered by two rail main lines, and has 
a 71 68-foot airfield on post. It is the only western depot with an airfield. Sierra embodies 
power projection. 

Sierra was miscategorized, studied as an ammunition storage depot when it is a multi- 
purpose depot (like Anniston, Letterkenny). 



Obvious conflicts between WASP study and tiering study were not resolved. For example, 
WASP shows that demilitarization is critical, whilt: tiering study gave it the lowest possible 

w credit. 

There's no correlation between data sent by Sierra imd that used by TABS. 6 of 17 attribute 
values were incorrect. For example, storage area was off by 57,000 square feet, or 7,200 
tons. TABS used off-site landfill cost, not supplied on-site cost, 67% lower. 

Data is erratic. Tooele's storage area grew 1 14% between 1993 and 1995. In 91 and 93, 
Reno was counted as a resource area for potential employees, but not in 95, although 20% of 
base employees commute from Reno. 

Power projection was measured superficially, using distance to ports of embarkation instead 
of time, cost, efficiency, or outload capacity. 

Tiering study ("the product from hell") did not include all installations in category. Also, 
inclusion of tiering study in stationing strategy overrode military value analysis, as stationing 
strategy ordered closure of all Tier 111s. 

Tiering study's use of uncertified data is a violation of Public Law 10 1-5 10. 

Sierra got no tiering credit for ammunition surveillance facilities, although they're about to 
finish a $5 million surveillance building. Army took unrealistic snapshot. 

Similarly, Sierra was shorted 220,000 pounds (88%) in demilitarization capacity, and 
received no credit for its missile maintenance and test facilities. 

Desert location means outdoor storage is dry, with low deterioration. Storage expansion 
potential unrestricted by encroachment; over 25,000 acres undeveloped 

California ARNG wants to keep training areas 

Sierra has lowest cost in 10C to ship, receive, store ammunition 

Superb infrastructure requires no outyear funds for upgrade 

As MPs are leaving with special weapons mission, Sierra could adopt USADACS mission 
with little construction. 

Covered storage at other depots is hll.  Sierra will have room available when special 
weapons mission leaves (by 1997), and can store securely outdoors now. 

Army demilitarization goals cannot be met without Sierra. Also, per-hour demil cost is $30 
less than next competitor. 

w' 



Loss of ammo mission, even with reduced base footprint, will drive up costs of Operational 
Project Stocks. 

'crllrr 
Due to remoteness of site and low economic activity, ammo area has no reuse potential. 

Net unemployment in county will be over 20% if realignment proceeds. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Get comparative data for Tooele 

Ask Navy about impact of Sierra demil shutdown on their START compliance 

Find out where Sierra's ammunition would go, and the cost of those transfers 

Determine whether Sierra pays California transportation taxes on its shipments (No.) 

Determine how much ammunition is currently stored outdoors at other depots 

Find out which if any other installations have Operational Project Stocks 

QW Have tiering study reviewed by GAO 

If Sierra, Seneca, and Savanna are closed, where will depleted-uranium missions go? 

How would demil goals be accomplished without Sierra? 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT HUNTER LIGGETT, CALIFORNIA 

26 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Wendi Steele 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

COMMISSION: 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

Representative Sam Farr (D-CA) 
BG Zysk, Deputy Commander, California National Guard Bureau 
COL Harold Miller, Commander, Fort McCoy (Parent Installation for Fort Hunter Liggett) 
COL Mike Jackson, Commander, Test and Experimentation Command (TEXCOM) 

Experimentation Center (TEC) 
LTC Tom McNerney, Garrison Comnrnander, Fort Hunter Liggett 
Edith Johnsen, County of Monterey Supervisor 
Dr. Marion Bryson, former Director of TEC 
COL L. D. (Red) Walkley, U. S. Army (Retired) 
Edward C. Buntz, Chief of TEC's Instrumentation Division 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Home of the Test and Experimentation Command Experimentation Center and the major 
maneuver training area for the California Army National Guard and western United States Army 
Reserve forces. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Hunter Liggett by relocating the Test and Experimentation Command missions and 
bc t ions  to Fort Bliss, Texas and eliminate the Active Component mission. Retain minimum 
essential facilities and training area as an enclave to support the Reserve Components. 

w 



y ~ , @ ~  Fort Hunter Liggett is low in military value compared to other Major Training Areas and has few 
Active Component tenants. Relocation of Test and Experimentation Command's 
Experimentation Center optimizes the unique test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and White 
Sands Missile Range. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Driving tour of main post facilities, to include: new family housing areas, transient quarters, 
Hearst Ranch House, maintenance facilities, warehouses, post exchange, post office, theater, 
bowling alley, chapel, medicalldental facility, and sports field. This was followed by a visit to a 
live fire range at which Commissioner Steele and Congressman Farr fired the 25mm cannon of 
an M-2 Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle, and then a walking tour of TEXCOM 
Experimentation Center facilities. The visit concluded with a local community presentation, a 
joint media opportunity with Commissioner Steele and Congressman Farr, and a BBQ lunch. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

The California National Guard has a strong interest in retaining virtually all of the post's 
training areas, ranges, and supporting facilities, but is not interested in maintaining or 
operating the main post cantonment area. 

V 
The U. S. Army Reserve Command has expressed interest in keeping the main post 
cantonment area in an operational status. (This is an ongoing discussion between the Reserve 
Command and the National Guard Bureau; neither the California National Guard nor 
Headquarters, Department of the Army intend to fund any such proposal and have no need to 
do so.) 
Fort BlisslWhite Sands Missile Range is capable of conducting non-eye-safe laser testing 
within parameters of 180 degrees, whereas Fort Hunter Liggett has a natural "laser-safe- 
bowl" on its terrain which permits 360 degree non-eye-safe laser testing. 
Fort Hunter Liggett's primary operationalltest areas have been digitized to within one meter 
accuracy for instrumentation control and telemetry, whereas Fort Bliss has not. COL Jackson 
believes that similar digitization is needed at Fort Bliss; costs of the digitization need to be 
determined and are not provided for in the COBRA model. 
A frequency conflict could exist at Fort Bliss. Much of TEC's instrumentation and all test 
telemetry utilize the frequency of 91 8 Megaherz, and White Sands Missile Range utilizes the 
overlapping frequency of 91 5 Megaherz for safety control and drone testing. This potential 
conflict could be overcome by three options: change the White Sands fiequency; deconflict 
testing schedules between TEC and White Sands; or change TEC's equipment to another 
frequency by modification work orders or purchase of new equipment. 
Army recommendation evaluated Fort Hunter Liggett as a Major Training Area; it has been 
recommended by some advocates that the Army should have also analyzed Fort Hunter 
Liggett as a Proving Ground because of TEC's mission. 



COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Local community advocates and county officials voiced strong support of the soldiers at Fort 
Hunter Liggett and emphasized the excellent militsuy-community relations over many years. 
The cumulative economic impact of the planned force structure reductions (not part of 
BRAC) and the job loss created by the proposed realignment would add to the already high 
unemployment rate in San Luis Obispo and Monterey (especially) Counties, in addition to 
upheavals caused by recent fires and flooding. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:: 

Ascertain costs of frequency conflict avoidance between TEC and White Sands Missile 
Range. 
Request that The Army Basing Study review the analysis of costs and savings, particularly 
after researching costs for digitizing primary operational test areas at Fort Bliss. 
Determine if there is any validity to attempting to conduct an analysis of Fort Hunter Ligget 
as a Proving Ground installation, and, if so, whether !such an analysis would affect the 
Army's recommendation. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

EAST FORT BAKER, CA.LIFORNIA 

27 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. (Staff-Only Visit; a "below the threshhold" minor installation, scheduled for return 
to the Department of the Interior's Golden Gate National Recreation Area.) 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

L'TC Richard M. Werner, Garrison Commander, Presidio of San Francisco (East Fort Baker is a 
sub-installation of the Presidio) 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

East Fort Baker provides facilities and housing for the Headquarters, 91 st Training Division 
(I.J.S. Army Reserve) and the Sixth United States Army Recruiting Brigade. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close East Fort Baker. Relocate all tenants to other installations that meet mission requirements. 
Return all real property to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

Closing East Fort Baker saves operations and support costs by consolidating tenants to other 
military installations without major construction. 



MAIN FACT1 lITIES REVIEWED: 

WP 
Driving tour of the sub-standard housing area, buildings serving as headquarters for the 91 st - 

Training Division and 6th Recruiting Brigade, the Fort L,ewis MWR (Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation) Yacht Club, and the adjoining U. S. Coast Guard Station. (16 of the 58 sets of 
family quarters are occupied, and only 7 will be occupietl by the summer of 1995--a11 by Coast 
Guard families). 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

There are no issues. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

There are none . 

TS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None required. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT, CT 

1 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER 

(:ommissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF 

Bob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES 

Senator Joseph I. Lieberman 
Representative Rosa L. Delauro 
Mr. Jim Robinsin, Allied Signal 
Mr. Mike Meshay, Allied Signal 
Mr. Dave Coventry, Allied Signal 
Mr. Dave Kelly, President, UAW Local 1010 
Town Manager Barnhart, Stratford, CT 
Peter M. McVey, MG USA (Ret), Expert Witness 
COL Brian Thorn, U. S. Army Aviation and Troop Command 
Mr. Prince Young Jr., U. S. Army Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION 

Government-owned, contractor-operated engine manufacturing facility. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 

Close Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 



Reduction in requirements for tank and aircraft engines and increased Army capability to repair 

-' have eliminated need for Stratford. Corpus Christi A m y  Depot, TX, and Anniston Army Depot, 
AL, can meet projected operational needs. Depots can ,support mobilization needs until new 
engine production becomes available. 

bIAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED 

Toured Stratford Army Engine Plant facilities. Highlights included Engineering Test Facility, 
Component Test Center, Recuperator Production Building, and Main Production/Assembly 
Building. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Government personnel numbers are not accurate. The two Army personnel are not at the plant, 
while there are 150 DLA/DCMAO/DCAA personnel as tenants at the facility. 

An environmental study was completed in NOV 94. Woodward-Clyde Environmental did the 
study for the Corps of Engineers. Results include $17.5 million for environmental stabilization 
upon closure. Whether or not this counts as compliance or clean-up costs requires verification. 

The COBRA does not indicate any costs for moving equipment or constructing facilities at the 
gaining installations. This needs to be verified by the h y .  During the visit, several pieces of 

1 government equipment were seen that may require movement to a new location. One example is 
the stamping machine for recuperator plate production. 

The recommendation and the COBRA support a scenario for closure of the facility. In other 
documents and the DoD justification there are references to a mothballed facility. This needs 
verification. 

How did the Army compute $5.7 million in savings? 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED 

Allied Signal states that Stratford Army Engine Plant prolvides key support hc t i ons  to the 
military operations. These functions include logistics support, sustainment engineering, and 
spares production. Army position is that depots, along with private sector, can support the field. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT - 



Request that the Army verify COBRA costs, requirement for equipment moves and military 
construction, personnel moves, and whether the recomrnendation is to close or mothball the 

q(lllV facility. 

Bob MillerlArmy Team, 0511 6/95 1 :57 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT, CT 

1 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER 

Clomrnissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF 

Bob Miller, Analyst, Army Team 

LIST OF ATTENDEES 

Senator Joseph I. Lieberman 
1 Representative Rosa L. Delauro 

Mr. Jim Robinsin, Allied Signal 
Mr. Mike Meshay, Allied Signal 
Mr. Dave Coventry, Allied Signal 
Mr. Dave Kelly, President, UAW Local 10 10 
Town Manager Barnhart, Stratford, CT 
Peter M. McVey, MG USA (Ret), Expert Witness 
COL Brian Thorn, U. S. Army Aviation and Troop Command 
Mr. Prince Young Jr., U. S. Army Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION 

Government-owned, contractor-operated engine manufacturing facility. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 

Close Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 



Reduction in requirements for tank and aircraft engines and increased Army capability to repair 
have eliminated need for Stratford. Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX, and Anniston Army Depot, 
AL, can meet projected operational needs. Depots can support mobilization needs until new 
engine production becomes available. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED 

Toured Stratford Army Engine Plant facilities. Highlights included Engineering Test Facility, 
Clomponent Test Center, Recuperator Production Building, and Main Production/Assembly 
Building. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED - 

Government personnel numbers are not accurate. The two Army personnel are not at the plant, 
while there are 150 DLAIDCMAOIDCAA personnel as tenants at the facility. 

An environmental study was completed in NOV 94. Woodward-Clyde Environmental did the 
study for the Corps of Engineers. Results include $17.5 million for environmental stabilization 
upon closure. Whether or not this counts as compliance or clean-up costs requires verification. 

The COBRA does not indicate any costs for moving equipment or constructing facilities at the 
gaining installations. This needs to be verified by the Amy. During the visit, several pieces of 
government equipment were seen that may require movement to a new location. One example is 
the stamping machine for recuperator plate production. 

The recommendation and the COBRA support a scenaricl for closure of the facility. In other 
documents and the DoD justification there are references to a mothballed facility. This needs 
verification. 

How did the Army compute $5.7 million in savings? 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED 

Allied Signal states that Stratford Army Engine Plant provides key support functions to the 
military operations. These functions include logistics support, sustainrnent engineering, and 
spares production. Army position is that depots, along with private sector, can support the field. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT 



Request that the Army verify COBRA costs, requirement for equipment moves and military 
construction, personnel moves, and whether the recommendation is to close or mothball the 
facility. 

Bob MillerIArrny T e d  05/16/95 1 :57 PM 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT DIX, NEW JERSEY 

3 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

A1 Comella 

K C  OMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

LTC Steve Bailey 

LIST OF A - TTENDEES: 

COL M. Jeffry Petrucci, Commander, Fort Dix v Representative H. James Saxton, 3rd District, New Jersey 
Representative Christopher H. Smith, 4th District, New Jersey 
Mr. Mike Warner, New Jersey Department of Veterans Affairs 
.Laurel Macke, Staff Assistant to Senator Bradley 
14ndrea Edwards, Staff Assistant to Senator Lautenbery 
Ms. Jerri Lenox, Forces Command BRAC Office 
Mr. George Sekete, Burlington County Representative 
Sergeant Major Hritz, New Jersey National Guard High Technology Training Center 
COL Mike Smith, New ~ersey National Guard Aviation Officer 
LTC Rick Ballard, S-3 (Operations, Plans, and Training) 

B.ASEtS PRESENT MISSION: 

Support Active Army and Reserve Component training. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Fort Dix by replacing the Active Component garrison with a Reserve garrison. Retain 
mission essential ranges, facilities, and training areas required fca Reserve Component training as 
an enclave. 



~ld DoD JUSTIFICATION: 

To reduce infrastructure, reducing base operations and real property maintenance costs, while 
retaining facilities and training areas essential to support Army National Guard and Reserve units 
in the Mid-Atlantic states. 

WAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Grand welcome upon Commissioner Cornella's arrival at Sharp Parade Field, followed by a 
driving tow of main post area and lunch with Post Comrnimder's briefing at Club Dix. This was 
followed by a driving tour of 3rd Region U. S. Army Criminal Investigation Command, Military 
Police Station, Red Cross, Post Office, Bank, Bowling Center, Outdoor Recreation Center, 
Indoor Swimming Pool, U. S. Navy Area, Holly Crest Housing, Walson Air Force Hospital, 
U. S. Army Reserve Command NCO Academy, Child Care Center, and Battle Projection Center 
en route to the Fort Dix flight line adjoining McGuire Air Force Base for a helicopter tour of key 
areas and range visits. At Range 85, a Tank Gunnery Exercise was observed with two M-1 
Abrams tanks conducting stabilized run and section deployment live firing on the Table VIII 
Qualification Course. At Range 61, a briefing on Aerial Weapons gunnery capabilities was 
presented, followed by two AH-1 Cobra helicopters conducting multiple live firing runs with 
20mm cannon. The visit concluded at the Fort Dix flight line with a media availability held 
jointly by Commissioner Cornella and Representatives Saxton and Smith. w 
KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

Department of the Army (and all subordinate commands from Forces Command to 
installation level) and community, county, and state officials all concurred with the DoD 
realignment recommendation. 
A final end-state number of the civilian work force total t:o implement the post-realignment 
mission was agreed by all involved to number between 700 and 750, with 741 workers 
deemed to be the optimum level. (This is a clarification of the original COBRA numbers and 
requires final certification by the The Army Basing Study to the Commission.) 
Fort Dix will become a U. S. Army Reserve Command (vice Forces Command) installation 
upon realignment if the DoD recommendation is approved. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

No direct concerns were raised, but community and state officials are decisively supportive 
of retaining Fort Dix and the outstanding military-commurlity relationship in the hture. 

EEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Request certification of most current COBRA data for personnel and costs/savings. 


