
THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSCXh hhu U A L I ~ L Y I V ~ ~  I L V I V U V U O ~ ~ ~ L .  

- .  

EXEC- CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM ~ C T S )  # Cl5-6q2s-17 

GENCY TEAM LEADER 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

~ L E - Q W G S ~ Y V G  p r ~ v - 9  C L 4 @ - \ G 9  fiuLt(+ 

DCN 1297



I 

DALE BUMPERS 
A H & A N ~ A ~  I 

WASHINGTON DC 20510-0401 

April  28, 1945 

T h e   ono or able Togo West 
Secretary of the Army 
T h e  ~entagbn 
Washington, D.C. 20310 

('Or.lvI~lll:~ 

AP&'II<)Pltl~~li)N!, 

I NI I I C ; ~  far! 
~ V A  I L I I ~ ~ I  H t : ~ O ~ ~ t l C , i  5 

SMAI L R . l ! ; I ~ l  );< 

D e a r  M r .  Secretary:  

D u r i n g  your r e c s n t  appearance  before t ::r-nar c=. D P ! F A I I . ~ . I ;  
Appropriations Subcommit tee a n d  .in a qLr i ?? ;L  i o n  t o l -  I .  I](-.. 1 ~:<:or-;l 

- .2cked \ T O I I  ' ,-: , . i , . - . Y i * ~ ~ t  : !-I,: submitted by BFAC Chairman A l a n  Dixnn, . 
Reserve Component " e n c l a v e "  which the A r m y  pl dl?.? 1-5 I ? i l l 1 ( :  . i t .  !.'.;:.I 
Chaff ee after t h e  proposed c l c s ~ ~ r e  of t }id[. t> ,35; fb .  Y':)i: ~;~s[.:(-~i!:.l,.:l 
t h a t  che size and characterLsclss of t l ~ r  e r i i l ~ v ~ .  w i  l !  i . . :  

determined during the implenentat ion phase  nf r !ie ERJ'iC ~ I -O~ :C- .L ; : ; .  

P.s you h o k ,  the Chief of the National G u a r d  G u r e a u  an3 ih i .  
Adjutant General of Arkansas want to i n c l ~ d e  ~ . o s t  a €  F c r c  
Chaff eel  E maneuver area in tl:,? s n c l a v e  . H o w e i r o r ,  nr.1 bla r - r h  - / .  

personnel from t h e  A r m y ' s  Bas? C l o s u r e  Office scen~eti rl?. pprt?c:l~:d.: 
such a n  outcome when they told reprcser -a t  i v e s  of 1: kc- . ' i ~ - k ~ r ~ ~ i r r - ;  
Nac iona-f--Gus-rd- and members--of my o w r :  dric3 Se l~d  1 (21 PL yt-1: ;t--&-&-f&--- 
t h a t .  Che enclave would consist o f  ro rnrirr- t h a : ~  srndll AL-!ns L.ali<lt?:; 
and a small number of b u i l d i c q s .  

To help  clarify thls i s s u e ,  would yo [ :  p l e a s e  ;11:swel I.!)? f f i l  l ( ? w i r : \ ;  
questions: 

A d r a f t  of the Army's BRRC r e c o r n m ~ n d a t i ~ n  for F ~ ! L  t Chaffec.: 
reads : "Close Fort C h a f f  ee ,  excepc ~nin~. ln : . ln?  esscnc i n  1 
buildings, ranges, and training area f i>r Reserve ~Comporient 
(RC) traininq as an enclave. The A - m y ' s  final 
recommendatiorl deleted the words "and \ : r a i n i n g  a r e a .  " 

o Why did the Army r e m o v e  the words "and training r4r.c4ag1 

from t h e  final recommendation? 

o Has the Army already excluded the p o ~ s i b i 1 i t . y  t h a t  nlont 
of t h e  base'e t r a i n i n g  and m a n e u v e r  area will ba 
included in the F o r t  Chaffee enc lave?  I f  r ~ o t : ,  io the 
A m y  willing to i r lc lude  such area, if requested by t.he 
National G u a r d ?  



Please respond directly to m e ,  w i t h  a rc7!-,y t c \  I ti:-> !IRA( '  
Commission, by May 8 ,  1 9 9 5 .  

f Sincerely, 
r 

cf: Chairman Alan Dixon 
DB : bpm 



Fort Chnffee, AH 

w ,--~l-;-mmcodntion: Close Fort C W e c ,  except minim~lm csseritial huiidingq, r:m_ces, and 
trairung area'for Rescrve Cornpoi~c[~r  (KC) t r a ~ n l [ ; ~  as arl cnclnve. 

-..--.--- - .-- 
---- 

2. Justification: Ln tht: past ten years, tht: Army has s i g m G ~ i ~ ~ ~ t I y  I & C I C ~  its i i i~ ivc  iujd ~ C . X I + V C  

forces. The b y  must reduce excess infrastructur e ro rneet the  I I C A : ~ S  o f  I he  CI I I  rcn[ ~OI.C.C 

Fort Chaffee is the former home of  the Joint Readiness Trainirig Cenrcr (JI<.-I'C) I r i  199 1 ,  tllc 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission approved thc JRTC's r.eloca!ion to  Fort 
Pok. La. The transfer was campleted in 1992 

Fort Chaffee ranked last in mhtary value when compared to other major rr,:l~r~ing area 
installations. The Army will retain ranges for use by the RC units in [tie area. 'T'he A m y  inrcnds 
to liccnsc rcquired land and facilities to thc  Army National Cuard 

3 .  Return on Lnvestment: T h e  total one- t 'me cost to implernen~ rh;z  r ~ c n n i r n e n d a ~ i o n  i s  .R I0 
rolllion. The net of all c o s t s  and savings during the implernenw'~ion pcriod is a savlrigs of S T 0  
m a o n .  Annual recurring savings after implementation are $1  3 million with ii return on  
investment expected in 1 year. The net present value of the costs arid snvinss ovcr  20 yea: s is ;I 

savings of S 167 million. 

4. Impacts: Assuming no  economic recovery, th is  reconunendation could result in a maxi~num 
.potential reduction of 352  jobs (2-17 dircct jobs and 105 indirict jobs) ovcr thc:  1996 1 0  ?.On1 
period in the F o n  Smith, AR-OK M S A  area, which is 0.3 percerlr of  the area's crr~ploynient 
There are no  known environmental impedhcnts ro closing this inqrallarinn 



',',-! . . . . .  
. i DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

u . ,  . . I - REPORT TO TIE 
33 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGMWI;m COMMISSION 

--DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 



Fort Chaffee, AR 

1. ~ecornrnendation: Close FOR Chaffee, except minimum essential buiidings. and ranges for 
Reserve Component (RC) training as an enclave 

2. Justification: ' In the past ten years, the A t m y  has significantly redt~ced its actlve arid rest:nlc 
forces. The A r m y  must rcducc cxccss infiastruccurc to meet f i~rurc rcquir cnlc~n~!; 

Fort Chaffee is the former home of the Joint Readiness Training Cen~er  (.JX.l'C) I r l  I 90 1 r t~ r  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission approved rhe JRTC's rclocarion I-91 1 

Polk, La. The transfer was completed in 1992. The post is managed b y  an ACII\!C 

! Componentlcivilian staff, although i t  possesses vinuall~ no Actlve C'ornponchnt tcrlarlrs 

1 Fon Chaffee ranked last i r ~  1tki1irai.y v a l u e  when cornpitred lo uthcr niajur  raini in^ area 

I ~nstallations. The h y  will retain some ranges for use by the KC unirs stationed in  1 tw arca. 
Annual training for Reserve Component uni ts  lvhich now use Fon Cl~sffre can be conduc~cd 81 

other installations in the region, including Fort Polk. Fon &ley and Forr Sill The ;f,rniy ~ritcnds 
to license required land and facilities to the A r m y  National Guard. 

3. -Return on ~nvestment: The total one-time cost to implement this rcccln~r-ncncl~riorl is 510 
million. The net of all costs and savings during the ~mplemcntatrori penod is a t;avincs o f  !Kt0 
million. m u a l  recurring savings after implementation are S 13 million with a rctum on - - 

inl~estrnent expected in 1 year. The net prcscnt valuc of thc costs and saving,\ ovcr ::0 ycitrs is a 

savings of $167 niiliion 

4. Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommetldation could res~~lt  i n  a rnauirn~~m 
potential reduction of 352 jobs (247 direct jobs and 105 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-200 i 
p e r i o d - i n - t h e w t h , - A R - O K  Metropolitan Starist~cal Area, wtuch represents 0 3 percent of 
the area's employment. 

I 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round 
BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could resul t  in u r n x ~ ~ r n ~ l ~ ~ i  porcrlr~nl 
decrease equal to -0.4 percent of ernploymen! in the  area There arc n o  known c.n\ironnlc.nr;ll 
impediments at the closing or receiving installation 



! 
from 

Senator Dale Bumpers 
Phone (202) 224-4843 229 nirkwbn Rldg., Wnshingtnn, D.C. 20510 
FAX (202) 224-6435 

L C - /  ,,+9 ,g7 
TO: , ,A:,+,[ 1, (, *(, , ),* [ ,,.&*. 3- FJ/ d 

- f -: -- / 
;f 

FAX NUMBER r o c . ?  .-- .. .. ..-.- $(* *;!.$-, ,, % , .. ., . &g>=,q 

g//.,$,c/ ./'hi/ ,#. ,< /' FROM: 1 4 ' .  . . . -. - - . . . . - - 

PHONE: ----.-.. .. . .. 

COMMENTS: 

/ga .L~&&./v . ... - ---- i ;  - ,yq $/' 
.--- 
,./- 



QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BUMPERS, 28 APRIL 1995 

I. Why did the Army remove the words "and training ares" fr-urn thc f3nal 
recommendation? 

There was substantial editing for all of the recdmtnendations to cnsurc. they fully and adequately 
expressed the fi~lal decision t-nade by the Arn~y. 

5. Has the Army alrcady cxcluded the possibility that most of the base's training and 

rrianeuver area will be included in thc Fort Chaffee enclave? If not, is thc Army willing to 
include sucll arca, if requested by the National Guard? 

I t  is premature to predict the actual size of the future enclave at this time. The .Amly's intent for 
the enclave is as follows: 
-- Enclave consists of Daily U.S. Army Reserve Center and consolidation into facilities 

required by USAR and facilities licensed to Arkansas Army National Guard. 
-- License needed training areas with minimum necessary facilities to Arkansas Anny National 

Guard. 
-- Conduct annual training at other locations. 
-- Dispose of remaining land and facilities. 

The Army is in the early stages of formulating the reserve enclave. Army headquarters will 
review the recommendations later this summer. 
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7 BRA C DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
IS AN OFFICE . OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

OPPORTW'VU'l' THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
\ 

I 

TO: HQDA, DACS-TABS l ) A ' ~ ' f ~ ~ . ' l ' i 5 1  [ * : - ( ; \ < ( I [  11' 
* THE PENTAGON, ROORI 2AC,S4 

&zcc WCuGSro PJ kvAsHINC;fl'oN, uc 203 l o - o i ~ o  \SU 4 ( 4 + ~  
POC: LTC 33+.&pJ 

I 
N[inil~14, t.: O I L '  r '  \(;I,:.; 

I 

VOICE TELEPHONE : 
: DSN 227-1765COM ( 703 )  (397-17FSIG 

TABS FAX TELEPHONE: 
(703) 6 9 3 - 9 3 2 2 / D S ~  2 23-9322 

I 
i 
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I DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

11 

INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT 
! 1 10 ARMY PENTAGON 

' O  &6( WASH1N070N OC 1 0 3 1 M 1 1 0  

&lay 1 9 ,  1'335 

'YI pi" 
Honorable pale Bumpers 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Senatdr Bumpers: 

Tl r is  roplics to your April 25, 1995, letter to the Honorable Togo West, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army, concerning Fort Chaffee and the 1995 Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC) process. Unfortunately, ynur letter was received after May 8, 
1995, so I was unable to respond by the date you requested. 

Regrettably, a draft of the BRAC analysis and recnrnrncndation was released to 
your office prior to all recommendations being fully reviewed and approved. To 

i- ensure that all proposed recommendations fully and adequately expressed the ftnal 
decision made by the Army, some editing of that draft was required This editing was 

- 
a normal process and was followed for all installation recornrnendatlons. 

It is premature to predict the actual size of the hture enclave at this time. The 
Army's intent for the future enclave consists of the Darby U. S. Army Reserve Center 
and corisolidation into facilities requ~red by the C. S .  Army Kcscrve and f:icil it ics 

licensed to the Arkansas Arrny National Guard. The enclave will also include needed 
training areas with mlnmum necessary facilities licensed t o  h e  h k a n s a s  Arrny 
National Guard. Annual training can be condtrcted at other locations ?'he remaining 
land and facilities will be handled tl~rougll the normal disposnl process 

I trust ;his irlfamation will bc of assistance 

Sincerely, 

M. Walker 
Secretnry of the m y .  
Logistics and Environmc~~t) 



Fort Chflee, AR 

1. Recommendation: Close Fort CMee,  except minimum essential buildings, ranges, and 
training area for Reserve Component (RC) training as an enclave. 

2. Justification: In the past ten years, the Army has significantly reduced its active and reserve 
forces. The Army must reduce excess infrastructure to meet the needs of the current force. 

Fort Chaffee is the former home of the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC). In 1991, the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission approved the JRTC's relocation to Fort 
Polk, La. The transfer was completed in 1992. 

Fort ChaEee ranked last in military value when compared to other major training area 
installations. The Army will retain ranges for use by the RC units in the area. The Army intends 
to license required land and facilities to the Army National Guard. 

3. Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $10 
million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of $39 
million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $13 million with a return on 
investment expected in 1 year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a 
savings of $167 million. 

4. Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 352 jobs (247 direct jobs and 105 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-200 1 
period in the Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA area, which is 0.3 percent of the area's employment. 
There are no known environmental impediments to closing this installation. 



PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 1 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

CLOSE FT CHAFFEE STEADY STATE ($MI f 13 (1 999) 

ENCLAVE RC BLDG, RANGES AND 
TRAINING AREAS FOR USE BY RC 



OPERATIONAL: 
No unacceptable adverse operational impacts due to closure 
Supports 9+ RC BNS training ; can divert to other installations 
BRAC 91 Commission retained AC garrison to support RC training after JRTC left 
Provides DSlGS maint for USAR in Northern AR, Northeast TX, Southeast OK 

PERSONNEL: 
REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

MILITARY CIVILIAN 

I ENWf3ONMENTAL: No known impediments 

I ECONOMIC: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 352 jobs (247direct jobs and 105 indirect jobs) over the 
1996 to 2001 period in the Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA area, which is 0.3 % of the area's employment 

I OTHER SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: None 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Close Ft Chaffee (no enclave) 
Cost = $46 M 

Payback = 2 years 
THE ARMY BASING STUDY 



HEADQUARTERS, 39TH INFANTRY BRIGADE (SEPARATE) 
Arkansas Army National Guard 

4700 West 8th Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205-5454 

June 4, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1200 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am the commander of the 39th Infantry Brigade (Separate) of the Arkansas Army National Guard. I 
respectfully request that Fort Chaffee, Arkansas be protected fiom Base Realignment and Closure 
actions. 

The closure of Fort Chaffee will have a severe impact on the ability of the 39th Brigade to train for its 
war time mission. There is no other installation within reasonable distance that provides the space to 
train the Brigade. To train at any installation other than Fort Chaffee requires that .we spend two days in 
convoy to and from the installation as opposed to the one day we spend getting to Fort Chaffee or that we 
transport our equipment and personnel on contract carriers. To convoy to these more distant installations 
means that we lose two days of valuable training time. To move the 2500 soldiers who attend annual 
training and the almost 1,000 pieces of rolling stock of the Brigade would be extremely expensive, taking 
money away fiom other programs. 

I realize that the BRAC committee must make difficult decisions and that those decisions are based on 
a number of factors. As a commander of one of the enhanced Brigades, I sincerely hope that the impact 
closure would have on readiness is a prime consideration. We have been given a difficult mission, but it 
is one that I am confident the soldiers of the 39th Brigade are capable of meeting if' adequate resources 
are made available. Fort Chaffee is a training resource that I do not feel can be lost without a significant 
adverse impact on the readiness of  the 39th Brigade. In addition, other reserve conlponent units who 
routinely train at Fort Chaffee will face the same challenges in finding an acceptable and affordable 
substitute, with the same adverse impact on readiness. 

Thank you for your time. I hope that the points I have attempted to make will result in Fort Chaffee 
not being included on the final list for closure. If you would like to visit with me further on this matter, I 
can be reached at 50 1-3 77- 1248 during normal business hours. 

Sincerely, 

Don C. Morrow 
Colonel, Arkansas Army National Guard 
Commanding Officci 



DAVID PRYOR 
ARKANSAS I 

( RUC&LL SEWATE a f # C E  8WLDlNO 

WAarunrn*. DC lM10 
1202) 224- 2353 'Itlnitcd atatce Br~lott 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0407 

I 81h1Mi I I I 8.'. 

n,.nli:tll 1 ~ r c l 6 ,  ~.IIJTRITION. AND 

FORESTRV 

FINANCE 

II(IV~HIUM~NTI\I AFFAIH5 

:7vFf:lat L'OMMITTEE ON AijlNG 

Telecopier Transmission 
fro111 

Steve Ronnel, Legislative Assistant 

I / 
I f  

Date: June 12, 1995 

I 

I 

To: Steve Bailey 
I 
' I 

I I 
I 

I 

Company: BRAC 

Fax Number: 703 6964550 

Number of Pages: 1 (not including cover sheel) 

If there is s problem enrorrntered during this trnnsrnission. please contact 
(202) 224-2353. 

Notes: Steve, 

1 wanted you to see a copy of an article that ran in the Arkansas 
UemocratlGazette this weekend. It's f~ i r ly  accurate, except the part that 
says 62.000 acres would definitely be available for HC: training. I i~lwsys 
assumed the details on acreage would bc resolvcd during implcmenhtion. 
Thanks for all your help. Please call if 1 can hc of assistance. 

* 



I 
061 12/95 10: 36 DPT -+ 202 224 2353 

Ll[pumelle pollr,., ,,. - - - ---.- - - _ _  - --0 - - - - -  
- Army alters Fort Chaffee proposal.:-; 

Wants to keep 62,000-acre training area for reserves 
1 ,  I 

~ d m a u m o   PO^ 8mk b m a u  "snclow" run by e m a l l  active ue tminisp: tialdian at Chsffes ii-*f 
PORT SMITH - T l ~ e  Arn~y Army t~nlt to  support trlrluir~d welcome nrswbl indeed." 

llas nme~lded Its Base Closure operations at th& Port by NR- The loss of Fort ChatYee, lo. i i '  

and Realf nment Conirnissfon tianal Qunrd and Reaerve units, cnted in Sebastian County jugt r 
ropommen stlon for Fort Chnf- Arrordlng to Sen. Dsrvlcl P ~ o ~ t l ~ o r c t , t  of Fort Smith would " % 
fool retslnlng the base's 62,000 or's offlee, that enclave wa& mean Arkansas ~ a t i o n a l  auard 
acre maneuver tralntn aren for have operated sonie of tho fort's troops and those Plu~n othur , 
the region's Nationa 5 Guard snlall firms flrlng ranges, The states woufd have to travnl tp . 
and Army Reserve 6oldlers. expangiv@ and varled marleuver Fort R i l ~ y ,  b 1 1  , Fort Sill, 

Thu rcpon horn a n~ee l ing  of area that has boen poguiar with Oltla , or Fort Polk, La, for 
to Army omcials Thursdy  Army commandera was to be their annual and wwkerid 

I sa ! d tho wordr "training oron dro pod by tho A Z I I I ~ ,  tralnln~.  Pryor and Sen. Dale, 1 
. .-- 

were inadvelisntiy omitted "!&oaMI Bumpera snd I hiitla Bumperh, both D-Ark., had ar-. , 

from the x'ecommendatlon to  been trying to keep tho strongeet ued the chan u wuuld cost the  f the closure and resliement oiwlbla military presence at arkansa3 Na ion.ll Guard n 1 
cammlaslanthat Fort Chnfleo be Fort Chafhe," Pryor's omre neddlarv irrerease in  Limo nod ; 
clorecd. After the clonure Fort uoted him a3 saying Friday. money to travel to the distant , 
Chaffca would be left 4th an %he Army's dscl8lan to contin- h h ~ a a  for tr~lning -- - -  _-_ - _ _  - . 2.: 



.Jim Guy Turkcr 
~ ; 0 7 1 ~ ~ 1 1 0 ~  

May 5, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Comnlission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Chaffee. 

As you may already know, I have been working with the staffs of Senator Dale 
Bumpers, Senator David Pryor, and Congressman Tim Hutchinson over the past two 
years to ensure that a viable mission is retained at Fort Chaffee. During recent public 
forums, the city of Fort Smith, Sebastain County, state legislators, and Ar.1i~sas1 
Congressional delegation have reached a consensus that Fort Chaffee should retain a 
military mission if at all possible. 

I have asked Major General Melvin C. Thrash, the Adjutant General for the Arkansas 
National Guard, to advance the concerns of the Guard with local and fedei-a1 officials. 
The response to the needs of the Guard has been favorable and supportive. 

I will continue to work closely with all interested parties to help ensure that the wilI of 
the residents of Western Arkansas is met. 

xyc  
7 - 

Jim Guy Tucker 



From: Bailey, Steve 
To : Brown, Ed 
Cc: Wooten, Cliff; Purser, Wayne; Ayeen, Ziba; Chalfant, Melissa 
Subject: WHEN ED BROWN GOES TO FORT CHAFFEE INSTEAD OF ME 
Date: Friday, April 07, 1995 10:04AM 

Dpt DCA at 0655 for TULSA on NW#25 w l  Memphis connection onto NW# 5225, Arriving 
TULSA at 1055 for $142.00, then Rental Car to Ft. Chaffee (1 hr drive: straight down Muskogee Turnpike 
to 1-40, 1-40 to Ft. Smith, then 8 miles to Chaffee). 

Ed should arrive at Ft. Chaffee approximately 1230-1 300 (assuming time for baggage pick-up, 
obtaining reserved rental car) with no problem. 

He has a cottage reserved for him right by Post HQs for Monday night and through his departure 
Tuesday (confirmed by Jackie Holmes, DSN 692-31 30--$22.00 for the stay, with bedroom, bath, living 
room, and kitchen). 

For his departure Tuesday, he'll return the rental car and fly from Tulsa to DCA--best choice would 
be NW Flight #55241988 thru Memphis, Departing TUL at 5:10 p.m. and Arriving National at 10:50'p.m. 

Page 1 



SENT BY : FT. CHAFF€€ .AR ; 4 - 9 5 :  1 0 : 3 9 :  HQS LlS.ACi- 
HEADQUARTERS 

UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON 
FOR Chaffee. Arkansas 

ATTN: LTC Bailey - o&jffi 1 v // 
Dzte-Tune &>nth Y e a r  

6 ( A p r i l  1 1995 

? 

~ X S -  TRANSlYZm HE;ADm SHEFT 

c m  
- 
FRCM: 

USA(:, F o r t  Chaffee 
C,P&A (Mr. A b l e s )  

- 

M: 

U S A ,  Defense Base Closure  6 Realignment 
LTC Ba i l ey  

OFELCE SYMKIL TF;LIPHONE MiMBm 

ATZK-ZA 

I 
(501) 484-3130 

flfl f 
~ ~ 0 3 )  ~ 9 & - 0 5 ~  

Classitication No- 4 s .  Precrhce 

u 
Remarks : 

Ii 4-4  

Control # 
R 



SEYT BY : FT. CHAFF€€ .4R 

THE HONORABLE JOSUE (JOE) ROBLES, JR. 
Commissioner 
Defense Rase Closure and Realignment Commission 
Arlington, Virginia 

S L AFT' '  

Proiect Office: Cormlland Section, DSN 962-2282, COM (501) 484-2282, FAX 962-2055 

Escort QEcer. LTC Robert A. Dow, Jr. Commander, Fort Chaffee 

Date of Visit: Tuesday, l 1 April 1995 

......................................................................... 

TIME E m  LOCATTON RESPONSISLEl PERSON 

093 0 Arrive, AAFLT 5325 Fort Smith Regional LTC Dow 

0930- 1000 Enroute to Fort Chaffee LTC Dow 

1000- 1 1 00 Introductions CodRoom, B 1370 LTC Dow 
Command Briefing 
Working Luncheon w 

1 1 00- 1 1 1 5 ARNG Brief MG Thrash 

1115-1120 RTBBrief COL Shirron 

1 1 20- 1 140 USARC Brief BO Hardy 

1 140- 1200 Fort Chaffee Cotnrnittee Brief Congressman liutchinso~l 
Judge Harpel- 
COL Bob Boyer, USA, Ret 

1200- 1245 Aerial Tour (HQ Pad) LTC Dow 

1245- 1334 Ground Tour LTC Dow 

1345- 1400 Media Event LTC Dow 

1400- 1430 Enroute to Airport LTC Row 

1500 Depart Fliglil 3866 LTC DOW 



SENT BY : FT. CHAFFEE .\R 

w 
"DRAFT" 

Official Party 

LTC Steve Bailey, USA, Defense Base Closure & Realign~nent Staff Member 
LTC Hany Bryan, Staff Analyst, Total Army Basing Study (TABS), DA 

Fort ChaEe.eCommittee - City Leaders; 

Congress~nan Tim Hutchinson, Co-chairman 
Judge Bud Harper, Sebastain County Judge, Co-chairman 
Mr Ray Baker, Mayor of Fort Snlith 
Mr Jerry Barling, Mayor of Barling 
Mr. Sherman Hicitt, Mayor of Charleston 
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THE BRAC COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION SHOULD BE TO: 

"REALIGN FORT CHAFFEE) WITH A RESERVE 
COMPONENT ENCLAVE THAT HAS  MINIMUM ESSENTIAL 
FACILITIES) AS WELL AS MA.NEUVER AREA) ARTILLERY 
RANGES AND.  BOMB~NG/STMFING RANGES CAPABLE OF 
SUPPORTING INACTIVE DUTY TXAINING, ANNUAL 
TXAINING) AND BRIGADE-LEVEL MANEUVER TRAINING.'" 







. . 

DISTANCES TO ALTERNATE TRAINING AREAS 

39TI.I INF BRIGADE (LITTLE ROCK) 
TOFORTCMFFEE 150 MILES 
TOFORTPOLIC 3 16 MILES 

b TOFORTSILL 387 MILES 
TO FORT RILEY 512 MILES 

0.' 

142ND FIELD ARTILLERY BRIGADE (FAYETTEVILLE) 
b TO FORT CHAFFEE 63 MILES 
b TOFORT SILL 326 MILES 

188TH FIGHTER GROUP (FORT SMITH) 8%' ' 

TO FORT CHAFFEE 12 MILES 
TOFORTLEONARDWOOD 260 MILES 



A LARGE ENCLAVE SAVES MONEY 

BRAC SAVINGS 

SMALL ENCLL4VE L4RGE ENCU VE 
PLAN PLAN 
$13.4m $1 3.4m 

ADD-BACK OFFSETTING COSTS 

COST OF LARGE ENCLAVE 

COST OF ADDITIONAL TRAINING $1lm9m $0 
+Army National Guard 

AR, MO, OK - $9.lm 

+188th Fighter Group 
AR Air Guard - $0.9m 

BOTTOM LINE SAVINGS 







DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

FORT CHAFFEE 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Support active Army and Reserve Components training. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

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

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

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

a 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 

'illsy can be done at Forts Polk, Sill, or Riley. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: $ 9.573 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $38.634 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 13.465 million 
Return on Investment Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 years: $167.438 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLIJDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Military Civilian Students 
67 250 182 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

40 207 0 0 (40) (207) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

39 contaminated underground sites have been identified; 26 acres of wetlands; one 
endangered species (the American Burying Beetle) occurs on entire installation. 

REPRESENTATION 
Governor: Jim Guy Tucker 
Senators: Dale Bumpers 

David Pryor 
Representative: Tim Hutchinson 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 352 jobs (247 direct and 105 indirect) 
Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA Job Base: 105,156 jobs 
Percentage: 0.3 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1994-2001): 0.4 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Fifth Army NCO Academy will continue to operate under control of the U.S. Army Reserve. 
(The 27 remaining military positions after closure are Reserve Component instructors). 
Details of the Army plan to "license required land and facilities to the Army National Guard" 
require coordination and agreement. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

Members of the Arkansas Congressional Delegation have questioned the change in Fort 
Chaffee's Military Value ranking by the Army, from 5/10 in 1993 to 10/10 in 1995, as well 
as the projected Cost Savings figures. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None yet identified. 

Steve BaileyIArmy Team/04/07/95 8 :46:OAM 
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DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Support active Army and Reserve Components training. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

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

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

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 

WV can be done at Forts Polk, Sill, or Riley. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: $ 9.573 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $38.634 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 13.465 million 
Return on Investment Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 years: $1 67.438 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCL,UDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFEXTIIVG THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Milit- Ci Mili_zuy Ci il* Militarv ci ilian v v v 
40 207 0 0 (40) (207) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

39 contaminated underground sites have been identified; 26 acres of wetlands; one 
endangered species (the American Burying Beetle) occurs on entire installation. 

REPRESENTATION 
Governor: Jim Guy Tucker 
Senators: Dale Bumpers 

David Pryor 
Representative: Tim Hutchinson 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 352 jobs (247 direct and 105 indirect) 
Fort Smith. AR-OK MSA Job Base: 105,156 jobs 
Percentage: 0.3 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 0.4 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Fifth Army NCO Academy will continue to operate under control of the U.S. Army Reserve. 
Details of the Army plan to "license required land and facilities to the Army National Guard" 
require coordination and agreement. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 
Members of the Arkansas Congressional Delegation have questioned the change in Fort 
Chaffee's Military Value ranking by the Army, from 5/10 in 1993 to 10/10 i.n 1995, as well 
as the projected Cost Savings figures. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None yet identified. 

Steve Bailey/ArmyTeamIO3/16/95 8: 19 AM 
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Fort Chaffee, AR 
06-Mar-95 

w BRAC CATEGORY: 

RANK IN CATEGORY: 

OTHER INSTALLATIONS IN BRAC CATEGORY: 

MAJOR COMMAND: 

INSTALLATION MISSION: 

MAJOR UNITS ASSIGNED: 

AUTHORIZED MILITARY: 

AUTHORIZED CIVILIAN: 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF STUDENTS: 

FY 93 OPERATING COSTS: 

TOTAL ACRES: 

TOTAL BUILDABLE ACRES: 

TOTAL BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE: 

FAMILY HOUSING UNITS: 

UNACCOMPANIED OFFICER HOUSING UNITS: 

UNACCOMPANIED ENLISTED HOUSING SPACES: 

VARIABLE HOUSING ALLOWANCE - OFFICER: 

VARIABLE HOUSING ALLOWANCE - ENLISTED: 

PER DIEM RATE: 

AREA COST FACTOR: 

PLANT REPLACEMENT VALUE: 

HOSPITAL BEDS: 

NEAREST CITY: 

ECONOMIC AREA: 

NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST SITE: 

Y 94-99 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE COSTS: 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 

GOVERNOR: 

SENATORS: 

REPRESENTATIVE: 

Major Training Areas 

10 of 10 

Fort A. P. Hill, VA; ; Fort Dix, NJ; Fort Greely, AK; Fort Hunter- 
Liggett, CA; Fort Indiantown Gap, PA; Fort Irwin, CA; Fort 
McCoy, WI; Fort Pickett, VA; Fort Polk, LA 

TRADOC 

Support active Army and Reserve Colnponents training 

None. 

519 

367 

320 

33 

0 

$0 

$0 

$70 

0.92 

$637,024,53 1 

0 

8 miles southeast of Fort Smith; 150 miles northwest of Little 
Rock 

Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA 

No 

29,177,000 

39 contaminated underground sites have been identified; 26 acres 
of wetlands; one endangered species (the American Burying 
Beetle) occurs on entire installation. 

Jim Guy Tucker 

Dale Bumpers 
David Pryor 

Tim Hutchinson 



Base Summary Sheet 

INSTALLATION NAME: FORT CHAFFEE 

STATE: AR 

INSTALLATION MISSION: Support active Army and Reserve Components training 

DoD RECOMMENDATION: Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential buildings, and 
ranges for Reserve Component trainin,g as an enclave. 

JUSTIFICATION: 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. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST: 

TOTAL COST TO CLOSE/REALIGN: $9,573,000 

ANNUAL SAVINGS: $13,465,000 

BREAK EVEN YEAR: 1999 ( 1  Year) 

MILITARY POSITIONS LOST: 40 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS LOST: 207 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 39 contaminated underground sites have been identified; 26 acres 
of wetlands; one endangered species (the American Burying 
Beetle) occurs on entire installation. 

MILITARY ISSUES: 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (DIRECT/INDIRECT/TOTAL): 24711051352 (-0.3%) 

CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT: -0.4% 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES: 

GOVERNOR: Jim Guy Tucker 

SENATORS: Dale Bumpers 
David Pryor 

REPRESENTATIVE: Tim Hutchinson 

LOCAL OFFICIAL: 



CLOSE HOLD 
ARMY BRAC 95 LIST 

ARKANSAS 

Fort Chaffee (-40 mil. 1 -207 eiv.) 
CLOSE Fort Chaee  except retain minimum essential buildings and ranges for R.eserve Component (RC) 
as an enclave (-40 mil. 1 -207 civ.) 

License required land and facilities to the Arkansas Army National Guard 

State Personnel Summary 

SECDEF will make an announcement on all DoD BRAC 95 recommendations later today, 28 Feb 95. 

Personnel Loss 
Personnel Gain 

SECDEF will test@ 1 Mar and SecArmy will test@ on 7 Mar 95 before the BRAC Commission. 

Copies of Army's report are available for copying in Room G2L2, Rayburn House Office Building and B15, 
Russell Senate Office Building. 

Military 
-40 

0 

CLOSE HOLD 

Civilian/Contractors 
-207 

0 



MAP NO, 4 
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Directorate for Information 
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ARKANSAS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve b National hard ....................................... 

I I. Expenditures - Total 

I A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 700,776 ( 
Active Duty Military Pay 1 Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National mard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 373,506 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RUIhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Army 1 Navy 
I & , Marine Corps 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 

Activities 

Top Five Conrrac~ors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State --- I 

Expenditures Military and Civilian Personnel 
Major Locations Ha jor Locat ions 
of Expenditures Payroll Prime of Personnel Active Duty 

Total Outlays Contracts Total Military Civilian 

1. GENERAL !lCrrORS CORPORATION 
2. INTERNATIONAL CHARTER EXPRESS 
3. LTV CORPORATlON 
4. AIR TRANSPORT INTEhNATIONAL 
5. SEQUk CORPORaTiON 

Jacksonville 
Little Rock 
Camden 
Pine Bluff 
Fort Smith 
North Little Rock 
Shemood 
Fort Chaffee 
Pine Bluff Arsenal 
Hot Springs 

Total of Above I 

-- - 

I Hajor Area of Work 1 

$192,140 
125,996 
110,840 
69,623 
28,613 
26,048 
25,895 
23,709 
20,803 
16,922 

Total 
Anount FSC or Service Code Description 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

$158,375 
54,551 
2,196 
67,646 
21,000 
25,909 
25,895 
21,084 

0 
16,346 

$173,830 1 1  46.51 of total awards over $25,000) I I 

..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Fiscal Year 1993 $329,160 $140,076 $77,936 $51,023 $60,125 
Fiscai Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1901 306,363 71,619 

Total 

$63,426 
38,240 
X, 161 
27,992 
13,011 

C I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information w Operations and Reports 

$33,765 
71,445 
108,644 
1,977 
7,613 
139 
0 

2,625 
20,803 

576 

Army 

Guided Missile Components 
Air Charter for Things 
RUIE/Missile and Space Systems-Advanced De 
Air Charter for Things 
Guided Missile Components 

Little Rock AFB 
Pine Bluff 
Little Rock 
Fort Chaf fee 
Canp Jos 'I. Robinson 
Fort Smith 
Russellville 
North Little Rock 
Harrison 
Jonesboro 

$62,449 
36,749 
31,161 
27,667 
12,474 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

5,259 
1,367 
1,002 
406 
379 
30 5 
94 
92 
67 
52 

Air Force 

4,519 
141 
524 
62 
7 
55 
19 
11 
58 
36 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

740 
1,226 
478 
344 
372 
250 
75 
81 
9 
16 



w B. MAJOR TRAINING AREAS. 

The installations listed below were evaluated within the Major Training Area category. 

- Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia - Fort Hunter Liggett, California - Fort Pickett, Virginia 

- Fort Chaffee, Arkansas - Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania - Fort Polk, Louisiana 

- Fort Dix, New Jersey - Fort I~WIII, CaIifornia 

- Fort Greely, Alaska - Fort McCoy, Wisconsin 

The following map shows the geographic location of each installation. 

Figure 13. 



(1) The Army Stationing Strategy. 

(a) Description. 

Major training areas provide facilities to active and reserve components for large unit training 
exercises. With the exceptions of the Combat Training Centers located at Fort Irwin and Fort 
P o k  few active tactical units are stationed at these locations, which vary in characteristics, 
capabilities, and organization. 

(b) Operational Requirements. 

Major training areas primarily support the collective component of the "training" requirement. 
The Combat Training Centers provide state-of-the-art training, while other installations in this 
category serve as training areas for reserve component forces. These installations not only 
support sustainment training, but as major components of our mobilization strategy, they also 
support the "force generation" requirement by serving as mobilization stations and locations for 
major unit training of mobilized reserve component forces. 

(c) Stationing Requirements. 

(1) Maintain Combat Training Centers for both armored and light forces. 

(2) Retain sufficient training acreage and range facilities to meet current and potential needs 
of both the active and priority reserve component forces (Contingency Force Package units, 
Special Operations Forces, and National Guard Enhanced Brigades). 

(2) Minimize the number of major training areas focused primarily on reserve component 
training support. 

(d) Operational Blueprint. 

Combat Training Centers (CTC) are one of the primary reasons the Army was able to recover 
fkom the era of "hollowness" that developed during the 1970's. Installations supporting these 
Combat Training Centers must be retained to insure continued support for this vital component of 
readiness. 

Major training areas that support reserve components should be realigned to accomplish the 
mission in the most cost effective manner. As field training is the focus, cantonment areas can be 
minimized by eliminating all hctions other than those required to support unit training in a field 
environment. Additionally, installations where the workload reasonably can be relocated to other 
installations may be closed with minimal impact on operational requirements. Priority of training 
support will go to Contingency Force Package units, Special Operations Forces, and National 
Guard Enhanced Brigades. 



(2) Military Value Assessment. 

A Military Value Assessment (MVA) was conducted for each installation category. The MVA 
integrates the quantitative Installation Assessment with the qualitative operational blueprint 
previously discussed in The Army Stationing Strategy. The result is the Army's best judgment on 
the military value of its installations. The MVA provides the basis for identlfylng BRAC study 
candidates and is summarized below. 

(3) Installation Analysis. 

Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia 

Figure 14. 

Fort AP. W provides training, administrative, and logistical support for Reserve Component 
(RC) units, Active Component units, other military departments and government agencies; 
however, Fon AP. Hill's primary mission is to support RC units. The Anny Stationing Strategy 
emphasizes the need to reduce the number of major training areas focused primarily on Reserve 
Component (RC) training support. As a result, Fort AP. W was chosen as a candidate for 
hrther study. The Army decided that closure is operationally infeasible due to the annual training 
requirements of the RC. 



Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 

Fort Chaffee serves as a major training area for Active and Reserve Component soldiers as 
well as service members fiom other military departments and civilian agencies. Further, Fon 
Chaffee has served as a site for contingency missions, including Vietnamese and Cuban 
Resettlement Programs. Fort Chaffeels primary mission is to support RC units. The Army 
Stationing Strategy emphasizes the need to reduce the number of major training areas focused 
primarily on RC training support. Consequently, Fort Chaffee was chosen as a candidate for 
study. The Army recommends closing Fort Chaffee, except for a Reserve Component enclave. 

Fort Du, New Jersey 

Fort Dix provides command and control to the New York Area Command at Fort Hamilton 
and Fort Totten as well as hnctional support to the New York Maintenance Shop Bellmore; 
Camp Kilmer, NJ; and Camp Pedricktown, NJ. The garrison is postured to support Active and 
Reserve Component training; however, its primary mission is to support RC units. The Army 
Stationing Strategy emphasizes the need to reduce the number of major training areas focused 
primarily on RC training support. Therefore, Fort Dix was chosen as a candidate for study. The 
Army recommends realigning Fort Dix. 

Fort Greely, Alaska 

Fort Greely manages over 662,000 acres of training areas used by Army and Air Force units, 
the Cold Regions Test Center, and The Northern Warfare Training Center. The Army Stationing w 
Strategy indicates that the number of major training areas should be reduced if operational 
requirements permit. As a result, Fort Greely was chosen as a candidate for hrther study. The 
Army recommends realigning Fort Greely. 

Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 

Fort Indiantown Gap is a major Reserve Component (RC) training center for ground and air 
units. It is also the home of Headquarters, Pennsylvania National Guard. The Army Stationing 
Strategy emphasizes the need to reduce the number of major training areas focused primarily on 
RC training support. Accordingly, Fort Indiantown Gap was chosen as a candidate for hrther 
study. The Army recommends closing Fort Indiantown Gap, except for a reserve component 
enclave. 

Fort Hunter Liggett, California 

Fort Hunter Liggett's primary mission is to support RC units. It is the major maneuver area 
for combined arms training of the 40th Infantry Division (Mechanized), California Army National 
Guard. It is also the home to the Test and Experimentation Center which conducts field 
equipment testing for the U.S. Anny. The Army Stationing Strategy emphasizes the need to 



reduce the number of major training areas focused primarily on RC training support. As a result, 
Fort Hunter Liggett was chosen as a candidate for hrther study. The Anny recommends 
realigning Fort Hunter Liggett. 

Fort Irwin, California 

Fort Irwin is the home to the National Training Center (NTC). The NTC's mission is to 
provide tough, realistic combined arms and services joint training in accordance with operations 
doctrine for brigades and regiments in a mid-to-high intensity environment. In addition, the NTC 
provides lessons learned for training, doctrine, and equipment improvements. As one of two 
CONUS-based Combat Training Centers, Fort Irwin plays a key role in maintaining Army 
readiness. Therefore, it was not selected for hrther study. 

Fort McCoy, Wisconsin 

Fort McCoy's primary mission is to provide training for the readiness of RC forces. The Army 
Stationing Strategy emphasizes the need to reduce the number of major training areas focused 
primarily on RC training support. As a result, Fort McCoy was chosen as a candidate for hrther 
study. The Army decided that closure is operationally infeasible due to the training requirements 
of the RC. 

Fort Pickett, Virginia 

Fort Pickett's primary mission is to provide training facilities, maneuver training areas, base 
operations, and mobilization support to Reserve Component units, as well as the Active 
Component and other services. The Army Stationing Strategy emphasizes the need to reduce the 
number of major training areas focused primarily on reserve component training support. As a 
result, Fort Pickett was chosen as a candidate for further study. The Army recommends closing 
Fort Pickett, except for a reserve component enclave. 

Fort Polk, Louisiana 

Fort Polk is the home of the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC). The JRTC provides 
tough, realistic, light infantry and joint services training in accordance with operational doctrine 
for low to mid-to-high intensity environments. In addition, the JRTC provides lessons learned for 
training, doctrine, and equipment improvements. Fort Polk also supports the 2nd ACR a ~ d  other 
contingency force units supporting XVIII Airborne Corps. As one of two CONUS-based Combat 
Training Centers, Fort Polk plays a key role in maintaining Army readiness. Therefore, it was not 
selected for M e r  study. 





B. MAJOR TRAINING AREAS 

w Major Training Areas provide facilities to both Active Component (AC) and Reserve 
Component (RC) units for training exercises. With the exception of Fort Irwin and Fort Polk, 
there are currently no active component tactical units stationed at these installations. These 
installations vary a great deal in characteristics, capabilities, and organizational structure. Fort 
Irwin, with the National Training Center, is a very large and sophisticated training area which is 
predominately AC oriented. Fort lndiantown Gap is a relatively small sub-installation with an 
RC orientation. The majoriry of the training supported by this category is performed by the RC. 

The installations listed below were those evaluated within the Major Training Area category: 

- Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia 

- Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 

- Fort Dix, New Jersey 

- Fort Greely, Alaska 

- Fort Hunter Liggett, California 

t - Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 
%,I, - Fort Irwin, California 

- Fort McCoy, Wisconsin 

- Fort Pickett, Virginia 

- Fort Polk, Louisiana 

(1)  Criteria, Attributes and Weights. 

The following DoD Selection Criteria, attributes and weights were used to evaluate the Major 
Training Areas: 



(a) Mission Requirements and Operational Readiness. The attributes and weights that 
measure this DoD Selection criteria are: 

Attribute Points 

Maneuver Acres 
Ranges 
Reserve Training 
Impact Area 
Mechanized Maneuver Acres 
Special Airspace 

Total 450 

The single most important attribute for support of land forces, both Active and Reserve 
Component, is land. The value of land is measured by mechanized maneuver acres. The 
importance of maneuver land is recognized by assigning 44.4 percent (200 points) of the 450 
points for maneuver acres and mechanized maneuver acres attributes. 

Availability of ranges and impact areas are very essential aspects of training land forces. The 
importance is recognized by assigning 3 1.1 percent (1 40 points) of the total 450 points to the two 
attributes. Ranges are given less weight than land since ranges are easier to construct than land is 
to acquire. 

Supporting the readiness of the RC is a very important element in evaluating maneuver 
installations. Since training areas, ranges, and deployment are just as important to the RC as the 
AC, the other five attributes assess the military value of the installations for all components. In 
addition to the others, thls attribute attempts to measure the availability of the installations to 
support the RC. This attribute is assigned seventy points (1 5.5%). 

The military control of airspace over an installation is important for the scheduling of rotary 
wing and fixed wing training missions in support of ground troops. This is one of several factors 
used to assess the relative size of the training areas controlled by installations. This attribute has 
been given forty points (8.8%). 



(b) Land and Facilities. Six attributes measure an installation's ability to house its work 
force and family members. They are weighted as follows: 

Attribute Points 

Work Space 60 
Percent Permanent Facilities 3 0 
Average Age of Facilities 25 
Barracks 60 
Infrastructure 25 
Environmental Capacity 25 

Total 225 

The overall availability of barracks space, the quality (measured by % permanent and average 
age), and quantity of work space were considered the most important aspects of land and 
facilities. These four attributes combined for a total of 175 points (77.8%). 

The last two attributes measure an installation's ability to support its current needs plus 
predicts an installation's future needs when missions dictate expandability. These two attributes 
were given fifty points (22.2%). 

(c) Contingency, Mobilization, and Future Requirements. Five attributes measure the 
ability of an installation to support contingency and mobilization missions and its ability to 
expand. 

Attribute Points 

Mobilization Capability 
Buildable Acres 
Encroachment 
IMA 
Deployment Network 

Total 

Mobilization capability is the ability of an installation to train, equip, house, and deploy units 
during times of a national emergency. This attribute is assigned thirty points (24%). 



Buildable acres measures the installation's capacity to support additional permanent structures 
while encroachment gauges the impacts of surrounding communities on the expansion of 
installation operations and unit training, plus the future potential for land acquisition. These two 
attributes received fifty-five points (44%). 

Information Mission Area (IMA) is an evaluation of existing IMA systems on the basis of 
available capacity, capability for expansion, and technology utilized. Although important, it was 
considered to be less than that of the above three attributes and received only ten points (8%). 

The ability to project power or deploy forces is an important element in the defense of the 
nation. Although there are essentially no units stationed at Major Training Areas, a deployment 
network is required during mobilization for these installations to mobilize and deploy RC forces. 
Deployment network is assigned 30 points (24%). 

(d) Cost and Manpower. Four attributes measure the cost and manpower implications of an 
installation. They were weighted as follows: 

Attribute Points 

Cost of Living Index 60 
Locality Pay Factor 35 
BASOPSIMission Population 7 5 
MCA Cost Factor 3 0 

Total 200 

The Cost of Living Index measures the relative cost of living for military and civilian 
personnel in communities surrounding the installation. This is an indicator of location costs to 
the Army to live and conduct business at the installation. This attribute was given s ixe points 
(30%). 

Locality Pay Factor measures the relative differences in the cost of the civilian work force at 
each installation. It measures the cost of labor -- not the cost of living -- from one geographical 
area to another. It was given thirty-five points (17.5%). 

BASOPS/Mission Population was considered to be the most important and was assessed 
seventy-five points (37.5%). This attribute measures the relative cost of operating an installation 
in support of the mission requirements. 

The Military Construction Account (MCA) Cost Factor measures the relative difference 
between installations for construction of the same facility. It further provides a relative index on 



the cost of capital investments for the modernization of facilities. This attribute was given thirty 
V( points ( I  5%). 

(2) Installation Rankings - MAJOR TRAINING AREAS 

1 FTPOLK 
2 FTIRWM I 1 
3 FTDIX 
4 FTAP HILL 
5 FT McCOY 
6 FTGREELY 
7 FT HUNTER LIGGETT 
8 FTPICKETT 
9 FT INDIANTOWN GAP 

10 FT CHAFFEE 
I I I I ? s 

r , z , 
I I I I I I I < 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

L I 

Figure 6. Installation Assessment Rankings - MAJOR TRAINMG AREAS 



WEIGHT 
MANEWER ACRES 120 
RANGES 7 0 
RESERVE TRAINING 7 0 
MECHANIZED MNV ACRES 80 
IMPACT ACRES 7 0 
SPECIAL AIRSPACE 4 0 
MISSION REQUIRPlENTS --- 450 

WORK SPACE 6 0 
% PERM FAC 3 0 
AVG AGE OF FACILITIES 25 
INFRASTRUCTURE 2 5 
BARRACKS 6 0 
ENVIRONMENT CAPACITY 25 
LAND AND FACILITIES - - -  225 

MOB CAPABILITY 3 0 
BUILDABLE ACRES 3 5 
ENCROACHMENT 2 0 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 3 0 

IMA 10 
FUTURE REQUIREMENTS - - -  12 5 

COST OF LIVING INDEX 60 
LOCALITY PAY 3 5 
BASOPS FACTOR 7 5 
MCA COST FACTOR 3 0 
COST AND MANPOWER - - - 2 0 0 

SCORE 

- - - 

FORT FORT FORT BVNTKR 
AP BILL INDIANTOWN CAP LIGCETT 

Table 9. Major Training Areas Decision Pad Model (Table 1 of 4) 



WE I GHT 
MANEWER ACRES 120 
RANGES 7 0 
RESERVE TRAINING 7 0 
MECHANIZED MNV ACRES 80 

IMPACT ACRES 7 0 
SPECIAL AIRSPACE 4 0 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS - - -  450 

PORT 
CIIAPPEE 

PORT PORT 
DIX GRBELY 

WORK SPACE 6 0 43000.0- 536000.0+ 199000.0 

% PERM FAC 3 0 2.7- 86.2+ 70.6 
AVG AGE OF FACILITIES 25 51.0- 34.0 32.0 

INFRASTRUCTURE 2 5 4.2 3.2 5.6 
BARRACKS 6 0 0.0 12841.0++ 806.0 

ENVIRONMENT CAPACITY 25 9.1 5.9 8.1 
LAND AND FACILITIES - - -  225 1.5 6.9 3.8 

MOB CAPABILITY 3 0 2.8 5.0 2.7 
BUILDABLE ACRES 3 5 7901.0 426.0 500.0 

ENCROACHMENT 2 0 100.7 1413.2- 0.2 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 3 0 6.8 9.7 4.7 

IMA 10 265.0 965.0 765.0 
FUTLRE REQUIREMENTS - - -  125 4.5 4.1 3.8 

COST OF LIVING INDEX 60 91.2+ 111.3- 120.5-- 

LOCALITY PAY 3 5 1.0309 1.0496 1.0800-- 
BASOPS FACTOR 7 5 74797.406-- 9010.500+ 20113.551 

MCA COST FACTOR 3 0 0.920 1.190 '- 2.170- 
COST AND MANPOWER - - -  200 6.1 6.7 3.0 

SCORE 

RANK 10 3 6 

-- - 

Table 10. Major Training Areas Decision Pad Model (Table 2 of  4) 



WEIGHT 
MANEUVER ACRES 12 0 
RANGES 7 0 
RESERVE TRAINING 7 0 
MECHANIZED MNV ACRES 80 
IMPACT ACRES 7 0 
SPECIAL AIRSPACE 4 0 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS - - -  

PORT 
IRWIN 

PORT 
McCoy 

PORT 
PI ClCgTT 

WORK SPACE 6 0 548000.0+ 527400 .O+ 90000.0- 

% PERM FAC 3 0 79.9+ 8.3- 14.3- 

AVG AGE OF FACILITIES 25 16.0+ 48.0 45.0 

INFRASTRUCTURE 2 5 4.1 2.2 3.8 

BARRACKS 6 0 1816.0 28.0 47.0 
ENVIRONMENT CAPACITY 25 6.5 8.2 7.4 
LAND AND FACILITIES - -  - 225 5.2 2.6 1.8 

MOB CAPABILITY 3 0 6.5 5.0 3.5 
BUILDABLE ACRES 3 5 1550.0 1500.0 2400.0 
ENCROACHMENT 2 0 104.7 42.2 28.4 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 30 4.8 8.8 7.8 
IMA 10 1190.0 1085.0 665.0 
FUTURE REQUIREMENTS - -  - 125 5.0 5.6 4.8 

COST OF LIVING INDEX 60 99.9 92.5+ 107.5 
LOCALITY PAY 3 5 1.0309 1.0309 1.0309 
BASOPS FACTOR 7 5 9301.990+ 25443.551 32851.160 
MCA COST FACTOR 3 0 1.300 1.330 0.920 
COST AND MANPOWER - - -  200 8.4 8.3 6.8 

SCORE 

RANK 2 5 8 

Table 11. Major Training Areas Decision Pad Model (Table 3 of 4) 



FORT 
POLK 

WE1 GHT 
MANEUVER ACRES 120 
RANGES 7 0 
RESERVE TRAINING 7 0 
MECHANIZED MNV ACRES 80 
IMPACT ACRES 7 0 
SPECIAL AIRSPACE 4 0 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS - - -  450 

WORK SPACE 6 0 
t PERM FAC 3 0 
AVG AGE OF FACILITIES 25 
INFRASTRUCTURE 2 5 
BARRACKS 6 0 
ENVIRONMENT CAPACITY 25 
LAND AND FACILITIES - - -  225 

MOB CAPABILITY 3 0 
BUILDABLE ACRES 3 5 
ENCROACHMENT 2 0 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 3 0 
IMA 10 
F'UTURE REQUIREMENTS - - -  125 

COST OF LIVING INDEX 60 
LOCALITY PAY 3 5 
BASOPS FACTOR 7 5 
MCA COST FACTOR 3 0 
COST AND MANPOWER - - - 2 00 

SCORE 

Table 12. Major Training Areas Decision Pad Model (Table 4 of 4) 



PORT PORT PORT 
AP HILL INDIANTOWN GAP IRWIN 

WE1 GHT 
# MPRC 4 5 N- - N- - Y++ 

# RETS FIRING POINTS 45 16+ 0- - 16+ 

# RANGES 5 4 0 3 5 19 

# MOUT 5 N N N 
RANGES - - -  100 2.6 0.3 6.9 

IMPACT ACRES 6 0 27000- 2000- 92600+ 

TUBE ARTILLERY? 5 Y Y Y 

AIR FORCE BOMBING? 5 Y Y Y 
ATTACK HELICOPTER? 5 Y Y N 

ALL THREE? 15 Y Y N - 
MLRS CAPABLE? 10 Y N- Y 

IMPACT ACRES - - -  100 4.6 3.0 4.2 

MILES TO RAIL TRANS 30 5 + 2 1 3 7 
MILES TO AIR TRANS 3 0 5 1 26+ 191-- 
MILES TO SEA TRANS 30 125 93+ 166 

MILES TO HIGHWAY 10 13 1 3 5 

DEPLOYMENT - - -  100 8.4 8.7 4.8 

ANNUAL TNG ( # PEOPLE 2 5 18407 30789+ 6223- 

IDT (MANDAYS) 7 5 261247++ 197198++ 28716-- 

RESERVE TRAINING - - -  100 7.5 6.5 1.0 

ARCH/HIST BLDGS 
ENDGRD FAUNA/FLORA 
WETLANDS 
AIR QUALITY 
WATER QUALITY 
NOISE QUALITY 

ZONE 11 
ZONE I11 

CONTAMINATED SITES 
ENV CAR CAPACITY 

CAPACITY WATER 2 5 4 3 - 5 

CAPACITY SEWAGE 2 5 1 - 4 3 

CAPACITY ELECT 2 5 12 8 - 46+ 

LANDFILL COST 2 5 $39 $52- $12+ 

INFRASTRUCTURE - - -  100 1.8 1.5 4.1 

MOB BILLETS 10 16877 10500 4279 

DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 10 8.4 8.7 4.8 

RANGES 10 2.6 0.3 6.9 

MANEUVER ACRES 10 54700 11000 330000+ 
MECHANIZED ACRES 10 54700 800 330000+ 
WORK SPACE 10 59000 264000 548000 
MOB CAPABILITY - - -  6 0 3.8 2.8 6.5 

Table 13. Major Training Areas Sub Models (Table 1 of 4) 



WEIGHT 
# MPRC 4 5 
# RETS FIRING POINTS 45 
# RANGES . 5 
# MOUT 5 

RANGES - - -  100 

IMPACT ACRES 6 0 
TUBE ARTILLERY? 5 
AIR FORCE BOMBING? 5 
ATTACK HELICOPTER? 5 

ALL THREE? 15 
MLRS CAPABLE? 10 

IMPACT ACRES - - -  100 

MILES TO RAIL TRANS 30 
MILES TO AIR TRANS 3 0 
MILES TO SEA TRANS 3 0 
MILES TO HIGHWAY 10 

DEPLOYMENT - - -  100 

ANNUAL TNG ( #  PEOPLE) 2 5 
IDT ( MANDAY S ) 75 

RESERVE TRAINING - - -  100 

ARCH/HIST BLDGS 
ENDGRD FAUNA/ FLORA 
WETLANDS 
AIR QUALITY 
WATER QUALITY 
NOISE QUALITY 

ZONE I1 
ZONE I11 

CONTAMINATED SITES 
ENV CAR CAPACITY 

CAPACITY WATER 2 5 
CAPACITY SEWAGE 2 5 
CAPACITY ELECT 2 5 
LANDFILL COST 2 5 

INFRASTRUCTURE - - -  100 

MOB BILLETS 10 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 10 
RANGES 10 
MANEUVER ACRES 10 
MECHANIZED ACRES 10 
WORK SPACE 10 
MOB CAPABILITY - - -  6 0 

FORT FORT 
QIAtFEK DIX 

FORT 
GRXKLY 

Table 14. Major Training Areas Sub Models (Table 2 of 4) 



WEIGHT 
# MPRC 4 5  
# RETS FIRING POINTS 45 
# RANGES 5 
# MOUT 5 

RANGES - - -  100 

IMPACT ACRES 6 0 
TUBE ARTILLERY? 5 
AIR FORCE BOMBING? 5 
ATTACK HELICOPTER? 5 

ALL THREE? 15 
MLRS CAPABLE? 10 

IMPACT ACRES - - -  10 0 

MILES TO RAIL TRANS 30 
MILES TO AIR TRANS 3 0 
MILES TO SEA TRANS 3 0 
MILES TO HIGHWAY 10 

DEPLOYMENT - - - 100 

FORT 
McCOY 

PORT 
POLK w 

ANNUAL TNG ( #  PEOPLE) 2 5 48935+ 1 4 7 4 3  4921- 

IDT ( MANDAY S ) 7  5  221176++ 88743- 36684-- 
RESERVE TRAINING - - -  100 8 . 0  3.0 1.2 

ARCH/HIST BLDGS 
ENDGRD FAUNA/FLORA 
WETLANDS 
AIR QUALITY 
WATER QUALITY 
NOISE QUALITY 

ZONE 11 
ZONE I11 

CONTAMINATED SITES 
ENV CAR CAPACITY 

CAPACITY WATER 2 5  5 5  13++ 

CAPACITY SEWAGE 2 5  3 6 5 

CAPACITY ELECT 2 5  11 9  115++ 

LANDFILL COST 2 5 $44 - $15+ $72 - 
INFRASTRUCTURE - - -  100 2.2 3.8 5 . 8  

MOB BILLETS 10 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 10 
RANGES 10 
M A N J R  ACRES 10 
MECHANIZED ACRES 10 
WORK SPACE 10 
MOB CAPABILITY - - - 6 0 5.0 3.5 7 . 9  

Table 15. Major Training Areas Sub Models (Table 3 of 4) 



FORT 
HUNTER LIGGETT 

WEIGHT 
# MPRC 4 5 Y++ 
# RETS FIRING POINTS 45 0- - 
# RANGES 5 1 
# MOUT 5 N 

RANGES - - -  100 4.5 

IMPACT ACRES 6 0 162962++ 
TUBE ARTILLERY? 5 N - 
AIR FORCE BOMBING? 5 N - 
ATTACK HELICOPTER? 5 N 

ALL THREE? 15 N - 
MLRS CAPABLE? 10 N - 

IMPACT ACRES - - -  100 3.8 

MILES TO RAIL TRANS 30 3 0 
MILES TO AIR T W S  3 0 8 1 
MILESTOSEATRANS 30 14 5 
MILES TO HIGHWAY 10 2 3 

DEPLOYMENT - - - 100 7.1 

ANNUAL TNG ( #  PEOPLE) 2 5 3364- 
IDT (MANDAYS ) 7 5 0-- 

RESERVE TRAINING - - -  100 0.2 

ARCH/HIST BLDGS 
ENDGRD FAUNA/FLORA 
WETLANDS 
AIR QUALITY 
WATER QUALITY 
NOISE QUALITY 

ZONE 11 
ZONE I11 

CONTAMINATED SITES 
ENV CAR CAPACITY 

CAPACITY WATER 2 5 1 - 
CAPACITY SEWAGE 2 5 1 - 
CAPACITY ELECT 2 5 12 
LANDFILL COST 2 5 $17+ 

INFRASTRUCTURE - - - 100 2.0 

MOB BILLETS 10 1145- 
DEPLOYMENT NETWORK 10 7.1 
RANGES 10 4.5 
MANEUVER ACRES 10 163000 
MECHANIZED ACRES 10 19500 
WORK SPACE 10 144000 
MOB CAPABILITY - - - 6 0 3.1 

Table 16. Major Training Areas Sub Models (Table 4 o f  4) 



Historical Economic Data 

Activity: FORT CHAFFEE 
Economic Area: Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA w 

Total Population of Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA (1992): 180,500 ; 
Total Employment of Fort Smith. AR-OK MSA, BEA (1992): 105.156 

I Total Personal Income of Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA (1992 actual): 5?.853.726.000 

Qther P eadr n at FORT CH.= (Previou- 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV (70) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 170) 

Fort Smith, AR-OK MS.4 Profile: 
C1\.1lian Employment, BLS (1993): 85,596 Average Per Capita Jncome (1992): 515.806 

Employment Data ' 
100.000 1 

Per Capita Personal Income Data 

20.000 7 

hnualized w e  ID CIVI 
. . .  

llan Employnent (1 984- 1991 Annualized C- ID Per Capita Personal income ( 1984- 1992 

E~nployment: 1.195 Dollars: S673 
Percentage: 1.5% Percentage: 5.4Y0 

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

U~lemployment Rates for Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

Local 8 1 %  7 8% 7 3% 6 10i0 6 7% 7 9% 7 5% 8 1% 7 3% 6 5°/0 



COBRAREALIONMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MTZ-1.CBR 

i(llSII Std  F c t r s  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 1999 ( 1  Year) 

NPV in  2015CSK): -168,185 0 0 0  k 
l -Time Cost(SK1: 9,573 / - r f l a /  . . I  

! / , , 1 [ ! @ e t 5 , 3  /:);'i];h 
Net Costs (SK) Constant D o l l a r s  

1996 1997 1998 - - - - - - - - 1999 .--- 2000 - - - -  2001 To ta l  - - - -  Beyond - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Mi lCon -1,200 0 0 0 0 
Person 

0 
0 0 -8,885 -P ,8&5 

-1,200 
-4,057 

0 

356 
-8,885 

Ovrrhd 267 -4,580 -4,580 -4,580 
-30,712 

3,114 
-8,885 

0 0 2,303 0 0 
-10,004 

Moving 
-4,580 

M iss io  0 0 0 
0 2,303 

0 
0 

Other 
0 

0 
0 

0 179 
0 0 

0 0 0 1 79 0 

TOTAL - 843 267 1,539 -13,465 -13,465 -13,465 -:39,433 -13,i65 

1996 - - - -  1997 - - - -  1998 - - - -  1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 
En1 

0 
0 

0 
0 3 0 0 0 I )&/ 

Civ  0 0 189 
3 

TOT 
0 

0 
0 0 

0 
189 -\I 

193 0 0 0 193 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Gepartment : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEt.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 356 267 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 356 267 9,216 266 266 266 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 - - - -  

M i  lCon 1,200 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 1,200 0 7,676 13,732 13,732 13,732 

Total - - - - -  
0 

1,049 
7,049 
2,361 

0 
179 

Total - - - - -  
1,200 

31,761 
17,053 

58 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
162 
104 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

9,047 
4,685 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFi'DEC.SFF 

Year Cost($) Adjusted Cost($) - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1996 -843,459 -832,095 
1997 267,406 256,743 
1998 1,539,299 1,438,363 
1999 -13,465,536 -12,245,802 
2000 -13,465,536 -11,918,056 
2001 -13,465,536 -11,599,081 
2002 -13,465,536 -11,288,643 
2003 -13,465,536 -10,986,514 
2004 -13,465,536 -10,692,471 
2005 -13,465,536 -10,406,298 
2006 -13,465,536 -10,127,784 
2007 -13,465,536 -9,856,724 
2008 -13,465,536 -9,592,919 
2009 -13,465,536 -9,336,174 
2010 -13,465,536 -9,086,301 
201 1 -13,465,536 -8,843,115 
2012 -13,465,536 -8,606,438 
2013 -13,465,536 -8,376,095 
2014 -13,465,536 -8,151,918 
2015 -13,465,536 -7,933,740 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPOR'I (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MTZ-1 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 

Y0)I Std Fctrs Fi Le : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DECCSFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - -  - 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 

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

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdoun 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Mi 1 itary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE ;76,83: 
Envirorunentai Kitigation Costs C 
One-Time Uniaue Costs r 

iota! - Other ' 7 E . 5 ~ :  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . ~  . . . .  . .....-..-.. 

Tori! One-Time tosr~ 
? -- . . - _ / _ LC. 

3ne-i  ime Savings 
Kititary Cons:ruction Cosf Avciaancei ',20C,03: 
Family Housing Cost kvoiaances r 

Military Moving 57,FlC. 
Land S a l e s  C 
One-Time Moving Savings C, 
Enviromntal Mi tigation Savings C 
One-Time Unique Savings C. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 1,257,910 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tots[ Net One-Time Costs 6,315,536 



0NE;:TlME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : M T Z - 1  
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA95\ARMY\MT2- 1. CBR w Std  F c t r s  F iLe  : C:\COBRA95\ARMI\SFTDEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
( A l l  values in  Do l l a rs )  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Const ruc t ion 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion 
Family Housing Const ruc t ion 
In fo rma t ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Const ruc t ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hi res  
E l im ina ted  M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenptoyment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

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

To ta l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environments: M i~ ipa t i o . ;  Costs 
One-Time Uniaue Cosrc 

:o:s: - Crher 

-0:;; One-TIM Icrr.. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - . - - - - - - . - -  . - . - - - - . - - . ~ . .  - . - - - . . . - - - - - .  ..--...-..~ 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Constru::ior5 Cost kvo1oan:e: 
Family Housing Cost kvoiaances C 
Kilitary M O V ~ ~ E  0 
Land Sales C 
One-Time Moving Saving? C 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Saving: C 
One-Time Unique Savings C 

To ta l  One-Time Savings C 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 8 >  - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion  Package : MT2-1 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRAPS\ARHY\MTZ-1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FT CHAFFEE, AR 
( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Cons t ruc t i on  

M i l i t a r y  C o n s t r ~ c t i o n  
Fami ly  Housing Cons t ruc t i on  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Cons t ruc t i on  

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i res  
E l im ina ted  M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unwnployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Movinc - otner  

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

HAP / RSE 1 7E, 868 
Environmenrai K i r i g e t i o -  Cosrc 
9ne-Time Uniaue Cosrs -. . - - -=. - ::??, : 7C ,63: 

- - .  . . . ~ .  . .-..... . . - .  .. . . . . - - . - - - - - - . . .  

- ^ - -  
- L C .  One-- in& Cosri cc-. ' -  

, - r 4  '+QC 

- - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

One-Time Sevingr 
H i i i t a r ) .  Constructio:: Cosz hvoiaancer. ', ,2OC, 00; 
Family Housing Cos: Avoiaances C 
Military Moving 5 7 , 9 l G  
Land Sales C; 
One- T i m e  Moving Savings r 

Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings C 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Savings 1,257,910 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 8,315,535 



TCTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/3 
Date As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\HT2-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  
BASE X 
FT CHAFFEE - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Totals: 

Total 
M i  lCon - - - - - -  

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

I MA 
Cost 
- - - -  

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

Land 
Purch - - - - -  

0 
0 

, - - - - - -  

0 

Cost 
Avoid 
- - - - - 

0 
-1,200 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
-1,200 

Total 
Cost 

- - - - - 
0 

-1,200 - - - - - - - - -  
-1,200 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
.. 

Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : MTZ-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FT CHAFFEE, AR 

ALL Costs i n  SK 
M i  lCon Using Rehab New Neu To ta l  

Descr ip t ion:  Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

To ta l  Const ruc t ion Cost: 0 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Const ruc t ion Cost Avoid: 1,200 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: -1,200 

* ALL MiLCon Costs inc lude Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l icab le .  



.. I. PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA 6.08) 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR w Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X, US 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

75 2 4,208 1,121 2,709 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: FT CHAFFEE, AR 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
En l i s ted  0 0 31 0 0 0 3 1 
Students 0 0 - -  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 18 0 0 0 18 
TOTAL 0 0 54  0 0 0 5 4 

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

O f f i c e r s  0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 31 0 0 0 31 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 18 0 0 0 18 
TOTAL 0 0 54  0 0 0 54 

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

75 7 4,239 I, 121 2,727 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: FT  CHAFFEE.  h; 

- - - -  .-.. - - .  . - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i  cers 
En1 i s:ec 

- ,  i C -. . . 
stuaents C C I 
C i v i  1 ians i i E L C b i t  
TOTAL r: 5- c 3 - 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMEKTS (Ou: of F T  ChhFFEE, AR) :  
1996 1997 199s 1997 2000 2001 Tota! 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 C 5 C 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 3 : C 0 0 3i >- 3 b L/ 
Students 0 0 C 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 1 E 0 0 0 18 - J 
TOTAL 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 5 4 

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

O f f i c e r s  0 0 - 1 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 - 3 0 0 0 : l > . f y  
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 -189 0 0 0 -189- / 
TOTAL 0 0 -193 0 0 0 -193 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

BASE POPULATlON (After  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 27 182 

Civi l ians - - - - - - - - - -  
43  



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 

(CI)Q S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFTDEC.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

E a r l y  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Ava i l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear 1 y Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Ava i l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

18 
2 
1 
3 
1 

1 1  
7 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 1 8  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 1 8  
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 1  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 4  
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 113 0 0 0 113 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Retirements. Regular Retirements. C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not  . - 
U i l l i n g  t o  Move are  no t  a p p l ~ c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

(V - T h e  percentage o f  C i v i  l i a n e  Liar * . : ~ n (  :C Move (Yo lu~:er \  R ! ~ s ;  "2-IC: -.or 
base t c  base. 

; h3: e ! ;  ~ - i ~ r i t \ ~ ? L a c e r n e n : c  :nvo:vr ; permanen: Cnanor r-- 5:s::~)- -1. - : - L  . .- 
- .  LDC c.scemenr- ~ ? \ T c . . \ , ' - J ;  L . .  51.IC:. 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - ~ G g e  2 /3  
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion  Package : M T 2 - 1  
Scenario F iLe  : C:\CDBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 

w Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFi'DEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Hoving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  A v a i l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  A v a i l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i r e d  
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

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

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R l T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 r! 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a r e  n o t  app! icabie f o r  moves under f i f t v  m i i es .  

F NO: a l :  P r i o r i t y  Piacemenfs :nvoLvr z Dermaner: Change c -  I : r r i a ~ .  -nc  -::r 
o f  PPS piacements i nvo l v rnc  z DCS . s  5G.00:: 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As O f  18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion  Package : MTZ-1 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFTDEC.SFF 

Base: FT CHAFFEE, AR Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Ava i l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover - 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  PLacement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  A v a i l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

18 
2 
1 
3 
1 

1 1  
7 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Neu C i v i l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 1  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 1 4 0  0 0  14 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 113 0 0 0 113 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  no: app l i caa ie  f o r  moves under f i i t v  m i i ex .  

C Ho i  h l L  P r i o r i t y  Placemenfs i n v r t v i  i Permanen: Caanpt c- i a - l o r .  - n r  - 2 : :  

c f  DPS olacements invo!\, in$ E PCS is  5C.00: 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : M T 2 - 1  
Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
Ml LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ R I F  0 0 25 1 0 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 87 0 0 0 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 4 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 187 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 128 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 12 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 51 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 1,641 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 89 0 0 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 13 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unemp 1 oyment 0 0 44 0 0 0 
OTHEK 
Program Plan 356 267 200 0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 5,807 0 0 0 
New Hire 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Dim 
PO\' Mi Les 
HHG 

0 1L 
C 

E . -- 
ILL 

Misc ' 5  
OTHEi 

- .  - - - 
z .  i n -  -... . , 

:-HE; 
1; /, ' , S E . -.. 
tnv i  rormenr~.. 
I n f o  Manage C 
'!-Time Otner L L L -.- . C 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 33t 267' C ,  FLC C C C 

Total 
- - - - - 

. -- 
ILL - -  ,- - - 



TOTAL APPROPRlATlONS GETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Opt ion Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 

w Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFIDEC.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - - (SK) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Miss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 356 267 9,216 266 266 266 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCT I ON 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
om 

1-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 

Land Sales 
Envi r o m n t s .  
I -T ime Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

?.S,JRRIKGSAI E: 
-.-- -($,:'- - - - .  

=kV HOJSE 3?' 
5Sk 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Ooer~:  
C iv  Sa la r y  
CHAHPUS 

M I L  PERSONNE, 
Off Salary  
En1 Salary  
House A l l o k  

OTHER 
Procurernen? 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 319 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion  Package : MT2-1 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFTDEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)- - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
Ml LCON 
Fam Housing 

08M 
C iv  Ret i r /RIF 
C i v  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
I -T ime Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Sa la ry  

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

House A l l o ~  
OTHER 

Procuremen; 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur C C - 73; - ?oc - 7cc . -3: 

Uniaue Orhe- --- - . . .  - .  -,I.,: EE:J: - - .  . . - -:. ; kt: 
. - . . A -  - * -_  

--- 
L , ,  L.- p':- :z:. - - - ? ~ -  

. - 
< .  - -  . . : u:' 

- - ,  - .  . . -  . . -  - 
- - . - C I  

. -  . - st: 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : M T 2 - 1  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 

W Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF70ECCSFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

ow 
CIV SALARY 
Civ  RIFs 0 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 0 

C I V  MOVING 
Per D i e m  0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

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

MIL PERSONNEL 
MiL MOVING 

Per Dim 
PO\' Hi!es 
H H t  
t'.i sc 

Z i H E T  
F;r 2::  

Z T H E i  
HA"' RSi 
Environmen:~.. 
i n i c  Manage 
:-Time Orher 

TOTAL ONE-7IME 

Tota l  
- - - - - 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 0 
O&M 

R PMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
C iv  Sa lary  0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  0 
En1 Salary  0 
House Al low 0 

OTHER 
Miss ion 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 266 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ( O K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
I -T ime Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

To ta l  - - - - -  

M i l  Movino 
OTHER 

Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta i 
I - T i m e  Other 

TCTAL  ONE-TIE 

---, :r,JRRINGSALIE: 
- - - - - ( $ I < ) - - - - .  

iAP4 HWSE OD: 
OM, 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Opera: 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Sa lary  
Enl Sa lary  
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Paye 6/9 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

OgM 
C iv  Ret i r /RIF 0 
C iv  Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

To ta l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)-----  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Un:'que Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 

To ta l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

L L 

bit 162 House A l  Loh 
OTHER 

Procuremenr 
Miss ion 
K isc  Recur 
U n i c ~ l e  C:PE 

TCTX, P,EC;': 



' wPPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As O f  18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFn)EC.SFF 

Base: FT  CHAFFEE, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

ow 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehictes 
D r i v i n g  

Unernpl oyment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
l-Time Move 

M I L  PERSONNEL 

Tota l  - - - - -  

MIL MOVING 
Per Dien. 
POV Mikes 
HHC 
Misc --..-, 

- ' I  n:r 
E : > r  =:: 

3 - H E I  
i & E  )' RSE 
Environmen~s. 
I n f o  Manage 
?-Time Other 

TOTAL  ONE-TIME 35: 221 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.98) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR w Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFTDEC.SFF 

Base: FT CHAFFEE, AR 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - a  ( S K I - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OSM 

RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 
00s 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Sa la ry  0 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa la ry  0 0 0 0 0 0 

.. En1 Satary  0 0 0 0 0 0 
House At low 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Miss ion 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 356 267 8,949 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-T ime  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land SaLes 
Envi r o m e n t a ,  
'-Time Othe- 

- - 'A-  1 I OUE--;gC 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

;E:JRRih;S; -. 
- - - - -  ($;' - - - . 
=Ah HOJSf 5=. 
Oh" 

RDMI  

00: 
Uniaue OperzT 
ZIV Salary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A l l o h  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As O f  18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\HT2-I.CBR 

fllYV Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FT CHAFFEE, AR 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON -1,200 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI - - - - - 
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHEll 

Beyond Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Procurement C C C C C 
Mission C C C I' 
Misc Recu- -73: - 70: - 70: - 70: 

2niaue Ornc- 
,- -- - "T  

; , L,I RECL'T .- ; - c  - ,. 
,: -. . - .  A &  ,: T. - , iL 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRJ. v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base - - - -  
BASE X 
FT CHAFFEE 

Base - - - -  

Personnel 
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

54 1% 
-247 -49% 

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

BASE X 0 0% 0 
FT CHAFFEE -2,655,518 -95% 10,751 

RPMABOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 104,338 0% 1,932 
FT CHAFFEE -3,885,881 -57% 15,732 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

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

104,338 0% 1,932 
-1,230,363 -31% 4,981 



.. -. RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Oprion Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBKA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion  Package : MTZ-1 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR 9 Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : F Y  1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdoun: Yes 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
CASE X, US 
FT  CHAFFEE, AR 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - -  
Real igrment 
Rea l i grment 

surmary: - - - - - - - -  
Close F t .  Chaffee, Ar. 
Move a l l  Army and tenant  o rgan i za t i ons  t o  Base X. 
RIF c i v i l i a n s  i n  Garr ison. 

ENCLAVE RC f a c i l i t i e s ,  ranges and organ iza t ions .  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Exp lanatory  Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
BASE X, US 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
FT CHAFFEE, AR 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  f rom FT CHAFFEE, AR t o  BASE X, US 

1996 1997 199E 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - 

O i + i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  C 
EnL is iec  Pos i t i ons :  C - .  
P .  , ? \ f i l i a n  Posiri-7:: r : c 
Studenr P o s i r i c  : 
k i s s n  E G ~ :  [ID; , 

s d ~ z r  ~a=. -  ::XC ,,: :isr: ,2e r fL  - - - .  - . .*. . . 
heevv/Soer Leh;c :Tons; 

INPUT SCREEk FOJF - S T A T ; :  6 A S E  iNiORMkTIOh 

Name: BASE >;, US 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Enmioyees: 
To ta l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  ' tudent Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
F i l  Fami l i es  L i v i n g  On Ease: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
To ta l  Base Fac i l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Distance: - - - - - - - - - 
1,340 mi 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  SK/Year) :  
Comrmnications (%/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  (SK/Year): 
BOS Pay ro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

li,89i 
1 , 5 i ~  

29, $82 
21,877 

8,151 
1.05 

G 
0 

0.0% 
BASEX 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MT2-1.CBR w Std  Fc t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT CHAFFEE, AR 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami l ies  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Ava i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Ava i l :  
To ta l  Base Fac i l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Comnunicat ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Pay ro l l  (BK/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ($ /V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X, US 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Informat ion: 

I -Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K):  
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save (SK): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Constru;rion Schedale(:: : 
Shutdown Schedule (::) : 
Yi lCor Cost Avoianc(S1:): 
;arr housinc Avoianc!Si:' 
._..?,-. - ,-~rernc?: L , V C ~ Z - ? C :  5.: 
Ly&)/E.IIs : n - P ~ : i  e?:r " - 
ZhAt4zJ: OJ:->~:] " .  
- T ~  Snili>o~n:I:LC= : 

'-Time Uniaue Cost ($1::: 
'-Time U n i r ~ e  Save ($K!: 
I -Time Moving Cost (BL): 
i -T ime Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(BK): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (BK): 
Const ruc t ion Schedule(X:: 
Shutdown Schedule (2): 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(BK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients /Yr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ients/Yr:  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

' O E -  . -.. 
" 7 ,  

* ,,-? "". 205: 
-.-. - - - .  -. . - - - -  

C 
I 

L r 
C c 
c L 

L L t C 
C C C 
C i C 

O Ci 0 C 
C 790 799 799 
C C 0 0 
0:" OX 0% OX 
0;: 0; ox 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
NO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 " 

Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\MTZ-1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: FT CHAFFEE, AR 

Of f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
C iv  Force St ruc  Change: 
S tu  Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
C iv  Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
C i v  Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied: 77.00% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied: 58.50% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing MiLCon: 91.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary(S/Year): 67,948.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,717.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary(S/Year): 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i l i t y ( V e e k s ) :  18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary(S/Year): 45,998.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5,007: 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  Pay Factor:  39.00:; 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

S'iANDARC FACTOES SCREEU TUC - ;hE:L:TIES 

RpMF Bui ld in:  S F  Cost ! w e \  :.=I 
835 lnaer  (RPMh vs D O D J L Z ~ ~ C - ,  . L .5 -  

( I na i ces  are  useo a% e~3o?e~:s:  
program Management Facto-. 10.00: 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.0C 
Mothbalk Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Puarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF1: ;,819.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.80% 1996: 2.90YL 

C iv  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Act ions I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale ReimbursCS): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00X 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.?C);: 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5-00;, 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: :5.00:, 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.0C:< 

[.en;: vc .  keu C i  .:.or Lo::: 
!n rc  hanagernen: hccounr: 
k,i iCon Design Rate: 
Ki lCon SIOK Rate: 
WilCon Contingency P lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/RO!: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rare f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATIOk 

Mater ial /Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En l  Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost (8/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i le ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /Di rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 264.00 
M i !  L i gh t  Vehicle(S/Mi le):  0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le):  0.09 
POV Reimbursement(S/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381.00 



.. 7 INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:08 09/26/1994, Report Created 14:58 03/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT2-1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\HT2-1.CBR 

((CIY Std F c t r s  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\ARMY\SFTDEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - -  - 
Hor i  zonta i  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat ional  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
School Bu i l d ings  
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
D in ing  F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Comnunications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envirormental  

UM - - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Opt iona l  Category G 
Opt iona l  Category H 
Opt iona l  Category I 
Opt iona l  Category J 
Opt iona l  Category K 
Opt ional  Category L 
Opt iona l  Category M 
Opt iona l  Category N 
Opt ional  Category 0 
Opt iona l  Category P 
Opt iona l  Category Q 
Optional  Category R 

UM B/UM - - - - - -  
(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) 100 
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 

Enclave adjustment cost  o f  8500,003 i s  inc luded i n  Program Planning Support 

Cost. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSLRE .%\I) REALlGiWfEhT COIWbLISSION 

& 

'To: 0 ( m d  
: COL, b s A  (&I) -ITrLEz C44-\(r~m64/" 

ORGANIZATION: O R C A i i T I O N :  

INSThLLA'IlON (s) FORT c && F F E 
> 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRIiAY 
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Arlington. Virginia 22209 

_ -- Dear Senator Dixon: - 

. . - - 

- 
-- - I am writing in regard to the hture status of Fort Chaffee, Arkansas and the pending review 

of military installations by the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC). 
. - - .- - 

- -  2 

-- 

. I became concerned about the status of Fort ChaEee after reading a Scripps Howard news 
- 
-. - - - - - 

amXeby?+orter Peter Copeland on February 10th that C h a w  may be on the post closure list 
- .. 

. submitted to the Department of Defense. A subsequent article on February 1 1 th quoted the 
- ~ I J I ~ '  offices of Senators Bumpers and Pryor as stating they were skeptical of Copeland's report. It 

would be a serious mistake to place ChaEee on the closure list. 

Fort Chaf'Fee has been a part of our national defense system since 1941 and has played 
important roles in training Army units and soldiers for World War 11, Korea, Vietnam, Granada, 
Panama and the Gulf War. It is presently scheduled to continue a role in preparing for fbture 
conflicts and times of national crises. 

- .. - - 

- Fort Chatfn is used for training Reserve and National Guard personnel as well as active duty 
troops. In -August 1994 the Anny announced that Fort CMee  would also become one of the 
four home posts for the Fiflh . M y  Regional Training Brigade which will assist in the training of 
key reserve component units which are a key element in the current United States  military 
Strategy. 

Fort ChaEee's terrain and maneuver areas make it one of the best. if not the very best, of &my 
posts in the United States for training light infantry forces, a critical element in current United 
States military doctrine. It was also used extensively during World War I1 to train three armor 
divisions. It is interesting to note that even though the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) 
was transferred to Fort Polk, they continue to schedule important training rotations at Chaffee 
because of its training area. 



.Approximately 10.000 L~tlonal Guard and Resene personnel train at Fort C'haffee each 
summer The Army estimates that a total of appro~imatcly 60,000 troops mill train at Fon 
Chaftee in Fiscal Year (F\rP) 1995 That number represents a 1 5" o increase o\.er 109.1 l e k  els and 
approximates training levels uhen Fon Chafie uas home to the JRTC 

Subsequent to the Scripps Howard article. Major General Simek, Commanding General of the 
122nd Army Reserve Command, told the news media of the great importance t o  his command of 
Fort Chaffee's training area. 

It is known that Major General Thrash. the Arkansas National Guard Adjutant General, shares 
that view. I understand that hrs artillery briyade was the only Reserve component artiller), brigade 
that saw actual combat in Desert Storm and that the brigade was extremely successfUl there. 
Many have stated that success was directly attributable to the training areas and the training 
received at Fort ChafTee. I'm sure that MG Thrash would confirm that fact. Several of his 
artillery units are located in the Fort Chaffee area and the Guard participates in training there all 
year long. The arrangement of buildings and ranges on Chaffee's 73,000 acres make it one of the 
few posts where direct artillery firing can take place ~ i t h  a very minimum disruption of other 
activities on the post. 

During September 1994 a JRTC training rotation involving 1,700 soldiers was conducted at 
Fort ChaRee. Troops from Ecuador, Colombia and Venezuela, along with special forces units 
fiom the United States Southern Command, participated in a coalition training action under the 
auspices of the Organization of .hencan States to counter narco-guerilla forces. Observers of 
this timely scenario included representatives fiom three other South American countries as well as 
the United States State Department and several other high level agencies and commissions. The 
Fort ChafYee terrain makes it ideal for this most current type of exercise. 

The JRTC already has plans for conducting additional training rotations at Fort ChafTee 
because of its outstandrng training area. The JRTC involvement at ChafYee is expected to focus 
on special forces training and prcvidig military expertise in medical, engineering and other areas. 

Fort Chaffee is an excellent training and maneuver area with 100 square miles and 72,000 
acres. Related usable areas are Camp Gruber, Oklahoma (35,000 acres), Camp Robinson 
Arkansas (30,000 acres), Davis Field in LMuskogee, Oklahoma as an intermediate staging base and 
Little Rock Air Force Base. 

Fort ChafEee has a heliport and tactical assault landing strips as well as other landing zones and 
drop zones that can accommodate a battalion task force. High performance aircraft have made 
extensive use of Chaffee ranges and the close air support capability has been proven. The 
.Arkansas -Air National Guard's 188th Fighter Group uses ranses at Chaffee for bombing and 
strafing training on a frequent basis. 

The .Arkansas River site at Fort ChafFee has been evaluated as the finest location for river 
crossing training available to the Army. Not only is it the only location at which both sides of the 
river are .%-my land but it also has the added benefit of Lock and Dam 13 which can control the 



tlow speed of the river i o  enhance training Tralning that can be conducted at this site includes - 

t'ast nater crossin~s. bridying. tactical marine assaults. barging, and nlodified 
logistics-over-the-shors training. 

Fort Chaffee serves as the home of a mobile hospital training operation called RTS-hled. It 
also has the Non-Commissioned Oficer .Academy for the Fifth .Army, the 142d Arkansas National 

- 

Guard, 27 1 st Maintenance Company and the 132d -4RCOhI's Equipment Concentration Site. 

Fort Chaffee also prokides training space for Naky. Air Force. .Arkansas State Police. the U. S. 
Department of Energy. and other citilian agencies 

- - -  -- - - -  
Fort ChaRee is centrally located in the United Stares and there is excellent access by air. rail, 

interstate hiyhways and the inland water system. Its is located adjacent to Fort Smith, Arkansas, a 
progressive city of more than 70,000 people with an outstanding school system (to include a 
community college), superb medical facilities. ample family housing and an excellent quality of .. 

life. 

The United States government has made very substantial financial investments in Fort Chaffee 
involving many millions of dollars. There are more than 1.200 buildings of various types on the 
post and over 5,000,000 square feet of space under roof available for use. Chaflee has barracks, 
office buildings, churches, theaters, gyms, paved roads, sewage systems, and all of the - -  

infrastructure necessary to support very large numbers of troops. .4t one time during World War 
11, three armor divisions with a total of over 30,000 soldiers were stationed at Fort Chaffee at the 

W same time. - 

Numerous recreational facilities have been constructed and remodeled for the troops to include 
the field house with its weight rooms, sauna, modem nautilus equipment and three basketball - 
courts. There are 17 athletic fields (with lights). 8 tennis courts (also lighted). a golfcourse and 

.) 

swimming pool. 

Fort Ch&e can accommodate enormous numbers of troops on vex$ short notice and serves 
as the mobilization point for soldiers fiom several surrounding states. 

The citizens of Fort Smith and the local area have always been extremely patriotic and have 
strongly supported the military since Fort Chaffee opened over .fifty years aso. They still support 
Fort Chaffee remaining an Army installation and an important part of the United States national 
security system with whatever mission is in the best interests of our country. 

The following veterans organizations have adopted resolutions urging that Fort Chaffee remain 
an Army post for the reasons stated in this letter: 

- 

American Legion, Fort Smith Post 3 1 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Fort Smith Post 8845 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Fort Smith Post 3897 
Disabled American Veterans, Fort Smith Chapter 1 
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Fort Chaffee Retiree Subcouncil - - - . , - -  
- 

Military Order of the Purple Hean, Border City Chapter 587 -- 

Arkansas Retired hlilitary Association -- - - 

Vietnam veterans of America, Chapter 467 . . - 
- - 

- - - - - - - Sebastian County Veterans Committee - 
- - - - - - .  

The Resolutions adopted by these organizations are enclosed. 

The purpose of this letter is to point out to the Commission the many advantages at Fon 
Chaffee for the training of troops; Very few military installations have the qualities of Chaffee for 
this purpose. The value of Fort Chaffee was recognized by the - 1991 - B l U C  - -  report which retained 
Fon Chaffee to support Reserve Component traimkg- WTalso want to assure the Commission 
that there is continuing overwhelming suppon in our community for Fon Chaffee and any mission 
directed to Chaffee by the Department of Defense. 

. - - - - -- - ,  - -  - -. - - 
- - - 

- - Sinc&e&, -I - - . - -  -- 
- -  

.- -. > - - 
- - 

- -  - . - 

._ _ , -- ~_~RDB_E_RT E BOYER =- 
. -. 

- -. -- Colonel, US Army (Ret) . - - - 
- 

-- - - -  -- - - - -  . = -  - - ---- - - 
encls: as stated - -  - - -  - - 

- - -  - 
- . - - -- 



Questions for Army Witnesses from Senator Dale Bumpers, Mar 7. 

The Army recornmtbndsr closlng Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, "'except 
minimum essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component 
tralnlng as an enclave," The Army Intends to license required land 
and facilities to the Army National Guard. 

I. Has the Army identified which of Fort Chaffee's 70,000 acres 
and 1000 buildings would be licensed to the National Guard, 
and which would be returned to the public for development? 

2. As a result of the 1991 Base Closure process, Fort Chaffee has 
been dedicated primarily to the training of reserve component 
units and individuals. Was the Reserve Component involved 
in the decision to close Fort Chaffee? 

3. How much will it cost the Army National Guard to operate the 
licensed portions of Fort Chaffee? Does the Army intend to 
provide the National Guard with the required funds'? 

4. The Army says that the annual recurring savings of closing 
Fort Chaffee will be $13 million. How can that be, since the 
base's total FY 1995 operating budget is only $9.7 tnilllon? 

5. Does the Army's $13 million projected annual savings consider 
the costs of continuing to operate the Fort Chaffee "enclave" 
and the extra travel costs involved for reserve component 
units that will now have to travel longer distances to places 
such as Fort Polk or Fort Sill? 

6. In BRAC 93, Fort Chaffee ranked #5 among 10 Major Training 
Areas. In BRAC 95, Chaffee was ranked last among those 
same 10 Major Training Areas. What factors caused Chaffee's 
ranking to drop so much in just two years? 



QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR DALE BUMPERS, ARKANSAS 
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L L The Army recommends closing Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, except minimum 
essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component training as an 
enclave." The Army intends to license required land and facilities to the 
Army National Guard. 

1. Has the Army identified which of Fort Chaffee's 70,000 acres and 1,000 
buildings would be licensed to the National Guard, and which would be 
returned to the public for development? 

2 .  As a result of the 199 1 Base Closure process, Fort Chaffee has been 
dedicated primarily to the training of Reserve Component units and 
individuals. Was the Reserve Component involved in the decision to close 
Fort Chaffee? 

3. How much will it cost the Army National Guard to operate the 1.icensed 
portions of Fort Chaffee? Does the Army intend to provide the National 
Guard with the required funds? 

4. The Army says that the annual recurring savings of closing Fort Chaffee will 
be $1 3 million. How can that be, since the base's total FY 1995 operating 
budget is only $9.7 million? 

5. Does the Army's $13 million projected annual savings consider the costs of 
continuing to operate the Fort Chaffee "enclave" and the extra travel costs 
involved for reserve component units that will now have to travel longer 
distances to places such as Fort Polk or Fort Sill? 

6. In BRAC 93, Fort Chaffee ranked #5 among 10 Major Training Areas. In 
BRAC 95, Chaffee was ranked last among those same 10 Major Training 
Areas. What factors caused Chaffee's ranking to drop so much in just two 
years? 
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Questlons for Army Witnesses from Senator Dale Bumpers, Mar 7. 

The Army recommends closlng Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, "except 
minim urn essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component 
trainlng as an enclave." The Army intends to license required land 
and facilities to the Army National Guard. 

i .  Has the Army identified which of Fort Chaffee's 70,000 acres 
and 1000 buildings would be licensed to the National Guard, 
and which would be returned to the public for development? 

2. As a result of the 1991 Base Closure process, Fort Chaffee has 
been dedicated primarily to the training of reserve component 
units and individuals. Was the Reserve Component involved 

w in the decision to close Fort Chaffee? 

3. How much will it cost the Army National Guard to operate the 
licensed portions of Fort Chaffee? Does the Army intend to 
provide the National Guard with the requ~red funds? 

-* 

4. The Army says that the annual recurring savings of closing 
Fort Chaffee will be $13 million. How can that be, since the 
base's total FY 1995 operating budget is only $9.7 million? 

5. Does the Army's $13 million projected annual savings c;onsider 
the costs of continuing to operate the Fort Chaffee "enclave" 
and the extra travel costs involved for reserve component 
units that will now have to travel longer distances to places 
such as Fort Polk or Fort Sil l? 

6. In BRAC 93, Fort Chaffee ranked #5 among 10 Major Training 
Areas. In BRAC 95, Chaffee was ranked last among those 
same 10 Major Train~ng Areas. What factors caused Chaffee's 
ranking to drop so much in just two years? 

r 



DRAFT 

w QUESTIONS FOR MAJOR TRAINING AREA POST OFFICIALS 

1. What construction is currently underway on post? What structures or facilities have been 
built in the last ten years? How much did the construction cost, in total? 

2. Does your Range Control permit simultaneous artillery live firing while aircraft are flying 
over the impact area (with prior coordination), or do you place the artillery in a "'cold" or "dry" 
status until the aircraft are clear? 

3.  What hoursldays do you prohibit or limit live firing of .50 caliber and higher weapons? 

4. Can MLRS (Multiple Launch Rocket System) be fired fkom any firing point(s) on this 
installation impact in your standard impact area? Will you show me the firing point(s) and 
let me examine the Safety Diagram that Range Control has on file? 

5. How many attack helicopter and tactical fixed-wing sorties involving the firing or dropping 
of live ordnance occurred on this installation during the last one-year period for which you have 
data? 

6. Do you have a limitation on the height of the Maximum Ordinate for firing rriortars or 
artillery? 

7. Are there any differences or substantiated changes in the basic information that your 
installation provided in the data call(s) submitted to The Army Basing Study group? 

8. Are there any sipnificant variations in the data contained in the Major Training Areas 
Decision Pad Models and Sub Models (pages 52-59, Volume I1 of the Army's BRAC report) 
from that which you believe is accurate? 

9. If this installation have to close or undergo major realignment following completion of 
the entire deliberative process, do you have some ideas or concepts for potential :re-use that could 
assist in the planning for such an event based upon your experience and knowlege of the local 
area? 

10. Is there anything on or about this training area that is so unique and irreplaceable that it 
could not be moved to or replicated at another location--and that is absolutely essential for the 
national security of the United States? 

1 1. What is the largest level of integrated collective training that can realistically be 
accomodated within the training area (platoon, companylteam, battalion task force, brigade with 
all attachments)? When was the last time that occured and which unit was it? 

12. What is the largest or most complex training event locked-in to take place here between now 
and the end of September 1995? Which unit(s) will participate? 
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National Federation of Federal Employees - - 

Local 1 728 - Building 1 18 1, Fort C haffee, Arkansas 72905-5000 

March 27,  1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As you are aware, Fort Chaffee, Arkansas was recommended for closure by the 
Secretary of Defense in his BRAC 95 submission. The recommendation was to close 
Fort Chaffee "except" minimum essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component 
(RC) training as an enclave." The recommendation further state "Fort Chaffee ranked 
last in military value when compared to other major training area irrs:allations. The 
Army will retain some ranges for use by the RC units stationed in the area. Annual 
training for Reserve Component units which now use Fort Chaffee cant be conducted at 

w other installations in the region, including Fort Polk, Fort Riley and Fort Sill. The Army 
intends to license required land and facilities to the Army National Guard." 

If Fort Chaffee was the best location for the home of the newly established JRTC in 
1987, how can i t be the lowest in military value in 1995 with all the improvements made 
during JRTC era. The JRTC continues to train the Army's elite war fighting units. From 
FY 88-92 JRTC trained in excess of 110,000 soldiers from the finest co'mbat units in the 
Army. Only in FY 90 did the number of soldiers training at Fort Chaffee decrease and 
that was because of Desert Storm. Coincidentally, the 82d ABN Div, first unit trained at 
JRTC, was the first unit deployed to Desert Storm. During the same time frame (FY 
88-92) an additional 182,000 Reserve Component soldiers trained at Fort Chaffee. 

One of the greatest lessons learned by the Army during the Persian Gulf War was 
that it could no longer operate as it had in the past. Specifically as three distinct Army's 
within the Army; the Active Component, the Reserves and National Guard. Congress, 
having observed the readiness rifts between these organizations, directed that the 
Army dedicate more of its active component resources to the support of the readiness 
effort of the other two. The result is what is referred to as the "Total Army" and is now 
proudly named "America's Army." The term "America's Army" is meant to be a 
seamless organization whose sole goal is to be able to rapidly project its entire military 
power anywhere In the world in defense of our national rnterest. To c!o this, the training 
requirements and resources allocated to this effort must be equally seamless as no part 



of the force can function without the other. In response to laws passed by Congress, 
the Army has responded to this mandate in the form of an organization called the 
Regional Training Brigade. Fort Chaffee has been designated as the home of a 
significant portion of this brigade specifically to support Reserve units in this region. 
The recent decision to "close" Fort Chaffee is an indication that the leadership of the 
Army has failed to support its commitments with its resources the proverbial "put your 
money where your mouth is." 

Even since the end of VVWII, Fort Chaffee has been a military post where "America's 
Army" trained long before it became a fashionable phrase. The National Guard has 
used it in significant numbers every year of its existence, as has the Army Reserve. 
Active Component use, with the exception of the JRTC per~od, has been constant but to 
a lesser degree than t h e  other two members of the triad. Sadly, it is one of t h e  very few 
installations that can honestly say that no one member of the triad has priority over the 
others. This should be a fundamental truth throughout "America's Army." 

If that is the beauty of Fort Chaffee, an installation dedicated to all of America's 
Army. the 1995 SECDEF recommendation illustrates that it is equally the installalions 

wvv Achilles heel. As it shares its assets equally, there is no one use who therefore clait-rls 
it as its own and preserve it for the others. This, remembering the ideals behind 
Arner~ca's Army, shouldn't be necessary, but the reality of the situation, as highlighted 
by the SECDEF decision for closure, reveals the painful truth behind tt,e phrase. 

Incredibly, Fort Chaffee has historically been the responsibility cf the Active 
Component's Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC); a major command with 
virtually no vested interest in its continued operation. TRADOC is the Army's 
schoolhouse. None of the missions assigned by DA to TRADOC are erecuted at Fort 
Chaffee. In fact, none of the 50,000 soldiers trained at Fort Chaffr2e in 1994 were for 
TRADOC missions. Fort Chaffee is by definition a major training area, whose primary 
purpose is to provide an environment for units of all components to train c~llectively on 
the war fighting skifis. This is the mission of the Army's Forces Co:nrnand or its 
subordinate U. S. Army Reserve Command. Unfortunately In years of declin~ng 
resources, Forces Command was unwilling to add to its list of responsibilities. 
Generally, this training population was 40% National Guard, 40% Rescnlos and 20% 
Active Army. It must be noted !hat no one has anywhere close to a :Oi!Yb interest 
except TRADOC; who's sole interest is in removing Fort Chaffee from its rolss; simply. 
TRADOC is no longer willing to pay the bill for a FORSCOM miss~on,  Th!s dces qot 
speak well for "Averica's Army." This unfortunately also means tha! IIC or:e is willing, 
due to the bureaucrat seems in "America's Army," to contribute anytIiir:g mcre than a 
piece of the resourcing necessa~y to ker:;, i t  open to all; thc;:;;, it will be ciosed. 



But will it? If one reads the fine print of the Army's closure recommendation, it calls 
for establishment of what it calls enclaves for both the National Guard and the 
Reserves. I t  also allows for current tenant activities to remain if their missions can be 
accomplished there. It allows for the continuance of the functions necessary to support 
these "enclaves." The interesting aspects of this is that when one combines these 
enclaves and tenants, the "closed" Fofi Chaffee will resemble the current Fort Chaffee 
In size, shape and, most importantly. resourcing. The National Guard wants barracks, 
vehicle parking and a large area for collective training. The Reserves will want certain 
on-post training small arms ranges and some training area. To do this, all will need 
ammunition, food, power. water and roads to travel. If the training area exists, the 
active force will continue to use it like they have in the past (largely due to overcrowding 
at their own installations). All that will remain is a large portion of already unwanted 
infrastructure which has already been laid aside awaiting funds to have them removed. 
What will have changed? In essence, nothing. 

What purpose is served by "closing" Fort Chaffee is not the reduction of operational 
infrastructure and the corresponding resources. It, in essence will be a realignment by 
another name. Maybe like the Presideio of Monterey, TRADOC's newest post. Fort 
Ord was closed by BRAC 91 but a "footprint" of the post was retained and is being run 
by an Active Army Garrison. The tragedy of this is that a lot of people will go through a 
lot of unnecessary effort and pain to end up with a realigned Fort Chaffee. Why was ~t 
not called a realignment when clearly that is what is occurring? Pertlaps the need to 
appear as though great sacrifice is being made. Fort Chaffee is nor a major installation 
as repre;ented by the SECDEF. 11 is a subinstallation of Fort Sill with a budget that 
quickly identifies it as anything but a major installation. 

The BRAC process recommendation to "close" Fort Chaffee hi$~bli!?hts the fac: that 
even the best of processes can fail to present decision makers an accur;tte ::icture of 
the ground truth. It very simply. was not designed to serve "Arrler~ca's Army" 
collectively but individually address the needs of each of its components. I t  is a 
disservice to America and its Army and. if the Army can not overcome this obstacle. 
that essential task must regretfully fall to the committee andlor corrlcerned elected 
represeqtatives. 

The comparison data upon which the SECDEF decision was based w.as skewed. 
The B W C  Report does not take into accoun: Ihe other significarlt activities at tho Furt 
but only looks at the AT/IDT figures. The recommendation stated "Tno post IS 

managed by Active Coriponen'v'civilian staff, although it possesses vl~rtc;,:ly no Active 
Component tenants". What about the Regional Training Brigade (R7 B)? 'The RTB was 

w 



place at Fori Chaffee to supporl Reserve units in the region. 7 he RTB is manned 
entirely by Active Componenl soldiers and is expected to grow to 170-200 by 1 March 
1996. The fact is that the active Army has continued significant use of the Fort with no 
less than 6 major exercises since the departure of the JRTC, to include a JRTC special 
operations rotation, 2d Armored Cavalry Regiment (Fort Polk) and two major XVlll 
Airborne Corps exercises. If the JRTC and other units at Fort Polk cannot accomplish 
their training requirements at Fort Polk, why did they move there? The BRAC data 
irldicates that Fort Polk has 163,000 acres of maneuver space wh~le Fort Chaffee has 
only 62,000 acres. What is conveniently not stated is that approximately half of Fort 
Polk's acreage is national forest lands with limited use and that it has a major 
endangered species which further reduces useability. If the available acreage from the 
national forests surrounding Fort Chaffee had been included the 62,003 acres grows to 
2 million plus acres. The net effect is that Fort Chaffee has a large more useable 
training area. This is not just conjecture, for once just ask the soldiers who use both. 
the 2d ACR. The data also places too great an emphasis for tra~ning areas on modern 
facilities for Quality of Life. Soldiers' time in a training area is too precious to be spent 
in the barracks, so the best training area is one that wastes very little of its zsset on 
such mission nonessential items. The focus for a training area should be the training 

'wlv are - a novel concept but one that has been misssd by the statistician:;. If you look at i t  
from the customers point of view - how many times have any of the premier active units 
gone to Fort Dix to train? Answer - none; yet it rates higher than F'ort Chaf'ee as a 
training area. Fort Chaffee and Fort Polk were listed as equals in endangered species. 
Fort Chaffee has the burying beetle and Forts Polk and Bragg have the red-cocaded 
woodpecker. The beetle, essentially has no adverse impact on training as e~.denced 
by the intense training at Fort Chaffee by the JRTC from 1988-1992 and our current 
training customers. This is not the case with the red-cocaded woo~pecker which has a 
tremendous adverse impact on training at Forts Polk and Bragg. Retired General Carl 
Stiner who headed U. S. Special Operations Forces, in the Persia:? Gu!i War and 
commanded the 18th Airborne Corps at Fort Bragg from 1988 to 1990, sa:d i t  was 
"unconscionable" to send troops out into the field w~thout fully training t i : ~ m .  S:ir!er ti,:c! 
t h e  Senate Environment and Public Works Committee that the woodpt: xer restrictions 
curtail tank gunnery and helicopter gunship practice, night maneuvers arid antiaircraft 
drills. He said readiness of the Arrny units at Fort Bragg "has belen cn a steady 
decline." since 1990. 

In comparing miles of river training, tar t  Chaffee was listed as 589 miles from the 
nearest port. Fort Dix was listed as o ~ l y  45  miles from the deployable port. The gross 
error is that a major navigable river furis through Fort Ct3ffee and has been used by 
u n i t s  (10lst ABN) coming to Fo;t Chaffee to tram and deploying from Fort Crlaffee lo 
home statron. In fact, Fort Chaffee is tha only inslallalion in COb!US Ihat ov~ris land on 

w 



both sides of a major navigable river and has been declared as the "best water crossing 
area" in CONUS. A Lock and Dam ran by the Corps of Engineers is located within two 
miles of the crossing site and can adjust the flow of water based on water training 
capability of the unit. 

The suggestion that the current AT load can be accommodated at installations like 
Fort Polk. Fort Sill, etc is ludricrous. Fort Polk cannot even accommodate their own 
active component training load as evidenced by the activities they continue to conduct 
at Fort Chaffee. Fort Sill can accommodate artillery fire, but has virtually no usable 
maneuver space. the logical progression of this line of thought is: 

- Chaffee closed 
- Units in fact cannot be accommodated as stated. 
- Units must travel further to train 
- Training days (cost) increase to meet mission requirement. 
- Traveiltransportation costs escalate. 
- Units are eliminated, then the net result of this of this action places RC units in the 

eastern 112 of the 5th Army area at a great disadvantage (Arkansas, I?lissouri, Kansas, 
and Oklahoma) while those in other parts of the nation prcsper. These states stand to 
loose millions of dollars if these units are eliminated. This means that the closure of 
Fort Chaffee is just the tip of the iceberg in overall economic impact. Eventually, 
virtually every community in the region will feel the adverse financial impact. 

I t  is clear the Army has abrogated its responsibility in this action They say close the 
Post but save some training area and buildings as enclaves for the and USARC, 
probably duplicating facilities at great expense rather than taking the responsibility to 
realign the Post to accommodate the needs of the Reserve Component units. After all, 
in America's Army, who is responsible for total combat readiness - the .Army leadership 
or the NG or USAR? Clearly ir? this instance, nothing is broke except ,the alignment of 
Fort Chaffee. Fort Chaffee should r ?main just as it is; serving all Anieri!:a'r; A r n ~ y  with a 
small skilled workforce working as part of a full time active garrison. This i: how i t  has 
been run since WWll and, in its mission and customers remain unchanged, this is how 
it should continue. If there is a change to be made. it should be reetrfy the long 
recognized malalignment by placing it in Forces Ccmmand. Status quo was the result 
of studies that were conducted in 1986 lo 1991. The 1986 stildy (attactled) was 
directed by the Secr.etary of Army and listed four alternatives to study: 1) i3e:ain Fort 
Chaffee as a subinstallation of Fort Sill will use of AC military ar.d 3AC; 2) State 
Control. Arkansas ARNG assume full operational control using cornt?ir,~tior! of ARNG, 
AGRS, and State employees. Fort Chaffee operated as a stand aicnf? ~?sts!'&tlon; 3) 
Active Army control (USAR AGR WIDAC). AC military are repla-ed ~ 1 1 t h  USAR AGR 



personnel and DAC are retained. Fort Chaffee remains a subinstallation of Fort Sill; 4) 
NGB control. AC military are replace with five ARNG AGR personnel and DAC remain. 
Fort Chaffee is operated as stand alone installation of NGB. BRAC 91 was the second 
study. In both instances, the most feasible way to maintain Fort Chaffee as a training 
installation in support of combat readiness was l ~ a v e  it as it is. 

I will appreciate your support on behalf of Fort Chaffee and its employees. 

fly6c(~Q~&' Ma Trotter 

Pres~dent 
NFFE. Local 1728 
Fort Chaffee. Arkansas 
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I) SUMMARY 



0 INCREASE THE ARNG SHARE OF THE ARMY I N S T A L L A T I O N  SUPPORT STRUCTURE. 

0 PROVIDE F L E X I B I L I T Y  11.4 THE REASSIGNMENT O f  ACTIVE ARMY TROOPS. 
' 



(I STUDY ORIGINATED FROI! THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECARMY FOR 

INSTALLATION L LOGISTICS. -- 0 0 

8 IIQDA MSG 0715002 OCT 85. DIRECTED A REALIGNMENT SUMMARY IC\C.J AR 5-10 OF 

F I V E  SEMI-ACTIVE INSTALLATIONS: 

f i  FORT CHAFFEE, AR 

0 FORT PICKETT, V A  

# FORT I N D I A N T U N  GAP. PA 

8 FORT BUCHAN:4N, PR 

8 FORT l?C COY, 111 I 

8 Ol i IGINAL STUDY GUIDANCE WAS C1iAEIGED AND n.10 ALTERNATIVES \/ERE ADDED 

(ALT C & D l  BY MR. Sl1APINON ( A S A  I G L )  ON 21 FEB 86. 

8 ON 10 APR 86 1-1G TEMPLE, D I R  ARNG, ANNOUNCED TIiAT THE NGB COULDN'T SUPPORT 

MR. SHANtI1ON'S GUIDANCE. 



STUDY ALTERNATIVES 

8 ALTERNATIVE A - STATUS QUO. RETAIN FORT CtIAFFEE AS A ------- --- . _ _ _ _  _ . .-. - ' ' ' 

SUBINSTALLATION OF FCRT S I L L  WITH USE OF AC MZLITARY AND DAC. 
--. 

-- 
4 ALTERNATIVE B - STATE CONTROL. .._ _ _... , ARKANSAS ARNG ASSUMES FULL 

OPERATICNAL CONTROL USING CCHBINATION OF ARNG AGRS AND-.STATE 
-. -.. 

EMPLOYEES. FORT CHAFFEE BERATED AS A STAND ALONE lNSTACLATIC(4. - -___. . - I  

. . - . 

ALTERNATIVE C. - A C T I V E  ARNY C W T R O L  (USAR AGR W I O A C ) .  AC 

N I L I T A R Y  ARE REPLACED U I T H  USAR AGR PERSONNEL AND DAC ARE 
.. - 

RETAINED. FORT CliAFFEE REMAINS A S U B I N S T A C L A T I f f I  OF FORT S I L L .  
p. - 

8 ALTERNATIVE D. - N G D  CONTROL. A C  M I L I T A R Y  ARE REPLACED- WITH  __-__ _ . . .-- ... . . - . . . 

F I V E  ARNG AGR PERSONNEL AND DAC REMAIN. FCRT CtlAFFEE I S  

OPERATED AS STAND ALONE INSTALLAT ION OF NGB. 







STUDY PARAMETEU3 

( . . , I .  
I .  

: :: 

0 ALL CURRENTLY USED AND REQUIRED S U P P L I E S  AEJD EQUIPHENT 1 I IL l .  BE Tf tANSfERRCl> 
.-, \ 
,y a ' . 
;! ; I *  . I 

TO TtiE ARNG. EQUIPMENT W I L L  BE TRANSFERRED 'AS I S " .  
, ' , : I .  

8 E X I S T I N G  MEDICAL HEALTH SERVICES, COIIMUNICATIONS AND POST EXCHEitlGES W1L.L 

CONTINUE TO BE PROVIDED BY \ K C ,  ISC AND AAFES RESPECTIVELY. 
I -. 

0 FUNCTIONS WHICI-1 ARE BEING STUDIED UNDER THE CCHMERCIAL A C T I V I T I E S  ( C A I  

ASSUMED T O  BE DONE IN-IIOUSE. ;. . . . . 

0 I F  TRANSFER OCCURS, TIIE ARNG WILL ASSUME EXISTTElG CONTRACTS. !: .. 1 ; 
.J . 
:P . , . 

0 AUTIIORIZED PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT \ / I L L  BE USED. . . .,> .I ' 

$ 1  ; * '  
8 ALL AR 5-9 SUPPCRT, BOTtt ON AND OF-F POST. I S  TRAIJSFERRABLE TO TI iE ARNG ' :. 11' , 

UNLESS PROI i ID ITED BY LAI.IiSTATUTE. (hi0 FUElCTIONS ARE PROI I ID ITED DY LA\/) 
t 

0 CURRENT 'HEAD T A X n ,  W E N I N G  AND CLOSING COSTS, ARE NOT A STUDY 

CONSIDERATION. THESE FEES ARE CURRENTLY UlJDER ASA 7&L REVIE\. /  FOR 

E L I M I N A T I G J .  I F  TIIESE F E E S  ARE NOT E L I M I N A T E D  A S I G N I F I C A N T  DOLLAR I M P A C T  

t lOULD BE IMPOSED ON USAR AND ACTIVE CCI?POIJENT UNITS W i i I C I i  MAY REDUCE USE. 

@ ARNG WOULD BE PROVIDED FUNDING FOR ALL FUI\ICTIONS PRIOR TO FY 88. TtlE 

FUNDING WILL BE TRAIJSFERRED I N  THE PROGRAM O B J E C T I V E  MEElORAIJDUI.1 (PCM). 



I -- 8 

THE OVERALL M I S S I O N  OF THE INSTALLATION N I L L  NOT CHANGE. 

8 ARNG WILL PROVIDE THE SAME LEVEL CF SUPPGflT TO TENANTS AND UElITS CONDUCTING 

T R A I N I N G  AS THEY RECEIVE A T  T H I S  TIME.  

# ARElG AND USAR UNIT TRAINING WILL NOT INCREASE OR DECREASE FRCM TIIAT 

CURRENTLY PROJECTED FOR FY 86 AND BEYOKD, 

@ BECAUSE TIfIS ACT104 WAS NOT PROGRAMMED. NO I I G  TECl lN IC IANS AND OllLY F I V E  

A R N G  AGR SPACES PER I ldSTALLATION CAN BE SUPPORTED BY THE NGB. 
I 

8 ARNG AGR AND USAR AGR PERSONNEL \ J ILL BE 711E EQUIVALENT RANK OF Tl lE 

AUTIIORIZED ACTIVE M I L I T A R Y  THAT T I K Y  WGUL-D BE REPLACING. 

TRAINING READINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS WILL R E M A I N  TtIE SN?E. 



RESOURCE IMPACTS 
. . , 

v: 
. . , I  I .. . .  

4 STEADY STATE ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS OF THE ACTIOI4 BY AITEREIAT IVES I N  F Y  86 
1 I 
1 : '  ' 

I 
\. . 

DOLLARS (MICCIO4S). 1 !. 
.. .i 

A - STATUS QUO .316 .606 . 7.814 -- I 8.736 I 

B - STATE CONTROL 0 .232 10.81 1 11.093 

C - USAR AGR WlDAC ,316 .GO6 7.814 8.736 

D - NGB CCt4TROL .280 .476 ' 10.211 10.967 

THE ARNG AGR AND USAR AGR PERSOlJElEL UOULD BE P A I D  WITH T!IE NGPA AND 

RPA APPRWRIATIQJS. 

@ OTIE T I M E  COSTS OF TIIE ACTXU4 BY ALTERNATIVES I N  FY 86 DOLLARS. 

A L T F N m  QIE TIME. COSTS ( $000) 

B - STATE COtJTROC 1,825.0 

C - USAR AGR WIOAC 19.7 

D - EIGB CONTROL I l l .  1' 

REPRESENTS PCS COST ONLY. S U B S T A t 4 T I A L  ONE T IME COSTS WILL BE 

INCURRED TO WERATE FORT CtfAFFEE AS A STAND ALONE INSTALLATION. 

11 
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0 THE FIGURES BELM DEPICT THE MANNING LEVELS. BY ALTERNATIVES. REGARDLESS OF 

STATUS T t lAT  WOULD BE REQUIRED Fm F m T  CHAFFEE. 

AL.EUm tiu.nAu N I I N C L  P T 1  TOTAL 
A - STATUS QUG ill 178 -- 192 

B - STATE CONTROL 5 255 260 

C - USAR AGR WlDAC 19 178 192 

D - NGB CONTROL 1 1 ZL10 251 

AVAILABLE FMI REDISTRIBUTION FOR OTHER I N I T I A T I V E S  AS A RESULT OF TllIS 

ACT1 Ot4. I 

/uuu!a 
A - STATUS QUO 0 

B - STATE CONTROL 1 4  

C - USAR AGR 2 IDAC i i 

D - NGB CONTROL 8 

C I V I L I A N  ( I N C L  P T )  TOTAL 
0 3 

171 185 

0 11 

0 8 



MANPClrlER I I I P A C T S  

THE FIGURES B E L W  DEPIlST T l i E  MANNING LEVELS, BY ALTERNATIVES,  REGARDLESS OF 

STATUS THAT WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR FORT CHAF FEE. 

- A W N A T T V E  MI txrr\nu CIVILIAN (INC!. PT)  m;!L 
A - STATUS QUO 11 ( + 3  FT S I L L )  176 ( + 2  F T  S I L L )  -- 187 (4) 

B - STATE CONTROL 5 (ARNG A G R )  255 ( S T A T E )  260 

C - USAR AGR WIDAC 11 ( + 3  FT SILL) 176 ( + 2  FT SILL) 187 ( + 5 )  

D - NGB CONTROL I1  ( 6 A C .  5 A G R )  . 238 ( + 2 F T  SILL) 249 i t 2 1  

THE FIGURES OELOJ DEPICT TtIE ACCOUNTABLE END STRENGTII THAT WOULD DE 

AVAILABLE F O ~  REDISTRIBUTION FOR OTHER INITIATIVES AS A RESULT OF THIS 

A C T 1  ON. 
t 

,!kE@fM. tiuIAu UYILIAM (INCI. P T L  TOTAL 
A - STATUS QUO 0 0 0 

D - STATE C i X 4 i R O i  i i  i t 3  F i  S I i i j  169s i t 2  FT.SILi) i80 t + 5 )  

C - USAR AGR WlDAC 1 1 0 11 

O - NGB CONTROL 5 ( + 3  FT SILL) 0 5 ( + 3 )  

SEVEN TASC SPACES WILL REMAIN AND BECCt.IE A TENANT. 

* 1 2 ~  



MANPCWEV I M P A C T S  

AN IEKREASE OF 62 C I V I L I A E l S  WERE EST lM i rTED TO BE REQUIRED FGI? THE STAND-ALONE 

OPERATIOTl OF ALTERNATIVE D. 

ANALYSIS  ACCOIPLISI1ED S I N G  C A R L I S L E  BARRACKS ( -  MAR COLLEGE) A S  A MCOEL. 

FUNCTIONAL AREAS AND ESTIMATED A D D I T I O N A L  llANPSI.IER TI IAT NEED T O  BE 

E S T A B I I S l i E D  AND/CQ INCREASED ARE: -- 8 

4 FINANCE & ACCOUNTING +20 0  PURCCiASING & COrJTRACTItJG +9 

4 ADP + [ I  

C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL O F F I C E  +ii 

8 CCtIMERCIAL A C T I V I T I E S  MAIIAGEMENT + 3  

$8 PUBLIC A F F A I R S  + I  

4 L O G I S T I C S  + 3  

8 EEO + i  

8 CHAPLAIN  +1  

BASOPS MANPU-IER STAFFING ONLY 

CARLISLE BARRACKS ( -I-IAR COLLEGE . 

FORT CIIAFFEE PRESEKTLY 

FORT CHAFFEE L I I T H  ADDITIONAL S T A F F I N G  

00 SAFETY +1 

I@ ' STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE + 2  

I 0  PROTOCOL + I  

DEC1 +2 

@ RECREATION SERVICES OFF. + l  

88 DPCA +2 
f 

CIVILIAN M I L I T A R Y  . 

FTP oWE 
229 17 2 r f t !  

153 5 0  6 





6 TIiERE ARE A EIUMBER OF OTHER ONGOING I N I T I A T l V E S  AT FORT CHAFFEE Tt IAT MAY 

BE IMPACTED AS A RESULT OF THE ACTION.  

8  CCI.11IERCIAL A C T I V I T Y  REVIEIJ .  

181) UNDER ALTERNATIVES A.  C ,  AND D TI(E CA ,REVIE\.I CIMll D 

CONTINUE. 

0  NGB (ALT D )  I IAS STATED T l i A T  TI tEY WOULD DEPCElD I i E A V I L Y  

ON FUNCTIONS B E I N G  CONTRACTED OUT. 

4 TIIE STATE ( A C T  13) I S  NOT SUBJECT TO CA REVIEW BUT 

COULD CONTRACT OUT ON TIIEIR WN. 

0 Tt iE  J O I N T  READINESS T R A I N I N G  CEiJ fER (JRTC). 

8 0  1IOUCD ItAVE A GREAT IMPACT 014 FORT CtlAFFEE, REGARDLESS 

OF MI10 [ {AD OPERATIONAL CCIUTROL. 

8  UNDER A B A R E  BONES STRATEGY AND t1CAVY USE OF 

CONTRACTING T t tE  BASOPS PLUS-UP I S  ANTIC1PATED T O  BE 25 

M I L I T A R Y  AND G3 C I V I L I A N S .  

0  Tl1 IS PLUS-UP I S  COI iSIDERED SUPPmTABLE UIJDER ALL 

ALTERNATIVES.  



0 TtlE 5TH ARHY REGIOPlAL T R A I f J I N G  CENTER -- 8 

400 PRESEtdTLY BEING TESTED AT FORT WAFFEE.  

4 PROGRAM I S  DESIGNED TO PROVIDE YEAR ROUND 

INSTITUTIONAL TRATEJING AT ONE LOCATION Fm TIIE USAR. 

6 STAFFING I S S U E S  ARE S T I L L  NOT FIRI.! BUT W I L L  BE A 

MIXTURE OF AGR PERSONNEL kt.ID C I V I L I A N S .  

4 4  WATER CBSTACLE T R A I N I I J G  S I T E  (1IOTS). 
f 

8 I T  I S  DESIGNED T O  T R A I N  AC. RC, AND EIG ENGINEER U N I T S  

I N  BRIDGE BUILDING AND R I V E R  CROSSING CTERATICI\IS.. 

0 WILL REQUIRE APPROXIMATELY 20 TO 25 PERSOtiNEL. 





C DIMAND 
TRADOC STAFF 

USAR SR ADV 
W 
W 
LL 

DCSENGR 
LL 
I 
I 
1-1 

DCSRM 

PA 

CMMAND AND STAFF EVALUATIOI.1 

PREFERRED 
ALTERNATZVF R A T I E  

A LEAST IMPACT. 

A MOOILIZATIOEI. CCI.IIIAtII) RELATIOEISl t IPS.  

SAVTtiSS NOT WORT1 I TliE TURFl9IL. 

A COST E F F I C I E N C Y .  -- LEAST TURMOIL, 

A I N  A N T I C I P A T I O N  OF T t l E  JRTC TRAIE l ING 

BEING AT FORT CHAFFEE. THE CU?MANI?, 

A 

NONE 

NONE 

I 

CONTROL. AND FUNDING SliCULD STAY : . . ,  
' I  

1IITliIN THE SAME 110. t!: 
!'.;. . . 

UNDER STATE CO;.ITROL TtIE E X I S T I N G  DEI-I *:'i: \: . . * 

DISAPPEARS AND TttEREFME TtlE LOSS OF *I. ; ;\!; 3. .. . i , !  : 

CMI TAOL OVER CC(.ISTRUCTI(lJ. $+,,  I ' ;  
f .l!& + I  ., " 

I F  JRTC IS  APPROVED. TRANSFER T O  :,, J :.* 
.I; ,-/ ; ; :, ,, 
:{<::,.it j: ., 

FCtISCCt-1 I F  TItE JRTC I S  NOT APPROVED. I 1 <..;I ,:! 1: : 3 
q L . l  1 ; ; 
id. \. J,; ; 

ALTERNATIVES B AND D HAVE tje;,l ..I, 
:. k4Xl'?i,. ( 

CYc.;j:; ,, ; 

SIGNIFICANT PUBLIC AFFAIRS IMPACT. . li,-j..... ~. rF ;~ . i . !4  1 

, i,jt;;: < 

ALTERNATIVES A AND C HAVE M I N I M A L  :. ..! !I.,, y,!: , ;  (1, 
.,$.$. ::, ': 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS IMPACT. . - l f *  I 
Q . . . ) ,, :f,,l.!;.- 7;: ?; 

, : . a#Fj: . ;i;> 
. Qf ,.-., , ,. -.$..\. r ' , ~ :  '4:- -. 



ALTERElATXVE A - STATUS QUO. THE AC C(X?tlANDER R E P m T S  TO THE FCRT SILL CCl.1MAt:DER. 

F N T  CtiAFFEE REMAINS AS A SUBINSTALLATICt \ l  FCll FmT SILL. 

8 ADVANTAGES 
-- 8 

0 110 IMPACT 04 MILITAftY AND C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL AEID LOCAL C(T.lf?UI.1ITY. 

0 A L L U S  COfJTINUITY OF OPERATION AND NO DEGRADATION OF SUPPORT. 

4 EJO ONE T I M E  COST I a I I C L  I3E INCURRED. 
f 

8 OPERATIONAL COSTS ARE LESS T\IAN ALTERNATIVES B AND D. THE SAME AS 

' 

ALTERNATIVE C. 

0 0  El9 LOSS OF EXPERIEFlCE CTc I N S T I T U T I a J A L  KNWLE#GE. 

0 EXPERIENCED IN T l l E  OPERATION. 

6 ESTADLTSI iED RELATIONS\I?PS. 

4 PROVEN EFFICIENCY.  

0 LEAST TRAUMATIC. 
J A 



5,r ,;  :. 
SPACES FRO1 FORT CtIAFFEE AND 3 FRWl FmT SILL .  

I : :. 
, ::> .; 

0 DISADVANTAGES -- * I' 

s 

8 DOES t4OT FREE UP ANY C I V I L I A N  END STREI.IGTI1. 

D DOES NOT ALL(X4 TtIE ARNG TO ASSUtjE A GREATER ROLE I N  AlIMY I N S T A L L A T I C t J  

SUPPORT STRUCTURE. 
+ i 

I S  
> 6 

' I  
2 '0 

.' 4 

4 DOES N O T  PROVIDE F L E X I B I L I T Y  I N  T l l E  REASSIGNPIEldT OF 11 A C T I V E  CB1POMENT : ! I  I ? I 



D-'1(APJTAGES [DISADVANTAGES 

7 
((I 

7 
i 4 

ALTERNATIVE B - STATE CONTROL. Tl iE ARNG'AGR CCXIMIiPIDER REPORTS TO Tl1E ARKAtiSAS TAG. 

FORT CIiAFFEE WWLD BE OPERATED AS A STAND-ALONE INSTALCATIW. 

0 ADVANTAGES, 

80 ALCCMS Tt iE ARNG A GREATER ROLE I N  ARMY I N S T A L L A T I O N  SUPPmT STRUCTURE. 
L 

f i  PROVIDES FLEXIUltITY I N  TIIE REASSIGNMENT OF 11 A C T I V E  COIIPONEEI'T SPACES FRO1 ::' 
. , 

FOIIT CliAFFEE AND 3 FRCT-I FORT SILL FOR OTIIER TCRCE ZNITIAIIVES. . , .  
FREES UP 171 C I V I L I A N  END STRENGTII. 

FREES PARTIAL HANYEARS OF EFFQ-IT AT F C ~ ~ T  SILL FOR OTHER FUNCTIOI..IS. 



0 DISADVANTAGES 

C 
JI 

00  CCtblMAND AEID CONTROL RELATIONSI1 IPS  WOULD START ANEW AND WOULD REQUII{E AN 

ADJUSTFlTNT PERICO.  - , 

0 CCHPLICATES MCX31LIZATION. 

# LOSE COJTROL FC(I NEW I N I T I A T I V E S .  

0 U T I L I Z A T 1 0 4  MAY DECREASE DUE TO A CIIANGE I N  P R I O R I T I E S .  

0 ACTIVE ARMY WILL NOT DETERMIElE T R A I N I N G  P R I O R I T I E S .  
4 

4 DOES NOT ALLCW ARElG GREATER ROLE Ill ARMY I N S T h L L A T I C + I  SUPPMT STRUCTUIIE. 

00 DISRUPTIVE T O  A C T I V E  PERSONNEL. T I  I E I R  DEPENDENTS. FEDERAL ClORK F O R C E ,  AND 

TIiE LOCAL CCPIMUNITY. 
f 

8 C C r l T I N U I T Y  OF OPERATION CCUtD BE LOST AND A DEGRADATIM OF SUPPORT bli+Y 

RESULT UNLESS A S I G N I F I C A N T  PORTICN W Tt1E FEDERAL C I V I L I A N  lJORK FORCE 

C O T A I N S  EHPLO'fMENT WIT11 T l i F  STATE. 

8 ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL COSTS.ARE THE t l I G I i E S T  OF A L L  ALTERNATIVES.  

80 ONE T I M E  COSTS ASSOCIATED W I T l l  T l l I S  ALTERIdATIYE ARE T I E  HIGHEST AT $1.825 

IIILLI 04. 



I . , . , ,  ,,:' , 

A L T E R N A T I V E  C - A C T I V E  ARPlY CONTROL (UShR AGR NIT){  DAC) .  J f l E  USAR AGR CCMnANDER REPOR1'S.:.lp,. 
1;1 : 

TO THE FOR?' SILL CO.U.IANDER. FMIT CHAFFEC RCMAINS AS A S U D I N S T A L L A T I C I I  OF FORT S I L L .  I .- 

7 ;  
' I '  

8B NO CHANGE I N  E S T A B L I S H E D  RELATIONSHIPS.  .;I ;. , 
I a 

08 PROVEEl E F F I C I E N C Y .  .. . - . . . . 
k!: a 

08 PROVIDES F L E X I B I L I T Y  I N  T l l E  REASSIGNHENT OF 1 I A C T I V E  CCMPCNENT SPACES FRUI .cl' ', 
1. a 

FCRT CIIAFFEE FOR OTllER FOnCE I N I T I A T I V E S .  1 11 

NO IMPACT CN T I i E  C I V I L I A N  PERSQiNEL AND L K A L  CCMMUNITY. 

C O N T I N U I T Y  Q OPERATION AND DEGRADATION OF SUPPOnT NOULD BE IIINIMUEI SINCE 
r 

TI1E l l A J C R I T Y  Cf THE WORK FCRCE WOULD REMAIN. 

ONE T IME COST ARE M I N I t I A L  ( 19.7K). 

OPERATIM iAL  COSTS ARE LESS TI IAN ALTERNATIVES D AND D. T I IE  SAME AS 

ALTERNATIVE A. 



t. ::: t. ,- t- ::: t- I L-* ':, 3 3 - J  .i I + -1 1 i .=: .- .' I 1 -1 1 3 3 I t I 1.1 + 4  I - ,  *-, : v ,-, 3 1-, 1 4-, -. ~ ::: ,- - ., *, I . ,  





DEPARTMENTAL AGENCY BECCI.IES / \E l  OPERATIONAL CONTROLLING A C T I V I T Y .  

-. . . 4p 'I 
! , I  : I . . '  

, {C: ' 
9 

SUPPCQT R E L A T I O N S H I P S  WOULD I IAVE TO BE ESTABLISHED.  

$8 NGD HAS NO DIRECT EXPERIENCE I N  OPERATING A MAJOR INSTALLATIai .  

LOSE CO(ITROL Fm NEW I N I T I A T I V E S . ,  

U T I L I Z A T I O N  MAY DECIIEASE DUE TO A CIIfdJGE I N  PRIORITIES. 

* .  
' I  

A C T I V E  ARMY W I L L  ElOT DETERMINE T R A I N I N G  PRICOITIES. 

D I S R U P T I V E  TO A C T I V E  PERSONNEL AND T l l E I R  DEPENDENTS. 
'4!;,;; '; : 

REPLACES ONLY 5 OF Tt4E 11 A C T I V E  CCMPCNENT SPACES. : '1. .r . 
{e,.l !,A:.! ; 

DOES NOT FREE UP ANY CIVILIAN END STRE~GTII .  
:: 

l , (..... . - :i,,., .;. ! 
.b. *', . ,., .. .I!. , . ., (r:. ' ' 1 : . 

EXTENDED LINES OF COIMUNICATICN. CCI~TROL. AND S U P P ~ T  MAY CAUSE  DEGRADATION\^^^^'^:'^' qc>:,~: ?- . 
II 11;) i, 0 ,! 

OF T l iE  C N J T I N U I T Y  OF W E R A T I O N  AND SUPPOl3T. ,:$~;,j,, ?:!!;I :. ,. o ; I. ,, . 
,.,.\ 

CPERATI@IAL COSTS ARE MmE TllAN ALTERNATIVES A AElD C. ,q, 4 v,; -J ' . I nf I. 
i 'fia*;: i. ' * . ;:;.' , .I I N  Tl lE  CAPACITY OF A 'STAND-ALONE' I N S T A L L A T I O N  AN INCREASE I N  DOLLARS AND ;;$!,f:.:: 
r f ! i  , : a t # .  - 
.A'!,. ; 4 

MANPOAER W I L L  BE REQUIRED T O  ACCCUNT FOR TtIE SUPPmT PRESENTLY INTEGRATED i i 3 > . : ? ; [ * ,  ,v!..:, ., . ,: 
. ;;ri;.. ,. , , 

AND RECEIVED FROI? FORT SILL.  .a~j A*,,: ; t : l - a  !; ..$ I , ..., C r 
&... ? - . I  : : 
?,, . 1 . 4  

: .fp,,,;. . 





0 ALTERNATIVE A I S  T l lE  LEAST COSTLY I N  ONE T IME AND Tl lE SAME AS 

ALTERNATIVE c IN RECURRI:IG COS-rs. 
ALTERNATIVE 0 HAS THE GREATEST IMPACT ON THE C I V I L I A f I  CIORKFORCE. 

I 

I ALTERWATIVE A DOES NOT PERMIT  T l lE  REASSIGNIIEEIT OF AC M I L I T A R Y  (X t - 
FREE UP 178 C I V I L T A N  END STRENGTH. ! - 

L .  

0 ALTERNATIVE A I S  LEAST TRAUMATIC Fm C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL, SUPPORT ., i ' 

STRUCTURE, CONTINUITY OF WERATTONS, CC(.lHAND AND CONTROL. , a I 

, . 
4 ALTERNATIVE A I S  LEAST PRCCLEMATIC FCn OTIIER RELATED ACTfC(4S. I N  , ' 1 .  . . . 

..;, ' 

PARTICULAR TIIE JOINT READINESS T R A I N I N G  CENTER (JRTC) .  it: . , 
ALTEIINATIVE B PERMITS TllE REASSIGNMENT Of 14 ACTIVE M I L I T A R Y  SPACES. -. 

I ' . 
: - . I  

AND FREES UP 171 CIVILIAEI END STRENGTIi. 1 : '  
11'. , 
1,; ,. ; 3 

0 ALTERNATIVE C PERMITS T l lE REASSIGNMENT OF 11 A C T I V E  M I L I T A R Y  SPACES. i.::, 
c r : :  , 

0 ALTERNATIVE D PERMITS TIiE REASSIGNPlEI4T OF 13 A C T I V E  b1ILITARY SPACES. . . I:P ., . ;; a .. , 
.I!, , , 

, t )  *.': .. 
0 ALTERIIATIVES O h?!D D PE.RE?LTS T!!E A M G  A GREATER ROLE IN TI1E A!?!ZY 1:. , ., ,:,*,,- :. : ;. I 

\;,:: ;; . : 
,.. :..' 

I M S T A L L A T l O N  SUPPORT STRUCTURE. .I*:.;: ,., . . .  : . a  

. , . ' r 





" u. .. m .  .. .- ...,. d " " 9 ,  6 , .  VL. . I  ,"U , I . - , - , . I  . A L L ,  . 
. . PUBLIC AFFAIRS IMPACT (LEAST1 

CGIIHUNITY It1PACT (LEAST)  

f L E X I B I L I T Y  FOR NEIJ INITIATIVES 

POSSIBLE TRAINING IMPACT 

A N T I C I P A T E D  USE OF F A C I L I T I E S  

GOV. CLINTON HAS STATED TI4AT HE PREFERS TO KEEP FORT CIIAFFCE UNDER A C T I V E  ARMY 

CONTROL. BUT WILL TAKE IT OVER RATl lER TllAN HAVE IT CLOSED. 
-.. , 



S E N S I T I V I T Y  ANALYSIS 

JRTC 

ASSUMPTIONS 

-- 
0 T l lE  ACTIVE ARMY U I L L  BECCME Tl lE  ElOST S I G N I F I C A N T  USER OF FCnT CliAFFEE ON A 

YEAR ROUND B A S I S .  

AN INCREASE I N  BASOPS SUPPCRT W I L L  BE REQUIRED FOR TllE J R T C  MISSICN. . , 

0 UNDER ALTERNATIVES A AND C. FORT CllAFFEE REMAINS A SUBINSTALLATION OF . . 

FORT S I L L .  I '  . 
a I 

I ' . .  
0 BASOPS MANPCImIER AND DOLLAR COSTS WOULD BE DIFFERENT UNDER ALTERNATIVES B , . 

\ ,  !,,;:. 
' ,  I 

AND D SINCE THE.POST WOULD DE OPERATED UNDER A 'STAND ALONE' CONCEPT. !!.I :. 
'. .i::' 

I :I;. ,. . - 

..:,, i. 
I., " .;:\ ;. . .. 

.f q.: f ;',; -:n;. :.; !: :I;;,*.;! ; - , 

.,.,f I,? ' $,.,*"! '. 
. ? & ,  I,!\!.!,? !. 1,; 
?I , r..' ::: 

:i!!.,'!: . .  
yj: :;:': ' 

* , ,;t . .  ' 4. ., , bk.{... 
1) . . /,,;. ; , , 

::,I;, ; 
.'$ ! 

tb>.. . 
c;! 
:,.I; , L  

.;q> .. ' . , ;;. ,:.. ': 
.8.c:. . ... ,, i:' ', 
,:,!,I:,,, .. . , ~ 





JRLC S E N S I T I V I T Y  A N A U S I S  ---- ---_- 

ADVANTAGES IDISADVAN,TAGES 

ALTERNATIVE D - STATE CNIRM 
ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

- STATE HAS EXPERIENCE I N  OPERATING A - ARNG WANTS A GREATER SHARE OF THE 

T R A I N I N G  POST. BATTALION ROTATIOMS h.S TI lE  JRTC. 

- hRNG ASSUHES A GREATER ROLE I N  T i l E  - STATE GOVERNMENT UANTS T l l E  A C T I V E  
J- . r  

AnFlY 11ISTALLATIOId SUPPORT STRUCTURE. ARMY T O  OPERATE THE POST. 

- I T  I W L D  NOT COST TliE ARMY ANY M I L I T A R Y  - F L E X I B I L I T Y  UOULD BE LOST. 

OR C I V I L I A N  END STRENGTI.  - THE S T A T E  GOVERNMENT LlOUCD IIAVE 

CCMMAND AND CONTROL OF T l l E  POST. 

A L T E R P I h I I V E  D - NGB CONTR04 

ADVANTAGES QEADVANTAGFS 

- A R N G  ASSUMES A GREATER ROLE I N  Tt lE  - NGB HAS NO DIRECT EXPERIENCE 11.4 

ARMY I N S T A L L A T I C N  SUPPCnT STRUCTURE. 

- ARNG WAIITS A GREATER S H A R E  OF THE 

B A T T A L I O N  ROTATIONS A T  T l l E  JRTC. 

- NGB HAS STATED THEY CAN ONLY 

S U P P O R T  MIIlIMUH AGR S T A F F I N G  ( 5  1. 

- A DEPARTMEElTAL AGENCY BECCMES AN 

OPERATIONAL COIITROLCING A C T I V I T Y .  
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT CHAFFEE, ARKANSAS 

11 April 1995 
f i f i ~  V E P S L D ~  

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Josue Robles. Jr. 
/7  A h  7 5  

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 
S-Je %lea p e  Z&$& 

None $" a t  "rum / S & y  
COMMISSION STAFF: I -  & K Y ~ Y  f;]d, /-,L;kW 

9 .  
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 

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 Conunittee 
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 
training as an enclave. 



w DoD JUSTIFICATION: 

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 FACILITIES 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. 

KEY 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. 

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:. 



w INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED: 

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. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Military value of installation was not accurately portrayed by the Army in it:; analysis. 

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. 

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 com.munity. 

REOUESTS 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 
Chaffee during FY 95. 



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

Evaluate community concerns. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 :.- ., .,fY h5-i 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 . *:450%!9-3 
A L A N  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA  
RESECCA COX 
GEN J. B. C>AVIS, USAF I RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN I RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

LTC Robert A. Dow, Jr. 
Commander 
U. S. Army Garrison, Fort Chaffee 
Fort ChafTee, AR 72905-5000 

Dear LTC Dow: 

I would Like to thank you and the people of Fort ChafTee for your efforts to make my 
recent visit both informative and productive. The briefings and discussions with you, your .SUE, 
and community and congressional officials provided us with a great deal of valuabIe information 
about the training conducted at Fort C M e e .  This information will be very h e l p l l  to the 
Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the S e m a r y  of Defense in 
the months ahead. 

PIease extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. I would 
particularly like to commend MI. Bill Ables and SGM phillip Hafla for their efforts in planning 
and coordinating the base visit. 

Again, thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA (Ret) 
Commissioner 


