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July 25, 2005

TO: Clearinghouse @ wso.whs.mil

FROM: BRAC Commission

SUBJECT: Lime Tank Plant

1.

2.

Confirm that no personnel are impacted by this recommendation.

How was the determination made that the DoD only requires the capability for the Army
Future Combat System (FCS), Marine Corps Expeditionary Force Vehicle (EFV) chassis,
and the M1 Tank?

Based on the latest POM/PRESBUD position, what is the workload for each of these
systems through the POM? How much is funded?

Although not specifically noted in the recommendation, does this action disestablish any
capabilities? If so, what specific capabilities does this recommendation disestablish?

Reference Clearing House tasker #C0605 buildings that will no longer be required, for what
are they currently utilized? Who is using them?

Reference Clearing House tasker #C0605 the question was asked regarding the
methodology for determining excess square footage at Lima, however, the response fails to
answer that question. Please specifically address how 432K square feet of excess was
determined/calculated. Was it just a calculation of utilized space as a percentage of
available space? Why was some of this "excess" not left to manage any potential surge? I[f
workload has changed, should this increase not be taken into consideration?

If the intent is to divest the Army of excess property, why does this need to be accomplished
through BRAC?

Provide the current 2005 percentage of facility utilization.
Regards,

R. Gary Dinsick
Army Team Leader



CAD Stockpile Status 2QFY05
(thru Feb 05)
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Army Missiles Breakout 2QFY05
(thru Feb 05)
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Will Funding Reduce Stockpile to
Strategic Plan Goal?
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—e—6% Goal | 307.4 | 4192 | 3017 | 3658 | 3414 | 318.4 | 2844 | 2505

—s—Crical | 3974 | 4192 [ 4173 [ 4138 | 4080 | 308.4 | 377.7 | 8570

Funded | 3974 | 419.2 | 4362 | 4485 | 4585 | 4656 | 4618 458.8.

* Manageable Level (100K STONs)

Future Impact on Storage:
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