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September 12,2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Chairman 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi, 

Now that the 2005 BRAC Commission bas submitted its report to the President, Congress and 
the President must begin to evaluate your recommendations and reasoning. My observation of 
the BRAC Commission's public deliberations on certain issues affecting the.Rock Island Msenal 
with which I have been intimately involved have caused me to have some concerns about the 
quality of information used by the Commission and the Commission's reasoning. I would 
appreciate your help in clarifying the considerations that led to several of the Commission's 
decisions. I ask that you answer each of my numbered questions, restating h e  question with your 
response. As the time line for consideration by the President and then Congress is short, I 
request a response by September 1 9,2005. 

The proposal in the Department of Defense's Base Realignment and Closure Report afl'ecting the 
Rock Island Arsenal that caused me the most concern based on the EIPAC criteria was the 
proposed move of the entire workforce at TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal. This 
recommendation was included with a number of other facilities proposed to have inventory 
control point functions moved to the Defense Logistics Agency under the title "Depot-Level 
Repairable Management Consolidation". 

/ 
While the Quad Cities community did not challenge the proposed consolidation of inventory 
control point functions, the unrelated move of the remainder of the TACOM Rock Island 
organization to Detroit Arsenal was challenged for a number of reasons, including military value 
and the fact that even after major military construction on an encroached based it would be 
impossible to duplicate the facilities currently available at Rock Island, But, most importantly, 
the community challenged this moved based on the issue of cost. The COBRA data supporting 
the original DoD recommendation, which underestimated the number of people proposed to 
move and the military construction required, still showed a net cost for this move in the long 
term due to increased personnel costs in the Detroit area. 

I focused extensively on the issue of cost in my testimony at the BRAC regional hearing held in 
St. Louis, Missouri. It wm also a major point made by the other members of the Iowa and 
Illinois congressional delegation that were present at that hearing as well as in the primary 
presentation made by Mr. Jimmy Morgan on behalf of the community. This point was reinforced 
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in phone caIls made by myself and other members of Congress to commissioners, a presentation 
to Conlrnissioner S,kinner at his visit to the Rock Island Arsenal, and a presentation made to the 
B U C  staff at your offices in Crystal City. However, in the public deliberations, BRAC 
Commission staff presented a summary of the community's concerns that made no reference 
whatsoever to this central concern. 

Moreover, the BRAC staffs presentation to the Commission only referenced the overall payback 
for the group of recommendations under the title "Depot-Level Repairable Management 
~onsolihation" even though this package of recommendations contained moves that were not 
necessarily related to the consolidation of inventory control point functions. The confusion 
caused by considering the TACOM Rock Island move to Detroit Arsenal along with the 
inventory control point h c t i o n  consoIidation is evidenced by Commissioner Skinner's 
questions to the BRAC staff at the public deliberations when he asked twice what effect the 
move being considered would have on another move from the Rock Island Arsenal to Detroit 
Arsenal that he mistakenly believed would be considered separately. 

When Commissioner Skinner asked about the payback for the TACOM move considering the 
revised cost estimates for a new building, the BRAC staff responded that it affects the net present 
value, but insignificantly and that, "Payback with the new scenario, new MILCON, is $1.8 billion 
savings over 20 years, still a large savings". This number represents the payback for the entire 
recommendation affecting 11 facilities, not the TACOM move that Commissioner Skinner was 
refemng to and which was not substantively related to the other moves. In fact, the COBRA run 
prepared by the Department of Defense in early August in response to a request by the BRAC 
Commission shows a long term cost for the move of TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal. 
Attached please find a copy of that COBRA run. 

1. Please confirm whether this is &e C O B U  run used by the BRAC staff in rna-king its 
analysis and recommendation to the Commission. If not, please provide a copy of the 
COBRA run that was used by the Commission, 

2. Based on the data used by the B U C  staff tor its analysis, what is the cost or savings of 
the move of TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal considered separately from the 10 
other components of the Depot-Level Repairable Management Consolidation 
recommendation and the move of inventory control point functions to DLA? 

3.  In the public deliberations of the BRAC Commission, why did the BRAC staff omit rhe 
community's concerns about the net long term cost of the TACOM move? 

4. When asked by Commissioner Skinner about the payback for the TACOM mow, why did 
the BRAC staff not reply with the payback for that specific action taken by itself? 

5. What information, if any, was provided to the Commission about the specific cost of the 
TACOM move before the vote on that issue? With your response, please provide a copy 
of the briefing paper given to the comrnissioners that included that TACOM Rock Island 
move. 



6. On what basis did the Commission conclude in its report to the President that "...the 
overall Rock Island portion of this recommendation remained sound from a military value 
standpoint, as well as being cost effective"? 

When considering the consolidation of tRe Defense Finance and Accounting Senice (DFAS) 
sites, DFAS Rock lsland had the highest military value of all DFAS sites. In addition, the 
Commission cited the economic impact on the communities as its rationale for keeping open W e  
DFAS sites in  Limestone, Maine and Rome, New York. However, the economic impact of this 
BRAC 'round on Rock Island is greater than on Rome, New York and the DFAS portion alonc is 
greater than the impact on Cleveland. Rock Island also has ample space to accommodate 
additional personnel. 

7. Ln light of these facts, was DFAS Rock Island considered as one of the DFAS sites to 
remain open or gain personnel? 

8. Why did the BRAC staff ultimately decide not to recommend DFAS Rock lsland as a 
receiving site? 

In the Commission's public deliberations, when  ons side ring the move of positions at the Rock 
Island Arsenal Joint Manufacturing and Technology Center listed as performing "depot level 
maintenance", Commissioners Coyle and Skinner inquired about the accuracy of the numbers 
involved, which was questioned by the community. BRAC Commission staff stated that the only 
numbers available were those received in November 2004. However, it is my understanding that 
the A m y  did in fact provide revised numbers to the Commission that showed far fewer 
personnel performing D q o t  Level Maintenance. 

9. Did the Commission receive any revised numbers for Depot Level Maintenance at Rock 
Island? 

10. Was the Commission staff aware that the Army had revised numbers available? 
I 

/ 
11. If the Commission staff was aware of the revised numbers, why was this not mentioned in 

response to questions from commissioners? 

In considering the proposed consolidation o f  the Civilian Personnel Operations Centers (CFOCs) 
during the public deliberations, the BRAC staff pointed out that because the Rock Island Arsenal 
was identified for closure until late in the BRAC process, Rock Island was not considered as a 
receiving site. Therefore, the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC did not receive fair and equal 
treatment, On that basis, the recommendation l o  consolidate the CPOC away from Rock Island 
was reversed bythe Commission. However, the same unfair situation existed for the Installation 
Management Agmcy (MA),  DFAS, and TACOM at the Rock Island Arsenal. 

12. Why was the same logic and reasoning used for the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC 
recommendation not applied to the other recommendations that were made when it was 
assumed that the Rock Island Arsenal was going to close? 



Thank you for your assistance in responding to each of these concerns. I look forward to your 
prornp t response. 

Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senator 



September lb 2005 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10-1 501 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

Thank you for your letter of September 12,2005, requesting clarification of the 
Commission's decisions as they affected Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois. Your questions with 
responses are provided below. 

1. Please confirm whether this is the COBRA run used by the BRAC staff in making its analysis 
and recommendation to the Commission. If not, please provide a copy of the COBRA run that 
was used by the Commission. 

Answer 1 : The partial COBRA run you provided as an attachment was not the one used 
by the BRAC staff in making its analysis and recommendation to the Commission. The 
Commission Final COBRA run is available at our website, www.brac.gov, in its entirety (165 
pages). Any assessment or evaluation of the costs and savings of this recommendation, or a 
specific action within the recommendation, must be made using the complete COBRA run. This 
ensures an appropriate contextual framework is maintained during the evaluation of the costs and 
savings. 

2. Based on the data used by the BRAC staff for its analysis, what is the cost or savings of the 
move of TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal considered separately fiom the 10 other 
components of the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the 
move of inventory control point functions to DLA? 

Answer 2: The cost (in terms of 20-Year Net Present Value) of the move of TACOM 
from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, when considered separately from the other components of 
the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the move of 
inventory control point functions to DLA, is $128.23 Million. 

3. In the public deliberations of the BRAC Commission, why did the BRAC staff omit the 
community's concerns about the net long term cost of the TACOM move? 

Answer 3: The Commission considered the community's concerns regarding the net long 
term cost of the TACOM move and in fact presented an issue regarding this concern (see 
attachment 1). However, the impact of the move on the net present value was minimal and the 
Commission's recommendation, as a whole, will increase military value (as described in 
selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 
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4. When asked by Commissioner Skinner about the payback for the TACOM move, why did the 
BRAC staff not reply with the payback for that specific action taken by itself! 

Answer 4: Commissioner Skinner's question did not address the costs/savings of the 
specific action of the relocation of TACOM from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, but rather the 
impact of the increased military construction costs on the overall payback. Commissioner 
Skinner's response to the analyst's assessment of the impact confirms that the intent of the 
question was to ensure the revised military construction requirements were accounted for and did 
not have a significant impact on the payback of the recommendation, as confirmed in the 
transcript of the August 24,2005, BRAC Commission hearing, afternoon session. 

5. What information, if any, was provided to the Commission about the specific cost of the 
TACOM move before the vote on that issue? With your response, please provide a copy of the 
briefing paper given to the commissioners that included that TACOM Rock Island move. 

Answer 5: Only verbal briefings were provided to the Commissioners prior to final 
deliberations and the briefings covered all issues associated with a given recommendation. 
These briefings always covered the cost implications, as depicted within the COBRA model, for 
the recommendation as a whole. This approach was done for TACOM as part of the overall 
BRAC recommendation #176. The relevant COBRA data used to brief commissioners can be 
found on the BRAC website, www.brac.gov. 

6. On what basis did the Commission conclude in its report to the President that ". . . the overall 
Rock Island portion of this recommendation remained sound from a military value standpoint, as 
well as being cost effective"? 

Answer 6: The Commission supported DoD's reasoning for this action since the impact 
of the move on the net present value was minimal and the recommendation, as a whole, will 
increase military value (as described in selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 

7. In light of these facts, was DFAS Rock Island considered as one of the DFAS sites to remain 
open or gain personnel? 
8. Why did the BRAC staff ultimately decide not to recommend DFAS Rock Island as a 
receiving site? 

Answers 7 and 8: All of the DFAS Rock Island information provided to the Commission 
was considered in the final analysis. However, ultimately, DFAS Rock Island was not selected 
as a receiving site based on a determination guided by the final selection criteria and force 
structure plan. 

9. Did the Commission receive any revised numbers for Depot Level Maintenance at Rock 
Island? 
10. Was the Commission staff aware that the Army had revised numbers available? 
1 1. If the Commission staff was aware of the revised numbers, why was this not mentioned in 
response to questions from commissioners? 
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Answers 9, 10, and 1 1 : The Commission received revised answers to data call questions 
506 and 5 15; however, this information updated the depot level maintenance workload only. 
The Department of Defense recommendation addressed personnel numbers associated with 
capacity and capability, not just workload. The Commission considered all information 
received. 

12. Why was the same logic and reasoning used for the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC 
recommendation not applied to the other recommendations that were made when it was assumed 
that the Rock Island Arsenal was going to close? 

Answer 12: Each of the actions cited were developed and briefed by separate Joint Cross 
Service Groups supporting different initiatives. The Commission considered the military value 
of the Rock Island Arsenal compared to other potential gaining installations throughout the 
process of review, analysis, and consultation. 

Please note that the final report, hearing transcripts, briefing books and all 
correspondence received by the Commission may be reviewed in their entirety on our web page, 
www.brac.gov. Prior to the actual deliberations the Commissioners received detailed 
information about military installations being considered for closure or realignment. This 
information came through base visits, regional hearings and, meetings with Community 
members. Additionally, each Commissioner was fully informed regarding the major issues in 
each recommendation through multiple exhaustive consultations with all the BRAC staff 
analysts. 

I trust you will find this information responsive to your request and useful in your 
evaluation of the Commission's recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Principi 
Chairman 

Attachment 
1) Final deliberation briefing slide 
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SUBJECT; ICS Clearinghouse Request #43 / Army BRAC #EO512 (Unclassified) 

1. Base on the updated data provided by your office to the S&S Joint Cross S k c e  Group, 
attached is a copy of the new CORBA run that was requested by OSD BRaC Clearingholise 
Tasker C0787. This document should enable to you to provide the requested data for MECON 
required for Detroit for the additional positions that should be transferring, 

2. I hope you hnd this ifinnation he1pfb.l in responding to the ERAC Commission. 

Col, USAF 
Executive Secretary, 
Supply and Storage 

Joint Cross-Service Gmup 
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Department : Supgly and Scoragc  J C S G  
scenar ro  File : C:\TEMP\OO~S R V ~ \ ~ U ~ . C B R  
Option Pkg Name: 035R OSDB04 
scd Fccrs File : S:\~~..rscDrookj\cobra\usr\cobra~6.10\B~2005.SFF 

Base: ROCK ISLAND, 
ONE-TIME cosas - - - - -  ($Kl----- 
CONSTRUCTION. , 
MILCON 

om 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Recilre 

CIV MOVING 
Par Diem 
POV Milcs 
Rome Purch 
HIIG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Facklng 
Freight 
vehiclee 
Unernploymant 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Proq Manage 
Supc Cancrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSOIJXEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D i e m  
POW Miles 
HHG 
Mist 
OTHER 
ElLm PCS 

OTHER 
H A P  / RSE 
Environmental 
Mien ContrRcc 
1-Time o t h e r  

TOTAL ONE - TIME 

2011 Total - - - -  - - -  - -  
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Deparcrnent : Supply and Storage JCSG 
Scenario rile ' :  C:\TEMP\OO35 RV6\run.CBP. 
Option Pkg Name: 03SR 050804 
scd r c c r e  F i l e  : s:\westbrookj\ccSr~\ust\cobr~~6.10\BIL9C2005.SFF 

Baee: ROCK ISLAND, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  a 

0 hM : , I  

Sustainmcnt 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MlL PERSOMOEL 
Off Salary 
En1 salary 
House ~ l l o w  
OTHER 
Misai.cn Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

T O T a L  COSTS 1,613 1,210 36,155 7 31 57 4 a d <  4 0 , 7 8 0  

OWE-TIME SAVBS - - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MTLCON 

o m  
l- 1 i m e  Move 
NIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 

OTHER 
Environmental 
1-rime ocher 

TOT- ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SR) - - - -  - 
PAM ROUSE OPS 
o w  
Suotainment 
RtCAQ 
8 OS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
Mouee Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Aetiv 
Misc Rccur 
TOTAL RECUR 

total - - - - -  
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
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Degsrcmen t : Supply and Storage JCSG 
Scenario F i l e  ' :  C:\TEMP\oO;S Rvd\run.C~R 
Option  kg Name: 035R 050804 
scd Fc'crs F i l e  : S:\wescbrookj\cobra\uar\cabra~6.lO\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ROC): ISIY9ND, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  [SK) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTIO~~ . . ' 
MILCON 
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C i v  R e t i r / R I P  
C i v  Moving 
I n f o  Tech 
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MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  xoving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environm~ntnl 
Mlsn Con tract 
1-Time other 

TOTAL ONE-TXMB 

RECLPRING NET ---.- (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  
Sustainmene 
Recap 
B OS 
C i v  Salary 

TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil 6cldr-f 
House Allow 

0 m E R  
procurement 
~ i e o i o n  ~ c t i v  
Misc Recur 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tot a1 --.-- 
0  

5,3 98 
29.466 

175 
5 , 7 2 0  

0 

2,020 
0 
0 
0 

4 0 , 7 8 0  

TOTAL NET COST 1,613 1,210 31,439 -5,337 -5,647 -5.843 17.435 

, 
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DaIa AS of 5/5/2005 5:36:39 PM, ~ e p o r t  Created 8/4/2005 11:07:21 AM 

Department : supply and S r o r a g e  JCSG 
3ccna. r io  File ' : C: \TEM~\0035 l iVk\run.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: 035R 050804 
9cd Fccrs  File : S:\wostbrookj\cobra\u~r\cobra~6.10\B~C2005.SPF 

Baee: DETROIT/SELFRIDGE, M I  I 
ONE-TIME COSTS 2006 ----. ( S K I - - - - -  . - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION . 

M'LLCON 3,325 
o m  

C I V  SAtARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Rcrire 0 

CIV MOVING 
Pcr Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Hornc Purch 0 
HHG 0 
~ i s c  0 
House Hunt o 
PPP 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Fre igh t  0 
V e h i c l e s  0 

Dncrnploymenc 0 
OTHER 
Info Tech 0 
Frog Manage 114 
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~ o r h b a l l  0 
1-Time Move 0 

M t L  PERSOtWEL 
MIL MOVINC 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
XXG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
El l rn  PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / USE 0 
Environmental o 
Misn Contract 0 
1-Timc Othor 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3 ,139  
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Deparcrnenr : Supply  and 6tor~ge JCSG 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\TEMF\OO~S RV6\run.CBR 
Opcion Pkg Name: 035R 050904 
Std Fccrs File : S:\vss~brookj\cobra\uer\cobra~6.lO\BImC20@5.SFF 

Base: DETROIT/SEL~IDGE,  MI 
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TRICARE 0 
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House Allow 0 

OlHEB 
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TOTAL RECUR 0 
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TOTAL COSTS 
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l-Time Move 
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Mil Moving 
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0 0 
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D e p a r t m e n t  I Supply a n d  Scorage JCSC 
Scenario Fi le  ' : C:\TEMP\OO35 RV6\run.CBR 
Option Fkg Name: 035R 050804 
Std F c t r ~  Fi lc  : S:\w0~cbr0~kj\cobra\~~:\~obra~6.1@\BFAC2@05.SFF 

Baee : DETROIT/SELFRIDGE, MI 
ONE-TIME NET 2006 --.-. 1510 - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION. ., 
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Civ Moving 0 
Info Tech 0 
Other l l a  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
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HAP / RSE 0 
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TOTPI, ONE-TIME 3.439 

REClTRXING NET - - - - -  ($K)---.. 
FM HOUSE OPS 
OkM 
Sustalnment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

TRXCARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
Hsusc Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miseion Activ 
Mist Recur 

TOTAL R E N R  

Beyond - - - - - -  
D 

TOTAL NET COST 3 , a 3 9  4 3 ,  a 9 3  11,525 10,305 lo, l a 5  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

September 16,2005 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-1501 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

Thank you for your letter of September 12,2005, requesting clarification of the 
Commission's decisions as they affected Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois. Your questions with 
responses are provided below. 

1. Please confirm whether this is the COBRA run used by the BRAC staff in making its analysis 
and recommendation to the Commission. If not, please provide a copy of the COBRA run that 
was used by the Commission. 

Answer 1: The partial COBRA run you provided as an attachment was not the one used 
by the BRAC staff in making its analysis and recommendation to the Commission. The 
Commission final COBRA run is available at our website, www.brac.gov, in its entirety (165 
pages). Any assessment or evaluation of the costs and savings of this recommendation, or a 
specific action within the recommendation, must be made using the complete COBRA run. This 
ensures an appropriate contextual framework is maintained during the evaluation of the costs and 
savings. 

2. Based on the data used by the BRAC staff for its analysis, what is the cost or savings of the 
move of TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal considered separately from the 10 other 
components of the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the 
move of inventory control point functions to DLA? 

Answer 2: The cost (in terms of 20-Year Net Present Value) of the move of TACOM 
from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, when considered separately from the other components of 
the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the move of 
inventory control point functions to DLA, is $128.23 Million. 

3. In the public deliberations of the BRAC Commission, why did the BRAC staff omit the 
community's concerns about the net long term cost of the TACOM move? 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, the Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honorable Samuel K. 
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 



Page 2 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 

Answer 3: The Commission considered the community's concerns regarding the net long 
term cost of the TACOM move and in fact presented an issue regarding this concern (see 
attachment 1). However, the impact of the move on the net present value was minimal and the 
Commission's recommendation, as a whole, will increase military value (as described in 
selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 

4. When asked by Commissioner Skinner about the payback for the TACOM move, why did the 
BRAC staff not reply with the payback for that specific action taken by itself? 

Answer 4: Commissioner Skinner's question did not address the costs/savings of the 
specific action of the relocation of TACOM from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, but rather the 
impact of the increased military construction costs on the overall payback. Commissioner 
Skinner's response to the analyst's assessment of the impact confirms that the intent of the 
question was to ensure the revised military construction requirements were accounted for and did 
not have a significant impact on the payback of the recommendation, as confirmed in the 
transcript of the August 24,2005, BRAC Commission hearing, afternoon session. 

5. What information, if any, was provided to the Commission about the specific cost of the 
TACOM move before the vote on that issue? With your response, please provide a copy of the 
briefing paper given to the commissioners that included that TACOM Rock Island move. 

Answer 5: Only verbal briefings were provided to the Commissioners prior to final 
deliberations and the briefings covered all issues associated with a given recommendation. 
These briefings always covered the cost implications, as depicted within the COBRA model, for 
the recommendation as a whole. This approach was done for TACOM as part of the overall 
BRAC recommendation #176. The relevant COBRA data used to brief commissioners can be 
found on the BRAC website, www.brac.gov. 

6. On what basis did the Commission conclude in its report to the President that ". . . the overall 
Rock Island portion of this recommendation remained sound from a military value standpoint, as 
well as being cost effective"? 

Answer 6: The Commission supported DoD's reasoning for this action since the impact 
of the move on the net present value was minimal and the recommendation, as a whole, will 
increase military value (as described in selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 

7. In light of these facts, was DFAS Rock Island considered as one of the DFAS sites to remain 
open or gain personnel? 
8. Why did the BRAC staff ultimately decide not to recommend DFAS Rock Island as a 
receiving site? 
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Answers 7 and 8: All of the DFAS Rock Island information provided to the Commission 
was considered in the final analysis. However, ultimately, DFAS Rock Island was not selected 
as a receiving site based on a determination guided by the final selection criteria and force 
structure plan. 

9. Did the Commission receive any revised numbers for Depot Level Maintenance at Rock 
Island? 
10. Was the Commission staff aware that the Army had revised numbers available? 
11. If the Commission staff was aware of the revised numbers, why was this not mentioned in 
response to questions from commissioners? 

Answers 9, 10, and 11: The Commission received revised answers to data call questions 
obtained from installations by DoD; however, this information updated the depot level 
maintenance workload only. The Department of Defense recommendation addressed personnel 
numbers associated with capacity and capability, not just workload. The Commission considered 
all information received. 

12. Why was the same logic and reasoning used for the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC 
recommendation not applied to the other recommendations that were made when it was 
assumed that the Rock Island Arsenal was going to close? 

Answer 12: Each of the actions cited were developed and briefed by separate Joint Cross 
Service Groups supporting different initiatives. The Commission considered the military value 
(as described in selection criteria 1-4) of the Rock Island Arsenal compared to other potential 
gaining installations throughout the process of review, analysis, and consultation. 

Please note that the final report, hearing transcripts, briefing books and all correspond- 
dence received by the Commission may be reviewed in their entirety on our web page, 
www.brac.gov. Prior to the actual deliberations the Commissioners received detailed 
information about military installations being considered for closure or realignment. This 
information came through base visits, regional hearings and, meetings with Community 
members. Additionally, each Commissioner was fully informed regarding the major issues in 
each recommendation through multiple exhaustive consultations with all the BRAC staff 
analysts. 
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I trust you will find this information responsive to your request and useful in your 
evaluation of the Commission's recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Principi 
Chairman 

Attachment 
1) Final deliberation briefing slide 
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September 15,2005 

Commission's decisiondas they affected Rock 1sland ~ r s e i a l ,  1llinoiA Please note that 
the final report, hearing ranscripts, briefing books and all corresponde ce received by the 
Commission may be revi wed in their entirety on our web page, www.b ac. ov. Prior to k 
Commissioner was fully 

hi, the actual deliberations the ommissioners received detailed information through base 
visits, Regional Hearings an , meetings with Community members. Additionally, each 

the major issues in each recommendation 
through multiple e x h a u s t E t h d U h e  BRAC staff 
requested, your questions with responses are provided below. 

__-_ C - "- - 
1. Please confirm whether this is the COBRA run used by the 
analysis and recommendation to the Commission. If not, please provide a copy of the 
COBRA run that was used by the Commission. 

"dw 
Answer 1 : The Commission Final COBRA run presented during the final 

deliberations is provided as an attachment. 7 
/-pepPLbb\e - . 

2. Based on the data used by lysis, what is the cost or savings 
of the move of TACOM Roc 1 considered separately from the 
10 other components of the Depot-Lev gement Consolidation 
recommendation and the move of inve functions to DLA? 

Answer 2: The cost ent Value) of the move of 
TACOM from Rock Island to hen considered separately fiom the other 
components of the Depot-L agement Consolidation recommendation 
and the move of inventory co , is $128.23 Million. 

3. In the public deliberations of the BRAC Commission, why did the BRAC staff omit 
the community's concerns about the net long term cost of the TACOM move? 

Answer 3: The Commission considered the community's concerns regarding the 
net long term cost of the TACOM move anqin fac presented an issue regarding this 
concern (see attached chart). However, the impac I! of the move on the net present value 
was minimal and the reccgxxwiqdation, as a whole, will increase military value-and .4 &A 
support transformati n. I .  '@ 
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4. When asked by Commissioner Skinner about the payback for the TACOM move, why 
did the BRAC staff not reply with the payback for that specific action taken by itself! 

Answer 4: Commissioner Skinner's question did not address the costs/savings of 
the specific action of the relocation of TACOM from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, but 
rather the impact of the increased military construction costs on the overall payback. 
Commissioner Skinner's response to the analyst's assessment of the impact confirms that 
the intent of the question was to ensure the revised military construction requirements 
were accounted for and did not have a significant impact on the payback of the 
recommendation, as confirmed in the transcript of the August 24,2005, BRAC 

afternoon session, 

5. What information, if any, was provided to the Commission about the specific cost of 
that issue? With your response, please provide a 
commissioners that included that TACOM Rock 

Answer 5: The Commission considered the additional military construction 
amount that would be required for the additional number of personnel moving to Detroit 
Arsenal. This was the COBRA data presented during the final deliberation hearings. As 
noted earlier the Commissioners were each knowledgeable of all issues. 

6. On what basis did the Commission conclude in its report to the President that ". . .the 
overall Rock Island portion of this recommendation remained sound from a military 
value standpoint, as well as being cost effective"? / 

Answer 6: The Commission supported DoD's reasoning for this action since the 
impact of the move on the net present value was minimal and the recommendation, as a 
whole, will increase military value and support transformation. 

7. In light of these facts, was DFAS Rock Island considered as one of the DFAS sites to 
remain open or gain personnel? 
8. Why did the BRAC staff ultimately decide not to recommend DFAS Rock Island as a 
receiving site? 

Answers 7 and 8: All of the DFAS Rock Island information provided to the 
Commission was considered in the final analysis. However, ultimately, DFAS Rock 
Island was not selected as a receiving site. 

9. Did the Commission receive any revised numbers for Depot Level Maintenance at 
Rock Island? 
10. Was the Commission staff aware that the Army had revised numbers available? 
1 1. If the Commission staff was aware of the revised numbers, why was this not 
mentioned in response to questions from commissioners? 
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Answers 9, 10, and 1 1 : The Commission received revised answers to 
questions 506 and 5 15; however, this information updated the depot level 
workload only. The Department of Defense recommendation addressed personnel 

considered all information received. 
numbers associated with capacity and capability, not just workload. The Commission 

12. Why was the same logic and reasoning used for the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC 
recommendation not applied to the other recommendations that were made when it was 
assumed that the Rock Island Arsenal was going to close? 

Answer 12: Each of the actions cited 
Service Groups supporting different initiative 
consider the military value of the Rock 
installations. 

i 
I trust you will find this in format i~sefu l  in your 
recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

\ r Anthony Principi 
Chairman 



Hague, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cook, Robert, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Friday, September 16, 2005 1256 PM 
Hague, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
FW: Answer 5 - Grassley 

David 
Answer to question 5 is below. 

From: Delgado, George, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2005 12:36 PM 
To: Cook, Robert, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Subject: Answer 5 

Answer 5: Only verbal briefings were provided to the Commissioners prior to final deliberations and the 
briefings covered all issues associated with a given recommendation.. These briefings always covered the cost 
implications, as depicted within the COBRA model, for the recommendation as a whole. This approach was 
done for TACOM as part of the overall BRAC recommendation #176.. The relevant COBRA data used to brief 
commessioners can be found on the BRAC website, www.brac.gov. 



I .  The partial COBRA run provided was not the one used by the BRAC staff in making its 
analysis and recommendation to the Commission. The Commission Final COBRA run is 
provided as an attachment. 

2. The cost (in terms of 20-Year Net Present Value) of the move of TACOM from Rock Island 
to Detroit Arsenal, when considered separately from the other components of the Depot-Level 
Repairable Management Consolidation recommendation and the move of inventory control point 
functions to DLA, is $128.23 Million. 

4. In response to question number 4, a portion of the transcript from the 24 August 2005 P.M. 
transcript is provided. The question by Commissioner Skinner did not address the costs/savings 
of the specific action of the relocation of TACOM fiom Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, but 
rather the impact of the increased military construction costs on the overall payback. 
Commissioner Skinner's response to the analyst's assessnlent of the impact confirms that the 
intent of the question was to ensure the revised military construction requirements were 
accounted for and did not have a significant impact on the payback of the recommendation. The 
complete transcript is available at the BRAC website. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Would you -- wit11 tlze new numbers that you've 
put in there.for tlze cost of the new building, wlzich was about twice, as I r-ecall, what they 
initially had in tlzere, how does that come out.from a payback 1~iewpoint.7 

MS. MILLS: Karl, would you like to answer that? 
MR. GINGRICH: Commissioner Skinner, military construction costs are 

about 45, just under $46 million at the new revised military construction, and it does afect 
tlze net present value, but insignificantly. Payback with  he new scenario, new MILCON, is 
$1.8 billion savings over 20 years, still a large saving. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Okay, good. I jzlst want to make sure that we 
got that new cost structure, which was twice. Wlzatvou're saying is, given its personnel 
savings, it really doesn't affect tlze payback in the long run. 

MR. GINGKICH: Commissioner Skinner; tlzat's a correct statement. 
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: 0ka.v. 

Extracted from the 24 August 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission Hearing, afternoon session. 
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The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate-. 

M(k@J .juJ,,,n oFfic~ aU \LD\ Washington, DC 205 1 d k  

Dear Senator Grassley; 

Thank you for your letter of September 12,2005, requesting clarification of the 
Commission's decisions as they affected Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois. A s y x m q u e s t e d , W  
questions with responses are provided below. 

1. Please confirm whether this is the COBRA run used by the BRAC staff in making its analysis 
and recommendation to the Commission. If not, please provide a copy of the COBRA run that 
was used by the Commission. 

-p+rtid CST; 0-r\ &QC\.\ZT\~& 

Answer 1 : The pxtxm-d* COBRA run that you provided*is not the one used by the 
to the Commission. Tkg -A=] 

move of TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal considered separately from the 10 other 
components of the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the 
move of inventory control point functions to DLA? LYw 

-8 
Answer 2: The cost (in terms of 20-Year Net Present Value) of the move of TACOM 

from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, when considered separately from the other components of 
the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the move of 

.&4+ 

inventory control point functions to DLA, is $128.23 Million. c7~~~&d 

&f 
3. In the public deliberations of the BRAC Commission, why did the BRAC staff omit the NLG'& - - 
community's concerns about the net long term cost of the TACOM move? 

Answer 3: The Commission considered the community's concerns regarding the net long 
term cost of the TACOM move and in fact presented an issue regarding this concern (see 
attachh*. However, the impact of the move on the net present value was minimal and the 
Commission's recommendation, as a whole, will increase military value as described in 
selection criteria 1-4 and support transformation. -l (. 

4. When asked by Commissioner Skinner about the payback for the TACOM move, why did the 
BRAC staff not reply with the payback for that specific action taken by itself! 

Answer 4: Commissioner Skinner's question did not address the costs/savings of the 
specific action of the relocation of TACOM from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, but rather the 
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impact of the increased military construction costs on the overall payback. Commissioner 
Skinner's response to the analyst's assessment of the impact confirms that the intent of the 
question was to ensure the revised military construction requirements were accounted for and did 
not have a significant impact on the payback of the recommendation, as confirmed in the 
transcript of the August 24,2005, BRAC Commission hearing, afternoon session. 

5. What information, if any, was provided to the Commission about the specific cost of the 
TACOM move before the vote on that issue? With you  response, please provide a copy of the 
briefing paper given to the commissioners that included that TACOM Rock Island move. 

Answer 5: The Commission considered the additional military construction amount that 
would be required for the additional number of personnel moving to Detroit Arsenal. This was 
the COBRA data presented during the final deliberation hearings. As noted earli e 
Commissioners were each knowledgeable of all issues. A copy of the requested b ding paper is 
enclosed(gec h h - +  2) - 

7? 
'T-P-\ 

6. On what basis did the Commission conclude in its report to the President that ". . . the overall 
Rock Island portion of this recommendation remained sound from a military value standpoint, as 
well as being cost effective"? 

Answer 6: The Commission supported DoD7s reasoning for this action since the impact 
of the move on the net present value was minimal and the recommendation, as a whole, will 
increase military valuqas described in selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 

7. In light of these facts, was DFAS Rock Island considered as one of the DFAS sites to remain 
open or gain personnel? 
8. Why did the BRAC staff ultimately decide not to recommend DFAS Rock Island as a 
receiving site? 

Answers 7 and 8: All of the DFAS Rock Island information provided to the Commission 
was considered in the final analysis. However, ultimately, DFAS Rock Island was not selected 
as a receiving site. 

Les* -- 8 - bDC pro&&\,, j* a3 we,, 

9. Did the Commission receive any revised numbers for Depot Level Maintenance at Rock 
Island? 
10. Was the Commission staff aware that the Army had revised numbers available? 
1 1. If the Commission staff was aware of the revised numbers, why was this not mentioned in 
response to questions from commissioners? 

: The Commission received revised answers to data call questions 
rmation updated the depot level maintenance workload only. 

ent of Defense recommendation addressed personnel numbers associated with 
capacity and capability, not just workload. The Commission considered all information 
received. 
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12. Why was the same logic and reasoning used for the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC 
recommendation not applied to the other recommendations that were made when it was assumed 
that the Rock Island Arsenal was going to close? 

Answer 12: Each of the actions cited were developed and briefed by separate Joint Cross 
Service Groups supporting different initiatives. The Commission considered the military value 
of the Rock Island Arsenal compared to other potential gaining installations throughout the 
process of review, analysis, and consultation. 

Please note that the final report, hearing transcripts, briefing books and all 
correspondence received by the Commission may be reviewed in their entirety on our web page, 
www.brac.gov. Prior to the actual deliberations the Commissioners received detaile 7i\is i ~ r ~ ~ a n  2- information about military installations being considered for closure or realignmentthrough base 
visits, regional hearings and, meetings with Community members. Additionally, each 
Commissioner was fully informed regarding the major issues in each recommendation through 
multiple exhaustive consultations with all the BRAC staff analysts. 

I trust you will find this information responsive to your request and useful in your 
evaluation of the Commission's recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Principi 
W m e - k -  : Chairman 


