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DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT COLUMBUS, OHIO (DDCO) 

V 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign DDCO and designate it as a storage site for war reserve/slow moving materiel. Active 
material will be relocated to optimum storage locations within the DoD distribution system. 

One-Time Costs: $7.9M 
Steady State: $1 1.6M (FY 98) 
Net Present Value: $161.OM 
Return on Investment Year: Immediately (1997) 
Start Year: 1996 
End Year: 1997 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

DDCO was recommended for realignment rather than closure because of the need for inactive 
storage space for slow movers and War Reserve Materiel (WRM). The Columbus installation 
ranked 1 of 6 in installation Military Value and will remain open. Retaining DDCO allows DLA 
to maximize use of shared overhead and optimize use of retained DLA operated facilities. It also 
takes advantage of the synergy of a collocated ICP. 

WHY OTHER STAND-ALONE DEPOTS WERE NOT SELECTED: 

Both DDJC and DDSP ranked significantly higher in Military Value because of large storage and 
thruput capacities, close proximity to an APOE and WPOE, and the capability to support two 
MRCs. Richmond has the best facilities in DLA. DDRV has a large amount of conforming 
storage for hazardous material, new construction and mechanization, and is collocated with an 
ICP. DLA took advantage of realigning a depot collocated with an ICP to hlly utilize the facility 
and share overhead on an installation that was remaining open. It would not be prudent to retain 
DDMT or DDOU, who are installation hosts, just to serve as a war reserve/slow moving materiel 
depot. Therefore, DDMT and DDOU were both selected for closure. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Implementing all of the closure/realignment actions for distribution will leave DLA in a 21M ACF 
shortfall. However, both Navy and Air Force have offered additional storage space at their 
collocated locations to offset any deficit if necessary. In addition, DLA took some risks in the 
Storage Management Plan for inventory reductions; for remaining in some substandard facilities; 
and for increases in new requirements from European retrograde, out-to-in (materiel requiring 
inside storage space) and Army residual material at closing bases. 

w 



PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 
V 

Personnel Transferred 
76 civilians to DDSP 

Personnel Eliminated 
287 civilians and 2 military = 289 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA) 

Active stock will no longer be stored at DDCO. A caretaker staff of 50 personnel is adequate for 
operations and management of war reserve/slow-moving stock. If required during a contingency, 
additional temporary staffing can be hrnished from other depots, temporary hires, or contractors. 

MLITARY VALUE: 

Military Value Ranking in Category (see charts at enclosure 1): 6 of 6 

Installation Military Value: NIA 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the depots based on the certified data. In most cases, the "best" answer 
received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the points based on the 
relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. Age of buildings (under Mission Suitability) 
was determined based on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the number of square feet 
in each. Building condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined by comparing the 
Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Navy Norfolk Public Works Center to 
the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building, again, normalized by square 
footage. 

SAILS RESULTS: 

When DDCO is closed, the relative operating cost is $265,407--three other stand-alone depots, 
San Joaquin, Ogden, and Memphis, show more savings in a single depot closure than does 
DDCO. 



w DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM STORAGE, WORKLOAD, AND PERSONNEL 
PROJECTIONS: 

Reductions in storage capacity requirements, workload throughput, and personnel are shown 
below: 

Storage Capacity Requirement 788M ACF 452M ACF 
Workload Throughput 44M 21M 
Personnel 24,700 11,100 

DDCO SPECIFIC WORKLOAD DATA: 

Percent Support to Local Installation: 6.8% 
Percent Support Worldwide: 78.8% 
Storage Capacity (ACF): 28.643M 
Occupied Cubic Feet: 23.281M 
Excess Storage Capacity (ACF): 5.362M 
Current Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches): 10,113 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) single 8-hour shift: 13,610 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) second 8-hour shifi: 13,6 10 

FACILITY DATA: 

Facility Age Evaluation: 58.9 Years for stand alone 
Facility Condition: 

Ranked 5 of 6 for Stand-Alone Depots. 

MILCON: 

Convert operational area to 5M ACF of bulk storage. Estimated cost is $1M. 

TENANT IMPACTS: 

DDCO is a tenant of the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC) the installation host. A 
large number of tenant activities and associated personnel are located on the DCSC complex. 
Besides DDCO there are several other large tenants (over 300 assigned personnel). These include 
the DLA Systems Design Center (605 people), a Defense Finance and Accounting Service Center 
(1,263 people), and the Defense Information Systems Agency (488 people). Overall, tenant 
personnel on the DCSC complex totals over 3,500 people. 



ECONOMIC IMPACT: 
w" DDCO DCSC Cumulative (All Svcs) 

-365 Direct -3 58 Direct -9030 Jobs 
-632 Indirect -623 Indirect -1.5% 
-997 (0.1%) -98 1 (0.1%) 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed all environmental conditions present on the installation. No outstanding 
environmental issues are present. The BRACEG concluded that the environmental considerations 
do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT: 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander. All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 

The Harrisburg, PA area stands to receive 398 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations (76 from DDCO, 87 from DDRT, 22 from Chambersburg (10 DDLP, 12 
DSDC [This activity is a tenant of the Army at Letterkenny. It is our intent that the Army will 
relocate the DSDC personnel.]), 2 13 from Memphis (1 24 DDMT, 89 DDRE Memphis)). 
Analysis of the community data for the Harrisburg area indicates that it can absorb this increase to 
its population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 2.) 
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DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE (DDMT) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Close DDMT. Workload and stock will be relocated to optimum storage locations within the 
DoD Distribution System. 

One-Time Costs: 85.7M 
Steady State: 23.8M (FY 99) 
Net Present Value: 244.4M 
Return on Investment Year: 200 1 (3 Years) 
Start Year: 1996 
End Year: 1998 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

This recommendation was based on declining storage and capacity requirements and the desire to 
minimize unneeded infrastructure to reduce distribution costs. Closing DDMT closes an entire 
installation. The SAILS model optimized distribution costs when DDMT and DDOU were the 
two depots selected for closure. DDMT tied for 3 of 6 in the Military Value Analysis and was 6 .I of 6 in the Installation Military Value Analysis. There are sufficient storage and thruput capacities 
available in the remaining depots to accommodate projected workload and storage requirements. 

WHY OTHER STAND-ALONE DEPOTS WERE NOT SELECTED: 

Columbus scored highest in Installation Military Value and Richmond has the best facilities in 
DLA, so both are remaining open. Both DDCO and DDRV are collocated with these ICPs and 
can maximize shared overhead and optimize use of retained DLA facilities. DDJC and DDSP's 
higher Military Value scores are attributable to large storage and thruput capacities and to their 
location near an APOE and a WPOE. In addition, both have the capability for contingency 
support of two MRCs and CCP and ALOC operations. These attributes removed them from 
consideration for closure. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

/OM 
Implementing all of the closure/realignment actions for distribution will leave DLA in a ;HICI ACF 
shortfall. However, both Navy and Air Force have offered additional storage space at their 
collocated locations to offset this deficit if necessary. In addition, DLA took some risks in the 
Storage Management Plan for inventory reductions; for remaining in some substandard facilities; 
and for increases in new requirements from European retrograde, out-to-in (material requiring 
inside storage space) and Army residual material at closing bases. 

V 



w PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 

Personnel Transferred: 
400 civilians to Depot X 
124 civilians to DDSP (New Cumberland) 
97 civilians to Battle Creek (NSO and DSDC) 
24 civilians to DGSC (DIPEC) 
89 civilians to HQ DDRE (New Cumberland) 

Personnel Eliminated: 
500 civilians and 1 1 military = 5 1 1 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

POM reductions were taken first. Due to workload reductions, it is projected that only 40% of 
the indirect and 60-65% of the direct labor will be required to accommodate workload moving 
from a closed or disestablished depot. Manpower was reduced to these percentages and positions 
were then dispersed commensurate with the migration of workload. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value Ranking in Category (see charts at enclosure 1): Tied for 3 of 6 

Installation Military Value: 6 of 6 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the depots based on the certified data. In most cases, the "best" answer 
received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the points based on the 
relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. Age of buildings (under Mission Suitability) 
was determined based on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the number of square feet 
in each. Building condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined by comparing the 
Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Navy Norfolk Public Works Center to 
the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building, again, normalized by square 
footage. 

SAILS RESULTS: 

Closing the combination of DDMT and DDOU show the lowest relative operating cost for the 
remainder of the depot distribution system. 



DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM STORAGE, WORKLOAD AND PERSONNEL 
PROJECTION: 

Reductions in storage capacity requirements, workload throughput, and personnel are shown 
below: 

Storage Capacity Requirements 788M ACF 
Workload Throughput 44M 
Personnel 24,700 

452M ACF 
21M 

11,100 

DDMT SPECIFIC WORKLOAD DATA: 

Percent Support to Local Installation: 0% 
Percent Support Worldwide: 92.90% 
Storage Capacity (ACF): 33.980M 
Occupied Cubic Feet (OCF): 28.373M 
Excess Storage Capacity (ACF): 5.607M 
Current Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, Eaches) one 8-hour shift: 10,805 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, Eaches) one 9-hour shift: 23,15 1 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, Eaches) second 8-hour shiR: 23,15 1 

FACILITY DATA: 

Facility Age Evaluation: 4 1.9 Years for stand alone 
Facility Condition: 

Ranked 3 of 6 in Stand-Alone Depots. 

MILCON: 

Planning estimate to account for renovating existing administrative space at a location to be 
determined for the tenants expected to remain in the Memphis area. An administrative space use 
rate of 130 square feet per person was used for the planning. Estimated cost is $0.4M based on 
renovations to existing space. 



TENANT IMPACTS: 

All tenants required movement as listed below: 

ACTIVITY # OF PERSONNEL MOVING NEW LOCATION 

DSDC 
NSO 
DGSC 
DDRE HQ 
DRMS HQ 
DCSAO 
DLA Trade Sec 
DCMDS 
AAFES 
Army Med Dep 
CORPS OF ENGS 
GSA 

MIL 

DRMS HQ, Battle Creek, MI 
DRMS HQ, Battle Creek, MI 
DGSC, Richmond, VA 
DDRE HQ, New Cumberland, PA 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 

-1300 Direct (1,245 DLA, 55 Contractors) 
-2049 Indirect CUMULATIVE: -9030 Jobs 
-3349 (-0.6%) -1.5% 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed all environmental conditions present at the installation. The installation has 
contaminated land and is listed on EPA's National Priorities List. The EG concluded that the 
environmental considerations do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT: 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander. All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 



The Harrisburg, PA area stands to receive 398 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations (213 from Memphis (124 DDMT, 89 DDRE Memphis), 87 from DDRT, 76 
from DDCO, 22 from Chambersburg (10 DDLP, 12 DSDC) [This activity is a tenant of the Army 
at Letterkenny. It is our intent that the Army will relocate the DSDC personnel.]). Analysis of 
the community data for the Harrisburg area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its 
population base. 

The Battle Creek, MI area stands to receive 97 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations (80 National Sales Ofice, 17 DSDC). Analysis of the community data for 
the Battle Creek area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its population base. 

The Richmond, VA area stands to receive 3 59 additional personnel as result of DLA7 s BRAC 95 
recommendations (24 from Memphis, 335 from DISC). Analysis of the community data for the 
Richmond area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 2.) 
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DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION LETTERKENNY, PENNSYLVANIA (DDLP) 
V 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish DDLP. Materials associated with the maintenance mission will be relocated to 
DDAA, Anniston, AL. Remainder of stock will be stored in optimum storage locations within the 
DoD distribution system. 

One-Time Costs: $44.9M 
Steady State: $12.4M (FY 01) 
Net Present Value: $102.1M 
Return on Investment Year: 2003 (3 Years) 
Start year: 1996 
End Year: 2000 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

The collocated maintenance activity realigned to Anniston Army Depot Alabama. DLA followed 
the Army's lead. Other customers within the DDLP area can be supported from nearby distri- 
bution depots. There is sufficient storage and thruput capacity available at the depots not selected 
for closure. This action follows the BRAC 95 decision rule to reduce infrastructure. 

WHY OTHER COLLOCATED DEPOTS WERE NOT SELECTED: 

DLA has a commitment to the Services to maintain a distribution presence at fleet and 
maintenance depot sites for rapid response support. If the maintenance activity did not close or 
realign, the distribution depot did not close or realign. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Implementing all of the for closure/realignment actions for distribution will leave DLA in a 21M 
ACF shortfall. However, both Navy and Air Force have offered additional storage space at their 
collocated locations to offset this deficit if necessary. In addition, DLA took some risks in the 
Storage Management Plan for inventory reductions; remaining in some substantial facilities; and 
increases in new requirements from European retrograde, out-to-in (materiel requiring inside 
storage space) and Army residual material at closing bases. 



PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 
w 

Personnel Transferred: 
190 civilians to DDAA, Anniston, AL 
10 civilians to DDSP, New Cumberland, PA 

Personnel Eliminated: 
174 civilians and 4 military 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

POM reductions were taken first. Due to workload reductions, it is projected that only 40% of 
the indirect and 60-65% of the direct labor will be required to accommodate workload moving 
from a closed or disestablished depot. Manpower was reduced to these percentages and positions 
were then dispersed commensurate with the migrations of the workload. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value Ranking in Category (see charts at enclosure 1): 3 of 17 

Installation Military Value: N/A 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the depots based on the certified data. In most cases, the "best" answer 
received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the points based on the 
relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. Age of buildings (under Mission Suitability) 
was determined based on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the number of square feet 
in each. Building condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined by comparing the 
Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Navy Norfolk Public Works Center to 
the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building, again, normalized by square 
footage. 

SAILS RESULTS: N/A 

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM STORAGE, WORKLOAD, AND PERSONNEL 
PROJECTIONS: 

Reductions in storage capacity requirements, workload throughput, and personnel are shown 
below: 

FY 92 - FY 01 

Storage Capacity Requirement 788M ACF 452M ACF 
Workload Throughput 44M 21M 
Personnel 24,700 11,100 



w 
DDLP SPECIFIC WORKLOAD DATA: 

Percent Support to Maintenance: 
Percent Support to local customers other than maintenance: 
Storage Capacity (ACF): 
Occupied Cubic Feet (OCF): 
Excess Storage Capacity: 
Current Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) one 8-hour shift: 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) one 8-hour shift: 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) second 8-hour shift: 

FACILITY DATA: 

Facility Age Evaluation: 45.5 1 years 
Facility Condition: 

Ranked 15 of 17 in Collocated Depots. 

Construct 36 acres of new reinforced concrete heavy vehicle hardstand at DDAA to replace the 

WlV capacity lost at DDLP. Estimated cost is $15.6M. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 

-378 Direct 
-3 70 Indirect 
-748 (-1.2%) 

Cumulative: -5271 Jobs 
-8.5% 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed all environmental conditions present at the installation. No outstanding 
environmental issues are present. The EG concluded that environmental considerations do not 
prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT: 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander. All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 



'(CII The Anniston, AL area stands to receive 539 additional personnel as a result of DLA7s BRAC 95 
recommendations (190 from DDLP, 349 from DDRT). Analysis of the community data for the 
Anniston area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its population base. 

The Harrisburg, PA area stands to receive 398 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations (22 from Charnbersburg (10 DDLP, 12 DSDC [This activity is a tenant of 
the Army at Letterkenny. It is our intent that the Army will relocate the DSDC personnel.]), 213 
from Memphis (124 DDMT, 89 DDRE Memphis), 87 from DDRT, 76 from DDCO). Analysis of 
the community data for the Harrisburg area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its 
population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 2.) 
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't Data Element 
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a. Rail 
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d. Air 
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6. Transportation Costs 
I. Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 
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3. Limitations on Expapsion 
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I Data Element 
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c. Hardstand 

7. Thru-put Capacity (8-hr. Single Shiftcurrent 
Manning,Workload Mix & Facilitization 
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. Distance From Depot 

a. Rail 
b. Water 
c. Surface 
d. Air 

B SUBTOTAL MISSION SUITABILIT 
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2. Other DoD Activity Performing 

Same Mission 

6. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission 
I. Percent Workload Supporting 

a. Maintenance Activity 
. b. Local Installation 
c. q00 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 
e. Worldwide Customer 

2. Special Transportation - Stock 

C. Operational Readiness 
1. Distance Depot to: 
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DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDEN, UTAH (DDOU) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Close DDOU except for a 36,000 square foot cantonment for Army Reserve personnel. Stock 
will be relocated to optimum storage locations within DoD distribution system. 

One-Time Costs: $1 10.8M 
Steady State: $21.3M (FY 00) 
Net Present Value: $180.9M 
Return on Investment Year 2003 (4 Years) 
Start Year: 1996 
Completion Year: 1999 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

The recommendation to close DDOU was based on declining storage and capacity requirements. 
and the desire to minimize unneeded infrastructure to reduce distribution costs. This action closes 
an entire installation. In addition, the SAILS model optimizes distribution costs when DDMT and 

r DDOU are the two depots selected for closure. DDOU tied for 3 of 6 in the Military Value 
analysis and was 5 of 6 in the installation Military Value analysis. Sufficient storage and thruput 
capacity is available in the remaining depots to accommodate projected workload and storage 
requirements. 

WHY OTHER STAND-ALONE DEPOTS WERE NOT SELECTED: 

Columbus scored first in installation Military Value and Richmond has the best facilities in DLA, 
so both are remaining open. Both DDCO and DDRV are collocated with these ICPs and can 
maximize shared overhead and optimize use of retained DLA facilities. DDJC and DDSP's higher 
military value scores are attributable to large storage and thruput capacities, close proximity to 
APOE and WPOE capabilities for contingency support of two MRCs, and has CCP and ALOC 
operations. These factors removed them from consideration for closure. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Implementing all of the closure/realignment actions for distribution will leave DLA in a 21M ACF 
shortfall. However, both Navy and Air Force have offered additional storage space at their 
collocated locations to offset this deficit if necessary. In addition, DLA took some risks in the 
Storage Management Plan for inventory reductions; by remaining in some substandard facilities; 
and for increases in new requirements from European retrograde, out-to-in (materiel requiring 
inside storage space) and Army residual material at closing bases. 

w 



PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 
'CI 

Personnel Transferred: 
2 13 civilians to DDJC 
2 13 civilians to Base X 

Personnel Eliminated: 
385 civilians and 6 military = 391 . 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

POM reductions were taken first. Due to workload reductions, it is projected that only 40% of 
the indirect and 60-65% of the direct labor will be required to accommodate workload moving 
from a closed or disestablished depot. Manpower was reduced to these percentages and positions 
were then dispersed commensurate with the migration of workload. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value Ranking in Category (see charts at enclosure 1): Tied for 3 of 6 

Installation Military Value: 5 of 6 

WlV Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the depots based on the certified data. In most cases, the "best" answer 
received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the points based on the 
relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. Age of buildings (under Mission Suitability) 
was determined based on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the number of square feet 
in each. Building condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined by comparing the 
Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Navy Norfolk Public Works Center to 
the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building, again, normalized by square 
footage. 

SAILS RESULTS: 

Closing the combination of DDOU and DDMT show the lowest relative operating cost for the 
remainder of the depot distribution systems. 



DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM STORAGE, WORKLOAD, AND PERSONNEL w PRO.JECTIONS: 

Reductions in storage capacity requirements, workload throughput and personnel are shown 
below: 

Storage Capacity Requirement 788M ACF 
Workload Throughput 44M 
Personnel 24,700 

452M ACF 
21M 
11,100 

DDOU SPECIFIC WORKLOAD DATA: 

Percent support to Local Installation: 3.6% 
Percent support Worldwide: 94.5% 
Storage Capacity (ACF): 3 1.838M 
Occupied Cubic Feet (OCF): 23.887M 
Excess Storage Capacity (ACF): 7.95 1M 
Current Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches): 8,684 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Single 8-hour shiR): 27,307 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) second 8-hour shiR: 27,307 

FACILITY DATA: 

Facility Age Evaluation: 48.8 
Facility Condition Evaluation: 

Ranked 2 of 6 in Stand-Alone Depots 

MILCON: 

Reconfigure existing administrative space at DDRW for the tenants being relocated. Space for an 
additional 122 people will be provided. Estimated cost is $3.5M based on renovations to existing 
space. 

Planning estimate to account for renovating existing administrative space at a location to be 
determined for the tenants expected to remain in the Ogden area. An administrative space use 
rate of 130 square feet per person was used for the planning. Estimated cost is $1 1.1M based on 
renovations to existing space. 

Conversion of an existing flammable material storage warehouse to a hazardous material storage 
warehouse at DDJC for the hazardous material to be relocated from DDOU. Estimated cost is 
$7.3M. 



TENANT IMPACTS: 

The recommendation to close DDOU required movement of all DDOU tenants as listed below: 

ACTIVITY 

DCPSO 
DRMS West 
DRMS HQ 
DSDC-H 
DSDC-W 
HQ DDRW 
172nd Med Sup Bat 
DCSAO 
DCIS 
DPS 
IPC 0 
IRS 
AAFES 
Utah Nat'l Guard 

# OF PERSONNEL MOVING NEW LOCATION 

Civ - - Mil 

HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 
HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 
HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 
HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 
HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 
HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 
Base X (within a 25 mile radius) 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed all environmental conditions present at the installation. The installation is in an area 
assigned by EPA as nonattainment for carbon monoxide. Twelfth Street, the main road leading 
into and out of the base, has vehicle miles traveled limitations (a 22% allowable increase from 
FY 90 - FY 15). The BRACEG concluded that environmental considerations do not prohibit this 
recommendation from being implemented. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT: 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander. All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 



The San Joaquin County, CA area stands to receive 504 additional personnel as a result of DLA's w BRAC 95 recommendations (498 from Ogden (213 DDOU, 11 1 DSDC Ogden, 93 DDRW 
Ogden, 52 DRMS Operations West Ogden, 21 DRMS Ogden, 8 DCPSO Ogden), 6 DDRW 
Texarkana). Analysis of the community data for the San Joaquin area indicates that it can absorb 
this increase to its population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 2.) 
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I. DoD Essentiality 
2. Other DoD Activity Performing Same Mission 

B. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission 
I. % Workload Supporting 

a. Maintenance Activity 
b. Other Local Installation 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 

C. Operational Readiness 
I. Over and above worldwide wartime/contingency role 

(CCP, ALOC) as specified in the Concepts of Operations 
2. Distance Depot to: 

a. Aerial POE 
b. Water POE 
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2. Condition of Depot Facility & Satellite Storage 
3. % of Facilities 

a. Permanent 
b. Semi-permanent 

4. Unique Ops Facilities 
5. Storage Capacity in ACF In 000's 
6. Specialized Storage Facilities 

Hazardous in 000's 
7. Thru-put Capacity (8-hr. Single Shift Current Manning, 

Workload Mix and Facilitation 

6. Location Suitability 
I. Distance From Depot 



I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 

by Line for Off Base Issues 
2.Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 
by Ton for Off Base Issues 



. Facilityllnstallation Expansion 
I. Excess Storage Cabacity in Attainable Cubic 

2. Buildable Acres 
3. Limitations on Expansion 

(Environmental, Historical, etc.) 



Data Element 

I. DoD Essentiality 
2. Other DoD Activity Performing Same Mission 

6. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission 
1. % Workload Supporting 

a. Maintenance Activity 
b. Other Local lndtallation 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 

C. Operational Readiness 
I. Over and above worldwide wartimelcontingency role 

I (CCP, ALOC) as specified in the Concepts of Operations 
2. Distance Depot to: 
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A. Operating Costs 
I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Foot 

6. Transportation Costs 
I. Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 

by Line for Off Base Issues 
2.Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 
by Ton for Off Base Issues 



A. Facility/lnstallation Expansion 
I. Excess Storage Capacity in Attainable Cubic 

2. Buildable Acres 
3. Limitations on Expansion 

(Environmental, Historical, etc.) 

8. Mobilization Expansion 
I. Surge Capability 

a. Single 8-hr Shift 
b. Second 8-hr Shift 
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DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT RED RIVER, TEXAS (DDRT) 
V 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish DDRT. Materiel associated with the maintenance mission will be relocated to 
DDAA, Anniston, AL. Remainder of stock will be stored in optimum storage locations within the 
DoD distribution system. 

One-Time Costs: $58.9M 
Steady State: $18.9M (FY 01) 
Net Present Value: $186.1M 
Return on Investment Year: 2002 (2 Years) 
Start Year: 1996 
End Year: 2000 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

The collocated maintenance depot realigned to Anniston Army Depot, AL. DLA followed the 
Army lead. Other customers within the area can be supported from nearby distribution depots. 
There is sufficient storage and thruput capacity available at the remaining depots not selected for 
closure to satisfjr requirements and timeframes. 

WHY OTHER COLLOCATED DEPOTS WERE NOT SELECTED: 

DLA has a commitment to the Services to maintain a distribution depot at maintenance sites for 
rapid response support. If the maintenance activity did not close or realign, the collocated 
distribution depot did not close or realign. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Implementing all of the closure/realignment actions for distribution will leave DLA in a 21M ACF 
shortfall. However, both Navy and Air Force have offered additional storage space at their 
collocated locations to offset this deficit if necessary. In addition, DLA took some risks in the 
Storage Management Plan for inventory reductions; for remaining in some substandard facilities; 
and for increases in new requirements from European retrograde, out-to-in (materiel requiring 
inside storage space) and Army residual material at closing bases. 



PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 

Personnel Transferred: 
349 civilians to DDAA, Anniston, AL 
87 civilians to DDSP, New Cumberland, PA 
6 civilians to HQ DDRW, Stockton, CA 

Personnel Eliminated: 
378 civilians and 1 military = 379 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

POM reductions were taken first. Due to workload reductions, it is projected that only 
40% of the indirect and 60-65% of the direct labor will be required to accommodate workload 
moving from a closed or disestablished depot. Manpower was reduced to these percentages and 
positions were then dispersed commensurate with the migrations of the workload. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value Ranking in Category (see charts at enclosure 1): 5 of 17 

Installation Military Value: NIA 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the depots based on the certified data. In most cases, the "best" answer 
received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the points based on the 
relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. Age of buildings (under Mission Suitability) 
was determined based on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the number of square feet 
in each. Building condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined by comparing the 
Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Navy Norfolk Public Works Center to 
the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building, again, normalized by square 
footage. 

SAILS RESULTS: N/A 



DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM STORAGE, WORKLOAD, AND PERSONNEL 
PROJECTIONS: 

Reductions in storage capacity requirements, workload throughput, and personnel are shown 
below: 

FY 92 FY 01 

Storage Capacity Requirement 788M ACF 452M ACF 
Workload Throughput 44M 21M 
Personnel 24,700 11,100 

DDRT SPECIFIC WORKLOAD DATA: 

Percent Support to Maintenance: 
Percent Support to Local Customers (other than Maintenance): 
Storage Capacity (ACF): 
Occupied Storage Capacity (OCF): 
Excess Storage Capacity (ACF): 
Current Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) one 8-hour shift: 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) one 8-hour shift: 
Maximum Thruput Capacity (Issues, Receipts, and Eaches) second 8-hour shift: 

FACILITY DATA: 
Facility Age Evaluation: 34.69 years 
Facility Condition: 

Ranked tied for 1st with DDPW and DDOO of 17 in Collocated Depots. 

MILCON: 

Construct 44 acres of new reinforced concrete heavy vehicle hardstand at DDAA to replace the 
capacity lost a DDRT. Estimated cost is $19M. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 

-821 Direct 
-78 1 Indirect 
- 1602 (-2.7%) 

Cumulative: -4583 Jobs 
-7.7% 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed all environmental conditions present on the installation. No outstanding 
environmental issues are present. The EG concluded that environmental considerations do not 
prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 



COMMUNITY IMPACT: 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander. All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 

The Anniston, AL area stands to receive 539 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 95 
recommendations (349 from DDRT, 190 from DDLP). Analysis of the community data for the 
Anniston area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its population base. 

The Harrisburg, PA area stands to receive 398 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations (87 from DDRT, 22 from Chambersburg (10 DDLP, 12 DSDC [This 
activity is a tenant of the Army at Letterkenny. It is our intent that the Army will relocate the 
DSDC personnel.]), 213 from Memphis (124 DDMT, 89 DDRE Memphis), 76 from DDCO). 
Analysis of the community data for the Harrisburg area indicates that it can absorb this increase to 
its population base. 

Q0 MAP - (See Enclosure 2) 
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Data Element 
II. Mission Suitability 445 POINTS 
A Suitable Facility 
1. Average Age of Facility 
2. Condition of Depot Facility 

& Satellite Storage 
3. Percent of Facilities 

a. Permanent 
b. Semi-Permanent 
c. Temporary 

4. Unique Ops Facilities 
5. Storage Capacity in ACF In 000s 
6. Specialized Storage Facilities In 000s 

a. Hazardous 
b. FreezeIChill 
c. Hardstand 

7. Thru-put Capacity (8-hr. Single ShiftCurrent 
Manning,Workload Mix & Facilitization 

B. Location Suitability 
I. Distance From Depot 

a. Rail 
b. Water 
c. Surface 
d. Air I 

\ SUBTOTAL MISSION SUITABILII 
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Same Mission 

B. Strategic Location Current 8 Future Mission 
I. Percent Workload Supporting 

a. Maintenance Activity 
b. Local Installation 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 
e. Worldwide Customer 

2. Special Transportation - Stock 

C. Operational Readiness 
1. Distance Depot to: 





A. Operating Costs 
1. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Foot 

by Line for Off Base Issues 
Destination TransportationCosts 

2. Buildable Acres 
3. Limitations on Expansion 

a. Environmental 

B. Mobilization Expansion 
1. Surge Capability 

a. Single &hr Shift 
b. Second 8-hr Shifl Authorized 



- 
MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION I 



8 Satellite Storage 
3. Percent of Facilities 

a. Permanent 
b. Semi-permanent 

6. Specialized Storage Facilities In 000s 

b. FreezeIChill 

7. Thru-put Capacity (8-hr. Single Shiftcurrent 
Manning,Workload Mix & Facilitization 

B. Location Suitability 
I. Distance From Depot 



2. RPM Costs Per Square Foot 

6. Transportation Costs 
I. Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 

by Line for Off Base Issues 
2. Actual Second Destination TransportationCosts 

2. Buildable Acres 
3. Limitations on Expansion 

a. Environmental 

8. Mobilization Expansion 
I. Surge Capability 
a. Single 8-hr Shift 
b. Second 8-hr Shift Authorized 



B. Transportation Costs 
I. Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 

by Line for Off Base Issues 
2. Actual Second Destination Transportationcosts 

IV. Expandability 140 POINTS 
A. Facilityllnstallation Expansion 
I. Excess Storage Capacity in Attainable 

2. Buildable Acres 
3. Limitations on Expansion 

a. Environmental 

B. Mobilization Expansion 
I. Surge Capability 

a. Single 8-hr Shift 



A. CurrentlFuture Mission 
I. DoD Essentiality 
2. Qther DoD Activity Performing 

Same Mission 

B. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission 
I. Percent Workload Supporting 

a. Maintenance Activity 
b. Local Installation 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 
e. Worldwide Customer 

2. Special Transportation - Stock 

C. Operational Readiness 
1. Distance Depot to: 

a. Aerial PO€ 
b. Water POE 



A. Suitable Facility 
1. Average Age of Facility 
2. Condition of Depot Facility 

& Satellite Storage 
3. Percent of Facilities 

a. Permanent 
b. Semi-permanent 

4. Unique Ops Facilities 
5. Storage Capacity in ACF In 000s 

b. FreezelChill 

7. Thru-put Capacity (8-hr. Single Shiftcurrent 
Manning,Workload Mix & Facilitization 

6. Location Suitability 
I. Distance From Depot 







DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT COMMAND INTERNATIONAL (DCMCI) 
w 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign the DCMCI (Gentile AFS), Dayton, OH, and merge its mission into DCMC HQ, Fort 
Belvoir, VA. 

COSTSISAVINGS: 
One-Time Costs: !§3.lM 
Steady State: U.1M (FY 99) 
Net Present Value: !§38.7M 
Return on Investment Year: 1999 (1-year) 
Start Year 1996 
End Year 1998 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The DCMCI mission is to provide command and control, including operational and management 
control and oversight for offices located outside the United States. Merging the mission with 
DCMC HQ, gives the opportunity to (a) take advantage of close proximity to the State 
Department and the international support infiastructwe in Washington, DC, and the surrounding 
areas and (b) maximizes use of shared overhead with DCMC. 

WHY WAS DCMCI NOT INTEGRATED INTO ONE OF THE DCMDs 

The DCMCI and DCMC HQ have substantial interaction with the international community and 
the State Department located in the Washington, DC, area. The remaining DCMDs are located in 
Boston, MA, and El Segundo, CA. There are none in this area. Military judgment determined 
that merging the DCMCI with its parent component (DCMC HQ) will provide efficiencies as a 
result of synergy which can be achieved fiom the opportunity to take advantage of the location's 
proximity to the State Department and the international community inErastructure. Merging it 
with either DCMD Northeast or DCMD South would not provide these efficiencies. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Risk in continued support of mission is expected to be minimal. 

PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 

Personnel Transferred: 41 civilians and 1 1 military to Fort Belvoir, VA 
Personnel Eliminated: 28 civilians and 5 military = 33 



PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

'C, 
A baseline staffing was developed on expected future efficiencies, ADP systems enhancements, 
continued reductions in requirement for contract management and a reduction in subordinate 
activities. Efficiencies which could be achieved by maximizing used of shared overhead with 
DCMC HQ were also considered. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value - DCMCI was excluded fiom analysis with its peer group since the number 
of contracts, the dollar value of contracts and number of contractors would not permit an 
equitable comparison (see charts at enclosure 1). 

Installation Military Value: NIA 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

No points awarded since it was not compared to other DCMDs. 

EXCESS CAPACITY: (See enclosure 2.) 

MILCON: NIA 

WORKLOAD DATA: 

DCMAOs assigned - 13 
Number of Contractors - 1,120 
Contracts on hand - 5,000 
Contract dollars obligated - $10.4 billion 
Dollars of unliquidated obligations - $2.7 billion 

FACILITY DATA: 

Facility Age - 0 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 

None to Dayton - DCMCI is a tenant at Gentile Air Station which is scheduled for closure as a 
result of BRAC 93. DCMCI spaces were identified for realignment from Dayton in BRAC 93. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed all environmental conditions present at the installation. No outstanding 
environmental conditions are present. The BRACEG concluded that environmental 
considerations do not prohibit this recommendation fiom being implemented. 



COMMUNITY IMPACT: 
V 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. AU data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander. All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come fiom outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 

The Washington, DC, area stands to receive 52 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations. Analysis of the community data indicates that the area can absorb this 
increase to its population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 3.) 
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3. No.Customers in Customer Outreach 

S3 
k - 



Concentration wlin 150 mls (V.2.b) 
a. Contractors (%) 

3. No. DCMAstDPROs wli 150 miles 
of DCMD HQ (V.2.b) 

4. Acess to Transportation 



2. Total G&A Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
DCMAOdDPROs 

3. DCMD HQ Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
at DCMAOs and DPROs 

4. DCMD HQ Indirect CostslPaid Equivalent 
at DCMAOs & DPROs 





DCMD EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

No. of additional Other Utilization 
Existing people who can be Warehouse Rate Other 

Administrative accommodated in Storage Space Warehouse 
Activity Space (Sa Ft) existing space iSq Ft) Storage Space 

DC'MDW 
DC'MDS 
DC'MDN 
X'MCI 





DIRECTIONS TO DCMCI 

1. TAKE 1-70 EAST TO 1-75 SOUTH 

2. TAKE 1-75 SOUTH TO 35 EAST (XENL4 EXIT) 

3 GO STRAIGHT FOR APPROXIMATELY 3-4 MILES (EXIT TO RIGHT 
[WAYNEIKEO WEE]) 

4. TURN RIGHT COMING OFF OF EXIT AND THEN MAKE A LEFT AT THE 2ND 
LIGHT (WAYNE) 

5. CONTINUE STRAIGHT ON WAYNE (STAY TO THE RIGHT). LANE WILL CURVE 
TO THE RIGHT (WILMMGTON PlKE) 

6. C O N m  STRAIGHT ON WILMPJGTON (YOU WILL CROSS A MAJOR 
INTERSECTION PATTERSON]) 

7. WHEN YOU SEE WKIO TELEVISION STATION ON YOUR LEFr AND A DONUT 
SHOP ON YOUR RIGHT MAKE A RIGHT AT THE LIGHT. 

8. MAKE A LEFT AND PROCEED TO THE CHECKPOINT 

9 AFTER CLEARING THE CHECKPOINT, GO STRAJGHT UNTIL YOU COME TO A 
FOUR WAY STOP (TURN LEFT) 

I0 PROCEED UNTIL YOU COME TO A FLASHING CAUTION LIGHT (YELLOW), THE 
BUILDING TO YOUR RIGHT (BLDG #4) IS DCMCI (LARGE DCMCI SIGN). PLEASE 
PARK IN THE LOT ACROSS FROM THE BUILDING AND ENTER IN DOOR 4-El. THIS 
IS THE. COMMAND SECTION. 

'*IF FOR WHATEVER REASON YOU BECOME LOST -- DON'T PANIC -- ASK 
ANYBODY HOW TO GET TO DESC ON WILh4INGTON PIKE** 

CALL IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS 5 13-296-5987DEBBIE 





DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH (DCMDS) 
w 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish DCMD South and relocate missions to DCMD Northeast and DCMD West. 

COSTSISAVINGS: 
One-time Costs: $3.8M 
Steady State: $6.1M (FY 99) 
Net Present Value: $75.8M 
Return on Investment: Year 1999 (1 Year) 
Start Year: 1996 
End Year: 1998 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

Impact of DoD Force Structure drawdown and budget cuts will result in decline in acquisition 
workload. There is excess capacity in "span of control"--number of offices supervised-- 
nationwide. Based on workload decreases, DCMC has disestablished 15 DCMAOs/DPROs since 
BRAC 93. Expect to go fiom 90 offices in Sep 94 to 64 offices in Sep 01. Therefore, only two 
DCMDs required--one on the West Coast and one on the East Coast. 

WHY OTHER ACTIVITIES IN THE CATEGORY WERE NOT SELECTED: 

DCMD South, rather than DCMD Northeast or DCMD West, because: A West Coast DCMD is 
required due to the high dollar value of contracts and the significant weapon-system workload on 
the West Coast. On the East Coast, there is a higher concentration of workload in the Northeast, 
in terms of span of control, field personnel provided support services, numbers of contractors, and 
value of contract dollars obligated, than in the South. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Considered a moderate but manageable risk to mission management because both DCMD 
Northeast and DCMD West have participated in previous region district downsizing efforts (e.g., 
BRAC 93). They are accustomed to managing transfer of cognizance of subordinate activities. 
Furthermore, implementation will take place over a two-year period, during which time due to 
declining workload, both DCMD Northeast and DCMD West are expected to disestablish a 
number of subordinate activities currently under their cognizance. This will result in a somewhat 
diminished span of control so that transferring additional offices to the remaining DCMDs is 
considered as moderate risk. 

PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 

Personnel Transferred: 
20 civilians and 1 military to DCMDN, Boston, MA 
20 civilians and 2 military to DCMDW, El Segundo, CA 



Personnel Eliminated: 
10 1 civilians and 2 military = 103 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

Developed a baseline s t f i g  based on expected future efficiencies, ADP systems enhancements, 
continued reductions in requirement for contract management and a reduction in subordinate 
activities. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value Ranking in Category (see charts at  enclosure 1): Ranked third out of 
3 (lowest score). 

Installation Military Value: NIA 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the DCMDs based on the certified data. In most cases, the "best" answer 
received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the points based on the 
relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. For Yes/No questions, the desired answer got 
all the points and others none. Age of buildings (under Mission Suitability) was determined based 
on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the number of square feet in each. Building 
condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined by comparing the long-range mainten- 
ance estimates developed by each DCMD to the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a 
new building again, normalized by square footage. 

EXCESS CAPACITY - (See enclosure 2 for all in the category.) 

WORKLOAD (CONUS) DATA: 

TOTAL RDT&E and 
Procurement Dollars 

Number of DCMAOs/DPROs 
Number of Contractors 
Contracts on hand (thou.) 
Contract dollars obligated 
Dollars of unliquidated obligations 

* Number and location of ofices are dependent on geographical location of contractors to 
whom contracts are awarded. 



FACILITY DATA: 

Facility Age: 29 Years 
Facility Condition: Ranked 3 of 3 in DCMDs (Last) 

MILCON: NIA 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 
- Direct (146 DLA, 23 Contractors) 
- 169 Direct Cumulative: +508 jobs 
-106 Indirect +O.O% 
-275 (Less than 0.1%) 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - We reviewed all environmental conditions present at the 
installation. No outstanding environmental conditions are present. The BRACEG concluded that 
environmental considerations do not prohibit this recommendation fiom being implemented. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT - DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each 
DLA community to support additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific 
data in infkastructure, cost of living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA 
activities located in the affected communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the 

3 DLA field activity commander. AII recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming 
all new hires into the area would come fiom outside the area and that these new hires would all 
have dependents who would relocate in the area as well. 

The Boston, MA, area stands to receive 21 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 95 
recommendations. Analysis of the community data indicates that the area can absorb this increase 
to its population base. 

The Los Angeles, Cq area stands to receive 22 additional personnel as a result of DLA's BRAC 
95 recommendations. Analysis of the community data indicates that the area can absorb this 
increase to its population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 3.) 
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MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

I. No. DCMAOslDPROs Reporting Direct 
to DCMDHQ (V.2.a less V.2.d) 

3. No.Customers in Customer Outreach 

. Oblig Dollar (Bill) Value Managed (V.13) 

. $ (Bill) Value Unliq. Oblig. Managed 01.14) 



2. Located in Approx. Center of Work 
Concentration wlin 150 mls (V.2.b) 
a. Contractors (%) 
b. Contracts (94) 
c. $ Obligated (%) 

3. No. DCMAsJDPROs wli 150 miles 
of DCMD HQ (V.2.b) 

4. Acess to Transportation 







DCMD EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

No. of additional Other Utilization 
Existing people who can be Warehouse Rate Other 

Administrative accommodated in Storage Space Warehouse 
Activity Space (Sq Ft) existing space (Sq Ft) Storage Space 

DCMDW 124,906 
DCMDS 127,349 
DCMDN 169,517 
DCMCI 19,390 







DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT WEST (DCMDW) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

This is a redirect of the following BRAC 93 Commission recommendation. "Relocate the 
Defense Contract Management District, El Segundo, CA, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Los Angeles, CA, or space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy and the 
Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach." The current recommendation is expanded to read: Relocate 
the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to Government property in the Los AngelesLong Beach area, 
or (b) to space obtained from exchange of land between the Navy and Port AuthorityICity of 
Long Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building, whichever is the most cost-effective for DoD. 

One-time Costs: $10.3M 
Steady State: $4.2M (00) 
Net Present Value: $5 1.2M 
Return on Investment Year: Immediate (1 999) 
Start Year: 1996 
End Year: 1999 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

The DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. 
The BRAC 93 Commission found it was cost effective for DCMD West to move from leased 
space to DoD owned property. The Navy has been involved in exploratory discussions on behalf 
of DLA. However, the President's Five-Point Revitalization Plan, which affords communities the 
opportunity to obtain installations without substantial compensation, has significantly impacted 
the Navy's ability to consummate a land exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of 
Long Beach. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard, which was another option, has been placed on the 
BRAC 95 list for closure. 

The BRAC 93 recommendation is revisedlexpanded to add the option for purchase of an office 
building. This redirect eliminates the cost of a warehouse and reflects the requirement for 
reduced administrative space. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: 

Moving from El Segundo to Long Beach poses no mission risk. 



PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 

Personnel Transferred: 253 (23 1 from El Segundo to Long Beach122 plus-up from 
DCMD South) 

Personnel Eliminated: NIA 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): NIA 

MILITARY VALUE: 

NIA. This is a redirect of a BRAC 93 recommendation which moved the DCMD West. 

MILCON: 

The MILCON requirement is based on the PURCHASE (not building) of an office building. The 
total MILCON is $5.37M (does not include $1 1 .OM cost avoidance in FY 96). The estimated 
cost to purchase an office building is $4.1M and rehabilitation cost is estimated at $1.26M. w 
WORKLOAD DATA: N/A 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 

This recommendation will not result in a change in employment in the Los AngelesILong Beach, 
CA, primary MSA because all affected jobs will remain in that area. The plus-up of 22 people 
from DCMD South and 14 indirect will affect overall employment by less than on tenth of one 
percent. The cumulative overall impact for the Los AngelesLong Beach, CA, MSA is -0.4%. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

We reviewed air quality conditions in the Los Angeles South Coast Air Basin. The EG 
determined that the air quality considerations do not prohibit the recommendation from being 
implemented. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT: N/A 

MAP - (See enclosure 1 .) 









w DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER (DISC) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish DISC. Distribute the management of Federal Supply Classes (FSCs) within the 
remaining DLA Inventory Control Points (ICPs). Create one ICP for the management of troop 
and general support items at the Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) in Philidelphia, PA. 
Create two ICPs from the management of weapon system related FSCs at the Defene 
Construction Supply Center (DCSC) in Columbus, OH, and the Defense General Supply Center 
(DGSC) in Richmond, VA. 

COSTSISAVINGS: 
One-Time Costs: $16.9M 
Steady State: $18.4M (FY 01) 
20 Year Net Present Value: $236.5M 
Return on Investment Year 1999 (Immediate) 
Start Year 1996 
End Year 1999 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

DLA is hndarnentally changing the way it organizes to manage items in the military supply 
system. As a result, one ICP managing troop and general support items and two ICPs managing 
weapon system items will be created. DISC had the lowest military value of the three hardware 
ICPs. It also is the smallest DLA ICP. Closing DISC and delaying the relocation of DPSC to the 
AS0 compound (directed in BRAC 93) allows the Agency to achieve a substantial cost avoidance 
by back-filling the space already occupied by DISC and avoiding renovation of warehouse space. 

WHY OTHER ICPS WERE NOT SELECTED: 

DPSC is almost entirely a troop support ICP. No other ICP currently manages troop support 
items. The percentage of general support items at other ICPs is relatively small. Singling-up 
troop and general support items under DPSC management is the most logical course of action. 

DCSC and DGSC are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non-DLA 
activities, conforming to the DLA decision rules concerning maximizing the use of shared 
overhead and making optimum use of retained DLA-operated facilities. Both Richmond and 
Columbus have high installation military value, and take advantage of the synergy of a collocated 
Depot. Both have considerable expansion capability. The facilities at DGSC are the best 
maintained of any in DLA, while DCSC has a new building in progress and another planned. 



RISK ASSESSMENT: 

The risk attendent on the recommendation is moderate. Weapon system items are managed in a 
fhndamentally different way than troop and general support items. Both DCSC and DGSC 
already manage weapon system items and are accustomed (as a result of consumable item 
transfers and normal reassignment of FSCs) to assuming new related workload. DPSC has 
always managed items more commercial in nature, and should be able to assume the management 
of additional general support items without difficulty. Futhermore, implementation will take place 
over a four year period, which will allow personnel to be retrained and minimize personnel 
disruption within the Supply Management community. 

PERSONNEL IMPACTS: 

Personnel requirements at the end of FY 99 were determined based on the number of personnel 
supporting the various supply classes. However, the number of billets moved, and to where they 
were moved was predicated on minimizing the disruption to Supply Management personnel. 
Therefore, although the amount of general support workload transferred from DISC will be small, 
the majority of the additional billets which the troop and general support ICP will require were 
transferred from DISC to DPSC. 

Personnel Positions Transferred: 
DISC to DPSC 5 10 civilians and 13 military 
DISC to DGSC 323 civilians and 12 military 

Personnel Positions Eliminated: 
DISC 46 civilians and 4 military 
(Net impact on Philadelphia = -369 civilians and 16 military) 
DCSC 358 civilians and no military 

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBRA): 

The Executive Group determined that the synergy which would be achieved by grouping items 
requiring the same type of management would result in saving 5% of direct labor, and 25% of 
indirect labor. In accordance with the intent of the National Performance Review, the Executive 
Group hrther determined that 50 percent of the general and administrative overhead associated 
with FSCs would be saved by consolidation. (General and administrative overhead associated 
with base operations would be eliminated only if an installation were closed.) Those percentages, 
applied to the equivalents supporting moving workload, determined labor requirements at any 
given site for each scenario considered. 

MILITARY VALUE: 

Military Value ranking in category: DISC was the lowest ranking of the three 
hardware centers. (See charts at enclosure 1 .) 



Installation Military Value: N/A 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the hardware centers based on the certified data. In most cases, the 
"best" answer received the total points available, and the others received a proportion of the 
points based on the relationship of their answer to the "best" answer. Age of buildings (under 
Mission Suitability) was determined based on an average age of all buildings, normalized by the 
number of square feet in each. Building condition (also under Mission Suitability) was determined 
by comparing the Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Norfolk Public Works 
Center to the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building, again, normalized by 
square footage. 

EXCESS CAPACITY: 

ICP Excess Capacity Analysis 

WORKLOAD DATA: 

Exist Admin Space 
Add People in Exist Space 

Buildable Acres 

Weapon System I Weapon System JI Troop & General 
Workload: 

NSNs 1.65M 1.45M 0.45M 
Act. Stocked NSNs 608K 503K 183K 
Prs W/O DOS 243K 218K 297K 
Gross Sales $1.44B $1.2B $4.18B 

FACILITY DATA: 

DCSC 
1,631 K 
3,83 5 

77 

Facility Age: 48 Years 
Facility Condition: 

Ranking 3 of 3 for Hardware ICPs. 

MILCON: 

DFSC 
49 K 

0 
0 

As a result of this recommendation, there will be a Military Construction cost avoidance of $28.6 
million. 

DGSC 
584 K 
1,247 

3 7 

DISC 
282 K 

108 
9 

DPSC 
523 K 

0 
0 



The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission directed the relocation of DPSC to the 

w Aviation Support Office (ASO) complex in Northese Philadelphia, and the closure of DESC and 
relocation of its mission to DCSC in Columbus, OH. Due to Force Structure drawdowns, the 
amount of space which will have to be renovated at the AS0 complex and at the DCSC complex 
to accommodate those BRAC 93 recommendations will be reduced. The disestablishment of 
DISC and the realignment of DCSC and DGSC will result in a cost avoidance of $25.5 million at 
AS0 and $3.1 million at DCSC. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 
-385 Direct 
-8 13 Indirect Cumulative: -3 1,744 Jobs 
- 1 198 (Less than .I%) -1.2% 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

We reviewd all environmental conditions present at this installation. DISC is located in an area 
that is in nonattainment for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and carbon monoxide. DISC must imple- 
ment an employee trip program to comply with state implementations plan actions. The EG 
concluded that environmental considerations do not prohibit this recommendation. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT 

DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data in infrastructure, cost of 
living, and quality of life areas. All data was provided by DLA activities located in the affected 
communities. All data was certified as being accurate by the DLA field activity commander, All 
recommended receiving communities were assessed assuming all new hires into the area would 
come from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 

The Richmond, VA, area stands to receive 359 additional personnel as result of DLA's BRAC 95 
recommendations (335 from DISC, 24 from Memphis). Analysis of the community data for the 
Richmond area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its population base. 

MAP - (See enclosure 2.) 
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6. Mission Diversity 
I. Field Activities Reporting Directly to this Activity 
2. Percentage Paid Equivalents Directly 

Support Field Activities 
3. No. of NSNs Managed 

a. Active NSNs 
b. Inactive NSNs 

4. $ Value lnventory Managed 
a. Active lnventory ($M) 
b. lnactive lnventory ($M) 

5. No. of PRs Awarded 
6. $ Value of Contracts Awarded ($M) 
7. % Business ($ Value) Supporting Non-DoD 
8. % Paid Equivalent Supporting Non-DoD 



A. Facility Suitability 
I. Age of Buildings 
2. Current Condition of Buildings 
3. Infrastructure Suitable for Electronic Commerce 
4. Access to Transportation 



B. Personnel Costs 
I. Total G&A Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
3. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 





DFSC Military Value 

Mission S c o ~ e  
Is the mission essential to DoD? Yes 
Does any other DoD activity perform the same or similar mission? No 
Do any field activities or other entities @ased on support agreements) report directly 
to this activity? Yes 
What percentage of the workforce (paid equivalents) directly support these field 
activities? 0 
How many active NSNs are managed? 53 
How many inactive NSNs are managed? 12 
What is the dollar value of active NSNs managed? $1,973.5M 
What is the dollar value of inactive of NSNs managed? 0 
How many purchase requests were awarded? 1,295 
What is the total dollar value of contracts awarded? $4,700.8M 
What percentage of the total business (dollar value) is represented by non-DoD 
customer support? 3.87 
What percentage of the workforce (paid equivalents) performs support for non-DoD 
customers? 3.87 

Mission Suitability 
What is the age of the building? 0 
What is the current condition ofthe building? Excellent 
Is the facility infktructure suitable to accommodate electronic commerce (e.g., data 
processing and communication)? Yes 
Does the location of the facility provide ready access to major transportation modes 
(air, bus, and train)? Yes 

O~erational Efficiencies 
What are the BOS costs per paid equivalent? $20,324.00 
What are the Real Property Maintenance (P930) Costs per square foot? $12.86 
What are the Communication (P970) Costs per paid equivalent? $7,276.00 
What are the total General and Admhktmtive Costs per paid equivalent? $23,172.00 
What are the total Direct Costs per paid equivalent? $39,765.00 
What are the total Indirect Costs per paid equivalent? $8,113.00 

Emandability 
What are the total buildable acres as deibed in the data call? 0 
Is there other acceptable DoD space available in the metropolitan statistical area? 0 
How many additional personnel can the activity accommodate in the present 
administrative space? 0 
How much excess DLA warehouse space could be allocated at this instaUation? 0 
Does the activity have the capability to assume additional workloadftaskings (e.g., 
surge capabilities to support wartime or contingency operations)? Yes 
How much additional related mission responsiilities to support customers can be 
provided without additional personnel andlor hfmstmcture? 0 



DPSC Military Value 

Mission S c o ~ e  Medical 
Is the mission essential to DoD? Yes 
Does any other DoD activity perform the same or similar mission? No 
Do any field activities or other entities (based on support agreements) 
report directly to this activity? Yes 
What percentage of the workforce (paid equivalents) directly support 
these field activities? 4 . 0 0  
How many active NSNs are managed? 13,436 
How many inactive NSNs are managed? 62,903 
What is the dollar value of active NSNs managed? $274.7M 
What is the dollar value of inactive of NSNs managed? $11.8M 
How many purchase requests were awarded? 2 16,467 
What is the total dollar value of contracts awarded? $492.5M 
What percentage of the total business (dollar value) is represented by non- 
DoD customer support? 2 
What percentage of the workforce (paid equivalents) performs support for 
non-DoD customers? 2.1 

Mission Suitabilitv 
What is the age of the building? 
What is the current condition of the building? 
Is the facility infhsmcture suitable to accommodate electronic commerce 
(e.g., data processing and communication)? 
Does the location of the facility provide ready access to major 
transportation modes (air, bus, and train)? 

Owrational Efficiencies 
What are the BOS costs per paid equivalent? 
What are the Real Property Maintenance (P930) Costs per square foot? 
What are the Communication (P970) Costs per paid equivalent? 

What are the total General and Administrative Costs per paid equivalent? 
What are the total Direct Costs per paid equivalent? 
What are the total Indirect Costs per paid equivalent? 

Emandabilitv 
What are the total buildable acres as defined in the data call? 
Is there other acceptable DoD space available in the metropolitan 
statistical area? 
How many additional personnel can the activity accommodate in the 
present administrative space? 
How much excess DLA warehouse space could be allocated at this 
installation? 
Does the activity have the capability to assume additional 
workload/taskings (e.g., surge capabilities to support wartime or 
contingency operations)? 
How much additional related mission responsiiilities to support 
customers can be provided without additional personnel andlor 
infmtructure? 20.3 

Clothing & 
Textiles 

Yes 
No 

Yes 

4 . 0 0  
23,605 
3,722 

$1092.OM 
$269.2M 

22,680 
$613.2M 

1.7 

4.4 

50.17 Years 
Excellent 

Yes 

Yes 

$15,865.00 
$6.55 

$10,201.00 

$30,398.00 
$26,575.00 
$8,380.00 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Yes 

57.5 

Subsistence 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

5.3 
66,758 

0 
$455.7M 
$65.6M 

3,607,415 
$1,780.0M 

2.7 

2.7 

3 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER (DISC) 
Philadelphia, PA 

7 April 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 
Mr. David Epstein, Navy Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

w BG Roy E. Beauchamp, USA 
Commander 

Mr. Nick Ranalli, Deputy Commander 
Ms. Judy Hawryliak, Director, 

Commodity Business Units 
Congressman Robert A. Borski 
Mayor Edward G. Rendell, 

City of Philadelphia 
Ms. Terry Gillen, Director of Commerce 

City of Philadelphia 
Mr. Mark Vieth, Staff Member 

Congressman Borski 
Ms. Karen Peck, Staff Member 

Congressman Borski 
Ms. Deborah Peacock, Staff Member 

Senator Santorurn 
Mr. Glen Thomas, Staff Member 

Governor Ridge 
Major Robert A. Ratner, USAF 

Executive Officer-DISC 
Mr. Edward Hintz, Counsel 

DISC 

Mr. Matthew Duffy, Chief 
Human Resources-DISC 

Col. Steve Sheldon, USAF 
Director, Acquisition Planning-DISC 

Col. Joseph Mower, USAF 
Director, Products Services-DISC 

Col. Richard Fousek, USA 
Director, Customer Services-DISC 

Mr. Lou Julg, Resource Management-DISC 
Mr. Vern Rose, DISC VP, AFGE Local 

1698 
Mr. Nick Yevitz, Office of Public Affairs- 

DISC 
Mr. William Crane, Office of Quality Mgmt. 

DISC 
Ms. Joan Tobin, Director, Small Business- 

DISC 
Ms. Carol Smeltz, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit @)-DISC 
Mr. Chris Cosfol, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (U)-DISC 
Mr. Elliot Chant, Chief, Commodity 

Business Unit (M)-DISC 
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ATTENDEES. cont'd, 

'w LTC Robert Burke, USA, Chief, Mr. Irve Kenig, Chief, Commodity Business 
Commodity Business Unit (Y)-DISC Unit (J)-DISC 

Mr. John Cuorato, Chief, Commodity 
Business Unit (W)-DISC 

INSTALLATION'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center purchases and manages a vast number and variety of 
industrial supplies for the Military Services, DLA, other federal agencies, international 
organizations, and foreign governments. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish Defense Industrial Supply Center 

Distribute the management of Federal Supply Classes within the remaining DLA inventory 
control points (ICP). Create one ICP for the management of troop and general support items at 
the Defense Personnel Support Center in Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICP's for the 
management of weapon system related Federal Supply Classes at the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC) in Columbus, OH and the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) in 
Richmond, VA. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Consolidating management of items by the method of management will improve oversight, 
streamline the supply management process, increase internal efficiency, and reduce overhead. 

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon system items as troop and general support 
items. A single troop and general support ICP is adequate, while two weapon system ICPs are 
necessary. 

DISC has the lowest military value of the three hardware ICP's. 
DCSC and DGSC are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non- 

DLA operated facilities. Both have expansion capability. 
DGSC facilities are the best maintained. DCSC has several new buildings completed or in 

progress. 
DISC is a tenant on a Navy compound. 
Disestablishing DISC allows DLA to achieve a substantial cost avoidance by back-filling the 

space already occupied by DISC and substantially reducing the amount of conversion required to 
existing warehouse space. 
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MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Industrial Supply Center. This 
briefing covered the Center's mission, capabilities, performance indicators, installation 
infrastructure, and personnel. The briefing was followed by a presentation by the Federal 
Manager's Association. Lastly, a windshield tour of the base's facilities was conducted. This 
presentation highlighted the military value of DISC and the flaws (as viewed by the Association) 
in the Defense Logistic Agency's analysis of the Center. The tour made a stop at a building to 
highlight the recent conversion of a building from warehouse space to office space. The 
automated systems which were developed by DISC employees (and contribute to their increased 
efficiencies) were also highlighted during the tour. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Mission 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center provides the services with industrial hardware such as, 
bearings, cable, fasteners, gaskets, springs, and metal through accurate inventory management, 
best value acquisition, technical and quality control support. All of these items are critical to the 
readiness of the soldier during war as well as peace time. These items cannot be obtained from a 
local hardware store, because they must conform to specific engineering specifications. Failure 
of these items in a plane or helicopter can cause a crash or disable the aircraft from taking off. 

Weapon system items represent 64% of DISC's business. 

DISC has been the inventorylitem manager of these items for over 40 years. It takes many years 
of experience to manage these items because one needs to know the market, the industry, the 
customer, and the product (technical engineering specifications). With this knowledge the item 
manager can ensure marketplace leverage, and product quality, conformance, and integrity. 
DISC employees have many years of experience managing these weapon critical items and focus 
on the needs of the customer. For example, there are 173,567 different national stock numbers 
to be managed under screws, bolts, and studs. 

DISC provides technical support to the services. It coordinates with services on engineering 
issues and maintains 1.5 million technical drawings/specifications. 

The item managers also determine at which Defense Distribution Depot an item will be stocked. 
Seventy-two percent of DISC's items require stock positioning within this distribution system. 
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Performance Indicators 

$712 million in industrial items were sold to the services in 1994. Even though DoD is 
downsizing, this figure is expected to increase to $850 million in 1995. 
4.8 million customer orders were filled in 1994. 
1.1 million national stock numbers are managed. 
353,000 technical data requisitions were received in 1994. 
DISC manages 32% of DLA managed national stock numbers. 
DISC received 38% of all DLA customer orders in 1994. 
Product Conformance is 98.9%. 
Legal Recovery: $42.1 million. 
134,000 contracts awarded in FY 1994, worth $406 million. 
350,000 requests for quotes were issued in FY 1994, with 1,000,000 responses. 
Average procurement value is about $3,027. 
$203.5 million awarded to small business in FY 1994. 
DISC business is high volume, low value. 

Personnel 

Currently, DISC has 18 18 civilian employees and 27 military. They are scheduled to take a 
4% reduction in force in each of the next four years, as are all of the other Inventory 
Control Points. This will bring their workforce down to 1,413 by the year 200 1. DISC has 
taken a 27% reduction in their workforce from 1986 - 1994. A lot of the reduction has been 
made possible through the business process improvements (see below) developed by DISC 
employees. DISC recognized early on that they would have to become more efficient and 
take staff reductions. 
The average age of their employees is 43.1 years. The workforce is 55% female, 27% 
minority. 

Business Process Improvements 

DISC employees have developed innovative technology (through hard work) that has 
revolutionized the acquisition process. 

--Standard Work Station Data Base 
--LAN Connectivity 
--Automated Small Purchases (Cost Avoided: $1 30,000 monthly) 
--Electronic Bulletin Board 
--Defense Printing Service Remoting Printing 

Commodity Business Units were developed at DISC. This allows all personnel involved 
with the buying of an item to be on one team. This concept is being implemented at all 

V 
inventory control points. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

w 
Military readiness will be impacted by the massive movements of items between inventory 
control points--2.4 million items. DLA recognized in BRAC 1993 that a mass movement of 
items would be too risky. Why is it not still too risky in 1995? If this recommendation is 
approved and in concert with the already approved BRAC 1993 decision, 62% of DLA's 
items will be transferring among the ICP's at about the same time. 
It is documented fact that when management of inventory migrates there is a degradation of 
service. 
Loss of experienced item managers. 
DISC'S primary business is weapon system items--64%, 706,176 different national stock 
items. This represents 40% of DLA's weapon system business. Defense General Supply 
Center's business is only 48.6% weapon system items, which represents only 328,186 
different national stock numbers. This represents only 17.6% of DLA's weapon system 
business. The community questions the decision to disestablish a proven weapon system 
inventory control point to create another one. 
DISC manages more items than DGSC--1 ,116,172 vs. 675,799. In that regard, DISC 
employees are more efficient at managing those items. DISC manages 803 items per 
employee, while DGSC only manages 636 items per employee. Given that fact alone, if 
DISC managed items are moved to DGSC, DLA would need an additional 277 employees at 
DGSC. 
COBRA costs are understated. Cost to move items was not included. This could as much as 
$66 million. The Defense Personnel Support Center 's move to the Aviation Supply Office 
(ASO) Compound would be delayed two years under the BRAC 1995 proposal. The cost to 
continue operating this center at its present location instead of consolidating it at the 
Compound was not included in the COBRA. This cost could be about $50 million. 
DLA's analysis of people to be eliminated by this move is flawed. DLA does not have a 
sound basis for their personnel elimination. 
MILCON cost avoidance ig COBRA is too high, since Navy estimates as much as $38.6 
million will still have to spent on renovations at the Compound. This is because DPSC's 
personnel requirements will be going up to 2600. In addition , 600 tenants will be moved to 
the Compound from the DPSC facility. The BRAC 1993 estimate t accommodate both 
DISC, DPSC and the tenants on the compound was $45.9 million. 
DLA's analysis underestimated the available capacity at the AS0 Compound. Only the 
space DISC currently occupies was considered. The Compound has much expansion 
capability. 
DLA's recommendation ignored the synergy's developed between AS0 and DISC. The 
Navy recognized these synergy's and in BRAC 1995 stated that this as one of the reasons 
they did not want to move AS0 out of Philadelphia. These synergy's are not only in 
administrative functions, but in contract management savings. AS0 and DISC manage 
similar items and take advantage of buying off the same contract for an item. This allows 
them to pull their buying needs and buy a larger quantity at a lower cost. 
The Community believes that the risk to the customer was not considered. 
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The Community recommends that the ICP's be realigned to two weapon system ICP's-- 

w Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, OH and Defense Industrial Supply Center, 
Philadelphia, PA; one troop support ICP--Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, 
PA, and one general support center--Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, VA. This 
would align all of the items with their center of excellence and save about 500 positions. 
This plan would eliminate about 100 more positions than DLA's. This plan also eliminates 
the risk to the services as there would be no major movement of items. In addition, DISC 
and DPSC would be consolidated under one command, as so directed under BRAC 1993. 
The reason the personnel elimination's would be greater is because each ICP would be 
retaining items that they are most proficient at managing and adding additional items that 
they are proficient at handling. 
Personnel issues--job loss. Employees at DISC have no guarantees that they will be offered 
jobs at DPSC. Since DISC is being disestablished, the employees have no job rights. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Explore community contentions. 

Marilyn WasleskiIInteragency Issues Team/04/26/95 3:38 PM 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Summary Sheet 

Defense Industrial Supplv Center !DISC) 
Philadelphia, PA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center purchases and manages a vast number and variety of 
industrial supplies for the Military Services, DLA, other federal agencies, international 
organizations, and foreign govenments. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish Defense Industrial Supply Center 

Distribute the management of Federal Supply Classes within the remaining DLA inventory 
control points (ICP). Create one ICP for the management of troop and general support items at 
the Defense Personnel Support Center in Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICP's for the 
management of weapon system related Federal Supply Classes at the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC) in Columbus, OH and the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) in 
Richmond, VA. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Consolidating management of items by the method of management required will improve 
oversight, streamline the supply management process, increase internal efficiency, and reduce 
overhead. 

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon system items as troop and general support 
items. A single troop and general support ICP is adequate. Two weapon system ICPs are 
necessary. 

DISC has the lowest military value of the three hardware ICPs. 
DCSC and DGSC are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non- 

DLA activities, which maximizes the use of shared overhead and makes optimum use of retained 
DLA-operated facilities. Both have expansion capability. 

DGSC facilities are the best maintained. DCSC has several new buildings completed or in 
progress. 

DISC is a tenant on a Navy compound. 
Disestablishing DISC allows DLA to achieve a substantial cost avoidance by back-filling the 

space already occupied by DISC and substantially reducing the amount of conversion required to 
existing warehouse space. 

DRAFT 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-time Cost: $ 16.9 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 59.3 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 18.4 million 
Break-even Year: 1999 (immediate) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $236.5 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ACTION (EXCLUDES CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline 

Reductions 4 * 404* - 
Realignments 12** =** - - "--- 
Total 16 727 

*The 404 position reduction includes 35dcivilian positions being eliminated from the Defense - 
Construction Supply Center, Columbus, and 46 civilian and 4 military positions being eliminated - 
from the Defense Industrial Supply Center, ~ x l a d e l ~ h i a .  

**The 323 civilian positions and 12 military realignments are from the Defense Industrial Supply 
Center. 

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

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Recomrnendatioq M. ' a* Ci . ian Militan Ci . . Ci lllt v1l ~ l l l an  111 v1 1 

Close NATSF 4 223 0 0 (4) (223) 
Close NAESU 10 80 0 0 (10) (80) 
Disestablish DISC 16 369 0 0 (16) (369) 
TOTAL 3 0 672 0 0 (30) (672) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental considerations present at the receiving installations do not prohibit this 
recommendation from being implemented. The movement of personnel is minimal and the 
environmental impacts are negligible. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Arlen Specter 
Rick Santorum 

Representative: Robert A. Borski 
Governor: Tom Ridge 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1,198 jobs (385 direct and 8 13 indirect) 
Philadelphia, PA-NJ MSA Job Base: 2,604,793 jobs 
Percentage: 0.1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1994-2001): 1.2 percent decrease 

w 
MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 
Response time for surge requirements. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 

Job loss 
Loss of experienced workfbrce 
Military Value 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Validation of costs associated with recommended action. 

Marilyn Wasleskillnteragency Issues Team/03/29/95 12:OO PM 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Base Summary Sheet 

Defense Industr a1 W l v  Center (DISC) 
Philadelphia, PA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center purchases and manages a vast number and variety of 
industrial supplies for the Military Services, DLA, other federal agencies, international 
organizations, and foreign govenments. 

RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish Defense Industrial Supply Center 

Distribute the management of Federal Supply Classes within the remaining DLA inventory 
control points (ICP). Create one ICP for the management of troop and general support items at 
the Defense Personnel Support Center in Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICP's for the 
management of weapon system related Federal Supply Classes at the Defense Construction 
Supply Center in Columbus (DCSC) in OH and the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) in 
Richmond, VA. 

JUSTIFICATION 

Consolidating management of items by the method of management required will improve 
oversight, streamline the supply management process, increase internal efficiency, and reduce 
overhead. 

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon system items as troop and general support 
items. A single troop and general support ICP is adequate. Two weapon system ICPs are 
necessary. 

DISC has the lowest military value of the three hardware ICPs. 
DCSC and DGSC are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non- 

DLA activities, which maximizes the use of shared overhead and makes optimum use of retained 
DLA-operated facilities. Both have expansion capability. 

DGSC facilities are the best maintained. DCSC has several new buildings completed or in 
progress. 

DISC is a tenant on a Navy compound. 
Disestablishing DISC allows DLA to achieve a substantial cost avoidmce by back-filling the 

space already occupied by DISC and substantially reducing the amount of conversion required to 
existing warehouse space. 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

.Ilr Validation of costs associated with recommended action. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS 

One-time Cost: $ 16.9 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 59.3 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 18.4 million 
Break-even Year: year (x years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $236.5 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

Mllltarv Civilian Students 

Baseline 

Reductions 4 404 - 
Realignments 12 323 - 
Total I 6 "-r? .- 

'. / 

-4 ; 3  

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental considerations present at the receiving installations do not prohibit this 
recommendation from being implemented. The movement of personnel is minimal and the 
environmental impacts are negligible. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Arlen Specter 
Rick Santorum 

Representative: Robert A. Borski 
Governor: Tom Ridge 

DRAFT 
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v 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 
Response time for surge requirements. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 
/ '  3 -+ 

Potential Employment Loss: 1,198 jobs (385 direct and 8 13 indirect) 
Philadelphia, PA-NJ MSA Job Base: 2,604,793 jobs1 
Percentage: 0.1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 1.2 percent decrease 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSnSSUES 

Job loss. 

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency Issues Teaml03/11/95 1 1 :29 AM 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO 
29 June 1995 

SUBJECT: DLA Director's Pledge 

TO: The Employees of the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC) 

Military force structure reductions and budget cuts have drastically 
reduced our inventory control point workload. To keep pace with these 
reductions and maximize our ICP efficiency, a concept of operations has 
been developed that separates the management of weapon systems items 
and commercial items, and reduces DLA weapon systems inventory 
control points from three to two. 

Philadelphia was selected as our commercial center because it has 
outstanding expertise in executing commercial practices and support. 
We pledge that the general supply national stock numbers that migrate 
to Philadelphia will be assigned to DlSC and that the DISC workforce will 
be offered jobs managing these items. When we transition those general 
support items to the Troop and General Support ICP, we pledge that the 
DlSC workforce will be given first opportunity to fill the resulting 
positions, expected to be approximately 1,100 in number. 

Personally and professionally, we are committed to taking care of our 
valuable ICP workforce. For the good of our Agency, for the good of our 
mission, we pledge to make every effort to retain your dedicated, proven 
service. 

Major General, USA 
Principal Deputy Director 

Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
Director 



REMARKS Or- M. STRAW AT D l S C  ON 29 JUNE 1995 

I HAVE COPE TO PHILADELPHIA TODAY ON THE RECOMMENDATION O F  MAYOR 
RENDELL TO LOOK YOU IN THE EYES AND ADDRESS THE m R Y  IMPORTANT 
CONCERNS OF THIS GREAT WORKPORCE, IN LIGHT OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
BY THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNHENT COMMISSION LAST FRIDAY. I 
HAVE SPENT MOST OF TODAY TAKING ON SOME EXCELLENT QUESTIONS FROM 
MEMBERS OF THE DISC WORKFORCE. I THTNR I RAW3 SATISFIED MOST Ok' 
THEIR CONCERNS. FOR THE QUESTIONS THAT I HAW2 NOT ANSWERED, I 
PROMISE TO GET ANSWERS BACK QUICKLY. 

I KNOW MANY OF YOU WILL BE SKEPTICAL OF WHAT I RAVE TO SAY 
BECAUSE, AS YOU KNOW, THE CONCEPT TO CREATE A TROOP AND GENERAL 
SUPPORT CENTER HERE IN PHILADELPHIA WAS APPROVED BY ME AND 
RESULTED I N  THE DEFENSE I N D U S T R I A L  SUPPLY C E N T E R  BEING RECOMMENDED 
FOR DISESTABLISHMENT. 

I COULD DANCE AROUND T H I S  P O I N T ,  BUT I KNOW THAT PIILLADELPHXANS 
LIKE STRAIGHT TALK (I EVIVX SPENT S E W N  YEARS OF MY CAREER IN 
PHILADELPHIA AND CONSlDER PHILADELPHIA MY SECOND HOME. MY WIFE IS 
FROM PHILADELPHIA AND SOm O F  MY O L D E S T  FRIENDS LIVE HERE TODAY.). 
1 KNOW PHILADELPHIA, AND IT 16 FOR TRIS REASON THAT I AGREED WITH 
YOUR MAYOR TO COME HERE TODAY TO DEAL WITB T H I S  SUBtJECT UP FRONT 
M D ,  HOPEFULLY, PUT I T  BEHIND US AND M O W  ON. 

MY DECISION TO APPROVE THE CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS AN11 THE 
MANAGEMENT OF COMMERCIAL ITEMS IN PHILADELPHIA WAS '?HE END RESULT 
OF A PROCESS 'THAT STARTED WITB THE COLLECTION OF CERTIFIED DATA 
PROVIDED BY OUR FIELD COMMANDERS, THIS DATA WAS ANALYZED BY A 

(U3TEAn OF LOGISTICS PROFESSIONALS, WHO PRESENTED ME WITH A COMPEL- 
LING CASE FOR OUR CURRENT BRAC RECOMMENDATION -- A CASE THAT 'THE 
DoD INSPECTOR GENERAL, THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, A BIG-SIX 
ACCOUNTING FIRM, AND THE BliAC COMMISSION ALL AGREED WITH. 

ADDITIONALLY, OUR BRAC RECOMMENDATION I S  ONE TRAT RESPONDS TO THE 
VERY DIFFICULT TASK THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION WAS CHARGED TO 
ACCOMPLISH -- THE COST-EFFECTIVE REDUCTION OF BASE INFRASTRUCTURE, 
COMMENSURATE WITH A RAPIDLY SHRINKING FORCE STRUCTURE. A FORCE 
STRUCTURE THAT BY THE Y E m  2000 WILL SEE TROOP STRENGTH DOWN BY 3 5  
PERCENT; SHIPS, AIRCRAFT AND TANKS DOWN BY 33 PERCENT; AND 
INVENTORIES DOWN BY OVER SO PERCENT. 

THE BRAC PROCESS I S  MOST ONEROUB, AND 1 DOUBT A MORE DIFFICULT 
PROCESS COULD BE D E S I G N E D .  CONGRESSMAN BORSKXI ON MONDAY, CALLED 
I T  INHUMANE. FOR C E R T A I N ,  THE BRAC PROCESS IS NOT ABOUT THE 
QUALITY OF PEOPLE, IT'S NOT ABOUT THE QUALITY O F  PAST PERFORMANCE, 
I T ' S  NOT ABOUT LOYALTY, I T ' S  NOT ABOUT TRUST OR APPRECIATION AND 
PERSONAL COMMITMENT -- I T ' S  ABOUT CLOSING BASES, REDtJCING INFRA- 
STRUCTURE AND L O m R I N G  OVERHEAD. IT PITS SERVICE AGAINST S E R V I C E ,  
HEADQUARTERS A G A I N S T  FIELD, PIELD A C T I V I T Y  AGAINST FIELD ACTTVTTY, 
STATE AGAINST S T A T E ,  CITY AGAINST CITY, AND EVEN NEIGHBORHOOD 
A G A I N S T  NEIGHBORHOOD. 



THERE ARE NO WINNERS IN THE OUTCOME. I WAS NOT CELEBRATING FRIDAY 
NIGHT, WHEN THE COMMISSION ACCEPTED THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
PROPOSAL REGARDING THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY. RATHER, I WAS 

-CONCERNED -- CONCERNED ABOUT THE THOUSAHDS OF WORKERS AND TIIEIIi  
FAMILIES IN DLA CITIES SUCH AS MEMPHIS, OGDEN, LETTERKENNY, 
SACRAMENTO, SAN ANTONIO, DAYTON, ATLANTA, W D  PHILADELPHIA. 1 
WAS, AND REMAIN, CONCERNED ABOUT OUR WORKERS, YOUR FUTUFUZS, AND 
YOUR NATURAL REACTION TO CONCLUDE THAT SOMEHOW YOU HAVE FALLEN 
SHORT, AND THAT YOU HAW? BEEN BETRAYED. 

1 UNDERSTAND THESE FEELINGS, THESE CONCERNS, AND THE PAIN. I 
ESPECIALLY UNDERSTAND IT IN CITIES, WHERE THERE ARE NO OPTIONS TO 
OUTRIGHT CLOSURE AND JOB LOSS. AND, I UNDERSTAND IT IN CITIES, 
WHERE THE OPTIONS ARE CLOUDED BY MLBUNDERSTANDING, SKEPTICISM, AND 
RUMOR. THAT IS WHY, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, I'M HERE TODAY -- TO 
CLEAR UP MISUNDERSTANDING AND TO GIVE YOU A PERSONAL FACE-TO-FACE 
COMMITMENT THAT I PRAY WILL ELIMINATE YOUR SKEPTICISM AND GIVE YOU 
THE CONFIDENCE TO MOVE FORWARD WITH TRB SAME ABOVE AND BEYOND 
PROFESSIONALISM THAT HAS BEEN YOUR TRADEMARK. 

IF THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS APPROVE THE COMMISSION'S 
RECOMMENDATIONS, THE IMPACT OF THE CHANGE IN ITEM MIX, HE& AT 
DISC, WILL BE AT THE WORST TRE ELIMINATION OF 385 JOBS. NOT 
1500 JOBS -- 385 JOBS AT THE VERY WORST. 
BUT, I SINCERELY BELIEVE, AS A LONG-TIME STUDENT OF INVENTORY 
CONTROL POINTS, AND BASED ON TODAY-'8 EXPERIENCE IN THE MOVE OF OUR 
ICP FROM DAYTON TO COLUMBUS, OHIO, THAT YOU MAY ACTUALLY BE HIRING 
IN FY 99 RATHER THAN RIFFING IN FY 99, AS A RESULT OF SOME LIKELY 

Qll0 
OCCURRENCES. LET ME LIST THEM FOR YOU: 

- THERE ARE OVER 800 EMPLOYEE6 IN THE DISC/DPSC WORKFORCE, THAT 
ARE ELIGIBLE FOR RETIREHEST BUYOUT INCENTIVES. 

- THERE WILL BE SOUTH PHILADELPHIA EMPLOYEES, WHO WILL NOT MOVE 
NORTH WHEN DPSC COMES TO THIS COMPOUND, 

- THERE ARE SOME OF YOU, WHO-WILL DECIDE TO MOVE WITH YOUR 
ITEMS TO RICHMOND AND COLURBUS. 

- THERE ALSO MAY BE AN INCREASE IN COMMERCIAL ITEMS MANAGED 
HERE, WHICH WILL REDUCE THE PROJECTED JOB LOSS BELOW 385. 
I SAY THIS FOR TWO REASONS: 

- NEW ACQUISITION REFORM LEGISLATION IS DRIVING A SHIFT FROM 
MILITARY SPECS TO COMMERCIAL SPECS, AND 1 BELIEVE THIS 
WILL INCREASE THE NUMBER OF COMMERCIAL ITEMS OVER THE NEXT 
FOUR TO FIVE YEARS. 

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

I L L  . - ~ - ~ - t : ~ : ~ ,  - 1 . 1 : ~ l  1 .I 1.1 1 ' l : ~ : , ,  ~..~I;I.I.II-IJ 1.1-15 

L 

- AND, SECOND, ACTIONS BEING CONSIDERED BY CONGRESS 
REGARDING ITEMS CURRENTLY W A G E D  BY OTHER AGENCIES HAVE 
THE POTENTIAL TO INCREABE THE COMMERCIAL COUNT HERE. 

Enclosure ( 1 ) 



A G A I N ,  MY BOTTOM LINE HERE I S  THAT, WHEN THE SMOKE CLEARS AND 
NATURAL A T T R I T I O N  OCCURS, 1 EXPECT THAT NO ONE AT DISC TODAY WILL 
BE OUT O F  A J O B  BECAUSE O F  T H I S  BRAC PROPOSAL. THAT'S  MORE THAN I 
CAN SAY TO THE THOUSANDS O F  DLA WORKERS I N  THE OTHER C I T I E S  I 
MENTIONED. 

I N  ADDITION T O  T H I S  OPTIMISM ON MY PART, I HAVE COMMITTED T O  YOU,  
THROUGH LETTERS TO CONGRESSMAN E 0 R 8 R T I  MAYOR RENDELL, AND GENERAL 
BEAUCHAMP, THAT AS WE MOVE THE WEAPON ITEMS OUT O F  D I S C  OVER THE 
NEXT FOUR T O  F I V E  YEARS, WE WILL SIMULTANEOUSLY MOVE COMMERCIAL 
I T E M S  I N T O  D I S C .  THE D I S C  WORKFORCE WILL TAKE OVER MANAGEMENT O F  
THESE GENERAL COMMERCIAL I T E M S ;  AND, WHEN THE FLAG POLE O F  THE NEW 
TROOP AND GENERAL I C P  GOES UP,  THERE WILL BE A MASS TRANSFER O F  
D I S C  EMPLOYEES TO THE NEW COMMAND, ALONG WITH THE GENERAL 
COMMERCIAL ITEMS THEY ARE MANAGING. 

MAYOR RENDELL ASKED ME TO COME HERE TODAY TO MAKE THE SAME 
COPllMITMENT TO YOU I N  PERSON. TODAY, GENERAL RAY M c C o y I  DLA'S 
NEW DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND A LEADER WHO I EXPECT TO BE W I T H  DLA 
FOR SEVERAL YERS TO COME, AND I WILL BOTH SIGN THIS PLEDGE O F  
COMMITMENT TO THE D I S C  WORKFORCE. THIS COMMITMENT W I L L  ASSURE 
YOU, THAT DLA WILL NOT ABANDON YOU. I T  WILL, ALSO, ASSURE YOU, 
THAT WE ARE COMMITTED TO YOUR WELFARE AND YOUR F A M I L Y ' S  WELFARE; 
AND I T  WILL ASSURE YOU, THAT WE APPRECIATE YOUR MANY, MANY YEARS 
O F  UNPARALLELED SERVICE TO YOUR COUNTRY AND YOUR COMMITMENT TO 
L O G I S T I C S  EXCELLENCE. 

I WILL NOW READ AND THEN SIGN DLA'S COMMITMENT TO T H I S  GREAT 
WORKFORCE. REFER TO ATTACHMENT. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COURAGE AND YOUR NEVER SWERVING COMMITMENT TO 
YOUR COUNTRY. 

I T ' S  BEEN MY PLEASURE TO BE W I T H  YOU TODAY. GOD BLESS AMERICA. 

E n c l o s u r e  ( 1 )  



ROBERT A. BORSUI 
$J0157RUT. P€NH:.VLVAUIA 

C O M M ~ ~ I ~ L S  

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  
AND INFRASTRUCTL~RE 

Rurvtr,r, &MIX ~ A T - S U W @ M U I ~ ~ E E  C)fd 

Wrrem REaOURCEj run ENVIRONMEN~ 

STEERING COMMITTEE - 
REI31r.lNAI. WWIP 

March 16, 1995 

Major General Lawrence P. Farrell, Jr., USAF 
Principal Deputy Direccor 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron Station &a% thia ~rrnbsr  
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100 when W C ~ Q = &  

Dear General Farrell : 

I am writing to request additional material relating to your 
base closure recommendation for the Defense Logistics Agency's 
(DLA)  Inventory Control Points (ICPs). 

I greatly appreciate the supporting materials your staff has 
provided to me to date relating to the ICP recommendation. 
However, in order to execute a thorough review of your 
recommendation, I need all materials you have relating to the 
following minutes of the DLA BRAC meetings: 

\ 

11) An explanation of General Babbit s concerns on the ICP 
Concepts of Operation from DLA BRACEG meeting, April 12, 

2 )  All supporting data from the meetings of July 6-8, 1994, 
specifically on the significant concerns that were raised 
regarding organization of the Hardware ICPs under a 
management style grouping. 

3 )  Details of discussions on workload consolidation by type 
of management from the January 23, 1995 meeting. 

In addition, I need any additional supporting material you 
have relating to your analysis of reorganizing ICPs along the 
lines of "like styles of items managed." 

Finally, I would greatly appreciate receiving the COBRA 
analysis for the ICP recommendation on computer diskette. 

Because time is of the essence in the BRAC process, I would 
greatly appreciate receiving the above as soon as possible, 
preferably within the next few days. 

I have enclosed copies of the meeting minutes referenced 
above. Please contact my Legislative Director, Mr. Mark Vieth, 
at ( 2 0 2 )  225-8251 if you have any questions regarding this 
request. 



March 16, 1995 

rl) Page 2 

Thank you in advance for your attention to these important 
matters. 

R ~f+hZ/* ERT A .  BOR I 
Member of Congress 

RAB/mdv 
Enclosures 

J c c  : Honorable Alan Dixan , Chairman 
D e f e n s e  Base C l o s u r e  and Realignment C o m m i s s i o n  



OEFENSQ: LOGISTICS AGENCY 
WCADQUARYLRS 

CAMERON 'STATION 
ALIIxANORIA. VIRGINIA 21304-61 00 

CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEKTWO 

SUBJECP: Susmwy of B w  rsd Chrms 0 lkmutiw Oroup @RAW) 
M a d u g  - 6 July I994 

I. PURPOSE: To mvidt the ImramaJ Cudmi P d a  ( I 0  clad DhfhAoa CarPrpl d- prim to 
p ~ t b c C o ~ t o t b c D i r P a o t .  ArlrldBRAW3rnHbaIs~mbmel. Brkbgcbutsmat 
a a o h 2 .  ~ I C P a n d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 r a d 4 , ~ .  

BrueF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

1. tPrarb.Mtr#iidoorl)ybemMdgpod#)DLAICPI~~tbkdrdmqwpiags. 
AsPtStJogi tarubuadcmEhr~pl~~sl l~ (LG. ,~rpaci f lcr t ionw.aonnnord. l  
itan), or MOU~ (i.a., M-), cw wqm qstwm might mrk, mom rrw. The tndStiarrl ardsr 
fbcl-oatbcsupplror. vaawrzdwapancryrOamm~m#ptQtba~, Sthtcfunolguarad 
mawpx=Iprocffsbaratrntorrrsl lyM 'IbeacaruIl)vraPlpraddhdwaqptoorobprirrolpb, 
M~~bDdCQDfOLpdityBlltiDY(~JblVtbe*ofm~pribciplctobe 
~ 0 f b u t D g d o o l r i a a r .  muhl.I-Oth09001pIPhilQlQPhYnarldbu- 
~ m r d s t h c m a t b ~ m n r i . l ~ d t b . B R A C u r l ~ p r o o u .  * 



08 AUG I994 
CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 ; I .  

SUBJECT: Summary of Baw lbdpmmt and cloauro (BRAC) Exbtutivc Oroup @RACEO) 
M w  - 6 Ju& 1994 

1 

III, DECISIONS REACHED: It w u  rglwd that tbms mmapta wam lrrdy fbr pmahtioa to tbe 
Dimutor OQ 7 Jd 94. 

N. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 



DEFENSC L001STIC9 AGENCY 
WIAOQUARTCRS 

CAMaaON STATION 

*.( *c*L? 

nere. To CAAJ (BRAC) 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETIN0 

SUBJECT: Summary of Bsao RaalfOacracat ad Ckrura (BRAC) 95 Exccrttive 
(BRACEO) M- - 12 4fl94 

I. PURPOSE: To provide tbt BRACE0 bta(rro of BRAC 93 acdoas. A list of BRACE0 amndocs is af 
crrclosure 1. 

II. BRlEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

E l m n i c  C o m m e - m c  Dam (WEDr). DoD ttudard sytcau in dovclopmdnt w d  
improve tfficirncies rod will bc M d r l  bur Wr mradrbory dbr futwo imp-u. Supply man*gcmant 
strmnllafna ad ixaitistivw for knpirwsrneat will &do cauidor pmgmm~ 

E. Chang~tothaDlrtribdoa~~f~sktheinttial~~~captbtiefhgw 1 8 k 9 4 ,  
included tho p o h  below: 

1. C ~ C o r u o l l ~ o a P o i n t s r a d A l f m d ~ ~ ~ l l f t i e a u t ~ d  
ficmn that make our two Primary DisCFibudoa Skw rnar~ unrqurty viluable. 

2.  A EY 93 study ahawtd that pfma apcridns at 57% offhait racaipt rPd hue productton 
capacity (rdhcr rban 57% of tbair ad). 

3. C b j \ l a t i f S c a t t a a f b r h d l M a r ~  

C. The cammMd sad caobol carocpt of q#ntiaa &r DistribJdm i s  not yet oomplsted. 

D. T h e D C M C c o n c q r t o f ~ o l l b r l ~ b ~ a r J 0 m r r o 4 .  ~ h s ~ c o w a p t o f ~ o u i s r t  
enetasure 3. Kcy points ciuamd during the DCMC oaawpt ofopctrda bripfiag wart: 

1 . * m n c e d t d ~ d y ~ t b ~ ~ ~ u c d S p r o t ~  
. . 'oa (NASA) M 

a key olamcnt of thc'DCMC mjssia~ was nviawsd 'Ibs &d tht NASA workload mnkbi 
up a larger share of DCMC workload tbsn dl a d w  nm-lbD 4- put w, T h s d m ,  
specifically mcnticaing NASA ra a key cPsOomar b .pprop*. 



2 5 APR 1494 :j 
C M J  (BKAC) PAGE 2 J 

SUBJECT: Surnmnry of Bare Raafignmant ad C l a m  (BRAC) 95 Exccutivc Group 
(BRACEO) MaGting - 12 April 94 

2. DCMC pa-1 r c d u d f ~ d o c t i m .  mIorioa ohgw uxi w ~ o a d  hpacts (oblfgakd wuo 
of contraas, contraas on hand, aod d u l h c d  ortbn) wwc mviewed. While the ddhr d u o  of CQ~~TLC~S 
rose slightly in 1993, tho mbor of wntnatz aa hpd dbdi#d Wori;lod war d b c h q  slower than 
r c d u c t i o n s h ~ l .  U n l i q u i d u s d & ~ ~ j n Q l r ) Y I b y 8 l o w ~ I Q 6 4 0 ~ t ~ .  

3. DCMC brscastP thaf grant woddad wil l  BifktP ba..mninilttr mon overhaul and 
mpair coaarcts are alto Qxpactcd. 

5. Provim commw support (0.0,. ro~luroo ate.) is  a &or part of tbs 
misalon oPDCMC distnob rtrd tbs D i d W m  @. T b m h q  mgobg d i s d  about the 
p a r ~ h R c S ; c w a l A ~ S u p p 0 r t ~ n # d ~ b s ~ h 0 a n j u ~ . 4 d 0 a W i t b  
&ions of the mhioa/M]w addd of D k h  rad R&m- Tbo podbility that operadon of 
Mrmnintstivo Support hxtm dght k m ~ d  oastty than thb aurran DCMb and Distribution w o n  
ln-g-was-, a 

E. Kuy p o d  of d d o u  chvfns the COBRA b* (mdamm 6) .mnt: 

1. COBRA is nac m aptknimt, 

2. COBRAbcval4psoart~brpdda~bycrrrtuau;i.a.,co~tbp~~tbc 
present loc&m(s), c a t  of o p d m  dY. imr bcda@). d ad of the mom 0um the pftl4nt lo#tion 
to the nuw locatian(s). For BRAC 95 we will taput cmts that cannot be &a=md&d in dia 
modal. 

4. W L t b i n a s ~ o . C O B R A u s c r r w g 8 0 r r p n d p r d ~ ~ c a l ~ ~ d ~ ~ -  
Wherosctual~arr,mtavaflible,ambtboddoOy i b r ~ t b t ~ ~ ( ~ ) d f ~ b C d O v c ~ o p O d  
and documcntad. 

5.  COBRA outputr c~asht of rwvrring ad mu-he oosCs arid M*. 

A &~~DMvidoq~hrbnpoomimlDUb~~tbcJolrrtChlcPIofSlaqinm~o~ 
with the DSC Prnd Dishibudoa visioa sta- nnd mrlct c h p  u nccoruty-MMD/ MMS. 



2 6 APR 1994 
CAA3 (BRAC) PAGE 3 
SUBJECT: Summary of Bma Rcali- d Clasum (BMC) 95 Executive Group 

(BRACEO) Me&q - 12 Aprll.94 

B. Identify DCMC m a n a g e  aEtdnrrtiv~s to inoludc p a  and coas fir each altanutivc. Thsat 
should bc developad before the armctpt.ofcpcdm u prc+mtcd to the Dirwotor-AQ. 

(I 
C. program manager support should ba hi@i#W fn tbt nritbrr DCMC c ~ c c p t  of o p o d o n - ~ ~ .  

D. Do~ctrril DASCs AMnbmtiw Suppart Csrrtsr ccmcapt with the Rbgioo/l)CMD support -t 
aad fnftiPb hrthar discwsicm bstwscrp DD, CA, md CAH-CA. 

E. Provids W d  ctmmaab om- t b  DCMC umcqt of oparaddns to AQ-BRACEO. 

F. Ravisw Servica mutbodologirs fn ahathg ntaohrd fbr such fkct.org ad number of poople 
ra!ocabg ad ruhctim-in-fom oeets-CAAJ (BUC), 

0. 'Ihe coqo&oa of cort fktm input the COBRA d (wbm it io not appxwpriata for tbc 
moQltagoacrlrtc~~)rtbWMbsrsvfawadwfthth+BRAC~Cbrirman.krf~fnput- 
CAAJ(BRAC). c 

- 
Tsrra Chird 
DLA BRAC v 

CEP, F @Me 



DEFENSE LOGISTIC# AGhNCY 
HtA6QUARTgR8, 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANORIA. VtROINIA 92304-6100 

9 AUG lQ!4 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

I. PURPOSE: To gain the I [ l b r ' r  approval of the D&uw Supply Cmrr Conoept of 
Opaationa ptavioudy accepted by tbr BRAC h c u u h  Oroup. A Itt of w d r m  in   lo we^ 
1. Briefing Charts ara at enclosure 2, Tho redmi nunthre C o v  of OpQlradona is aacloaute 
¶ 

II. BACKGROUND: DLA id not d h d y  Ibsar$fid k th DoD Porn S t r u m  Fkn 4 

Tbmfbrq Coacepts of Opedonr ibt w h  of* m@ burtrau dm- am W to trrrrrlrto 
bmmn thc DoD Fom Strumno Pkn md Dm's opemiom. Eacb Buai#sr A m  Concept of 
Op+ndoua L the basis of Mflttuy VJua adyds. 

A W~do-- dlsausiorr of tho -t which ahodd BUM the Agaaq'a 
to -0 

7 July, Tho m 

B. It wsr a p e d  that whotww o r p i i n g  prisdpk the Agoaoy doptal should, &st of a& 
make saw to the cunomcr. Fmm the customer's pmpdve, structmhg maaid m*rr.~emurct 
around the intended we (i.e., w a p n  'lryrtrarr support and trooplguaapl mpport) of  tho ftam 
would maka more intuitive vnic than metwing around tb. pmcoua, by wNch the vvi0u.a 
item were nmnqcrl. Commodity Budam Udta rcrt the bula building blacks of the orgatti- 
zan'on, m-g tho Agency's tbOur on w w n  sy#tam mppn wfJIa poddonfnO t)rar A g a q  
to adapt rapidly to c h a w  woridodd md w. 
IV. CONCLUSION: Tho Dktctor ooootudod that the Defhc Supply Cmta Concept of 
Operations, sr revisad, made t n m i a g m  oanss and was likely to ha- the afacicocy of 

CLOSE HOW) 

- 



CLX)SE HOW) Q AUG IS14 
CW(BRAC) PAGE 2 
SUBJECT; Summvy ofMoatbg with the Mtwtor - 7 sad 8 Juiy 1994 

opemiom regardless of the outcome of the BRAC udyris prom=. The Conoapt is alao broad (I 
anough to allow fiture/fbUow-on doeddm buod on w b t  We8 muid business smcrse. 
Thdote, the Come@ of Opemioar was rgprared u rovfsed. 

T& Chid 
D U  BRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEAOQUARTLRS 

CAMCRON STATION 

ALEXISNORIA, VIRGINIA 21106-OIW 

CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETrnG, 

SUBJECT: Summary of Matting with the Director - 23 January 1995 

3 FEB 1995 
(I 

I. PURPOSE: To present the outcomo of the Executive Group's analysis of Inventory 
Control Point (ICP) and Depot scenarios, in preparation to react to preliminary Service 
decisions, expected on 25 January 1995. (Army and Air Force decisions on maintenance 
sites will drive the scope of Dcpot decisions, and Navy action on the Aviation Supply 
Ofice (ASO) could constrai'n ICP decisions.) DLA decisions are due 48 hours after the 
M~litary Service decisions. A list of attendcas is et enclosure 1. Brieting charts are at 
enclosure 2. 

J I .  BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. Service decisions to close more rndntenancc sites than we had jnitially thought 
could constrain DLA decisions regarding Stand-Alone Depots because of capaciry 
shortfails. Closing both Defense Depot Ogdcn and Defense Depot Memphis still make 
scnse from a military judgment perspectjvc. Howe~er, we may have to consider keeping 
some cnpacity at a sitc where the maintenance operation is closing, but the base. or some 
ponion of the base, will remai; open. 

B. There is  an element of in my of the ICP cpfio~s.  However. worklogd . . 
co-n bv tho different tme of m-ent needed by weapon system items and 
t r - a n d ~ n e r a l  supDon item increases evnetgy mi( a l l ~ w s  bctter management contr~I. 

1 .  l d a l a  trooe c.lctod ~eneral suppon 
i t ~ t l ~ s  than it docs to mananc w- D D  e 
i ~ .. fsamrof,ebut, 15-n 

n t h e ,  the mars gn ICP "cams"). Singling-up 
maflanem~nt of tro M o r t  jtems would shamcn mana~emcnt focus an the 
p r o H o w e v e r ,  at DDAFtngt Sjerura! SURD~Y Canter (DGSC) and Defeaxe 
C- (DCSC) needs-tq be verifi*. 

2.  If Navy closes the ASO, the cost for DLA to operate the base has to be figured 
into Options 2a and 2b. That makes Option I the highest pay back option. 



(r' CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 3 FE8 1995 

/ SUBJECT: Summary of bqeering with the Dlrector - 23 January 1995 

3. Options I and I1 are the highest risk optioni becauso of turmoil and single point 
of failure. 

4. The Executive Group recommandr either Option I or IlIa because Richmond is 
a much betrar facility, and there Is w s y n o r g l !  in having a collocated ICP and Depot, 
However, the Executive Croup did not raach a consensus on which Option they preferred 
because of the erception of greater risk inherent In Option I. However, Option I is more + consistent with the Supp y Management Concept of Operations. If the Agency does not 
taka advantage of the opportunity to single up now, it will not be able to do 80 later. 

5 ,  Thc advantage of moving management of Industrial Plant Equipment (PE) 
items a ~ a i n  is questionable, even though the Federal Supply Class is more similar to 
general support items than to weapon system items. Consider thc impact of keeping P E  
at DGSC in Option 1118. 

111. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Analyze a version of Option IlIa keeplns IPE at DGSC--CAAT(BRAC). 

B. Verify the split between equivalents supponing weapon system items and troop and 
aeneral support items at DCSC and DGSC--MMS. " 

2 Encl 

... 

. M, V. McMAh'AMA 
Toun Chief 
DLA BRAC 

,S s a,L 
GARY S, THUREIER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

$$-.Q3kziy& 
LAWRENCE P. FARRELL. JR. 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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I THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSLRE . O D  REALIGh3IENT COhLTIISSIOIV 

EXECLTIVE CORRESPO~EXCE TIWCKIXG SYSTEM (ECTS) # 95-0 3 1 6- 3 

ORGANIZATION: 

J I 
DIRrnORMAnON SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUZRED 

I I 
Prepare Reply lor Chakaun's S i i  Prepare Rcpty far Caambioner's S i i  

Prepare Reply for Staff StaflDirs S i  Prepare Direct Response I 
i 

ACTION: Offer Comments War Sqgedotn I /I FYI 1 





Align ICPs by "Troop and General" and "Weapon System" Support 

Troop Support Items: Service member's personal protection, physical comfort, 
and/or well being 

General Support Items: 
Base, fixed installation o r  support operations; o r  
Market  ready commodities 

Weapon System Support Items: Used in weapon system applications and: 
Specifically designed for use in such applications; andlor 

c Not readily available in the commercial sector 

Basic Implementation Premises 
FSCs will not be split 

Face to industry ... cycle time / 1cve1-age 
c Prevalent management mode rules 

Items may be realigned between FSCs 



v 

,.+.*/ ----\ *x; 

DCSC DGSC 
' 1,069K NSNs - 

1141 Pers 

'--.- 143 Pers (Other Missions) -------.--.-" -_C,,C* an-- "pr 

DCSC DGSC DISC DPSC T&G 
Before After Before After 

NSNs 1.69M 1.65M .64M 1.45M 
Active .63M .60M .22M .49M 
Inactive 1.06M 1.05M .42M .96M 

Sales $1.588 $1.448 $1.128 $1.28 
Contracts 260K 243K 149K 218K 

Percentages 
NSNs 48% 47% 18% 41 % 
Sales 23% 21% 16% 18% 
Contracts 34% 32% 20% 29% 

- .  - 

Before Before After 
1.12M . l M  .46M 
.41 M .02M 1 8 M  
.71 M .98M .28M 

$0.71 B $3.42B $4.188 
132K 217K 297K 







DISC T& DISC T&C 

DlSC to 
DCSC I 

D I S ~  T& c DISC TLF~ c 

Test Move 
DESC to 

DISC TBC 

DESC to ...................... 
>>>>>>> >>>>>>>>> 

DPSC Trst 

Transfer Precepts 
CIT Phase I1 takes precedence 
Transfers to DISC T&G will be to a dedicated group 

FY96 Transfers will be to gain experience in establisliing support arrangements for new "market ready" 
groupings of items 
Losing activity retains day-to-day responsibility until support in place 

DCSC T&G transfers will be completed first 
Subsequent transfers phased to balance personnel requireme~lts 

Savings not taken until end FY99 



ICP Workload Transfer Over Next 4 Years is a Massive 
Effort 

Over 70% of item m a n a ~ m e n t  responsibility changing bctwcen B M C  93 
Lcl- - --- - 

and BRAC 95 

Readiness and Price Commitments Must be Maintained 

Must be Carefully Coordinated with Other Significant 
Initiatives 

CIT Phase I1 
Reduced LRT 
Improved Performance 
Shift in Business Practices 



D L A  BRAC O F F I C E  P.  02 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERG 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA P Z J ~ - ~ I O O  a 

@ I m  li4S 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

During the last several weeks the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has been receiving 
indications that some on the Commission are concerned about the potential impact on 
readiness of the large scale reassignment of management responsibility for itame of supply 
inherent in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to discatablish the Dafmsc 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC). These concerns were laid out in a package praparcd by 
the DISC chapter of the Federal Manager's Association (FMA), which your etaff pro- 
videded us on I June 1995. Specifically, the FMA contends that the rate at which items 

QV 
must be transferred in order t o  meet the "proposed" schedule imposes unnoCaraary and 
substantial risk; and that this transfer of item management responsibility cannot be done 
without significantly degrading readiness. The FMA also contends that DLA overlooked 
appropriate "lessons learned" fiom Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 93 and the 
reorganization of the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC) in makin8 our recorn- 
mendation. In addition, the FMA questioned the economic viability of the rbcommenda- 
tion because they feel that the costs of effecting the item transfers have beem ~ignificantly 
urlderestimated. 

The followin8 paragraphs will briefly address the FMA's principal concerns and their 
mdertyiw assumptions. Howcuer, b-e proceeding, it is worth stressing - that - -  DLA - . --- . _ _ _ 
holds n o  mission5objective hi~her-than supporting the readiness-of the-armed force . -- --- 

Neither the A~ency nor the Department would propose any action we felt had the poten- 
tial to impair or compromise military readiness. DLA is confident that consolidating items 
by the type of management required can be accomplished without adversely nffacting 
redimas.- -- -- - - --- 

-- - - -- - - -- 

With regard to the rate of  transfer, the FMA contends that the timeframe proposcd for 
moving the approximately 1 . 1  million items managed by DISC to the Dsfonsc General 
Supply Center (DGSC) is unrealistic. By their calculations, this will require relocating 
approximately 4 1,000 items per month, which, predicated on historical data (most notably 
the Consumabje Item Transfer (CIT) Program Phases I and 11), the FMA araarts is about 

V four times what i s  achievable. Uaing the same precedents, they suggest that a minimum of 
an 8 to 10 year period is required. 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

The FMA concern appears to be founded on .a misinterpretation of preliminary analysis 
and planning documents, and incomplete information. In particular, the 41,000 per month 
transfer figure presumes the bulk of the BRAC 95 reassignments will take place in only 
2 years, 1998 and 1999. Apparently, this was assumed to be the "propoetd time frame" 
because it is what is reflected in a "notional" transfer schedule distributed by this 
Headquarters at a BRAC 95 implementation planning meeting in early May 1995, md 
because DLA made a corporate decision that the CIT Phase I1 item transfors planned for 
1996 and 1997 will take precedence over the BRAC 95 transfers. Neither the "notional" 
schedule nor the CIT decision were intended, or should be construed, as establishing a 
definitive time line. Giving CIT Phase I1 precedence does not mean that we will not also 
avail ourselves of the opportunity to start BRAC 95 item movements as soon as possible, 
nor does reflecting a notional end date of 1999 in preliminary planning documentation 
indicate that we will not use the hll6-year transfer period allowed by law ifthe need 
arises. 

It also needs to be understood that there is a considerable difference between reassigning 
active and inactive items. Of the I .  1. million items managed by DISC, over 600,000 are DLSL 
inactive and, consequently, involve minimal effort and negligible risk to relocate. Pre- L~W~SNQ$ r-f/gr 
dicated on 400.000 active items, there is adequate time to complete the recommended HAUL P f P P f i t  , 
action even at the very conservative 10,000 item8 a month figure proposed by the FMA as 7ook /;B-& 
a realistic tranafer rate. However, we are confident that we can proceed faster without 
having to accept any undue risks. As relayed in our 25 April 1995 letter to the 
commission, we have a wealth of experience in conducting large scalc item trarufers, 
having just completed the successhl asairnilation of over 750,000 CIT Phaad I items fiom 
the Services, and will be applying the lessons learned from that evolution to the BRAC 
transfers. Just as importantly, we are taking advantage of irnprovcmente in information 
technology and the adoption of new business practices to si~nificantly reduce the risks c / 7 &  - / I O k -  

- - i i d ~ i t k - c E s n d u c t i n g  rnassiveB&eem transfers, The following subparagraphs speak / i'LC4-5- 
- ----- - - -  - 

-briefl?;fl?;tb-ea~li of these pointrrr - - -- - --4-- 

- -- - -  - ---- - 

- - - - - -  - - - - -  

a. In analyzing what could have worked better in the CIT Phase I program, we 
discovered that most of the problems we encountered were directly related either to 
receiving item that were not properly prepared for transfer (insufficient technical informa- 
tion or other data, dcflcient assat position, etc.), or to AutomatSGData-Prace&rq~)-- - 
system incompatibilities between the transferring Service and DLA. Ae the BRAC 95 
recommendation involves an internal reassignment action, the ADP system incompati- 
bility problem clearly does not apply. We are taking care of the preparation problem for 
both CIT Phase 11 and our BRAC 95 recommendation by establishin8 an organization to 
serve as an impartial "hub" to determine the fltness of an item to bc transferred. We have 
also budgeted substantial sums to provide the labor and support nectmry for the 



- - .  - -  

DLA BRAC OFFICE 
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transferring Inventory Control Point (ICP) to ensure that items are properly prepared. 
Simply put, an active item will not be reassigned unless it  is supported with adequate 

3vQr I J 
T/s(  f6G- technical documentation, appropriate contracts, and a full "pipeline." This ahould &, 62a c- minimize the universe of items requiring immediate action by the receiving ICP and thus 

the potential for disrupting Service support. 

b. With respect to technological improvements, most of our business, both internal and 
external to the ICP, is now done electronically. In the past, transferring items required 
sorting, packaging. and movin~ huge amounts of hard to use paper records (item manager 
folders, contract correspondence, drawings, specifications etc.) needed to fill out the basic 
management information available in computer files. In contrast, for this transfer much of 
the critical ancillary data will be passed electronically using digitized images that arc 
indexed and cross referenced to greatly sirnplifjl their employment by tha receiving ICP. 
Furthermore. if the need should arise, the capability exists for us to quickly create 
"virtual" organizations to access expertise wherever it may reside. This is being mado 
even easier by the relocation of all our ICP data processing to the Columbus, OH, 
Megacenter this summer. 

w c. As with the use of a "hub" and improved technology, our shift in business processes 
significantly abates the risks asaociated with reassigning items. More specifically, we arc 
placing much more reliance on direct commercial support and on establishing long term 
contractual relations with our suppliers. We already have a broad spectrum of coverage in 
both areas and expect them to expand rapidly over the next several years. The affect is to 
substantially decrease the likelihood that transferred items will require near tam procuro- 
ments or other immediate corrective actions. This in turn gives the receiving ICP more 
time to familiarize itself with the new items, and the ability to concentrate it8 attention on 
what will be a much smaller universe of itarns requiring near term actions. 

- .. - - As mnq+okheconcerns aboutAhcratt of transfer are unfounded, so is the attempt to 
-- 

extrapolate the problems encomtercd during the Defense Construction Supply- C-r - . .  
- 

- - 
(DCSC) reorganization along weapon system lines to our BRAC 95 recommendation. 
While it i s  true that DCSC's Supply Material Availability (SMA) rate declined &or its 
reorganization, that did not translated into degraded readiness. If one looks at Mission 

€apabi l i t~C&ratcs  for thdndi~dual weapon systems one will find that they did not 
suffer any precipitous decrease due to DCSC managed materiel. This ia due to-buth the- - - 

ability of the ICP to differentiate between critical and non-critical items (and consequently 
focus its efforts on the important items), and DoD's multi-echelon supply system which 
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s ~ / ~ L -  
5 

makes allowance for momentary internrptions in the wholesale level of support. It is also 
@[ /aw 

c 1; C- 
noteworthy that DCSC's SMA rate is rising rapidly and will soon be back to whero it was 8 )lor3 
before the reorganization approximately 18 months ago. ,4$~fk : @pJ. 

,F h5-I 

The preceding is not intended to imply that the DCSC reorganization did not encounter 
some problems. However, the problems were largely internal management issues, and the 
Agency learned valuable lessons fiom those failures which, we believe, will assist us in 
assuring the movement of item management does not impact support to the Military 
Services. 

In  the same vein, DLA does not believe, as asserted by the FMA, that the BRAC 95 
recommendation to transfer item management responsibilities is inconsistent with our 
decision in BRAC 93 not to propose mer~ing DISC with DCSC in Columbus, OH. The 
concern in BRAC 93 was that the workforce would not transfer with the workload. The 
BRAC 95 recommendation was constructed to take maximum advantage of our trained 
workforce where it currently resides. Trained individuals would manage differant items, 
but their experience would be retained, 

The FMA also expressed concern that the cost to transfer items was not considered. 
Discreet item transfer costs were not included in the Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) model runs. Such costs had not been separately recognized by DoD in the past. 
DLA also did not know the magnitude of the coats, given all the improvements anticipated 
in the transfer process. However. even using a worst case estimate. the General 
Accounting Ofncc (OAO) concluded that the difference in Net Present Value would not 
be sufficient to change the recommendation. For your information, transfer costs have 
been included in the BRAC budget currently being developed, and the revised COBRA 
run provided to you. 

- - = + e  FMA akappears  to imply that a simple merger of DISC and DPSC, without 
tranrf~i-fingifdm managcmcnt responsibilities, would have less impactonreadiness .- -- than - - - 

the Secretary's recommendation, On the contrary, the span of control and msnagemcnt -- 

problems inherent in overseeing two large and diverae management aysterns with littlc 
commonality in customers or vendors are far more likely to advereely sRbct readiness. 

- F J o r 4 d s u c h a  merger allow DLA to take full advantage of the increasing emphasis on 
separating commercial type practkes and materiel from weapon s y s t e r n r o k t ~ i r s - -  - - 

ments. As pointed out in the 24 May 1995 Report of the Commission on Roles and 
Missions of the Armed Forces, only by taking full advantage of commercial practices and 
putting greater relianw on tho commercial sector, whcre feasible, can the DoD austain 
readiness of forces and weapon systems in today's hnding climate. 
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We do not mean to imply that there is no risk involved with our proposal, or that we can 
guarantee there will be no impact. It is readily admitted that transfemng so many items 
will be a complex afiir and require the utmost incarefbl planning to ensure it is com- 
pleted without disrupting support. However, we firmly believe: we have the requisite 
expertise and skill to successfilly conclude this ICP consolidation; that the risk8 are well 
within acceptable bounds given the reduced threat environment; and that our assessment 
of what is prudent is in keeping with the Secretary of Dcfense'a prioritica. 

In closing, it is important to remember that with scquisition reform, new business 
practices, and the drop off in business attendant to the force structure reductione we 
simply no longer require three weapon system oriented JCPs. It would be regrettable to 
forego the savings available from our recommendation, and the direct contribution theac 
savings could make to readiness, because of concerns about our ability to manage a 
process where we have repeatedly demonstrated our proficiency. We are certain we 
should proceed. 

Sincerely, 

by&bi* 
G ORGE . BABBITT 
Major ~ e n u ,  USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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Activities Impacted by BR p 95 Recommendations 

Activity 

Memphis Closes 

DDMT 

244.3 1 23.8 

DDREMT 

Direct 

-1300 

TBD 

124 

24 

97 

89 

-378 

190 

10 

-169 

21 

22 

Total out of DDMT area 

0.0 

0.0 

POM 

Elims 

355 

% 

-0.6 

TBD 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

-1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

- 

Start # 

-130 

148 

Impact on 

Indirect 

-2049 

TBD 

68 

38 

42 

115 

-370 

177 

6 

-106 

13 

14 

Def Contract Mgmt Cmd - 
International (DCMCI) 

Civ 

1530 

89 

Eliminations Area 

Total 

-3349 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

June 5,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thomas A Glennon 
Career Entry Group 
Office of Staffing Policy and Operations 
Office of Personnel Management 
1900 E Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 2041 5-0001 

Dear Mr. Glemon: 

I am writing for an opinion as to whether Office of Personnel Management regulations 
would classii the below as a transfer of knction, providing permanent 
employees the o move with their work, or as a transfer of workload that 
would not 

4# The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission was established in 1990 by 
Congress to ensure a fair, non-partisan and timely process of closing and realigning rnilitsry 
installations within the United States. The Commission is now engaged in the third and final 
round of closures and realignments authorized by law. The Commission is reviewing and 
analyzing a list of installations recommended by the Secretary of Defense for realignment and 
closure presented to the Commission on March 1, 1995. The Commission may make changes to 
this list and will present its final recommendations to the President no later than July 1, 1995. 

One of the recommendations presented by the Secretary of Defense involves a 
reorganization of work within the Defense Logistics Agency @LA). In order to assist the 
Commission in our analysis, we would like an OPM opinion on the following scenario and 
whether it should be classified as a transfer of firnction or a transfer of workload: 

DLA has five Inventory Control Points (ICPs), four of which manage a mix of weapon 
system, troop support and general support items. DLA's new concept of operations includes 
consolidating these activities by creating two ICPs which solely handle weapon systems and one 
ICP which solely handles troop and general support items. The recommendation designates the 
Defense General Supply Center in Richmond, Viiginia and the Defense Construction Supply 
Center in Columbus, Ohio, each of which already perform some weapon system support, as the 
two sites for the weapon systems ICPs and recommends that Defense Personnel Support Center 
in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania expands its operation and become the sole troop and general support 
ICP. 



In order to accomplish the consolidation, DLA recommends moving general and support 
item work, which is done by approximately 292 people, from Columbus to DPSC in 
Philadelphia. DLA also recommends moving troop and general support work, which is done by 
approximately 695, people from Richmond to DPSC. DLA then recommends that the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC) in Philadelphia be disestablished and that the general and 
support work done by approximately 141 people at DISC move to DPSC and the weapons 
support work done by approximately 1 141 people at DISC move to Richmond, Virginia. Once 
all this movement has taken place, DPSC will have work for approximately 2600 people. At that 
time, DPSC will have approximately 1500 permanent employees and so will have the 
opportunity to fill approximately 1 100 positions. DLA has classified these movements as 
workload transfers and have not provided employees with any rights to move with their job. 

Since the Commission is working toward a deadline of July 1, 1995, a timely response 
would be greatly appreciated. Please contact me if you need any additional information. 

G b e t h  King 
Counsel 
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ADVANTAGES OF DISCmPSC MERGER* 

I I B  
Greater NPV Savings ($3.4M) 
$140M less One-Time Costs 
No Military Readiness Risk! 
Maintain DISC Expertise/ASO Synergy 

w Achieve DLA Concept of Operations 
(at reasonable rate) 

w Fewer Jobs Lost to Philadelphia 

ecommendatinn: Adopt DISCIDPSC Scenario 

" ~ a s e d  on DLA COBRA run of 6/12/95 Requested by BRAC 
Commission 
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BG Robert M'. Pointer, Jr. USA (Ret) 
75 Robinwood Drive 

Clifton Park, N't' 12065 
518 371-2412 

June 2,1995 

MG Josue Robles USA (Ret) 
Commissioner 
BRAC 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Robles, 

I am writing to express my thoughts, concerns and recommendations relating to the 
proposed disestablishment of the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) in- 
Philadelphia. Although I did not serve in DLA, I have significant experience in the Army 
logistics and acquisition structures.. 

I commanded support battalions in Vietnam and in CONUS, and a support group. I was 
Program Manager of two major programs in the Tank Automotive, and Armament 
communities. I also served as Commander of Watervliet Arsenal, a GOGO 
manufacturing plant for all of our large caliber guns. I also served as Deputy 
Commander of the Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) and as 
the first Commander of the Armament Research Development and Engineering 
Command (ARDEC). All of these activities provided me with a hands on understanding 
of the complexity of providing weapon systems for our troops in the field, and supporting 
those systems in peace and war. As you know, it is not easy. It takes teamwork. 

I also served on the Kalergis Group in the Office of the Chief of Staff Army in the early 
1970s responsible for the reorganization of the Army, and I was responsible for 
DCSLOG and DCSRDA in the reorganization of the Army Staff, and for the first base 
closure and realignment plan for the Army. This base of experience has given me a good 
understanding of challenges and difficulties in maintaining an effective logistics support 
base and the impact of turbulence to that base through restructuring. 

I have found that the most important element in providing effective logistics support is 
not facilities & equipment. Most crucial are the trained people acting as a team, with the 
systems and processes to do the job. 

Over a year ago. the Commander of DISC asked me to visit to see how they are working 
to accomplish their expanding mission. He and his staff briefed me on their innovative 
approaches and the new processes they have put in place to assure efficient mission 
accomplishment and customer satisfaction. I was impressed and still am. As DISC 
assumes increasing responsibility for the supply of spares to support the Services, the 
support team within DISC, a close working relationship with the cognizant engineers in 
the services is critical to success. Not unexpected, there have been rough edges in 
transferring missions from the services to DLA. However through innovative 
approaches, DISC has continued to establish a working team relationship with the 



services to assure that the spares acquired by DISC meet the stringent requirements of 
weapon systems. 

I understand that DISC leads DLA in performance. This is not by accident. It is the 
result of team work, organizational effectiveness, and development of effective systems 
and processes. 

Breaking up this mission and transfening it to the other ICPs is a risky proposition and is 
bound to undo much of the progress made by DISC and the Services. My experience 
tells me that projected savings are either not realized or are offset by the turbulence 
inherent in such a move. This looks to be the case here. The trained and experienced 
team developed over the years to accomplish the specialized mission of providing 
weapon systems spares will be lost. This loss is bound to affect the readiness of our 
forces. 

I hope that this information will be useful as you and your fellow Commissioners make 
this significant decision. If I can help in any way, please do not hesitate to call. 
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CLOSE HOLD 

hlE-MORAhQUM OF. hfEETmG 

SUBJECT: Summay of Base Rezli~lment and Closure (BIt4C) Executive Group 
PRACEG) hgeeting - 29 December 1991 (h,ior;li;,g S~,ss!on) 

- 

I .  PURPOSE: To pro~ide  the BRACEG zdjustments to the Inventory Control Point 
(ICP) >lilirzr), Vzlue (enclosure 2) 2nd ICP Cost of Bzse Realignment Action (COBTt4) 
runs (enclosure 3) .  A list of zttendees is ai enclosure I .  

11. BRlEF S U 3 , I l M Y  OF DISCUSSION: 

A. The B M C  Tevn Chief indicated that community infomation \rzs now in the 
BZACEG books. BRACEG members should rekiew this irLforrnarion because it sill be 
mother tool avzil2ble when making receiking location decisions. Besides this community 
iinformaticn, an economic impact vsesrment xi11 be ~ccoinplished for gdning 2nd losing 
locztions using a stvldard model prokided by the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD). This model sill be run once initid decisions a e  made and results \ti11 be 
presented. 

2. t iardwxe ICP hG1it.q Value chmges: 

1. Under Mission Suitability, paragraph I I X ,  ICP "C," the point value increased 
From 105 to 110. 

2. Chznges were made to Operztionzl Eficiencies, beczuse of new field inputs 
b v e d  on BR4C T a m  questions and DoDIG zudits. 

3.  Under Espandability, p v q a p h  NC, ICP "B," points earned i n c r e z d  From 0 
to  29. The d2ia dl response from ICP "B" \slzs initially misinierpeted; thus a correction 
was made. Military Vzlue rmkngs  did not change as a result of these modifications. 

. . --- 

C. Hvdware ICP COBRA scemrios: 

1. Scenarios 1,2, and 3 are reruns based on updzted personnel numbers 



C... 

CLOSE HOLD 3 ::$ I[#$: 
S ~ B J ' E C '  T: Summary of B2se Real~gnmenr 2nd C'losdre (E i t4C)  Esecuti~fe Group 

- * 
(E??.-3.CEG) >lettin2 - 29 December 199; (.'b;ljiring Session) 

2. I t  was the BRACEG consensus that  scenvio 1 should not be considered finher 
as i t  ,:,s run  since i t  closes the Defense Generzl Supply Cenrer (DGSC) only 2nd not the 
1 ~ i 2 1  in_c!2!!2ticn. Bzsed 02 decision rules, they ;gizeci th2t a closure of the entire bzse, 
including the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond, ~sfould be n e c e s q  to avoid finher 
infrastructure costs. 

3. In scenario 2 the persomel sa~ ings  lvger since w.0 ICPs u e  disest2bEshed. 
Additionzlly, the Defense Persome1 Support Center @PSC) hzs a relatively large stzlCf 
issoci2ied ~ i t h  general 2nd 2dmirjstrative hnctions. 

4. As in scenario 1 ,  rcenvio 3 is not preferred because it  does not consider 
closing the compound 2t DGSC. 

5. Scenm-o 6 may be ul ~cceptzble option, if the risk vrocizted uith 
disestablishing two ICPs seems too hi&. 

6 .  In scenzn'o 5 ,  person~el projections to m ~ z g e  the instzllztion were reduced to 
match the current fzcility mmqenent  czpzbility zt the Aciztion Supply Ofiice (ASO) 
compound. Also infiastmctuie projects zt AS0 for water 2nd electric repu'rs  ill cost 
severd millioin dollzrs. These projecis hzve been pxt on hold by the Navy until 2Aer 
BRAC 95 decisions zre finztized.. 

7. In considering these scenarios, the BR4CEG was concerned zbout the ob\ious 
disruption of the workforce md the potentid negztive impact on ongoing process im- 
provement initiatives. The increwing scope of responsibility in the scenzrios associzted 
uith disestzblishing two hudwzie centers u72s of even grezter concern. Also the  
BRACEG a g e d  that discussio~s asocizted uiih the Defense Industrid Supply Center 
a d  DPSC would hzve to consider whether the Naky decided to  realign or disestabtish 
A S 0  since DLA would hzve to n & e  a decision whether to tzke over operational 
responsibility of the AS0  compound or remu'n in South Philzdelphia 2t the DPSC 
compound. Both options wodd  result in higher cons. 

A. &k the Navy Base Structure Anzlysis Team to prokide necessary certified dzta 
concerning A S 0  facility costs-CM(E3RAC). 
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HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E 4 0 N  S T A T I O N  
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CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BEt4C) Executive Group 
PRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1994 (Afternoon Session) 

I. PLWOSE: To provide the BRACEG with four closurdre2li_ment options 2nd 
sever4 dternztives ~ i i h i n  rhe options (enclozre 2). X list of attendees is at enclosure 1 .  

I!. 3,UF SL?.P.FLD,Y OF DISCL'SS1O'-. A \ .  

A. Some closurdrezli-gnment options eppliczble to both Inventoq Control Poin~s  
(ICPs) a d  distribution depots hzve been developed. These include: 

1. Rezlign both the Defense Distribution Depot Columbu's (DDCO) a d  the 
Defense Distribu~ion Depot Lerterkenny (DDLP) if the Army does not close the base. 
Both storage operztions uill be reizined, but on a k t e d  _Y;ope. DDCO will provide 
storzge apzcity for primarily slow-mcking stock. DDI.P1s primvy mission will be sup- 
port to  the maintemce mission md sorage of maintenance repzirables md s t o r q e  of 
:-3w-rno\in_g stock. Both !ocetic.rls \\;I! be redsced ro si!:: locztioEs c f  the Defense 
Distribution Depot Susquehanna (DDSP). Commvld structure u.41 be efiminzted. This 
recommendation is consistent with the dirtbution concept of operations and \bill result in 
szrchxge re2unions for DLA cus;o;;lers. 

2.  Remain at the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC). The DCSC 
installation h a  a number of sig&5ca,,t defense missions besides the ICP. These include 
the distribution depot mission, the DLA Data System Design Center, the Defense 
Accounring and Finance Senice, a d  the Defense Information Systens Agency. DCSC 
hzs the hishest h z d w u e  ICP hGlilit2y Vdce a d  is dso rmked highest in the DLA 
installation Military Vdue analysis. 

3. If theNzvy Maintenznce Depot at Jacksonville closes, realign the Defense 
Distribution Depot Jzckson~ille @ D m  as 2 site under the Defense Distribution Depot 
Warner Robins (DDWG) md eliminzte the cornrnznd strucnue. This realignment would 
be necessvy to dlow the Agency to continue to provide timely support to the ships at 
Mayport. 



CLOSE HOLD 3 FEB 1995 
SUBJECT: Sumiary of Bzse Realignment and Closure (BRAC) E x x u t i ~ e  Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1993 (Afternoon Session) 

4. Remzin at the Defense Distriiution Depot Sm Joaquin @DJC) 2nd DDSP: 

a, DDJC is our primvy dis-iibution site on ike ;s.est c o a t  for the Pzcific 
Theater and is close to air md water ports of embukzdon. It has the lvgest  depot stor- 
age and throughput capacities in the west. DDJC scored the highest of all stand-done 
depots in hGlitiry Vdue. Finally, d t h o u a  the Strrtegc Anzl).sis of Lntesared Systems 
(SAILS) model favors storing more at the E u t  C o v t  depots, operations costs uith DDJC 
are less thzn operztions costs kith the Defense Disiibution Depot Ogden (DDOU). 

b. DDSP is our pr i . 21 - j  distibution site on theeezst cozst. It hzs 2 high 
hfilitary Vdue  znd beczuse it is close in pro..rinity to both vendors m d  customers, is i.1 
attractive locztion for the SAILS model. 

B. Kine BRAC op~ions ssocizted with ICPs md dstrjbution depots were re\iewed 
dong  with idorrnztion relative to concepts of operztions, r i sk ,  the SAILS model, 2nd 
hlilitay Vdue of installations, ICPs, md depots. 

1. Option I-eliinztes the most ficilities md is the best two depot sakings 
option. It satisfies both Concepts of Operatiom. However, this is a hi&-risk scenzrio, 
especizlly for the ICPs beczuse the disestzblishment of hvo supply centers m d  the 
zssociated movenent of item manzgement responsibilities (troop 2nd support item m a -  
agement to  the Defense G-enerzl SuppIy Center (DGSC); \ i9apon systems item maazge- 
ment to DCSC). Enclosure 3 identifies item mmzgernent options. The personnel turmoil 
associzted ui th  a BRAC decision 2nd the s i @ w t  rnovement of item nmzgement 
responsibilities while zttempting to implement many new item rnmagement initiatives! 
processes will be a challenge. A storage u p z c i i y  shortfill of 28 njllion Artzinzble Cubic 
Feet (ACF) is projected. About 2 1 miUion ACF of the shortfdi could possibly be zccom- 
modated by storing zdditionzl =sets at Rou& 2nd Rezdy Islmd (if it is not on the Navy 
closure list), by converting wxehouse operztions spzce ( ~ q d  r z c h g  out) 2t DDCO m d  
rzcking.out a hznger at Nori'olk @otentizl trvlsfer from the N a ~ y  to DLA). 

2. Option 2a closes our instdlztion with v e q  ~ o o d  facilities md hf is t ructure  
@GSC) 2nd the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond (DDRV) thit the SAILS mod51 
indicates is in a preferable loution. 

. . - . -  . --- 

3. In option 2b we get a much higher payoff in closing Defense Distribution Depot 
hlemphis (DDMT) thm closing DDOU. The much l v ~ e r  s t aE  zt DDMT md resultant 
sakings if both stafis were equdly reduced, percentzge ~ i s e ,  is the p r i m q  fzctor in this 
savings difference. Additionally, the large number of tenants zt DDOU (1,400) drives 
one time costs considerably higher thzn those zt Xlernphis who h u  fewer tenants. 
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OMYrnOLLEK . 
G E ~ R P i L  COUNSEL . . 
TNSPECTOR G E N E W  
pxmCTOR, 0 2 C R A I ' I O w  TEST AND EV3TdUATION 
DJRcCTO7I, ;sDMINXSTRWION AND m F B N T  . 

. UA~.CECTOM OF TIB bl$l!'EMJE AGEWIEX3 

srmacT: DMRD 926 Inventory b n t r o l  Point  Consolidation s t u d y  rieport 

The a t t a c h a d  repwit w a s  prepared by a j o in t  OGD/~omponcnt; study 
team,, charged w L M  revllwlng t h o . p L u l l L l +  fvr w r l a v l l d ~ t i r i ~  

Inventom Control  Point (ICP) ~ C t i v I t i s 3 .  I am approving tbe report 
racomendat ions ,  to include the following major actions: 

f ranafar  i t  dm r;a.-mgmant raoponribility f o x  approxinatoly onn 
millivrr c;u~rrsur i* - f i lm i t u n s  frsm the Mifitrry Carv ices  to the 
ueresse mgistica Agency; 

t 

Direct the m y  to devalcp a plan to realiqn and consol idat= ILS 
ICPS to rodcca ovmr)..crad cost 5 ,  w h i l e  m i n t e i n i n g  r o  sponsive and 
effective !.rgi .-ct.i c3 311ppTt-. ,to ifta opernting forcr3; 

* .  

9 - -  c a t i n l e  servics mar?agment o f  reparable itw, s u b j i c t  to 8 
-* furure ~sassessment of consolidation and incrsksed interservice 

" * 
'C I t  . 

Integration, as the neces#ary ADP systuno,' policies, and support ' 

infrastructure el-c dravcloped; end I 

4. 

Csnsolilate cataloging functions. 
. I 

Tho A s c i s t a r . t  S e a r ~ t a q  OP ~efe n e e ~ f o r  .Produdion a d  h g i a t i c t  
will overaaca irnpllwderrtation 'cud 7rovi.de In* w i t h  pLvyres3 ~ t i p o r ~ y .  

Your cbntlnued e f f o n  and 8UpPort: axe deiply abreciated.  These 
im~rovaments w i l l  reduce cosys signiiicaatly w h i l e  prosurvlng out. 
rccdinrao nnd o u o t o i x b i l i t y .  
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- 
nble 2, impact of the ~I%nt;rer 01 981K Item0 to DLA 

Unadlustsd $uvlco CQaS 
(cocrstsnt fYUB Dotlart-MllllMS) 

. Table 3, Impan of The Trandcr of RQJK ltemw to nLA 
Aajuaeo 3ui VILU ~ * a o  

. (Call?Ptant FY 89 DollartiMunon¶] 

- - 4. Summary. Tables 2 and 3 sllmrn~izr, the costs and savings for thc popsct i  
uansfcr of 981 diousand consumable items to DM. As noted nhovc, rhc cuscs 
provide for the convenaonal &ansfex of data ra DM, rahcr tban dccadnic transfer. 
The savings wcrc d e ~ n i n u i  Guul 1989 baxlinciwourca dab mbdncd by 1111.. 

Scniccs. A c c o ~ ~ l y .  he ~vinp do nnt c~ns idcs  Lhe impact of any eppmved 
pcrxonncl rtd\lcrlons yicviousty cxcoutod by rha scuvkcs during FY 1990 or 
progamncd for ihc FY.1991-199S-d~~fmmc, Cowplctc information on this W P S  

not providrd by a l l  of the ~uYicC4, and thucforc the adjwtmcnts wcrc nor Lic:u~l J 
in tho analysis. It is crltlc~'R1 to note llrml 1l1t bottom linc savings must be 

i 
decremented by the amount a v h g  r a l t i n g  from eacb Service's adjust- 

* ---. - -, ._-- .. . - -. , . .  . . .. . w.~.;,:;:;;;:':~;:;:w ?.::.,; .=.; . .  . ,*, .  . .  - 
, , \ . , ,;:a.:\:. >,. -.--. *#. 6. -  . ; ,  : : . ' ' '. . . . 1.' 
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CI 

men& in its outyear program OLht&t, the savings wil l  result h d l i p l i ~ a ~ ~  C I I I ~  

tc Scl-vi~~:  p I V ~ B U 1 J .  

C. Conduslons. 

Wc t rdder of Category 1 ltcmr to ULA In Yhmc 1 pcmJu ths 
Services to retati Watcgory 2 item lbar thcy Idcnw ns requlrlng 
specid m&nqpnm"it ettcntibn Th1.s vdll nllow cnollgh time tn vdilliriarc 
the rationdc for continued Service mmagrmrqt of ~ W C ~ C , T ~  2 itcrnw, 
dcvclop ncw filtcr criu&a, whcm appropriate, and apply thol critcxio, to 
the Caregory 2 ltcms in k11uc 2. . Zhe transfer of Pa1 tbottr~nrf bregory 1 items worild p&ucc an 
, C J ~ P ~ C ~  r w h g  moud bavings kr &a d 6 0  of $45 &on to $49 
mllllon (FY 1989 d o l b )  bcglnntng in FY 1993. 

r n r  r s t i r n ~ t r r !  n n n r r ~ ~ i d n g  cnrlq ranee h m  $174 millinn to $134 
. a &on, or higher, if tho aleomnlc u n d e r  of cnghcring data and 

awi~~gs is csubUshcd Thls adddon ~o the n o w u n k g  costs would, 
however, be offser to somc dcgrcc by a reduction in DM'S 
nonrecurring costs lac& in thc tranafcr period. 
73,: trcukcvcil p ~ L ) c  U L V ~ J  in FY 1993, . All savings an d d k d  1989 biucllnr rialp mnd do I I O ~  

consider the impact ohpprovcd ar proposed Scrbicc reductions iri 
. 1hcSr outycar progrenrSr Thc f i a l  detcruriurtivnvf savings undcr 
DURO 926 must congld~r these ~utycar 4djustmcnts, md any p o t c a ~ ~  

- uvsrlaps orher DhGIDs, to rvald 'double-dipping" on the i n l ~ l  

savings. 4 .  

The m n s 3  mlgmtion of arock ihnd a~scW wd heir salcs bast h a  thc 
Seniccs to DLA and thc continuing Uability held by the Services for 
assets unda prwuromcnt, that WW bc dcLivacd to DT,A, will place 
cach S c ~ c c ' a  stock full! in danger of insalvcncy. 

D. ~wumrnendatjanh. 

r Approve thc Phasc 1 transfer at 9x1 thou~and consurnablc item to 
DLA and thc suppordrlp hylcrncntadon plan contnlncd Ln A p p c n h  ti. 
Approvc thc Plr~lc  2 p w p d  to v&dalc h e  Swicc raionalc fok 
remining htegory 2 itams,'devalop ravlxd criteria, wbuc spy luy~ ia~ t : ,  
and apply tbc d t d a  to Cslteemy 2 items. 
R c q u h  DLA id ldhndQ ~ltcmntivn ;ppmacher ihnc would rulucr tad 
XjoD itcm transfer coru and DLA's managzmcnt costs for h e  Phase 1 
i r cm~ and report thcmulo to the A S n  (PA.) by O c m k  1,1990. 



Slemorandum for the Record 21 April 1995 

Encl: ( 1 )  List of Attendees 
(2) Executi\.e Coordinating Group hlen~bers and Initial Delii.erables 
(3) Generzl Definitions cf Troop, General, md liTeapon System Support Items 

- .- --- 
(4) Letter to Congressmu Borski 
(5) Sotionzl Trznsfer Schedule 
(6) Updated IPC ADP Processing Transfer Schedule 
(7) ICP BRAC Implementation Plznnin,o Briefing of 19 April 1995 
(8) Action Items 
(9) Open Questions 

1. On 22 >larch 1995 and 30 hiarch 1995 the personnel listed in enclosure (1) met to continue 
defining the planning process for implementing the BRAC 95 recommendation to concentrate 
Troop and General (T&G) Support item management in a single Inventory Control Point (ICP) in 
Philadelphia Pa. and Weapon System (WS) Support item management in two ICPs; one in 
Richmond Va. the other in Columbus Oh.. The following subparagraphs provide a brief synopsis 
of the major discussion points .md decisions. 

a. BRAC 95  Implementation Planning Organizational Structure: Since every ICP is 
affected by the BRAC 95 workload transfers it was determined that the planning and 
execution processes should be overseen by a Flag 1 SES level steering group. This body 
will be composed of representatives from headquarters and each of the ICPs, and shall 
provide guidance and direction to, and perform adjudication functions for, m Executive 
Coordinating Group (ECG). The ECG will be directly responsible for promulgating a 
detailed implementation plan and then coordinating the actual execution of that plan. The 
ECG will be composed of 06 / Ghf-15 representatives from headquzrters and each of the 
ICPs and \GI1 be authorized to establish any working groups it deems necessary to hlfill 
its responsibilities (enclosure (2) pertains). The basic arrangement is depicted in the figure 
below. It should be noted that the displayed working groups are "notional" at this point, 
although as indicated in subparagraph b the committee has determined that the establish of 
a working group to review the assignment of items to the T&G and \VS categories is 
warranted. 

Senior Executi~ .~  Steering Croup 
(Flag1 SES) 

I 
Executive Coordinating Group 

(06 I G5f-15) 

I I I 1 
FSC Realignment & 

PuriIica tion 
Transfer Planning 

and Execution 
BRAC Budget 
Preparation 

Other Work Group  
as appropriate 



b. FSC Assignment Validation nnd Adjustment: As discussed above it was 
unanjmously agreed that a work group would be established to  review the assignment of 
items to FSCs and FSCs to the T&G and WS categories. In fulfilling this finction it was 
expected that the team would use the definitions displayed in enclosure (3) to perform two 

- primary functions: ( I )  refining the FSC and item assignments; and (2) identifjlng neiv--------- 
groupings of market ready items that would permit us to  take hlI adEritage of existing 
commercial n~anufacturing and distribution network capabilities (e.g. associating nails, 
wood screws, pallets, and wood working tools with wood products to  take advantage of 
the normal construction material distribution channel's capzbilities). 

It was envisioned that completing this effort would require dedicating 3 to 4 personnel 
from each ICZ (a total of 15 to 20 personneli& a ~ e r i o d  of six months to: 

(1) Review and recommend refinements to  the general WS and T&G item 
classifications agreed to by the ICPs in September 1994, and propose realignments 
of management responsibility among the ICPs to  support those refinements. This 
includes identification of new groupings to allow us to take full advantage of 
market ready opportunities; 
(2) Review current federal supply classification procedures in light of emerging 
business practices which recognize management differences between those items 
which are readily available in the commercial market place, and those T&G and 
weapon system related items which are not rezdily available in the commercial 
sector. Evaluate alternative methods of classification to support management by 
type as just defined as opposed to the current methodology of  management by 
class; and 
(3) Recommend a methodology to reorient the FSC structure to support a 
management by type s t ra teg.  

There was some discussion as to  whether or not an item should be classified as weapon 
system related simply because it had a M1ezpon System Designator Code QVSDC) 
assigned. Although consensus was not reached, it appeared that the sentiment was leaning 
towards the interpretation that it should not. The ration@ presented was that the type of 
management applied to  an item was driven by its availability in the market place, not 
whether or not it has a WSDC assigned. Afore specifically it was argued that supporting a 
WSDC coded common use screw that was abundantly available from every local hardware 
store required a different management approach .... the ICP primarily ensures that there is a 
contract in place and allows the commercial market place to  perform the inventory 
management and technical hnctions .... than supporting a weapon system related item that 
was not readily available in the commercial market place .... the ICP must perform the fill 
range of item management and technical functions as well as have contract instruments in 
place. 

The committee did admit experience has shown that support as measured by 
responsiveness, quality, and cost is optimized when management responsibility is aligned 
along commercial industry and distribution channel lines as doing so  allows us to  exercise 



ful l  leverage in the market place and concentrate specific management techniques and 
expertise. Therefore, it was agreed the FSC review team \vould be charged to  ensure that 
these factors were appropriately reflected in its recommendations. 

c. Transfer  Precepts: Several bzsic precepts governing the transfer of items were 
concurred in by the committee. In particular: 

-- 

(1) CIT Phase J2 takes precedence over any BRAC actions. 

(2) T o  the ex9ent possible, the items being transferred t o  Philadelphia ~411 be 
grouped in related "market ready" batches to allow the application of new business 
processes and support methods (e.g. Prime Vendor arrangements). This will 
expedite our implementation of Business Process Improvements ... and 
consequently our ability t o  take f i l l  advantage of  existing commercial 
manufacturing and distribution net~vork capabilities .... while executing BRAC 95. 

(3) A small dedicated organization will be established in Philadelphia to  implement 
new BPI support arrangements for the items being transferred in. Establishing 
dedicated groups at DISC and DGSC to  handle the transfer out  and DGSC t o  
handle the receipt o f  new items will be reviewed. 

(4) To the extent possible, items will be transferred with long term contracts 
underpinning them in order to decrease the risk of  severe support problems 
developing in the short term. 

(5) T o  the extent possible the gaining activity will not be encumbered with day to 
day management responsibility for an item during the period that they are 
establishing new BPI  support mangements (e.g. Prime Vendor arrangements o r  a 
long term contract for an item ~v i th  a deficient asset position). Rules governing 
when dav to  dav management responsibilitv will transfer are as follows; 

Category A ... hiarket ready items being worked by the BPI groups will 
transfer when the initial offers to  the new support arrangement are 
received, if the initial offers are deemed to  be acceptable. 
(An allen,arive to ha?~s$er them at rhe rime of r-o~icifariot~ u.asput~onvord 
777;s needs ro be decided at the 21 April comnlirree meeting) 

Category B ... Items which have existing long term contracts will be 
transferred at the time the FSC is identified for transfer. 

Category C ... Items with ?, healthy asset position (defined as whenever 
the assetpositiorl is above ) o r  with excesses o n  hand will be 
transferred at the time the FSC is identified for transfer. 



Catcgory D ... Non-stocked items will be transferred at the time the FSC is 
identified for transfer. 

Category E ... Items that have a naturzl affinity with the material already 
being managed by the gaining Commodity Business Unit (CBU) will be 
transferred at the time=tfi-mCis identified for transfer. 

Category F ... Items which have a CBU integrity or which logically should 
travel en massxe will be transferred together. 

(6) The is to complete all transfers by the end of FY99 if possible. 

(7) In those instances where gaining activities cannot quickly hire necessary 

jl( expertise, or incumbents with special skiUs,decline to relocate, losing activities will 
make knowledgeable personnel available on a reimbursable basis to assist the 
gaining activity in maintaining adequate support for the items andlor mission. 

(8) Subsequent to the last meeting a command decision was made that general 

stQ. items being relocated to Philadelphia would be initially transferred to DISC 
because of operating and computer system similarities. It was also supported by 
Human Resources personnel as the most appropriate way to fulfill our commitment 
to  equitably treat both Philadelphia work forces. Enclosure (3) is a copy of a letter 
sent to Congressman Borski reaffirm our position in this matter. 

d. Transfer Schedule: Enclosure (5) provides a notiond transfer schedule. As shoun 
basic elements include: 

0 Near term activities must be planned so as to not conflict with the transfer of 
ICP ADP processing from P C  Richmond to DXJC Columbus. Enclosure (6) 
provides the schedule for this. 
0 Standing-up a Philadelphia BPIhJarket Ready group by October 1995; 

Transfemng DCSC plumbing and perhaps wood product items combined with 
like product familieditems from DISC (wood screws etc.) and DGSC ('gallets and 
wood working tools) to Philadelphia between October and December 1995 to 
serve as a pilot BPI move; 

Completing the transfer of plumbing and wood product items to Philadelphia by 
March 1996 so that it is done before the mass moves associated with implementing 
the BRAC 93 directed consolidation of DESC and DCSC begin; 
Q Completing the relocation of DCSC T&G items to Philadelphia in FY97; 
@ Conducting a pilot non-market ready item transfer from DGSC to Philadelphia 
in the June through December 1996 time frame. Volumes as high as 100,000 
items were discussed but led to some concern by DGSC about its potential impact 
on CIT Phase 11. Therefore this subject was left as an open item for firther 
deliberation. 
@ Phasing the remaining transfer actions across FYs 97 to 99 in such a fashion as 
to balance the personnel requirements. 



e. Budget: The Steering committee acknowledged that the ICPS are not currently 
resourced to execute the BRAC 95 item transfers while simultaneously effecting the many 9(: 
business process improvement initiztives, impro~ing performance, majntaining price 
commitments to  the customers, m d  absorbing a 4% per year productivity cut in labor - 

funding. Consequently, the cornrnitteegereed implementing BRAC 95 warranted 
providing additional labor resources. It also acknowledged that it would be essential to 

_secure BRAC hnding for these m d  all related non-labor requirements to preclude an 
unwarranted impact on c u s t n % e s e  costs would not have to 
be recovered). 

A three prong approach was discussed to satisfy this requirement. The first is to h n d  the 
15 to 20 person FSC review team discussed in subparagraph b above. The second is to  
provide: the Philadelphia receiving activity m increased labor authority of30  to 50 man 
years for FY96 and FY97 to  establish a BPI implementation group; and DISC and DGSC 
perhaps up to  10 man )!ears in the same years to establish transfer groups responsible for 
coordinating the evolution and for preparinglreceiving transfer packages. The last is to  
not take any BRAC budget reductions during the time the items are being transferred in 
order to  create a surplus labor pool to cover the BRAC labor requirements in FY98 and 
FY99. For example, transferring the DCSC troop and general support items to 
Philadelphia would decrease DCSC's end strength by 358 (FY99) but only increase 
Philzdelphia's end strength by 292. This creates a pool of 66 end strength that can be 
redistributed among, o r  reapplied within, the ICPs to offset BRAC labor requirements. 

The total potential surplus labor pool is displayed in the table below. It should be realized 
that the actual amount of surplus created is directly dependent on the phasing of the item 
transfers. Items transferred ezrlier than FY99 will in fact generate a larger pool as the 
figures in the table reflect the application of a 4% productivity cut in every year. For 
example there are 181 end strengh associated with the DGSC miscellaneous functions in 
FY96 as opposed to 163 in FY99. This provides a slight additional cushion for those 
actions completed in FY97 and FY9S. 

Decrease at Losing 
Activity 

DCSC T&G 358 

- 
Increve at Receiving 

Activity 

DGSC T&G 

-- - 

Temporary 
Surplu 

, I 292 

DGSC 
Miscellaneous 

DISC WS 

DISC T&G 

Total 

+66 

I 655 

hTote: figures are FY99 numbers taken from POhl96 

163 

133 1 

166 

2673 

552 +lo3 

143 

1141 

14 1 

2269 

+20 

+ I  90 

+2 5 

t404 



There was also considerable discussion about how much i t  cost to prepare and receive 
transfer packages. Estimates ranged fi-om over S30 per package to approximately S10 
dollars per package. Although the group nominally agreed to use m estimate of 520 to 
prepare a package (about 1 hours time) and S10 to receive a package (about .5 hours 
time), there was considerable concern that this still represented an unfindable amount 
(approximately $43 million); particularly inview ofthe fact that the ICPs received no--- 
compensation for the DESC to DCSC timifer or for CIT Phases I or 11. Furthermore, 
several members were not convinced that a process couldn't be established to substantially 
reduce the per package cost (e.g. the utilization of E D M C S ,  contractors etc.). 

Other budget agreements reached were: 
The ICPs would absorb my training costs out of hide 

e Funding for the following items will be requested in the BRAC 95 budget 
PCS and persomel separation costs 
TDY costs 
ADP infrastructure and software changes necesszry to support the 

implementation of BRAC 95 
Any minor or major facilities or Mlcon requirements 

Considering all of the above factors, hlir. hlolino offered a very rough estimate that 
Philadelphia would require approximately 30 work years and S3 million in FY96 and 50 
work years and S5 million in FY97. Conversely DCSC's costs would be limited to 
package preparation expenses of approximately S300,OOO in FY96 and S600,OOO in FY97 
(predicated on the still questionable $20 per package). 

The last budget item discussed was needing to ensure that the ICPs budgets I business 
plans were adjusted to reflect NOR and sales changes as items were transferred. This was 
considered to be adequately addressed by the process currently employed to handle CIT 
Phases I and 11. 

2. A slightly modified version of the briefing given by DLA-MMSX to the  Commanders' BRAC 
conference on 19 April 1995 is attached for infomation (enclosure (7) pertains). The nex? 
meeting is scheduled for 1300 21 April 1995. The purpose of the meeting is to bring the ECG 
together and provided them with an overview ofthe deliberations to date and what the Steering 
Groups expectations are for their efforts. To assist in this, enclosures (8) and (9) provide a 
reczpitulation of action items and open questions. 

R. T. hfoore 111 
Asst Executive Director 
(Inventory 2000) 
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hlEh~OIIIU\JDUM OF. hEETrNG 

SUBJECT: Summay of Base Realignment and Closure Q3R4C) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) &feting - 29 December 1994 (Xlozizg S~ss ion)  

- 

I. F b i O S E :  To probide the BR4CEG zdjustmsn~s to the Inventory Control Point 
(ICP) Militcry Vdue (enclosure 2) m d  ICP Cost of Bzse Redignrnent Action (COBR4) 
runs (enclosure 3). A list of zttendees is at enclosure 1 .  

11. BRIEF S ~ ~ l 3 U i R Y  OF DISCUSSION: 

A. The BRAC T a m  Chief indicated that community information 1\75 now in the 
B"MCZG books. BRACEG members should rekiew this i rLomtion because it -111 be 
mother tool aMilzble when making receiting locztion decisions. Besides this community 
informaticn, an economic impact zssesrment bill be rccomplished for grining m d  losing 
locztions using a s t m d x d  model protided by the Ofice of the Secretvy of Defense 
(OSD). This model uill be run once initid decisions u e  made and results \+ill be 
presented. 

G .  i i u d w u e  ICP hGlitz-ry Value chmges: 

I .  Under Mssion Suitability, p u a g r a p h  IIM, ICP "C," the poifit value increased 
from 105 to 110. 

2. Chznges were made to Operztionzl Efiiciencies, beczuse of new field inputs 
b v e d  on BK4C Te2m questions and DoDIG zudits. 

3. Under Espmdability, p u q a p h  N C ,  ICP "B," points earned i n c r d  fiom 0 
to  29. The data dl response fiom ICP "B" wzs initially misinterpeted; thus a correction 
was made. Military Vdue rvlkings did not chmge 2s a result of  these modifications. 

. .--- 

C. Hadware  ICP COBRA scenuios: 

1 .  ~ c c n u i o r  1,2, and 3 arc reruns based on  updated personnel numbers. 



CLOSE HOLD 3 122: 
SUBJECT: Summary of Bzse Reziignment 2nd Closdre (LiMC) Execu~i~re Group 

!- ... . (9LA.CEG) Xle?ti;lz - 29 December 19% (:b:orrL;ng Session) 

2. I t  was the BRACEG consensus that  scenvio 1 should not be considered hrther 
as it was mn since it closes the Defense Generzl Supply Center (DGSC) only and not the 
~ c ~ c l  i~s!r!!eticn. Bzsed on decision ;.dies, ihey igiezd i h i t  a closure of the enlire bue ,  
including the Defense. Distribution Depot Richmond, would be necessary to avoid hr thei  
inFTz~tmcture costs. 

3. In scenario 2 the personnel sa~ ings  u:: larger since tw.0 ICPs zre  disestzbLshed. 
Additionally, the Defense Persor~nel Support Center (DPSC) hzs a relati~~ely large s t f i  
zssociated with general 2nd zdrninistrative F~nctiofis. 

4. As in scenvio I ,  scenvio 3 is no: preferred because i t  does not consider 
closing the compound at DGSC. 

5 .  Scenvio 6 may be ul acceptzble option, if the risk asocizted uith 
disestabiishhg two ICPS seems too hi&. 

6. In scenxio 5, personye1 projections to m z g e  the instdlztion were reduced to 
match the current fticility rnznqement capibility at the Aciztion Supply Ofice  (ASO) 
compound. Also infrastrxcaie projects at AS0 for water 2nd electric repzirs \sill cost 
severd million dollus. These projects have been p u t  on hold by the  Navy until 2fter 
B U C  95 decisions are finzlized. . 

7. In considering these scenxios, the BRACEG was concerned zbout the ob~ious  
disruption of the workforce a d  the potentid nesztive impzct on ongoing process im- 
provement initiatives. The increving scope of responsibility in the scenwios associzted 
with disestzblishing two hzrdwzre centers wzs of even greiiter concern. Also the 
BRACEG zg-eed that  discussions =socizted n i th  the Defense Industrid Supply Center 
m d  DPSC would hzve to  consider whether the Naby decided to realign or disestablish 
AS0 since DLA would hive to nzke  a decision whether to t&e over operational 
responsibility of the AS0 compound or remzin in South Philzdelphia zt the DPSC 
compound. Both options would result in higher costs. 

A. &k the Navy Base Structure Andysis Tam to pro\ide necessvy certified dzta 
concerning AS0 facility costs-CA;rT(BRAC). 
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SU'BECT: Summary of Base Realigment and Closure (BRPIC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1994 (AAernoon Session) 

I. PLRPOSE: To provide the BRACEG with four c1osu:drezlipment options 2nd 
severd alrem~lztives &;thin the options (enclosure 2). X list of attendees is zt enclosure 1.  

A. Some c losurdrd i -went  options eppliczble to both Inventow Control Points 
(ICPs) znd distribution depots hzve  L o n  developed. These include: 

1 .  Rezl ig  both the Defense Distribution Depot Columbu's (DDCO) 2nd the 
. Defense Djstriburion Depot Letterkenny (DDLP) if the Anny does not close the base. 

Both storage operations vili be reiu'ned, but on a limited m p e  DDCO will pro\ide 
storzge czpacity for primaily slow-mo~ing stock. DD1,P's pnrnvy  mission bill be sup- 
port to the mainteil~nce mission mi norage of rnaintenulce repzirables m d  s t o r q e  of 
-'3w-mo\in_g stock. Both !oc2ticns \.t;_l! be :ec!zced to ci!e Iccztiozs cf the Defense 
Disiribution Depot Susquehma (DDSP). C o m d  structure will be eliminated. This 
recommendation is consistent with the distribution concept of operations 2nd will result in 
~.urchz_:rc - red~cticns for DLA cus;ozerj. 

2 .  Remain at the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC). The DCSC 
ins1alla;ion has a number of signi5cz:t defense missions besides the ICP. These include 
the distribution depot mission, the DLA Data System Design Center, the Defense 
Accounting m d  Finmce Service, 2nd the Defense Information Systems Agency. DCSC 
h a  the hishest hxdwa-e ICP h?ilitzy Vzlue md is also r a k e d  highest in the DLA 
installation Military Value analysis. 

3.  If the hTavy M a i n t e m c e  Depot at Jzcksonville closes, realign the Defense 
Distribution Depot Jzcksonville (DDJF) as 2 site under the Defense Distribution Depot 
Warner Robins (DDWG) and eliminate the commmd structure. This realignment would 
be necessary to allow the Agency to continue to provide timely support to the ships at 
hlayport. 
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SUBJECT: Summary of Bzse Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Excut i \  e Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1993 (Xfiernoon Session) 

4. Remu'n 2t the Defense Distribution Depot Szn Joaquin (DDJC) m d  DDSP: 

a. DDJC is our p r i m q  dihbut ion site on ike n.est c o s t  for the Pzcific 
Theater and is close to air 2nd wzter ports of embukztion. It has the lvgest depot stor- 
2ge and throughput capacities in the uvest. DDJC scored h e  highest of all  s tmd-done 
depots in XLilitt-j Vdue. Finzliy, dthou$h the Strzte@c Andysis of Integrated S~.stems 
(SAILS) model fivors storing more at the East C o v t  depots, operations costs \\ith DDJC 
are less thm operztions costs wiih the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU). 

b. DDSP is our primzry distribution rite on the ezst cozst. It hzs 2 high 
h G l i * q  Vzlue a d  beczuse it is close in pra;injty to both vendors m d  customers, is z-;1 

attrzctive Joczijon for the SAILS model. 

B. Nine BRAC opiions zssocizted ~ i t h  ICPs 2nd distribution depots were rebiewed 
dong  ni:h idormztion relztive to conceps of operztions, r isk,  the SAILS model, md 
hfilituy Vdue  of instzllations, ICPs, 2nd depots. 

1. Option I-elirri~ztes the most ficiljties w d  is the best two depot savings 
option. It satisfies both Concepts of Operations. However, this is a high-risk scenzrio, 
especizlly for the ICPs beczuse the disestablishment of two supply centers a d  the 
vsocieted moveinent of item rnanzgement responsibilities (troop 2nd support item rnm- 
zgement to the Defense Generd Supply Center (DGSC); Lveapon synems item m a i g e -  
ment to DCSC). Enclosure 3 identifies item r n z ~ z g e m e ~ t  options. The personnel turmoil 
associated with a BRAC decision znd the s i p i 5 m i t  movement of item rnanzgement 
responsibilities while zttempting to implement m y  new item mmagement initiatives/ 
processes will be a chdenge .  A storzge cslpzcity shortfdl o f 2 8  million AnTLinzble Cubic 
Feet (ACF) is projected. About 21 million XCF of the shortfill could possibly be zccom- 
rnodated bj storing addition4 vsets  2t Rough 2nd Ready Islznd (if it is not on the Navy 
closure list), by converting warehouse operations space (md rzcking out) 2t DDCO a d  
rzcking-out a hvlger a t  Norfolk (potentid trvlsfer from the i\lTa\y to DLA). 

2. Option 2a closes o w  instdlztion with very good faciljties md i rdktructure 
(DGSC) znd the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond @DRV) t&i the S . U S  modkl 
indicates is in a preferable Jocztion. 

. .- - . --- 

3. In option 2b we get a much higher payoff in closing Defense Distribution Depot 
hlemphis @DMT) thm closing DDOU. The much lvger s t s a t  D D X n  a d  resultant 
savi~~gs if both staffs were equdly reduced, percentzge wise, is the primary factor in this 
savings difierence. Additionally, the large number of tenants zt DDOU (1,400) drives 
one time costs considerably higher thm those zt hlemphis who h u  fewer tenants. 

0 
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mi OF P\.IEETZNG 

SUBJECT: Summary of B w  W Q I Y T ~  znd Closurt (BR4C) E d v e  kp 
Meeting - 6 July 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To mkit thc h - a r y  Control Point (ICP) and D k i i i o n  C o e  a f ~ ~ n s  prior to 
pr=scnting tbc Cocccpts to thc Dirxtor. A Lia ofBKkCEG max!es is 2.1 eclcarn 1. Bricfing charts arc ar 
c n c l m C  2. RNiscd ICP a d  k t i - i i i o n  C o n q t s  of Opcrstlons arc crr- 3 a d  4, rqxctkrly. 

II. BRIEF SU?rBI?LRY OF DISCUSSIOS: 

k A h M b h i G d i c a t c d M b c M s o m : c o r x r n n ~ & b d q ~ & g p r i n d p l c s ~  
~ , ~ & I C P c x x ? a = p r d c r p c r a t i a a e p p m d b y ~ B R A C E G m  12A.prFJ .  A m b d m x q t a f  
qmahca Das p r c a k d  will allm mort flcxibhty. 

1. ltans bv= t n & q  txtn vs'w to DL4 ICPs m t?x tzab of m3utr-y gnxlp'ing~. 
hsi- i t ?  bascd on tL: m a q e r m x  p r w  imvhvci ( i  e., d-~i-. s y x i f i d c  i ~ .  -,,izl 
it-m), or \sue (i.e., A i r W S c a ) ,  or firqmn s - j m  m b h  mk more scnsc. ?bc trzditicmal order 
f o c w  00. tSe supplizr. Vcnuc axxi w- s j f - n  arc o r i d  mrc to h custonrr. S t r u c t u r q  amad 
maxqmxd pr- iS mrc h m d i y  f d .  7 h - c  an zdmmzp zrd c k d v a a q c s  to principle. 
hidmn t d u o l o g y  ard ccmnahy Bus& Units allow tb= &ic= of rn orgzdLdng pricciple to tx 
ird,cpzdmt of ba ing  dccbiw. l k  x r ~ ~ !  d m  of dx m m p t  phdcwphy would tx dacrminod b) 7v 

\%hat m;dc mast bus& SUP= i? Ltgh of tbe BRAC arsalysis p- I 

'.d 

2. ?dMS recommudxl usiq t?x r r a n z q m  proctss zs tbz o r p n b i q  principle. Sereral 
s i p d i m  coacerm wzre m u d ,  incluchg dz-unpkinnp moving to more m ~ r c d  practiocs, miq 
2uay fiom "one £xz to k m , "  4 dil* einpkis CXI F- s>.m support Lm. 

3. ITEz B R A C E  q-tzxl thzr the id=as wid issues ~hould tx t.Lzn to tbz Dimztor. 

B. h h r  changs zzmcbd with ti-& Disbibutioa rqim m q t  WS miewed .  

1. Tbe distributim of Operalions ~ z s  dunged to m o t , ?  xi7 a p m  ufa p&im 
abolrt tS2 I d c m  of the p r i q  &stribmion s i ts .  ?-02 concept ~ ; F S  a h  cbangd to qhk that 
c o d  d cuutt-01 is the p r i m q  bctim of tk WQUS. 

2. Another c t ~  eaphzsk  tb the Cornmxdm of w, ~bi& DLA is pzmuaed to opcratc, 
should be tix Base Cornmanrlzr. All other Dzpots should "buy" supprt  s C 4 m  w-b.ich do mt require 
stan-m from whzt-zer soun;; dm s m .  

CLOSEHOLD , 



. . 
hlidadantic,and othcr tcnants with'approximatcly 800 pcrsonncl. DPSC was not nvicwcd as 
pan  of  h c  ICP catcgory sincc it managcs a much smallcr numbcr of ircms which have a 
significantly highcr do l lv  valuc than thc h d w u t  ICPs. Thc activity has no adrninisrrativc 
spacc available, but docs havc a s d !  n u m k  of buildablc a m s .  Environmental pmblcms at 
DPSC would d c  building or cxrcnsivc rcnovadons impossible for somc dmc in rhe futllrt: 

With thc rnovcrncnt of DCMD Midatlantic and the clothing Factory out of DPSC, thc 
Working Group cxzvincd options to cithcr uu luc  thc basc as a ncc ivcr  or movc DPSC to 
anothcr location. Sccnaios wcrc built so that activirics movcd to lccztions whcrt  cxccss spacc 
had bccn idcnt i f id  DISC, cumntly a tcnmt at A S 0  which is rccommcndcd for closurt by thc 
h'avy, wls  c o n s i d a d  for possiblc rczligrmcnt to D P S C  A sccm13.0 which rd igncd  DPSC to 
AS0  whcrc DLA would w u n c  nsponsibility for thc basc was ulzlyzcd. Anorhcr, which split 
thc thrc=: c o r n m ~ d c s  at DPSC t x r w n n  DGSC and DCSC was d m  cxamincd 

Thc dis.Jibudon dcpot at h'cw Cumbcrluld h u  available buildablc a m s .  Additiondly, 
m o r h n  ncornmcnda~on movcs DISC, a h u d w m  ICP from Philzdclphia to h'cw Cumbcrland 
This allows xvcrzl  activincs to be consoliciatcd. T h c  prcscncc of thrtt ICPs and m j o r  DL4 
fzcilitics in ihc m a  will c r a r c  s ipif icant  opporrunitics for savings and cfficicncics in thc 
f u m .  As a rcsulr of rhc closurc of DPSC, thc propcny will k cxccss to Army nctds. Thc 
b y  will disposc of it in accordmcc wih cxisung policy md proccdurc. 

Return  on Investment: Total cstimztcd ozc dmc cost for thcsc closurts is 5173.0 ril i ion. 
Annud s d y  sui:: savings ut SW.6 million w i t h  m imiwdiatc rm on invcsmcnt. 

Impacts:  
locrl s o n  
p c n t  of 
cconomic 

Closing thc DPSC insdlarion 2nd t.hc Clorhing Fzctory wiU b v c  a1 i m p z a  on thc 
,omy. Thc projcctcd p x n u a l  cmp1o)mcnt loss, boih d ~ r t c t  m d  indirect, is 0.4 
thc cffiploymnt b u c  in thc Philzdclphia hlctropolitul S u t i s t i c z l  h z ,  w u r r i n g  no 
rccovcry. Thc c l o s c n  will ultinatcly rcsult in a reduction in air emissions, 

wasrcwatcr dixhz.r&cs, md =!id wastc. 

Defense Indus t rh l  Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

~ e c o r n r k n d a t i o n :  Rclocatc thc Dcfcnsc I n d u s m ~ l  Supply Ccntcr (DISC), a h v d w v c  
Inventory Connol Point (ICP), locatcd in Philadclphia, Pennsylvania, to h'cw C u n k r l u l d ,  
Pcnnsylvank 

Justification: DISC is a tcnznt of thc Navy's Aviation Supply Officc (ASO) Iocatcd in 
Philzdclphia With thc Navy dccision to closc A S 0  during B U C  93, DISC must cithcrt- bc 
rc1x.zt.d or r c m i n  bchind m d  assume rcsponsibiliry for thc k c .  

Thc Executive Group considcnd options whcrc squarc footage o r  buildable acr ts  cxistcd. 
Also, only locadons whcrc ICPs c m n t l y  cxi . :  w c n  considcrui. 

Collocation with DCSC, DESC and DGSC w c n  d s o  considcrd. DGSC has buiIbblc  e m s  
but no s p x c  availzblc. DESC has  warchousc spacc and DCSC will havc adminismtivc spzcc 
in 1997. Howc'vcr, ~4th thc rccommcndcd c l o s m s  of DESC and d i g n m c n t  uith DCSC, rhc 
zdditional movc of DISC to DCSC was considcrcd tw ri . Scenarios w c n  run splitring + DISC among rhc remaining h a r d w m  ccntcn ul splitting DISC txtwccn DCSC a i d  DGSC. 
Both opdons wcrc considcrcd too risky bccausc proposcd movcs split m n a g c d  ircms to 
multiplc locations. 
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DISC i j  n t<ii.?::t of ti:? X n l - ) . ' ~  ;\i.in[ion Supply 
Ofliic (450) l o c ~ i c d  in Fhilndclphin. LYiiil ths  
Yn\.>.  c!zcizion to clc>:e ,450 dur ing  E U C  93, 
D i S C  !::I.:-L cii1:cr btl rcl,.;;?icd o r  r?mnin 

' 1  ' 1 '  
i ~ : ! - , i : : c !  :~. : i~l  .ISS:.!II:C ~ c ~ ~ L ~ I I s ! ; > ! I ! L ~  far [ k c  l:Jsc. 

Ti;? E:i<~i!~i;.t. G;oup c~:?~i : i< : -< i !  op:iil;:s \?.her? 
~i7.11.. - I - ' " ' '  Ic'c>:.?:;t. or  bailtl.?S!r. n i r c j  csi-tcd. .Also, 
c.nl!. lo~ ,~r r~o: ; s  \ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ i c  lCFs ci:ir<n:;>. esisc i\.cr< 
con;::i<isci 

Loc;?:ir:y DISC ni D<f<r.ss Disiribi~:idr? R - : ~ i a n  
EAS:,  .? DL.\ ;i.cti::i[\. l~(:n:<c! n t  Sci;.. Ci : i i~b<ri . l~.d,  
n,--.  rc,: ,~,). l i-ai~in. 2 n d  thc  pi<sCilZ< of th! .~? ICF> 

a n d  i;;nior DL;\ fz~i! i : i? j  In  tkc a:cn \ \ . i l l  ere?.:? 

cic>i!!cnnr '.ppoi;n!>i:i<j for s.?vings. a-c! elfi- - 3 

c i~ l l i i s s  i:i [ \IS fi:!~i:.c'. Th;. rZlocation of DISC 
19 S ~ i v  C~;!i:br.rI>nd pro\.iclc.s the b ~ j i  pl>.Snck 
fa: DaD. Ti:s re\ocarlc.n n!lo\\.s tb,s K a ~ y  to close 
a7.d cli;posc o f  ASO.  

Ti.:? cQ!;!it:~:r:i:y nr.$lrscl r?lo\.iri. DISC, ti?? Dc- 
? 

f-:nsc Fzs:!>i~n:l S . ipp~ i . i  CEII!ST (DPSC), and AS@ 
c,f I'i1il~tlci;rhi.1, n:;d clclsinp t!?? Dsfcnc .  

CIO:??:;.,~ Fncto:). cc>u!ci ii::p?,it l i?c>i< [;~:?n 9.170~7 
j ~ l l j  :;Id \ \ ' ou l~-  I > <  ~ ~ ~ > : 1 o : l l i i . \ ~ l ) '  c' .C\.,i5i2ti?,s to 
[:, . - 

1.c Cc;:::ni~riii~!.. I h <  cc)iiii:?linii)' ~ ' ~ : ~ : ~ ' i i C ] . c d  DISC 
7.. 1 ,450 :h~)~t!il  r c i ; ~ ~ i n  iL>:;c:i::.r n::d DFSC 

IIP 

Th< Con::nisjion f ~ i ! > d  c-,x.ing DISC froi>l Fhiln- 
dclphin \~:oi!ld crcn:? :! i-.cg~rivc ci!!nl~lnri~c. ccc- 
11o:;l.i~ i ~ ~ p ' i !  on  Fhi1:dsl;jhin. The Co~ t? : ; l i i s i~>~~ . \  
n!so found the ec r c t e ry ' s  rscon~rtl.enciarion diil 
nor ).isld the gicc?!cs! sn:.i;.,s; corn~t1<nsilr..lts \i.ith 

r- r 

i 
no ~ i j i i o i l  dcgiadz:io:~. i o r ~ h c r ,  the Ciii:~:l.:.!i-1 
sic:] fil:!nd ikL< ~-.175: ~ ~ ~ : - < i i s i t i \ . ~  ~p;icl;l  \::AS 
fi7r DISC rcir.ain i i -  p!a:c.. 

Defense personnel Support  Cerlter 
Philadelphia, Penns)~l~.ania 

SECRET.4RIP OF DEFESSE 
RECO?l?lESD.4TIOS~ 

C!i>s? [!. .2 Defcl115i. P i i j i ) : ~ i ~ i I  Siij>j7c\it Cc.i?:cr 
(DP:;IC!, F';?il:d?l?hi.~. F ' < z ~ ~ ) . l \ . L ~ : ~ i . ~ ,  3i:d ~<!fii,i:< 

. . i:s n;rcs:on to  t h i  I?s!c~,is Gistribl.!iio;~ Rclic~i1 
E;ls:, ?;c;?,. C~ir;.bcr!nnrt, Fcnns>. l \ .2ni~.  C!c>.;c ti?< 
Dc.f--.ns? CI,>thin;; F;?si~:].. rslocn:? thrl p<r.si.ii:::cl 

. . 

su~pc7;rin: t h<  ~ ; : i s~ :~> i l ,  n:;d 1 : s ~  <:i:s!i:-..7 .- 
cor:~ncrci;l s;)l.!yC<j to p r ~ > c ~ i r s  [kc  C l j ~ t k ! : - , ~  
F . l . i i ~7 i~  P : ~ > c I L ! ~ ~ s  



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

I Y  May 1995 

ML%O FOR ICP Csmmanders ' 

SUBJ; Review uf DISCS Propor,ed V?capon Sysfern Support b n c c p t  

1. AS wc arc d o w ~ e ,  there ha3 ~ W I I  com.iderable Jidug vvel ~ l r r  l v s l  eighteen months ?.hfilit. 
tiow DLA could improve i ts lvcapon gvstcms support capabilities znd nave to  a prccehs t5st was 
more compadble ~4th thi! Services' rnmgen~enl uf w t - ~ y c ~ n  sysleins. Onc step L? that direction 
we3 rcbishg our conccpt of opcrctio~ls to focus Inventory Control Points (ICP) on managing 
eirher weapon by;ysin~~s' ~ r l a l ~ d  itel:)s or t rmp  2nd general srlppnrt rel9td itcm. \Vhl!c this 
conccpt pmvidcs a strategio framework for conducting business in the future., it does not address 
organizational conderdtiuns wil11I11 the broad x~ippnrt cz tegor i~  (e.g, how item !xanegcmnt 
responsibilities %ill bc assigned :a the indi\r:dual ICPs). Obtiously, there ur rnurly ways tllat t!is 
cwld be rlucle; by systm, industry ~ T ( H I ~ ,  nr commodity for cxamplc. 

2. 171 ( I I ~ s  ~qiti 11 T)TSC, on their aun voliijcn (hut with hcadquartcrs howledge!, undertook sn 
&on 10~t fill to define how the rnan;lysrnon~ respur~ribi!i\irs of each o f t l ~  ICPS might he 
s t m ~ h ~ t d  in u:pytrt thc canccpt of apcralions cnd imp:ove our overall capabilities. Enclosure 
(1) is the result of their analysis. Since it was ~ l t a ~ l H J  wrll i l l  adv;cll~.*? nf, and conducted 
completely independent from, thc BRAC 35 proccss it presclrnes there are still four ICPs. What il 
recommends is basically strenbthmnka ~llr w~~~~rtudily o~ieutation of our ICPs by creating two 
weapon fyxtems support 1C:l's (anc devoted to rnnna-gg sppraximmiy 1.5 million mechanical 
items, and one to  managing approximately 1 25 r i l i u n  da~:.lli~;alicl.la:tro~~ic items), a general 
supply ICP managing about 8 l U  thousand itcm md a troop support ICP mmginfi DPSC's 
current population of ilrnls. Alit~uuglt BIUC 95 was not considwed in the xnlciy, rhc 
trrangcmcnt DISC 1s propo9iqg would 3till be tiable under B M C  95 simply by combhin~  the 
troop and g c r ~ r z  supply ilrms ai uric ICP. 

3. 1 lriurl admit illera is some natural attraction to the mechanical vrr.ws electricn~cicctrc~c 
alipment thy are proposing for the weapon system ICPs because of how it leverages the wvrk 
k~rm md strengthens our thcc ta  industry. llowever, as stet& abovc, thcrc wc dtcmt ive  
consmcts, such as aligning by specific indisriy group {r.g. nclvupace versus autornoiivcj that 
may nffcr somcwhat simi'ar cdvnntr$cs. 1 would appreciate your wmmens on DISC'S proposal 
and any other thoughts you might have un how we should u~gil~~iyc i ~ r  11re I .stress in 
the "long term" becausc whilc wc haw some flcxjbilily rti to how we dismiure items in the short 



 nu^, thcrc is no intention of doing anjthing thzt would sigrdicnntly dtcr thc BILlC 95 
recommendation ,.. or dd to the c u n ~ p l r r i ~ y  u l ' i r i~~lc i~wl~t~g  it ifapproved. 

4. For infurmation, I hxve $v=ri n cvpy <,rille p~.nl~l~sal itn rhe ICP BRAC 95 Executive 
Coordinating Group for their consideration wMe r&!ewindpuriqing PSC a s s i p t n t s .  h 
stressed above, rn~jor  chanecs are, not expected, howcvcr, it could provc bcnc5cid in thcir ~fforts 
to redress any personneUwark load hbslances csuscd by the initial mcru level adilysiu. 

5.  AS a 1h.t item of interest, the p ~ c k i l ~ e  dw cvii[ i~ial~ a JC~;CI~OII of I ~ C  revised customer 
senicc~ organization at DISC. It bns a nunlbcr of engaging femres clnd m2y be of some use as 
bau prepare for rhe upcoming w m m 4 e n  ~ ~ ~ m c a .  

Very reapecthlly, 

e 
it. 1', hloorc III 
Cap!&\ SC, USN 
Assistant Exwiative Director 
(Invrn(u~y 2(M) 

TOTAL P.04 



Purpose 

Refocus the Issue! ! 
Not a "Jobs Issue" - Assurances from DLA . DISC - General 

DPSC - Troop 

Issue Is that DLA Recommendation Is: 
Ill Conceived. I11 Planned. Ill Executed With 

I11 Effect on Readiness 
BRAC 93 Baseline with "Enhancements" 

Still Best Business Decision 

Ready ...... Fire ...... Aim .... 





Business Outcome IIII~ Affordable Readiness 

Disestablishing Mgt and Item Transfer and DPSC 
Technical Expertise Retention Costs Omitted 
- Product, Customer, Industry -GAO Validated 
TOO Much, TOO Soon DLA Data Call - 28 April 

- Schedule of Moves (CIT) Personnel Savings 
- Capacity of Centers to Absorb Reality Impaired 
Destroying ExistingIFuture 
Synergy of Interservice 
Integration (DISCIASO) 
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HOW PERSONNEL SAVINGS WERE DETERMINED BY DLA 

FOR THE DISC PROPOSAL 

Civilian Civilian 
Positions Posit ions 
Before Reqd After 
Transfer Transfer 

Transfer of DISC 1331 
Weapons Items to 
DGSC 

Transfer of DGSC 655 
Troop and General 
Support Items to DPSC 

Transfer of DCSC 358 
Troop and General 
Support Items to DPSC 

dgransfer DGSC Misc. 163 
to DPSC 

Transfer DISC 166 
General Support 
Items to DPSC 

Total Civilian 
Personnel Reduction 

Civilian 
Cobra 

Reduct ion Inputs 

DLA claims that they determined the savings by cutting overhead, 
especially at DCSC. The 4 0 4  reduction was actually determined using the 
above calculations by DLA takinq cuts in the three catesories of 
resources, direct, indirect  and-^&^ assigned to each group of items that 
are to be transferred. The data was obtained from off-line DLA 
spreadsheets provided to Congressman Borski's office. DLA then allocated 
the positions eliminated in the off-line spreadsheets in COBRA Run ICP22 
to DCSC and DISC. 

The size of the reductions relate directly to the ~umber of'items 
and associated resource categories being transferred from one ICP 
to another. The larger the number of items being transferred the 
larger the cuts taken. The methodology and cuts have no relationship to 
managing like items together at the same site. 

a' 



hleeting - 6 July 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To m-kit thc LIZ-mry Control Point OCP) a d  D k i k d o n  Co- a f w n s  prior to 
p ~ c n d n g  tbc Cocozpi to thc Dirtnor. A kt of BRACEG &fm&s is a axlcarrr 1. Briefing charts arc a 
c n c l ~  2. R a  ICP d Distribution Conocpts o f m o m  arc cncbxcs  3 4 4, M T V .  

IT. BRIEF SU3BLARY OF DISCUSSIOS: 

1. 1m-m ~ Y C  tnlditi* h us@ to DLA ICPs cu tCc k& of rdutiy groupings. 
Assipiiu it- b a d  on tk -L pr- i m ~ h d  (i.e., dA&?j syxif ;dc  i?. C ( ? U G L L ' ~  

itm), or \ a c e  (i.e., Air/LzcdlSca), or wrapca 3- rniaht mak,- more scnsc. Tk t i a d j t i d  order 
f w m  00 the supplier. V c n ~  ad M- qszstn an o r i d  rnc to tbc & t .  S t r u d g i q  arouDd 
mamgnat pr- is more W y  f c a d .  Tkx  arc dvaSgc3 a d  to cach principle. 
hi& t d m l o g y  a d  ( lmmahy B u s k  ~ni;s allow tbc chic of ul organizing pricciplz to tc 
L?L-pe3dmt of b z b g  duisim. Tkc 2ch.d d m  of tbc a n q t  p'dcscchy w d d  be d c k m i d  by 
whzt d c  most busiryss scnsc L? I& of tbe BRAC anAq.sis process. 

2. MMS recomnadd uiiq tbe rramg=z1-wnt p m  zs tbz orgaking principlz. Seved 
siflcant m c e r n s  w r r e  inc luc iq  & - e m p k i ~  9:ovi.q to more m ~ r d  practics, 11.xni.q 

z~ay fiom "one Exe D hdut iy,"  a3d dduting cmphrsis ca F- sy3z-n support km. 

3. Tk BRACEG ZQJ& thzt the id=as m d  issues should bz tzkm to t.lx W t r  

1. ? b e  d i h i b ~ ~ & ~  C m q t  of Opm,tiws w-zs to m o ~  ~ z y  a p m  ofa  p W i m  
z b u t  tbe lccahm ofthe primvy drstribution sits.  ?Ez concept w-a a h  changed to e m p h k  that 
c o d  ZGd axm1 is the p* functioa of& Fkqjons. 

2. Another c- qkb tha! the Co& of Ikp%, ~ b i c h  DLA is # t o  opcratc, 
should be the Base C-. All other D e p t s  s b u l d  'buy" suppi? S-TV%XS vl.hi~h do E-! require 
standmhatmn fiom w h z e r  mum d e s  s a x .  

CLOSE HOLD 



. . 
h%datlantic,and othcr tcnants with'approximatrly 800 pcnonncl. DPSC was not rcvicwcd u 
pan  of thc ICP czrcgory since i t  managcs a much smallcr n u m k r  of itcrns which havc 3 
signscantly highcr dol lu  valuc than thc h d w m  1CPs. ?hc  activity has no adminisuativc 
spacc availablc, but docs havc a small numbcr of buildable a m s .  Environmental problcrns at 
DPSC would d c  building or cxtcnsivc nnovadons impossible for mmc rime in shc fur=.- 

With the movcrncnt of DCMD MidatIantic and the clothing Factory out of DPSC, thc 
Working Group cxmincd  opuons to cithcr uulizc thc basc as a nccivcr  or movc DPSC to 
anothcr location. Sccnarios wcrt built so that activities movcd to locations w h e n  cxccss spacc 
had bccn idcnt i f id  DISC, c m n t l y  a tcnant at AS0 which is rccommcndcd for closun by thc 
Navy, w u  c o n s i d d  for possiblc rcd igmcnt  to D P S C  A sccmrio which rcal ignd DPSC to 
AS0 w h m  D l A  would w u n c  nsponsibility for the basc was mzlyzcd. Anotha,  which split 
thc d-mc commdi.lics at DPSC t x t w n n  DGSC and DCSC was dm cxarnincd 

The distribution d c p t  at Ncw Curnbcrlzqd hzs availablc buildabic acrcs. Additiondly, 
m o t h a  ncommcndzirion movcs DISC, a h v d w u c  ICP from Phi !dc l~hia  to h'cw Cumbcrlmb 
This allows w v d  actividcs to be con~oli&tcd. Thc prescncc of & ICPs and m j o r  
fzcilitics in 'ihc m a  will crcatc sigificant opporrunitics for savings and cfficicncics i 
f u m .  As a r t su l t  of rhc closurc of DPSC, thc propcny will tx cxccss to Army nmds. . .  . 

A m y  will d i s p s c  of it in accordmcc wit4 cxisang policy 2nd proccdurc. 

Re tu rn  on Investment: Total cstimatcd ozc dmc cost for thcsc closurcs is S173.0 ~ i l i i o n .  
Annuzl s d y  s ~ t c  savings ut SW.6 million uith ul immcdiatc xnrm on invcsrmcnt 

cl) Impacts:  a o s i n g  thc DPSC instzllation 2nd t !c  Clothing F x t o r j  will havc z. i m p z n  on thc 
I d  economy. Thc projcctcd prcnt ial  cmplo~mcnt  loss, b : h  dircct znd indi.cn, is 0.4 
Fcnt of h c  cffiployncnt bzsc in thc Phildclphia h l c m p l i t u l  S u d s d d  h a ,  zxu,ining no 
cconomic rccovcry. Thc closurc will ultinztcly rcsult in a rcduccion in air emissions, 
u.asrcwztcr d ixhugcs ,  a d  %lid wasrc. 

Defense Indus t rh l  Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

~ecom&nda t ion :  R c l x a r c  thc Dcfcnsc Indusmrl Supply Ccntcr (DISC), a h u d w u c  
lnvcntory Connol Point (ICP), locatcd in Philtdclphia, Pcnnsylvarh, to h'cw CuoSr,rluld, 
Rnnsylvuliz. 

Justification: DISC is a tcnznt of the h'zvy's Avhrion Supply Officc (ASO) locatcd in 
Philzdclphia W i h  thc Navy decision to close AS0 during B!UC 93, DLSC must c i t h a  be 
rc1war.d or rnnzin txhind and assumc nsponsibihry for thc k c .  

Thc Exccutivc Group considcrcd options whcr'c squarc footage o r  buildable a m s  cxistcd. 
Also, only lccations whcrc ICPs ccurrcntly cxb: wcrc considcnd 

Collccation with DCSC, DESC and DGSC wcrc d s o  considcrui DGSC hw builchblc e m s  
but no spacc availablc. DESC has warchousc spacc and DCSC will havc adminisrndvc spzcc 
in 1997. Howcvcr, with thc rccornmcndcd closurcs of  DESC and rcalignmcnt with DCSC, rhc 
d d i t i o n d  movc of  DISC to DCSC WAS considcrcd too n . Scenarios wcrc mn splitdng + DISC among thc rcmdning hardwxc ccntcrs 27  splitting DISC txtwccn DCSC w d  DGSC. 

a Both options wcrc considcrcd too risky bccrusc proposcd movcs split m n a g c d  itcrns to 
multiplc locations. 



SECRET.4Rj' OF DEFESSE JUSTLFICATIOS 

DISC i j  a i<ii>:ir o f  [? I?  X~\ . ) . 'S  ,-\vin:ion Supplj.  
OfTicc (.-'\SO) l o i ? . i ~ d  in Fhiladciphin. \\'irh tb.2 

So\.). c'.:ii~ion to clc):c ,450  d u r i n s  GK4C 93, 
Pi513 1::11c! ciiii.cr be rci,yc::tcd o r  r ~ r n ~ i i ~  
iJ..l.;..i! . .  .?;1;1 , I - ~ L .  ,. r<sp0!1~1?:iliiy for th< \>?:c'. 

Ccll,..i..:ii;\> \\-i:ll DCSC. DESC nr1.d DCSC \..sic - 1 -<> L.L\. ? < ,  ,< -... . . 
L,. t >  ... : \ i cLLL! .  IIGSC I-,.?s bl-ii!d?.l~!c ?,crcs I>:![ 
!-,J 5:l~;t. ;:.\.;;[!.\\>!,>. L7ESC l;?.j \ \ .~T<:?~>, ; ;SC S P ~ C ~  

?i!;i UCSC \ \ i l l  Ii2\.< ;?t!n~.:2is:r::i\.c spec i : ~  1947. 
tiil;i.<\.cr. \ \ . i : i~  ti:< ric~71;:!1;ciid;r'd. C ~ O S L I T C ~  of 
DE5C nnrl r.c.nli;nni.cnr \i.irh IICSC, t h . ~  r?ddi- 

. . .- 
; ? I  I;:o:.: o f  Disc t ~ 7  DCSC \!..:s c~! i~ ' : ? r ' r cd  

u u  risk!.. Sccnnria.; \:-crc rLln ~ i > ! i ! i i i ? ~  DISC 
?,;:;~-I;:LT rc1?:,1ir,i!;g :?n:.ciii..l.r.= c < n : < i j  n;;? 

i' 

p l i ~ r  i;-!$ Di5C b:;\~. P(3 j C  ;?:i.ci DGSC. Eori~ 
0~iiis:3.j ;\.<r< ~onsi~!<:;'c! tc \3  risk).  bcc?.:!ss 
prop,>s<d 1-, :~7; .~5 87::: I:'::>2<2d ii<i..:j i7\1.;;:i~i< 
I,\cat:i\:-:j 

L 

Lci:?:ir:g DISC :,! @efcr.sc Dis r r ib~~: ion  F.cgii?n 
E?.S[, .? DL.\ zc[j\:i!>. 10~:?.:<c! n [  s~i:: Ci:;:lbtrl;!:l.d. 
n-.-- r~ , : , , , ! . : i . a ;~ in .  - 2nd rhs pr<ssi::r of ti:!.<? ICF5 
rind i11nj.9;- DL..\ f?.ii!i:icj in rhs n;sn \?.i l l  cren:? 
_~igni!icr\n; c.ppo;t~!li: i~j for sn\.ings T.-C! zffi- 
ci?[~ii . : j  in I\;? fu!u[.c. Th;. relc>sation of DISC 

Kc\\.  Ca;l:bcrlnnd pro\.idc. j be j i  pq.b2ck 
fo: QdD. T\:s relocniion 2!!0i\.s ~hc  Xaiy 117 close 
2nd d ~ s p o s r  o f  ;\SO. 

- 7  

!r.? cc!:!n:i!::i:;. n~.si:ccl ~:lo\.irlg DISC, th? Dc- 
fcnsc Fc[_;!>;ini.l S : ~ p p ~ i . i  Ccri!er (DPSC), 2nd ,AS@ 
oil: c:l i'iiil.?c!ciphi.~, n;;d c l o ~ i n g  I!?? Dsfcnsr 
C\o:l:inz Fn<to;.y c~>~!lci ii::;>nc: n?~>ic. ti?:?n 9.QOi7 
jc711j z;:~! \-..~;i\d t > i  t '~c>:io:~~ic.~lI) .  d < \ . . ~ ~ i ~ \ i ~ ~  to 

c~: : :n l~~i~ i : j . .  Ths  cclri;i:;~!nii). C~:I;<:IC!<C! DISC - .. 
.. .4SCJ shc\u!,l r c ~ : ~ , ~ i n  ro,;c:i:<r n:~ct DFSC 

(111 

5;-,\)L;!ct L>t. l > \ L 7 \ . < L I  t o  [kc  .AS0 fLlc[!!:y, l . t . 5 L l ! i l ! l ~  

i ; ?  r!:c c I ~ > ~ ~ . I ; c  of rl:? Dl'5C ~i:.;t,llistic~n. Tilic 
xc;; .?rio, [hey 2sscr;cd. *h~.~~-~~!!d  ~ 1 1 x 7  prL7\.ic!c [1,1~1:,c 
CC.;[ ~ n v i r ~ ~ j  2:1d \\.c>11!~! i'i I S S S  di;r.~!p:i\.c th.1n 
l:?l>\.ir?g DFSC ni l t l  DISC ro Seii .  Cuni i~r . r l .~ :~ t l .  
il,j praposcd by DoD and DLA. 

COJLJIISSIOS FISDISGS 

Ti.< Con::nission foil-d K-~i . ing DISC fioi:~ Fh~la-  
dc:;-ihi2 \~:oirId crcn tz  7. ncg2rii.e ci!;;~ill;l.rivc c i a -  
~:o::!ii in:p?.it o n  Fhil.?c!clphia. Th? ~oiri::!issio!i.(I 
a!so found thz S ~ i r < i ~ ; y ' s  rs~onin?cr?c!?.rio~~ d i ~ i  i 110L ).icId [h? si<J.LZ5!. ~ 2 ~ : i ~ g j  conlillensLlr.Ir< \vi[tl 
R C ~  mi j~ io i1  dtgizdn: io;~.  F ~ ~ r i h e r ,  the Co;:l:~:is-~ 

7 r sic:] foanli th. n:Gs: c ~ : : - ~ i i ~ c t i \ f  o p ~ i o n  \!:>s 
f,>r DISC to rc ' i l i~in ii-: rj!:;?. 

Dcfense Personnel Support C e ~ l t c r  
Philadelphia, Penns)rl\.ania 

SECRET.AR1. OF D E F E S S E  
RECO\l?IESD.4TION 



DEIFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

FOR ICP C'.ommmdcrs ' 

1.  As wc ell awue, thsra h33 k s n  ~on~ider*bir didas uvcl LIE l u s t  ~ig ! i t ea l  nion:h.s t.hn~!t. 
liow CLA co:rId improve i ts  \ v P q o n  sj.stcnlS support capabilities 2nd rr.cji7e to a I;rccess h o t  u'ts 
more con?p~iible 1ir'l.h ths S e n i c s '  muJ.genieni uf\t*r-~!>ci~> SyS:CiIiP. OJIC 5 t q  LI that di:ecricn 
w ~ 5  rc-,isbig our conccpt of o p c r ~ i o n s  to fcccs Inuentoq C b ~ r o l  P ~ i y i ~  (ICP) on inma$ny 
e i h r  w w y n  q ~ i n l ~ r '  itlalcd ;I~I:IS or t r w p  ~ . n d  $trrtr?,l %>ppr t  reldc-1 itcrrs. \Vh!c this 
cnnxpt protidcs a s t r ~ c g l c  frane~xork for cor.ti,ucting business in the f~turc, it dces not ~Jilress 
orgeniational conderdi iur is  WIIII:II 111e brcixd x:ipport citcgorits ('e.g, how itcm =anegcmctt 
rmpnsibilitics %iU te ~sig-ed;o ihe incivldcd ICPs). Obkiw~dy,   hem -r?r I I n l i y  :rays :I=t r!iis 
cwld  tc du~rc; by w r z p n  system, i n d u s w  gro~:p, n r  cnrcrnadtj, ior cxuiplc. 

2. 171 111;s I ~ : ' c ~ I I ~  DrSC, n1.l thcir vt+n ~oli/Lij;n ~ b ~ t  ~ j t h  kc~dql;a~tcn k~owltdge!, unde~ock  cn 
eff'ort 1st fall 10 deffe how the rnmgerrio~~[ respu:~s&it:!;cs of each  oft!^ 1 c . P ~  might he 
stnich~rhci fn s ~ : p ~ r t  thc conccpt of o p n n t i o ~ s  &rid inl;:o\.e ow overall apzbilitics. E Z C ~ O S U ~ ~  
(1) ie the resu!t of heir m.!pris. Since it wes s t a r i d  ~$141 ;[I advil~i~..it nf, 2nd conducted 
cornplctcfy indqendett from, thc BRAC 35 process it prezdmes there are sa four ICPs. \',%at iL 
r m m e n d s  is basically strenghm&.i~ tlie W I I I I : W ~ ~ L ; J  01.ecfatiziu of our ICPs by ctf.ating twn 
weapon syntems siippnrt l(:lls (cric dcvo!cd to nanlgke zpproxhatdy 1.5 million mecharicd 
items, and OAM to  rnanedh~ epp:ox;mztely 1.25 d i u n  t!a:~~icaliclzctr.~~~i~' items), a grnerCl 
supply ICY managing about tclU t h o i l m d  i tem ~ n 3  a xooy support ICP ns~~.ging DPSC's 
current powdatiorz of i~erlw. .IU;huuyl~ B U C  95 wu not co;lsida-cd in the ~i i l r iy ,  t.hc 
trrmgcmcnt UlYC is proposiqp wculd sti!l be -,icb!e under BR4C 95 simply by comSXnicg rtie 
troop and gerxrd supply iians vtlc IC?. 

3.  I i l ! u ~ t  adriu't lherc is sonla ! ~ ~ t u r z l  attraction to the rnr.chanicA v ~ r c u s  e l c c t i l c n ~ ~ i c c ~ c ~ c  
d i p n e n t  thy u e  propcsing for the weapon sysrern ICPS because of how it leverages the  work 
t ~ r r ~ . ,  mrl atrcngihtns nur few t o  indcttry. llowever, 2s stc?td above. thcrc crc cl:cimtive 
conswcrs, such as aligning by specific ind~ariy y u u y  (r.g. aeruspace vcr.sus au:omoii\~c.j t h a t  
may n F t r  s o m c w h  shi!ar d v m ~ c s .  1 would apprcci~te your wmments on DISCfs proposal 
and any other thouFfits you might have c.n bow we shuulll u ~ g z i t i ~ r :  1116 I sstrs in 
the "long term" becausc whilcwc h&vc sonic flcxjbiliry ns to how we disiriiure itms in the ~ h o n  



4. For i r y ~ m t i u n ,  I hc%.e g i b e r l  n i ;~~py crTt1:r i ) ~ ~ > p n s a l  to  ihe TCP BRAC 95 Excclltir,e 
C o o i d k ~ t h g  Group for their c-mridsrt5o;l wNe resf~?a%:JIFjpui&sl~ FSC 2 ~ 6 i p e n t s .  Ah 
stressed ehovc rnnjor c$?,nges are nnt e.qwc?d, hn-~rrvcr: it c m l d  probe h c E c l c l  h thc=r rKei?s 
lo redress any persom.et'wcfi :@ad i a b d ~ n c e s  c a s e d  by t h e  i?jfd mcro Ievd ; i lAysis  

5 .  & a 1,~ itern cf i n w e i t ,  the puckage d w  C O I I [ I ; I I Y  d JC~;CL~O:I of lLc ra . :sd  custi8:il:r 
senice.p nrgmiZtfion frt DISC. it h u  n nunlbcr of cricgng feahres md mey be of some use as 
)VU prepre f ~ r  tho cpconicq c c r r , m d c r s  ~ ~ i , C ~ e i i c a .  

Very respe:rklly. 

e rmrr-- 
1,. !?IGOTC a 

Ciip!&~, SC, CSN 
~~3sistmt Exw~ti.~.e Director 
( I n v ~ ~ u i y  3Cm) 

TOTAL P. QI 



hiemorandurn  for the  Record 
+ 

Encl: (1) List of Att endees 
, ---. 

I 
(2) Federal Supply Class Brezkdoun by ICP 2nd Category 
(3) Agenda Discussion Points 

a' (4) Action Items 
(5) Open Questions 

1. On 10 much 1995 the personnel listed in enclosure (1) met to initiate the planning process for 
implementing the BRAC 95 recommendation to: disestablish the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC); and realign item mznagement responsibilities among the Defense General, Construction, 
and Personnel Supply Centers to correspond to the Lnventory Control Point (ICP) concept of 
operations. More specificzlly, Troop a d  Generd Support item management will be concentrated 
at the Defense Personnel Supply Center (DPSC) md Weapon System Support item management 
will be split between the Defense Generd Supply Center (DGSC) 2nd the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC). Enclosure (2) pro\ides a synopsis of current and projected item 
management responsibility by Center and Federd Supply C l a s  (FSC). 

2. Rzdn Chmberlin opened the meeting by briefly discussing DLA's recommendation. He 
stressed it UIZS predicated on militzry vdue md hi5astructure reduction considerations, not on 
recent performance. In conso5mce ~q71fi i h s  he publicly recogmed the shll, motivir~$n and 
success of the DISC ~vork force. He dso zcknouledged that authority to djsestzblish DISC was 
dependent on approval of the recommendztion through the BRAC process, but Alowed how the 
extraordinw ~ ~ l e s j t y ~ o f w h z t  we zre ;bout to undertake plus the need to adequately reflect 
our%@iiements in the upconu'ng budgets i r y e d  strongly for irnmediztely commencing 

3. Rzdm Chmberlin lzid out three objectives for the group: first, define the mzjor issues 2nd ' 

questions that must be zddressed; secondly; identify the zreas where strategc zssumptions still 
need to be mzde; 2nd lastly, lay the initid groundwork for structuring the detailed plvining 
process. The group's efiorts focused on the first ofthese objectives (enclosure (3) pertzins), ~ i t h  
the con~~ersztion largely centered on: O understznding what FSCs move where; O delineating 
significant personnel issues; a d  @ how BRXC 95 should be reflected in the budget 2nd P O l i  
97. Enclosure (4) lays out  speciSc action items emmat ing  fiom, and t h e  f o l l o ~ i n g  subpzragrzphs 
capsulzte significmt points md zgreements mzde during, these discussions. 

a. FSC Realignment: The assumption that it was preferable to assign management 
~ * l o u [ Q  G p o n s i b i l i t y  for all the ifems in ul TSC to one activity was un2nirnously rclffirmed by the 

I participants. However, it wzs also agreed that the BRAC recommendation did not limit DLA's mpm / 
) authority to zdjust the projected FSC mznagement responsibilities (listed in enclosure (2)) as it Cbbw * ' progressed through the detvled planning and implementation processes. It was firther 

acknowledged t h ~ t  two forms of adjustment could occur: either an FSC could be reassigned in its 
entirety; or  items could be moved from one FSC to another, or new, FSC. The movement of 

: items to other FSCs was thought to have particular potential when dealing with classes which 



have a relrtit~ely high perce~lzge of bolh aezpcn system w d  troop Igenerrl ilems wd 614 I erent  
mmagener.t requirements rssocirted uilh each segment (e,g. u-ood screws vs turbine engine 
fasteners). Lastly, it was confirmed t h z t  the intention is to transfer my reimburszble work 

.,-, associated with specific FSCs, u i ~ h  those FSCs. 
1 

-oil 
b. Personnel Issues: As expected there was significznt discussion of the personnel 

ramifications associated nith the recommendation to disestablish DISC. It was reiterated by the 
BRAC ofiice and personnel specialists thzt c1assifg;ing the DISC action as a realignment or 
disestablishment conveyed no specific personnel rights; rather personnel fights are solely 
dependent on whether actions u e  classified as work load or functional transfers. Due to both the 
cofision 2nd intense interest in this u e a  it was decided that headquarters DLA would issue 
untten clarification as soon as possible. 

The need to better define what the actuil personnel situation might be for each activities' work 
force was d s o  acknowledged. It was zgeed thzt this should be done zs soon as possible, but thzt 
it was dependent on certzin implementztion and budget decisions that had not been made yet. 
Other notible deliberations included: options avglable to probide preferential treatment to the 
adversely impacted work forces; avenues avilable for maximking attrition; the general problem 
of retiining specific 2nd unique expertise zt least through the transition period the requirement to 
ascertzin 2s soon as practicil what the zcturl personnel situations u e  i-uaphical region: 
md a recognition that the more Jve could treat this as merger \ice tzkeover actions the better off - 
we \vould be. 

c. Budget and PO31 97: Considerible concern w a s ~ e d  by the ICP Deputy 
,Directors about their tv to ibs07b the directed productivity improvement mhks while 

--. - 
~ t ~ n ~ a c c e ~ e r z t i n ~  the implementaiion of DLA's new business practices; pining 
severzl hundred thousznd new items'throu_eh CIT Phase II; interndly transfening onnership of 
over 65% of the items we currently maage  (includes DESC movement to DCSC); and 
m&tzinjng performance. Further, apprehension was voiced over the assumption used in the 
BRAC Cobra model runs thit dl POXl reduction would be tzken against "losing zcti~ities". 

The pn'ncipzl countervziling corisiderstions were: the universzlly endorsed requirement to 
become more efficient; the acceptace that we did not want to create an unbalinced work force 
during the evolution (over stressed one plzce, idle mother); md  the realization that the 

[ appropriate mechanism to fund m y  "bubble" caused by B I U C  95 was the BIMC 95 budget (due 
in h h y  %)./There ulas some discussion of DLA's decision not to  request labor funding in the 
BRAC 93 budget, and it w2s admitted there is some unknown chance that the command might 
adopt that as its position for B I U C  95. It was stressed, however, that whether or not such a 
request uent forward would be primarily dependent of how solid a case the ICPs could build for 
the requirement. \1t was also opined that the enormity of the task now before us in conjunction 
with the fact that BRAC 95 msts would not be reflected in the i c e s  we charge our customers 
might make the environment more receptive to such a request. P 



Given the zbove it IVES decided thzt: dl ICPs u.ould respond to PO31 97 in zccordznce uith the 
' pre~iously distributed guidmce; projected BRAC 95 sa~ings would be applied ''on top" of the 

zcti~ities' POXI 97 bzseline; 2nd BEUC 95 costs, including labor, would be sepvately justified _- 2nd submitted for inclusion ii~ rhe BRAC 95 budget. 

..1111 4. DCSC put forwvd a proposzl to expedite the trmsfer of both lumber products 2nd plumbing 
supplies to Philadelphia. Their desire is to complete the trmsfer prior to December '95 in order to 
avoid conflicting with CIT Phwe II, oEce relocations, and luge scale DESC trmsfers after 
January '96. It was unrnimously zgreed thit using at least lumber as a n e w m a l l  
"model" was ~ e w  is zuthorized to trmsfer FSCs). a ~ o r o ~ n ' a t e  (it fits the ICP 
concept of operations so therefore isn't dependent on the BRAC decision), and advantaseou_s-. 
(provjdes a controlled environment in which to g i n  experience). u r x  recommended that we 
approzch the model from a more expanded perspective and include items managed by DGSC 2nd 
DISC that would be associited uith the me cornrnercizl distribution channels (e.3. wood 
screws, nrils, wood pdlets etc.). Doing so was embraced by 2U pvticipanls. 

5. All pvticipants believe we should give serious considerztion to changing the nvnes of the 
ICPs zt the earliest opporturity in order to: create a more cooperztive, less combative, 
atmosphere to the r e o r g h t i o n s ;  md more appropriately reflect what the ICPs v e  zctuzlly 
doing. In the case of DCSC, a d  depending on the chosen n m e  perhzps DGSC, this could be 
done immediztely. Hon!ever, I uiould recommend thzt we not do 2nk~hing in Philadelphia thzt 
might infer a presumption of a 5nd decision. 

6. The next meeting of the Deputies is scheduled to commence 0900 22 March 1995. It uill be 
held in the DCSC commznd contrerence room. In  prepvation for the meeting pvticipvlts were 
requested to mzke m y  idditions to enclosure (3) they felt were appropriate. Principzl topics to 

W '  be discussed ire: O timing / phasing of the items trmsfers; establishing a structure to perform 
the detailed pJumjng; O cn'ticzl prerequisites to conducting the transfers. Additionzl items -ill 
be covered as time permits. 

R T. Moore 
Capt, SC, USN 

CC : 
DISC 
DPSC 
DGSC 
DCSC 
MMSD 
MhlSB 
MMSL 
h!fMSP-CIMO 
CAAJ 
CAHS 



Agenda 1 Discussion Points :  

1. Oveniew of BRAC 
IVhat are the basic d e s ?  
What assumptions were incorporated in the basic recommendation? 
IVhat flexibility are we zllowed in execution? 

2. IVbat FSCs move \vhere? 
How do we want to handle Troop and General classes with a high 
percentage of ueapon system items? 

Does the notion of Home Class project apply? 
\ f i a t  other allowmces do we need, or can we, make for additions / 
deletions 
What options should we consider for transfening items? 

M How do ~ v e  establish the increments? 
Should \ye give special consideration to items on long term contracts or 
other goups of items? 

3. W'hat software chmges may be required to support the transfer? 
Do we use the logistic r ea s~ i~nmen t  process, or create our own progams to 
transfer items on a file to file basis? 

w ' Do we need enhancements to support our weapon system support role or any 
other fimctional role? 
Do we need mmzgement software? 

m Project minzgement 
m EIS 

4. IVhat are the timing issues? 
IVhat are the competing events? IV'hat is the relationship to: 

m CIT Phase IT 
business initiatives 

m prekious BRAC actions 
m other evolutions 

How do we sequence the transfers to be least disruptive? 
What andfor who is the critical path? 

enclosure (3) 



5. How do  we reflect BRXC 95 in the budget? 
b \Plat is the time line for the BRAC budget submission? 

What h v l c i a l  assumptions were incorporated in the recommendation? - 
1 

What was the funding experience for BRAC 93? 
How do we treat productivity a d  business process improvement savings in the 

W budget and POhl97? 

6. I n a t  are the personnel issues? 
Is there any diflerentiation in the conveyance of rights between a 
disestablishment or realignment action? ' 

7. \%at are the organizational issues? 
Is there benefit to mzking the customer interface portions of DCSC and DGSC 
"look" and "feel." the same? 

8. How do we conduct the actual implementation planning? 
Who has the lead? 
Do we establish a single or multiple teams to develop the plan? 
How is the process overseen? 

enclosure (3) 



ACTION ITEMS 

/- --. A. Personnel 
. 9 

i .  

1. DLA Humm Resources Office in conjunction with the DLA B M C  oEce v.4.I provjde 
@ . ~ r i t t e n  clvification on the impact the classification of a BRAC action has on the rights of 

affected employees, a d  whit are the determinates for the conveyarice of personnel rights. 

a. A specific question utas asked as to whether the classifjcation of an action as a work 
load transfer or hnctiond transfer is negotjatble under any of our existing lzbor 
agreements. The imrnedizte mswer was no, but DLA Human Resources agreed to 
confirm that and to provide a short explmztion of the process used to m&e a work lozd 
versus functional trmsfer determinition. 

2. DLA Human Resources OEce will provide a shopping list of the options avzjlable to 
provide preferentjzl tretment 1 considerztion of employees adversely 2B'ecte.d by the BRAC 
zction. A request w2s mzde to ensure it included my actions thzt would assist in the retention 
of veas where the pool of expertise is limited. 

3. DLA Humm Resources OEce uill prokide a shopping list of options avdable to 
maximize zttrition. 

4. DLA Humm Resources O5ce zgeed to procjde guidmce concerning how to handle 
BRAC related Union interfices under the new pmnership mangement. 

5. DLA Humm Resources OEce will provide a mztrix of the most likely lzbor relations 
issues (e.g. B u g h n i n ~  unit eic.) md the steps involved in their handling. 

B. hlater ial  Transfer  

1. DGSC and DISC zgeed to pocide lessons learned from the last DISC -+ DGSC trmsfer. 
There is particulv interest in what  filed in execution and* f2 

r- 
ctors w m  zdded time 2nd 

cost. 
A - 

I , 2. DISC, DGSC, DPSC and DCSC agreed to review the FSCs they manage for addition4 
items that should be included in the lumber the "transfer model". The injtent is to group 
together all the items thzt are provided within the same commercial distribution channel. 
Examples of such items u e  wood screws, nails, pallets, and perhaps some prefab buildings. 

3. DISC, DGSC, DPSC and DCSC agreed to do the preparatory work for including 
plumbing supplies in the "transfer model". However, no agreement on whether or not to 
actually include jt was reached. 

1 .  C .,. .* : -. &. 1 . .  
.----.-_. . . .- ... 

I . ; . ;  f 

: .  . _  Q 
f&  :: 

. . i  - . . L- ... _ - -. - -CT 
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C. Support  Areas 

1. DISC, DGSC, DCSC, md  DPSC zgeed to lay out what "support uea" improvements 
they consider to be cn'ticd conditions uldlor prerequisites of successhlly effecting the 
p l m e d  item rezljgnments while simultmeously continuing to execute the corporate vision. 
Software enhancements requirements u e  of specific interest. 



OPEN QUESTIONS 

I.  To what degree should we defer current catdoging work in order to form a team to 
specifjcally address reclassifjing items into "home classes"? 

2. Should we give more consideration to the creation of a "North Philadelphia Detachment"? 
DPSC has indicated that it strongIy disfavors such an approach. However, I would recommend 
leaving it on the table until we have more fully assessed the personnel situation and skill 
requirements. 

enclosure ( 5 )  
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CONOPS VISION FOR ICP DISC IS THERE ALREADY !! 

1. COMBAT SUPPORT AGENCY DISC HAS MOST WEAPONS ITEMS, HIGHEST SUPPORT. 
I 

FIRST READINESS ADVOCATES 
FIRST WEAPONS MANAGEMENT PROTOTYPE 

DISC SUPPLIES 5 1 % OF TOTAL INDUSTRIES REQUISITIONS 

"DCSC SHOULD BE SITUATED IN AN AREA TO DISC COLOCATED WITI-I SERVICE ICP (ASO) 
A'ITRACT AND MAINTAIN REQUIRED LOGISTICS NAVAL ENGINEERING ACTIVITY (NAESU) 
TALENT" NAVY INTERNATIONAL LOGISTICS CONTROL OFFICE (NAVILCO) 

LARGE POOL OF DIVERSE TALENT ON BASE. 

COMMODITY BUSINESS UNITS INVENTED HERE; EMULATED ELSEWI-IERE 
ORGANIZED ALONG PROCESS LINES 
FIRST MULTIFUNCTIONAL JOB SERIES 
FIRST FULLY INTEGMTED WORK STATION 
FIRST MULTISKILLED TRAINING PROGRAM 

CORPORATE DLA/DOD CONTRACTS CONCEPT INVENTED I-IERE 
ASOIDISC CONTRACTS SYNERGY 

FUNCTIONAL PROCESS IMPROVEMENT ABC PROTOTYPED H E W  
METHODOLOGY DPACS, AIMS, AUTOMATED CUSTOMER RETURNS, AND 

SMALL AUTOMATED COMPETITIVE REBUYS 
PROTOTYPED 1-IERE 

BEST VALUE ACQUISITION DELIVERY EVALUATION FACTOR INVENTED AND 
IMPLMENTED AT DISC 



CONOPS VISION FOR ICP 

*EXPANDED USE OF ELECTRONIC COMMERCE 

*MARKETING 

*TAILORED/FLEXIBLE CUSTOMER SUPPORT 

DISC IS ALREADY THERE 

*PROTOTYPED1 B ENCNMARKED HERE 

*1 00% FOR AUTOMATED SMALL PURCHASES 

*FIRST DLA ICP TO ESTABLISH DESEX: AUTOMATED CUSTOMER 
SERVICE MODULE 

*FIRST ORGANIZATION I-IERE; EMULATED ELSEWHERE 

*NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW LEAD CENTER 

DISC IS WHAT DLA WANTS AN ICP TO BE! 







MILITAR J? VALUE - 
HARDWARE REQUISITIONS BY CUSTOMER 

-SOURCE: ICP COMMAND DATA BASE FEB 95 

TOTAL 
FY9 4l 

I REQNS 

DISC 384.9M 

DGSC 201.8M 

DCSC 163.8M 

DESC 1254 .9~  

% 
ONTIME 
PROCESS 

91.4 

94.2 

94.8 

95.3 

% OF TOTAL SERVICE REQUISITIONS , 

SUBMITTED TO HARDWARE CENTERS 
USA USN USAF USMC 

40.5% 37.4% 40.9% 40% 

14.7% 11.8% 22.2% 

36.3% 19.6% 16.1% 35.6% 

1.9% 20.8% 19.2% 10.9% 

AVAIL - 
ABILITY 

89.5 

86.1 

82.0 

89.1 
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WEAPONS SYSTEM SUPPORT 

SOURCE; DLA FEB DATA 

SERVICE 
COMPONENT 

USA 

EC-1 
SMA 
LEVEL 
' A 

91.95 

90.3 

90.1 

85 

DISC 

CHRONIC SYS 
BELOW ~ o f i  

6 

11 

0 

15 

38 
I 

(PHILA.) 

SERV 
SMA 

91.55 

88.9 

92.6 

85.4 

1 

E C - 1  
SMA 
LEVEL 

A 

88.3 

DCSC (COLUMBUS) DESC 

CHRONIC SYS 
BELOW GOAL 

20 

CHRONIC SYS 
BELOW GOAL 

119 

(DAYTON) 

SERV 
SMA 

89.9 

DGSC (RICHMOND) 

USN 19 85.9 89.4 151 

I 

9 

CHRONIC SYS 
BELOW GOfi  

22 

USMC 

USAF 

TOTALLING 

92.1 

88.5 

85.3 

SERV 
SMA 

82.21 

14 

9 

29 

12 

E C - 1  
SMA 
LEVEL 

A 

16.8 

90.08 

90.9 

86 

SERV 
SMA 

88.8 

12 

22 

E C - 1  
SMA 
LEVEL 

A 

90. 

89.1 

81.8 

15  I 11 312 1 

91.9 

80.3 

31 

11 

84.8 

19.4 

83.9 

76.1 



. +  
=EUX 
V O D  
; O Z W  
a 0 
A O E  

-nv 
cr 33 
z o m  
- - r r  
I = - 0  

m 
-'-I== 
mm+ 
aJvm 
.ovw 
m o w  

Z 
ub 









- 
DLA BRAC COEFIGURATION 

3/95 
i 

1' 
I 

i 
\ 

CIT I1 (DCSC) 
140,000 NSN's (EST.) 

21 FSC's Keep 65 FSC's DCSC 515,631 NSNts 

4,885 PR's Ws 2) 14423 PR's 

CIT I1 (DGSC) 
140,000 NSNs (EST.) K e e p  58 FSC's 

106941 NSN's 
00 FSC's 
1,049,665 NSN's 
61,835 PR's 

69 FSC's 
1519 NSN's 
294 PR's 

81 049 PR's 

CIT PHASE I1 280,000 
DISC TO DGSC l,OSa,SSl 
DISC TO DPSC 17,872 

26 FSC's K e e p  11 1 FSC's-1560/1680 GSA TO DPSC 1819 
DGSC TO DPSC 227,830 

1,068,981 NSN'S 401,142 NSN'S-127,169 DESC TO DCSC ~ , M ~ , S B B  

105,232 PR's 36086 PR's DCSC TO DPSC 41,468 
TOTAL 2,687,330 

3LA QUOTE: CONSIDERABLE MILITARY JUDGEMENT WAS NECESSARY TO EVALUATE THE TRADE OFF S IN EACH SCENARIO 



READINESS RISK: TOO ~ C H ,  TOO SOON 

5,000 ITEMS MO. CAPACITY 

SERVICES DGSC 

ITEMS PER MO. 

DISC HUGE READINESS RISK 
A 

DGSC 

*DOCUMENTED, DGSC CAPACITY PLAN 



DISC TJiG 

>>>>>>>>>>>> 1-I>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> DISC TGcG DGSC t o  

>>>>>>> 1)ISC to 

DGSC D C S C  

D I S ~  T& G DISC Tc% G 

>>>>>>> >>>>>>>>> 
Tcst Move 
DESC to DPSC Tcst 

DESC to bjovc 

DCSC I 

Transfer Precepts 
CIT Phase I1 taltes preccdcx~ce 
Transfers to DISC T&G will be to a dedicated group 

FY96 Transfers will be to gain cxpcricncc in establishing support arrangcn~cnts for nclv "marltct rcady" 
groupings of itenis 
Losing activity retains day-to-day responsibility i~r~ti l  support in place 

DCSC T&G transfers will be con~pletcd first 
Subsequent transfers phased to balaxlcc pcrsonrzcl rcquircrllcrlts 

Savings not taken until clld FY99 







DLA WEAPONS MANAGEMENT AVIATION 

TOT ITEMS ITEMS MANAGED WITH % OF CENTER ITEMS CENTEB'S % OF DLA TOTAL 
MANAGED AVIATION APPLICATION WrrH AVIATION APP ITEMS WITH AVIATION APP 

DISC 1,116,172 457,633 41.0% 37.9% 

DGSC 675,799 206,254 30.5% 17.1% 

DCSC 730,186 138,071 18.9% 11.4% 

DESC 1,138,863 



P READINESS RISK. LOSS OF' SYNERGY 

AN INTERSERVICE LOGISTICS NPR LABORATORY 

*LARGE POOL OF LOGISTICS 
AND ENGINEERING TALENT 
*AS0 - 200K AVIATION 

RELATED ITEMS 
DISC - 458K AVIATION RELATED ITEMS 

38% OF ALL DLA AVIATION ITEMS 
"COMMON AEROSPACE INDUSTRY FACE 

NRCC 

AS0 - AVIATION $150M I 

DISC - AVIATION $256M 
*HUGE INDUSTRY LEVERAGE 
*USING LEVERAGE - JOINT CONTRACTS 

"AVIATION JET ENGINE 
BEARINGS / BLADES 

$140M 

/ NAVILCO 

\ BIG BRAC FACTOR 93 IN 

NAESU 



INTER SERVICE INTEGRATION POTENTIAL 

DEFENSE 
LOG ISTICS 
AGENCY 

. - AEROSPACE TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

I I 

I 

- COMMODITY TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

- MATERIEL LOGISTICS 

I I 

I 

- FOREIGN MILITARY LOGISTICS 

COMMON SUPPORT 
- GENERAL COUNSEL 

- ACTUAL COST SAVINGS 

RICHMOND 
GENERAL 
SUPPORT 
CENTER 

- CONSISTENT WITH DLA CONOPS 

D LA 
- OPM .PERSONNEL I 

COLUMBUS I - BASE ADMIN. NAVY 
PHILDELPHIA 

SUPPORT I SUPPORT - ETC. 
PHILADELPHIA 
SUPPORT 

I MECHANICSBURO 

I CENTER CENTER J I SUPPORT 

CENTER D l  SC/DPSC I CENTER (SPCC) 

- MINIMIZES READINESS RISK 

- MAINTAINS INTENT AND INTEGRITY 
OF BRAC 93 

I 

- A GOOD BUSINESS DECISION 

I 
I 

I - - - - - -  

I 
I 

I - 1 -  - - - -, 
I 
I 
I 

TROOP 

SUPPORT 

DIRECTORATE 
I 

I 

I 

I DPSC DISC AS 0 NAES U 
I 

NAVILCO NATS F I 
L - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a  

WEAPONS 

SUPPORT 

DIRECTORATE 

WEAPONS 

LOGISTICS 

SUPPORT . 

WEAPONS 
ENGINEERING 
SUPPORT 

I 
I 





Concept of Operations 

Intent Is to Produce a Business Outcome 

"Affordable Readiness" 

Can't Get There from Here! ! 
- Infrastructure Not Changed u 

Systems - Processes - Procedures 

Item Allocation Still Breeds Hybrid ICPs 
No Integration with "Weapons Managers" 
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DEFENSE INDUSTRIAI. DISC-EEP, 700 ROBBMS AVENUE, PHILADELPHIA, PA 19 1 1 1.5096 
SUPPLY CENTER 

CC 

FAX 

Phone: 

Fnx plione: 

I CC: I 

Date: gk6/7 9 - 
I #' 

Number of pages includilrg cover sheet. 3 I 

REMARKS: 0 [Jrgent 

I 

 or y o u ~ r ~ s w  0 Reply ASAP Please comment 

From: 

ALBERT CAPPIELLA 

Phone: (2 15) 697-429 1 

Fax phone: 2 15-697-03 1 1 



D FS SE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 

9 AUG 1994 

SUBJECT: Summary of Mcdng with the Director - 7 and 8 Jdy 1994 

1. PURPOSE: To @n the Diractor's approval of tfra Defense Supply Cmtcr C o n q t  of 
Operations previously accepted by fhe_BRAC I3mcudve Ofmp. A Ih of attandm h enclosure 
1. Briefing Chms are at enclosure 2. -The rwisod narrative Concept of Operations is cnciowa 
3 .  

II. BACKGROUND: DLA is not d i r e  idantitled in tho DoD Forcc Structure PLan. 
Therefore, Concepts of Op6tations h r  &of tho major business dcmcm art usad to tranalato 
bttwmn the DoD Form S t n ~ c W g  Plan and DLA'n opudons. Each Business Ara Concept of 
Optrations is the basis of MUtqWnlue MalyrPia. 

A Wideranging discussion of the organizing concept which should frame the Agency's 
approach to item mmgerncnt inta tha twenty-fht century exceeded the time aMilablt on 
7 July. The mccting resumed at WlK) on 8 July 1994. 

B. It was agreed that whateva orgadzing principles the Agency adopted should, ffrst of all, 
make sew to the customer. From the customs's perspective, structuring mataria1 manitgemeat 
around thc intended usa (i. a., weapon systems support and troop/guncral mppon) of tho item 
would rnalre more intuitive a4nss than atructuriug mund the procases by which the various 
items were managed. Commodity Bwincaa Units are the basic building bIocks of the organi- 
zation, continuing the Agcncfo fw on waapon system Bupport while positioning the Agency 
to adapt rapidly to chan&8 wododd and roquitemrmts. 

IV. CONCLUSION: The Diractar concluded that tho Deftnse Supply Cetlta Concapt of 
Operations, as revised, made marrap-t otnsa and was likely to incram the &cicacy of 



CLQSE HOW 9 AUG IS91 
C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 
SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with tho Director - 7 and 8 July 1994 

operations regardless of the outcomu of the BRAC analysis prows. The Concept is also broad 
enough to allow hturdfollow-on dacisioru based on what makes sound business sense. 
Therefore, the Concept of Operations was approved as ravised. 

3 Encl 

DLA BRAC 

~ 0 r O a n ~  USAF 
Prfnoipal Deputy Diructor 

CLOSE H O W  
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Date. 
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ALBERT CAPPIELLA I 
Fax phone: 2 15-697-03 1 1 I 



COBRA RESULTS COMPARISON 

r n W r n I I  
2 

One-Time 
Costs 

$1 6.9M 

$143.2M 

$2.5M 

Original 
DLA ~roposal 
ICP 22B . 
DLA Proposal 
with Omitted 
1 -time costs 
Included 

DLA Run 
DISCDPSC 
of 6/12/95 

NPV 

$236.5M 

$1 19.3M 



COBRA RESULTS COMPARISON 

r n U W 4 I I  

1 

One-Time 
Costs 

I 

$1 6.9M 
, 

$143.2M 

Original 
DLA proposal 
ICP 22B 

I 

DLA Proposal 
with Omittcd 
I -time costs 
Included 

L 

DLA Run 
DISC/DPSC 
of 6/12/95 

NPV 

$236.5M 

$1 19.3M 

$122.7M 





ADVANTAGES OF DISC/DPSC MERGER* 

I Greater NPV Savings ($3.4M) 
$140M less One-Time Costs 
No Military Readiness Risk! 

Maintain DISC ExpertiseIASO Synergy 
Achieve DLA Concept of Operations 
(at reasonable rate) 

Fewer Jobs Lost to Philadelphia 

ecom-: Adopt DISCIDPSC Scenario 

* ~ a s e d  on DLA COBRA run of 6/12/95 Requested by BRAC 
Commission 
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llrt CQlts (%) Constant DeL (4- 
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Pwnon 0 -2,193 
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-@malt t~)puimILII1Cy Oc-m. 
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