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DEFENSE NDUSTRWL SUPPLY CENTER (DISC) 

Disestablish DISC. Distribute the management of Federal Supply Classes (FSCs) within the 
remainins 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, P A  
Create two ICPs fiom the management of weapon system related FSCs at the Defene 
Construction Supply Center (DCSC) in Columbus, OK and the Defense General Supply Center 
(DGSC) in Richmond, VA. 

COSTS/SAVNGS: 
One-Time Costs: S16.9M 
Steady State: S18.4M (FY 01) 
20 Year Net Present Value: S236.5M 
Return on Investment Year 1999 (Immediate) 
Start Year 1996 
End Year 1999 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

DLA is hndamentally 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. I; also is the smallest DLA ICP. Closing DISC and delaying the relocation of DPSC to the 
AS0 co~npound (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. 

W E N  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 hcuse a number of DLA md non-DLA 
activities, conforming to the DLA decision rules concerning maximizing the use of shared 
overhead and making optimum use of retained DLA-operated faciIities. Both P.ictunond and 
Columbus have high insrallation rniiitaq 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 D L 4  while DCSC has a new building in progress and anothe; planned. 



I 

w RISK ASSESSMENT: 

The risk attendent on the recommendation is moderate. Weapon system items are managed in a 
fundamentally different way than troop and general suppon 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 rn1PACTS: 

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 Managemenr personnel. 
Therefore, although the amount of general suppon workload transferred from DISC will be small, 
the majority of the additional billets which the troop and general wpport ICP will require were 
transferred from DISC to DPSC. 

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

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

PERSONNEL REDUCTION METHODOLOGY (COBR-'.): 

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 2596 - of 
indirect labor In accordance with the intent of the S\;,:ional Performance Revlea, she L=xen.;ive 
Group funher 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 eiiminated only if an installation were closed.) Tnose cercenrzges, 
applied to the equivalents supporting moving workload, determined labor requirements at my 
given site for each scenario considered. 

hlilitary Value ranking in category: DISC was the lowest radmg of the three 

\'w hardware centers. (,See charts at enclosure 1 .) 



Installation Military Value: N/A 

Military Value Point Distribution Methodology: 

Points were assigned to the hardware centers bawd on the ceNfied data. Ln most caws, the 
"best" w e r  received the total points available, and the others received a p ropodn  of the 
points based on the relationship of their answer to the ''best'' answn. Age ofbddings (under 
Mission Suitability) was determined based on an average age of dl buildings, nonndued by the 
number of square feet in each. Building condition (dm under Mission Suitabiiiq) was determined 
by comparing the Long Range Maintenance Planning data developed by the Norfolk Pubkc Works 
Center to the expected cyclic maintenance requirements of a new building again, normalized by 
square footage. 

EXCESS CAPACm: 

ICP Excess Capacity Analysb I 

WORKLOAD DATA: 

( DCSC I DFSC / DGSC 

Weapon System I Weapon System I1 Troop gi General 

DISC DPSC 

Workload: 
1.65M 1.45M 0.45M NSNs 
608K 503K 183K Act. Stocked NSNS 
243K 2 18K 29% Prs W/O DOS 

Gross Sales $1.44B S1.2B 154.18B 

FACILITY DATA: 

Exist Admin Space ( 1,631K 4 9 K  / 584K 282K 1523K 

Facility Age: 48 Years 
Facility Condition: 

Ranking 3 of 3 for Hardware ICPS. 

MILCON: 

a remit of this recommendatiop there will be a Military Construction cost avoidance of 528. 
million. 

Add People in Exist Space 3,835 0 1,247 1 108 ( 0 

Buildable Acres 77 1 1 9 1 0 3 7 0 



PA& 8 THE PHILADELPHIA DAILY NEWS 

Defense supply r -  

argue against base closing 
by Paul Maryniak 

Daily News Staff Writer 
A top Pentagon official's letter 

about the Defense Industrial Sup- 
ply Center's future in Northeast 
Philadelphia has done little to 
calm the anxiety of 1,800 workers 
who fear the loss of their jobs. 

And those employees plan today 
to tell a visiting member of the 
base closing .commission that 
closing the supply center would 
be costly to taxpayers and poten- 
tially harmful to the nation's mili- 
tary preparedness. 

"The entire issue of readiness is 
not being addressed in this dis- 
cussion," said Edward "Ted" 
Kelly, a Northeast resident who 
works as a liaison between the 
supply cefizet. .and all of the 
branches of the armed forces. 

"As a taxpayer, I expect our 
armed forces to be ready to go 
anywhere in the world when 
they're ordered to," he said. "If 
they close DISC, they'll have to 
start the learning curve all over 
again." 

When proposed base closings 
were announced in February, 
Pentagon officials said they ex- 
pect to do some tinkering that 
would result in net loss of only 
about 380 jobs to Philadelphia. 

n e d  them." 
Added Buckwalter: "This isn't a 

downsizing move; it's a stupid 

But a few weeks later, it became "I've got a baby coming next 
clear that the potential cost was month and now my wife has to 
much steeper because the De- worry whether I'll have a job," said 
fense Department wants to "dises- Kelly, who has spent two of his 10 
tablish" the supply center. While years as a Defense Department em- 
that move would not result in ployee at the supply center. 
fewer tgtal"4e;fense job slots in The supply center is the na- 
thg,&y, it could mean all 1,800 tion's nuts and bolts supplier for 
the supply center workers would all the armed forces. It deals with 
be replaced by other workers. vendors of screws, metal,-rivets, 

The Rendell administration op- cable, rope and other hinds 0% 

poses that move and plans to give basic hardware needed for ships, 
that message to A1 Cornella, a vehicles and planes. 
base closing commission member In recent years, employees and 
and Nmth Dakota businessman city officials say, the supply cen- 
who is touring the supply center ter workers have revamped their 
and other military installations operation to ensure quicker and 
here. more efficient delivery of those 

Neiwr  the mayor's aides nor parts the 
the supply center employees be- Closing down the opration and 
lieve that vice ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~ l  Edward transferring it elsewhere would 
M. Straw's recent letter to U.S. disrupt that smooth flow for 
Rep. Robert Borski, D-Pa., allays years* they add. 
the workers' fears. "%is is not something that can 

be done overnight and we've got 
Straw, whose agency OVersees it pretty good to perfection," said 

b-1- activity, said the ''loyal Pat Buckwalter, a 22-year veteran 
and skilled men and women" - at supply center worker. , 
the supply center - "will not be The thing no one can f a g ~  out 
forgotten or set aside'in our plan- is why they want to it,'" said 
ning." But he did not say that his ~ ~ 1 1 ~ .  <$The services .don't care 
agency had reconsidered its plans where they get the from as 
to "disestablish" the supply center. long as they get them when they 

The Pentagon's plans have rekin- 

move.". I 

1 

dled the stress the workers felt for 
months two years ago, when it tried 
to close the supply center. 



The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission directed the relocation of DPSC to the 
Aviation Suppon Office (ASO) complex in Nonhese 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 nonattainrnent for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and carbon monoxide. DISC must imple- 
ment an employee trip program to comply with Rate implementations plan actions. The EG 
concluded that environmental considerations do not prohibit this recommendation- 

(- DLA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the ability of each DLA community to support 
qp additional mission and personnel. We collected community-specific data LI in&-me, 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 from outside the area and that these new hires would all have dependents who would 
relocate in the area as well. 

The Richmond, V q  area stands to receive 359 additional personnel as result of DLA's BRAC 95 
recommendations (3 3 5 fiom DISC, 24 from Memphis). Analysis of the community data for the 
Richmond area indicates that it can absorb this increase to its population base. 

> U P  - (See enclosure 2.) 

2 Encl 
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MMSP-CIMQ 

DEFENSE LOGLSVCO AGENCY 
HEADQUART- 

CAYtRVN P I A W  
ALCIXUIDR~A, nRaImA urn-a1  cz, 

SUE3JECT: Cost of b$stica R t x m d g r m e n b  and Return Code Acdons 

TO: SEE DISTWBWTION 

1. Thc rmmt announcement of tbc Secz%t#y of Refense's 1995 Dasc 
ReaLignmenc arid CIosurc (BRACJ recommendations has 8galn highlrghterl the. 
need for detailed documenting of costs as&attd with the logistic, 
rcasslgnluent of ftcms. Thia infbrmatlon will help O M  determine ct~stu 
aseociated 4th d g n m c n t  of Pbdcral Supply Claaees. I t  will dm serve as 
valuable documentation of the actual coate to effect Phase 1 of the Consurnable 
Item Transfer. 

2. Request you i d e n q  your cast to bgkt.ically meeign an item, and the wfit 
to return code rtn ftcm. This r c q u ~ t  appuea to baing and U n g  item 
managers on both ends of each prmss. You should consider your entire 
business p m s s  for thew a&tlcs. SUUI~: of the coat clcmcnts F u r  rcply 
should address, as applicable, are: 

a. Prepmation/ etarage of itcm manqer folders. 

b. Preparation/storage of technical data, 

c. Reccipt pmccssixlg/~cw of Itun manager/ techn[cal data / prom wmcn t 
folders. 

d. Travcl to UM or 01M b conduct site Wt, W c l a t c  in trtur~lw, provide 
training. .. 

c .  Review of candidate ttema prlor to transfer. 

f. N e w  cornputm appUcarions, c.g., for rew@t of or p~l&tng 
of, Appendix G and H (DoD 4140.26-M) data. 



MMSP-CIMO PAGE 2 
SUWECT: Co8t of bgicrcics Reassignments and Return Code Adinns 

ha Procumenl/ecquisitlon rthtcd coeta, e.&. PR m v h ,  Rdditlon of ncw 
ordering ~f'fice, spcchl clau~hl ,  ctc. 

3. Your reply NLT 15 May 95 Is appreciated. 

4, The POC for this action is L. J. Hanna, DSH 667-7330. 

\_Fbl, 
%gram Manager 
Consumable ltem Management 0iXc.e 

Dl STRIBlJf'lON: 
USALOOSA, AMXLS-C (R. Langdon) 
MMSP-CIMO-F (W. Howard/S. Lopez) 
NAVSVP, Codc 4 124 (M. PlnWps) 
14Q MC, I$L, LPP-2 (Maj Pangle) 
DCqC-BAC (C. Bakcr) 
DESC-El (P. Mtndith) 
DGSC- RPP (S. Langfol'cl) 
DISC-ROB (K. Booth) 

CC: 
DPSC-CS (C. Coriglimo) 
flQ AFMC/LGIM (LTC D o b v q  
USAMC, AMXLS-H (K. ~mmons)  
ANCLG-SM (S. Darden] 
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WASH~NGTOH. D.C. 20301 

... 
July 3 ,  1990 

. MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEP-S 
C H A X W  OF TKE 303NT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRET-ES 06 UEFEXSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE EEXiWXCB AND ENGINEERING . 
ASSISTANT S E C R E T m E S  OF D E m S E  * 

. COMPTROLLER . 
C 

G E m R a  COZTNSEL -. 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPEFULTTOW TEST AND EVALUATION 
DIRXTOR,  ADMINISTRRTION MKl MANAGEMENT . 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SITSJECT: DMRD 926  Inventory Control Point  Consolidation Study  Repail., 

The attached report was prepared by a joint OSD/~omponent ~ t u d y  
t e a m ,  charged with reviewing ths,potential for con~olidating 
I n v e n t o r y  Cont ro l  P o i n t  (ICP) activities. I am approving t h e  report 
recormnendations, to include the following major actions: 

- Transfer i t e m  management responsibi1;ity for approximately o n e  
million consumable Itms f r o m  t he  Military' Services to the 
Defense-Mgistics Agency; 

- 

- Direct the Amy to develop a plan to realign and consolidate i t s  
lCPS to reduce overhead costa,  while maintaining xesponsive arid 
effective logistics support .to i t s  operating forces; 

c o n t i n u e  Service management of reparable Items, subject to a 
-r f u t u r e  reassessment of consolidation and increased lntcrservicc _ .. 

c i n t e g r a t i o n ,  as the necessary RDP systems,' pollcieil, and support. ' 

4 

infrastructure are developed; and 
.* 

consolidate cata loging functions. 
. I 

The Assistant Secretary of ~sfonse'for Production and Logistics 
will oversee hplementat ion 'and provide me with progress reports. 
Your continued effort and support are dehply akrsc iated.  These 
improvements will reduce cos ts  aignifi~aatXy while preserving our  
readiness and sustainability. 



Table 2. Impact of the Tiansler of 9fliK Items to DLA 
Unadj~lsed Servlce Cogtts 

(Constant FY 89 Dollars-Mllllons) . 

I - WQl FY92 W 9 3  FY94 FY95 

Servlco Recurring 3.6 : 28.6 57.2 83.0 88:O 
costs 

Table 3. Impact of The Transfer of 981K hems to DLA 
Adjusted Servlce C091s 

. (ConstontXY 89 Dollars-Mllllons) 

f ~ e r v l c e  Recurring 1 3.91 31.11 62.21 90.31 85.61 95.6 1 
costs I I I I ! & I  

I~anrecurrlng Costs 1 I 43.81 34.11 13.41 0.01 0.01 

- , 4. Summary. Tables 2 and 3 surnmarizc the costs and savings for the proposcd 
transfer of 981. thousand consumablc items to D M .  As noted above, rhc costs 

provide for ihc convcndanal transfer of dab to DLA, rather than clcc&rric uansfcr 
Thc svings  wcn detcrmincd from FY 1989 baselinc rcsourcc data subrnincd by the 
Services. Accordingly. thc savings do not considcr the impact of any approved 
personnel rtductions previously cxtcutid by thc Services during FY 1990 or 
programmed for. the FY 1991-1999 timeframe. Complctc information on this was 
nor by all of thc S c ~ c c s ,  and therefore the adjusmxnrs wcre no[ includcd 
i n  the analysis. It is critical to note that the bottom line savings rnus-t be 

. decremented by the amount of savings resulting fmm each Service's adjust- 

16 Defcnse Management  Review 1 



17 Dtfense Managemen! Review 

- 
merits in its outyear program Othe&c, the savings will m l t  in duplicate tilts 

to Servicc programs. 

C. Conc~usions. 

transfer of Catcgory 1 itcms to D M  in Phase 1 permils thc 
Scrviccs to re& Category 2 itcm that they identify as t~quiring 
s p a i d  managcmcnt atkndon. This will allow enough time to validarc 

~ationalc for condnu'cd Service managcmcnt of Category 2 I~ems,  
develop new filtcr crl tdi where appropriate, and apply thc critcria to 

thc Categtegoty 2 items in Phase 2. . Thc transfer of 98 1 lhousmd Catcgoly 1 items would p;oduce an 
tstimatcd recurring annual savings h thc rangc of $45 million to $49 
nlillion (FY 1989 dollars) beginning in FY 1995. 

r, Thc csrimatcd nonrecurring costs range from $124 million to $134 
, niillion, or higher, if the electronic wrlsfer of cnginctring data and 

chawhgs is eslabllshcd. This addidon to tbe nonrecurring costs would, 
howcvcr. be offset lo mmc d c p  by a reduction in DLA's 
nonrecurring costs kit& h the ~ f e t  period 
The breakeven poht occurs in FY 1995. 

w All savings arc derived f h m  FY 1989 baseline data and do not 
consider the Impact of approved or proposed Service reductions in 

, their outyear program The fmal dt tcr -a t ion  of savings urider 
DMRD 926 must consider thc'sc outytar adjustments, and my potential . 
overlaps with other DMRD9, to avoid "double-dippingu on the total 
savings. 

a The mass migration of stock fund assct~ and their sales base from thc 
S e ~ c c s  to DLA and thc condnuing liability hcld by the Scrviccs f o r  
assets under procurement, that wilt be fltlivcrcd to DLA. will placc 
cach Scrvlcc's stock fund in danger of hsolvcncy. 

Approvc the Phase 3 transfcr of 981 thousand consumable itcms to 
DLA and thc supporting implemcntarion plan containid in Appendix G. . Approve h e  Phase 2 proposal to validatc thc S c d c c  rationale for 
retaining Category 2 itcms, develop reviscd critcria, whcrc appropriate, 
and apply the criteria to dategory 2 itcms. 

1 R c q u k  DLA td identify lltcrnativc approachcr that would nducc  to~al 
DoD item w s f c r  costs a d  DLA's managcrnent costs for the Phase 1 
itcms and report the results to thc ASD P&L) by October 1,1990. 



wry- - 
TEL : L 1 , - 1 t - I 7, 1 1 t-11.1 I .. I 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DZFENSE 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 2030 1 

RESERVE A F F A I R S  

A N D  LOGISTICS 

N E M O ~ U M  FOR THE ASSISTAPTT SECRETARY OF r n K  ARNY (ZL&FM) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY ( S 6 L )  
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (RD6L) 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE LOGISTICS ACEKCY 
DIRECTOR, J O I N T  STAFF, JCS 

SUBJECT: Realignment of Item Msasgamant Assignments 

During the August 24 m e e t i n g  of the Steering Committee f o r  t h e  Consumable 
I t e m  T r a n s f e r ,  we d i s c u s s e d  b r i e f l y  the  i s s u e  o f  d e t e r m i n i n g  the c a s t s  and 
savings associated with t h e  transfer. Basod upon t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  I fce7 
a d d i t i o n a l  guidance is  necessary t o  clarify how this aspec t  of t h e  rral1::fc.t- 
will be accomplished and what r o l e  the J o i n t :  Imp lcmenca r ion  C r o u p  (.TIC;) 
w i l l  p l a y  i n  i t s  c o m p l e t i o n .  

The J ' IC  c h a r t e r  does  not Include a requirement to identify a[rd collect c-os ts  
associated w i t h  p e r f o r m i n g  the  transfer. This t a s k  was n o t  i n c l u d r r i  1 1 )  t i re  
J I G  c h a r t e r  because the economic analysis p r e p a r e d  in s u p p o r t  o t  t h o  o r i y , t l ~ a l  
p roposa l  t o  t rans fe r  1 . 3  m i l l i o n  consumables quantif i c d  the pro j ec :  t c.d cn!; t <; 

a n d  savings and i n d i c a t e d  a breakeven p o i n t  of less than ~ h r e e  y e a r s .  Ilowcver, 
since t h e  d e c i s i o n  b y  t he  Deputy Secretary affects o n l y  200,000 l t c n r c  i n  ] l e u  
of 1.3 million items, a r e c o m p u t a t i o n  o f  t h e  ~ p e c i f i c  nonrecu r r i r~ t :  co!;rs 1 1 1  

c luded  i n  t h e  economic a n a l y s i s  will be useful i n  e v a l u a t i n g  r h r  f c t - ~ c l l > i l i t y  
of a d d i t i o n a l  t r ans f e r s .  

I n  order t o  m a i n t a i n  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  with t h e  economlc a n a l y s i s  upon w h i r h  t h e  
d e c i s i o n  w a s  made ,  t h e  s a m e  c o s t s  should be c o l l e c t e d  ( l u r i n g  t h e  t r a n s f e r .  
The economic a n a l y s i s  includes 1 4  ca tegor ies  o f  n o n r c v u r r ~  rig c o s t s ,  ~ . j : .  , 
costs to transfer i t e m  management d a t a ,  cos t s  t o  e n t e r  i t ~ m  d a t a  lnto rllc 
r e c e i v i n g  activity's autornnted s y s t e m ,  pereonne l  t r a n s f e r  c o s t s ,  c o s t s  to 
upgrade a u t o m a t i c  d a t a  p r o c e s s i n g  equipment ,  of r i c e  s p a c e ,  e r c  . T r 7 t i o u l t l  hc 
recognized t h a t  t h e s e  include more c o s t  elements t h a n  ~ c e  c o n c i d c r t ? d  noxmnlly 
i n  l o g i s t i c a l  transfers. Some o f  these c o s t  e l e m e n t s  may no 1or1l;c.r h t .  r l , - c : c n r , -  

sary in view o f  our approach to minimize the  need fo r  functional t r a n ?  tcr  : 7 ,  

e , g , ,  permanent change of s t a t i o n  costs. A c c o r d i n g l y ,  I expec t  c h c  .11C to 
review each of  cllese c o s t  e l ements  and t o  identify t h o s e  a p p r o p r i a t e  for 
collection d u r i n g  t h e  t rar . s ter .  A f u r t h e r  expansion of r l ~ e s e  s p c c l f  i c  r o s r  
e l e m e n t s  i s  not n e c e s s a r y .  The 1 4  cos t  elements d r e  s e t  f o r t h  I n  rhfb rnc.10-. 
s u r e .  



11 I':.I; - EEF TEL : L I F - t i , s ~ t ~ - ~ - ~ : l  1 
1 

The JIG was a l s o  requested co  identify the  ne t  reduction of p e r s o n r i e l  spaces 
and determine  t h e  d o l l a r  savings t o  be achieved by the r e d u c t i o n  i n  parsoru~e l .  
However, an agreement has been reached w i t h  the ASD(Comptrol1er) t h a t  the  
Services and DM w i l l  be subjecred t o  a net csiling p o i n t  adjuatment d u r i n g  
the subsequent budget proces s ,  This approach minimiaes the parsonnel i u ~ p a c t .  
of the t rans fer  and e n a b l e s  each Service to accomplish most, if not all, of 
the personnel reductions through mean8 other than functional trnnsfer, c . 8 . .  
attrition or application of these resources to new work1 oad e3.sewhere. 7'hc 
ne t  changes by Serv ice  w i l l  be based on the overall workload requirements 
for FY 1982 and FY 1 9 8 3 .  

Enclosure 
As s t a t e d  



Costs Included in the Economic Analysis f o r  t he  

Consurnabla I tam Trana fer 

I. Logistics Reassignment Cosre 

" Inactive Itern Review 

O Item transfer 

" Itern receiving 

" procurement~~echnical Data Fils establish men^ 

" I t e m  Identification Upgrade  

IT. Personnel Costs 

" T e r m i n a t i o n  

Priority Placement 

a Functional transfer 

O Productivity loss 

Advance h i r e  

1x1. Facilities Costs 

O Administrative offfce space 

O Communica r ionv  ( V O I C E )  

* Office equipment 

a ADP equipment  





Decision 
I 

Recommend BRAC C~mmission Sustain 
BRAC-93 Decision 



BRAC-93 
Was A Good Business Decision 

,... . ,:.:. * , .* .* * .$ :$ 
.:<. .$ . a ;$ ,+ : :  a: .* .... . .;. .:r. ..... .$. . < .* .;.. 

~ e a l ~ o s t  Savings 

No Readiness Impact 

BRAC-95 Major Issues .:< .:::. :;:. ,s .. + :S :::: 

.:2, :$ ,* 9 :s .* .* :j: .$< <+ :*. .... 
:: : .?. .. .:.> s.:* :;5 ,, . Readiness Impact 

No Real Savings 

BRAC Criteria Violated 



Readiness 
$$ .:A .:+ $5 2: .$ $ * . .:.:. : : +:. : :  . , 3: .<:. .:.:. .$ ;$ .. .. . ..... ..... 

Massive Movement of Items 
- 2,400,000 Items 
Disestablishing Major Weapons 
Business Organization 
- DISC is Big Business 
- 40 Years in Weapons System Business 
- Continuously Improving 
- 40% of DLA Weapons Business - 50% of Service Maintenance Business 

No Real Savings 

Major Factors Not Considered - DPSC Base Operating Costs - $110 Million - Item Transfer Costs - NO Million 

COBRA Rerun Shows LOSS! 
GAO Reviewing 



Facilities 
... ,,:. .* : g . *: 

* , $ . l  * " . * . *  * + *  " i L  ..... .:.:. ".. 

Underestimates Available Capacity 

I = lgnores Multi-Service Oppo&unities 

Bottom Line 
. .:., ,$:: .:+ :> ,$$ . :::: .$:: .:< : ". <.. :I: .... .., 

.:+ 3. $5 .:$. :2 :A * :* q:: ,. 

Savings Are Not Real 
Bad Business Decision 
The Customer Was Never Considered! 















PROPORTED BENEFITS 

m r n I I . U I  

I 
m FINANCIAL SAVINGS DUE TO: 

I 
I - ELIMINATED RESOURCES: 404 CIVILIANS 
I - ELIMINATED MILITARY CONSTRUCTION: $28.6M 

I 

I )) DEFER DPSC MOVE 
>> BACKFILL DISC VACATED WORK SPACES 

IMPROVED OPERATIONS 
- WEAPON SYSTEM MANAGEMENT ORIENTATION 
- MANAGEMENT OF "LIKE" ITEMS 



ANALYSIS 

FACTORS NOT CONSIDERED BY DLA 
- DPSC BASE OPERATING COST ($llOM) 

- ITEM TRANSFER COSTS ($60M) 

H PEOPLE SAVINGS ESTIMATES FLAWED 
- SAVINGS BASED ON "MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUE", YET COMPUTED 

ON NUMBER OF LINES MOVING - NO RELATIONSHIP 
- FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES WITHOUT BRAC-95 = 7834 (POM) 

TOTAL END STRENGTH AFTER BRAC-95 = 7784 (BRAC) 

ALL THIS TURMOIL WORTH 50 PEOPLE!! 





DEVIATION FROM BRAC CRITERIA 

CRITERIA ELEMENT DD 
RULE 1 - IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL SUBSTANTIAL RISK PRESENT 

READINESS 62% OF DLA ITEMS TRANSFER AMONG 
ICPs 

RULE 2 - FACILITIES AVAILABILITY IGNORED LOCAL MULTI-SERVICE 
DOWNSIZmG IMPACT 
MISSTATES AVAILABLE CAPACITY 
AT PHILADELPHIA SITE 

FLAWED METHODOLOGY 
- RESOURCE SAVmGS - - 

0 MAJOR FACTORS OMITTED 

RULE 4 - COSTIMANPOWER - ADDITIONAL COSTS TO OPERATE DPSC 

RULE 5 - RETURN ON INVI~STMENT FACILITY FOR 2 YEARS 
- COST TO TRANSFER ITEMS MANAGED 
- RECRUITMEW RETRAINmG, 

LEARNING CURVE ITUJWlOIL 







'a, s 



CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

CONOPS VISION FOR ICP 

COMBAT SUPPORT AGENCY 

DISC IS THERE ALREADY!! 

DISC HAS MOST WEAPONS ITEMS, HIGHEST SUPPORT. 
FIRST READINESS ADVOCATES 
FIRST WEAPONS MANAGEMENT PROTOTYPE 
DISC SUPPLIES 51% O F  TOTAL INDUSTRIAL 
REQUISITIONS 

"DSCS SHOULD BE SITUATED IN AN DISC COLOCATED WITH SERVICE ICP (ASO) 
AREA TO ATTRACT AND MAINTAIN NAVAL ENGINEERING ACTIVITY (NAESU) 
REQUIRED LOGISTICS TALENT." NAVY INTERNATIONAL LOGISTICS CONTROL 

OFFICE (NAVILCO) 
LARGE POOL OF DIVERSE TALENT ON BASE. 

COMMODITY BUSINESS UNITS INVENTED HERE; EMULATED ELSEWHERE 
ORGANIZED ALONG PROCESS LINES 
FIRST MULTIFUNCTIONAL JOB SERIES 
FIRST FULLY INTEGRATED WORK STATION 
FIRST MULTISKILLED TRAINING PROGRAM 

CORPORATE DLAlDOD CONTRACTS 1 
CONCEPT INVENTED HERE 
ASOIDISC CONTRACTS SYNERGY 



CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

CONOPS VISION FOR ICP DISC IS THERE ALREADY!! 

FUNCTIONAL PROCESS 
IMPROVEMENT METHODOLOGY 

BEST VALUE ACQUISITION 

DPACS, AIMS, AUTOMATED CUSTOMER RETURNS, AND 
SMALL AUTOMATED COMPETITIVE REBUYS 
PROTOTYPEDHERE 
ABC PROTOTYPED HERE 

DELIVERY EVALUATION FACTOR INVENTED AND 
IMPLEMENTED AT DISC 

EXPANDED USE OF ELECTRONIC PROTOTYPEDIBENCHMARKED HERE 
COMMERCE 100% FOR AUTOMATED SMALL PURCHASES 

FIRST DLA ICP TO ESTABLISH DESW,  CUSTOMER SUBMITS 
REQUISITIONSIRECEIVES STATUS VIA TELEPHONE 
SYSTEM 

MARKETING FIRST ORGANIZATION HERE; EMULATED ELSEWHERE 

TAILOREDIFLEXIBLE CUSTOMER NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW LEAD CENTER 
SUPPORT 

DISC IS WHAT DLA WANTS AN ICP TO BE ! 



READINESS IMPACT 

l MISSION RISK POTENTIAL 

- 2.4M ITEMS IN TRANSITION (INCLUDING BRAC-93) 
1 - 280K CIT ITEMS IMPACTED 

1 - POTENTIAL DOUBLE MOVE ON CIT ITEMS 
- DEEMED TOO RISKY BY DLA IN BRAC-93 ANALYSIS 

I 
- CRISIS RESPONSE IMPACT 

>> DESERT STORM 





READINESS IMPACT - (Cont'd) 

I m CUSTOMER SUPPORT 
- INCREASED BACKORDERS EXPECTED WITH 

I TRANSFER OF ITEMS 
- REDUCED SUPPLY AVAILABILITY I 

I - INCREASED LEADTIMES 

BUSINESS PROCESS 
- LEARNING CURVE IMPACT 
- LOSS OF EXJSTING SYNERGY 
- TROOP SUPPORT & GENERAL SUPPLY BUSINESS 

I 
PROCESSES NOT COMPATIBLE 











I RECOMMENDATION 

ESTABLISH THREE ICP COMMAND LOCATIONS 

- TWO WEAPONS SYSTEM ICPS 
(PHILADELPHIA & COLUMBUS) 

- TROOP SUPPORT ICP IN PHILADELPHIA (DPSC) 
N COLOCATE WITH DISC AS SINGLE COMMAND 
H MOVE PER BRAC-93 SCHEDULE (FY-97) 

- GENERAL SUPPLY ICP IN RICHMOND 



I RECOMMENDATION BENEFITS 

I CONSISTENT WITH BRAC-93 DECISION 
a REAL SAVINGS ACHIEVABLE 

MINIMIZE READINESS IMPACT 
- REDUCES ITEM TRANSFERS FROM 1.4M TO .45M 

a CAPITALIZE ON EXISTING ICP STRENGTHS 
- MAINTAINS EXPERTISE 

I - MAINTAINS REINVENTION INITIATIVES 
a CONTINUE DEVELOPED SYNERGIES 

POTENTIAL DOD SAVINGS THROUGH INTER-SERVICE 
RESOURCE SHARING 
- REDUCE POSITIONS VIA COMMON SUPPORT 

SUPPORT DLA CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS 
- FACILITATES BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 





Defense Industrial Supply Center 
Readiness and Military Value Issues- 

w 
DlSC has a disproportionate impact on Readiness among the DLA Inventory Control points. I 

Receives 40% of all D L .  Service Requisitions 
For Military Hardware ltems 

DGSC Richmond 19% 
DCSC Columbus 25% 
DESC Dayton 16% 

Although the greatest volume of requisitions come to DlSC 
we satisfy the highest percentage of Military Customer 
Requirements. 

DISC Phila 89.5% availability 
DGSC Richmond 86.1% " 
DCSC Columbus 82% I t  

DESC Dayton 89.1% " 

DlSC manages the highest percentages of weapons system 
related items in D M .  

DISC Phila. 34.5% of all DLA Weapons Items 
DGSC Richmond 16% of all DLA Weapons ltems 
DCSC Columbus 20.3% of all DLA Weapons ltems 
DESC Dayton 29.2% of all DLA Weapons ltems 

For these weapons items we receive 40% of all Service Requisitions. I 
DGSC 17.6% 
DCSC 27.1% 
DESC 15.3% 

For these weapons related items, again, DlSC provides the 
highest level of availability. 

DlSC 89.6% 
DGSC 85.2% 
DCSC 82% 
DESC 89.3% 

Within this population of weapons coded items there are 
those that are more important than others. Front Line, 
most critical weapons systems are designated "Level A" 

@' by the services. DISC again has more items on these 
highly critical systems than any other Center. 



DlSC 37% of all items on Level A systems 
DGSC 16% of all items on Level A systems 
DCSC 15% of all items on Level A systems 
DESC 32% of all items on Level A systems 

Within each weapon system there are super critical parts 
which, if unavailable, render the system not mission 
capable, DlSC has the highest number of the essentiality 
CODE (EC-1) items and - provides the highest level of 
support. 

DlSC 33% of all EC-1 item 89.5% availability 
DGSC 17% of all EC-1 item 87.9% availability 
DCSC 19% of all EC-1 item 79.9% availability 
DESC 31% of all EC-1 item 88.7% availability 

Readiness at the front line is driven by having the 
modular assemblies available which plug quickly into 
that tank or plane to get it running again. Although these 
weapons components are managed by the military services 
they are repaired and kept serviceable by the major 
lndustrial MaintenanceIFacilities using DLA piece parts to 
repair those modules. DlSC is the largest contributor to 
the mission of these lndustrial Facilities. DlSC processes 
a staggering 51% of all lndustrial Customer Requisitions 
with the other centers far behind. 

DlSC 51% 
DGSC 15% 
DCSC 17% 
DESC 17% 

One of the most telling contributions of DlSC to Readiness is the impact we have on what DLA HQ 
and the services call chronic systems degraded by DLA parts. 

DlSC contributes to the degradation of 38 systems 
only one of which is a Level A system. 
DGSC contributes to the degradation of 75 systems 
DESC contributes to the degradation of 72 systems 
DCSC contributes to the degradation of 372 systems 

Again even though we manage the bulk of all weapons parts, critical weapons parts and process the 
most, requisitions we have the most stellar performance precluding weapon system degradation. 



US ARMY 

TOTAL AVAILABILITY 
FOR ALL SYSTEMS 

DISC 91.55% 
DGSC 88.8% 
DCSC 82.2% 
DESC 89.9% 

DlSC 88.9% 
US NAVY DGSC 85.9% 

DCSC 82.3% 
DESC 90% 

(I, 
USMC DlSC 92.6% 

DGSC 89.1% 
DCSC 84.8% 
DESC 90% 

US AIRFORCE DISC 85.4% 
DGSC 81.8% 
DCSC 79.4% 
DESC 86% 

ESSENTIAL ITEMS FOR 
LEVEL A SYSTEMS 

AVAl LAB1 LlTY 

Services: DLA HQ FEB WEAPONS DATA BASE 



When talking about availability it appears that all centers are fairly high, maintaining support in 
the 80% range. However, in the Readiness Business even a small % difference is crucial. Consider 
That DLA Hardware Centers recieve 12,200,000 requisitions a year. A 1% slip in availability would 
result in 122,000 backorders or not being able to give that customer the parts he needs to fight. 
So in this business even a spread of.l% is a big deal, not just from the Readiness perspective but 
cost to DoD. For instance, in the Navy Aviation Industrial Community one day of repair turn around 
time fixing repairable weapons modules equates to an $1 1M per day requirement at AS0 to acquire or 
repair spare components. At San Antonio air Logistics Center a line stoppage on the C-5 costs $100 
per day. At MCLB Albany a day slippage on the amphibious assault vehicle costs $104,000. As can be 
seen having the parts is not only a Readiness Driver but a huge cost impact, 



READINESS IMPACT AND MILITARY VALUE 

TOTAL REQUISITIONS WEAPONS REQUISITIONS 

89.13% AVAILABLE 

89.5% AVAILABLE 

REQUISITIONS TO INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMERS 

SOURCE: SAMMS DATA BASE 

D 



READINESS IMPACT AND MILITARY VALUE 

DLA WEAPONS CODED ITEMS 

85.2% AVAILABL 
82% AVAILABLE 

89.3% AVAILABLE 

89.6% AVAILABLE 

ITEMS USED ON LEVEL "A" WEAPONS 

SOURCE: WEAPONS SYSTEM DATABASEJSAMMS 

DLA MOST ESSENTIAL (ECl) WEAPONS 

87.9% AVAILABLE 

33% 

89.5% AVAILABLE \ "" 

,VAILABLE 

.7% AVAILABLE 

NUMBER OF CHRONIC BELOW SUPPORT 
GOAL SYSTEMS 

SOURCE: DLA HQ FEB READINESS BRIEF 



MILITARY VALUE 
HARDWARE REQUISITIONS BY CUSTOMER 

I 

DGSC 201.8M 

rSOURCEo ICP COMMAND DATA BASE FEB 95 D 1, 

AVAIL - 
ABILITY 

I 

DESC 254.9M 

% OF TOTAL SERVICE REQUISITIONS 
SUBMITTED TO HARDWARE CENTERS 

USA USN USAF USMC 

TOTAL 
FY94 
REQNS 

I 

94.2 

% 
ONTIME 
PROCESS 

95.3 

14.1% 11.8% 22.2% 12.3% 86.1 

1.9% 20.8% 19.2% 10.9% 89.1 
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AVAILABILITY AND M I L I T M  VALUE 
1 

ON A BASE OF 12.2 MILLION REQUISITIONS PER YEAR A 1% 

DIFFERENCE IN AVAILABILITY = 122,000 BACKORDERS 

BACKORDERS IMPACT READINESS AND MONEY 

e.g. N A W  AVIATION DEPOTS: 1 DAY OF REPAIR TURN AROUND TIME 

COSTS A S 0  $1 1M IN SPARES REQUIREMENTS 

I 

ONE DAY OF LINE STOPPAGE ON THE C5 REPAIR LINE AT SAN ANTONIO 

ALC COSTS $100K 

ONE DAY OF LINE STOPPAGE ON AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT VEHICLE AT MCLB 

ALBANY COSTS $104K. 



Moving Military items en masse has an Inherent ~eadiness ~ i s k  

There is a documented phenomenon that when management of 
inventory migrates there is a degradation in service. There 
appears to be several causes for the observation. One aspect is 
human behavior. As one activity loses an item the focus on it 
somewhat diminishes. Another causative factor is that in the 
record transfer. be it electronic or manual. something always 
seems to get lost or garbled in transmission. The Learning curve 
on the receiving end is another aspect of this degmdation. 
Technical and Industry Base knowledge are critical in managing 
complex material. Although, it is thought that DISC manages 
11Commodities~ (i.e. nuts, bolts. screws1 I many of the items are 
weapons critical and complex items with sophisticated 
manufacturing processes. alloy composition, and tolerance 
specifications. It they had feelings1 they would be insulted 
being called l~c~mmoditiesl. This lack of knowledge with the 
item, the manufacturer and the customer cannot be underestimated. 

Whatever the reason the phenomenon surely exists as can be seen 
by the attached data exhibit. ~vailability for items 
coming to DLA from the Services is significantly lower than the 
average availability of the services Ilosing the item. 
St takes a significant period of time to I1get wellll from this 
initial slide in support. the item transfer undertaken by the 
services was limited in scope. In the Military Service to DLA 
item transfer from 1980-1995. only about 1 2 M  items were 
migrated. 

Contrast that with the 2 4 M  items to be sent into motion by the 
DLA plan and the potential for degradation is considerable. 
Even Consumable Item Transfer Phase I1 from the Services will 
move only about 280K items. Inherently moving as many items as 
the DLA BRAC 95 proposes will cause disruption and have readiness 
impact. It was identified as a major concern in B m C  93 and 
should be considered the same again. 

Given the above observation. one may question the wisdom of 
moving 62% of all DLA items among Centers! Especially moving 
1 1 M  items from DISC with a 89.6% availability to DGSC with an 
85.2% availability for weapons items. Not only is there the 
inherent degradation due to the migration but the recipient 
center performs at a lower availability rate. 



The bottom line is that there is a documented risk to readiness 
in moving items. The risk is acceptable for limited moves where 
support is anticipated to increase over time and savings can be 
shown. For example, BRAC 93 approved moving over 1M items from 
DESC to DCSC but a base was closed and considerable savings 
accrued. Disestablishing DISC and putting the inventory in 
transition saves nothing. 

Since DISC provides the highest level of support now, 
not identifying it as one of the weapons ICPs and minimizing item 
migration is a suspect business decision. The DLA Concept of 
Operations envisions a move to weapons management ICPs. DLA, 
however, uses Federal Supply Class as a determinant f o r  weapons 
designation, not an NSN or weapons application of that NSN. 40% 
of the items DISC is sending to DGSC, for instance, are 
non-weapons coded, i.e. the "Weapons Supportn ICPs will still 
manage about half of their items as non weapons. 

Also, of interest is the fact that DISC will move 17,877 items to 
the Troop Support ICP (non weapons) of which 41% a weapons 
coded which is counter to what DLA claims is its Concept of 
Operations goal for troop support type items. Reading the 
attached minutes to DLAfs first "planningn meeting shows very 
little planning or analysis was done prior to making this 

.) recommendation. In fact, they talk about amending the original 
item migration plan used in Cobra to claim savings. Again, 
not only a flaw in the analysis, but a deviation from BRAC 
intent. The Weapons support ICPs are a concept of operation that 
DLA feels is beneficial, yet there is no data or basis other than 
staff judgement. This realignment to achieve this vision is in 
essence an internal DLA housekeeping function which in terms of 
BRAC criteria saves nothing and in fact will cause negative 
impact on customer support and incur substantial costs. BRAC 93 
approved moving a million items from DESC to DCSC because of 
savings but, to date no items have been moved, i.e., there is 
no experience to base any judgement on. It would have been 
prudent to see the results, costs and impact of this move first. 
In fact, if you again review the attached minutes, they are now 
just looking at the results of an earlier migration of classes, 
from DISC to DGSC i.e., expost facto analysis. It appears using 
the BRAC "opportunityll to realign DLA is a thinly veiled tactic 
to use the integrity of the BRAC process, and more importantly, 
the funding provided by BRAC, to realign DLA to a staff vision 
which has yet to be proven beneficial. Using BRAC and BRAC 
funding which is designed to get true base closure and 
realignment savings to execute a reorganization plan which 
results in no cost savings for the taxpayer is a misuse of the 
BRAC process. 



DLA BRAG CONFIGURATION 
3/95 

CIT I1 (DCSC) 0 

140,000 NSN's (EST.) 
21 FSC's 

Keep 65 FSC's 

SERVICES DCSC 515,637 NSN'S 
4,885 PR's 

(ws 2) 74423 PR's 

CIT I1 (DGSC) 
140,000 NSNs (EST.) Keep - 58 FSCs 

106941 NSN's 00 FSC's 
1,049,665 NSN's 
67,835 PR's 

1519 NSN's 
294 PR's 

227830 NSN's 
81049 PR's 

CIT PHASE 11 280,000 
DISC TO DGSC 1,068,sal 
DISC TO DPSC 17,872 

26 FSC's 
GSA TO DPSC 

Keep 11 1 FSC's-1560/1680 
1519 

DGSC TO DPSC 227,830 

1,068,981 NSN's 401,142 NSN's-121,769 DESC TO DCSC r,olrs,ses DCSC TO DPSC 

36086 PR's 
41,408 

@k 
TOTAL 86,330 a 

)LA QUOTE: JUDGEMENT WAS NECESSARY TO EVALUATE W E O F F S  IN EACH SCENARIO 
- 





ITEM TRANSFER PHENOMENA 

ITEM AVAILABILITY 
AVAIL IL Im Y 

L 60 L L L L 1 L L a L L L 1 L 1 B 

m cc z J 0 IL I- > z m Z: I- > 3 :: Z n > 
3 U1 0 

O n LLI 0 0 W 4 < < 3, 7 m 0 z 4 LL 0 Z 0 L L  E z Q 

ARMY CECOM 90.9 % 

TRANSFERRED 
ITEM 

DISC 
ITEM 

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB 
94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 95 95 93 93 93 

74.7 75.5 76.5 78.7 79.2 81.2 81.6 80.9 82.3 82.7 84.6 82.9 82 83.5 83 82.8 83 

87.7 85.9 88.2 88.6 88.8 89 88.5 88.6 88.7 88.8 89.8 89.2 87.7 89.9 89.9 90 89.6 

a SERVICE CONSUMABLE ITEM AVAILABILITY 
NAVY SPCC 84.4 O h  

TRANSFERRED DISC ITEM NAVY AS0 78.7 % 





Rlemorandum for the Record 

Encl: (1) List of Attendees 

911 (2) Federal Supply Class Breakdo~n by ICP and Category 
(3) Agenda /T)iscussion Points 
(4) Action Items 
(5) Open Questions 

1. On 10 march 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 mrnagement responsibilities among the Defense General, Construction, 
and Personnel Supply Centers to correspond to the Inventory Control Point (ICP) concept of 
operations. More specifically, Troop and General S ~ p p o n  item management will be concentrated 
at the Defense Personnel Supply Center (DPSC) and Weapon System Support item management 
will be split between the Defense Generd Supply Center (DGSC) and the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC). Enclosure (2) provides a synopsis of current and projected item 
management responsibilir). by Center and Federal Supply Class (FSC). 

2. Radm Chmberlin opened the meeting by briefly discussing DLA's recommendstion. He 
stressed it was predicated on militvy vdue and infrastructure reduction considerations, not on 
recent performance. In consonmce w t h  flus he publicly recogmed the skill, moti<at~o'n and 
success of the DISC ~vork force. He dso ecknou.1edged that authority to disestzblish DISC was 
dependent on approval of the recommendation ihrough the BRAC process, - but dlowed how the 
extraordinary compledty of what we are about to undertake _._& plus e e  . the need & d  to * adequately I bj  reflect . 
our - requirements in the upcoming budgets a.rigued strongly for immed?ately commencing -- 1 -  - + -_ --___ -._--._ . _ - _ " _  _ _  
preparztory plmning. 

'----~~*.. *.. -4 -4 --" 

3. Radm Chmberlin laid out three objectives for the group: first, define the major issues and . 

questions thzt must be sddressed; secondly,. identify the areas where strategc assumptions still 
need to be made; and lastly, lay the initial groundwork for structuring the detailed planning 
process. The group's effons focused on the first of these objectives (enclosure (3) pertzins), with 
the con~ersatjon largely centered on: O understznding what FSCs move where; @ delineating 
sigzficznt personnel issues; md @ how B M C  95 should be reflected in the budget and POXI 
97. Enclosure (4) lays out specific action items emanating fiom, and the following subparagraphs 
capsulate significant points md zgreements made during, these discussions. 

a. FSC Realignment: The assumption that it was preferable to assign management 
( . d o O / l  fi;rponsibility for all the items in an FSC to one activity was unanimously reaEnned by the 

) participants. However, it was also agreed that the BRAC recommendation did not limit DLA's 
mpCT { authority to adjust the projected FSC mrnagement responsibilities (listed in endosure (2)) as it a* ' progressed through the detailed planning and implementation processes. It was fbnher 
"""?-J acknowledged that two foms of adjustment could occur: either an FSC could be reassigned in its 

entirety; or items could be moved fiom 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 



ha\~e a relatively high percenrge of both weapon syaem and troop /general items and different 
management requirements rssociated uith each segment (e.5. wood screws vs turbine engine 
fasteners). Lastly, it was confirmed that the intention is to transfer any reimbursable work 

jll associated with specific FSCs, uith those FSCs. 

b. Personnel Issues: As expected there was significant discussion of the personnel 
ramifications associated uith the recommendation to disestablish DISC. It was reiterated by the 
BRAC office and personnel specialists that classi@hg the DISC action as a realignment or 
disestablishment conveyed no specific personnel rights; rather personnel rights are solely 
dependent on whether actions are classified as work load or hnctional transfers. Due to both the 
conhion and intense interest in this area it was decided that headquarters DLA would issue 
written clarification as soon as possible. 

The need to better define what the actuzl personnel situation might be for each activities' work 
force was also acknowledged. It was agreed thzt this should be done as soon as possible, but that 
it was dependent on certain implementation and budget decisions that had not been made yet. 
Other notzble deliberations included: options avdlable to provide preferential treatment to the 
adversely impacted work forces; avenues available for maximling attrition; the general problem 
of retaining specific and unique erpenise at least through the transition period; the requirement to 
ascertain as soon as practiczl whzt the zctud personnel situations are i n e a c h c d  region; 
and a recognition that the more we could treat this as merger vice takeover actions the better off - 
we would be. 

c. Budget and PO31 97: Considerable concern was expressed by the-ICP D- 
m- 

D i w  about t w  to ~bsorb the dire~ted~ductj-g-xig~rovement -...- marks while 
Or -----%r. 

simultaneously: , - accelerrting the i m p l e m e n a n ~ f  DL& new business practices; gaimng -. *-.-- - .  " "  - 
sever2 hundred thousand nezm_&o& ..-s CIT *--.-- Phase - II; .-- intemdly - ---- transfemngor\nership I.X - X .._ of eve= - v-.--.C of the items ..--.-- --* we XX.____I______ cunently mmage (includes DESC movement to DCSC); and - _ -  -- 
maintalmng performance. Fcnher, apprehension was voiced over the assumption used in the 
~ m f a  Sodeihns  t h ~ t  all POXI reduction would be taken against "losing acti~ities". 

The principal countervziling cofisiderations were: the universally endorsed requirement to_ 
b~corne more efficient; the rcceptrnce thzt we did not want to create an.;nbalmced work force 
during-]$on (gver stressed one place, idle another); and the realization that the 

( appropriate mechanism to fund uly"b~b,ueacBUC 95 was the BRAC ---_ 95 budget (due 
in May '95)./Ihere was some discussion of DLA's decision not to request labor funding in the 
BRAC 93 b;dget, and it wrs admitted there is some unknown chance that the command might 
adopt thet as its position for BIMC 95. It was stressed, however, that whether or not such a 
request went fonvard would be primarily dependent of how solid a case the ICPs could build for 
the requirement. (1t was also @red that th-e task_ 
w i ~ h t $ g J & t j ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s  X Q ~ U  g@~e_rejI$flgwin th 
might make the environment more receptive to such a req 

- . /  .. 



Given the above it was decided that: all ICPs would respond to POM 97 in accordance uith the 
pre\iously distributed guidance; projected BRAC 95 savings would be applied "on top" of the 
acti~jties' POM 97 baseline; and BRAC 95 costs, including labor, would be separately justified 

'w and submitted for inclusion in the BRAC 95 budget. 
n 

4. DCSC put forward a proposal to expedite the transfer of both lumber products and plumbhg 
supplies to Philadelphia. Their desire is to complete the transfer prior to December '95 in order to 
avoid conflicting with CIT Phase II, office relocations, and large scale DESC transfers after 
January '96. It was . unanimously . agreed that using at least lumber as- 
"model" was D- authorized to transfer FSCs). aooro~riate (it fits the ICP 
concept of operations so therefore isn't de~endent on the BRAC decision), and advantageq- 
(provides a controlled environment in which to gain experience). up% recommended that we 
approach the model fiom a more expanded p~pective*&l18~c1~de items managed by DGSC and 
DISC that would be associited with the same commercial distribution channels (e.g. wood 
screws, nails, wood pallets etc.). Doing so was embraced by all paicipants. 

5. All par t3an t s  believe we should give serious -- .,,.-*w--m.. consideration ---- .-.-- to -- chrngin 
ICPs 2t the earliest Uar*u----.-r ~ ~ ~ o r t u ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ c r e a t e  a more cooperative, less combative, 
a t m o r p h e i e t h e  reorganizztions; and more appropriately reflect what the ICPs are actually 
doing. In the case of DCSC, and depending on the chosen name perhaps DGSC, this could be 
done immediately. However, I ~7ould recommend that we not do anything in Philadelphia that 
might infer a presumption of a final decision. 

6 .  The next meeting of the Deputies is scheduled to commence 0900 22 March 1995. It uiY be 
held in the DCSC command conference room. In preparation for the meeting part%pants were w requested to make any additions to enclosure (3) they felt were appropriate. Principal topics to 
bediscussed are: @Ling 1 phasing c_--------- of the items transfers; Q&at+.a__st,c~re to perform 
th_e detailed planning; @ criticd~erequisites to conducting the transfers. Addition4 items ~.dl 

-----*- - -- -_.___ ---".."-* ---"" - be covered as time pemts.  

1, L-fl%% 
R T. Moore 
Capt, SC, USN 

cc: 
DISC 
DPSC 
DGSC 
DCSC 
MMSD 
MhlSB 
MMSL 
MMSP-CIMO 
CAAJ 
CAHS 



Agenda I Discussion Points: 

w 
1. Overview of BRAC 

m a t  are the basic rules? 
What assumptions were incorporated in the basic recommendation? 
\+'hat flexibility are we allowed in execution? 

2. What FSCs move where? 
How do we want to handle Troop and General classes with a high 
percentage of weapon system items? 

Does the notion of Home Class project apply? 
What other allowances do we need, or can we, make for additions I 
deletions 
What options should we consider for transferring items? 

B How do we establish the increments? 
m should u-e Y a e  special consideration to items on 10% term coneacts or 

other goups of items? 

3. What software changes may be required to support the transfer? 
Do we use the logistic reassi-merit process, or create our o m  programs to 

0 transfer items on a file to We basis? 
Do we need enhancements to support our weapon system support role or any 
other functional role? 
Do we need management s o h a r e ?  

Project management 
EIS 

4. Inat are the timing issues? 
What are the competing events? What is the relationship to: - 

m CIT Phasell 
n business initiatives 

~rekious BRAC actions 
bther evolutions 

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

enclosure (3) 



5. How do we reflect B M C  95 in the budget? 
What is the time line for the BRAC budget submission? 

What financial assumptions were incorporated in the recommendation? 

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

budget and POhi 97? 

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

7. What are the organizational issues? 
Is there benefit to making 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 ITERlS 

A. Personnel 
EQI 

1. DLA Human Resources Office in conjunction with the DLA B U C  office will provide 
. ,nen clarification on the impact the clasiication of a BRAC action has on the rights of 

&ected employees, and what are the determinates for the ionveymce of personnel "ts. 

a. A specific question war asked as to whether the classiScation of an action as a work 
load transfer or functional transfer is negotiatble under any of our eisting labor 
agreements. The immediate answer was no, but DLA Human Resources a g e d  to 
confirm that and to provide a shott explanation of the process used to make a work load 
versus functional umsfer determination. 

2. DLA Human Resources Office will provide a shopping list of the options available to 
provide preferential trcitment 1 consideration of employees adversely affectld by the BRAC 
action. A request was made to ensure it included any actions that would assist in the retention 
of areas where the pool of expertise is limited. 

3. DLA Humrn Resources Office uill provide a shopping list of options available to 
maximize attrition. 

4. M A  Human Resources OSce agreed to provide guidance concerning how to handle 
BRAC related Union interfaces under the new panership arrangement. 

aV 5. DLA Human Resources Office will provide a matrix of the most likely labor relations 
issues (e.g. Bargaining unit etc.) and the steps involved in their handling. 

B. Material Transfer 

1. DGSC and DISC agreed to povide lessons learned fiom the last DISC + DGSC transfer. 
There is particular interest in whGk1ed ,- in e x e c u t w d  tor - ed time and 

cost. 

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

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

# C=* 
r i .  ' 

enclosure (4) 



C. Support Areas 
v 1. DISC, DGSC, DCSC, and DPSC agreed to lay out what "support area" improvements 

they consider to be critical conditions andlor prerequisites of successfiUy effecting the 
planned item realignments while simultaneously continuing to execute the corporate vision. 
Software enhancements requirements are of specific interest. 

enclosure (4) 
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OPEN QUESTIONS 

1. To what degree should we defer current cataloging work in order to form a team to 
$ec%cally 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 strongly 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) 



Readiness, Military Value and DLA Concepts of 

w Operations Is Supported by the Synergy of the ASO/DISC Compound 

BRAC 95 guidance states "DoD components should, throughout the 
BRAC process, look for cross Service or intra Service 
opportunities to share assets and look for opportunities to rely 
on a single military department for support". 

Navy BRAC 95 detailed analysis recognizes in its determination 
that consolidat ina AS0 and SPCC -- would "disruxt_ &he ,ayger~~-yh~ch 
currently exists between AS2 - a d  ----the _PhiLadelphia 
-.-"---"-+.-*---.<- -, 

c2mgogndn. Xa* took the BRAC guidance to consider inter service 
opportunities and viewed AS0 as an entire hybrid base of 
operations including the DLA synergies. DLA looked only at DISC 
as an isolated entity disregarding the existing and potential 
benefits to DLA and the taxpayer of having a diverse talent base 
of weapons support expertise on the compound. It took a similar 
stovepiped tact when looking at Defense Depot Richmond and ICP 
Richmond. It first determined Defense Depot Richmond would be 
maintained then by default it did not make sense that ICP 
Richmond should be impacted. It did not look at the Richmond 
homogeneous "base" vs. the hybrid, inter service Philadelphia 
"baseu as comparable entities. It is ironic, however, that in 
the DLA Concept of Operations, i.e. the strategic vision for DLA 
ICPs, they state "DSCs should be situated in an area to attract el and maintain required logistics talent". That pool of logistics 
talent as well as the automation, education and transportation 
infrastructure to sustain it exists already on this compound. 

Relative to military value and Readiness, aviation weapons 
systems are the forward projection of force in all war fighting 
scenarios. AS0 manages about 200,000 aviation items supported by 
a significant aerospace engineering and weapons/logistics support 
infrastructure. DISC manages 458,000 items with an aviation 
application, i-e. DISC manages 38% of all DLA items used on 
aircraft weapon systems. Conversely DGSC has 17% of aviation 
items primarily in the structural component classes (FSC 1560, 
1680). The base is also supported by Naval Aviation Engineering 
.Services Unit, Naval Air Technical Services Unit, Navy 
International Logistics Command and Defense Printing Service. 
The wealth of logistics and engineering talent cannot be matched 
by any other Intra Service ICP Community. With the BRAC 93 
decision implemented and DPSC merged with DISC, the opportunities 
for synergy, savins and cross fertilization make this compound a 
potent logistics entity. 

DISC and AS0 have like and similar business processes and a 
common industry base. We jointly deal with original 

1(1 manufacturers and approved aerospace vendors in common providing 
an opportunity to leverage the combined aerospace buying power of 
DISC and ASO. Jointly the two commands acquire about $1B of 
aviation related material, a considerable deal of leverage with 
the diminishing aerospace industrial base. 



We have partnered with AS0 on using this leverage with 
prototypical and innovative interservice contracts for jet engine 
blades and vanes and aviation bearings. The value of these two 
prototype contracting ventures is estimated to be over $140M. 
Even more opportunities exist to partner in system acquisition 
and spares requirements acquired in tandem. 

Downsizing will continue to force cooperation among all the 
service organizations. We have already effectively begun the 
process, why disrupt this now? Compare the synergy of a 
concentrated pool of logistics talent, common business process 
and automation acquisition leverage with what DLA sees as the 
driving synergy between the Richmond ICP and the 
Richmond distribution depot. 

The Philadelphia complex provides a unique environment to 
prototype and execute strong interservice integration. Proximity 
and commonality in this case is advantageous. This relationship 
should be nurtured and capitalized upon not destroyed. 

The driving force behind the DLA BRAC 95 recommendation is to 
implement its concept of operations. DLA has taken heat from the 

Y Services for not being weapon systems oriented. Service Weapons 
Managers are comfortable with having a single point of entry for 
a weapon system. e.g, The FA/18 community has a branch at AS0 
who manages the inventory, technical and acquisition process for 
that weapon. DLA has no comparable organization. DLA1s first 
attempt at organizing along weapon system lines at Columbus is 
less than successful as can be seen by the performance stats 
presented in the Readiness discussion. One of the primary 
reasons for failure was the fact that the INFRASTRUCTURE which 
supports the weapons management process was not changed along 
with the organizational structure. The business process, 
systems, policy and procedures are still based on "Commodity" 
management and are 1970's vintage. Moving items and 
organizational structure around without changing the automated 
systems which support the business process cannot be successful, 
merely more palatable to the Services. Even under the Concept of 
Operations, the two Weapons ICPs will still manage over 50% non- 
weapons items and from the customer perspective the ~ ~ / 1 8  manager 
or operational unit still has to go to multiple ICPs and multiple 
organization within the ICP to get resolution or support. The 
organization that DLA envisions as a weapons ICP of the future in 
its Concept of Operations is here! DISC is the closest 
organization to that ideal. The attached chart details the DLA 
vision and specifies of how DISC is already there. 



w Again, the bottom line to this DLA BRAC 95 recommendation is that 
it was not well thought out, not well carried out and will not be 
well carved out in its present state. The recommendation does 
not save money, does not close a base, risks readiness impact 
and, in essence, is an attempt to use BRAC money (which is 
designed actually to close bases or achieve true downsizing) to 
reorganize DLA. This is not a prudent or appropriate use of 
BRAC funds. Our recommendation is to maintain the integrity and 
build on the strengths of the BRAC 93 decision. The synergy, 
leverage and interservice opportunities matched with the 
performance of DISC in support of Readiness should not be 
Jettisoned in a flurry to capture BRAC funding and implement a 
concept whose value has not yet been given a true sanity check. 



Intersewice Synergy 
Operational Synergy 

Synergy: The action of two or more organizations to achieve an 
effect of which each is individually incapable. 

- Webster 

Synergy is gained by concentrating management attention on a 
single mode of material management. 

- 

- DLA 95 BMC detailed analysis. 



DLA WEAPONS MANAGEMENT AVIATION 

TOT ITEMS ITEMS MANAGED WITH % OR CENTER ITEMS CENTER'S % OF DLA TOTAL 

MANAGED AVIATION APPLICATION WITH AVIATION APP lTI3M.S W T l T  AVIATION APP 

I 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 1,138,863 404,905 35.6 % 
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THE PHILLY SOLUTION 
INTER SERVICE INTEGRATION POTENTIAL 

DEFENSE 
LOGISTICS 
AGENCY 

CENTER CENTER DISC/DPSC 

I 

COMMON SUPPORT 
- GENERAL COUNSEL 
- OPM PERSONNEL 
- BASE ADMIN. 

\ 
- ETC. PHILADELPHIA 

SUPPORT 
CENTER 

MECHANICSBUR 
SUPPORT 
CENTER (SPCC) 4 

- AEROSPACE TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

- COMMODITY TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

- MATERIEL LOGISTICS 

- FOREIGN MILITARY LOGISTICS 

I 

r - - - - -  I 
I I 
I 

I 

I 

- ACTUAL COST SAVINGS 

- 1 -  - - - - - I 

- CONSISTENT WITH DLA CONOPS 

I 
I DPSC D l  SC 

TROOP 

SUPPORT 

DIRECTORATE 

WEAPONS 

- MINIMIZES READINESS RISK 

WEAPONS 

SUPPORT 

DIRECTORATE 

WEAPONS 

- MAINTAINS INTENT AND INTEGRITY 
OF BRAC 93 

i s  
- A GOOD BUSINESS DECISION 

I 

LOGISTICS 

SUPPORT 

AS 0 NAESU 
NAVILCO NATSF 

I 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~  

ENGINEERING 
SUPPORT 

I 
I 
I 



CONOPS VISION FOR ICP DISC IS THERE ALREADY !! 

COMBAT SUPPORT AGENCY DISC HAS MOST WEAPONS ITEMS, HIGHEST SUPPORT. 
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 WITH SERVICE ICP (ASO) 
ATTRACT 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 

CORPORATE DLA/DOD CONTRACTS 

INVENTED HERE; EMULATED ELSEWHERE 
ORGANIZED ALONG PROCESS LINES 
FIRST MULTIFUNCTIONAL JOB SERIES 
FIRST FULLY INTEGRATED WORK STATION 
FIRST MULTISKILLED TRAINING PROGRAM 

CONCEPT INVENTED HERE 
ASOIDISC CONTRACTS SYNERGY 

FUNCTIONAL PROCESS IMPROVEMENT ABC PROTOTYPED HERE 
METHODOLOGY DPACS, AIMS, AUTOMATED CUSTOMER RETURNS, AND 

SMALL AUTOMATED COMPETITIVE REBUYS 
PROTOTYPED HERE 

BEST VALUE ACQUISITION DELIVERY EVALUATION FACTOR INVENTED AND 
IMPLMENTED AT DISC 

rn 







COBRA MODEL FLAWS 
COSTS NOT INCLUDED 

DPSC OPERATING COSTS 1997-99 $1 I 0  MIL 

COST OF TRANSFERRING ITEMS $60 MIL 

FLAWED METHODOLOGY 

SAVINGS < ------------ > ITEM TRANSFER VOLUME 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED - 358 DCSC COLUMBUS 

MODEL RERUNS 





FACT SHEET FOR BRAC STAFFER DISCUSSION 

SUBJECT: DLA COBRA RUN FLAWS 

BACKGROUND: The COBRA run used by DLA to provide the cost savings for the ICP 
disestablishment contains a number of flaws that eliminate any savings after all the actual costs 
are considered . We have reviewed the output reports from ICP22 run, obtained detailed backup 
from the DLA BRAC office and identified the cost omissions and flawed methodology. 

DISCUSSION: 

- COSTS NOT INCLUDED 

DPSC Base Operating Costs - Under the 1993 BRAC decision, DPSC was to 
move to A S 0  by FY 97. Delaying this move by two years increases costs by $1 10 Mil. 

Under the DLA proposal the costs of transferring items was not included. Under 
this proposal 1.358 Mil items would be moving behveen DLA supply centers. The costs of this 
transfer are estimated to be $60 Mil. 

- FLAWED METHODOLOGY 

Under the DLA methodology the higher number of items that are transferred 
between centers, the greater the personnel savings achieved. DLA took reductions in personnel 
in each category of items that moved and took no reductions for those that remained in place. 
The reductions were 5% direct labor, 25% indirect and 50% general and administrative. Using 
this flawed methodology increased the personnel savings. 

358 of the 408 of the positions eliminated or 87.7% are taken at DCSC Columbus and 
50 at DISC even though DISC is the activity being disestablished with over 1800 positions 
impacted by the proposal. The job eliminations at Columbus are the primary factor in the annual 
recurring savings claimed and are a result of the flawed metl~odology for taking personnel 
savings described above. 

A preliminary run of the model taking into account the additional costs and including 
only the Phila. DISC job eliminations shows negative savings over twenty years resulting from 
the DLA proposal. 



A preliminary run of the model taking into account the additional costs and using the 
job eliminations in the original DLA proposal shows that a positive NPV return on investment 
does not begin to occur until 2009 and reduces the total NPV savings by 70%. 

A preliminary run of the model using only the DISC job eliminations and having DPSC 
and DISC located on the A S 0  compound in accordance with the BRAC 1993 decision with 
additional consolidation of support resources produced greater savings than the DLA proposal 
for BRAC 95. 

SUMMARY 

The failure to include the additional costs of delaying the move of DPSC to A S 0  and 
reduced base operating costs and additional costs of transferring 1.358 Mil items within DLA 
understates the added one time costs of the DLA proposal and reduces savings by 70% . 

The use of a flawed metl~odology to co~npute the personnel savings from the proposal 
increases the positions eliminated increasing the recurring savings beyond what they would be if 
the reductions were taken in place. 

A preliminary run of the COBRA model having DPSC and DISC located at A S 0  in 
accordance with BRAC 1993 with additional savings from consolidation of support resources 
produces greater total savings than the DLA proposal. 

POINT OF CONTACT FOR QUESTIONS: Doug Smith (21 5) 697-93 15 

DATE PREPARED: 5 April 1995 
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e 
DISC: 1069M items11 331 people = 803 items per person I 

OGSC: -403 M = 666 items per persan I 
- i 

803 -666 = 137 item per I penon efficiency delta 

t 
1371666 = 20% \ efficiency factor 

I 
1331 * 20% = 266 fldF1 

q bl 

' Because DGSC is a more inefficient manager f 
they will require an additional 266 people over and I 

above DISC'S 1331 to manage the same number \ of items 
h 



MmMmmm- - - - 

BRAC FACT SHEE; 1 

SUBJECT: COST TO TRANSFER ITEMS I 
4 ITEM TRANSFER: COSTLY, TIME-CONSUMING, COMPLEX 

DLA did not consider item transfer costs in the COBRA Model. 
Over the next 4 years, DLA will be transferring 2.4M items within the ICPs. 
Excluding the DESC transfer, 1.3M items will be transferred within the ICPs. 
The magnitude of these transfers is unprecedented. For every transfer, two transactions 
result: transferring the item and receiving the item. 

These transfers will incur considerable costs. 
NOTE: Attachment 1 reflexs current and proposed manager of the items. 

4 THE PROCESS: 

Various personnel (technical, procurement, supply, and warehouse personnel) 
play a part in the process. 

Items to be transferred must be identified, hard copy documents must be pulled, 
reproduced, reviewed, packaged and shipped. 
NOTE: Attachment 2 is flowchart of the tasks required to transfer an item: 

4 COST TO TRANSFER AN ITEM: 

.Transferring an item incurs a transfer and receive cost. 
*The cost to TRANSFER all items is $36M: this includes labor and non labor costs 

(technical, supply, procurement). NOTE: See Attachement 3. 
*The cost to RECEIVE all items is $27M; this includes technical and supply labor costs. 

Total Cost to DLA is approximately $63M. 
Our figures do not include labor time that will be spent on : - Providing support to the receiving activity. - Travel costs. 

= Labor costs associated with reconcilation of data. 
ICPs will be receiving new classes of items not previously managed and will 
require provider's expertise. 
Previous CIT experience has shown that the more information provided during transfer, 
the snloother the transition. 

+ CONCLUSION: 

Transfer costs need to be added to the COBRA Model. 
Since transfer costs were not in COBRA Model, DLA savings were overstated. 
1.3M items in transition will impact readiness and customer support. 
Enormous influx of newlunfamiliar items may result in decreased performance until 
learning curve has been effected. 

DLA appears to have discounted the impact of this massive item transfer. 

C PREPARED BY: Vincent T. DiBella, (2 15-697-3925) 
Patricia A. Brady, x1464 
Russell Booth, x4222 

Anipro. Faclsllt San 

6 Apr 95 





TECHNICAL DATA T%NSFER Assemble Logistic r 

Annotate CTDF 
a 

Reassignmt sheet for "D" Field - action 
GS-9 Review ( GS-4) taken (GS-9) 

Ensure GS-4 
11 ) - Receive pkg updated database - 

for review (GS-9) 
Interrogate TllF to (19) (GS-9) 
verity data avail(GS-4) 

Obtain & review 
CTDF (GS-9) completed TDPS 

JEDMICS pending 
file to GS-4 (GS-7) in conjunction with 

assigned AMCIAMSC 

resolution with 
basedonspecson 

Request top dwg ((3-9) transferring acty 
dwgs from JEDMICS perm 

file to GS-4 ((3-7) 

Ensure QA & 
NO pkg'g data is for transfer items 

included (GS-9) 

Forward output fm Review for legal prepare folder 

EDASRE to GS-4 implications (i.e.. Boeing for each NSN (GS-4) 

(GS-7) 
Rights Guard Pro!$ 

(5a) 

paper dwgs (no" 
JEDMICSIEDASRE 

Ck YES 
manual file 

(6) 
in Lektriver for 

to ensure CFE & CFT NSN sequence, Cklist, 
Aperature Cards 

is noted (GS-9) NO (GS-4) 

Update PC dBase 
Fwd to GS-9 Complete with NSN, GIM, date 
for further Checklist (GS-9) 

-. .. ICC-A\ (17) 

-- 
Freelance: TRANFLOV 





Modify all Active 
Contract Files to 
new Procurement 

Contracting Officer 
(G S-9) - i 

ACQUISITION ACTIONS 

Review, copy and 
pack all hard copy 
contracts in File Rm. 
(G S -4) 

NOTE: Additional 350,000 contracts in 
Warehouse not included. 

Freelance: AcqfloW.pre 

4/6/95 

1 

Transfer Industrial 
Readiness Contractors' 
Files; Large Buys & IDT 
Buys. 

I 



GS-4, Step 5 hourly rate = 
Combined labor time - complex 

and non-complex 
Cost per NSN 
Total NSN Transfer 
Total Hours 
Total Cost 
Steps 1-8 & 24-27 

FOR TRANSFERRING TECHNICAL 
$9.68 GS-7, Step 5 hourly rate = 
0.915 Labor time allowed 

Cost per NSN 
$8.86 Total NSN Transfer 

1,021.360 Total Hours 
934,544 Total Cost 

$9,046.390 Steps 3a. 4a, 5a 

DATA 

GS-9, Step 5 hourly rate = $16.41 GS-11, Step 5 hourly rate = $19.85 

Labor time allowed - average 0.75 Labor time allowed 0.5 

complexity Cost per NSN $9.93 

Cost per NSN $12.31 Total NSN 10% 102,136 

Total NSN 90% 919.224 Total Hours 51,068 

Total Hours 689,418 Total cost $1,013,700 

Total cost $1 1,313,349 Steps 20-23 
Steps 9-1 9 

Number of boxes (99 folders per 
box divided by 1,021,360 items) 
GC minus 25 per bundle 
Cost per bundle 
Total cost 

QJE 

222 roils at $2.40 = 

ADP SUPPORT 

AS0 model cost per NSN 
Total items 
Total cost 

MAT'L SUPPLlESlSHlPPlNG 

Price per aperture card $0.83 
Approx number of cards per TDP 3 
Number of IG12G items 597,314 
Number of cards required 1,791,942 
Total cost $1,407,312 

SHIPPING COST 

Number of boxes (approx 99 10,317 
folders per box) 1,027,360 items 
Estimate to ship UPS (50 Ib limit) $1 0.00 

Total cost = $103,168 

MATERIAL COST 

Number of boxes (500 folders per 2.043 
box) 1,021,360 items 
Cost per box $29.62 
Cost for folders $60,505 

Total Technical Costs 



COST % PROCESS IM ACTIONS 

PROCESS REASON FOR STUDY CODE "LL" PAGES 

Number of StockedlNSO items 657,742 
120 and 60 days multiplied by 
,0856 = process time 0.0856 
Process performed 120 & 60 days 0.1712 
Cost to process one NSN file 
(hourly rate for a GS-9, Step 5 
is $16.41 multiplied by .16) = $2.81 
Time to process 657,742 items 112,605 
Cost to process one NSN file $1,847,855.1 1 

PREPARE ITEM MANAGEMENT JACKET FILES 

Number of StockedINSO items 657,742 
Time to prepare 1 folder (1.25 hrs) 1.25 
Number of Stocked items 270,372 
multiplied by .05 = 13,519 
Cost to prepare 1 folder (hourly 
rate for a GS-1 I, Step 5 is $1 9.85 
multiplied by 1.25) = $24.81 
Time to prepare folders 16,898 
Cost to prepare jacket folders for 
GS-11 items = $335,430.26 

Time to prepare I folder (.58 hrs) 0.58 
Number of Stocked items 270,372 
multiplied by .20 = 54,074 
Cost to prepare 1 folder (hourly 
rate for a GS-9, Step 5 is $16.41 
multiplied by .58 = $9.52 
Time to prepare folders 31,363 
Cost to prepare jacket folders for 
GS-9 items = $514,669.32 

LR MONITOR PROCESS 

Total number of Stocked & NSO 657,742 
items 
Time to ship 1 folder (.25 Hrs) 0.25 
Cost to complete 1 folder (hourly 
rate for a GS-9, Step 5 is $16.41 
multiplied by .25) = $4.10 
Time to ship 657,742 items 164,436 
Cost to ship all item jacket files = $2,698,387 

Balance of stocked items 
Time to complete 1 folder (.33 hrs) 
Cost to complete 1 folder (hourly 
rate for a GS-9, Step 5 is $16.41 
multiplied by .33) = 
Time to prepare jacket files 
Cost to prepare average stocked 
item jacket file = 

Number of NSO items 
Time to complete 1 folder (. I6 Hrs) 
Cost to complete 1 folder (hourly 
rate for a GS-9, Step 5 is $16.41 
multiplied by .16) = 
Time to prepare NSO folders 
Cost to prepare folder for NSO 
items = 

TIME & COST TO PROCESS. PREPARE & SHIP JACKET FOLDERS 

Total time 454.199 

Total cost $7,511,534.46 

Total cost divided by 
number of StockedlNSO 
items = average hourly rate $1 1.42 



Assume all active contracts will be modified to new 
Procurement Contracting Officer 

Number of open active contracts 54,000 
Time to modify I contract .5 hours 
(30 minutes) = 0.5 
Cost to modify 1 contract GS-9, Step 5 
is $16.41 $8.21 
Time to modify contracts 27,000 
Cost to modify contracts $443,070.00 

Review, copy and pack all hard copy contracts 
in file room. Additional 350,000 files in warehouse 
not included 

Number of contracts in file room 450,000 
Time to file 1 contract .25 hours 0.25 
Cost to file 1 contract GS-4, Step 5 
is $9.68 $2.42 
Time to file contracts 112,500 
Cost to file contracts $1,089,000.00 

Transfer Industrial Readiness Contractors File (LargellDT Buys) 

Number of transfer files 
Average number of pages 
Cost to copy files at .0244 

PROCUREMENT COSTS 

Total NSN transfer 1,021,360 
Cost per NSN $1.53 1.53 
Total transfer costs $1,562,680.80 



FACT SHEET 

SUBJECT: DISC and DGSC Backorders 

BACKGROUND : 

A backorder is a requisitioned quantity from our customers which can't be filled because it is not 
in stock. Since DISC and DGSC are in the business of filling requisitions, the attached 
spreadsheet was developed to explore what DGSC's performance would be in terms of 
backorders produced when taking on DISC's workload of stock requisitions. 

DISC's three year average of 395,900 stock requisitions monthly vs DGSC's three year average of 
207,000 represents 191% more requisitions. 

DISCUSSION: 

Using the DISC 1995 Command Data Base, which reflects a wide variety of essential 
management data, the number of backorders (taken at a point in time) and the average monthly 
stock requisitions for both centers was collected for FY 93, FY 94 and five months of FY 95. 

gl A "backorder rate" was developed using a ratio of backorders to requisitions. The DGSC 
backorder rate was applied to a three year average of DISC monthly requisitions to determine 
how many backorders would be generated. 

CONCLUSION: 

If DGSC were to take on DISC'S stock requisition workload, their historical backorder rate 
predicts there will be a 108% rise in the number of unfilled requistions. The expected increase in 
backorders would amount to 13 1,000, in addition to their current backorder workload. Increases 
in backorders translates into reduced readiness, lessened supply availability and of course, 
decreased customer satisfaction. 

Date Prepared: 4 April 1995 







6 Apr 95 

MATERIAL FOR BRAC STAFFER DISCUSSION 
(Include as Detailed Handout for Staffer Retention) 

Questions on this Portion may be addressed to: 
A1 Cappiella (215) 697-4291 

BRAC REFERENCES: 

DoD BRAC RULES 

SOURCE : Detailed DLA Analysis - -  

Military Value: 

RULE #1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact 
on operational readiness of the DoD's total force. 

w RULE #2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and 
associated airspace at both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

RULE #3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

RULE #4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return of Investment 

RULE #5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, 
including the number of years, beginning with the date of 
completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings 
to exceed the costs. 

Impacts 

RULE #6. The economic impact on communities. 
RULE #7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving 

communities' infrastructures to support forces, missions 
and personnel. 

w RULE #8. The environmental impact. 



Minor Changes in BRAC Process per 1994 amendments: 

SOURCE: DLA minutes of 3 Mar 94 mtg dated 25 Mar 94 

a. Selection criteria "should" include costs to non-DoD federal 
agencies (Amendment doesn't require DoD to change; DLA implies it 
will only comply if required by supplemental OSD guidance). 

b. Deadline for submittal of recommendations to SECDEF changed from 
15 March 95 to 1 Mar 95. 

c. Testimony before Commission must be under oath 



OSD POLICY GUIDANCE 

SOURCE: 7 Jan 94 Memorandum - - -  (ENCL copy) 

BAS IS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Requires Agency BRAC Studies to meet following requirements: 

* based upon the Force Structure Plan; 

* based on final DoD criteria; 

* analyze their base structure using like categories of bases; 

* use objective measures for the selection criteria, where possible; 
the force structure plan; programmed workload over the FYDP; and 
military judgement; 

* consider all military installations inside the U.S. on an equal 
footing; 

w 
CROSS-SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES: 

* where operationally and cost effective, DoD Components and BRAC-95 
Joint Service Groups should strive to: 

- consolidate workload across the Services to reduce capacity; 

- assign operational units from one than one Service to a single 
base. 

CHANGES TO PREVIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS: 

* DoD components may propose changes to previous BRACs, provided such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to force structure, mission 
or organizations, or significant revisions to cost effectiveness 

* Documentation for such changes must involve clear military value or 
significant savings, and be based on the final criteria, the force 
structure plan and policy guidance for BRAC-95. 

AUTHORITIES: 

* BRAC-95 process must enhance opportunities for consideration of 
cross-Service tradeoffs and multi-Service use of remaining 
infrastructure. 



SERVICE RECOMMENDATION PROCESS: 

SOURCE: ASD Opening Testimony Statement (ENCL- copy) 

a. Services group bases into like categories. 

b. Define, in advance, unique factors to take into account in 
applying criteria to each grouping. 

c. Define data to measure these factors (again, in advance). 

d. Assign weighting, in advance, to each criterion (reflecting 
best military judgement as to importance). 

Key Points: 1. BRAC-95 process conducted from bottom-up, based on 
judgements of Services about relative value of bases. 

2. Before any data collected, or alternatives considered, 
or decisions made; Services defined what was import- 
ant, ranking measures and how they would evaluate. 

e. Data Calls issued to collect information on which to base 
decisions (Inputs certified by submitters). 

f .  Services develop rankings of installations by type, using approved 
selection criteria, force structure plan, and measures 
previously defined. 

g. Alternatives assessed (balancing capacity, military value, 
costs/savings, economic impacts & environmental concerns. 

h. Service decisions; Recommendations to SECDEF 



GENERAL STATEMENT 

FLAWS WITH DISC BRAC-95 RECOMMENDATION 

* DLA Committed Multiple Violations of the BRAC Rules 
- Specific Details Provided Below. 

* Relies Primarily on Military Judgement! (ENCL- 13 Jan 95  Minutes) 
- DLA "Concept" with No Supporting Factual Analysis (ENCL- 6 Jul) 
- No Factual Basis for Projected Savings from Management of Like 

Commodities! (Ref: 6 Jul 95 Mtg again) 
(ENCL- Basis requested from DLA via Congressional Ofc; No Response) 
- DLA Admits "EqualI1 Military Value of All Hardware ICPs 

(ENCL- from Detailed Analysis +)  
- DLA BRAC Office admitted DISC Recommendation was driven by Depot 

Decision. (ENCL- Mark's Mtg Notes to Congressman Borski) 

* Ignores Knowledgeable Decision Reached by BRAC-93 Commission. 
(Phila Plan is still the Best Solution!) 

0 - No - Additional Base Closure Results. 
(DISC Action represents only . 4 7 %  Contribution to Plant 
Replacement Value (PRV); see ENCL- 9 Jan 95 Mtg) 

- DLA Itself Recognized RISK of current recommendation in BRAC-93 
- Less Risky Alternatives are Available 
- Results in Loss of Multi-Service Synergies 

* Understates Cost of Implementation 
- Omits Cost of Continued Operations at DPSC for two more years. 
- Omits Significant costs of transferring items. 
- Doesn't account for Training Costs of Concept Implementation. 
- Understates local RIF costs. 

* Omits Real World Performance Comparison of ICPs 
- DISC as "Lead ICP" in numerous areas 
- DISC as Innovator in Business Practice Improvements 
- DISC as Most Weapon Systems Oriented ICP 

(Ref : FMA Pres'n; Weapon System Mgmt Table) 
- If ~epot/ICP Synergy is so great, how come ICPs colocated with 

depots have lower performance? 
* Also, why is DLA reducing DCSC Depot workforce by 90% and 
relegating mission to storage of slow moving items? 

- NOTE: USAF uses Cost/Output for ICPs (ENCL- 22 Jun mtg slide) 

* Recommendation Misclassified as llDisestablishmentll when Actually a 

e Transfer of Function is more appropriate; DLA ICP Mission Still 
Needs to be Performed! 



VIOLATIONS OF BRAC RULES 1 
Rule #I: I 
* RECOMMENDATION GROSSLY UNDERSTATES IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS I 

- DLA Detailed Analysis from BRAC-93 REJECTED Current 
Recommendation as Too Risky! (ENCL Ref: p 5.3.11) 
NOTE: Further supported by final BRAC-93 Commission 

Recommendations to the President (ENCL- extract) 
(ENCL- Slides from 1Q FY-94 Cdrfs Conf @ DCSC) 

- DLA Ambiguities on Importance of People Skills to Mission * States that Ifour ability to support our customers primarily 
relies on the knowledge and expertise of our people." 

(Ref: DLA Detailed Analysis, ~ntro/~kgnd, pl, para 4) 
* Downplays Current Risks involved with Mass Transfers 
* Cite Distribution CONOPS Extract. (ENCL Ref: 18 Mar 94 Mtg) * ICP Mission is more complex; therefore, skills more critical! 
* DLA Demonstrates Poor use of Military Judgement 

- DSCS Now Manage >3,500,000 items (excluding CIT); Management of 
over 62% of these items would transition under this DLA Concept. 
* Nothing of this size has ever been attempted before! 
* Has potential to be the "Mother of all Transfers." 

(ENCL- DSC Transfer History) 
* Lacks Real Value Added Benefit once Risk is Considered! 

(ENCL- Pictorial Slide of "NSNs in Motion') 
(ENCL- DLA Listing of NSN Transfers dtd 2 Mar 95) 

- Synopsize Historical Data Available for Previous Item Transfers 
from DISC to DGSC (ENCL- Readiness Impact Statement) 
(ENCL Chart on Supply Availability; Show llKnees" on curves) 

- Direct Readiness impact to long-planned Phase 11 CIT Transfers 
which are about to begin; High potential for double moves. 

- DISC Alone Processes more than 50% of the Requisitions from the 
29 major DoD Maintenance Activities. 
(Ref - FMA Pie Chart; ENCL- Spreadsheet; Actual FY-94 Data) 

- High Potential for ~isruption/Tumoil 
(ENCLs- Minutes of 29 DEC 94 Morning & Afternoon Mtgs) 



Rule #2: 

* AVAILABILITY OF SPACE/CONDITION OF FACILITY AT AS0 

- DLA conducted excess capacity analysis using "microscopic" 
(DLA) in lieu of  macroscopic^ (DoD) viewpoint; Not in 
keeping with multi-Service usage considerations encouraged 
by DoD. (Ref: OSD Guidance; see ENCL+ DLA Slide Decis Rules) 

- All Major Activities here are Downsizing; DLA Analysis 
omits use of Projected Administrative Space Available. 
(ENCL- Extracts from Navy AS0 BRAC Capacity Data Call) 
(ENCL- Detailed Analysis, pg 2) 
* Buildable Acres of DISC Host Neglected 
* Expandability Issues Adversely Impacted DISC Military 

Value Scores (Space for 108 people vs. 5500 + DPSC!) 

- Environmental Problems/Costs Overstated (Ref: Mil Value Tab) 

- DLA notes that Norfolk Public Works Center (PWC) determination w of facilities condition is much more comprehensive than that 
used by Services. Concern expressed about comparisons with 
source facilities by OSD or BRRC Commission. (ENCL- 13 Sep) 

- DLA May have Ignored Results of its own Commissioned Study by 
Norfolk PWC on Facility (Discussions with Facilities Rep) 

Rule #3: 

* ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE "EXPANSION" AT EXISTING/RECEIVING LOCATIONS 

- Post-Announcement "Rumorsu prevalent at DLA regarding DGSC 
response to Data Call question on 'IPersonnel needed to Handle 
additional workload." Indications are that DGSC answer assume 
relief from ICP 4% downsizing requirement. 

I - 
- A logical comparison of resources required to handle the "net" 

workload shift substantiates this underestimate. 



Rule #4: * COST/MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 
Rule #5: * RETURN OF INVESTMENT 

- Current DLA Recommendation Delays DPSC Move to AS0 (from 
BRAC-93 decision) to Claim Savings in MILCON Costs Avoided. 
(Remaining Required MILCON Costs for DPSC Tenants understated; 
ENCL- NAVFAC Letter) 

- DLA Does NOT Offset this "Apparent" Savings by Including the 
Additional 2-years of Operating Costs for open DPSC Base! 
(On the Order of $55M per year using DPSC generated figures vs. 
$28.6M MILCON Savings claimed by DLA in COBRA Run ICP22) 
(ENCL- DPSC Estimates Provided) 

DLA Omits Significant Costs of Massive Item Transfers Among ICPs 
in order to Implement their Concept! 
(Transfer and Receipt costs conservatively estimated at $60M 
for 1,350,000 items transferred! (Ref: See Separate Writeup) 
NOTE: This computation excludes the additional DESC to DCSC 

transfers mandated under BRAC-93. 
There are additional costs involved with the item transitions 
which have not been addressed in the above estimate. These 
include related procurement costs involved with the transfer, 
costs of retraining personnel and learning curve costs, cost of 
physically relocating the relevant technical records and folders 
@ approximately one cubic foot per NSN. 

DLA also Neglects to Cite Recruitment/~etraining/Learning Curve 
Costs required by the various ICPs to Maintain Mission 
capability. 

DLA uses Flawed Methodoloqy in Determining the Resources Saved. 
* Computations hinge on "number of items moved" in lieu of 

.savings based on management of like-type items." 
* Reflected by Inconsistencies in DLA Tabular Data. * Results in commingling of Force Structure Savings with BRAC 

savings to skew COBRA figures! 
* Comparison of POM Cuts with BRAC savings show a true I1delta" 

of only 50 ICP positions. 

DISC Federal Managers Association Rerun of COBRA scenario usinc 
corrected figures resulted in a COST to DLA! 

DLA claims that savings were NOT a major driver in their 
decision process. (Ref : Sel Proc, p19) 

Can Get to Same Point via Downsizing without Costs/~urmoil. 
(Using Philadelphia Alternative) 



Rule #6 

* ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMlJNITY 

- DLA intentionally announced understated figures to pacify local 
community opposition. 

- More resources would be required at DGSC to handle workload. 
* Nearly 600 more people! 

- If Recommendation is implemented as proposed, "Real Worldfl local 
job losses would more closely follow Force Structure numbers. 

- Cumulative impact of job losses in the Philadelphia Regional 
Area is nearly 32,000 which represents 1.2% of area employment; 
This is not an insignificant impact even for a large area! 
(ENCL- Community Impact Summary Sheet) 



DEVIATIONS FROM OSD GUIDANCE 

* Failure to "Consider All Military Installations Equallyt1 I 
- DLA Process Hints at Pre-Determination I - Agency Decided which ~ctivities to be Reviewed and NOT 

Reviewed for BRAC-95 Before Seeing any Comparative Data 
(ENCL DLA BRAC Minutes: 15 Mar 94; 19 Apr 94; 20 Apr 94) 

- Unclear that All Activities Subsequently Solicited in Data Calls 
* Proper Implementation Sequence NOT Followed? (ASD Testimony) 

- Contention Supported by Pattern of DLA 'IFootdragging1l on BRAC-93 
implementation since MILCON planning began 

- Further Reflected by Absurdity of DLA Consideration of 
Jb Reopening a Base to Avoid Becoming AS0 Landlord (Option #4) 

(ENCL- Extract from 8 Dec 94 Mtg Minutes) 

- DLA BRAC Team Admission (to Congressional Rep + PEL & FMA Reps 
@ 27 Mar 95 mtg) that Richmond Depot Decision drove the process 
* Once decision made; Game was over for DISC! 
* Could have been implemented differently since no additional 

Base Closure achieved. 

- DLA Cites DISC as "Tenant on a Navy Compoundft as having 
Negative Connotations (Ref: Detailed Analy, DISC p6, 7.9) 
* Contrary to Synergy Encouraged by DoD (Ref: OSD Guidance) 
* Narrow Interpretation of ffCross-Service utilization (p7.8) 

- True Reason for DISC Recommendation; High DGSC Clean-Up Costs 
(Ref: ICP Analysis, Figure 7.8; p7.11) 

- Investigate Accurate Portrayal of AS0 Compound Facility I - DLA Executive Group did not consider the difference among 
Military Value of the three hardware ICPs significant enough to 
identify obvious closure candidate (ENCL- ICP Analysis, p7.4) 
Yet, DISC Analysis cites lowest Military Value! (Ref: p6) 
* (Ref: 13 Jan 95 Mtg minutes again) 



* Overemphasis on Use of Military Judgement 

- DoD BRAC Rules Make No Mention on Use of Military Judgement 

- OSD Guidance makes Allowance for Use but appears to Limit 
Intent; e.g. Service Recommendation Process from ASD Opening 
Testimony: !!Assign weighting, in advance, to each criterion 
(reflecting best military judgement as to importance)!' 

- OSD Guidance requires use of "objective measuresI1 for selection 
criteria wherever possible; DLAJs overuse of Military Judgement 
was subjective! 

- Other Extreme - -  DLA Cites the "Major Overarching Influence 
throughout the Process was the Application of Military Judgement,!! 
Implying that this even overrode military value considerations; 
A Conclusion Not Intended by DoD! 
(Ref: Detailed Analy, p3 + DLA Testimony Decision Rules Slide) 

- Potential Alternatives for Realignment/Closure actions were 
developed based on Military Value Analysis, other BRAC Analysis 
and application of sound military judgement (Ref: Sel Proc, p13) 
(Ref: previous ENCL from 13 Jan 95 mtg) 

- Military Value, in conjunction with military judgement, was the 
primary consideration in determining potential realignment/closure 
candidates (Ref: Sel Proc, p13) 

- "Military Judgement will be the overarching criteria for all 
decisions - -  Optimally satisfy the 4 military value criteria by 
balancing outputs of all analyses to achieve maximum military 
benefit. " (Ref: Sel Proc, Figure 13, p15) 

- Cite numerous examples (at least 14) from DLA Detailed Analysis 
Alluding to use of military judgement 

Executive Summary - -  
* pg 2: Figure 2 and para 3 
* pg 3: Para 1 and para 2 
~ntroduction/~ackground - -  
* pg 1: Para 4 
* pg 2: Para 1 
BRAC Selection Process - -  
* pg 2: Para 2 
* pg 13: Para 1 and 2 
* pg 14: Para 3 
* pg 1 5 :  Figure 13 and Para 3 
* pg 2 0 :  Para 2 ICP Analysis - -  
* pg 7.12: Para 3 (Summary) 



OTHER FACTORS - - -  

* DLA Ignored Multi-Service Opportunities available at ASO. 
- Synergy Impacts: e.g. Engine Components, Bearings 

* Common Support Resource Savings Potential. 
- Savings achievable: DISC/DPSC and/or DISC/DPSC/Navy 
- Reference Study ? ?  

* Multi-Service Use of Excess Capacity 

* Grouping by Management Type is a Compromise 
- Most FSCs contain a "mix1' of commercial and military items 
- Impossible to get true separation unless done by NSN 
- Segregation below FSC level is not permitted by law 

.) * Another Alternative: DISC has Majority of Weapon System Items - now; 
Why Not designate a Weapon Systems ICP here? (Minimizes item moves) 
(Ref: 1Q FY-94 Cdr's Conf Slides; Cites DISC as Wpn Sys ICP) 
NOTE: During Reference Mtg at DCSC; Recommendation for Wholesale 
item transfers NOT accepted due to labor intensiveness, risk, lack 
of clear benefit; Cites consideration of DISC as Wpn Sys ICP! 

* D I S C  AS PIONEER ICP FOR DLA 
- DLA cites its llVision" to be the Provider of Choice for the 
Military Services by Leveraging Savings from Teaming, Improved 
Business Practices & Technological Breakthroughs 
- In reality, DLA's BRAC Recommendation is Disestablishing its 
Premier Center which made Many of these achievements a Reality! 
- The Very Same Business Improvements Cited by DLA are being 
accomplished by DISC now! (Ref: CONOPS Slides fm FMA Pres'n) 

* DLA Reliance on Immature Technologies as "Safety Valve1' to 
Handle Work Overloads 
- Electronic ~inking/~ingle Logical Unit 
- Cite EDMICS as Example 





THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETWES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS O f  THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 

Reducing the Department's unneeded infrastructure through 
base closures and realignments is a top Defense priority. We 
have made good progress so far, but there are more reductions we 
can and must accomplish. The 1995 round of base realignments and 
closures (BRAC 95) is the last round of closures authorized under 
Public Law 101-510. Hence, our efforts to balance the DoD base 
and force structures, and prese,ryv neadi~es through the 
elimination of unnecessary infrastructure, are critical. 
Consequently, we must begin the BRAC 95 process now. 

I look to you, individually and collectively, to recommend 
further infrastructure reductions consistent with the Defense 
Guidance and DoDfs planned force reductions. The Defense 
Guidance BRAC 95 goal of an overall 15% reduction in plant 
replacement value should be considered a minimum DoD-wide goal. ' 

Significant reductions in infrastructure and overhead costs 
can only be achieved after careful studies address not only 
structural changes to the base structure, but also operational 
and organizational changes, with a strongamphasis on cros,s- 
service_utilization of common support assets. - ---- - -- ---- IC_C- - 

The attached guidance establishes policy, procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure under Public Law 101-510, as amended by 
Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160. This guidance 
supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda of May 5, 1992, 
and all other Office of the Secretary of Defense guidance issued 
regarding making recommendaticns for the 1993 round of base 
realignments and closures. n 

Attachment 
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1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 
\;) 

Policy, Procedures, Authorities and Responsibmes 

Part A, Title U I X  of Public Law 101-510. as amended by 
public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160, establishes the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may 
pursue realignment or closure of military installations inside 
the United States, with certain exceptions. The law established 
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissions to 
review the Secretary of Defense's resomendations in calendar 
years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

The guidance herein estnblishes the policy, proceduresl 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure for submission to the 1995 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Comission (the 1995 Commission) 

This guidance supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memoranda of May 5 ,  1992, and all other Office of the Secretary 
of Defense Guidance for the 1993 round of closures. 

iJr 
DoD Components must reduce their base structure capacity 

commensurate with approved roles and missions, planned force 
drawdowns and programed workload reductions over the FYDP. For 
B m C  PSI the goal is to further reduce the overall DoD domestic 
base structure by a minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant 
replacement value. Preserving readiness through the elimination 
of unnecessary infrastructure is critical to our national 
security. 

It is DoD policy to make maximum use of common support 
assets. DoD Components should, throughout the BRAC 95 analysis 
process, look for cross-service or intra-service opportunities to 
share assets and look for oppoflunities to rely on a single 
Military Department for support. 

This guidance applies to those base realignment and closure 
recommendations which must, by law, be submitted to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1995 
Commission) for review. This guidance also applies to 
recommendations which are forwarded to the 1995 Commission for 
review though not required to be forwarded under the law. 

'II 



This guidance does not apply to implementing approved 
closures and realignments resulting from the recommendations of 
the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissions. 

public Law 101-510. ~umerical Thresholds 

Public Law 101-510 stipulates that no action be taken to 
close or realign an installation that exceeds the civilian 
personnel numerical thresholds set forth in the law, until those 
actions have obtained final approval pursuant to the law. The 
numerical thresholds established in the law require its 
application for the closure of installations with at least 300 
authorized civilian personnel. For realignments, the law applies 
to actions at installations with at least 300 authorized civilian 
personnel which reduce and relocate 1000 civilians or 50% or more 
of the civilians authorized. 

DoD Components must use a Common date to determine whether 
Public Law 101-510 numerical thresholds will be met. For 
BRAC 95, the common date will be September 30, 1994. 
Nonappropriated fund employees are not direct hire, permanent 
civilian employees of the Department of Defense, as defined by 
Public Law 101-510, and therefore should not be considered in 
determining whether the numerical thresholds of the law will be 
met. 

Exceptions 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, does not apply to actions 
which: 

o Implement realignments or closures under Public Law 
100-526, relating to the recommendations of the 1988 Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988 

o Study or implement realignments or closures to which 
Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicable; 

o Reduce force structure. Reductions in force structure 
may be made under this exception even if the units involved were 
designated to relocate to a receiving base by the 1988, 1991, or 
1993 Commission; or 

o Impact any facilities used primarily for civil works, 
rivers and harbor projects, flood control, or other projects not 
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of 
Defense . 



~ctivities in Leased SDace 

W l  DoD Component activities located in leased space are subject 
to Public Law 101-510, as amended. Additional guidance on how to 
apply this requirement will be issued by the Under Secretary of 
Defense for ~cquisition and Technology. 

P o w  Guidance 

Basis for Recommendation2 

Base realignment, closure or consolidation studies that' 
could result in a recommendation to the 1995 Commission of a base 
closure or realignment must meet the following requirements: 

o The studies must have as their basis the Force 
Structure Plan required by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510; 

o The studies must be based on the final criteria for 
selecting bases for closure and realignment required by Section 
2903; and 

o The studies must be based on analyses of the base 
structure by like categories of bases using: objective measurcs 
for the selection criteria, where possible; the force structure * plan; programmed workload over the FYDP; acd mi&lt_af_y--judgernen& 
in selecting bases for closure and realignment. 

o The studies must consider all military installations 
inside the United States (as defined in the law) on an equal 
footing, including bases recommended for partial closure, 
realignment, or designated to receive units or functions by the 

\ 1988, 1991 or 1993 Cammissions. 

4 Cross-Service Opportunities 
DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 

should, where operationally and cost effective, strive to: retain 
in only one Service militarily unique capabilities used by two or 
more Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce 
capacity; and assign operational units from more than one Service 

\\ 
to a single base. 

Chancres to Previous Recommendations 

DoD components may propose changes to previously approved 
designated receiving base recommendations of the 1988, 1991 and 
1993 Commissions provided such changes are necessitated by 
revisions to force structure, mission or organization, or 
significant revisions to cost effectiveness that have occurred 



since the relevant commission recommendation was made. 

C \Documentation for  such changes must involve clear military value 
or significant savings, and be based on the final criteria, the 
force structure plan and the policy guidance for the BRAC 95 
process. 

The BRAC 95 process must enhance opportunities for 
consideration of cross-service tradeoffs and multi-service use of 
the remaining infrastructure. Since BRAC 95 is the last round of 
closures authorized under Public Law 101-510, these efforts are 
critical to balancing the DoD base and force structures and to 
preserving readiness through the elimination of unnecessary 
infrastructure. Sharing authority among the Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies and the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense is essential to sound decision making and taking 
advantage of available cross-service asset sharing opportunities. 
The authorities of the DoD Components and the joint groups 
established by this policy guidance follow and are depicted in 
Appendix A. 

v The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology (USD(A&T) ) will chair a senior level BRAC 95 Review 
Group to oversee the entire BRAC 95 process. The members of the 
BRAC 95 Review Group will be: a senior level representative front 
each Military Department; the chairperson of the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group; the chairperson(s) of each BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Group; senior representatives from the Joint Staff, DoD 
Comptroller (COW), Program Analysis and Evaluation (PACE), 
Reserve Affairs (RA), General Counsel (GC), Environmental 
Security and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA); and such other 
members as the USD(A&T) considers appropriate. The BRAC 95 
Review Group authorities include, but are not limited to: 
reviewing BRAC 95 analysis policies and procedures; reviewing 
excess capacity analyses; establishing closure or realignment 
alternatives and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for 
consideration by the DoD Components; reviewing BRAC 95 work 
products of the DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Groups; and making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, 
including cross-service tradeoff recommendations and 
recommendations on submission of below-threshold actions to the 
1995 Commission. 



The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security 
(ASD(ES) ) will chair a BRAC 95 Steering Group of study team 
leaders from: the Military Departments; DLA; each Joint Cross- 
Service Group; representatives from the Joint Staff, COMP, PASE, 
RA, GC and Environmental Security; and such other members as the 
ASD(ES) considers appropriate. The purpose of the BRAC 95 
Steering Group is to assist the BRAC 95 Review Group in 
exercising its authorities and to review DoD Component 
supplementary BRAC 95 guidance. 

- BRAC 95 Joint Cross Serv 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups are hereby established in 
six areas with significant potential for cross-service impacts in 
BRAC 95. 

The purpose of the five functional area joint cross-service 
groups is: to determine the common support functions and bases to 
be addressed by each cross-service group; to establish the 
guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data 
elements and milestone schedules for DoD Component conduct of 
cross-service analyses of common support functions; to oversee 
DoD Component cross-service analyses of these common support 
functions; to identify necessary outsourcing policies and make 
recommendations regarding those policies; to review excess 
capacity analyses; to develop closure or realignment alternatives 
and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for consideration 
in such analyses; and to analyze cross-service tradeoffs. 

The purpose of the economic impact joint cross-service group 
is: to establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact 
and, if practicable, cumulative economic impact; to analyze DoD 
Component recommendations under those guidelines; and to develop 
a process for analyzing alternative closures or realignments 
necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary. 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups shall complete the 
analytical design tasks above and issue guidance to the DoD 
Components, after review by the BRAC 95 Review Group, no later 
than March 31, 1994. The six BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
are : 

o Depot Maintenance: The group will be chaired by the 
Deputy Under Secretary Defense for Logistics (DUSD(L)) with 
members from each Military Department, the Joint Staff and DLA, 
and other offices as considered appropriate by the DUSD(L). The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production Resources will also serve as members. 



o Test and Evaluation: The group will be jointly chaired 
by the Director, Test and Evaluation (DIT&E) and the Director, 
Operational Test and Evaluation (D, OTCE) with members from each 
Military Department, Defense Research and Engineering (DR&E), and 
other offices as considered appropriate by the chairpersons. The 
DASD (ER&BRRC) will also serve as a member. , 

o Laboratories: The group will be chaired by the 
Director, Defense Research and Engineering (D,DR&E) with members 
from each Military Department, TLE, OT&E and other offices as 
considered appropriate by the D,DR&E. The DASD(ER&BRAC) will 
also serve as a member. 

o Military Treatment Facilities including Graduate 
Medical Education: The group will be chaired by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs (ASDCHA)) with members 
from each Military Department and other offices as considered 
appropriate by ASD(HA). The DASD(ER&BRAC) will also serve as a 
member. 

o Undergraduate Pilot Training: The group will be 
chaired by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness (ASD(P&R)) with members from each Military Department 
and others as considered appropriate by the ASD(P&R). The 
DASD (ERCBRAC) will also serve as a member. 

o Economic Impact: The group will be chaired by Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Reinvestment and BRAC 
(DASD(ER&BRAC)) with members from each Military Department, the 
Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) and other offices as 
considered appropriate by the DASD(ER&BRAC). 

DoD Components 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Directors 
of the Defense Agencies, and the Heads of other DoD Components 
shall (without delegation) submit their recommendations for base 
realignments or closures under Public Law 101-510, as amended, to 
the Secretary of Defense. Recommendations and supporting 
documentation shall be delivered to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Economic Security for appropriate processing and 
forwarding to the Secretary of Defense. 

Heads of DoD Components will designate the individuals to 
serve on the joint groups as described above. 



coordination 

The joint groups and DoD Components, in pursuing their BRAC 
95 work, should coordinate with each other and should take into 
account other analyses or studies external to the BRAC process 
which may impact their deliberations. For example, the Test and 
Evaluation joint group should consider input from the Test and 
Evaluation Executive Agent Board of Directors. 

YSD (A&T) -- Additional Guidance 
The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 

Technology (USD(ACT1) may issue such instructions as may be - 
necessary: to implement these policies, procedures, authorities 
and responsibilities; to ensure timely submission of work 
products to the BRAC 95 Review Group and Joint Cross-Service 
Groups, the Secretary of Defense and the 1995 Commission; and, 
ensure consistency in application of selection criteria, 
methodology and reports to the Secretary of Defense, the 1995 
Commission and the Congress. The authority and duty of the 
Secretary of Defense to issue regulations underTitle XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510, as amended, is hereby delegated to the 
USD IA&T) . The USD (ACT) should exercise this authority in 
coordination with other DoD officials as appropriate. 

es~onsibilinies 

Selection Criterie 

The BRAC 95 Review Group, chaired by the USD(A&T), will make 
a recommendation to the Secretary of Defense on whether an 
amendment to the selection criteria is appropriate no later than 
January 31, 1994. If the recommendation is to amend the 
criteria, the recommendation will include the proposed amendment. 

If the Secretary of Defense approves amending the criteria, 
USD(A&T) will publish the proposed amendment in the Federal 
Register by February 15, 1994, for a 30 day public comment 
period. The BRAC 95 Review Group will review the public comments 
received, incorporate appropriate comments and make a 
recommendation to the Secretary of Defense on the final criteria 
no later than March 31, 1994. 

Force Structure Plan 
I 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination 
with the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P)), the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology 
(USD(A&T)), the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve 
Affairs, General Counsel, DoD Comptroller, Director Program 



Analysis and Evaluation, and such other officials as may be 
appropriate, shall develop the force structure plan in accordance 
with Public Law 101-510, as amended, and submit it to the 
Secretary of Defense for approval. Pending issuance of the final 
force structure plan by the Secretary of Defense, DoD Components 
shall use an interim force structure plan to be developed and 
issued in accordance with the above coordination procedures by 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The interim force 
structure guidance shall be issued no later than January 31, 
1994. Additional force structure guidance shall be issued as 
soon as practicable after the FY96-FY01 Program Review is 
completed in the Summer of 1994. The final force structure plan 
shall be issued as soon as possible after final force decisions 
are made during the preparation of theFY96 budget, but no later 
than December 15, 1994. The interim and final force structure 
plans must include guidance on overseas deployed forces. 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires that commissioners 
be nominated by the President no later than January 3, 1995, or 
the 1995 base closure process will be terminated. The Counselor 
to the Secretary of Defense and Deputy Secretary of Defense will 
coordinate all matters relating to the Secretary's 
recommendations to the President for appointments to the 1995 
Commission. All inquires from individuals interested in serving 
on the Commission should be referred to the Counselor. 

Commission Support 

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology (USD(A&T)), assisted by the Director of Administration 
and Management (D'ALM), will provide the Department's support to 
the 1995 Commission. 

Primary Point of Contact 

The U S D ( A & T )  shall be the primary point of contact for the 
Department of Defense with the 1995 Commission and the General 
Accounting Office (GAO). Each DoD component shall designate to 
USD(A&T) one or more points of contact with the 1995 Commission 
and the GAO. The USD(A&T) shall establish procedures for 
interaction with the 1995 Commission and the GAO. 

Internal Control% 

The DoD Inspector General shall be available to assist the 
DoD Components in developing, implementing and evaluating 
internal control plans. 



D 9 o Main n 

USD (ALT) is currently analyzing depot maintenance 
outsourcing considerations and is assessing public and private 
industrial base capabiaities. Key policy decisions resulting 
from this review should be promulgated, if practicable, by 
March 1, 1994, in order to maximize possible efficiencies in 
maintenance depot infrastructure. 

Procedures 

Record Kee~inq 

DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memorandum 
to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process shall, from the 
date of receipt of this memorandum, develop and keep: 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
policies, analyses and recommendations were made, including 
minutes of all deliberative meetings; 

o All policy, data, information and analyses considered 
in making base realignment and closure recommendations; 

o Descriptions of how DoD Component recommendations met 
the final selection criteria and were based on the final force 
structure plan; and 

o Documentation for each recommendation to the Secretary 
of Defense to realign or close a military installation under the 
law. 

Internal Controls 

DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memorandum 
to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process must develop and 
implement an internal control plan for base realignment, closure 
or consolidation studies to ensure the accuracy of data 
collection and analyses. 

At a minimum, these internal control plans should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and 
sources; 

o Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all 
levels of command; 



o Documentation justifying changes made to data received 
from subordinate commands; 

o Procedures to check the accuracy of the analyses made 
from the data; and 

o M assessment by auditors of the adequacy of each 
internal control plan. 

p- ion 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires specified DoD . 
personnel to certify to the best of their knowledge and belief 
that information provided to the Secretary of Defense or the 1995 
Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a military 
installation is accurate and complete. 

DoD components shall establish procedures and designate 
appropriate personnel to certify that data and information 
collected for use in BRAC 95 analyses are accurate and complete 
to the best of that person's knowledge and belief. DoD 
Components' certification procedures should be incorporated with 
the required internal control plan. Both are subject to audit by 
the General Accounting Office. 

Finally, secretaries of the Military Departments, Directors 
of Defense Agencies, and heads of other DoD Components must 
certify to the Secretary of Defense that data and information 
used in making BRAC 95 recommendations to the Secretary are 
accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge and belief. 

Criteria Measures/Factors 

DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups must 
develop one or more measures/factors for applying each of the 
final criteria to base structure analyses. While objective 
measures/factors are desirable, they will not always be possible 
to develop, Measures/factors may also vary for different 
categories of bases. DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross- 
Service groups must document the measures/factors used for each 
of the final criteria. 

Cateaories of Bases 

One of the first steps in evaluating the base structure for 
potential closures or realignments must involve grouping 
installations with like missions, capabilities, or attributes 
into categories, and when appropriate, subcategories. 
Categorizing bases is the necessary link between the forces 
described in the Force Structure Plan, programmed workload, and 
the base structure. Determining categories of bases is a DoD 



Component and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group responsibility. 

aP DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups should 
avoid over-categorization in order to maximize opportunities for 
cross-service or intra-service tradeoffs. 

Beserve Component Impacts 

Considerable overall DoD savings can be realized through 
maximizing the use of Reserve component enclaves and through 
joint use of facilities by the Reserve components. However, 
these overall DoD savings may not be identified during the BRAC 
95 process. Consequently, DoD Components should look for 
opportunities to consolidate or relocate Reserve components onto 
active bases to be retained in the base structure and onto 
closing or realigning bases. 

DoD Components must complete Reserve component recruiting 
demographic studies required by DoD Directive 1225.7 to ensure 
that the impact on the Reserve components of specific closures 
and realignments are considered. 

Cost of Base Realisnment Actions (COBRA) Cost Mo d el 

DoD Components must use the COBRA cost model to calculate 
the costs, savings and return on investment of proposed closures 
and realignments. The Army is executive agent for COBRA and 

C model improvements are underway. 

Communitv Preference 

DoD Components must document the receipt of valid requests 
received from communities expressing a preference for the closure 
of a military installation under Section 2924 of Public Law 101- 
510. DoD components will also document the steps taken to give 
these requests special consideration. Such documentation is 
subject to review by the General Accounting Office, the 
Commission and the Congress. 

Release of Information 

Data and analyses used by the DoD Components to evaluate 
military installations for closure and realignment will not be 
released until the Secretary's recommendations have been 
forwarded to the 1995 Commission on March 1, 1995, unless 
specifically required by law. The 1995 Commission is required to 
hold public hearings on the recommendations. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special 
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Department of Defense's selection process. As 



such, the GAO will be provided, upon request, with as much 
information as possible without compromising the deliberative 
nrocess. The DoD Components must keep records of all data 
provided to the GAO. 

DoD Components shall disseminate this guidance and 
subsequent policy memoranda as widely as possible throughout 
their oraani~ations. The BRAC 95 Steering Group will review DoD --- - 

componenf supplementary guidance. 

Timelines 

The timelines described in this memorandum are depicted at 
Appendix B. 
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Good afternoon I agn Joshua Gotbaum, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic all Security. With me is bh~ Bayer, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations. 

You have asked* we review for you the process and procedures that the Department 
followed in developing& jecornmendations. We welcome the opportunity to do so, because 
they are, necessarily, vag cpmplicated. Nonetheless. we believe that they are sound, that they 
are fair, and that they n r a h o t h  the spirit and the letter of the law. 

G 

I will cover ourpcqedures in general and our joint cross-service work, then ask Bob to 
describe how we c o n d  economic impact. 

Before I turn to-details, there are four points about our process that I would like to 
emphasize. 

First, that it is#ir..,Congress. when it recognized that the existing procedures for base 
closing did not work ardp$posed BRAC as a substitute, recognized that it must. 
unquestionably, be f a k  V k  go to extraordinary efforts to make sure that it is. As the law 
directs. we consider a l l ~ l a t i o n s  equally. We direct the use of a common public force 
structure and public s&$n criteria. The services develop their tests and measures for applying 
those criteria, where possible, in advance of seeing any data for particular installations. All the 
data used is certified by itsproviders to be, to the best of their knowledge, complete and accurate. 
We performed more analysis in BRAC 95 than we did in any of the prior rounds. All of it is 

II) done under the watchful eyes of auditors from the DoD Inspector General, auditors within each 
,Clilitary Department, and the General Accounting Office. 

These requirements form an extraordinary discipline. Only then do lve make these 
critical, difficult judgments. And then those judgments are reviewed by the vitice of the 
Secretary of Defense, by the General Accounting Office, by the public, m d  -- most importantly - 
- by this Commission. 

Second, that it is undeniablypainfirl. As the Secretary has already noted, we did not 
arrive at our recommendations easily. We were forced to choose among mar,y excellent 
facilities. The facilities are on this list, not because they aren't excellent, but because thsy are 
more than we need or can afford. And in every case, this is a facility with a Commander who is 
justifiably proud of his or her operation. And in every case, there is a community t!!at has 
supported our Nation's defense, sometimes for hundreds of years. 

Third, that it is extraordinarily complicated. In the base closure process, we must make 
judgments about many different kinds of facilities in a way that is at the sarnz time eG:cti-.-e. 
accurate, consistent, public and fair. To do so we have developed many methods of an.:> sis and 
many methods for implementation of the selection criteria. Because these are so conp~icared, in 
some cases where the results are relatively close people will argae that the Department's 
recommendation is arbitrary. Once you understand the extraordinary level of analysis ihzt s e  
have undertaken, it should be clear that there is nothing in this process that is arbitrary. vthers 
will argue that some additional factor ought to be taken into account that would help their base 



survive. You hill, of course, make your o ~ n  judgments on these arguments. but we hope ~ * o u  
recngnize that every ad hoc addition for a specific site makes the result less consistent, less fair. 

.I and &en more complicated. 

My last point before turning to the process is that, as we discuss the details of this or that 
p d u r e  and this or that base, we must not lose sight of the reasons why we must close bases in 
tht.5rst place. .And that. quitesimply, is because we need those hnds. Even after the three 
previibus BRAC rounds, we still have too many bases. Reductions in our forces and our budget 
h m ' f a r  outpaced reductions in our basing structure. We estimate that the BRAC process will 
p d c e  total savings of some $50 billion dollars -- savings that are critical to maintain readiness 
andmodernize the armed forces in the decades to come. 

% - 
A m t o m  Up Process Under Secretarial Guidance 

Most of the analysis and review that is carried out in the base closure process is 
pafarmed by the Military Departments and Defense agencies under the policy guidance and 
revie% of the Secretary of Defense. 

S The Deputy Secretay of Defense established the policy, procedures, authorities, and 
resphsibilities for selecting bases for realignment and closure. Over a year ago, in January 
1 !B+ he set out by memorandum the basic policies under which all service and the Defense 
a w i e s  must operate. This guidance required them to: 

9 develop recommendations based exclusively upon the force structure plan and eight 
selection criteria; 

,i consider ail military installations inside the United States equally; 
+ 

analyze their base structure using like categories of bases; 

use objective measures for the selection criteria wherever possible; and 
! 

1 allow for the exercise of military judgment in selecting bases for closure and 
realignment. 

. The Deputy Secretary also established the BRAC 95 Review Group and the BRAC 95 
steenng group to oversee the entire BRAC process. The Review Group was composed of senior 
level representatives from each of the Military Departments, Chairpersons of the Steering Group 
and each Joint Cross-Service Group, and other senior officials from the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, Joint Staff, and Defense Logistics Agency. It provided oversight and policy for the 
entire BRAC process. 

The BRAC Steering Group was established to handle day-to-day issues and assist the 
Review Group in exercising its authorities. Upon confirmation, I chared that group. I was given 
the responsibility to oversee the process on a day-to-day basis, and %as dekgated authority to 
issue additional instructions. 



The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs issued force structure plans in February 1994. The 
force structure plan was updated in January and again this month to reflect budget decisions, and 
we have already provided the plan to the Commission. As the Secretary noted, this was the first 
round of base closures based upon the Bottom Up Review. 

The selection criteria, which the Deputy Secretary issued in November, remained 
unchanged from BRAC 93. They give priority consideration to military value, and also consider 
costs and savings and mvironmental and economic impacts. (Those criteria are attached to this 
testimony.) -. 

These criteria have not been changed. However, we have made some improvements in 
the way we implement&em. For example, the Army never analyzed air space in analyzing its 
training schools; it now does so. They now also give extra credit for ranges that are 
computerized. In 199 1, the Air Force took 80 different attributes of each base into account; this 
year they use 250. - 

The Service Recommmdation Process 

Each Service begins by categorizing its bases. For example, the Air Force divides its 
activities into large aircraft and missile bases, small aircraft bases, air reservelgwd components, 
industriavdepot, and so forth. 

Then they must define -- in advance -- those factors that should be taken into account to 

ly, 
apply the criteria for each type. Obviously, different factors are important for different types of 
installations. They defined data -- again, in advance -- that would measure those factors. The 
Services were directed and sought to develop measures that were, as much as possible, objective 
and quantifiable. 

Furthermore, they assigned a weighting in advance to each criterion. The weighting 
reflected their best military judgment as to the likely importance of each factor to the panicular 
criterion and to the Department as a whole. 

There are two key points here: 

One, that BRAC 95 was a process conducted from the bottom-up, based on the 
judgments of the military services about the relative value of their installations. 

Second, that before any data was collected, before any alternatives were co~sidered, 
before any decisions were made, the Services defrned what was importanr, \\ nat 
measures they would use in ranking facilities, and how they would evzluste 5ose  
measures. 

Once the Services had completed these tasks, they sent to their installations requests for 
data, to collect the information on which to base their decisions. Personnel at bases alollr,d the 
country collected the data, certified that it was accurate and compietz :a rhe best oith3sr 

.r knowledge and belief, and sent it back to headquarters where it could be analyzed. 



l k  -S next developed rankings of their installations by type, using the approved 
s e l e a h ~ ~ i a , r h e  common force structure plan, and the measures that they had previously 
d & r d  h n s n y c a s e s ,  they considered alternatives developed by the Joint Cross-Service 
G r ~ a n d ! ~ d i f i c a t i o n s  of those alternatives. 

3%qmxss of assessing alternatives is itself a difficult undertaking. The Services had to 
-rmrrsrrrsi~' considerations. For example, they examined how much capacity they have 
n o w , z m d ~ m ~ c h  they need to keep. They had to evaluate the military value of numerous 
al temaks,andatarnine these in light of differing costs and savings, economic impacts. and 
en . :dmcerns .  Also, as Secretary Perry stated this morning, closing bases costs monev 
q h S o d s e r v i c e  had to determine how much of a near-tern investment they could 
a f f d m d i n a r d e r  to realize long-term savings. 

& t k m & a f  this rigorous, labor-intensive, analytical process, the Services decided on 
the-ions, and presented them to the Secretary of Defense. 

WEdrinrach military department, these decisions are of course the responsibility of the 
servicl=sacrd.arjr.".ut in every case, they were discussed, reviewed, analyzed and debated -- 
~om- fmdays -- by a group composed very senior, experienced military and civilian 
officiak. ' T h e d d f s  of service were completely involved in the process. The resulting 
recomnenddms%eflect the best judgment of both the civilian and military leadership. .4nd they 
are -madel$htly. 

3 

C r o d e r v i r r  Alternatives 
3 

The 1993 Commission recommended that the Department develop procedures for 
considering juint or  common activities among the Military Departments. For BRAC 95, the 
Deputy Secre!tqdirected the creation of Joint Cross-Service Groups to consider these issues in 
conjunction withthe Military Departments. Each such group included membership from the 
Office of the Stcreatry of Defense and each of the Military Depmen t s .  

We established a process, involving the Joint Groups and the Military Departments, 
through which we developed alternatives in five areas: depot maintenance, medical treatment 
facilities, test andevaluation, undergraduate pilot training, and laboratories. 

Each of the Joint Groups developed excess capacity reduction goals, established data 
collection procedures and milestone schedules, presented alternatives to tht Military 
Departments for their consideration in developing recommendations. The Joint Groups issued 
their alternatives to the Military Departments in November 1994, and they considered them as 
part of their ongoing BRAC analyses. In some instances, the Departmelltj ar ic~?ed the 
alternatives and recommended them, as made or modified, to the Secretary of Defe~se.  in other 
instances, the Services declined to endorse them, because the particular alternative was not 
considered to be cost effective, the base too valuable militarily, or for other reasons. Our report 
to you -- in Chapter 4 -- summarizes the Joint Groups' efforts. Further, lye haw  alrecc:: rrovided 
you with detailed documentation of each Joint Group's activities, methods, and ar12lysi.s. ., 



We also established a Joint Group to address economic impact. Bob will discuss their 
efforts in a few minutes. 

Review & Decision by the Secretary of Defense 

Once the senices reported their recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, these were 
in turn reviewed by the Office of the Secretary and of the Joint Staff. 

The Joint Staff reviewed the recommendations from a warfighting perspective. to ensure 
they would not impair the military readiness of the armed services and the particular Lvar fighting 
requirements of the Unified and Specified Commanders. After that review, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed all of the recommendations without exception. 

Within the Office of the Secretary, the recommendations were review by many different 
offices. For example, the Undersecretary for Policy, the General Counsel, and the Assistant to 
the Secretary for Atomic Energy reviewed recommendations that might affect compliance with 
various treaties. We considered whether recommendations made by a particular service might 
have failed to consider sufficiently the interests of other parts of the Department or other Federal 
agencies with national sec-uity concerns. Furthermore, the staff assistants to the secretary who 
had been responsible for particular cross-service analyses were asked to review the responses of 
the Services to their recommendations. Finally, my office reviewed the recommendations, to 
ensure that they conformed to the Secretary's guidance, and to consider possible economic 
impacts fiom independent actions of several Services on a particular locale. After considering 
the results of our review, Secretary Perry endorsed all of the recommendations of the Service 
Secretaries and Defense Agency Directors. 
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SUBJECT: Surnntary oFBau Redigrnenl and Closure (3IUC:) Ewccutivc Group 

(RM"YG) Meeting - 13 January 1995 ,#i@ 
warehouse cnnstmction. BRAC Walking Group Members indicated t'nat using Rough 
and Ready lslwd coald LC cos~ly due to high Backlog of Maint~nance and Repair 
(BXtAR} cos:s if we retain the space indefinitely. Also, the Navy may closc Ruugll and 
Rcady Island. 

H. T ~ P .  revision of thc andysi~ repiewed at the 9 January I995 BR4CF.G meeting, 
11sing the BMAR a id  real property maintenance costs W ~ F  dispiayed. Tiis s ~ l y s i s  applies 
to DoD firid select~cn criteria 2 and 4 ,  (Thk availability and condition uTIad,  faciliries, 
and associated air sgace at both the existing and potential r e w i ~ ~ g  locations, and the 
Costs md mmpower irnplicatlons.) TSs ~svised aalysis resulted In v e q  littie chmge frnm 
the earlier version. Thc rcaliyrunent of the additional stand-&:ore depnt options, discussed 
in y~rngraph  11F al~ove, were also included in this updated aaalys:s. 

I. A detailed discussinn of recommendations to be made TO the Director, D L 4  by the 
BRACEG took place. 

1. When analyzing the stand-alone depots, installation h.liliraty Vdut data 
iildi~ates [he most proper closures wnuld Ec DDOU md DDM?'. Althoush the COi3k'\A 
results are not as favorahlc for these tsto depots, the ErULS analysis co;lsistentl~ Suggests 
the closure of DDOU snd DDMT i.r;sulr in lowest operafig costs. h o ,  there i~ a si&- 
ficant amount of synergy berween the Defense Distribution Depst Norfolk PDh-) and 
DDRV, thai would be lost if DDRV was closed. The increasirig inportancc of l l x  
Nvrfolk location to the N a y  and the significant assistance DDRV can and does provide 
needs to be continued, particularly in light of ttic fact rhat DLA is lasing s to ra~e  space at 
the wharf krld in the South Aniltx at D D W .  Closure of either DDRV or DDCO dl not 
result in a base closure siice both are tenants on DLA ICP installations. 

x 
fm 2. ~ 6 r  the one ICP option, the contensus was to cluse the Defensc industrid 

Supp!y Cen:er OTSC) (option 3A) This r~mmmendation wns bared 02 thc collective 
rr?~~i!ilryjudgnvncnt oftne D M C  Executive Group after reviewing the rcsul~q o f f h e  
Capacity, Militlitpry Vdue, and COBRA reruhs. Di.Sere= in rhc results $these mdyses- 
wcrc i ~ u t  greal e n o u i  by themse]ves to i n d i ~ t e  which option wcs best. T h t ~ s b i  d, - Mli- 
1W :udnmenr. which took into account dl of thc available data relating to ICY inalyses, .. " 

2 m p o t  rrcornmcndation~ war the find determinant. 'I'he weapofi systcms items 
wili he red~gned to the Dcfcnm Gencid Supply Center @ G C )  and the Defense 
Coi>rtruction Sl;pply Cenler (DCSC). The DISC, DCSC, and DOSC tr'oop and generd 
suppon ilcrns will be realigned to the Defznre Perconnel Suppon Center @PSC). Tilis 
alrernative would result in a diffitrcncc of less tflm 400 job$ in Pli:ddelpha C O B m  
projects less saving$ ftrr the one ICP option t l i a ~  the ~ R O  ICP opt~o?s 
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SUDJEC'I': Sur~lrnary of i3;ise Realignment and Closurc (DIIAC) Executive Grcjup 
(BRACEG) Mecti:~g - 13 January i YYS 

3 .  Wittljn [he twn 1CP op!ions, Op!lon 1, whic)~ closes DlSC and DPSC, was the 
proposcd recommendation. As wirh the one ICP option, this recoinmendation was bascd 
on h4ilitory j udgment  DPSC was reviewed as a stand-alone and DISC was third ofrlle 
three ICPs with only 24 paints between it and DGSC. +Ihis ra~lignmen: would rcsuit i n  all 
weapons systems itetns being managed at DCSC and 211 t:cop and genera\ support items 
being rrlanaged at DGSC Although the total NPV for tiJs v j ~ t i v r ~  is lower than the other 
two ICP options, the relative difference is small. Savings is not the driver in our decision 
pmccss. This uptiun was reflected as high risk because i: closes two ICPs, one of which is 
DPSC DPSC manzges items (cloihinp and textiles, s\:h<isrcnce, and medical) which nrz 
uniqut  to DPSC. Konc of the Hardware ICPs m a n e e  iterns which are comparable. 

4 Aiter much discussion, the B M G  decided to downgrade the fisk level of 
"close two TCP" opr~ons 2-2b to moderate p l a ;  These options close DGSC and DISC 
However, the risk level associated with the "close two TCP" 0ptior.s I remained "ligh" 
because no other ICP had expericnce in menaging conunodi:~ similar to those at DPSC. 

111. RBCISIONS REACHED: Make the following recotrunendations to the Director: I 
A. ~or ' the  one ZCP options, ~ ' p t i on  3a rs proposed. 

R For the two ICP options, Option 1 is yr upused. 

NOTE; Depot reco~i.~mendations a re  the same for both options. I 
IV, FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A In suppon of our testimaoy to the BRAC Commiss!on, build a briefing and 
viewgraphs to include a chart that describes how we made Military Value decisions to 
inc!ude our military judgrner.1 rationale--CAAJ(BKAC), 

B. BR4C Team rcprcsentntives will a~tcrld BR4C Commissio? reg~onal hearings-- 
c / " 4  (ERAC) - 

I 

C. Discuss the potential arailahiiiyy of space f3r nioving the l?eoplc io DCMD Werl \ 
(and the Defense Contract Managcrnen; Ofice there) to 1 .cr Ank!eles /\ir Forcf i tat ior~ 
s i t h  the Special Assistant for IIRAC, Headq~aners U S Air Forcc. hlaj Cie ;~  B!crne--DB, 

D. ~ d d  both thc ShI1.S Ni'V and steady stst$ sfivings lo the option chen and  delete 
the "i3cst Cost 2 - Depot Optiotl" annotatinn--CWv(RRAC). 
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Meeting - 6 July 1994 

! 
I. PURPOSE: To revisit the Inxntory Control Point (ICP) and D i s b i i o n  CoKtpts of Q x d o n s  prior to 
presenting tbc Concepts to the Director. A list of BRACEG a t h x k s  is a! c n c l m  1. Bri- charts an at 
enclosure 2. Rcviscd ICP and D i s t r i o n  Conceyts of0peraSion.s an cncloRlrts 3 and 4, rrspa;tinfy. 

XI. BRIEF SUMhURY OF DISCUSSION: 

A Gca Babbitt irdicsctcd that bc bad somc coacern about tlx broad organizing prkiptts associated 
~ w i m ~ I C P m o o c p ( o f ~ m a p p ~ b y ~ B R A C E G m  12Apr94. Amivd-of 

opm&ao was prwcntcd that will allow more flwcibilrty. 

f 1. Itaas bavc tradrtiady b a n  ass@ to DLA ICPs m tk basis of industry gmupin(p. '1 I 6 
A s s i F p l i n g i t e m s b a s e d o n t b t ~ p  - - -  mxsi involved (i.e., r n i h y  specificatica w. cmmcrcial 
item), or mue (i.e., Air/Land/Sca), or- system- more w. 'Ik tdt imal  ordn 
focuses M the supplier. Vmuc and weapons ~&CZII ate o r i W  more to tbc customr. Structuring-- - process b morz imcmdy focurod. 7bcn arc - and -CS to & prhFipk. 
Modan ttchnology azxi Commodrty Business &its allow tbc cboiot of an organizing principle to be 
i n d q e d d  of basing decisions. ?bc ahLll MClltion dthC w t  phil04phy w d d  be c k m k d  
what made the most business senst in hght of tbe BRAC analysis process. 

2. MMS recommendtd using the managemcat pro- as the principle. Several 
s m c a n t  coocem were msa& includmg de-uqhasiring moving to more canrriercial p d a s ,  moving 
away fiom "one f k e  to udmby;'' and diluting emphasis on weapon syskm support items. 

3. The BRACEG agreed that the ideas and issues should be taken to the Director. 

B. M h r  changes associated with the Distribution region mcept w m  reviewed. 

1. The distribution Concept of Operations was changed to remove any a p m  of a pndsisim 
about the locatioa of the primary distribution sitcs. The concept was also changed to emphasize that 
command and coatrol is the primary bction of the Reg-. 

2. An& change cmphi izs  thaf the Commaodm of Depou, which D M  is pnmatsd to opcrats, 
should be ttre Base C d .  All other Depots should "buy" support services which do not require 
standardization from wbatever source makes sense. 

CLOSE HOLD 
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March .16, 1995 

Major General Lawrence P. Farrell, Jr., USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron station 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100 

Dear General Farrell: 

i am writing to request additional material r e l a t h g  t o  your 
base closure recommendation ror the Uefense ~ o g i ~ t i c s  A g r n u y ' a  
(DLA) Inventory Control Pointe ( I C P s )  . 

2 greatly appreciate the supporting materials your staff has 
provided to me to date relating to the ICP recomendation. 
However, i n  order t o  execute a thorough review of your I 

recommendation, I need a l l  materibls you have relating t o  the 
following minutes of the DLA BRAC meetings: 

1) An explanation of General Babbitls concerns on the ICP 
Concepts of Operation from DLA BRACED 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 I C P s  under a 
management style grouping. 

3 )  Details of discussions an workload consolidafion by type 
of management f r o m  the Jmusry 2 3 ,  1995 meeting. 

In addition, I need any additional ~uppnrting material you 
have relating to your analysis of reorganizing ICPs along the 
l inee  of "like ~ t y l e e  of items managed.I1 

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

Because time is of the essence in the BRAC process, I would 
greatly a p y r r o i a ~ r  receiving the above as soon ae possible, 
preferably within the next few days. 

I have enclo~ed copie~ of the meeting minutes referenced 
above. Please ouilcact my Legislative Direc to r ,  Mr. Mark Vieth, 
at (202) 2 2 5 - 0 2 5 1  if you have any questions regarding this 
requasc. 
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Thank yol  in adv~nce f o r  your attention to thcse important 

S W ~ / *  R ERT A. BO 

Member o f  Congress 

4 cc : Honorable A l a n  Dixor,, Chairman 
Defense Eaae Closure and Realignment ConrmLssicn 
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C l o u  DUSC lnrt In l W l  

DISC to DCSC D ' J  
DCSC h b p o n  Syr (dc) -iirn7 bCsC WS 
DISC WIS 1141 DISC WIS 2274 k SC W S  (dc) 2274 I DCSCWS(dc)  2274 
DGSC WIS 
DPSC WtS 
~ O T A L  WIS 
E a u  O p  
TOTAL REQUIRED 

CGSC O DPSC 
DlSC to DPSC 

(IOU IPE) 143 
DGSC T r w p  6 Gon (dc) 

'TOTAL REQUIRED 







POM Stream - DPSC el A S 0  

ersonnel Supt. to DISC 



a PLANT REPLACEMENT VALUE OF N~ATED FACILITIES (BRAC 95) 

SLFA - SITE %DLAPRV - Q#l -- 0 #2a 0 #2b 0 Xt3a 0 #4a 0 #4\ 
. . 

DCMD-S . MARIETTA 0.1 2% 0.12% 0.1 2% 0.1 2% 0.1 2% 0.12% 0.1 2% . 
DDCO PIKETON 0.35% 0.35% 0.35% 0.35% 0.35% 0.35% 0.35% 

DDMT MEMPHIS 5.89% 5.89% 5.89% 5.89% 5.89% 
1 

DDOU OGDEN 7.65% . 7.65% 7.65% 7.65% 7.65% 

DDRT * RED RIVER 3.66% 3.66% 3.66% 3.66% 3.66% 3.66% 3.66% 
DDRT LEASED 0.1 1 % 0.11% 0.1 I % 0.1 1% 0.1 I % 0.1 1 % 0.1 I % 

DDRV RICHMOND 4.01 % 4.01 % 4.01 % 4.01 % 4.01 % 

DDST SAN ANTONIO 3.14% 3.1 4% 3.14% 3.1 4% 3.14% 3.14% 3.14% 

DGSC .RICHMOND 1.55% I .55% 1.55% 1.55% r1.55% 

DISC NE PHllA 0.47% 0.47% 0.47% 0.47% 0.47% 

DPSC NE PHILA 0.71 94 0.71 -- 

22.1 0% 21.06% '1 9.30% 2,1.39% 20.60% 18.83% 



AIR FORCE 

FY 93 BRAC REPORT 

+ DIFFERENTIATED BY MISSION (FIGHTER, BOMBER, 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE.) 

+ DEPOT MAlNT BASES 
w NUMBER OF CRITICAL SKILL WORKERS 
)> PERCENTAGE OF MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM 

SOURCE REPAIR LOCATED AT THE BASE 
>> COST PER OUTPUT (ICPs) 
N DEPOT WORKLOAD CAPACITY 
> UTILITY RATES (COSTIMBTU) 
w PERCENT OF WORKFORCE REQUIRING UNIQUE 

FACILITIES 
)> AVERAGE SALARY 





Midatlantic,and other tenants with'approximately 800 personnel. DPSC was not reviewed as 
pan of the ICP category since it manages a much smaller number of items which have a 
significantly higher dollar value than the hardware ICPs. The activity has no adminisuative 
space available, bur docs have a small number of buildable acres. Environmental problems at 
DPSC would make building or extensive renovations impossible for some time in the future: 

With the movement of DCMD Midatlantic and the clothing Factory out of DPSC, the 
Working Group examined options to either utilize the base as a receiver or move DPSC to 
another location. Scenarios were built so that activities moved to locations whcn excess space 
had been identified. DISC, cumntly a tenant at AS0 which is recommended for closure by the 
Navy, was considered for possible realignment to DPSC. A scenario which realigned DPSC to 
AS0 where DIA would assume responsibility for the base was analyzed. Another, which split 
the three commodities at DPSC between DGSC and DCSC was also examined. 

The dismbution depot at New Cumberland has available buildable acres. Additionally, 
another recommendation moves DISC, a hardwan ICP from Philadelphia to New Cumberland. 
This allows several activities to be consolidated. The presence of three ICPs and major DLA 
facilities in the area will create significant opportunities for savings and efficiencies in the 
f u n m .  As a result of the closure of DPSC, the property will be excess to Anny needs. The 
Army will dispose of it in accordance with existing policy and procedure. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for these closures is $173.0 million. 
Annual steady state savings arc 590.6 million with an immediate r e m  on investment 

Impacts: Closing the DPSC installation and the Clothing Factory will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of the employment base in the Philadelphia Mempolitan Statisrical h a ,  assuming no 
economic recovery. The closure will ultimately result in a reduction in air emissions, 
wastewater discharges, and solid waste. 

Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Relocate the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), a hardware 
Inventory Control Point (ICP), located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to New Cumberland, ' 

Pennsylvania. 

Justification: DISC is a tenant of the Navy's Aviation Supply Office (ASO) located in ib\- 
Philadelphia With the Navy decision to close AS0 during BRAC 93, DISC rnust either be t , /  , 
relocated or remain behind and assume responsibility for the base. 

. Ktv 

Thlhe Executive Group considered options whnr  square footage or buildable acres existed. + 

Also, only locations where ICPs cumntly exis: were c o n s i d d  

Collocation with DCSC, DESC and DGSC wen also considered. DGSC has buildablCams 
but no space available. DESC has warehouse space and DCSC will have administrative space 
in 1997. However, with the recommended closures of DESC and realignment with DCSC, the 
additional move of DISC to DCSC was-considered too n i .  Scenarios wen: run splitting 
DISC among the remaining-hardware centers and splitting DISC between DCSC and DGSC. 

Uw Both options were considered tw risky because proposed moves split managed items to 
multiple locations. 
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x a i ~  Cirrp:~ ii;yiri! .ir;ny D s p c ; ~  gr 
ths privnte sictor. 111 l i iu  of ihi' ?A\-\-'5 plxn tc  
rctain these o p e r ~ ~ i c ~ ~ s  in n stnt1d-;1li7ns f3ililt). 
3t $:\DEP P<ns.ico!a. The Comn?;ssior, finds this 
rciomn~c-ndntlcn 1s consistent \vith the fcrce- 
jtructure plan and final criterin. 

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Closz the Xvl'ltlon Supply Offlce (ASO), Phlln- 
dclphia. Pennsylvnnla and relocate necessary 
personnc'l. cc\ulpn1ent and support to the Sh:p 
Psrts Con:ro1 Center (SPCC), hIcchanlcsburg, 

\ ?.IllL1 m n ;  1 

SECRETARY OF DEFEXSE JUSTIFICATION 

The reductions in the DoD Force Structure Plan 
equate to a significant \vorkload reduction for 
the Navy's inventory control points. Since there 
is escess capacity in this category the Navy 
decided to consolidate their t ~ v o  inventory 
control points at one location. A companion 
consideration was the relocation of the Naval 
Supply S~.stems Comnland from its present 
location in leased space in the National Capital 
Region, to a location at Fvhich it could be collo- 
cated \vith major subordinate organizations. This 
major consolidation of a headquarters ~ v i t h  its 
operational components can be accomplished 
at SPCC, hlcchanicsburg with a minimurn of 
construction and rehabilitation. The end result 
is a significantly more efficient and economical 
organixttion. 

CO>IJIUNITY CONCERNS 

The Philadclph~a community cl,~irned the mili- 
tary value assessment for A S 0  Philadelphia 

( I l i s e d  a n  the installation and  geography 

. . . . ,..s:L..:. 2:  -..> .*.. . ' "" . ;-. ; , . . .  .-- . ? --. _._. ._ ..__._ - _  _... . .... ..- .. . .._.. . . 
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cc.n;niuni:!- r.>..iintn!ncd t'nc .A517'5 !:I:.:::.<<:::<:.: 
<:ficlcncy. u.hich a1ncu~i~cd tc> just 5 ' ' ~  c'i :;:.::r.::.!! 

cost. \\as not considered in th? ser\-ice ?.ri,:.'!:-s:s 
The con~inuniry also emphnsi::ed sav1r.5~ \i.crc 
overstated because they did ni)t  reflect the c ~ ~ t  
of operating the ASO. 

The community pointed out X O  Philadelphi3 
\\-as a model of innovation and cost-sa\-ing tech- 
niques, and movement \vould require years to 
train a new \vork force to accomplish ths :j;ln1e 
results. The community also stated thnt n con- 
solidation of other activities in Philadclphis n: 
the A S 0  compound would cave S350 rrlillion 

COlllIISSION FIXDINGS 

The Commission found the szivings to bc- rs'~!!zcd 
by moving  he Savnl Xi-iation S u ~ p l y  Oific? :Y?S< 
exaggerated since the AS0 Compound in Sor th  
Philadelphia ~vould  remain open even niter A S 0  
departed, and the facility's operating cost:; \vsr? 
not included in the cost analysis. The Commission 
did not find a significant synergy iroln collocat- 
ing the A S 0  \vith the SPCC in Llechan~csburg. 
Pennsylvania. The cumulative economic i n l p ~ c t  
on Philadelphia Xvas also found to be :;e\.ere. 
with no appreciable savings to the Department 
of Defense. 

COSIXIISSION RECOhl~lENDATIOi.: 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5 ,  6. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
follo~ving: the Naval Aviarion Suppl). Office, 
Philadelphia, PA, remains open. The Comn~is-  
sion finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

TecJznicnl Colters (SPAjVAR) 

Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft 
Division, Trenton, New Jersey 

Catugoty: Technical Ccnter 
Alissiot~: Rcsenrch, Dc\,c.loptnolt, Tcstiti~. 

atld Ev~lluation 8~cppot.t 
Onc-tin~c Cost: $97.0 niillicv~ 
Savings: 199-1-1 999: S31 .O n~~lliiln 

Anrlunl: S 19.3 millie11 
Payback: 1 2  yenrs 



959th \\..ill st111 ruovc to Ed\\.ards XFB, 
: t i r  ,, nin from LL'right-P;~ttcrson AFB. Ohio, to 
take advnntage of the enhanced military vr~lue 
~hrough the efficiency of consolictnting test assets. 

The origin.11 1991 realign~nciit cost \vas S37.9 
 nill lion in llilitary Construction (hlILCON). The 
~ ~ 1 s t  for this redirect is S26.2 inillion in hllLCON, 
for a projected savings of 51 1.7 niillion. 

CO;\lhlUKITY COXCERXS 

The Rickenbnckcr airfield. no  longer a military 
responsibilitj., was transferred by long-term lease 
to the Rickenbncksr Port Authority in 1992. The 
State of Ohio showcd cost savings by leaving 
the XSG tanker units in a cantonment area at 
Rickenlxcker ANGB instead of moving then1 to 
\\-right-P~~tterson AFB. The conlmunity argued 
the mo\.c of the 178th from Springfield to \\:PAFB 
\vas not cc3st-etfcctii.e and jeopnrtlizcd unit mili- 
tar). value. In addition to the cost savings realized 
b). t r o f  niaving to \\'PXFB, the community 
asscrtcti s~gnificn~lt i~npilcts on recruit~ncnt and 
retention \\.crt' r~voidcd. By moving to \L'PAFB, 
ivhic11 n!r-sady has 3 Kationnl Gunrd recruiting 

e conlrnunity bclle\.cd the rno\.e \vould 
re i i l  personnel prob!slns. The co~nmuni ty  sk#ll- 
also argued moving the A S G  units from 
R i ~ k e n b ~ ~ c k c r  to \Vri$t-Patterson \vould inipact 
military ~c. ,~diness because the fncilitics could 
not accommodnte the units properly. 

The Cornmission found moving the XNG units 
from Rickenb~icker XNGB to \L7right-Patterson 
AFB Jvas no longer cost effective. The Secretary 
of Defense recon~n~endation in 199 1 to realign 
Rickenbacker units to \Vright-Patterson AFB was 
estimated to cost $49.6 million. This figure 
included $21 million in one-time nloving costs. 
In contrast,  the total cost to remain at 
Rickenl~~cker  in a cantonnlent area, as rccom- 
mended by the Secretary of Defensc in 1993, is 
e.itimatet1 at 532.2 million. \\:hen compared to 
the cost of realignment, a $17.4 million savings 
coulcl bc realizecl b y  retaining rhc ~ \ i r  Nutional 
Guard at 1Zickenbackt.r. 

Add~t~onal ly ,  In a r c l~ t ed  move suggested by 
the Sccrttary o f  Defense, analysis sho~ved  ~t 
n,iq not cost effcctlve to m o \ e  the unlts at 

CIO 

Springfield to Wright-P~~ttersnn AFT3 or  to nlo\.e 
the 178th from Springfield to \LiPr1FB. The USi4.F 
performed a cietailed site survey in Api-11 1993. 
and,  on hlay 4 ,  1993, provided the pre1imina.:-)- 
results. The site survey s h o ~ v e d  the L'S;\.F 
XIILCON projections for construction of facili- 
ties at WPXFB for the 178th F(; Lvere signifi- 
cantly erroneous. Initially, in the hlarch 1993 
reconimendations to the Commission, DoD 
estimated the cost to move and beddolvn the 
178th Fighter Group from Springfield X S G B  to 
WPAFB \vas 53  million. The updated estimate 
revealed a 535 million cost to brddonn the 178th 
at WPAFB. Overall, the data sho~ved  a cost of 
S26.61hl to move the 178th in contrast to nn 
earlier stated savings of S14.3911 ~vh ich  made 
such a related move uneconon~ical.  

The Co~nmission finds the Secretary of Defcnse 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Comnlission I-ccommends the follo~ving: the 12 1 st 
Air Refueling Lying (XSG) and the 160th L \ I ~  
1:efueling Group (AXG) tvill rtlove into 
cantonment area on the present 1iickenbncl:er 
AKGB, and operate as  a tenant of the 
Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA) on RP,-1's 
airport. The 907th Airllft Group (AFRES) \\:ill 
realign to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio as origi- 
nally recommended. The 3950th Test \C'ing \1;111 
still tnove to Edwards XFB, Callfoi-nin. Thsrt: is 
no  recominendation by the Secretary of  Deftnst' 
or the Cornmission to move the 178th Fighter 
Group; i t  will stay at Springfield hlunicipal 
Airport, Ohio. 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENC'Y 

I~zventory Control Poi~lts 

Defense Electronics Supply Center 
Gentile AFS, Ohio 

Ctrtegoty: 11lr~entot.y Cot~tt'ol Poir~t 
hlissinn: Pro\,idc ~vholcsalc s[cppor.t of 

niifil~i t;y scrviccs \\:ill1 c-/cct t'ot~ic: f J / l i  itc,tt:s 
One-tin~c Cost: S 101.2 nlillion 
Savings: 1994 -99: $ -37.6 tnilliotr (cost) 

Atlt~ual: S 23.5 n~illiori 
Pt~ybt~cl~: 10 ye~lt-s 



SECRETARY O F  DEFEKSE 
RECO>l?rlENDATION 

Close the Defense Electronics Supply Center 
(DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio,  and relo- 
c'lte its n~iss ion  to  the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohlo. 

SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control 
Points (ICPs). I t  is currently the host at Gentile 
'41r Force Station in Da),ton, Ohio. The only 
other tenant at Gentile AFS is the Defense Switch- 
ing Ketu.ork (DSX). The base has a large num-  
11er of \\.arehouses (vacant since the depot closed 
in the mid-seventies) \vhich require extensive 
rcnol-ation before they could be used as admin- 
istra1ii.e office space. The Agency has no  plans 
to re-open the Depot at this location. 

The hardn.are ICPs arc all similar in missions, 
organizations, personnel skills and  common 
su tomnted  lnanagenlent systems. The ICP 
Concept o f  Operations ivhich takes into account 
the Dc7D Force Structure Plan, indicates that 
consolidation of ICPs can reduce the cost of 
operations by eliminating redundant overhead 
operations. The Consuniable Item Transfer will 
bs  completed in FY 94 and consolidation can 
begin after thar transfer has been completed. 

Cilnso!ida~ing DESC and DCSC at both Colum- 
bus and Dayton was considered. The Columbus 
location pro\.ided the best overall payback and 
could allow for the complete closure of Gentile 
Air Force Station, Dayton, Ohio. DCSC currently 
has appro\,al for construction of a 700,000 square 
fdot office building ~ v h i c h  should be completed 
in FY 96. This building \rill provide adequate 
space for expansion of thc ICP. As a result of 
the closure of  DESC, Gentile Air Force Station 
\vill be excess to  Air Force needs. The Air Force 
 rill dispose of it in accordance with existing 
~ ~ o l i c . ) ,  and procedure. I t  is the intent of the Air 
Force that the only other activity, a Defense 
S\\.itchtng Net\~rork terminal, phase out within 
the time frame of the DESC closure. If the 
terminal is not phased out during this period, 
., .:.. ! l  - -  --,- .. .. ... :=.,.;:.: 2s a ~ r a n d  ~ ! o n e  fzcilit\.. 

COAlhlUNITY CONCERNS 

The community c o n t e n d ~ d  Gentile Air Force 
Station should remain oplsn and  DESC should 
not move to Columbus, Ohin. The community 
asserted they had empty \varehouscs ~vhich could 
be converted into administrative use. Rather than 
construct a new building at C o l u n ~ b u j  which 
\vould cost 959h1, the hardware cenler at 
Columbus could be movetl to Gentile, utilizing 
existing space and  combining turo activities. 
The community argued s ~ i c h  a move could be 
accon~plished at a lower cost than the DoD 
and  DLA proposal to mo\,e DESC to DCSC at 
~ o l u m b u s ,  Ohio. 

The Commission found the consolidation of In- 
\-entory Control Points ivrts a rational approach 
to increase management efficiencies. ~ u r t h e r ,  the 
Commission found  n~o \ . i ng  DESC to DCSC 
allo\ved for both the closing of Gentilc. ,Air 
Force Station and future e:ipansion at DCSC i f  
required. In addition, the Con~mission found 
the cost data supports  the Secretary's proposal 
to merge DESC with the IICSC in Columbus, 
Ohio. Although the costs used by the Sccrct,lry 
~ a r i e d  and n7erc debatable, the estimatr.5 d~ci 
not affect the validity of the rscommendntlons. 

The Commission finds the Secret3r)- of Dcfcns? 
did not deviate substantiall>, from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria and ,  thercforc. 
that  the Commission adopt  the foilcn.ing 
recommendation of the Secretary of Def?nse: 
close the Defense Electronics Suppl!. Csntcr 
(DESC) (Gentile AFS), Da).to.n, Ohio, and relocate. 
its mission to the Defznsc Construction Supply 
Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 

Defense Industrial Supply Center 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Category: lnvctlroty Corztt.ol Point 
hlissiotl: Pt-oi-idc i r~hnlt~salc  s u j , j ~ ~ ~ t . t  rq 

tnilitary sct.i.i~:cs \r.ith it~iiicstr-iol t ~ ~ 1 7 1  i f ~ t 1 1 ~  
@ t ? c - ~ ! t ~ ? c  CL-S~: .Y/.4 

. - -  , . - -  >-;..:r.z<, L$z- - -  a '.-!'A . - - .. 
:.-. - x -  . 
. - . .4 .A. . . 
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ET:\RY OF DEFENSE 
OllhIEND;\TION 

Rcloc~tc the Dcfenic Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC1). n llni.cl\\.ai.c Invtnto~-). Contrc)l Point (ICP), 
1ocatt.d in Pllilndrlphia, Pennsylvani;~, to New 
Cumbcrlnnd, Penusyl\.ania. 

SECRETARY OF DEFEKSE JUSTIFICATION 

DISC is n ten'lnt of the h'a1.y'~ Aviation Supply 
Office (:\SO) 1oc:itcd in Philadelphia. LVith the 
S3i.y dccision to close A 5 0  during BRAC 93, 
D15(3 must either be relocated o r  remain 
bchind ;?nil assunle rtlspollsibility for the base. 

The Esccutlve Group cnnsidcred options ~vhere  
q u a r t  fcmtnge or buildable acres existed. Also, 
onl). loc ,~ t~ons  ivherc lCPs currentl). esisr Lvere 
considered. 

Co1loc;ltion \vith DCSC, DESC and DGSC nrere 
also consitiercd. DGSC has builclable acres but 
no spncc a\.ailablc.. DESC has warehouse space 
and DCSC \\.ill have administrative space in 1997. 
Ho\vevt.r, \vith ti12 rcconi~nended closures of 
DESC 11ritl renlignn~ent \virh DCSC, the atldi- 

:,ye of DlSC to DCSC \\:as considered b'l " ' r~.;i;)-. Sccnilrios \\.ere run splitting DlSC 
anlong the r t .n~ ,~in ing  hnsdivare centers and 
splitting DlSC ber\vccn DCSC and DGSC. Both 
options \\-ere consider<d too risky because 
proposed nlo\.es split managed items to multiple 
locations. - 

Locating DISC at Defense Distribution Region 
East, a DL1 activity located at Netv Cumberland, 
Pennsylvania. and the presence of three ICPs 
and major DLX facilities in the area ivill create 
s ip i f ic in t  opportunities for savings and effi- 
ciencies in the future. The relocation of DlSC 
to New Cu~nberland provides the best payback 
for DoD. The relocation al lo~cs the Naiy to close 
and dispose of ASO. 

COXlhl UNITY CONCERNS 

The comnlunlty arguecl mo\.~tig DISC, the Dc- 
fensc Pt.~sonnel Support Center (DPSC), and AS0 
out of Pl~~lndelphla,  and c los~ng  the Defense 
Cloth~ng Factory could impact rnorr than 9,000 
jobs and \vould be econonllc,~lly dcvr~stat~ng to 
the conlnlu~ilty The community contended DISC 
?-4 A50 should r c m a ~ n  together and DPSC w' 

should be moved to the .AS0 f~ci l i ty,  rcsultin,g, 
in the closure of the DPSC instnllntlon. This 
sccnario, they asserted, \vould also provitlc nlorc 
cost savings and ~vou ld  be less d~sruptive than 
moving DPSC ant1 DISC to New Cun~hcrlnncl. 
as proposed by DoD and DLA. 

C05lhlISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found moving DlSC from Phila- 
delphia ~vould  create a negative cumulative cco- 
nonlic impact on Philadelphia. The Commission 
also found the Secretarv's recon~niendation did 
not yield the greatest savings commensur,ite \\$ 
no mission degradation. Furthcr, the Comlnis- - -  
sion tound the most cost-ettective option ~ . , I S  
for DISC to remain in place. 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterill 4 ,  5 ,  
and 6. Therefore, the Commission recon~nlencls 
the following: the Defense Industrial Suppl}. 
Center remains open and located within the 
Aviation Supply Office compound in Philadcl- 
phia, Pennsylvania. The Comn~ission finds this 
rcco~timendation is consistent ~v i th  the force- 
structure plan and final criteri;~. 

Defense Personnel Support Center 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Category: Inventory Control Point 
hlission: Provida food, clorhiiig atill tcxtiIcs, 

tncdicines, nnd nlrdicnl t-q~~iptnct~t to 
ti~ilit(zty pet-sonnt.1 and t h e ~ r  cligiblc 
deyrndtnts \vorld\vidc 

Cost to close: S 45.9 nzillior~ 
Savings: 1994-99: S 6.5 million 

Annual: S 26.1 ~1illiot1 
Paybc~ck: 7 J C ~ Y S  

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOXIXIENDATION 

Close the Defense Personnel Suppot-t C1:ntt.r 
(DPSC), Philadelphia, Pennsylvaniri, and relocntt. 
its mission to the Defcnse Distribution 1:tgic.n 
East, Ne\v Cumberland, Pennsylvania. Close the 
De fense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel 
s~lpporting the flag mission, and use es~s t ing  
commercial sources to procure the Clothing 
Factory products. 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted acti\.- 
ity in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The installa- 
tlon also houses the Clothing Factory, the Defense 
Contract hlanagenlent District (DCX1D) hlid- 
atlantic, and other tenants with approxin~ately 
800 personnel. The decision to close the Clothing 
Factory is based on the premise that clothing 
requirements for the armed forces can be ful- 
filled cost effectively by conlmercial manufac- 
turers, ~vithout compromising quality or delivery 
lead timc. DPSC was not revie~ved as part of 
the 1CP category since it  manages a much smaller 
nur.nber of items ~vhich have a significantly higher 
dollar value than the hardivare ICPs. The activ- 
ity has no  administrative space available, but 
does haye a snlall number of buildable acres. 
Environin?ntal problems at DPSC would make 
building or estensi\,e renovations impossible for 
some time in the future. 

\\'ith the nlo\.ement of DCMD Liidatlantic and 
the Clothing Factory out of DPSC, the i\.'orking 
Group examined options to either utilize the 
base as a receiirer or move DPSC to another 
location, Scenarios were built so that activities 
moved to locations \\here excess space had been 
idzntified. DISC, currently a tenant at AS0 which 
is recommended for closure by the h'aky, was 
consiclcred for possible realignnlent to DPSC. A 
scenario Lvhich realigned DPSC to A S 0  ~vhe re  
DLA ivould assume responsibility for the base 
\\.as analyzed. Another, which split the three 
commodities at DPSC between DGSC and DCSC 
\\.as also examined. 

The distribution depot a[ Xew Cumberland has 
J\..iil.~l>lc buildnblc ncrcs. Additionnll!., another 
r e c ~ ~ ~ ~ l n l e l ~ d ; ~ t i o n  moves DISC, a hardware ICP 
from Philfldclphin to Nc\v Cumberland. This 
,illo\vs several acti\-ities to be consolidated. The 
presence of three ICPs and major D M  facilities 
in the area will create significant opportunities 
for savings and efficiencies in the future. As a 
rcsult of the closure of DPSC, the property will 
be excess to Army needs. The Army \$rill dis- 
pose of i t  in accordance \\.ith existing policy 
and procedure. 

CO;\IRIUKITY CONCERNS 

The cornmunity arg11t.d moving DPjC out of 
south Philadelphia ~vould  se\.ercly impact the 
livclihoc~d of the souih Philadelpl~i,~ ~ntrchants, 
u.ho rel>, on DPSC pcrsonncl for their business. 
The community also contended nioiring the 
Defense Industrial Suppl). Center (DISC), the 
Defense Pcrsonnel Support Center (DPSC) and 
the Aviation Supply 3Sfice ( A 5 0 )  out of Phila- 
delphia and closing the Defense Clothing 
Factory could irnpact more than 9,000 jobs and 
rvould be econon~ically devastating to the com- 
munity. 'The community believed DISC and AS0 
should remain togetller and DPSC should be 
moved to the AS0  facility, resulting in the 
closure of the DPSC ~nstallation. This scsnario, 
they argued, n.ould als.3 proiride more cost saiings 
and \\rould be less clisrupti\.e than moving DPSC 
and DISC to Kc\v Curnberl:ind,.ns proposed by 
DoD and ELX. 

CO5151ISSION FIXDINGS 

The commission found relocating DPjC out of 
Philadelphia n~ou ld  n:sult in a significant loss 
of trained Lvorkers nzho nwuld bi. difficult to 
replace. The Comnlission also found this move 
~vould  have an adverse economic i m p ~ c t  on 
Philadelphia. The (Iommission found the 
Secretary's recommendation did not yield thi: 
greaiest sa\.ings commensurate \\.ith no mission 
degradcit~on The Cornmisslon ~ l s o  found the 
AS0  _ _ __- i n s t a l l a t ~ o n ~ ~ ~ ~ c e j s  _ -_.---- "a ,, .,- c a p ~ t o  .-r 

accornmoc-late the present ten'lnts, AS0 and DISC, -- . <. --- 
asYyell ~;%PSC The Con~n~l s s lon  found thlj to _-__ - --" - -  
be the most cost ettective option 

The Cornrnission finds that the Secretary of Dc- 
fense deviated substantially from fin'll criteria 
4, 5 ,  and 6 .  Therefore, the Comnlission recom- 
mends the following: relocate the Defense Per- 
sonnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Penns).lvania 
to the Aviation Supply Office compound in Korth 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent \\.ith the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 
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FUTURE ENVIRONMENT 
NO CAPTIVE AUDIENCE 

NO LIMIT ON OUR MARKET 

CUSTOMER REQUIREMENTS WILL BE FASTElR 

STREAMLINE PRQVISIONfING PROCESS 

GROUPING BY BUSINESS ,P~RODUCTS 
:I. < 

PEACETIME ROLE A DR:IV;E;R FOR iDL:A 

NATURAL DISASTER SUPPOiRT 

MUST BE SELF-SUSTAINING 



REVIEW GROUP RESULTS 
DLA HAS TWO TYPES OF BUSINESS 

COMMERCIAL & WEAPON SYSTEM UN1QUE 

EACH BUSINESS REQUIRES DIFFERENT 
MANAGEMENT TECHNIQIUES 

TYPE OF BUSINESS SHOULD DRIVE 
THE INFRASTRUCTURE 



DEFINITION 
MILITARY UNIQUE ITEMS 

ITEMS MANUFACTURED SPECIFICALLY 
FOR DOD 

ITEMS WITH LONG LEAD f:14M:ES 

CRITICAL ITEMS REQUIR.IING 
SOURCE INSPECTION 





MISSION 0.6 JECTIVES 
MILITARY 

INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT 

IMPROVED TECH ti LOG SERVICES 

IMPROVED QUALITY ASSUiRANCE 

PARTICIPATE IN INTEGRATE:"J W;EAP("'JN 
SYSTEM DATA BASE 

MISSION OPERATIONAL READlINESS 
OF END ITEMS 







COMIMERCIAL ACTIVITIES .. -. 

UTILIZE COMMERCIAL BUSINESS PRACTICES 

UTILIZE COMMERCIAL D:ISf RIlBUTION SYSTEM 

USE PRIME VENDOR TYPE COINTRACTS 

EMPHASIZE EC/EDI 





WITHIN THE CENTERS 
PROS 

COMMODITY EXPERTISE EXISTS 

BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WlTiH 
INDUSTRY EXIST 

LESS FOiC!US 





RECOMMENDATION 

THREE COMMERCIAL lCPs 

DGSC DPSC DFSC 

TWO MILITARY ICPs 

DISC DESCIDCSC 



MIGRATION STRATEGY 
RU-LES. OF PLAY 

DGSC TO BE COMMERCIAL HARDWARE ICP 

DGSC DRAWS NSMs AS COMMERCIAL 
DISTRIBUTION COVERAGE OBTAINED 

DISC, DESC, DCSC DRAW MILITARY 
NSNs FROM DGSC BY COMMODITY AREA 

NOTHING CRITICAL WILL TRANSF.ER INTO DGSC 

NOTHING REQUIRING SOURCE 1NSPECTlO:N lliWTO 
DGSC 

HQ CONTROLS VOLUME OF CHANCE TO 
BALANCE WORKLOAD 



- - - -  - - - 

1 
I 

4 '  

nformation about stock a v a i  1 abi 1 i t y .  storage and I 

thruput capacit ies. and discrete cost data. Information requirements t o  I 
I 

support customized service w i l l  be provided by the  D is t r ibu t ion  Standard i 
System (DSS). DSS, A i c h  w i l l  be f ie lded over the  next three years, w i l l  also 1 

standardize performance report ing and f a c i l i t a t e  cost reducing business 1 
I 
! process improvements. - 

Inventory accuracy i s  essential t o  an e f fec t i ve  and e f f i c i e n t  d i s t r i bu t i on  

system. We have an ongoing program t o  measure inventory accuracy and t o  

correct  f o r  inaccuracies created by the in te rac t ion  of personnel w i th  

automated systems. We w i l l  be implementing Approved MILSTRAP Change Let te r  8 

(AMCL-8). which transfers accountabi l i t y  o f  material stored a t  depots from the  

i ' r~vei i tory cor'itrToi poin ts  t o  t i l e  depots. imp1 el-iter~"Laii o1-1 o f  ZlSS a t ~ c i  tile pt-xper 

storage o f  materi a1 wi 11 contr ibute t o  improved inventory accuracy. 

+- 

A depot workforce whose knowledge, sk i  11 s , and abi 1 i t i e s  more closely matches 

the demands placed upon them w i l l  contr ibute t o  a more e f fec t i ve  and e f f i c i e n t  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  system - one which operates a t  a lower cost.  DLA i s  now the 

17 March 1994 7 MMDB 



developing a t r a i n i n g  program t o  empower these employees t o  do be t t e r  work and 
I 

t o  support the l og i ca l  progression of a career i n  d i s t r i bu t i on .  Certain ! 

c m d i  t i e s  (such as hazardous mater ia ls,  subsistence, c lo th ing  & t e x t i l e s ,  - 
I 

e tc .  ) requi re  ce r ta i n  special ski1 1s. A sk i  1  l ed  workforce, combined w i t h  the  

proper f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  these comnodities, i s  a combination 

which y i e l ds  cheaper b s i t e r  d i s t r i bu t i on .  s iderat ion of t r - a n s f e r r i n s  

special  i zed mission t o  another loca t ion  must consider t he  workforce s k i  11 s  a t  - - 
the  new loca t ion  i n  addi t ion t o  the  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  the  new locat ion.  The cost  - ---____- 
o f  proper ly  t r a i n i n g  personnel a t  the  proposed new s i t e  o f  a special ized - - a - = -  --)-h 

mission may be a  s i g n i f i c a n t  expense. 

17 March 1994 8 W B  



DSC ITEM TRANSFER HISTORY 
. I I  

CIT 1 I CIT ClT - PHASE 1 (1 991 -1 995) 

DSC 

DISC 41,536 

DCSC 50,360 

(1 982) TRANSFERRED REMAINING TOTAL 

DESC 56,012 

PHASE 2 
(1 996-1 997) 

DGSC 62,487 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL = 1,246,772 (OVER 15 YEARS) 

PROPOSED BRAC TRANSFERS = 2,407,330 (INCL DESC) 

182,672 16,884 199,556 

21 9,274 20,734 240,008 

TOTAL 21 0,395 

D 

679,037 77,340 756,377 280,000 



I CIT I1 (DCSC) 
1 140,000 NSN's (EST.) 

/ 

I ICPS I 
CIT I1 (DGSC) 
140,000 NSNs (EST.) 

21 FSC's 
178.71 NSN's 
4,885 PR's 

K e e p  58 FSC's 
106941 NSN's 

1519 NSN's 
294 PR's 

/'I 

80 FSC1s 
227830 NSN's 
81049 PR's 

Troop Support1G.S. 

DGSC I 

41 414 PRs 

26 FSC's 
1,068,981 NSN1s 
105,232 PR's 

K e e p  111 FSC's 
403,142 NSN's 
36086 PR's 

K e e p  65 FSC's 
515,631 NSN's 
14423 PR's 

90 FSC's 
1,049,665 NSN's 
61,835 PR's 

\ 
\ 

0 

0 

/ \ 

CIT PHASE I1 
DISC TO DGSC 
DISC T O  DPSC 
GSA TO DPSC 
DGSC TO DPSC 
DESC T O  DCSC 
DCSC TO DPSC 
TOTAL 



2 Mar 95 

PROPOSED NSN TRANSFERS V I A  BRAC-95 

FROM - TO N o .  of NSNs 

GSA - - - > DPSC 1,519 

DCSC - - - > DPSC 41,460 

DESC - - - > DCSC 1,049,685 

DGSC - - -  > DPSC 227,830 

D I S C  - - - > DPSC 17,877 

D I S C  - - - > DGSC 1,068,981 

DCSC 

DGSC 

DPSC 

NSNs RETAINED 

- - - - 615,637 

- - - - 403,142 

- - - -  106,947 

DLA I C P  SUMMARY 

I C P  

DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

D I S C  

DPSC 

TOTAL 

CURRENT 

657,095 

1,049,665 

630,972 

1,086,858 

106,947 

3,531,537 

POST-BRAC 

1,665,302 

0 

1,472,123 

0 

394,112 

3,531,537 



Pre and Post-BKAC 95 FSC Breakdown by ICP and Category 07:53 02-Mar-% 



Yre ana Yost-1lKAC 95 k'SC llreakdown by ICP and Category 07:58 02-hlar-% 



Prc and Post-BItiC 95 FSC Breakdown by ICP and Category 07:58 02-hIar-9i 



Pre and Post-BR.4C 95 FSC Breakdown by ICI' and Category 

tm n r e  ~ a ; :  ~ t a t * ~ ~ q  ~ e c h  SQE I w I  M 1 I S S C I  - 
1 x 4  Fue Ccn( Depp I lrdc Eq S9E W 709 10 S X  - 



- 

Pre and Post-13KAC 95 FSC Brcnkdown by ICP and Category 

- - 

61X) 

6125 

6 1 X  

61U 

6140 

Tnnrfrrmrr D s ( . P w S s  

Gmn-brx Ekt RohlOrg 

Cbndn ELed N o r r @ a t ~  

BancfIer N r n & d ~ a t e  

~snmcs ~ c b u l r v s ~ ~  

S3G 

SX. 

S90 

SiG 

S X ~  

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

218 

674 

11514  

9 

2 

19 

35 

1 ~ 5 2  

25613 

114.8 

DPSC 

DPS: 

DPSC 

DPSC 

DPSC 

- 



Pre and l'cst-BRriC 95 FSC Breakdown by ICY and Category 0 7 ~ 5 8  02-hIar,~ 

- 

9453 NarneSSc Scrap Ex T e n k  S9G G DPSC 

9925 Ecceuanca l  Eq F u n r C l p  h 4q S9G G 124 31 DPSC 

9930 M m a s  Canelma1 6 Mcrbrary Eq S.9 SSG G 33 10 DPSC 

rn S m C l  S9G T 1m1 112n DPSC 

3.405 Sa% 6 Fi lq Mach S9G PE 160 22 SCXj 

3408 Machnn: Ctr 6 W a r T p  Mach S9G ?€ 596 

34 10 kc & U m a s c n c  Erovm Mac3 SCK PE 1 G 1 SXj  

3411 Emn;Ma?l  SXj  DE 3 SSG 



Pre a n d  Post -UlUC 95 FSC Breakdown by ICP and Category 



Yre arlu 1'ost-LltCAL Y 5  PSC LIreakdown by 1Ll' ancl Larcgory u I : D U  UL-Mar-yj 

4923 A.C Ma>.* h Rg, Shcp SE S9G W 1 6 r b l  1 S?G 

4921 T o r 3  Mar.% R e p  6 ChcQmd SE S9G W 327 10 SX 

4923 Own C h a m  h his M l m  M ~ I N  R e p  6 ~ C L ?  S9G W 18 SXi 

49?5 - MalnC R e p  h C?~&CL? SE  SX w 213 12 S9S 

4927 Rsc*et Mat*. Re3 h SE S9G W 8 SXi 

4950 m c e  V& Maird. Rer,  h m m d  SE SX W 21125 415 SXi 

4993 Weapom Mam( h R e p  Oo0 SE SX W 5 SX 

&T Narip?oralksv S ~ S  w r 497 176 S9G 

€610 nmim SX; w 7.723 2-55 SX 

&I5 nLie Rkr M & r i u r s .  I\is- Qm CQrp S G  W 3.978 M3 SG 

W M  Emm lret 55G W 4.524 ZM S9S 

€635 *cal mp Ten Eq S9G W 2.145 U3 S9G 

€675 1 a a R .  Su-ef,  Ma? lmt 

65-54 /tic,. 6 s  ~ c r ,  t iq  ~ n d  h M d  M o b m  Mas lcSr 

93% I Refnames 6 Fue W M a 5  55G W 153 



Pre and I'ost-IlIt\C 95 FSC 13reakdown by ICP and  Category 

- -- 

29JS Erg Coo(rqwCorO A.C 5 3 1 W  5x7 1 2 3 3 S 9 G  

2945 ET &r d 0 1  6I'a-s. Shtners 6 O e a m .  AX S91 W 3527 132% 513 

29% Tu%mxr%rpe^r S)I YI  417 33 513 
P 



l're arid P o s t - U U C  95 FSC Breakdown by ICP and Category 07:59 02-hIar-95 

T e a k  (Irra marl WAC% W %  

USA's RoC NSNs RDC 

XSC €67,095 84.261 1.665 302 142.2% 

DESC 1.C496bJ 67 8-35 

C C x  € 3 9 7 2  12833 1477,123 141.318 

DISC lWE-9 110,117 0 
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IMPACT OF PREVIOUS ITEM TRANSFERS ON MILITARY READINESS 

DISC has previously conducted transfers of items with Defense General Supply Center that were minimal 
compared to the transfer that this plan calls for. The transfer was conducted in 1988-1989 and involved 
6 Federal Supply Classes (FSCs). The number of items tranferred were as follows: 

FSC ITEMS 

Total 51309 

This transfer was relatively minor compared to the DLA transfer planned based on this BRAC 
recommendation which involves 1,356,156 items between four DLA centers. The preponderance of 
this massive transfer of items is 1,068,98 1 items transferring from DISC to DGSC in Richmond Va. 

There was a definite adverse impact on readiness support from this transfer. Stock .4vailability is one of 
the prime measures of logistics readiness support to military customers. Immediately following the 
transfer of these classes there was an adverse impact on stock availability at DGSC. A part of the impact of 
this declining customer support was caused by the addition of these items., the sizable additional workload 
involved and the lack of technical expertise in managing and procuring the items . 

The attached chart shows the stock availability rates for the four DLA Supply Centers from March of 1988 
through December of 1994. The transfer of the above FSCs occurred in December 1988-March 1989 
period. Note that the DGSC stock availability rates dropped by 9.2% in the two years following the 
transfer. The DISC stock availability rates were the only DLA supply centers rates that remained steady 
through Desert Storm. DGSC stock availability continued to decline from Desert Storm another 2.8% 
through 1993. DISC stock availability is currently the highest in DLA at 89.6%. 
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3 FEB 1995 

MEMORANDUM OF. MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1994 (Morning Session) 

.- 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG adjustments to the Inventory Control Point 
(ICP) Military Value (enclosure 2) and ICP Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) 
runs (enclosure 3). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. The BRAC Team Chief indicated that community information was now in the 
BRACEG books. BRACEG members should review this information because it will be 

II) another tool available when making receiving location decisions. Besides this community 
information, an economic impact assessment will be accomplished for gaining and losing 
locations using a standard model provided by the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD). This model will be run once initial decisions are made and results will be 
presented. 

5. Iiardware ICP Military Value changes: 

1 .  Under Mission Suitability, paragraph IIA2, ICP "C," the point value increased 
fiom 105 to 110. 

2. Changes were made to Operational Efficiencies, because of new field inputs 
based on BRAC Team questions and DoDIG audits. 

3. Under Expandability, paragraph TVC, ICP "B," points earned increased fiom 0 
to 29. The data call response fiom ICP "B" was initially misinterpeted; thus a correction 
was made. Military Value rankings did not change as a result of these modifications. 

. . ---- 

C. Hardware ICP COBRA scenarios: 

1. Scenarios 1,2, and 3 are reruns based on updated personnel numbers. 
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(RIL4CEG) Meeting - 29 December IS94 (:~<oming Session) 

2. It was the BRACEG consensus that scenario 1 should not be considered fbrther 
as it was run since it closes the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) only and not the 
total installation. Based on decision rules, they agreed that a closure of the entire base, 
including the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond, would be necessary to avoid fwrther 
infrastructure costs. 

3. In scenario 2 the personnel savings are larger since two ICPs are disestablished. 
Additionally, the Defense Personnel Support Center @PSC) has a relatively large staff 
associated with general and administrative functions. 

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

5. Scenario 6 may be an acceptable option, if the risk associated with 
disestablishing two ICPs seems too high. 

6. In scenario 5, personnel projections to manage the installation were reduced to 

w match the current facility management capability at the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) 
compound. Also infrastructure projects at AS0 for water and electric repairs will cost 
several million dollars. These projects have been put on hold by the Navy until after 
BRAC 95 decisions are finalized. 

7. In considering these scenarios, the BRACEG was concerned about the obvious - _I-- 

disruption - of the workforce and the potential negative impact on ongoing_process im- -- - -- 
provement initiatives. .- The increasing'scope of r e s~on~bi1 i~- in  the scenarios associated 
with disestablishing two hardware centers was of even greater concern. Also the 
BRACEG agreed that discussions associated with the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
and DPSC would have to consider whether the Navy decided to realign or disestablish 
A S 0  since DLA would have to make a decision whether to take over operational 
responsibility of the A S 0  compound or remain in South Philadelphia at the DPSC 
compound. Both options would result in higher costs. 

A. &k the N a y  Base Structure Analysis Team to provide necessary certified data 
concerning A S 0  facility costs-CAAJ(BRAC). 



MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

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

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG with four closurdrealignment options and 
several alternatives within the options (enclosure 2). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1 .  

11. BBEF SUM3IARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. Some closurdrealignment options applicable to both Inventory Control Points 
(ICPs) and distribution depots have been developed. These include: 

1. Realign both the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus (DDCO) and the 
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny (DDLP) if the A m y  does not close the base. 
Both storage operations will be retained, but on a limited scope. DDCO will provide 
storage capacity for primarily slow-moving stock. DDLP's primary mission will be sup- 
port to the maintenance mission and storage of maintenance repairables and storage of 
-:'ow-moving stock. Both locations will be reduced to sire locations of the Defense 
Distribution Depot Susquehanna (DDSP). Command structure will be eliminated. This 
recommendation is consistent with the distribution concept of operations and will result in 
surchvge reductions for DLA customers. 

2. Remain at the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC). The DCSC 
installation has a number of significant defense missions besides the ICP. These include 
the distribution depot mission, the DLA Data System Design Center, the Defense 
Accounting and Fiance Service, and the Defense Information Systems Agency. DCSC 
has the highest hardware ICP Military Value and is also ranked highest in the DLA 
installation Military Value analysis. 

3. If the Navy Maintenance Depot at Jacksonville closes, realign the Defense 
Distribution Depot Jacksonville (DDJF) as a site under the Defense Distribution Depot 
Warner Robins (DDWG) and eliminate the command structure. This realignment would 
be necessary to allow the Agency to continue to provide timely support to the ships at 
Mayport. 
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(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1994 (Afternoon Session) 

4. Remain at the Defense Distniution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) and DDSP: 

a. DDJC is our primary distribution site on the west coast for the Pacific 
Theater and is close to air and water ports of embarkation. It has the largest depot stor- 
age and throughput capacities in the west. DDJC scored the highest of all stand-alone 
depots in Military Value. Finally, although the Strategic Analysis of Lntegrated Systems 
(SAILS) model favors storing more at the East Coast depots, operations costs with DDJC 
are less than operations costs with the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU). 

b. DDSP is our primary distribution site on the east coast. It has a high 
Military Value and because it is close in proximity to both vendors and customers, is an 
attractive location for the S A I L S  model. 

B. Nine BRAC options associated with ICPs and distribution depots were reviewed 
along with information relative to concepts of operations, risks, the S A I L S  model, and 
Military Value of installations, ICPs, and depots. 

al 1. Option 1-eliminates the most facilities and is the best two depot savings 
option. It satisfies both Concepts of Operations. However, this is a w - r i s k  scenaric?, 
especialIy for the I E s  because the disestablishment of two supply centers and the 
associated movement of item management responsibilities (troop and support item man- 
agement to the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC); weapon systems item rnanage- 
ment to DCSC). Enclosure 3 identifies item marwement o~tions. The ~ersonnel turmoil - L - 
associated with a BRAC decision and the significant movement of item management .- 
responsibilities while attempting to implement many new item management initiatives/ 
processes-d be a challenge. A storage capacity shortfall of 28 million Attainable Cubic 
Feet (ACF) is projected. About 21 million ACF of the shortfall could possibly be accom- 
modated by additional assets at Rough and Ready Island (fit & not oh the Navy 
closure list), by converting warehouse operations space (and racking out) at DDCO and 
racking-out a hanger at Norfolk (potential transfer from the Navy to DLA). 

2. Option 2a closes our installation with very good facilities and inhtructure -- - 
@GSC) and the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond (DDRV) that the SAILS mod;] 
indicates is in a preferable location. 

.- - - --- 

3. In option 2b we get a much higher payoff in closing Defense Distribution Depot 
Memphis (DDMT) than closing DDOU. The much larger staff at DDMT and resultant 
savings if both staffs were equally reduced, percentage wise, is the primary factor in this 
savings difference. Additionally, the large number of tenants at DDOU (1,400) drives 
one time costs considerably higher than those at Memphis who has fewer tenants. 

Y 







ACTIVITY: 003 83 
Table 5.4: Tenant Activities 

I Tenant UIC I 3 r Tenant Name 



ACTIVITY: 00383 

@. Physical Space for Industrial Support a 
6.1 Identify in the table below the real estate resources which have the potential to facilitate h ture  
development and for which you are the plant account holder or into which, though a tenant, your 
activity could reasonably expect to expand. Complete a separate table for each individual site, i.e., main 
base, outlying airfields, special off-site areas, etc. The unit of measure is acres. Developed area is 
defined as land currently with buildings, roads, and utilities where hr ther  development is not possible 
without demolition of existing improvements. Include in "Restricted" areas that are restricted for h ture  
development due to environmental constraints (e.g. wetlands, landfills, archaeological sites), operational 
restrictions (e.g. ESQD arcs, HERO, HEW, HERF, AICUZ, ranges) or cultural resources restrictions. 
Identify the reason for the restriction when providing the acreage in the table. Specifjl any entry in 
"Other" (e.g. submerged lands). 

Table 6.1 : Real Estate Resources 

Site Location: A S 0  Compound. Philadelphia, PA 

4 P 

Land Use 

Maintenance 

m .  @operational 

Training 

R & D  

Supply & Storage 

Admin 

Housing 

Recreational 

Navy Forestry 

Developed 
Acreage 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 6 3  * 

0 

0 

S 

0 

Total Acres 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16.3 * 

0 

0 

8 

0 
Program 

Navy Agricultural 
Outlease Program 

Huntinflishing 
Programs 

Lawns < 

Total: 
tl 

* Includes 15.6 acres of warehouse space to be made available by the planned relocation ofDMA (6 7 
acres) to St. Louis, MO and the potential relocation of publications storage (8 9 acres) to New 
Cumberland, PA (DDRE) 

e@Q 

0 

0 

6.7 

3 1 

0 

0 

6.7 

3 1 

Available for 

Restricted 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Development 

Unrestricted 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 l3 



ACTIVITY: 003 83 
@ Facility Conditions, continued 

L 

7 3 An activity's expansion capability includes its ability to reconfigure i rehab existing underutilized 
facilities to accept new or increased requirements Identify in the Table below the space available for 
expansion, by building type and facility number. 

Table 7.3: Space Available for Expansion 

@ 7 .  Facility Condition (contd) 

If you had expansion space and/or real estate available for expansion as identified in sections 6 or 7, 
answer the following questions in both qualitative and quantitative terms. 

7.4 What are the appropriate expansion uses of the available space andlor real estate for performing 
inventory control point functions? 

:Fi 4 4 $c 

I DMA's planned warehouse relocation to St. Louis, MO will make Buildings #27 and #9 available for 
expansion in FY98. 

Potential relocation of publications storage to New Cumberland, PA (DDRE) will make these 
buildings available. 

Total 
KSF 

22 1 

70 

C 

Available space couZd he utilized for the construction ofadnzinistrdion buildings. 

u 

I 

Installation Space (KSF) 

7.5 Are there any constraints such as electric power distribution, sewage disposal, HAZMAT 
disposal, parking, water, or other environmental concerns that limit the potential for using available 
space and/or real estate by adding or expanding hnctions at this site? 

Building Type 

I D  

WarehouseJAdmin ' 
Warehouse ' 
Warehouse * 
WarehouseIAdmin 

Warehouse 

Present electrical upgrndes are to accommodate an additional 2000 to 3000personal over and 
above theprojected FY97 baseloading. Parking is sufficient for an additional 2000personnel over 
nnd aboile the projected FY97 baseloading. 

Facility Number 

2 7 

9 

6 

5 

8 

Inadequate 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Adequate 

22 1 

0 

2 10 

13 5 

4 4 

Substandard 

0 

70 

0 

0 

0 



ACTIVITY: 003 83 

7. Facility Conditions, continued 

7.3 An activity's expansion capability includes its ability to reconfigure / rehab existing underutilized 
facilities to accept new or increased requirements. Identify in the Table below the space available for 
expansion, by building type and facility number. 

Table 7.3: Space Available for Expansion 

u J 

clllr 

' DhWs planned warehouse relocation to St. Louis, MO will make Buildings #27 and #9 available for 
expansion in FY98. 

c 1.R 
2 Potential relocation of publications storage to New Cumberland, PA (DDRE) will make these "' e 1" rip It; 
buildings available. p/ 

As a result of BRAC 93 decisions, DPSC is being relocated onto the AS0  Compound. DPSC will be 
1 

located in Bldgs 26,7, 8, 4 and 2 (approximately 518 KSF). Currently 397 KSF is warehouse space for 
AS0 Publications and Forms, balance 121 KSF is existing Admin space, occupied by ASO, NATSF and 
DISC. 

As a result of BRAC 91, NRCC-Philadelphia will be located in Building 2 (approximately 26 KSF), 
presently occupied by DISA. DISA-Philadelphia will be consolidated with DISA-Mechanicsburg in FY95. 

P 

WarehouseIAdmin 

Warehouse ' 
Warehouse/Admin 

Warehouse 

Admin 

Admin 

Warehouse 

Admin 

5 

8 

2 6 

7 

4 

2 

8 

2 

13 5 

3 8 

132 

198 

3 7 

2 6 

3 4 

26 

0 

0 

46 

0 

0 

0 

4 5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- - 

0 

0 

0 

0 

135 

3 8 

178 

198 

--- 

3 7 

26 

7 9 

26 

(0 $ r\J 4 
lb 318 lL/k~\a 
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M O w m ~  OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Executive 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 13 September 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG a facility condition briefing for depots,, inventory 
control points (ICP), and distribution region headquarters (enclosure 2). A list of attendees is at 
enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. Ms. McManamay Lked that the Materiel Management leadership expedite their review of 
ICPDistribution military h u e  point recommendations. We will have to delay review of the 
ICPDistriburion data call responses until the military value points are approved. 

B. The role of field activity Commanders in the BRAC 95 process was discussed. The 
Commanders have had a more participatory role in the data developmentlgathering process. 
There was general concern about including them in the deliberative process and agreement that it 
was not appropriate for them to be included in it. Finally, it was agreed that a procedure should 
be developed to let. Commanders having activities involved in closurdrealignment recornmenda- 
tions be notified before public release and to set up a meeting at the Headquarters soon to review 
the BRAC 95 process with them. 

C. A facilities briefing was provided to acquire the BRACEG approval on facility condition 
evaluation techniques. f -  

il- 

l .  The source for most facility condition evaluations is the Navy Public Works Center - 
(PWC)--a disinterested thlrd party who has an established inspection system. Their evaluation 
includes a determination of cyclic maintenance requirements and the backlog of maintenance 
requirements. 

2. We need to look at high priority projects identified by the PWC so they can be identified 
in a supplemental FY 96 (FY 95 is gone) budget submission if applicable. 

3.  The PWC effort to determine condition of DLA facilities is much more comprehensive 
than that being used by the Services. The concern about potential comparisons by OSD or the 

C, BRAC Commission of the DLA data on an unequal basis (with the source facilities) was raised. 





m ' f x  blA $PIG mLCo8 Project t o  Rrawste W4rehwra Gplce 
k t  tbe &SO f o r  D?SC ~hil&belphlr. PA 

10: Off icar 
EZZ?m3,v ts  ion 
I r n l  ?rcLlitiut E a g h r r t i q  cmwad 
ATTll: cadc O 9 f ~  ( & r u  F ~ u t )  

! 

1. U p o r t t  a t  rhr rchdulwl aeetkg of 23 Hu 95 fw & s i p  
dmeloprrirt m r  g e ~ 4 . e ~  of +hi# projrct be p6npoacrd. 8 1 ~ ~  *Us 
thr w e t *  rPd effort rartu cftrr 6 4~ 93 

a r E a x  the xD+*W PIcutive ~rarp. YW dlL lrsue f oct icm aftwr 
thir te! ; rtr* LO)S u s e  ctocure and d - t  wcrmdrtfaar ( B W  Q?) 
br+. m w o e  m thlr project. 

. . I 
2. & d i t c u s n d  Fn our fanocan -st h r q  h u r t .  WR7XDN. rob Mrba 

f o l l d a g !  infot~ltiou on d e w L p  fund$ for M u  project: 
6 rad Prraki)trnriq~r. ~HDZS/HIL~M ~s-, QZI a0 ~ u .  9 5 ,  p l u s e  prwide us t c 
f 

a.  iatal design fund o b l i g r t i m b  W 1 

I I 
d .  f Wh.t i s  tbh des- coat. (percmtn e r r c r )  of  a 6 ailliw g r o j k t  

for wderrb* t a  to  sxirt iug s a  J atrat$- f r c i  f i t i m r ,  i..., I 
bulldhgei 3. p lea$t  include MLTXDN'8 c o a t 8 .  I 
S ? h a s +  rur- by 27 Mt 95 as as notd this info-tion co adrlss I 
nung-t- . . 1 



! 
Fro=: c4&anding Officer, Northern Division, Naval Facili iec 

. . Eqgineering Comand .i 
To: D$z*ctor, Defense Logistics Agency (ATTN: Capt. ~ o r + n )  

I 

' subj: D ~ S C  R E m c A T I o H  m Aso PnILliDELPHxA I 
j Ref: (a! PXOHCOW D m  (Code HHDIS/HILCON Team) . . 
, .  

/NORNAVFAC (Code  09TA/BF) Mr. Barry Faust of 2 0  H 
i . . 
I 
I I. The B&sign of the subject project has h e n  put on 
! further  direction from Defense Lagistics Agency 
I HQ) . Dm pequested t h i s  stoppage to provide tins 

'BRIIC IV Ijroposed requirements. 
i i 

2. 4- DZGIGN COSTS: A 6  requ~btod during ref 
followinq~cost breakdowns are provided for t h e  subject  

' t h e  BRAC IV evaluation. 
h e  obligated ~rchitectural/Engineer ( A J E )  

c o n t r a c t i s  $3,424,118- 
B .  Tpe fund8 expended to date f o r  the A J E  

r s t i n a t d  ,at $1,800,000. T h i s  is an astiinate since 
'the d a s i v  at 35% would require negotiations 
detemina'ths actual total feu  expended to date. 

C .  ,.Zn-House funds 
approach ng $209,000. 'i nogotiat4qns Ln B above. 

D. 8180 obligated and 
rovided for the Environniantal  

report $ 7 5 f 0 0 0  w ? 11 have to be 
mo-{ad t 0 ; g t h e r  b u i l d i n g s  

! 

i 3 .  ~ ~ 8 x 2  COSTS P a  $ 6 4  BPaT~cT:  costs to design a 
project <re also requeetad during ref ( a )  . The cost 

I 
i 

design 04 i a project of t h i s  s ize  compos~d of mainly 

I renovation6 (finishes only) Le a s  follows: 
I .  
. 1. $90q,,000 for A l l 3  fee and $150,000 i n -house  coots 

I 

i 4 .  The $6,000,000 appears extremely lov for any proj 
relocate DPSC to ASO. Additional dfacussions w i t h  DPSC 

; proposediBRAC IV requiremants indicates that the  
I require approximately 575,000 SF of space, 

-.-s- i_- 

i 



for tenaqts and 453,OO SF for  DPSC. ~iscussionsi with AS0 
Works prioonnel provided the following square footage 
with the disestablishment of DISC: i 

Building #2 
Building # 3  
Building $36 
Bullding f 4  

Tota 1 

To make up the  additional space required of 200,000+ S F ( 1  2,000 
tenants and 85,000 DPSC), warehouse building #7 would proba ly be 
renovated. --- -.-.--- I 

I 

I I 
5 .  Tho & i c e  availrble in these four building, ather than bu' l d i n g  
17,  i~ ma)inly existing administratton type space. To accobplish 

! the DPSC relocation into these buildings would rquire  as a a ninm 
installatikon of new finishes; carpeting, painting, and c i l i n g  
tiles, nd!interior reconfirurationsvould occur. A projec  with 
moderate jimprovaments such as these would cost $20 per SF. 

f I 
6 .  AT- 8 4 1  was in our o r i g i n a l  scope and i f  th's is 
repressn-tive of the othor areas, we doubt that only pravfdi g nev 
finishes $ill be qcceptable to DPSC. Whan DPSC inspected th site 

, they wantled the area totally renovatad. Our past sxperirnc w i t h  
projects o,f this type, is that aost customers want t o  recon igure 
existing 'galla and add windows vhich affects the W A C  and power 

the c u r r a h t  scope and is estimated at $ 8 5  par SF. 

i d l s t r i b u t h n  systems and lighting layouts. Northorn Divi ion's 
txperienca'with space renovations tucn as these is $ 5 0  per SF. T 7 .  Buildkng 57 warehouse conversion to admin and lab spaces is in 

I 
8. In addition to theta costs, the cost of the  fire prot 

i m&in i n  tpe north end would be required at $2,600,000. Usi 
u n i t  custb! from above along with t h i s  fire cost gives the eat 

! 
follows: ! ' 
cost for the DPSC relocation to the nor th  end of AS0 

. - I 
A.Mrn#er&te Improvements (Finisher Only): 

I 
I I 
! Space ren~vations finishes 368,000 SF @ $ZO/SF= 

Warehouse gpace renovations 200,000 SF @ $85 /S?=  
Fire protpktion mains 

T o t a l  ECC 
t ~ o t a l  P r o j e c t  C o s t  
I 

B. ~econfiqured space: 
1 

! Space Renovations 368,000 SF @ $SO/SF= 
I Warehouse Space Renovations 200,000 SF @ $85/sF= 

j Fire  protjction main= 
Total ECC 

, Total Projact Cost 
! 



i @ ; 
9. The cost of redesign of these 
coste, would be approximately 
mving t o  different building vould require 
duaign wwld require  an adjustment to the 

I one year to get back to 35% design 
aloser to.1999 which is the 6 year 

the  closqre by 1999.  
base on thr various BRAC(s). Any further slippage aould jrop(erd1ze 

! I . . 
, 10. Any 'additional clarification of the information 

this project can tm obtained by contacting Hr. 
(610) 59!-0519 DSH 4 4  3-0429. 



31 Mar 95 

The following information was received via Voice Mail message from 
DPSC on Friday afternoon (31 Mar 95) : 

DPSC OPERATING COST FIGURES 

FY-98: BOS Payroll = 25.5M 

BOS Non-payroll = 8.3M 

Communications = 14.2 M I - Total = 55 .OM 

RPM Costs (incl utilities) = 7.OM I 

QV PY-99: BOS Payroll = 25.2M 

Non-Payroll = 8.6M 

Communications = 14.9M 

RPM Costs = 7.2M 

Average Cost = approx $55-56M/year of continued operation! 



Item Transfers - Based on Cateaory of Items 

--- 
Items Transfers 2,407,330 1,504,691 1,338,349 





BRAC 95 Cumulatiilc Curnu1atii.c 
Military B M C  95 Jobs Perccnt of Total Jobs Percent of 

Economic Arm BRAC 95 Installation Dcpt. Dirccl Iridircct Total Arca Jobs (1994 to 2001) Arcn Jobs 
1 larrisburg-Lcbanon-Carlislc, PA Dcfcnse Distribulion Rcgion East DLA S 9 115 204 0.1% 

Dcfcnsc Distribution Dcpot Susqucllnn~~n 
( Ncw Cumbcrland Facility ) DLA 297 163 460 0.1% 
Fort Indiantown Gap Army (521) (268) (789) (0.2%) 

T O ~ A  I (13s)j 10 j (12s)i o . o ~ I  591 1 0 . 2 ~ 0  

Los Angcles-Long Bcach, CA 

Pl~iladclphia, PA-NJ 
i 
I 

Richmond-Pctcrsburg, VA 

Salt Lakc City-Ogdcn, UT 

Defcnsc Contract Mgmt District - Wcst DLA 22 14 3 6 0.0% 
NRC Pomona Navy (10) (5) (15) 0.0% 
NSY Long Bcach Navy (4,126) (9,467) (13,593) (0.3%) 
SUPSHIP Long Beach Navy (19) (11) (30) 0.0% 

Total ( 4 , 1 3 3 )  (9.469): (13,602)' (0.3%)1 (20,29811 (0.4%) 

Dcfenx Distribution Dcpot Mcmphis DLA (1,300) (2,049) (3,349) (0.6%) 
Bureau of Pcrsonncl (IN) Navy 526 30 1 827 0.1% 

Total [ (774)i (1,748); (2,522); (0.4%)1 (9,030)1 (1.5%) 

Defcnsc Industrial Supply Ccntcr 
Fort Dix 
NAESU Philadelphia 
Naval Air Technical S c ~ c e s  Facility 
NAWCAD Warminstcr 
NSWC Philadclphin 

Defcnse General Supply Ccntcr 
Fort Lct 

DLA 
Army 

Navy 
Navy 

Navy 
Navy 
Total 

DLA 

Total 

Dcfcnsc Distribution Dcpot Ogdcn DLA (1,113) (1,834) (2,947) (0.4%) 
Hill AFB Air Forcc (336) (263) (599) (0.1%) 

Total [(1,449): (2,097)i (3,546): (0.5%)) (2,02611 (0.3%) 

Pagc 2 of 3 





D E F E N S E  LOGISTiCS AGENCY 

Inter-Ojffice Memorandum 

I N  REPLY C=J(BWC) 
R E F E R  T O  

SUBJECT: BRAC Executive Group Meeting 15 March 1994. 

To: BRACEG Members 

1. One of the major topics of discussion at the subject meeting 
will be facilities support for the DLA BRAC 95 process. Copies 
of the charts which will be presented are at Enclosure 1. 
Comnents or questions relative to these charts can be directed 
to Col McKenna, MMDI, at 46355. 

2. The other major topic of discussion will be the identifi- 
ication of DLA activities which break threshold and determi- - 
nation of which DLA activities will be -reviewed in t h e 3 W ~  95 
process. Charts covering this area were provi&id at the last 
meeting and are-at Enclosure 2. Comments or questions should be 
directed to Ms. McManamay at 47146. 

3. The BRAC Working Group will be requesting decisions on both 
(I) ofthesetopics. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC Team 

V 



CAN(BRA0 2 A P R  i954 

MEMORANDLJM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of BRAC h Meding - 19 April 1994 

I. PURPOSE: A briding was givrP to tbc Dirtdor on 19 April 1994 at 1430 on tbc arrrtnt starus of 
BRAC95 ( d l )  a r x f t o g e t a p p w a l f o r & c k i o a r m a & b y t k ~ G r o a p .  Attcodccrm 
VADM Straw, Maj Gm Farre& CAPT Fmky, Mr PAcMmmq, Cd Ms. K d k k ,  and 
LtCol Di l lad  

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A TheDiredorwbridontbcntegoriesofactivitacrtokirul)ruLAintbeBRAC95~ He 
u D d t n t o o d t h a t t h c r t a s o n ~ ~ ~ t i n t o t w o ~ w r r b t c a r p c d t b c ~ ~ I r d  
~LKI allowed for nmon in- a d y s k  He appmved tbc category split bwxn tbc c&rd&nt dqx4s 
and the collocated mnintmnrrr? dqx% 

r\ - B. UndatbtBRAC95critrrip,rewtrrrtbdtttobowdtbcDRMSmB&tbe 

criteria. Tbe DRMS regica c d d  bl uada 'a&r daxhfkd 
. . .  . . 

"50 percent or mon of the mlha-kd tidims dk&d by rdocrtrzn orrerlignmaLm?bcdo;irioawas 
madt to include thz DRMS in tbc BRAC 95 

C. ThediscussioncontinuedoawhithmWkBRACaddwhicf iwouMbc-  Tbc 
rationale for each Exmak  Grarp dcddo~..wqs brjdki to tbt Dkrctor. 

D. The Director was briefed oa the C o w  of Opcntionr process being coDmncttd by Ibt Bubcss 
CXfkcs. He approvcd of tbc p m # s  and will be briefed on thc results at a later dak. 

E. The briefing endad wilh a surmnary of the role being playad by tbc DoDIG and GAO in OUT BRAC 
95 process. 

111. DECISIONS REACHED: The following wen the results of tbc chamion in p a r a g q ~ h  C above- 

A. ICPs: Apprwed as mmmcndad 

B. DCMDs: Approved as m r n m c ~  and addtd DCMCI for a r d y s s .  I 
C. Depot Regional HQ: Included in thc BRAC 95 adysis. I 
D. Collocated Depots: Approved as m m m e r d c d  I 
E. S e ~ a f S u p p o r t :  Approved as LooLing at combining DSAC, D M W ,  and 

DLMSO under BRAC analysis was added Although not considered in BRAC 95, DASC should continue 
to downsire b d o n  moving to Ft klvoir .  

F. Sland-Alone Depoll: Approvcd as recommcndcd San J w n  and Susq- wrr added 



ICPs COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
DCSC 
DGSC 
DISC 
DPSC (as an activity) 

DCMDs 
DCMDN 
DCMDS 
DCMDW 

REGIONAL HO 

LETTERKEN NY 
TOBYHANNA 
NORFOLK 
ALBANY 
ANhlISTON 
JACKSONVILLE 
WARNER ROBINS 
BARSTOW 
CORPUS CRISTI 
McCLELLAN 
OKLAHOMA CITY 
PUGET SOUND 

P 

UNDECIDED RED RIVER 
SAN ANTONIO 
SAN DIEGO 
CHERRY POINT 
HILL 

DLSC 
DRMS 
DSAC 
DAASO 

STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 
RICHMOND 
COLUMBUS 
MEMPHIS 
OGDEN 





GISTICS AGENCY 
~-"E*OQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

4 MAY 1994 

SUl3JECT: Summary of Base Realignments and Closure (BRAC) 95 Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 20 April 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To provide current status of BRAC 95 efforts to the BRACEG (enclosure I). 

II. BFUEF SUMMARY OFDISCUSSION: 

A Director, DLA decisions regarding DLA activities to be considered in the BRAC 95 study 
process were briefed (enclosure 2). ~ctivities to be studied are at enclosure 3. Activities which - 
will not be studied are at enclosure 4. 
.a__ / 

'(I B. An Administrative Support Center (ASC) concept of operation was briefed by the 
Commander of the DLA Administrative Support Center (enclosure 5). Key points were: 

1. The goal of an ASC is to provide the same high quality administrative support to 
everyone at the lowest possible cost. 

2. An ASC could include a wide variety of support fimctions. Costs would be reimbursed 
on a fee-for-service basis, either in-house (based on a reasonable cost) or by contract. 

3. An ASC could be most usell and have a greater potential to reduce redundancies when 
several DLA activities are in geographic proximity to each other. The review of the potential for 
an ASC is a deliberate process. An area of review is determined, data is gathered and analyzed, 
and it's then decided whether it is more cost effective to do it ourselves, establish Lnterservice 
Support Agreements or contract out the fbnction. 

4. ASCs can provide more time for command focus on the mission, an explicit 
identification of support costs, standardization of technology, greater ADP compatibility, and 
s i m c a n t  savings. 

C. The Military Value Point Allocation methodology used in BRAC 93 was reviewed 
(enclosure 2): 



ICPs - SERVICEISUPPORT 
DCSC DLSC 
DGSC DSAC 
DISC DAASC 
DPSC(as an activity) DRMS 

DCMDs 
DCMDN 
DCMDS 
DCMDW 
DCMCl 

REGION HQ 
DDRE 
DDRW 
DRMS Operations 

STAND ALONE DEPOTS EastMlest 

RICHMOND 
COLUMBUS 
MEMPHIS 
OGDEN 
SAN JOAQUIN (TMCYISHARPE) 
SUSQUEHANNA(MECH~CSBURG1 

ANNISTON 
JACKSONVILLE 
WARNER ROBINS 
BARSTOW 
CORPUS CHRISTI 
McCLELLAN 
OKLAHOMA CITY 
PUGET SOUND 
RED RIVER 
SAN ANTONIO 
SAN DIEGO 
CHERRY POINT 
HILL 

NEW C U T ~ L A N D )  

\ 



lCPs - 
DFSC 
DNSC 
DESC 

DCMDs 
DCMDC 
DCMDM 

COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
CHARLESTON 
TOOELE 
PENSACOLA 
OAKLAND 
SACRAMENTO 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE HOLD 

IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 8 Dec 94 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG DLA Systems Design Center (DSDC) Cost of 
Base Realignment Action (COBRA) results (enclosure 2), HQ DRMS, Operations East 
and West, and National Sales Office (NSO) Excess Capacity and Military Value, COBRA 
results initiatives relating to Operations East and West (enclosure 3), and Stand-Alone/ 
Collocated Depot Excess Capacity/Military Value (enclosure 4). A. list of attendees is at 
enclosure 1. 

If. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A The meeting on 7 Dec 94 with the Director went well. First, the Director 
requested that the Military Value measure of merit--Mission Essentiality--be changed to 
"h&ssion Scope." second, he asked that we evaluate continuing the DPSC operation at 
i t ~ m e n t  location (even though it was recommended for closu~e in m G )  to incEe  
rehabiitation of the Clothing ~a&ory for DISC. It is oossible that the Navy will ask us to 
assume installation management of ihe Aviation suppiy Office (ASO) compound. Finally, 
he approved the Storage Management Plan projections related to capacity and storage 
requirements as the baseline for BRAC 95 analysis. 

B. DSDC COBRA scenarios: 

1. Scenario 1 (move all satellite sites, except the Tracy site to Columbus). This 
scenario shows some limited savings but fiom a mission support point of view, it would 
move DSDC personnel away fiom thier customers. 

2. Scenario 2--Move all DSDC satellites having less than 50 people, except Tracy 
and Memphis, to the major parent organization. Tracy is the backup site for transaction 
routing (DAASC) and Memphis is located with a major customer, the DRMS National 
Sales Office (NSO). Projected savings are small, but it would eliminate some residual 
sites brought about by DMRDs 902/9 16. This realignment would be accomplished even 
without BRAC since it makes good business sense. 





Hardware ICP's Military Value 

In the BRAC 95 Detailed Analysis, Military Value Analysis, is a description of 
how Military Value was assessed in four areas: Mission Scope, Mission Suitability, 
Operational Efficiency, and Expandability. Points were assigned to the hardware centers 
based on certified ckrtn. The final scores are shown below : 

Mission Rlissio~l Operational 
ICP Scope Suitability Efficie~lcies Expandability Total 

DCSC 267 159 183 131 

DGSC 174 160 163 70 
DISC 172 150 162 57 

BRAC 95 Detailed Analysis states that the Executive Group did not consider the 
difference among the Military Value of the three ICP's significant enough, in itself, to 
point toward any obvious closure candidates. However, since DLA later refers to DISC 
as having the lowest score, we feel we should point out some apparent inconsister~cies in 
arriving at the final scores. 

Also in the BRAC 95 Detailed Analysis, Military Value Analysis, it states that 
certified clrrtrr from each ICP identified the number of full-time Paid Equivalents 
managing each FSC. This was broken down further identify Direct and Indirect support 
while General & Adnlinistrations support was prorated accordingly. 

In the BRAC 95 Detailed Analysis, Return on Investment analysis, it states that 
DISC has the Io~vest Military Value of the three hardware ICPs. Also that both 
Richmond and Colunlbus have high irtstcrllr~tio~z Military Value. Both have consil-lerable 
q r r r z s i o r z  capability while DISC is a tenant on a Navy installation. Furthermore, 
disestablishing DISC and delaying the relocation of DPSC to the A S 0  (DPSC will be a 
tenant on a Navy installation) until 1999 allows the Agency to achieve a substantial cost 
avoidance by back filling the space already occupied by DISC and reducing conversion 
costs of warehouse space. 

In the BRAC 95 Detailed Analysis, Summary, DLA concludetl that 
disestablishing DISC and realigning the remaining ICPs to concentrate management of 
related FSCs is the best interest of the DoD. Also reducing the infrastructure cost within 
the Supply Management Business Are will ultimately reduce the surcharge on items 
supplied to the Military Services. 



Discrepancy 

Hardware ICP's Military Value was assessed in four categories, Mission Scope, 
Mission Suitability, Operational Efficiency, and Expandability. Each ICP's Data Call 
were supplied to DISC and were to include rrll certified clntcr for each ICP. For this 
certified data, point values were assigned using mathematical models as described in the 
DLA BRAC 95 ICP Military Value, Point Distribution Methodology. 

Enclosed, in Table 1, is a detailed chronological table of scores showing how the 
total Military Value point scores change between the period of 5 DE(3, 29 DEC, 5 JAN 
and 22 FEB. Listed below in Table 2 is the ICP total scores changes in the same time 
frame. 

Table 2 : Total scores of individual ICP's Military Values 

ICP 
DCSC 
DGSC 
DISC 

These scores are directly from presentations made to Adm Straw on those dates. '4s 5 \h ' 3  
w shown DISC went from second place, 43 points ahead of DGSC, to third place, 2:7 points { 

behind DGSC. DCSC, on the other hand, increased their score a total of 60 points. $4 .s,,j 
L 

Initial validation of scores was impossible due to insufficiency of published Data 'A 
Call information. Some data required to duplicate values and scores were missinz. 56.26 
Enclosed (included in General Flaws tab) is a Memo of Mark Vieth's meeting w i ~ h  DLA Q 
BRAC team, dtd 25 march 95 In this memo are tables of ICP personnel broken down / 

- 
5DEC i : 29DEC i 5 JAN i . 22FEB 

680 1 j 70 1 I i 73 8 1 j 
.. .......................................................................................................................................... 740 1 

500 3 522 zi 566 * 568 2-. ..................................... ................................................ ..................................................................................................................................... i 3 
543 .> j 550 9.. / 541 3.; 541 3 

into FSC (Weapon Systems and Troop Support). DCSC's and DISC'S data can be 
obtained from the data calls while DGSC's cannot due to lnissing data from two different 
questions. 

Enclosed is a fax, dtd 1 DEC, from the DLA BRAC Team to Paul Hoffmayer, 
Facilities Planning Branch, referencing a memo, dtd 27 SEP, stating that DISC must 
supply additional information regarding the installation existing infrastructure for the 
entire A S 0  compound. This resulted in an il~crerise of $7,256,6 1 1 .OO to the main~enance 

5, costs. By contrast, when determining additional personnel accon~modations, DLA 
\BRAC used only DISC'S current occupied space resulting to a very low score. 
I 

! 
During the time frame listed in Table 2, DGSC was requested to submit changes 

for their overall costs (audit trail shows at least 4 discrete subn~issions requested by DLA 
is enclosed). This resulted into a total operational costs savings of $173,153,821 .OO in a u 



C 
five week period. Listed below in Table 3 is the tabular data showing DGSC's changes 
Enclosed is a bar graph depicting these changes. 

23 NOV 9 DEC 15 DEC 7 3 0 1  
Total Obligation 

.............................. ........ . ........ 
Less Exclusions 

I I 
" Note change from 23 NOV to 30 DEC 

(non operational 
costs) ............................................ 
Total 
Operational 

Table 3 : DGSC's Total operational Cost Changes 

........................................... : ......................................................................................... : ............................................ 
$278,375,323 $177,846,857 $199,421,269 $105,221,502 

DLA BRAC team requested all ICPs to include a list by FSC, the number of total 
items managed, active stocked items managed (with a least 1 requisition in the last 365 
&), and inactive stocked items. Enclosed is excerpts from the ICP Data Calls showing 
that DCSC and DGSC supplied data for active items with 1 requisition in the lnst 2 yetrrs 
while DISC supplied data by DLA's rules for a 1 year period. Listed below in Table 4 is 

w this FSC data and corresponding points for Military Value. Ti )  

I I DCSC I DGSC I  DISC^ 

Table 4 : List of Active Items for each ICP 

Active 
Total 

Total Active Points 

The results of all these inconsistencies, is a lower point score in Military Value 
for DISC. 

Carmen Scandone 
(2 15) 697-68 19 

1309771 
1801289 

4 0 

2 17278 
636010 

7 

380659 
1101205 

13 1 1  



HARDWARE ICP' MILITARY VALUE C 4/5/95 

e BRA# jXLS 

- -- 

I. Mission Essentiality 
A. CurrentIFuture Mission 

1. DoD Essentisl~ty 
2. SarneISirnilar Mission 

- 

SUBTOTAL 

M~litary 
Value 

100 
100 
200 

5-Dec-94 29-Dec-94 

0 
0 

13 
10 

6 
6 
6 
6 

25 
0 

72 

172 

5 
118..;95pi 

25 
, 

$0 

pppp 

0 
0 

40 
7 

40 
4 

15 
15 
21 
25 

167 

267 

9 
115 

Ad -I c 

10 

PPPP 

159 

B. Mission Scope 
1. Field Act~vites Reporting Directly to this Act~v~ty 10 0 10 10 
2. % Paid Equ~valents Directly Support Field Activit~es 10 0 10 0 D 'to 
3. No. of NSN's Managed . 

a. Active NSN's 4 0 40 6.64 12.77 40 7 

DCSC 
A 

Polnts 
Earned 

- .  

100 
0 

100 

a. Air 
__r-*__*__ 

P- 

b. Bus 
c. Train 

__-_______- 

TOTAL MISSION SUITABILITY 200 159 160 1 4 5 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 )  

Page 1 

7 
5-Jan-95 1 22-Fe b-95 

b, Inactive NSN's 
4. $ Value Inventory Managed 

a. Active Inventory ($M) 
b. Inactive Inventory ($M) 

5 No. of PR'S Awarded 
6. $ Value of Contracts Awarded 
7. % Business ($ Value) Supporting Non-DoD 
8. Oh Paid Equivalent Supporting Non-DoD 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL MISSION ESSENTIALITY 

11. Mission Suitabiiity 
A. CurrentIFuture Mission 

DCSC 
A 

Points 
Earned 

100 
0 

100 

10 0 
-- 

DGSC 
B 

Po~nts 
Earned 

100 
0 

100 

10 

7 
6 

7 
3 0 
6 

10 
4 
4 

75 

10 

40 
10 
15 
15 
25 
25 

200 

400 

DGSC 
B 

Points 
Earned 

1001 
0 

100 

DISC DCSC 
C A 

Points Points 
Earned Earhed 

1001 100 
01 0 

1001 100 

175 1721 1 7 5 7  
r u r y r * u w  

-- 
PP 

7 
118 
~3 l2 

10 

PP 

PP 

160 

01 0 ? 0 0 

7.2 

40 
4.02 

15 
15 

20.98 -- 

1. Age of Buildings 
2. Current Condition of Bulidings 
3. Infrastructure Suitable for Electronic Cornrns 

- 

DISC 
C 

Points 
Earned 

10 10 10 101 f 0 10 

25 
140 
25 

DGSC 
B 

Points 
Earned 

100 
0 

100 

23 
10 

6 
6 
6 
6 

25 
0 

72 

6.28 

7.04 
10 

6.28 
10.15 
3.75 

-- 
7 

131 40 7 -- 
6 

:.....*L 
7 

40 

9 
115 

4. Access to Transportation 

DISC 
C 

Points 
Earhed 

100 
0 

100 

DCSC 
A 

Pbint8 
Earned 

61 5 5 
61 t 5 

251 2 1 
01 23 

-721' j6f 

I 

4 
75 

' I f 5  

-* 

-Pp 

6 
--- 

t o  
4 

--- 
4 
?5 

111 

25 

25 01 25 

7 
118 

100 
0 

100 

DGSG 
B 

PQlnt6: 
Earned 

I 

--- 

6. 

7 
10 
6 

20 
4 

m 

167.2 

267.2 

--- m9-.., 
1051 135 

DfSC 
G 

Points 
Earned - 

1001 100 
01 0 

100( l f lO 

10 

25 

IOQ 
0 

--- 
100 

7 

-- 75 25 
p-.. 

74.61 

174.61 

6.111 40 
6.21 4 

6.371 f5  
5.851 5 5 

251 2 1 

72.3 167 

172.3' 267 

-- 
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HARDWARE ICP' MILITARY VALUE 

a d v 

-- 

9.4 
39.94 

25 
74.34 

18.28 
25 

6.75 
50.03 

124.37 

4 0 
0 

6 0 
0 

100 

29 ---- 
2 9 

129 

679.57 

7.26 
50 

11.61 
68.87 

16.06 
16.04 

25 
57.1 

125.97 

19 
0 

2 0 
0 

39 

-- - - -- -- - I 
Ill. Operational Efficiences 

A. BOS Costs 
1. BOS Costs per Paid Equivalent 50 
2. RPM Costs per Square Feet 50 
3. Comm. Costs per Paid Equ~valent 2 5 

SUBTOTAL 125 

B. Personnel Costs 
1. Total G&A Costs per Paid Equivalent 25 
2. Total Direct Costs per Paid Equivalent 25 
3. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 25 

SUBTOTAL 75 

I I 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

IV. Expandability 
A. Facility/lnstallation Expansion 

1. Total Buildable Acres 
2. Acceptable DoD Space In MSA (Sq Ft) 
3. Additonal Personnel Accomadated in Current Space 
4. Excess DLA Wrehouse Could be Allocated 

SUBTOTAL 

B. Mobilization Expansion-Surge Capability 

C. Mission Expansion 
1. Additional Mission wlo Add~tional Personel ( O h )  

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL EXPANDABILITY 

TOTAL MlL!TARY VALUE 

- 

I I 1 I I .A 

I 

200 

40 
10 
60 
5 0 

160 

0 

40 
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DEFENSE LOGIUTICB AGENCY 
HCADQUARTZRS 

CAMICRON 6TATlOH 

A L E K A H D R I A ,  VIRGINIA 22b06610d 

1!'7 017 1594 
S: 4 Nov 94 

CLOSE HOLD R/+- , 4 ? r c f l , Y ~ ~  

/ d i  - z a- 7 L/ 
SUBJECT: B w  Redipment nnd CIormrc PRAC) 95 Data Call 

TO: Commander, DISC 

1. Reference is made to your letter, 13 Sep 94, mbjcct: BRAC 95 Data Call Ctrtific~don. 

2. We have reviewed your initial &ta call response md haw the following comenta: 

( I )  Pmgraph LL45 - P l w e  reconcile thc following discrcp~cics in IPU Customer 
S d w  (0) w i t h  the data in p m p h s  IIAI, LIA.2, IW, md IIA4, and submit apage 
rcpIacement(s) that rcffccb muate, coneistmt figurer: of icers  - a . u & h o w  shows 9 vs, 10 in 

w paragrapha TIAI, ZTA2, LTA3, and IL44 for th!s organ idon ;  Civilians-Pcmunent rhowa 117 va. 
118 in paragnphn IIAl, DA2, D M ,  and IIA4 for this organlation; C i d h  - Tcmpmnry rhowa 
2 vr. I in puagraphs Ul, IIA2, TVi3, snd IIA4 for tGa orgwiuation, 

(2) Faxgraph ZIA3 - Military authorized number in listings do not agme with totds in 
summary. Sum- totals a g r e e  with 30 Sep 94 Militnry On-lira P m n n c l  System (MOPS), 
Please correct discrqmcy end resubmit with 30 S t p  94 MOPS. 

b. Part N: 

(1) Confmn that DISC d o u  not oooupy space in Building 2. -e 8 f (7 
(2) Paragraph IVMc - Building 4A is Listed as as- h FY95, Thls d w  not match 

cornmentfi under N A 2 4  fbr this building (FY97). P l w  rwnc i l c ,  

(3) Paragraph IVA23 - Provide 8 list of spsca uasd by of DISCS tmu. Nona art 
listed, Each tenant must be listed in this question 

(4) Paragraph N A 2 4  - 
(a) Provide do~umcntation aupporthg the mtum of building 5A to  AS0 for 

operations arA maintenance responsibility, u 



te l l  &I l14 
01 CAAJ(B RAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE BOLD 

SUBJECT; Bara Realignment md Closure @RAC) 95 D d a  Call 

(b) Pmvidc copies of \WP20086/94D047 for Building 36/1, See BRAC letter of 
27 Sep 94 for "hnded'  projects. Rrrise the P D A  approval according)y, 

(c) Provide ra t ioa le  for reducing the estimate on S / N  000014 (Euilding 3A), 
S134K, 

(d) Provide rationdc for combining SM 000008 and WOO10 into ISC - 01 1, fie 
protection sprinMcr repbira, $952K. 

(t) Provide ntionde for reducing the e s t h d e  on S / N  00017 (Bui ld iq  3A) to 
$21 l K ,  

( 5 )  Pxragrgph IYA2.6 - ConiLm the cunmt n u d e r  of parking i pacn .  What is the* A 0 
eve rqe  size u d  per car? 

( 6 )  Paragraph TVA28 - Breakout the unrestricted land between AS0 and DISC: per the 
data caU question. Is the 17.1 a n e s  currently bein8 used by AS07 I8 AS0 providhg 
for uge of thin Imd7 Provide a mtp showing the location. Using tha category code description 

w provided, what category code docs this land currently have? Ie there demolition involved? 

(8) Paragmph IVA32 - Does thc estincted cos t  to conve;t include moving the current 
occupmts? Docs the cost include any requkd upgrades to utilities to convert from warehouse to ASC' . . 

admlu'rtrativt? If no, provide the be? c s h t c  

(9) Paragraph WA35 - Provide the best estimate of cost to leasa. Am estimate t h o  valuo 
of any required upgrades per the data call question, ,430 

(10) Plvagraph IVA36 - P l e ~ e  r e c o n f h  the answer per the r ~ m m c n d o d  wurst and thc-iA $0 
Philadelphia arcn. 

c. Part VI - For paragraphs VIA4 and 7 prov'dc wodcycws or an estimsted reirnbument, if- 
wrkyearr  is not available. "Not available" is not an acceptable answer, 

f l s c  



DL& CKAC orr  I C E  

Ilo CAAJ@RAC) PAGE 3 CLOSE HOLD 
SUBJECT; Basc Realignment and Clorure PRAC)  95 Data Call 

d. Part WI: 

(1) Paragraph VTLIAl - Pleue ver;fir t h a t  your response ki for a general obligation bond, 
R h n c e :  BRAC95LC-09, page Vm-1. A-s may be necessary, please slrbmit s pege rcphcammt 
to correctly m w c r  this question. Questlorn conwning this rqui rcmnt  may be diracted to 
Dr, Steven P~trick, DLA Kcadqlwters, @SN) 667-0173. 

(2) Puagraph VLD[C4b -Please idcntify the source for your msww to this question. 

(3) Paragraph VmG17 - Please verify that  Montgomery County Community College, 
Blue Bell, PA, grants  bachelor degrees (or higher). 

(4) P m g a p h  Vmf.124 - T h e  requirement for thie  question is for data for tbc county's 
metropolitan s t a t i s t id  erca WA) or Primtxy Metropolitan Statistical A m  (PMSA), in this c u e  
for the Philadelphia, PA/M PhlSA. Reference: BRAC95LW9, page VIII-9. Please resubmit 
answers to.this q u a t i o n  in its atircty. 

( 5 )  Paragraph VLIT029a ~ t d  29b - Ploase identify the saur&s) for your smwtrs to thesc 

V 
questions. 

(6) Peragraph WIQ32a Bnd 32b -Please ve-r$ the per hour (WIQ32a) and the p a  
m u m  (VHIQ32b) retes for WG-5, step 2, Please refer to tho preferred source for rate of pay 
for the Wage Grade OVG), Phil~dclpfiia, Pennsylvwia wage area, issue dbtc: 21 Dw 93. 

(7) Pungraph W Q 3 3 s  - We believe the per hour mrc fbr OS-8, step 4 ia S13,92, n o t  
$13 -9 1. Pleax verify. 

(8) Paragraph VmQ33a and 33b - Plurss YC* the per hour (VIITQ33a) end the per 
nnnum (Vm33b) rstes for WG-8, step 4. Plmsc refer to the preferred aourcc for rates ofpey for 
the Wage Grada (WG), Philadelphia, Pennsylvhnia wage ox, iwo date: 2 1 I)= 93, 

(9) P l w  submit a page replacement for V1IIQ, 

(1) DPSC md DISC rubmiffed the s m e  Envjronmental Data Call information. 
Recognizing that rnmy questions will have similar answers since they will be located at the satne 
installation, please ensure that quastions that ask about thc tcnant area nre gpcciflc to the area you 
are in. For swamplc, the Underground Storage Tank (UST) and labestor information provided is 
the m e  for both ICPs. This information should be provided ody for the tcnant rrca. LVd DPSC 
and DISC be at tho m c  location'? If not, this information my not bc awnte .  Pleasa review 
your responm and e m u r e  that you sre answering fbr your area when appn~priate. 



U,? OCT Iw 
w CAAJPRAC) PAGE 4 CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: B w  Realignment and Clorure (RRAC) 95 Deta Cd 

(2) Paragnphs A1 and A l a  - Thcse questions ask if thc installation, not just  he tenant 
ficility, is in the installrition restoration p r o a m  @(P). According to the DLA Headquarters - 
CAAE tho insfdation is in :he IRP. Please review theses questions snd clarify your responea. 

(3) Parngraph A3 - I f t h e  instdation  ha^ sites on the LRP that are located on or near tho 
ten~nt facilities, idcntifjl those sites on a copy of the installation map and label it "CMCLA" 

(4) P a q p p h s  B16a and B16b - Submit a mp ofthc installation that i d e n a c a  USTe that 
are located on the tenmt a r a  Label the map "RC+U." Only provjde UST infomation for those 
located on t h  tenant ma.  

( 5 )  Paragraph D2a - Resubmit the table on u b c s t o s .  The last two columns arc unclear m 
the copy we have on file. ( f i  5YJ 

(6) P m p p h  D8a - For equipment that uaes PCBs or  that arc PCB-contuninaid, l i a t  the ( 
types of quipmcnt,  I ~ i o n ,  md schedule for removal. Thj5 is only fbr equipment located on the 
tmmt arer, The attachrnmts provided are unclwr. ! 

\ 
(7) Paragraph D16a - The same buildings are liitd for DPSC and DISC. Do ,they occupy , 

the same building? lfr.06 the answers provided Inky not bo aauro to .  Provide a m p  t b t  

'YP 
identifies the locetion of these buildings. \ 

I 
(8) Paragraph E4 - Mcr reviewing Table 2-1, it nppears that there may bc some 

strrtionery sources thet contn3ute to nonattaimcnt on the installation E x a m p l ~  include: peint 
booths, holvent deancrs, generator md arc pump, mbrasiva biwting, cto. Please &cw your datn 1 
md verify your ~ s p o n s e .  Lfthcre an s~ltionsry sources located on the installerion, idew them 
on a map and label tho  map "njr Quality," 

(9) Paregraph E5a - What does "E-Trip" stand for? 

3. A response by 4 Nov 94 is appreciated. 

- ~ & C h i c f  
DLA B M C  
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/ .  DLR/CRR.J( ERRC > Fax:703-617-7253 GEC 5 '54 12:12 P. 02/03 

D E F E N S E  LOGISTICS A G E N C Y  
l l KADQUARTEnS 

CAMEROH STATION 
ALEXANDRIA,  VIRGINIA 22304-6lG0 

CIASE HOLD 
S: 1 2 h . 9 4  

!I 1 D E L  1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment ad Closure (BU-C) 95 Data Cdl 

TO: Conlolander, DISC 

. 
1. Reference: DISC-RMB Ietier, 10 Nov 94, subjed es above. 

2. This documcsts numclous tclcphonc ca!b b m c m  th;s office and your s t s 4 :  An h l c d i a t c  
resporje is requested. 

a Please provide cen%ed dats &ectirig the responses to the following questions. telef~yed 
to t h i s  office &a: 

(a) C o m d  the diffkrence bet;i-.m the Norfolk Public V1ork.s Center PWC) report 
and the DISC response for t h i s  questio~ C Q + - ~ ~ ~ ~  / L  //- - ' 

(b) Correct yezr of zccoqplihent  be*ea Ncrfolk PWC report wd tbe DI;SC 
c*c/c: C o f i p L ~ ~ ' ~  / i ' - 7 ,77  

(c) Specrfj. and jus* m y  variation bemeen the source documerrt data cal: rerpoase 
per BFUC fetter of 27 Sep 91. CO ~--fi+=- / //- - L r - 7  

Id) Provide a new d a 2  disk reflecting any cbmges in addition ro hard copy pricrouts. - 
(2)  Paragraph IVA28 - Specrfy a breakout of thg 10 ecrw of lawn on the north end of the 

bsse betwtxm the land surrounding Building 1 and the land southwest of Builtling 3 6 ,  / y ~ ; r / ~  HASP. - 

b. Pangreph NA23 - Provide dara bass entr ies for & DISC tenants. Only the Oerd copy 
repart s h o ~ l s  the tenants. P ~ J K  ( U P  n ~ ~ f l o  ) 

Pl-c the total AS0 budding square footage (NAVFAC P - l a ;  sctivity total for 
'Jddhgs). VL 6 ,477~c/ fyO P-/LY 



DLA,'CRRJ ( BRRC > - 
i 

Fzx : 703-617-7359 Dec 3 '34 !2:13 P. 03/03 

w CWBUC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 
SUBJECT: Bare Realignment and Closure (BR4C) 95 Data Call 

9 Z DEC W 

3. Please provide the f o l l o ~ ~ j n g  ~ r t j f i d  dam by 12 Dec 94: 

i 
a. Provide y o u  comments concerning the results of the Norfolk PWC review of existing 

infrastructure or the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), as revised. Please p ~ v i d e  your n:sponse i : ~  
the format specified Tor question n7A24 efthe or?'gina! dzta call. Both a disk and w_.tif!zd hard 
copy response are required, 

b. Part Vl - The Im three entries for questions VU5; \M6.znd VIA7 refer to&)Y 
~ m c c s s w - m ~ - ~ * a p p ~ * a n d  lovc11.e s u b - m u a l  e ~ h z i e d  rcimburssmcnts:~~~~do oeed an 

-/- - 
estimale of what that bansl&j-to in \vorkyrzrs.- Please use the aierzgs salary olirdivid~uln 

-.--- providing -4DP senl ies  to esLrn-nata the number-of<%ik~em deucte b providing tbir: support. 
_--I- 

Also, plcasc indicatc xhcrstho-Dcfciisc fnform~tion Scn-icc~ Cco:cr (~cco~ddf iam-l~- )  is 
located. /A+ 

c. Q ~ ~ e s t i n n  W ~ 2 5  requi~e.5 thst you list all b~ildil~y-related requird asbestos abatement 
projects. No prejects are 1is.d. Your respme to  question m5 identified asbestos a b a t e n ~ e ~ t  
prujrcls. P1c .d~~  vel.ilj, u d  lecu~:~ilc: Juur a ~ ~ j i ? e l s .  

/ r d f i r 7 ~ ~  P B ~ Y K  " f i - 7 -  L;/ - /v.-=.--l/ -PJ-/ /t . - 

'cY f i f i + - p a ~ , ; N  - ND F,.c* C F * H L +  C Q ~ ~ P G %  

- 
Team CSef  
DLA BEUC 
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D E F E N S E  LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

S: 28 Nov 94 

SUBECT: Navy Public Works Center (PWC) Inspection of DISC a t  the Availion Supply Office 

TO: DTSC 

I .  A recent decision by the BIWC Executive Group makes ir irnperaiive that ihe Navy FYfC data 
obtained for our buildings a t  the A s 0  site be augmented with additional information on the 
installations existing infrastructure. Since, at  ASO, these items were wholly a Navy responsibility, 

initial PWC effort did not obtain any data on these systems, 

2. Accordingly, the Navy PWC inspection team will arrive at the A S 0  site on 16 November 1994 
to conduct a review ofall relevant infrastructure systems. This review must  be complete no later 
than 23 November 1994. Because of the extremely tight BRAC schedule. certified deta based on 
this inspection must be received a t  this headquarters no later than 28 November 1994. No exten- 

II) sion are possible so it is therefore, imperative you work closely with the team as it conducts it's 
review and tha t  the resuits be evaluated and certified expeditiously. 

Team Chjef 
DLA BRAC 

cc: 
A S 0  



a I n s t a l l a t i o n  N u m b e r :  00383 P a ~ e  N o .  

12/12/94 

A c t i v i t y :  D I S C  

[ALL APPROVED AND NOT APPROVED ITEMS] 

DRAC-95 (PART B)  

P 
F A C I L I T Y  S E R I A L  P R O J E C T  PLFA ACCOMP R E P A I R  MAINTENANCE CONSTRUCTION DESIGN DEMOLITION TOTAL 

t:Li?IDER tIUMOER HUMDER DESCRIPTION APPROVE YEAR COST COST COST COST COST COST REVARKS 

_ - - _ - - - -  _ _ _ - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - _ - - _ - _ - -  - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

' a  S u b t o t a l  * *  

" F A C I L I T Y  NUMBER.. . . : A S 0  

A S 0  0000067 POWER CAnLE REPLACEMENT N 613125 PWC NORFOLK REPORT FOR A S 0  COMPOUND 

UTILITIES (NOT A COST TO o r s c )  

ACCOMPLISll YEAR 1996 

TRANSFORMER REPLACEMENT N 100299 PWC NOIWOLK REPORT FOR A S 0  COMPOUND 

U T I L I T I E S  (NOT A COST TO DISC) 

ACCOMPLISII YEAR 1997 

STEAM D I S T  L I N E S  R P L .  76411 PWC NORFOLK REPORT FOR A S 0  COMPOUND 

U T I L I T I E ~  (NOT A COST TO DISC)  

ACCOMPLISII YEAR 1997 

STEM! D I S T  L I N E S  RPL.  

STEi\M DIST LINES R P L .  

WATER D I S T  L I N E S  R P L .  

136561 ACCOFlPLISll YEAR 1999 

1.14965 ACCOMPLISH YEAR 2001 

113931 PWC NORFOLK REPORT FOR A S 0  COEIPOUND 

U T I L I T I E S  [NOT A COST TO DISC! 

ACCOMPLISII YEAR 1997 

WATER D I S T  L I N E S  RPL.  

PAVEMENT OVERLAY 

145160 ACCOMPLISH YEAR 1979 

652824 PWC NORFOLK REPORT FOR A S 0  COMPOUND 

U T I L I T I E ~  (NOT A COST TO DISC) 

ACC.YEAR 1995 







Page 1 

DGSC 

Toal Obligation 
Less Exclusions (non- 
operational Costs) 

23-Nov 
$ 1.085.682.057 

$ 807,306,734 
Total Operational Costs 

9-Dec 
$ 1,085,682,057 

907,835,200 
$ 278.375.323 $ 177.846.857 

15-Dec 
$ 1,085,682,057 

$ 886.260.788 
$ 199.421.269 

30-Dec 
$ 1,076,887,588 

$ 971,666,086 

DlFF 
$ 8,794,469 

$ (85,405,298) 
$ 105,221.502 $ 94.1 99,767 





. REPLY 
REFER T O  DGSC-x 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CENTER 
8000 JEFFERSON DAVIS H I G H W A Y  
R I C H M O N D ,  V IRGINIA  23297.5100 

Slj3ZSCT: aase Realignment and Closure (3RAC) 95 Data Call 

TO: CPAJ (Bm-C) 

1. References: 

a. CAP.J(BRAC) letter, 8 Jul 94, subject: Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call (BWC95L009). 

b. CAAJ(Bm-C) letter, 10 Nov 94, subject: Part I11 Data 
Call (Reimbursables) . 

2. The original submission far Part 111, Financial Data Call was 
estimated costs thru Sep FY94. This resubmission is the actual 
costs thru Sep FY94 and identification of reimbursables (T900s) 
per reference 1 .b. (Encl 1) . 

3 .  Point of contact for questions regarding this scbmittal is 
Mr. Tom Brooks, (DSN) 695-3049. 

4. I certify Chat the information contained herein is accurate 
and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

1 Encl K. W. LIPPERT 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN 
Commander 

CLOSE HOLD 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY C E N T E R  
8000 JEFFERSON DAVIS HIGHWAY 
RICHMOND. V I R G I N I A  23297.5100 

CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call 

1. References: 

a: CAAJ(BRAC) Memorandum for Record, 28 Nov 94, subject: Question VII.A.5. of 
the BRAC Data Call. 

b. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 1 Dec 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Data Call. 

c. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 5 Dec 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Data Call. 

I 

d. PHONECON, 5 Dec 94, betwee CAAJ(BRAC) 
DGSC-RRC, subject: Financial Data, 

Ut 2. Reference 1.a. resulted in a change to our responses for both questions VII.A.4 and 
VII.A.5. Responses to Questions VII.A.4 and VII.A.5 are provided at Encl 1. 

3 .  Responses for reference l .b.,  Part IV, with disk, are provided at Encl 2. 

4. Responses for reference 1.c. are provided as follows: 

a. Part VII, Question VII.A.3 is provided at Encl 3 

b. Part VIII, Questions V1II.K. and VIII.N.26.a. and b. are provided at Encl 4. 

5 .  Response for reference 1 .d., Part 111, with disk, is provided at Encl 5. 

6. Point of contact for questions regarding these submittals i 
(DSN) 695-3049. 



DGSC-R Page 2 
SL'BJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call 

7. I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and co~nplete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

5 Encl K. W. LIPPERT 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN 
Commander 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CENTER 
8000 JEFFERSON DAVIS HIGHWAY 
RICHMOND.  VIRGINIA 23297-5100 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 

TO: CAAJ(BRAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJ(BRAC) letter, undated, subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) 95 Data Call. 

2. Responses for reference above are provided as follows: 

a. Response for Part I1 is provided at Encl 1 .  1 

b. Response for Part III with d s k  are provided at Encl 2. ) " ~ R ' R  

3 .  There was a change/correction to the original data call, Part VI, Question VI.A.8 based 
upon the DoDIG audit review. Resubmission of Part VI is provided at Encl 3. 

4.  Point of contact for questions regarding these submittals i 
(DSN) 695-3049. 

5 1 cemfy that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

3 Encl K. W. LPPERT 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN 
Commander 



DEFENSE L O G l S T l r S  AGENCY 
DEFENSE G E N E R A L  SUPPLY CENTER 
8000 JEFFERSON DAVIS  H I G H W A Y  ... "._. 
R I C H M O N D .  V IRGINIA  23297.5100 --*..a,, 

/3 0 D L C  1994' 

SLZJECT:  3ase Realicn~~ent and Closure (BRAC) 95 

TO : CA4Z (3.=C) 

1. Revisions have  been made ial Cos: Cata 
and are contained in the at 
Supp~rt ing docunentat ion ( 2  c~pies for Total 
Actual Ccst for FY94 (Znclo uded Costs for PY94 
(Enclosure 4), and Labor Hou sure 5) are aiso 
provided. 

w* 
2 .  I certify that the infcrnation contained herein is accuraEe 
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PART V 

Supplemental Data Call for the Inventory Control Points 
REVISIONS 

V.6. List by Federal Supply Class the number of items managed at 
your ICP in the following categories as of 30 September 1994. 

V.6.a Stocked 

V.6.a. (1) Number of active Items (items with at least -- 
1 requisition in the last 365 days) 

V.6.a.(2) Nunber of inactive Items -. 6. Y4* 
V.6.a. (3) Number of items with Economic Retention Stock and 

Potential Reutilization Stock. 

V.6.b. Non-Stocked but centrally procured 

V.6.b. (1) ?Jumber of active Items 
V.6.b.(2) Number of inactive 
V.6.b.(3) Number of items with Economic Retention Stock and 

Potential Reutilization Stock. 

V.6.c. Non-Stocked but locally procured 

V.6.c. (1) Number of Items 
V.G. c. (2) Items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential 

Reutilization. v 
V.6.d. Stocked Non-NSN 

V.6.d. (1) Numbel. of Items 

V.6.e. Non-Stocked Non-NSN 
V.6.e. (1) Number of Items 

V.7. List by Federal Supply Class the total dollar value of the 
inventory managed at your ICP i n  the following categories as of 
30 September 1994. 

V.7.a. DLA owned and DLA managed materiel 

V.7.a. (1) Acquisition Cost 
V.7.a (1) (a) Stocked - Active 
V.7.a (1) (b) Stocked - Inactive 
a ( 1  (c) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 
V.7 .a (1) ( 2 )  Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

V.7.a. (2) Standard Cost 
V.7.s. ( 2 )  (a) Active - Stocked 
V.7.a. (2) (b) Inactive - Stocked 
V.7. a. ( 2 )  (c) Non-Stocked Centrally P:rocured 
V.'l. a. ( 2 )  (d) Non-Stocked Locally Frocul.rd 



1 4 OCT 1994 

V.6.a. Active (stocked items with at least 1 requisition in the last 
d- 2 years). 

P- O RQNS >O RQNS 
REPLENISHMENT 31,666 181,728 213,394 

NSO + 821,391 334,986 1,156,377 
TOTAL STOCKED NSNs 853,057 456,714 1,309,771 

V.6.b. Inactive. In this category, we have included all of 
the NSNs managed and reduced that quantity by the stocked NSNs 
listed in V.6.a. 

TOTAL MANAGED NSNs 1,801,289 
TOTAL STOCKED NSNs -1,309,771 
TOTAL NONSTOCKED NSNs 491,518 
NONSTOCKED NSNs WITH 0 RQNS 448,924 
NONSTOCKED NSNs WITH )O RQNS 42,594 

Source of Data: 1) DLA 26 Statistics (F-080A), EOP June 94 
2 )  Fractionation Report (RF0411, EOP Sep 94 

Note: The source document used (the Fractionation Report) is issued 
monthly, but only provides the Active versus Inactive breakout twice per 
year in October and March. 

DCSC 



ACTIVITY : DGSC 
DUTY STATION: Defense General Supply Center 

8000 Jefferson Davis Highway 
Richmond, VA 23297 

c. 25 PEs in Memphis, TN. (slated for closure 14 Dec 94) 

Source: UPCC760A Report (Attachment 3) 

d. Total DGSC PEs 2157 located in Richmond. 

Source: Spreadsheet C:\SEPPE.wk4 available from Linda 
Harold, DGSC-RRO, X6026. (Attachment 4) . 

e. Percentage of total DGSC workforce (b+c+d) in s.apport of 
the fieldactivityis 8.0%. (184/2310). 

f. Percentage of total DGSC workforce (located in Richmond) 
supporting the field activity is 1.4% (31/2157). 

Paid Equivalents for the Repair/Rebuild functions are based on 
data extracted from the DLA Mass Database cumulative through 30 
Sep 94. Actual codes and total hours for each output were 
calculated using spreadsheet BRAC.ssf. The allocation of the 25 
indirect and G&A PEs was based upon percentages developed in the 
FY95 budget- formulation (Attachment 2). This spreadsheet is 
available from Karen Gravely, DGSC-RRO, X4206. 

V.6. Amount of itens managed in the following categories (as of 
30 Sep 94). 

V.6.a. Active. 217,278 (demand in last 2 years) 

V.6.b. All other. 428,732 

Source of Data: Supply File ("C" File) 

V . 7 .  Total dollar value of inventory managed in the following 
categories (as of 30 Sep 94). 

V.7.a. Acquisition Cost. 

V.7.a. (1) Active. $ 632.7M 

V. 7. a. (2) Inactive. $1529.4M 

V.7.b. Standard Cost. 

V.7 .b. (1) Active. $ 871.2M 

V.7.b.(2) Inactive. $2106.OM 

V.7.c. Revalued Cost. 
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a 3 )  Data for this question is nct available ill axistil-ly Center reports. 
Accordingly, we cannot verify DORO data. 







GAO United States 
General Accounting Office 
\Yashington, D.C. 20548 

National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

December 9, 1994 

The Honorable Earl Hutto 
Chairman 
The Honorable John R. Kasich 
Ranking hlino~ity Member 
Subcommittee on Readiness 
Committee on Armed Senices 
House of Representatives 

At your request, ure reviewed selected issues r e l a t e&t .~ae  
implementation of maintenance depot closures and realignments resulting 
from prior Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ( ~ ~ 4 s )  

decisions (see app. I for issues being reviewed). The A.erospace Guidance 
and hletrology Center  arc) at Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, is one 
of the activities being covered by this review.' Unlike other d e ~ o t  cl-, 
the Newark .MAGMC in~plementation plan provides for continuing to 
perform the same missions a t  this facility after closure-largely as a 
privatized operation, although the Air Force would retain ownership of 
mission-related equipment valued at about $326 million. 

Recently, we briefed your office on (1) the cost and savings issue related 
to the Newark .&AG>~c facllity closure and privatization and (2) other 
closure and piivatization issues. As you asked, we are providing this report 
on the areas discussed a t  that biiefing and will report later on findings 
related to the closure of all maii~tenance depots. 

-- 

Background The sole purpose of Newark AFB is to house and support the large 
industrial con~plex compiising the AGSIC. Supporting two Air Force 
nlissions--depot maintenance2 and metrology and calibration-AGMC 
pro~ ides  depot level maintenance of inertial guidance and navigation 
systems and con~ponents and displacement gyroscope:; for the hfinuteman 
and Peacekeeper intercontinental ballistic nussiles and most of the Air 

'The follou-ing maintenance depots have been identified for closure: Ledngton/Bluegrass Army Depot, 
Sacramento Army Depot, Tooele Anny Depot, Pensacola Naval Atiation Depot, Alameda N a t d  
Atiafion Depot, Norfolk Naval r2tiaLion Depot, Philadelphia Naval Stupyard, Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard, and Aerospace Guidance and hletrology Center. 

"epot maintenance requjres ex-tensitye shop facilities, spet:ialized equipmerit, and highly skilled 
teclmical and engineering personnel to perform major overhaul of parts; completely rebuilt parts, and 
end itens; modify systems and equipment by appljing new or  improved components; manufacture 
parts unavrulable from the private sector that are needed for perfomung depot maintenance actitities; 
and protide technical assistance by field Icanls at opemtional units. 
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Force's aircraft3 In fiscal year 1994, AG~IC'S  depot maintenance workload 
consisted of about 900,000 hours; almost 10,500 items were produced to 
support repair requirements for 66 Air Force, Navy, and Army systems and 
components. This work was accomplished by about 500 maintenance and 
engineering personnel and 325 management and suppol-t personnel. 

AGMC is different from the Air Force air logistics centers (ALC) in that it 
does not have weapon system and item management responsibility 
collocated at the same base.4 For Air Force systems repaired at Acnrc, 
weapon systen~ and item management functions are pelformed primarily 
at the Ogden or Oklahoma City ALCS.~ However, some of the engineering 
support normally provided by the system program management offices at 
x c s  is performed at AGMC for systems it repairs. 

In its second Air Force nussion, metrology and calibration, AGMC performs 
overall technical direction and n~anagement of the Air Force hletrology 
and Calibration Program and operates the hir Force Measurement 
Standards Laboratory. About 200 personnel are involveti in the metrology 
and calibration mission-109 in generating technical orders, certification 
of calibration equipment, and management operations and 89 in the 
standards laboratory. As the single manager for the Air Force Metrology 
and Calibration Program, AGMC provides all metrology engineering sen-ices 
for the Air Force. The standards laboratory con~plex, consisting of 
47 laboratories, serves as the primary laboratory for cahbrating and 
certifying measurement standards used worldwide in all Air Force 
precision measurement equipment laboratories. In fiscal year 1991, the 
standards laboratory produced about 11,500 calibrated items. 

The Department of Defense (DOD) considered AGMC'S work conducive to 
conversion to the private sector and recommended closing Newark 
AFB/AGMC through privatization and/or transferring the workload to other 
depots. DOD justified the closure by (1) identifying at least 8.7 million hours 
of excess Air Force depot maintenance capacity, with the closure of AGMC 

30ther AGhIC workloads include control display units; periscopic sextants; ctbsium beam clocks; fuel 
s a ~ i n g s  adbisory systems; fiber optic borescopes; and a variety of test, measurement, and diagnostic 
equipment. 

'Neither the Army nor the Navy collocates its weapon system and item management functions at 
locations having depot maintenance actirities. AGhIC is substantially smaller than the other five Air 
Force depot acti~it ies in number of item. supported, production hours, workforce size, and number 
and size of maintenance facility buildings. 

Vhe  other ALCs are Sacramento ALC, hIcClellan AFB, California; San Antonio ALC, Kelly AFB, T e . a ;  
and Warner Robins ALC, Robins AFB, Georgia. 
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expected to reduce this excess by 1.7 million hours16 and (2) applying the 
eight base closure criteria to Air Force bases having depots and ranking 
Newark .m low relative to the others (see app. I1 for base closure 
criteria). DOD assigned a low military value to Newark AFB primarily 
because it was a single mission base with no airfield. 

DOD estimated that implementing its recommendation on Newark MAGMC 
would cost $31.3 m a o n ,  result in an annual savings of $3.8 million, and 
have an 8-year payback period for closure and relocation expenses. In our 
report on the base closure and realignment recommendations and 
selection process, we estimated that the Newark A F E ~ A G ~ I C  closure costs 
would be $38.29 million, with a 13-year payback period7 BRAC determined 
that the A G ~ I C  workload could either be contracted out or 
privatized-in-place at the same location, although the ERAC noted that 
industry interest in privatization-in-place was limited. 'The BRAC 

recommended closing Newark ~ /AGMC-not ing  that some workload will 
move to other depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. 
The President agreed with the overall BRXC recommendations dealing with 
maintenance depots, including the closure of AG~IC.  The Congress did not 
challenge the overall BRAC recomn~endations. The Air Force has begun the 
implementation of the closure and privatization of Newark AFB/ AG~IC. 

Results in Brief The justification of closing Newark ~FBIAG~Ic is not cle:~. To date, the 
closure of Newark AFB/AGXIC is the only depot closure where almost all of 
the work may be privatized-in-place. As such, we believe it merits carem 
consideration before implementation proceeds. There are a number of 
issues associated with this piivatization that are barriers to its 
implementation. Also, somerojected costs are rising. while others are vet 
to be determined. One-time closure costs have doubled in the past year 
and may still be underestimated. As a result, the payback period has 
increased to at least 17 years and as much as over 100 years--depending 
on the assum~tions used. Moreover, projected costs of conducting 
post-privatization operations could exceed the cost of current Air Force 
operations and reduce or eliminate projected savings. 

Other closure and privatization matters create uncertainty about the 
viability of the Air Force's planned action: (11) the disposition of equipment 

CThe 1.7 million hours come from historical figures for direct product actual hours for the depot 
maintenance industrial fund activity at AGXIC. AGAlC downsized in fiscal y e ; m  1991 and 1993 to a 
1.0 million hour capacity based on changes in the force structure. 

'hlilitary Bases: Analysis of DOD's Recommendations and Selection Process for Closure and 
Realignments (GAOMSLAD-93-173, Apr. 15, 1993). 
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manufacturers' proprietary data claims, which are a potential barrier to 
privatization and could significantly increase closure costs andor  
post-closure operation costs; (2) the failure of the closurelprivatization to 
reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by the 1.7 million hours 
previously estimated; (3) the incongruity of privatizing workload that the 
Air Force has defined as "core" capability that generally should be retained 
in the DOD depot system; (4) the practicability or cost-effectiveness of 
privatizing parts of the metrology and calibration mission while retaining 
the management function as a government activity; ant1 (5) the delay in 
reaching agreement regarding the transfer of property ,and facilities to the 
local reuse con~mission. 

-- 
Air Force Implementation of the Newark AFBIAGMC closure through privatizationis 

still in the early phases, with many details yet to be worked out. In general, 
Implementation of the Air Force has developed a three-pronged approach to implementing 

Newark AFB/AGMC BR~C's decision. First, four systems, representing about 3 percent of AGMC'S 

existing depot maintenance workload, will be transferred to other Air 
~ S W ,  Force  depot^.^ Second, ownership of the Newark AFB/AC;MC property and 

facilities will be transferred to a local reuse commission. The commission 
is to lease space to one prime guidance system repair contractor that will 
provide depot maintenance work, one prime metrology contractor that 
z v i l l  perform cahbrations and author calibr'ation manuals, and the 
remaining organic metrology program management contingent. While 
privatization-in-place is the goal, based on a strategy option announced in 
the Commerce Business Daily, contractors may elect to move workload to 
other facilities. Hypothetically, this option could result in all workload 
moving to other contractor locations-should the winning contractor(s) 
demonstrate that moving workload to other locations would provide the 
best value to the government. Third, the metrology and calibration mission 
will be continued at AGarc, with some functions privatized and another 
continued as an Air Force activity reporting to m i c  Headquarters or  one 
of the ALCS. 

The Air Force originally planned to privatize all activities related to the 
metrology and calibration mission, but it later determined that the Air 
Force Metrology and Calibration Program's materiel group manager 
function could not be privatized because it is a function considered to be 

sThe Air Force determined that relocation was practicable and cost-effective for sextants, ARC900 
radios, clocks, and some lest measurement and diagnostic equipment 
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"inherently g~vernmental."~ In performing this function, AGMC civilian and 
mhtary employees provide policy and direction for precision 
measurement equipment laboratories Air Force wide, inspect these 
laboratories for compliance with required policies and procedures, and 
procure cahbration standards1° used in calibration laboratories. 

Current plans for the metrology and calibration program provide for 
(1) retaining about 130 government en~ployees to provide the metrology 
and cahbration management function-with the Air :Force leasing space at 
AGMC from the local reuse commission and (2) contriicting out the primary 
standards laboratory and technical order preparation, which will also 
remain at AGIIC, with the contractor leasing space from the reuse 
commission. 

The Air Force plans to retain ownership of mission-related maintenance 
and metrology and calibration equipment, which will be provided to the 
winning contractor(s) as government-furnished equipment. AGalc  

accountable records indicate the value of the depot maintenance 
equipment is $297.5 million and the value of the metrology and calibration 
equipment $28.5 million. Details such as the cost of the lease arrangement, 
allocation of utility and support costs between the Air Force and 
contractor(s), and the determination of whether the government or the 
contractor \+ill be responsible for maintaining the equipment are not yet 
known. 

To manage the AGMC privatization, the Air Force established a program 
management office at W AFB. This office is responsili~le for developing the 
statement of work, request for proposal, acquisition plan, source selection 
plan, and related documents. The award is scheduled for September 29, 
1995. Several key milestones leading up to contract award have slipped, 
compressing the schedule for the remaining tasks in the 
pre-contract-award period. Air Force officials describe this schedule as 
optimistic. After contract award, the Air Force vlans to initiate a phased 
process for transitioning individual maintenance ~vorldoads to the 
contractor. Air Force officials stated that this 12-n1ont.h transition ~ e r i o d  
reduces the risk of interrupting ongoing operations and allows the 
contractor(s) an opportunity to build up an infrastructure and trained 
workforce. However, according to the program management office, a 

'Office of hfanagement and Budget Policy Letter 92-1, Sept. 23, 1992, provides that an inherently 
governmental function is '. . . so intimately related to the public interest as to mandate performance by 
Government employees. These functions include those activities which require either the exercise of 
discretion in applying Government authority or the making of value judgements in making decisions 
for the Government." 

'('The acquisition cost of this equipment is about 310 nillion per year. 
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2s fully responsible for 
?rrecl strategy of the ALC 

Our work has identified several concerns regarding th Analysis of Cost and t? CO-d 
payback period for the Air Force's implementation of the AGMC BRAC 

Savings Raises decision. These include concerns that (fi the projected cost of closing 

Concerns AGMC has doubled and may increase further; (2) the $3.8 million annual 
savings projected to result from AGMC'S closure isyot  likely to be realized 
because of potentially higher costs for contract administration, contractor 
profit, possible recurring proprietary data costs, and other factors that 
have not been considered in the cost computation; and (3) the payback 
period could be extended to over 100 years or never, depending upon the 
Air Force's ability to contain one-time closure costs and recurring costs of 
performing the AGMC mission after privatization. 

Recognizing that projected closure costs have increased, in August 1994, 
the Air Force base closure group validated a Newark AI;B/AG~*IC closure 
budget of $62.2 million." This amount is $30.9 million more than the 
original projection of $31.3 million. Almost, all of the increase is 
attributable to the estimated $30.5 million transition cost to convert from 
Air Force to contractor operation. According to Air Force officials, the 
original cost estimate only included costs associated with transferring and 
separating personnel under the base closure process and for trans fen in^ a 
limited amount of workload to other Air Force depots. They noted that 
DOD has no prior experience with privatizing a large, complex depot 
maintenance facility. Additionally, since the development of the closure 
and privatization option for AGMC was done ~uickly. the time available to 
identify all the factors and costs associated with this option at the time of 
the 1993 BMC was limited. 

We recomputed the payback period using DOD'S 1993 Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) mod_el.12 We used the estimated nonrecurring 
costs validated by the Air Force in August 1994 (adjusted for inflation) and 
assumed that post-closure operations would result in $3.8 million annual 

"The Air Force considered a range of closure costs from $47 million to $76 rillion before validating 
the $62.2 million estimate. 

"DOD uses the COBRA model to estimate the return on investment of its closure and realignment 
decisions. The cost model consists of a set of formulas or  algorithm that use standard factors and 
base-specific data in its calculations. Each DOD component. had its own set of standard cost factors 
derived from readily available information. Some factors are identical for each component becaw 
they are mandated by regulation or  law or prescribed by policy. 
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savings as DOD originally projected in 1993. The model indicated that, with 
these costs and assumptions, the payback period woudd be over 100 years 
rather than 8 years as originally projected by DOD. Ho.wever, DOD amroved 
dscount rate used in the COBRA model has been reduced from 7 percent in 
the 1993 BRAC process to 2.75 percent in l~. '%onsequentIy,  we adjusted 
the COBRA model to the revised discount factor-holding all other variables 
constant-and found the revised payback period to be 17 years. Achieving 
a 17-year payback is dependent on no further increase in one-time closure 
costs and achieving the $3.8 million annual post-closure operational cost 
savings originally projected by DoD. Our work has determined that neither 
of these assumptions is Likely because of significant cost uncertainties. 

While the Air Force has recognized that :in estimated $62.2 million will be 
required as BRAC funded costs of closure, it also recognizes there will be 
additional one-time closure costs not funded by BRAC. For example, an 
estimated $48G million will be needed to cover costs such as interim 
health benefits for personnel separating from govern~nent employment. 
Also, there \\-ill be environmental cleanup costs of so:me undetermined 
amount. Thus far, $3.62 ndlion has been identified for environmental 
cleanup. 

As already indicat.ed, we have also identified other ~otential  closure costs 
that the Air Force has not included. One is the cost to acquire the right to . 
provide data some equipment manufacturers consider proprietary to 
contractors expecting to bid on the AG~IC maintenance workload. 
Proprietary rights involve the claim of ownership by equipment 
manufacturers of some unique information, such as technical data, 
drawings, and repair processes, to protect the manufiacturer's market 
position by prohibiting disclosure outside the government. An Air Force 
official said cost estimates were submitted by four equipment 
manufacturers claiming proprietary rights, and these estimates were 
"absurdly high." While we cannot identify what these additional one-time 
costs will be, any unidentified costs push the paybaclc period even further. 

At the time AGMC was identified for closure and privatization, DOD 

estimated $68.09 million annual cost for contractor o:perations and 
$71.84 million in net annual savings in personnel and overhead 

I3COBRA algorithms incorporate a discount rate to calculate both the nuinber of years required to 
obtain a return on investment and a %-year net present value analysis. The source of identifying the 
appropriate discount rate is Office of hlanagernent and Budget CircularF.-94, 'Guidelines and Discount 
Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs." In the 1993 BRAC, a discount rate of 7 percent 
was used, under the assumption that COBRA analyses were 'basecase" benefitcost analyses as 
defined by the circular. DOD determined that the approved discount rate associated with 
'cost-effectiveness" analyses should be used for the 1995 BRAC. 
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costs-resulting in an estimated annual savings of $3.8 million. Recurring 
costs after AGK closure and privatization probably cannot be determined 
with any degree of assurance until after contract negotiation and award. 
However, some Air Force officials have estimated that rather than 
achieving savings, annual recurring costs could actually exceed current 
costs of operations. For example, an Air Force Materiel Command ( ~ I c )  
men~orandum noted that prevailing labor rates and private sector charges 
for similar items1' suggest that it uill be difficult to keep the annual 
contract value the same as the current annual civilian salary-a key 
assumption in achieving the originally projected $3.8 million annual 
savings. 

An m ~ c  analysis deternuned that, assuming these costs are comparable, 
additional costs for profit and contract administration could result in 
post-closure operation costs exceeding the current operation costs by at 
least $1.8 million. Additional costs for proprietary data and k ~ e s  could 
increase the post-closure operation costs by $3.8 million annually. 

A November 1991 ARIC n~emorandun~ informed system. managers of 
increased funding requirements for xc~ic workloads to cover anticipated 
increases in costs of operation under privatization-in-place. A 
December 1991 meeting of the Acquisition Strategy Panel confirmed the 
projected increases. For example, the projected fiscal year 1997 costs after 
privatization-in-place were about 107 percent higher than projected costs 
under government operation. Additionally, the projected costs of 
contractor operations for the 5-year period between fiscal years 1996 and 
2000 were estimated to be over $1.56 million more than previously 
estimated costs of government operations over that period. 

Other Closure and Other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data claims, (2) the 
effect of the closure on excess depot maintenance capacity, (3) the impact 

Privatization Issues of privatizing core workload, (4) the segmentation of the metrology and 
calibration n~ission, and ( 5 )  the transfer of .AGMC propem and facilities to 
the local reuse commission. 

Proprietary Data Claims The proprietary rights to technical data is unresolved for some workloads 
to be contracted out and could greatly increase the costs of privatization. 
In this case, when contractors have a legitimate claim of ownership, the 

14halysis by the tnnsition program management office detemiined that for 230 Air Force items 
currently repaired at AGMC that also have repair history in I.he private sector, the contnctor costs 
were generally l..5 to 3 times higher than the AGhlC cost. 
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government cannot make tkis information available to other private sector 
firms that compete for the AG~IC maintenance workload. The amount of 
depot maintenance workload at AGMC that involves proprietary data, the 
extent to which owners of proprietary rights are willing to sell these rights 
to the government, or the potential cost of this acquisition have not been 
determined. Air Force officials noted they are investigating possible 
methods for the prospective bidders to gain the necessary data rights a s  
part of their proposal. However, proprietary data problems have already 
contributed to the delay of several key program milestones, including 
preparation of the statement of work and acquisition and source selection 
plans, and are a potential barrier to the AGMC privatization. 

Effect on Excess Capacity The privatization of A G ~  will not reduce excess capacity by the 1.7 million 
hours previously estimated if privatization-in-place is completed as 
currently planned. Since many of the systems and components currently 
repaired at AGMC are not repaired elsewhere, the AGhlC depot maintenance 
capability does not generally duplicate repair capability found elsewhere. 
Where duplicate capability exists, consolidating like repair workloads and 
eliminating redundancies would be expected to generate economies and 
efficiencies. Currently, it is planned that almost all the AGMC capability will 
be retained in place for use by private contractors. The Air Force will 
retain ownership of depot plant equipment and the standards laboratory 
equipment, which AGalc accountable records indicate axe valued at about 
$326 million. With this arrangement, it is difficult to understand how DOD 

projects the elimination of 1.7 million hours of excess ~capacity. 

Privatization of Core All of A G ~ ~ C ' S  maintenance workload has been identified as core work to be 
Workload retained in government facilities. Since 1993, when the Air Force 

reconlmended that AGMC be closed and privatized, each of the services 
identified depot maintenance capability for which it was considered 
essential that this capability be retained as organic DOD 

capability-referred to as core capability.'%ccording t.o Office of the 
Secretary of Defense guidance, core exists to minimize operational risks 
and to guarantee required readiness for critical weapon. systems. The Air 
Force determined that 100 percent of the AG~IC depot maintenance 
workload is core. AGMC is the only Air Force depot activity having all its 

l5Core is defined by DOD as the capability maintained within organic Defense depots to meet 
readiness and sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that support the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
contingency scenario. Core depot maintenance capabilities are intended to comprise only the 
minimum facilities, equipment and skilled personnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled 
source of required technical competence. 
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repair workload defined as core-with other depots' core capability 
ranging from 59 percent at Sacramento ALC to 84 percent at Warner Robins 
ALC. An AFMC memorandum noted some inconsistency in planning to 
contract out workload defined as 100 percent core, while continuing to 
support the need for retaining core capability in DOD facilities. However, 
the memorandum noted that the inherent risk of contracting out can be 
minimized if the workload is retained at AGMC as a result of 
privatization-in-place. Air Force officials stated that retaining government 
ownership of the mission-related equipment at AGMC is essential to 
controlling the risk of privatizing this critical core workload. 

Segmentation of the The current plan to retain part of the metrology and calibration mission to 
Metrology and Calibration be performed by Air Force personnel while privatizing the standards 

Mission laboratory function may be neither practicable nor cost-effective. We 
found that the standards laboratory function is generally the training 
ground where Air Force civilian personnel develop the skills they need to 

I0 perform the other metrology and calibration functions that will be 
continued at AGMC as a government operation. We discussed this issue with 
personnel from both the Army and the Navy who maint-xin similar organic 
capabilities to support service metrology and calibration management 
functions. They noted that from their perspective, contracting part of this 
work while maintaining most of it as a government activity would not be 
desirable. Navy officials noted that 100 percent of their metrology and 
calibration program management personnel were formerly employed in 
the primary standards laboratory. Arnmy and Navy officxals stated that the 
experience and training gained from their prior work in laboratories was 
essential to performance of program management responsibilities. 

We questioned the viability of having the Air Force interservice its 
metrology and calibration activities to the Army and/or the Navy, which 
have similar activities. Army and Navy officials said they believe it would 
be possible to combine the Air Force metrology and calibration function 
with that of one or both of the other sercices. Air Force officials said they 
considered interservicing but determined that neither the Army nor the 
Navy facilities meet the tolerances required for calibrating some Air Force 
equipment or have the capacity to assume the Air Force workload. Army 
and Navy officials stated that an existing memorandum of agreement 
among the three military departments provides that if one of the primary 
standards laboratories loses its capability, the remaining laboratories 
would assist in meeting calibration requirements. These officials said they 
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believe that intersemicing or joint operations should be further considered 
by the Air Force. 

Transfer of Property and The AGaic privatization-in-place approach is based on transferring 
Facilities to Local Reuse ownership of the Newark AFE~AGMC property and facilities, which the Air 

Commission Force estimates to be ~vorth about $33 1 n~illion,'~ to the local reuse 
commission. To make this approach work, the Air Force must transfer 
ownership of the property and facilities at no cost or less than fair market 

. . 
value. Whether this transfer will take place is unclear since (1) the fair 
market value has not been determined and (2) agreem.ents as to the cost of 
the property or means of payment and as  to whether the reuse commission 
is willing to assume responsibility for operating the property and facilities 
have not been reached. To effect property transfer at below estimated fair 
market value, the Secretary of the Air Force must explain the cost and 
approve the transfer. Air Force officials noted that, pending results of the 
environmental impact analysis, they expect to convey the property 
through an economic developn~ent conveyance with very favorable terms 
to the local reuse comn~ission. 

A local reuse commission official told us that until recently the 
commission believed the Newark AFB/AG~Ic property would be transferred 
to the commission at no cost. The official noted that it. is questionable 
whether the commission will be interested in acquiring the property under 
other conditions. 

-- 

Recommendation DOD historicallv has encountered difficulties in trying to close military 
bases. This makes us reluctant-absent verv compelling reasons-to 
recommend that DOD revisit prior BRAC decisions. However, we believe that 
the problems being faced in implementing this decision are of such an 
unusual nature to warrant revisiting the planned closure and privatization 
of . 4 ~ a f c .  Therefore, we recommend that the Secretaries of the Air Force 
and Defense reevaluate, as a part of the ongoing BRAC I995 process, both 
DOD'S 1993 recommendation to close Newark AFB/.~GMC and the Air Force's 
approach to implementing the closure decision through 
privatization-in-place. 

"This amount does not include the value of the mission-related depot plant equipment and the 
standards laboratory equipment, which will be retained as governmentawned equipment 
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Scope and Part of the work on this assignment resulted from our ongoing effort to 

review various depot maintenance issues, including am analysis of the 
Methodology status of DOD'S efforts to implement depot closures resulting from prior 

BRAC decisions. We completed work for this report in :December 1994. Our 
work was performed in accordance with generally accepted govenunent 
auditing standards. We discussed a draft of this report with agency 
officials and have included their comments where appropriate. Our scope 
and methodology are discussed in greater detail in appendix I. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office of Management 
and Budget; the Secretaries of Defense and the Air Force; and other 
interested parties. We will make copies available to others upon request. 

Please contact me at (202) 512-8412 if you or your staff have any questions 
concerning this report. Major contributors to this report were Julia 
Denman, Assistant Director and Project Director, and Frank Lawson, 
Deputy Project Director. 

Donna M. Heivilin 
Director, Defense Management 

and NASA Issues 
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Scope and Methodology 

You asked us to review how the Department of Defense (DOD) is managing 
various issues related to the closure of depot maintenance activities, 
including (1) the allocation of workload that is currently being performed 
at these activities, either to DOD activities or to the commercial sector; 
(2) policies and procedures for the disposition of equipment at these 
activities; (3) policies and procedures to provide the existing workforce 
opportunities for employment; (4) the potential for conversion of these 
activities into commercial repair activities; and (5) an  update of DOD'S 

estimates for closure costs and savings as a result of implementing prior 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Co~nmission (BRAC) decisions for 
depot closures. 

We discussed the Newark Air Force Base closure and privatization of the 
Aerospace Guidance and hletrology Center (AGXIC) with Air Force officials 
responsible for implementing the B R ~ C  decision a t  AG~IC,  Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFIIC), and Air Force headquarters. We also ('1) discussed 
estimated closure costs and savings with Air Force officials a t  various 
locations and (2) toured the AGXIC facility, conducting interviews with 
center personnel and reviewing historical and evolving documentation. In 
addition, we contacted Defense Contract M;magement Command, Defense 
Contract Audlt Agency, and mrc  contracting personnel for 
contract-related information and Army and Naky metrology officials 
responsible for the primary standards laboratories to obtain information 
on their capabihty to  maintain the AGX metrology workload and their 
views on privatizing part of the metrology functions while continuing to 
keep the management function as a government operation. 

We analyzed laws, policies, and regulations governing core capability and 
Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76 and Policy Letter 92-1 for 
information on inherently governmental functions. To assess the impact of 
the increase in the estimated cost of closing Newark A F ~ A G M C ,  we used the 
1993 Cost of Base Realignment Actions model to calculate the closure and 
relocation cost payback period. 

In conducting this review, we used the same reports and statistics the Air 
Force uses to monitor the cost of closure and estimate the recurring costs 
associated with AGMC privatization. We did not independently determine 
their reliability. 
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DOD Criteria for Selecting Bases for C1 osure 
or Realignment w 

- - 

Category Criteria 

M~litary value The current and future mission requirements and the 
impact of o~erational readiness of DOD's total force. 

The availability and condition of land, facilities, and 
associated airspace at both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, 
and future total force requirements at both the existing 
and potential receivinq locations. 

- -  

The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on investment The extent and timing of potential c:osts and savings, 
including the number of years, beginning with the date of 
completion of the closure or realianment. 

Impacts The economic impact on communities. 
The ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities' infrastructure to support forces, missions 
and personnel. 

The environmental im~ac t .  
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l ~ r l C S  AGENCY 

F. H E A o ~ ~ ~ R T E R S  
C A ~ E R O N  STATION 

A L E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I A .  VIRGINIA 22304-6 I 00 

CLOSE HOLD 

. 8 AUG 1944 

_+,. 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 1 8 and 19 July 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To gain the Director's approval of the Defense Contract Management District 
( D O )  Concept'of mans previously accepted by the Base Realignment and Closure 
(E~RAC) Exezutive Group. Enclosure 1 is a list of attendees. The briefing charts are at 
enclosure 2. 

II. BACKGROUND: DLA is not directly identified in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
Therefore, Concepts of Operations for each of the major b u k s  dements are uscd to tramlste 
between the DoD Force Structure Plan and DLA's operations. Each Business Arm Concept of 
Operations is the basis of Milrtary V h e  analysis. 

A The meeting was interrupted by a teleconference in which the Director had to 
participate. The meeting resumed at 1600 on 19 July 1994. 

B. The DCMD Concept of Operations f o l s w  on the value the DCMDs add to Contract 
Management operations. While the DCMDs provide many types of c e n t d i d  support to the 
Area and Plant Reprea.tmt&e Offices, their main function is command and control. The 
number and geographical dispersion of Area and Plant Representative Offices requirt some sort 
of intermediate oversight. 

C. Several structural options were dim~ssed at length. The emphasis must be on core 
hnctions. Support service can be "Sought" in whatever manner makes the most smse. The 
BRAC analysis process will evaluate actual capacity and allow objective exploration of options. 

N. CONCLUSIONS: Some spau of control mechanism is necessary for such a dispersed 
operation. Efforts to iden@ and concentrate on core command and control functions must 
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I I I - fl A- None 
SUBJECT 

Concept of Operations for Supply Maarpcment 
SUMMARY 

I .  PURPOSE. To obuin appro~ll  of the Supply hfzlugement c o w p t  of operations for the Defense Supply Centers (DSCs) for 
use in the B u c  Ruligrmmt a d  Closurr (BKAC) 95 process. 

l a. The DLA BRAC Office bas rrquested a concept of o ~ ~ n d o n s  for the DLA acaviry categories (e.g., DSCs) being m i e d  
for BRAC 95. 

-. 

1 78;1 b. T h e  concept of opemiom will k used as a 'rnodcl~ for d d n g  porctlrkl DSC rcrlipmmt(r) a d o r  clonuc(r.) 

c. T h e  conccpt of opcndonr wu prcxnttd at the 18 M u  W BRAC Exautive Grorrp (BRACEG) meeting and su-nt 
rcanmodtd dmgcs w u e  re-brkkd cm 12 Apt 94 to the BRACEG. T k  c o w  of openrions was briefied again to DLA-D: 
on 20 May 94. 

3. DISCUSSION. - 
'----- 

a. The DSCs mission and burinttr functions will IXX d a l l y  chrnge from what tbty uc today. In view of a d u d  Fom 
Structure P h  and a m y  rc&xcd fanding errvirormwnt, tbe m y  tbeJt M o m  will k prfomaj ail1 significantly c b q e .  
This will ensure efficiax and cffative flexible peuxrime and combat service support for mdkss and susmimbility. It will pic 
ensure chat DLA is the c o n t i e  provider of choiu by providing rdinss u r c t i d  costso help OM programmatic cuts. 

b. Information r d m l o g y  will be utilized to elecmniully link geognphully sepuutd DSCslfuoctions, so thu 
somc~mznyldl fuctiom may ope= as a angle 'logical' o ~ o n  This will ficiliutt evolutionary oppormnitia for 
interactive workload e n g  for surge or tucklog w o w  clpabilidty, consoliduion or  centralintion of commzDd 
control for functions. a d o r  exccutivc agent performance of functiom. Functiorul business prcccs imprwmcnts ~JXI 
benchmarking will tc c o n t i d y  applied to reduce opcnting cons and redundant or idficient ovckad opecations . u a 
strategy to accom&te pcrsonncl reductions, u well u minimire risks of o cbanging d p v n i c  LKID enviro-nI. - - . - - - - 

c. A quality of l i k  m i r o c a r n t  urncting logistics ex-. w of m u l d f u n c t i o ~  tams. righcsizhg, and perfo- 
measuremenf will bc emptusircd as somc of thc stntegies fw mazing customer requ . imnts  at r e h a d  cat. 

I 
I 
I 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS. Tlut thc Dircctor oppmdsipn rhc enclwcd corrcpt of opcrrriom for Supply M m  
( T A B  A). 
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CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

9 AUG 1994 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 7 and 8 July 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To gain the Directois approval of the Defense Supply Center Concept of 
Operations previously accepted by the BRAC Executive Group. A list of attendees is enclosure 
1. Briefing Charts are at enclosure 2. The revised narrative Concept of Operations is enclosure 
3 .  

11. BACKGROUND: DLA is not directly identified in the DoD Force Structure Plan 
Therefore, Concepts of Operations for each of the major business demems are used to translate 
between the DoD Force Structure Plan and DLA's operations. Each Business Area Concept of 
Operations is the basis of Military Value analysis. 

A Wide-ranging discussion of the organizing concept which should h ~ ~ e  the Agenes 
approach to item management into the twenty-first century exceeded the time available on 
7 July. The meeting resumed at 1400 on 8 July 1994. 

B. It was agreed that whatever organizing principles the Agency adopted should, first of all, 
make sense to  the customer. From the custornefs perspective, structuring material management 
around the intended use (i.e., weapon systems support and trooplgeneral support) of the item 
would make more intuitive sense than structuring around the processes by which the various 
items were managed. Commodity Business Units are the basic building blocks of the organi- 
zation, continuing the Agency's focus on weapon system support while positioning the Agency 
to adapt rapidly to changing workload and requirements. 

IV. CONCLUSION: The Director concluded that the Defense Supply Center Concept of 
Operations, as revised, made management sense and w a r m  to increase the 6ciency of 
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~t.. i .~g with the Director - 7 and 8 July 1994 

op&~as regardless of the outcome of the BRAC analysis process. The Concept is also broad 
enough to allow Lture/follow-on decisions based on what makes sound business set%. - 
Therel'ore, ti12 Conspi  of Operations wa spprovd as rc,ixd. 

3 Encl 

DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director . . 
(Corporate A-ion) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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Federal Managers Association 
CHAPTER 208 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER 
700 ROBBINS AVENUE 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 191 11 

Mr. Barry Holman 
General Accounting Office 

Dear Mr. Holrnan: 

Representing the Defense Industrial Supply Center Federal Managers Association, 
it was a pleasure speaking to you Tuesday, 22 March 95. Having read your report 
GAOINSIAD-95-60 Cost Growth and Other Factors Affect Closure and Privatization, 
combined with our experience with your analysis in BRAC 93, we felt that your objective, 
analytical assessment of the DLA proposal would provide a much needed sanity check to 
their recommendation. 

Similar to the findings in subject report, we believe the current DLA BR4C 
analysis is suspect for a variety of reasons. 

The justification to close DISC is not clear while the implementation scerlario 
grossly understates the cost and readiness impact of such an action. In BRAC 93 DLA 
concluded that mass migration of items was too risky and imprudent (see attached), yet 
two years later the implementation scenario recommends moving approximately 2.4 
million items among DLA Centers. Add to that volume of movement a Consumable Item 
Transfer (CIT II) of approximately 280K items from the Military Services to DL,A, we 
would find ourselves with a logistics transfer of almost 2.7 million stock numbers (See 
attached chart). Moving items is not simply an electronic process. Physical labor is 
required of the losing activity to package historical hard copy data, technical drawings and 
ancillary records. The receiving activities will also incur costs to re-establish the 
management records and build technical expertise. Continued human communication and 
interaction between functional experts in all disciplines, will still be required even after the 
transfer. This continued dialogue is a mandatory element to come up to full operational 
capability. This post transfer effort we believe, is not included in the cost estimates. 

Based on actual service ICP cost data, the cost of migrating items using the total 
number of items placed in motion under the plan, could exceed $3 13 (excluding 
Consumable Item Transfer from services). This migration process cost does not include 
the negative impact on material availability and readiness incurred in such a mass 
migration even if it is spread out over several years. Our previous history with C[T Phase 
I and migrating Federal Stock Classes 156011680 to Defense General shows a degradation 

I, in service support. 



We concur with DLA's 1993 position that this is simply a bad idea! 

Another cost discrepancy apparently overlooked is the fact that under this plan 
DLA will maintain the Defense Personnel Supply Center compound for a period c)f 2 years 
to offset military construction costs to move DPSC to the DISC facility as decided in 
BRAC 93. The cost of keeping DPSC open for an additional 2 years seems not to have 
been included in the cost evaluation. The estimated cost of extending the facility over this 
period is approximately $154M (FY-94 dollars). 

The major factor in the DOD decision for closure and realignment is military value. 
The primary criteria for evaluating such decisions is what impact they have on operational 
readiness of DoD's total force. Based on BRAC disclosure documents, DLA ran their 
proposed realignment model on three separate occasions: 5 Dec 94,29 Dec 94 an.d 5 Jan 
95. In the DLA spreadsheet analysis of military value (attached) some interesting 
observations are evident. 

In the 5 Dec 94 computation, DISC scored second to DCSC in total points. In the 
29 Dec 94 computation, once again DISC scored second but with significant changes to 
the scores of DGSC, the largest being a 29 point increase in the category of additional 
mission but without taking into consideration additional personnel. The 5 January 
computation saw a substantial increase in scores for both DGSC and DCSC but a scoring 
decrease to DISC. The big change occurred in the area of base operating costs and 
personnel costs. Under the revised computations, DISC'S score, however, decreased from 
171 to 162 points. This change resulted in a 25 point deficit placing DISC with the lowest 
military value rating. 

Aside from the point changes, however, significant dollar changes were also 
obvious. As an example, DGSC's total operational costs decreased $94M between 15 
Dec and 30 Dec. The cause was not explained. An interesting audit trail exists which 
documents at least seven letters and phone calls to DGSC requesting additional data to 
reach this final conclusion. DISC, on the other hand, was apparently never provided the 
same opportunity. In looking at the comparative center data now, DISC questions the 
calculation of the % of non-DoD paid equivalents. How did the other centers come up 
with their numbers? DISC may have misinterpreted what was being asked. There is also 
an indication that the number of people forecasted to accept an additional 1.068 million 
items to DGSC is grossly understated. 

Another major area not addressed is comparative center performance relative to 
readiness. Although DISC manages the largest percentage of weapons systems items, 
provides the single largest source of supply for major industrial customers, provides the 
highest level of support to those military sensitive items and gains weapons management 
synergy by being collocated with a Navy secondary spares manager (ASO), none of these 

C elements appears in the computation of military value. Some relevant data is enclosed. 
This appears to be in direct conflict with DoD readiness criteria cited above. This synergy 



between DISC and AS0 was highlighted in BRAC 93 and is pivotal in our customer 
support. For exaniple we currently have joint contracts in place with AS0 covering more 
than 200 items and $30M dollars. Proximity and a similar weapons orientation between 
AS0 and DISC has accrued savings in both readiness and investment dollars anti is 
prominently cited in attachment of the BRAC 95 Navy analysis yet omitted fiom DLA 
considerations. This type of synergy between a Senice ICP and a DLA ICP does not 
occur between a DLA ICP and a Distribution Depot. The real logistics savings are in 
integrated acquisition and planning between ICP's. In fact, both DLA's Corportite 
Strategic Plan and performance plan emphasize a decrease in depot inventory and cost due 
to Buy Response Vice Inventory efforts, obviating any special synergy between XCP and 
Depot, 

Overall, there appears to be numerous discrepancies that are evident in the 
analysis, both quantitative and qualitative. Under military value criteria the bottom line to 
any BRAC movement is the impact to total force readiness. The scenario created by DLA 
is highly susceptible to negative readiness impacts. DLA itself recognized this in BRAC 
93 and wisely chose to avoid this radical movement of items. The net result of risking this 
potential support impact is a suspect MILCON savings and 408 jobs that are taken as 
benefit to this scenario. It is unclear however, how these 408 savings occur since: the 
majority come from Columbus and may be commingled with BRAC 93 savings of the 
DCSC/DESC merger. We hope you can add a rational, objective assessment to a 
recommendation which in our opinion was a poor busiiess solution to an economic 
problem which can be solved with a much less destabilizing process not the least of which 
is sustaining the BRAC 93 scenario with some 
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Honorable Alan Dixon 
C h a i m n  
Defense Base Closure arid Realignment C m i s e i o n  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear M r .  C b a i m n :  

I am writing to express my deep concern about the future of 
the errployees at the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) in 
Fhiladelphia under the DereEse Logistias Agency's (Dm) 
rzcomendation to " i s e e t a b l i s h V h e  a c t i v i t y  in t h e  1 4 9 5  round 
of defense base c losures .  

In its recomsndation, DLIA claims a the  action rill 
result i n  a loss of only 365 d j r e c t  jobs at DISC. Howaver, up3' 
further investigation of this mtter ,  1 have discovered t h a t  thc 
jobs of &LJ. of t h e  more than 1 8 0 0  people currently employed a t  

.)DISC are in jeopardy. IC is my understanbins t h a t ,  afcer DISC is 
dissstabliahnd, the current employees at DISC will have no ~ . ~ 9 h L  Of *lacemen or transfer of function entitleme2t in 

job 
within the D U I a  Inventory Control P0int~ (LCP3). 

In 1993, the B a r e  Closure Comis8ion overturned the 
Department of Defense's recornendation to clogs  DISC, as well as 
the ~viaticn Supply O f f j r e  IPS01 and the Defense Pers?;mel 
Support Center (DPSC) . The Comission r e c ~ g n i z e d  that the t r u e  
military valuz of taese facilities was the people and their 
skills and experience that maintain our nation's readiness 
D e a p i ~ e  t h i s  decieion, the DLA has once again recornended an 
action that jeopardizes the entire workforce at DISC. 

The arguments we made two years ago - -  and t he  Commiaeion 
u l t l i r a t r l y  accepted - certainly s t i l l  apply today. The 
disruption of the DISC workforce would have a serious impact on 
their ablliiy LO provide our amed forces with the highest l e v e l  
of at the lowest level of cost. These ergloyees have 
been nreinventing y o v e r m e n t n  long before vice  president # Gore 
began ir~lenenting h ie  r e f o m ,  and have been recognized with 
numerous award8 and s i l a t i o n ~  Instead of diseetahlishing DISC 
and its uorkforce, DLA should hold them up as a model of 
efficiency for ocher guvrr-nvent agenciee to replicare. 

I am puzzled as t u  why D m  chooe to digestablish DISC amonq * the four Dm JCPS. DISC manages 34.5 percent of ell ~ L l r  hardware 
ICP itera used on one or multiple weapon ey8tems. and process23 
40 percent of all r n i l i t a v  custoner reg~isitions forwarded to the 
four DLA hardware  I C P S  Y e t  DLA recomacdod relocating DTRCts 
weapon-is-coded workload t o  the Defense General  supp ly  centel: 
(=SC) , which currently manages tlta &QX%& amount of weapons- 
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coded workload of the DLA hardware ICPs. Instead, D M  should 
seek to consolidate its weapons-coded wor:kload at the ICPs t h a t  
are currently managing the highest amount of weapons-coded 
workload in the most efficient manner. DISC is also collocated 
with a Navy weapone nranagemsnt I C P  and a weapons engineering 
facility, combining for an impressive on-compound logistics pool 
of expertise and people, 

D I S C  currcntly has proportionally tho highest n ~ r m h n r  of 
requisitions from military customers, yet provides the highest 
level of support of all hardware centers .  DLSC current .1~  has the 
lowest number of chronic below goal systems and provides much 
better availability to weapon ayoters  items than t h e  other 
hardware I C P s  . 

DISC has also achieved synergies with AS0 that would be 
permanently lost t h r u u g h  w d i s e a t a b l i a h m e n t . ~ h e s e  multi- 
service interests are due to the direct xelatioaship betweza D I S C  
commodities managecl and the AS0 mission. 

In s h o r t ,  any savings DL& hope8 to achieve by 
dissstablishing DISC will be more than Loat in t h e  reduced 
efficiencies that will resulL from the d i ~ ~ ~ r a u t l e r n e n z  of this 

=killed workforce. Their skills and experience are critical not 
only to the readiness of our a m &  services, buL also to our 
e f f o r t s  t o  downsize government and save the taxpayer money. 

Since the DL\ announced its recommendation, I have been 
working with Mayor Ed Rendell and representatives of DISC 
employee organizations to develop a more cost-effective 
alternative that p r e ~ e w e s  DISC as a weapons-system ICP and 
mainr .a ins  most of its current  skilled workforce. We believe that 
such an alternative would allow DLA to achieve its concept of 
operations without disrupting a major segment of its ICP 
workforce. 

The alternative we are developing would transfer DISC1s 
ganera l  support activities to DGSC and DGSCts weapons system 
activities to DISC, This would allow DLLA to maintain two weapons 
aystems I C P s  (DISC and t h e  Defense Construction Supply Center in 
Columbus, OH), one General Support ICP (DGSC) and one Troop 
Qupport ICP (DPSC) , To achieve i i ~ r t h e r  savings, D I S C ,  DPSC and 
AS0 could be consolidated under one base operating support 
structure in order to maximize synergies among the three 
faciiities. This alternative would save money with minimal 
diuruptFon of D U ' a  ICP workforce and limjted customer impact. 

Once our alternative is fully developed, we will provide the 
EGse Closure Commission with more d e t a i l  and supporting da ta .  In 

*the rneauLime, please do n o t  haeitata to contact me 01: my staff 
with any questions you ray have. 
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Thank you i n  advance fo r  your attention to these important 
matters. I look forward to hearing from you i n  ths near f u t u r e .  



Honorable Rob& A Bordd 
H ~ u w  of Rqrwmtativer 
Washington, DC 20515 
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CAMERON STATION 
ALEXAtibRlA, VlROlNlA 213W-61 EK, 

I s h e  your cancem fbr the DL4 workforce in PhW&hia I am dm deeply troubled by the 
inaccurate perceptions thet c- the DLA BRAC tscommend6d~a as resuiting in a total 
loars ofjobs for the pwpls dDISC. That win dofinltsly not be the rdt,  nor frPe it ever been our 
kitedon, My staffrecmtly met with your @to w BRAC recomdasiom uad the 
potcstial impad on ?ha Philadelphia workkm. I hop the idbudion conkdned in this latter 
ameliorates your oomms and hdpe to fhth dd& aur h t e d o ~  fbt the Philadelphia 
workforce. You bavs iny pwnal aawlran~ tbrrt these 10yd and skilled men and women will not 
ba~otttnw~.sidcin~pl;hnning.  

Our con- of Invwrtoty Control Point GCP) opodons, acparatca th6 mtmagment of woapor? 
3ysttm-type items nab c o ~ c i a l  itam$. S e v d  options were rrnrlyzeecl, with one of the highest 
pay-off options b&!g tho osf&li&mmt of a t&gIe weapon qstan ICP in Coiumbw, OH wd (I 
single commercial support rCP in Richmond, Vk This option w twt chom beau! of the 
inordinate risk w c i a t o d  with canmtratitq ruanagcmmrt of over 70% ofthe almost 4 million 
itcms d m  reqmd'bla fw in om l d o n  h t a d  we opted for a ha d&y, hwcr payaff 
alternative; the mmmendation tho SmWy of Ddbse fonwdd to the BRAC lkmmission. 
That r-on cr- two wbapon ~ y s k a a  mpprt  ICPs, one in Riohmond VA and tb6 
other in Calumbm OH, mi a &I@ troop d gcaerrl support XCP m Phlladdpb, PA. 
Philadelphia was selected ua our commercial catW beculae, among other things, it has dwdoped 
autstMding apedata in mccuting oommdd practicce aad mpport wmgemrrnfS over tho last 
five years. The r d t  ir a worst cpse net bu of 385 military ad dvitian jobs in PhWdphia 

-A- 4 =t&L,.L 
Our ICP b&u is on a steep dacline rs mihry  force is ndicslty wtba~k due to 
budgetary d. Both DPSC md DISC uW (hrinlr ia ILe at approxima@1y 4% p y w  
tlfiougl~ 1999. Thio reduction is rimply a d k t i o n  dtbe dwindfbrs d a d  and es such is 
totally unrelated to BRAC. In 1999 we a r p t  the ~hildelphh w~rkforcts of bcth DISC and 
DPSC to be abaut 1566 d; with the r M o n  beJtrO rtts'med, tc~ t& rnmrhum extsnt M b l e .  
thmugh wotjd0rc.e brtycwt~ and normal retirvarcrni f rtuhion, 

Due to the mpity of the d b t  invol~od in iqdaaw our r m m m d ~  we hrve aiw~yr 
intended that the wohload tmn&rn ba phwd over rral yws. Wo hrvc dso de&d that 
we can gain srmr advantages by notully ~~ the g d  arppon items u, DISC brorwc 
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of operating and oomputer ~ ~ t c a n  oimjlbtitfes. Although these itma will eventually miptc) to the 
) 

Troop md Chmd Support ICP, h workload bein-kd into Philarldgl&hxp~cted to 
~ ~ q a t q , a p ~  1 1 OO job opportwides for tbc D I ~ c ~ ~ ~ % ~ - ~ I  Pdditio9 thc ICPe st 
Richmond and C o l d m  will k tkdii@XG*k bthe invabry maqenmt and 
p~ocuremd p r o i W o d r  f b n  DISC, The waadus weated by those RJdmond ad Columbus 
job o w  coupled wftb tbe vacMFies WW by anyone in DPSC who decides to ruth or rdgn 
innr ms son PNddpht tc, North P w b i a  M d  provide O P P O ~ t i O /  4- 
fbr m y ,  ifnot a& of th m&ing_300 to 460 DI$C mphyees. It rlso stM& to reason that 
th4 population ofitem mwag~b by the ~ r o o p  ~ r d  ~wsanl ~uppoit ICP, and thus tfx: li " 

rlpi vy employment trpportunity, will mom m y  grow over dme as u&&ion r c h  movw w W e r  t 
and fkrthcc m y  &om dkary  unique pecButiaw, p. 
I ~ m ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ t a ~ c s r e o f o u t ~ y v a l u e d 1 8 ~ 0 ~ r c 6 .  Myrccent 
eKptricaoo with other DLA ICP cmolidotiw suggests thao we wi)] able to ~lcoomm&te all 
those employees d w  to t r a d h -  W a  the dtuation k not exactly the same as PhUoiphia, 
t b  sorloay ia still vrlid 1 intsad to q e  tb6 parmmal h a t i o n  in Philaddphia in the sam 
mmer; ~ n c u n e d  with, and mwiti~s: to, the hpad of l3W duiiona on all DLA employsee. 

V7eo AbniiJ, SC, USN 
l3hxw 





PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION OF COMPOUND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 

BY CONSOLIDATION OF THE THREE LARGER COMPOUND ACTIVITIES 

(DISC/DPSC/ASO), WE ESTIMATE A 2/3 REDUCTION IN 

SUPERVISORY/HIGH GWLDE POSITIONS AND AN ADDITIONAL 10% 

REDUCTION IN OVERALL STAFFING - AMOUNTING TO A SAVINGS OF 

APPROXIMATELY 114 - POSITIONS - - OR 4.4 MILLION. 
---/-- 

IF OTHER COMPOUND ACTIVITIES JOIN IN THIS CONSOLIDATION, 

SAVINGS WOULD INCREASE ACCORDINGLY. 



qY 
ASSUMPTION - Staffing Reduction / supervisory High Grade Positions 

Proposed staffing of Admin Supervisory Functions - approximately 
938 positions (based on FY-99 projection, assuming three activities 
reduce staffing by 4% through end of FY-99) 

Presently - 11 functions are under consideration for consolidation 
with 3 large activities to participate. 

3 x 11 = 33 - 11 positions to staff consolidated functions 
Reducing 22 Positions 

2/3 Reduction - 22 x GS-12 (5th step) 49.500 = 1,089 Million 

10% Reduction - 92 x GS-7 (5th step) 27.903 = 2,561 
3,656 

Plus Benefits - 20% (fringe Ben) 

4.4 Million 

-92 (approx 10%) 
824 



CONSOLIDATION OF COMPOUND ADMIN/SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 

END OF END OF END OF 

PRESENT ORGANIZATION FY-99 FY-99 FY-99 PROPOSED SAVINGS 

FUNCTIONS DISC DPSC AS0 DISC DPSC AS0 OP I ORGANIZATION SPACES DOLLARS 
------=-------- ............................................................................................................................... ------ --------=------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

I I I I I I I I I I 
HUMAN RES I I 103 1 51 1 I I I Dm I I 
- - - - - - - - - - -  j - - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - j _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - j - - - j - - - j - j j j  

I 
j - - - - - - - - _ - - _ l - - - - - - - - - - - - I I - I - I - I - - I I I l - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  

OTIS I 84 1 125 1 156 1 I I I Dm I I I 
- - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - - / - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - - -  
CORP COMM I 6 1 9 1 8 1  I I I AS0 I I I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - / - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
EEO i 6 i 8 i 6 1 I I I ASO I I I 
- - - - - _ _ - - - - 1 _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
SECURITY I 8 1 35 1 l2 1 I 1 I AS0 I I I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - I I I I - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
H & S  I 1 .  l7 1 6 1 1 1 1 AS0 1 I 1 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
FACILITY I 42 1 * I 5 7  1 150 1 I I I AS0 I 1 I 
- - - - - - , - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - / - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - : - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RES MGT 1 83 1 71 1 1 1 1 1 LILA I I I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ I _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - / - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ACCTG/FIN I 2 1  1 33 1 I I I I Dm I I I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - I _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - * - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - [ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
LEGAL I 1 6  1 34  1 I I I I OGC I I I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - / - - - - - - - - - - - -  
SMALL BUS I 7 1 l1 I I I I I S B  I I I 
- - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - - \  - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - - - \ - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I I I I I I 1 I I I 
TOTAL I 273 1 603 1 389 1 **223 1 **397 1 **318 1 I I I 

*DPSC f a c i l i t i e s  inc ludes  contrac t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  a s  w e l l  a s  mail 

**Ratio o f  present  support funct ions a p p l i e d  t o  t o t a l  DISC/DPSC complement f o r  FY-99 (DISC-15%) (DPSC-25%) (ASO-20%) 

Note: FY-99 Staffing based on assumption that all activities take a 4% reduction thru end of FY-99 

CIVILIAN I 1825 1 2424 1 1 8 7 1  1 1488 1 1589 1 1589 1 I I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  




