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Mr. O'Brien discussed his concerns with the Army's recommendation to 
and Troop Command. The specific issues raised are as follows: 

-- The Army did not follow the DOD criteria for assessing leased facilifes in that they did 
not use criteria 1 through 4 to assess military vaiie. Ed Brown noted that this was a 
legal question which will be referred to the General Counsel. 

-- The recommendation does not achleve the Army' s objective to optimi~e the operational 
efficiency of commodity installation: since the Ease operating su,7port kt the receiving 
based is greater than the lease cost. 

-- ATCOM has already reduced civilian personnel by approximately 600 positions which 
is nearly t w o - k d s  of the Army's projected 1.022 elimination's. Thus. ttlr projected 
savings will not be realized. 
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March 29, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to urge that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission remove the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) from the list of military 
installations to be closed. We look forward to meeting with you to discuss this matter fi~lly, and 
would like to take this opportunity to outline the reasons why ATCOM should remain open. 

Established in 1991, ATCOM has sole responsibility for the research, development, 
engineering and logistical support for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop support 
equipment. As the Army Public AfYairs ofice noted in April 1994, ATCOM "is the only 
command in the h y  that affects every soldier, every day." It operates fiom leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, a facility owned by the General Services Administration. 

As you know, the Army has recommended that ATCOM be disestablished and that its 
aviation functions be transferred to Redstone Arsenal; its soldier systems hnctions be transferred 
to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC); its comr~lunications and 
electronics functions be transferred to Fort Monmouth; and its automotive hnctions be 
transferred to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be rejected by the B M C  
Commission based on our initial findings that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Amy: 

(1) failed to comply with the base closure lads  requirement thar all closure 
recommendations be based on the tinal selection criteria: 

(2) failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy; 

(3) overestimated the cost savings to the government, which are much lower than 
represented; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

These findings have led us to conclude that the Army deviated substantially From final 
criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in recommending that ATCOM be closed. We would like to present these 
findings in order to provide you with critical information in advance of the BRAC regional hearing 
on April 12. We also plan to provide additional information that will fbrther substantiate our 
conclusion that ATCOM must be removed from the Defense Department's BRAC list. 



FATLUW TO COMPLY WITH 'I'H E BASE CLOSIJRE L A W  

As you know, the base closure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities, "on the basis 
ofthe force structure plan and the final criteria." In keeping with this requirement, the Defense 
Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. 

We have found that the Army failed to consider any of the military value criteria when 
selecting leased facilities for closure, despite the law's requirement that these facilities be 
evaluated in the same manner a s  all other installations. The Army's Management Control Plan for 
the 1995 base closure process indicates that the Army evaluated installations on the basis of the 
military value criteria during its "Installation Assessment" phase. It states that during this phase, 
"each category of installations is compared using a set of attributes," and that "each attribute is 
linked to one ofthe four DOD selection criteria that measure Military V a l ~ ~ e  " This was the only 
phase of the Army's base closure selection process in which the first four criteria were used as the 
basis for developing closure recommendations. 

The Army's Management Control Plan clearly shows that leased facilities were excluded 
&om this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only &r all other 
facilities had been evaluated on the basis of the first four criteria and had received military value 
rankings (see Attachment A). As indicated in the materials presented to the Army leadership for 
base closure decisions, ATCOM and other leased facilities were not assigned military value 
ratings by which to evaluate whether closure was appropriate. The h 7 y  leadership based its 
decision to close ATCOM not on the basis of the eight final criteria as required by the law, but 
solely on the basis of a cost/savings analysis (which itself -. .-s flawed -- see below). 

In light of the above, it is evident that the Army did not simply deviate substantially from 
the four d t a r y  value,criteria in recommending ATCOM and other leased facilities for closure. It 
deviated entirely from these criteria by excluding leased facilities from its military value analysis of 
installations. 

The Army's analysis of leased facilities for the 1995 base closure process differed from the 
manner in which these facilities were considered in 1993. During that base closure round, the 
Army considered leased facilities within categories associated with their individual missions, 
which enabled each to be evaluated on the basis ofthe military value criteria. It appears that the 
Army considered leased facilities differently in 1995 in order to address the 1993 BRAC 
Commission's suggestion that the Services include a separate category for leased facilities during 
the 1995 *rdcess. While the Anny succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the 
requirements of the base closure law by failing to evaluate Ieased facilities on the basis of the 
military value criteria. It should be noted that the Army was the only Service to make this error, 
both the Navy and the Air Force performed military value analyses of their leased facilities. 



FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE ARMY" '  STATIONING STRA'I'EGY 

In recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army failed to comply with its own Stationing 
Strategy, which was intended to provide an operational context for base closure planning and 
analysis. 

In 1993, the Army evaluated ATCOM in the Commodity Installations category, along 
with other facilities responsible for research, development, engineering, fielding and sustainment 
of weapons systems. The Army has now recommended that ATCOM's functions be transferred to 
four installations in this same category. The Army's Stationing Strategy states that "efficiency ... 
should be the key consideration in stationing commodity-oriented organizations," and that such 
efficiency can be "achieved through collocation and integration of research, engineering, 
acquisition and logistics functions, as well as reduced overhead." 

Contrary to this guiding strategy, the Army's own data demonstrates that the transfer of 
ATCOM's hnctions to the bases scheduled to receive them will ~educg efiiciency and jrlcrease 
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM's annual overhead costs of $7.6 niillion annually or 
$1,831 per person are much lower than any of the bases recommended to receive its fbnctions -- 
t 3  percent lower than Redstone Arsenal, 86 percent lower than Fort Monmouth and Detroit 
Arsenal, and 94 percent lower than Natick RDEC. In addition, the transfer of ATCOM's 
functions to the proposed receiving bases would increase the Army's annual overhead costs by 
46 Dercm -- from $7.6 million to $1 1.1 million (see Attachment C). 

This data is similar to the Army's findings during the 1993 base closr~re process. At that 
time, the Army evaluated the operational efficiency of ATCOM and other Commodity 
Installations and found that ATCOM (along with associated activities in the St. Louis area) was 
more efficient than three af the four installation now being recommended to receive its hnctions. 
Despite these facts, the Arnly's 1995 analysis precluded any consideration of moving hnctions to 
ATCOM in order to take advantage of its significant efficiencies. 

As you know, St. Louis is a world center for the military and civilian aviation industry. 
Numerous businesses have located in the St. Louis metropolitan area to provide the Army with 
the most efficient and cost-effective method of conducting product development and 
procurement. Uniquely skilled personnel associated with ATCOM's aviation operations, local 
contractors and academic institutions provide the Army with unmatched aviation expertise. 
Moving ATCOM's aviation support hnctions to Redstone Arsenal would terminate the 
efficiencies that have developed as a result oft  his streamlined and unified command and decimate 
the synergistic relationship between Arnly aviation activities and their suppliers. This loss of 
efficiencies would be in addition to the higher overhead costs that would be incurred by the Army 
at each of the proposed receiving bases. 

In Light of the above, it is clear that closing ATCOM and moving its Gnctions to the bases 
proposed by the A m y  would contradict its own Stationing Strategy to increase efficiency and 
reduce overhead. 



OVERESTIMATION OF COST SAVINGS AND FAILURE TO CONSIDER BETTER 
ALTERNATIVES 

We have found that in recommendi~lg that ATCOM be closed, the  Army contradicted i ts 
own cost analyses from prior base closure rounds, overestimated the savings associated with its 
closure, and failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

Dwing the 1991 base closure process, the Army created ATCOM through the merger of 
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Support Command. In justi9ing this merger, the 
A m y  stated that "military value in the form of management and costs efficiency was the driving 
factor for this recommendation. " 

In 1993, the Army acted on a recommendation by the 1991 BRAC Commission and 
evaluated the possibility of moving ATCOM's hnctions to Army-owned facilities. In its report to 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, the Army stated that "the high relocation costs make realignment or 
closure impractical and prohibitively cxpensive." 

Despite these earlier determinations, the Army now assens that the closure of ATCOM 
would generate considerable savings. Specifically, the Army claims that the total one-time cost to 
close ATCOM would be $146 million, and that annual recurring savings after its iniplementarion 
would be $46 million with a return on investment expected three years after closure. I t  also 
claims that the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years would be a savings of 
$453 million. We believe that the Army overestimated these savings and failed to consider 
alternatives that would result in much higher savings. 

First, the A r m y  failed to examine the source of costs and savings generated by the closure 
of ATCOM and the personnel reductions being undertaken by ATCOM itself. The Army's 
COBRA analysis indicates that nearly all of the costs associated with the closure of ATCOM 
would consist of moving, military construction, and annual overhead costs at the bases receiving 
ATCOM fbnctions ($144 million in one-time costs, $1 2 million in annual recurring costs) At t h e  
same time, nearly all of the savings would come from the elimination of 1,066 military and civilian 
positions at ATCOM ($50.5 million in annual savings). Given the source of these costs and 
savings - along with ATCOM's much lower overhead costs -- the Army should have considered 
retaining ATCOM in St. Louis and examined ATCOM's own plans to reduce personnel. 

We have found that the number of military and civilian employees at ATCOM has been 
reduced by approximately 178 since the Army collected personnel data for the 1995 base closure 
process. Consequently, the Army has airead_y gained $8.2 million of the $50 5 million in salary- 
based savings it claims to achieve through ATCOM's closure. As a result, the Army's estimate of 
m u a l  personnel savings generated by closing ATCOM should be reduced to $42.3 million. 

The personnel reductions noted above are part of a downsizing effort ATCOM has 
undertaken in order to meet the Army's own projections of hture personnel levels. This 
downsizing, if allowed to continue, will result in a reduction of at least 1,OS I positions 



(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999. This in turn will producc at least $44 5 million in 
savings annually -- without incurring any ofthe costs associated with rnoving ATCOM's functions 
to other bases. The Arrtiy's own estinlates indicate that the vast majority of these personnel 
reductions could be accomplished through retirements, attrition and placement of personnel at 
other government facilities. 

Second, the Army failed to acknowledge that vacating the leased facility that houses 
ATCOM would not generate any savings for the U.S. Government. In prior base closure rounds, 
the General Accounting Ofice (GAO) recommended that the Defense Department consider the 
governmentwide costs and savings associated with base closure recommendations The GAO 
stated in its report on the 1993 base closure process that 

DOD counts the reductions in rent as savings even when the buildings are federally 
owned facilities. In some cases, the moves require construction of new DOD 
facilities and the rental savings are used to offset and justify the construction costs. 
In actuality, this may not represent an overall savings to the government. 

This statement describes precisely the actions taken by the Army in calculating the costs 
and savings associated with the closure of ATCOM. A T O M  operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, which is owned by the General Services Administration (GSA). 
Consequently, the Army's departure from this leased space will not result in savings to the 
government because the GSA will continue to own the facility Therefore, the Army's estimate of 
annual savings from the closure of ATCOM should be reduced by the lease cost of*$7 6 million 

Third, the h y  failed to consider the alternative of vacating leased facilities currently held 
by the four bases recommended to receive ATCOM functions. The Army has reported that leases 
currently held by Redstone Arsenal, Detroit Arsenal, Fort Monmouth and Natick RnFC cost a 
total of $16.1 million annually (see Attachment D). Terminating these leases and moving their 
activities to the nearby bases could generate considerable savings for the Army and incur much 
lower costs than the estimated $60.6 million that would be required to move hnctions f?om St. 
Louis. 

Based on the above, the savings that could be expected from the closure of ATCOM are 
much lower than estimated by the Army. By adjusting the Amy's COBRA analysis for the 
personnel reductions dready implemented at ATCOM and the fact that vacating the GSA lease 
will not result in savings to the government, we have found that the actual one-time cost to close 
ATCOM would remain about $146 million, and the annual recurring savings after its 
implementation would be $29 million - $17 million less than claimed by the Arm)!. Also, the 
return on investment would not occur until 2004 -- twice as long as originally expected In 
addition, the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years would be approximately 
S213 million less than claimed by the Army. 

Alternatively, by allowing ATCOM to remain in St. Louis and continue downsizing in 
accordance with Army projections, the Army would incur a total one-time cost of only about $1.6 
million (early retirement, etc.) and achieve annual recurring savings of at least $44.5 million. In 



this scenario, the Artny would obtain an  inirnediate returrl or1 irivcs~~ncnt, and ~ t ~ t :  net present 
value over 20 years would be about $621 million in savings -- $168 million more than the Army 
itself expects to realize by closing ATCOM. 

In light of the above, retaining ATCOM would ailow the government to save $1 44 million 
in one-time costs and $12 million in annual overhead costs associated with performing ATCOM's 
fbnctions at other bases. It would also generate at least $44.5 million in savings annually through 
ATCOM's 1995-99 downsizing efforts. 

We hope you will give the above information full consideration as you review all relevant 
materials regarding the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM. Based on our initial analysis, 
it appears that by failing to consider ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of the  four 
military value criteria and by overestimating the savings associated with ATCOM's closure, the 
Army deviated substantially from final criteria 1 ,  2, 3, 4 and 5 .  In doing so, the Army also 
contradicted the objective of its own.Stationing Strategy to increase efficiency We believe rhar 
these facts merit the removal of ATCOM from the Defense Department's base closure and 
realignment list. 

We appreciate your attention to this matter, which is of critical importance to our nation's 
defense capabilities and the citizens of the St. Louis area. 

Sincerely, 

Richard A. ~ e ~ h a r d r  
United States Senator Member of Congress 

John Ashcroft William Clay -3 - 
UmfiStates Senator Member of Congress 

/---' 

lamd~.  Talent Harold L. Volkmrr 
~ A b e r  of Congress Member of Congress 

Attachments 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to urge that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission remove the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) from the list of military 
installations to be closed. We look forward to meeting with you to discuss this matter fi~lly, and 
would like to take this opportunity to outline the reasons why ATCOh4 should remain open. 

Established in 1991, ATCOM has sole responsibility for the research, de\le!opment, 
engneering and logistical support for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop suppon 
equipment. As the Army Public Mairs office noted in April 1993, ATC0PI.I "is :he only 
command in the Army that affects every soldier, every day." It operates from leased space z t  the 
St. Louis Federal Center, a facility owned by the General Services .4dministration. 

As you know, the h y  has recommended that ATCOM be disestablisl~t.d and that its 
aviation functions be transferred to Redstone Arsenal; its soldier systems hnct~ons be transferred 
to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC), irs comr~~unica~ions and 
electronics knctions be transferred to Fon Monmouth; and its automotive functions be 
transferrel to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be rejectec t y  the ERAC 
Commission based on our initial findings that in recommending ATCOM for clc>ure, the Arnly 

( I )  failed to comply with the base closure Iaufs requiremenr tha t  all closurr 

recommendations be based on the tinal selection criteria; 

(2) failed to comply with the objectives of its oun Stationing Strateg., 

(3) overestimated the cost savings to the _covernment; which are much lo++ver than 
represented; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective altemarives 

These findings have led us  to conclude that the Army deviated substantinil>. fiom final 
criteria 1, 2, 3 ,  4 and 5 in recommending that ATCOM be closed \+'e would like to present these 
findings in order to provide you with critical information in advance of the BK:?C rcgional hearing 
on April 12 We also plan to provide additional information that \\ill f i ~ l t h e r  suhrtantirltc our 
conclusion that ATCOM must be removed from the Defense Dep~rtment's EiKA.C '  list. 



FATLURE TO COhlPLY WITH 'I'HE BASE CLOSIJRE LA\+' 

As you know, the base closure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities, "on the basis 
of the force structure plan and the final criteria." In keeping wi th  this requirement, the Defense 
Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. 

We have found that the Army failed t3 consider any of the military value criteria when 
selecting leased facilities for closure, despite the law's requirement that these facilities be 
evduated in the same manner a s  dl other installations. The Army's Management Control Plan for 
the 1995 base closure process indicates that the Army evaluated installations on the basis of the 
military value criteria dur in~  its "Inztallation Assessment" phase. It states that during this phase, 
"each category of installations is compared using a set of attributes," and that  "each attribute is 
linked to one of the four DOD selection criteria that measure Military Value " This was the only 
phast: of the Army's base closure selection process in which the first four criteria were used as the 
basis for developing closure recommendations. 

The Army's Management Control Plan clearly shows that leased facilities were excluded 
£tom this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only after all other 
facilities had been evaluated on the basis of the first four crireria and had received military value 
rankings (see Attachment A). As indicated in the materials presented to the Army leadership for 
base closure decisions, ATCOM and other leased facilities were not assigned military value 
ratings by which ro evaluate whether closure was appropriare. The Army leadership based its 
decision to close ATCOh4 not on the basis ofthe eight final criteria as required by the law, but 
solely on the basis of a costlsavings analysis (which itself -. .-s flawed -- see below). 

In light of the above, it is evident that the Army did not simply deviate substantially from 
the four military value criteria in recornmendins ATCOM and other leased facilities for closure. It 
deviated entirely from these criteria by excluding leased facilities from its military value analysis of 
installations. 

The Army's analysis of leased facilities for the 1995 base closure process differed from the 
manner in which these facilities were corlsidered in 1993. During that base closure round, the 
Army considered leased facilities within categories associated with their Individual missions, 
which enabled each to be evaluated on the basis of the military vahe criteria It appears that the 
Army considered leased facilities differently in 1995 in order to address the 1993 BRAC 
Commission's suggestion tha: the Services include a separate cateyoly for leased facilities during 
the 1995 While the A n y  succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the 
requirements of the base clowre law by failing to evaluate leased facilities on the basis of the 
military value criteria. It should be noted that the Army was the only Service to make this error, 
both the Navy and the Air Force performed militaq value anelyses of their leased facilities 



FAIL,I:J<E TO COhlPLY IYTTII THE ARhl1"S STATlONiKG STr<i\'l.EG Y 

In recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army failed to comply with its own Stationing 
Strategy, which was intended to provide an operational context for base closure planning and 
analysis. 

In 1993, the Army evaluated ATCOM in the Commodity Installations category, along 
with other facilities responsible for research, development, engineering, fielding and susrainment 
of weapons systems. The -4rmy has now recommended that ATCOM's hnctions be transferred to 
four installations in this same category. The Army's Stationing Strategy states that "efficiency ... 
should be the key consideration in stationing commodity-oriented organizations," and that such 
efficiency can be "achieved through collocation and integration of research, engineering, 
acquisition and logistics functions, as well as reduced overhead." 

Contrary to this guiding strategy, the Army's own data demonstrates that the transfer of 
ATCOM's hnctions to the bases scheduled to receive them will reduc_e efliciency and jncrem 
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM's annual overhead costs of $7 6  illio ion annually or 
$1,831 per person are much lower than any of the bases recommended to receive its hnctions -- 
L3 percent lower than Redstone Arsenal, 86 percent lower than Fon Monmouth and Detroit 
Arsenal, and 94 percent lower than Natick RDEC. In addition, the transfer of ATCOM's 
functions to the proposed receiving bases would increase the Army's annual overhead costs by 
46 Dercent -- from $7.6 million to 511.1 million (see Attachment C). 

This data is similar to the Army's findings duriny the 1993 base closure prccess. At that 
time, the Army evaluated the operational efficiency of ATCOM and other Corrnodity 
Installations and found that ATCOM (along with associated activities in the St. Louis area) was 
more efficient than three of the four installation now being recommended to receive its filnctions 
Despite these facts, the Amy's 1995 anaIysis precluded any c,onsideraticln of moving functions to 
ATCOM in order to take advantage of its significant efficiencies. 

As you know, St. Louis is a world center for the military an3 civilian zvia;r:,n industry, 
Numerous businesses have located in the St. Louis metropolitan area to provide t h e  ,Amy with 
the most efficient and cost-effective method of conducting product developn~ent and 
procurement. Uniquely skilled personnel associated with ATCOM's avia~ion nperations, local 
contractors and academic institutions provide the Army with unmatched a14ailon expertise. 
hloving ATCOM's aviation support hnctions to Redstone Arsenal would tern1in;::e rhe 
efficiencies that have developed as a result of this streamlined and unified cornnland and decimate 
the synergistic relationship between A r n ~ y  aviation activities and their suppliers This loss of 
efficiencies would be in additior, to the higher overhead costs that would be inccrred by the Army 
at each of the proposed receiving bases. 

In light of the above, it is clear that closing ATCOM and moving its fi~nctions ro the bases 
proposed by the A m y  would contradict its own Stationing Slrategy to increase escier~cy and 
reduce overhead. 



O\'ERESTIMATION OF COST SAVINGS AND FAILIJRE 1'0 CONSIDER BETTER 
ALTETWATIVES 

We have found that in recommending that ATCOM be closed, the Army contradicted its 
own cost analyses from prior base closure rounds, overestimated the savings associated with its 
closure, and failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives 

Dwing the 1991 base closure process, the Army created ATCOhl through the merger of 
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Sxppon Command. Ir. jusiii).ing this merger, the 
Army stated that "military value in the form of management and costs efficiency was the driving 
factor for this recommendation." 

In 1993, the Army acted on a recommendation by the 1991 BRAC Con~mission and 
evaluated the possibility of moving ATCOM's functions to Army-owned facilities. I n  its repon to 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, the Army stated that "the high relocation costs make realignment or 
closure impractica! and prohihitlvely expensive. " 

Despite these earlier determinarions, rhe Army now assens that the closure of ATCOM 
would generate considerable savings. Specifically, the Army claims [ha* the total orbe-time cost to 
close ATCOh'I would be $146 mil~~on, and that annual recurrir~y saving:, r~ t j e r  ~t r. iriipleme ,tarion 
would be $46 million with a return on investment expected three years after closure 11 also 
claims thaf the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years wo:~Id bc a savings of 
$453 million We believe that the Army overestimated :hese savinss and fzjler' in consider 
alternatives that would result in much higher saxings. 

First, the Army failed to examine the source of costs and savings generated b!' the cIosurc 
of ATCOM and the personnel reductions beins undertaken by ATCOh4 itself. The Army's 
COBRA anal>sis indicates tha: nearllz dl of the costs assocrated with the closure of 4TCOM 
would consist of moving, m i i i t a ~  construction, and annual overhead costs at r h e  base: receiving 
ATCO'\l hnctions ($144 million in one-rime cosls, 5.2 million in annuhi recur~ing cosrs) At the 
same time, nearly all of the savings would come from the elimination of 1,066 rn~l~tary and civilian 
positions at ATCOM ($50.5 million in annual sa\ings). Given the sou-ce of !!.es- CDSX and 
savings - along with ATCOM's much lower overhead costs -- the Arm!. should have considered 
retaining ATCOM in S: Louis and exanlined .4TT'OM's own p!ms to reduce personnel. 

We have found that the number of military and civilian employees at ATCOhfl has been 
reduced by approximately 178 since the Army collected personnel data for the i 995 base closure 
process. Consequently, the Army has alrer\du ~ained SS 2 millior~ of the  $50 5 rn~ll~or~ in salary- 
based savings it claims to achieve througf, ATCOM's closure As a rexlt, r he :'\my's estimate of 
annual personnel savings generated by closing ATCOM should be reduced to 5.;: 3 miltion. 

The personnel reductions noted above are part of a downsizing cffon .A-J'CO,I.I has 
undertaken in order to meet the Army's own projecrions of future personnel Ic\,cls. This 
dournsizing, if  allowed to continue, will resuit in I: rrduction of at least 1,051 positions 



(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999. This in turn  will producc at least S.14 S million in 
savings annually -- without incurring any of the costs associated with nlnvin~ ATCOM's functions 
to other bases. The Army's own estinlstes indicate that the vast majority of these personnel 
reductions could be accomplished through retirements, attrition and placement of personnel at 

other government facilities. 

Second, the Army failed to acknowledge that vacating the leased facility that houses 
ATCOM would not generate any savings for t h e  U.S. Government. In  prior base closure rounds, 
the General Accounting Office (GAO) recommended that the Defense Department consider the 
governrnentwide costs and savings associated with base closure recommendations The GAO 
stated in i ts report on the 1993 base closure process that 

DOD counts the reductions in rent as savings even when the buildings are federally 
owned facilities. In some cases, the moves require construction of new DOD 
facilities and the rental savings are used to offset and justib the construction costs. 
In actuality, this may not represent an overall savings to the government. 

This statement describes precisely the actions taken by the Arnly in calculating the costs 
and savings associated with the closure of ATCOM. ATCdM operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, which is owned by the General Services Administration (GSA) 
Consequently, the Army's departure from this leased space will not result in savings to the 
government because thz GSA will continue to own the facility Therefore, the Army's estimate of 
m u a l  savings from the closure of ATCOM should be reduced by the lease cost of's7 6 million 

Third, the Army failed to consider the alternative of vacating leased facilities currently held 
by the four bases recommended to receive ATCOM hnctions. The Army has reported that leases 
currently held by Redstone Arsenal, Detroit Arsenal, Fort h4onmouth and Natick RnFC cost a 
total of % 16.1 million annually (see Attachment D). Terminating these leases and tnoving their 
activities to the nearby bases could generate considerable savings for the Army ar~d incur much 
lower costs than the estimated $60.6 million that would be required to move hnctjons fiom S t .  
Louis. 

Based on the above, the savings that could be expected from the closure of ATCOM are 
much lower than estimated by the Anny. By adjusting the Army's COBRA analysis for the 
personnel reductions already implement ed ar .4TCOM and the facr thar vacating the GS.4 lease 
will not result in savings to the government, we Iiave found that  the actual one-rime cost to close 
ATCOM would remain about $146 million, and the annual recurring savings after its 
implementation would be $29 million - $17 million less rhan claimed by the Army. Also, the 
return on investment woilld not occur until 2004 -- twice as long as originally expected I n  

addition, the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years would be approsimately 
S213 million less than clrrjmed by the Army. 

Alternatively, by allowing ATCOM to remain in St. Louis and continue downsizing in 
accordance with Anny projections, the Army would incur a total one-time cost of only about 51.6 
million (early retirement, etc.) and achieve annual recuffins savings of'zt leas! 543 5 n~illion. In 



this scenario, the Arttiy would obtain an irn~ncdin~r returrl or1 invcsrlr~cn~, arld [he net present 
value over 20 years would be about $62 1 million in savings -- $ 168 million more than the Army 
itself expects to realize by closing ATCOM. 

Ln light of the above, retaining ATCOM would allow the government to save $144 million 
in one-time costs and $12 million in annual overhead costs associated with performing ATCOM's 
functions at other bases. It would also generate at least $44.5 million in savings annually through 
ATCOM's 1995-99 downsizing efforts. 

We hope you will give the above information full consideration as you review all relevant 
materials regarding the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM. Based on our initial analysis, 
it appears that by failing to consider ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of the four 
military value criteria and by overestimating the savings associated wit11 ATCOM's closure, the 
Army deviated substantially From final criteria 1 ,  2, 3, 4 and 5. In doing so, the Army also 
contradicted the objective of its own.Stationing Strategy to increase eficiency We believe that 
these facts merit the removal of ATCOM from the Defense Depanment's base closurc and 
realignment list. 

We appreciate your attention to this matter, which is of critical importance to our nation's 
defense capabilities and the citizens of the St. Louis area. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Geph$rdt ' 
United States Senator Member of Congress 

@-*& & 
John Ashcroft William Clay 
U m m t a t e s  Sen% Member of' Congress 

3 a m e d ~ .  Talent Harold L. Volkmer 
~ d - i b e r  of Congress Member of Congress 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 14, 1 9 9 5  
ATTENTION OF 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Real ignment. Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, Ste. 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional 
Delegation (the "MCD Letter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense improperly recommended to the 1 9 9 5  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission the 
closure of Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I would 
like to respond on behalf of the Army, and I appreciate 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues should not lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATCOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Army's 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formulated, we feel it is useful to provide a brief 
'description of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issues 
raised by the MCD Letter. 

I. THE ARMY'S BRAC PROCESS AND ITS STATIONING - 
STRATEGY 

As you are aware, the BRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, each recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through uniform 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
application of these Selection Criteria within 
categories, the military value of each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the effects associated with any potential closure 
or realignment--including the costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined. 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



A. The Stationins Stratesv - 

Although the BRAC law establishes a process by 
which closure and realignment recommendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before the Army 
could begin its BRAC.process, it had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing 
requirements. The Army elected to do this in a 
comprehensive planning document: the Army Stationing 

-. Strategy. - -. - . - - - - - . 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do so, 
to develop this Stationing Strategy because of its 
independent planning utility. Thus, the Army's 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as it 
establishes the parameters within which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army installation or facility must be 
determined with reference to the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy. 

B. The BRAC Process - 

After developing its Stationing Strategy, the Army 
began its formal BRAC process with a comprehensive 
review and inventory of all of its installations. To 
facilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the Army assigned each 
installation or facility to one of 14 categories, each 
of which contained installations or facilities with 
similar characteristics. Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation, and consistent with DoD 
policy guidance, the Army established a separate, 
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facilities could be-compared to one another.' 

'a, Defense Base Closure and Realiqnment 
Commission: 1993 Report to the President, 1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3 ("The Commission suggests DoD direct the 
services to include a separate category for leased 

(continued . . . )  



( 7 ) M i l i  t a r y  V a l u e  A s s e s s m e n t s  

The Army then applied the Military Value Criteria 
("Mvc)--i.e., the first four of the published DoD 
Selection Criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a category.' Like all the published criteria, 
the MVC were applied uniformly within each category so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, all installations or 
facilities would be considered equally, and the 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ("MVA") for each particular installation or 
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed according to the Army's BRAC 95 
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad 

'(...continued) 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottom- 
up review of all leased space."). DoDts policy 
guidance subsequently left to each of the services the 
decision as to whether to create a separate category 
for the review of leased facilities. Although the 
other military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 
1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield better analysis of leased facilities. ---- -- ----- - -" - .- - .  - - -  

'consistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoDts policy guidance, "[clivilian personnel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of an organization [that is either located] on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is locatedf 
within the same metropolitan statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that installation." See, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 December 1994, pp. 1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases were assessed as part 
of their host installations. 



computer model that was designed to assist in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
the MVC. Thus, certified data were collected for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered into 
the IAP, which in turn produced an Installation 
Assessment--i.e., a quantitative ranking of 
installations within-a particular category. 

With respect to the LFC, however, the IAP was not 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to agsist in-the c-omparison of 
installations, rather than in 
particular (leased) facilities.' In 
installations and leased facilities are fundament 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated acco 
to the same list 
leased facilities 
facility's aviation 
hard surface staging areas, and 
incorporated in the IAP model would not have been - - -  - - 

instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this limited respect, the Army's BRAC process for 
leased facilities might be said to have differed 

1 
slightly from its process for other types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessmi 
however, the Army did, as described more fully belc 

- - undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased, 
facility-according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. I 

. Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the IAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion of the MVA was 
undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to 
ascertain the consistency of the quantitative 
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

3~roups of leases in the same headquarters and 
same geographical area were deemed a single facility 
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determinec 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of bc 
quantitative assessments, which were arrived at tt 7 

assessments, which were provided by the Army's 1 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualit 6. 
Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determinea 
separately the Military Value of each leased facil 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, t 
MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless compos 

---- 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a leased facility solely according to 
the qualitative guidance provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. 

(2) I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of S t u d y  Cand ida t e s  

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Value 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, those 
installations or facilities that were deemed to possess 
relatively low military value within the category were 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With respect to the LFC, all 
facilities within the category were deemed to be of 

--- relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to MVC- two and'-four, and thus all facilities were'--- 
designated as candidates for further study. 

( 3 )  Development of A1 t e r n a  ti  v e s  and 
A p p l i c a t i o n  o f  DoD Selecticn C r i  t e r i a  
Four through E i g h t  

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each 
category, the Army developed between one and six 
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordability, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection 
Criterion--"[tlhe extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, 
for the savings to exceed the costsH--was applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoD1s model for resource analysis and 
measurement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or realignment. Thus once relevant data was 
plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
analysis indicated the likely costs and savings 
associated with each potential closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
"[tlhe economic impact on communities[,]" and "[tlhe 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communitiest infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel[,]" respectively--were applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of DoDts standard model for the calculation 

. of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each 
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, the eighth DoD Selection Criteria--"[t]he 
environmental impactv--was applied uniformly to all 
study candidates within a category by an Environmental 
Review Committee, which collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summaries and produced an 
initial assessment for each installation or facility. 

- -  - 
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and 
they were factored into analysis of each of the 
alternatives. 

THE ARMY DID, ACCORDING TO CRITERIA ONE THROUGH 
FOUR, ASSESS MILITARY VALUE IN THE FORMULATION OF 
ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDATION. 

The charge that the Army failed to assess military 
value in the formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
the Army's BRAC analysis--including its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within the 
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an 
Installation Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this 



category .' 
The quantitative component of these MVAs took the 

form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "[elliminate excess capacity[,] . . . 
[mlinimize use of leased space[,] . . . [and] 
[clollocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional-synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is availableu--and its more particular operational 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve "[elfficiency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, as 
well as reduce[] overhead[.]" 

Just as with other categories of installations, 
MVAs for each facility within the LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the 
four Military Value Criteria. With respect to the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was applied to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

4 ~ t  appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "~nstallation Assessment" for a "~ilitary 
Value ~ssessment", and the MCD therefore concluded that 
since.the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Assessments 
were undertaken for facilities within the category. As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a.discretionary, quan.titative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer model. It may form the 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, consisting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category. Thus 
a Military Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessment--if such an assessment is 
appropriate for facilities or installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment. 



A. Application of the First Criterion: "current - 
and future mission reauirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of DoD1s 
total force. " 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOM1s current and future mission 
requirements and their impact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it 
considered the attributes of leased facilities that 
bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the 
size of the facilities according to their type, the -- - 
population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
penalties to terminate the lease. Qualitatively, the 
Army assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 
of the aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of the Stationing Strategy. 

B. Ap~lication of the Second Criterion: - 
"availability and condition of land and 
facilities at both the existina and potential 
receivina locations." 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities at ATCOMfs existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fort 
Monmouth, and Natick Research, Development, Engineering 
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes 
of leased facilities that bore on such matters, 
collecting information on such things as the percent of 

- - 
permanent facilitates at an existing leased site and 

--potential--receiving sites, the average age of 
facilities at each location, and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. As part 
of this analysis, the Army used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities were 
available at potential receiving locations, and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. If facilities were not available, 
then the data base was used to determine what 
facilities would have to be constructed to accommodate 
such relocations. Qualitatively, the Army once again 
assessed its quantitative analysis in light of the 
aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of its Stationing Strztegy. 



C. Application of the Third Criterion: "ability - 
to accommodate continaencv, mobilization, and 
future requirements at both existina and 
potential receivina locations." 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOM1s ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at 
both its present location and at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the 
attributes of leased facilities and potential receiving 

- - - locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
such as buildable acres or unused space or buildings, 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accommodate expansions, the sitesf proximity to or 
possession of an airport. Qualitatively, the Army 
again reviewed its quantitative findings in light of 
the general and more particularized objectives set 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

D. Application of the Fourth Criterion: "cost - 
and manpower implications." 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the manpower and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at its existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to several other installations. 
Quantitatively, it considered the attributes that bore 
on such manpower and cost factors, collecting data on 
things such as the square footage requirements at 
existing and potential receiving sites, the costs per 
square foot of existing leased space and space 
elsewhere, the manpower-to-square-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations. Qualitatively, and as with the other 
criteria, the Army assessed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy. 

111. THE ARMY COMPLIED WITH ITS STATIONING STRATEGY IN 
THE FORMULATION OF ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDATION. 

The charge that the Army has not complied with its 
Stationing Strategy in the formulation of its ATCOM 
recommendation is incorrect. As explained above, the 
Army's Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to its managers with respect to 
future operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages the Army to minimize the use of 



leased space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functional synergy can be achieved and 
facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with all 
of the Army's Stationing Strategy's objectives and 
guidance. This recommendation increases efficiency 
through collocation,~integration, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logistics functions at several installations. In turn, 
the synergies achieved through such collocations, 
integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
overhead costs--in large part because once they are 
relocated, fewer personnel are required to accomplish 
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with the Stationing Strategy's other 
objectives insofar as it minimizes the use of leased 
space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving. 
locations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of 
functional synergies. 

& THE ARMY DID NOT OVERSTATE THE SAVINGS IT WOULD 
EXPECT TO REALIZE FROM THE CLOSURE OF ATCOM. 

The allegation that the Army has overstated the 
savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM 
is without merit. The Army would save nearly $50 
million annually as a result of the synergies, 
efficiencies, and consolidations it expects to realize 
from the closure of ATCOM. 

Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the 
DoD COBRA model does not consider, or take credit for, 
any savings that might result from any previously 
planned personne3'-reductions or reductions that are 
otherwise independent of the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure or realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRA model is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whether the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
result of any particular closure or realignment is a 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address. Nonetheless, we note that if 
the Army vacates GSA leased space, then GSA could make 
such space available to ancther Federal zgency, or it 
could dispose of the property entirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



Finally, the Army did conclude in its 1993  BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a single 
installation would be too expensive. However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids many of the significant 
construction costs, that, in large part, were 
responsible for the high costs associated with 
relocation in 1993.  Indeed, if the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM and relocating its functions to 
several installations during its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have forwarded such a 

-- 
recommendation to the 1993 Commission. 

-- - . - - - -  

V. THE ARMY CONSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES - 
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . 
The suggestion that the Army failed to consider 

more cost-effective alternatives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers feasible, competing alternatives, 
and the recommended closure of ATCOM was the best of 
these alternatives. The Army did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM recommendation, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Defense Command 
("SSDC") from a leased facility to Redstone Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated that it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alternative was less consistent 
with the Army's Stationing Strategy, since relocation 
of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal would not increase 
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. 

VI. * CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, we do not believe that any of the 
issues raised by the MCD Letter can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through uniform application of the Military 
Value Criteria within each category, the Army developed 
a separate Military Value Assessment for each 
installation and facility--including those in the 
Leased Facility Category. The ATCOM recommendation is 
fully consistent with the Stationing Strategy's 
guidance, and the Army did not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings that would be realized from the 
recommended closure of ATCOM. Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all practicable and feasible 
alternatives were considered. 



Thank you again for allowing us to address these 
issues. We hope that this letter will assist the 
Commission in understanding the Army's BRAC processes 
in general, and its recommendation respecting ATCOM in 
particular. 

s E. Shane, Jr. 
adier General, US Army 

of Management 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF PTAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHlNaT6N DC 20310.0100 

A p r i l  1 4 ,  1995 

The Honorable ~ l a n  J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Cl0pure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional 
Delegation (the "MCD Letter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense improperly recommended to khe 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission the 
closure of Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I would 
like to respond on behalf of the Army, and T appreciate 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues should not lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATCOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Army's 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formulated, we feel it is useful to provide a brief 
description of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issue8 
r a i ~ e d  by the MCD Letter. 

+, THG_ARMY'S B w  PR-S AND ITS STA'PI- 
STRATEGY 

As you are aware, the BRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, each recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through uniform 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
application of these Selection Criteria within 
categories, the military value o f  each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the effects associated with any potential closure 
or realignment--including the costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined. 



Although the BRAC law establishes a process by 
which closure and realignment recammendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before the Army 
could begin its BRAC process, i t  had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing 
requirements. The Army elected to do this in a 
comprehensive planning document: the A r m y  Stationing 
Strategy. 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do so, 
to develop this Stationing Strategy because of its 
independent planning utility. Thus, the Army's 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as i t  
establishes the parameters within which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army installation or facility must be 
determined with re f erence  t o  the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy. 

IL The BRAC2rocesS 

After developing i ts  Stationing Strategy, the Army 
began its formal BRAC process with a comprehensive 
review and inventory of all of its installations, To 
facilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the Army assigned each 
installation or facility to one o f  14 categories, each 
of which contained installations or facilities with 
similar characteristics, Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation, and consistent w i t h  DoD 
policy guidance, the Army established a separate ,  
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facilities could be compared to one another.' 

l-, &f.ense B a s g  Closure and R e a l i m  
Commissiqgk 1993 Re~ort to the P r e a d e n t ,  1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3 ("The Commission suggests DoD direct the 
services to include a separate category far leased 

(continued.,,) 



( 1 ) Mili t a r y  ~ a l  ue Assessmen~s 

The Army then appl ied  the Military Value Criteria 
("MVC)--i.e,, the first four of the published DoD 
Selection Criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a category.' Like all the published criteria, 
the MVC were applied uniformly within each category so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, a l l  installations or 
facilities would be considered equally, and the 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ( ' 'MvA':  1 for each particuia~ i ~ ~ ~ i b l l i i t i o ~ l  ax 
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed according to the Armyt$ BRAC 95 
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad 

I ( .  . ,continued) 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottom- 
up review of all leased space."), DoDts policy 
guidance subsequently left to each of the services the 
decision as to whether to create a separate category 
for the review of leased facilities. Although the 
other military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 
1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield better analysis of leased facilities. 

1 

'Consistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoDfs policy guidance, "[clivilian personnel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of  an organization [that is either locatedl on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is located1 
within the same metropolitan statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that installation," Sac, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 December 1994, pp,  1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases were assessed as part 
of their host installations. 



computer model that was designed to assist in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
the MVC. Thus, certified data were collected for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered into 
the IAP, which in turn produced an Installation 
Assessment--i.e., a quantitative ranking of 
installations within a particular category. 

With respect to the LFC, however, the IAP was not 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to assist in the comparison of particular 
f n s t e l l a f i o n . e ,  rather than in the comparison of 
particular (leased) facf li ties. In other words, 
installations and leased facilities are fundamentally 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated according 
to the same list of attributes. For example, comparing 
leased facilities based on things such as each leased 
facilityts aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, 
hard surface staging areas, and other such attributes 
incorporated in the XAP model would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this l i m i t e d  respect, the Army's BRAC process for 
leased facilities might be said to have differed 
slightly from its process for o t h e r  types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessment, 
however, the Army did ,  as described mote fully below, 
undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased 
facility according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the IAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion .of the MVA was 
undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to 
ascertain the consistency of the quantitative 
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

3~roups of leases in the same headquarters and 
same geographical area were deemed a single facility 
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determined 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of both 
quantitative assessments, which were arrived at through 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitative 
assessments, which were provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determined 
separately the Military Value of each leased facility 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, the 
MVA of each leased facility was nonekneicss compuseG uP 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a. leased facility solely according to 
the qualitative guidance provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. 

( 2 )  Identificatfon of Study Candidates 

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Value 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, tho&e 
installations or facilities that were deemed to possess 
relatively low military value within tho category were 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With tespect to the LFC, all 
facilities within the category were deemed to be of 
relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to NVC two and four, and thus all facilities were 
designated as candidates for f u r t h e r  study. 

(3) Development of A1 ternati ves and 
Appl i ca t f  an of DoD Selectf  on C r i  teria 
Four through E i g h t  

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each 
category, the Army developed between one and s i x  
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordability, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection 
Criterion--"[t]he extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, 
for t h e  savings to exceed the costso--was appl ied  
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoD's model for resource analysis and 
measurement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or  realignment. Thus once relevant data was 
plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
analysis indicated the likely costs and savings 
azzscfstec! with crcb  ~okential closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
"[tlhe economic impact on communities[,]" and " [ t l h e  
a b i l i t y  of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities' infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel[,]" respectively--ware applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of DoDts standard model for the calculation 
of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each 
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, t h e  eighth DoD Selection Criteria--"[tlhe 
environmental impactv--was applied uniformly to all 
s t u d y  candidates within a category by an Environmental 
Review Committee, which collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summari~s and produced an 
initial assessment for each installation or facility. 
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and 
they were factored into analysis of each of the 
alternatives. 

SL, ~ R M Y  DID, ACCORDING TO CR1T'ERI.A ONE THROu-di 
FOU _ R , ~ M f ; U C T A R Y Y A t U e _ ; I N _ L A T ~ o & l  ASSE OF 
ITS A!KOM RECOMMEBDATIO~ , 

The charge that the Army failed to assess military 
value in the formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
the Army's BRAC analysis--including its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within the 
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an 
Installation Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each f a c i l i t y  within this 



category.' 

The quantitative component of these MVAs took the 
form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "[ejliminate excess capacity[,] . . . 
Imlinimize use of leased space[,] . . . [and] 
[cl~llocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is availableu--and its more particular operationai 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve "[elfficiency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, us  
well as reduce[] overhead[.]" 

Just as with other categories of installations, 
MVAs for each facility within the LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the 
four Military Value Criteria. With respect to the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was applied to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

4 ~ t  appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "~nstallation ~ssessmcnt" for a "Military 
Value Assessment", and the MCD therefore concluded that 
sinee the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Assessments 
were undertaken for facilities within the category, As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a discretionary, quantitative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer model. It may form the 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, consisting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category. Thus 
a Military Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessment--if such an assessment is 
appropriate for facilities or installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment. 



A~plicatign of the First Criterion: "current 
and f u t u ~  mission reauizements and the 
i t -aflational rpadiness of DoDt3 
t ~ t a l  f ~ r c e .  " 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMfs current and future mission 
requirements and their impact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it 
considered the attributes of leased facilities that 
bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the 
size of the facilities according to their type, the 
population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
penalties to terminate the lease. Quaiitativeiy, k;rc: 
Army assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 
of the aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of the Stationing Strategy, 

8. A D D U C ~  - tmu2Lt.b Seco nd C r i t e r i m  
" a vai h b  ili .tv a n d x o f l a n d a  n 
fassilit existinu and ~cxtentiid 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities at APCOM1s existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstona 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Aberdaen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fork 
Monmouth, and Natick Research, Development, Engineering 
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes 
of leased facilities that bore on such matters, 
collecting Information on such things as the percent of 
permanent facilitates at an e x i s t i n g  leased site and 
potential receiving  site^, the average age of 
faci l i t ies  a t  each location, and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. As part 
of this analysis, the Army used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities were 
available a t  potential receiving l oca t ions l  and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. I f  facilities were not available, 
t h e n  the data base was used to determine what 
facilities would have to be constructed to accommodate 
such relocations. Qualitatively, the Army once again 
assessed its quantitative analysis in liqht of the 
aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of its Statianing S t r a t e g y .  



5L A ~ ~ l i c a t i  0 n _crf t h e  Third Criterion: "ability 
to acwmmodate !continae~v. mbilization. 
future reauirements at both e x i s t i n a  and, 
p a e n t i a l  receiving l o c a t i w ~  I I 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOM1,s ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements st 
both its present location and at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the 
attributes of leased facilities and potential receiving 
locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
G Z Z ~  as Ssfl<=Slc csres ar wuscc! cpace 4r buildinqs. 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accommodate expansions, the sites8 proximity to or 
possession of an airport, Qualitatively, the Army 
again reviewed its quantitative findings in light of 
t h e  general and more particularized objectives set 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

9, m i c a t i m  A of Fnurth Cri 
an n d_mb im~licatims. t I 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the mhnpower and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at i t s  existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to ~averal other installations. 
Quantitatively, it considered the attributes that bore 
on such manyqwer and coat factors, collecting data on 
things such as t h e  square footage requirements a t  
existing and potential receiving sites, the costs per 
square foot of existing leased space  and space 
elsewhere, the manpower-to-square-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations. Qualitativel'y, and as with tha other 
criteria, the Army assessed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy, 

uf. THE ARMY CAMPLIED WITH ITS STATIONING STRATEGY a 
THE.EPRMULATION OF ITS ATCOM R&EOMMENRATfQN* 

The charge that the Army has not complied with its 
Stationing Strategy in Ghe formulation of its ATCOM 
recommendation is incor$ect, As explained above, the 
Armyls Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to it& managers with respect to 
future operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductiohs in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages t h e A r m y  to minimize the use of 



leased space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functioflsl synergy can be achieved and 
facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with a l l  
of the Army's StationingStrategyfs objectives and 
guidance. This recommen$ation increases efficiency 
through collocation, integration, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logistice functions at sCvcral installations. In turn, 
the synergies achieved through such collocations, 
integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
overhead costs--in Large part because once they are 
relocated, fewer personnel are required to accompiisn 
the same functions. Moreover, t h e  ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with t h e  Stationing Strategy's other 
objectives insofar as i t  minimizes the use of leased 
space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving 
locations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of 
functional synergies, 

NOT O V E R W T R  'LLIJE SAVINGS TT WOULQ 
EXPECT 'POALXZP: FROM THE CLOSURE OF a. 
The allegation that tha Army has overstated the 

savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM 
is without merit. The A'rmy would rave nearly $50 
million annually as a result of the synergies, 
efficiencier, and conso&idations it expects to realize 
from the closure of ATCOM. 

Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the  
DoD COBRA model does no$ consider, or take credit for, 
any savings that might result from any previously 
planned personnel reductions or reductions that are 
otherwise independent of the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure or realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRA model is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whether the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
result of any particular closure or realignment is s 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address. Nonetheless, we note that if 
the Army vacates GSA leased space, then GSA could make 
such space available to another Federal agency, or it 
could dispose of the prbperty sntirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



Finally, the Army did conclude in its 1993 BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a sinqle 
installation would be too expensive. However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids many of the significant 
construction costs, that,; in large part, were 
responsible for the high costs associated with 
relocation in 1993. ~ndeed, if the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM andirelocating its functions to 
several installations during its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have, forwarded such a 
recommendation to the 1993 Commission. 

L 2YEdBMY__CDNSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES 
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . 
The suggestion that the Army failed to consider 

more cost-effective alternatives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers feabible, competing alternatives, 
and the recommended closu$e of ATCOM was the best of 
these alternatives. The rmy did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM recommendati 2 n, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Def~nse Command 
("SSDC") from a leased fatility to Redstone Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated that it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alttrnative was less consistent 
with the Arm) s Stationin Strategy, since relocation 
of SSDC to Redstone Arsan 1 1 would not increase 
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In dummary, we do not believe that  any of the  
issues raised by the MCD better can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through uniform application of the Military 
Value Criteria within eacb category, the Army developed 
a separate Military Val~e~Assessment for each 
installation and facility--including those in the 
Leased Facility Category., The ATCOM recommendation is 
fully consistent with thelstationing Strategy's 
guidance, and the Army d i @  not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings that would be realized from the 
recommended closure of A T ~ O M .  Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all racticable and feasible 
alternatfves were conside 



Thank you again for Allowing us to address these 
issues. We hope t h a t  thih letter w i l l  assist t h e  
Commission in understandihg the Army's BRAC processes 
in general, and its recomrpendation respecting ATCOM in 
particular. 1 

~ a @ s  E. ~ h a n e ,  Jr. 
I B r '  adier General, US Army : Director of Mensqement 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

DATE: April 28,1995 

TIME: 4:00 p.m. 

MEETING WITH: Representative Richard Gephardt's Office 

SUBJECT: DoD's Recommendation to Close ATCOM (St. Louis, MO) 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/Title/Phone Number: 

Brett 09Brien, L.A., Rep. Gephardt's Office, (202) 225-0100 

Commission Staff: 

Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 
Mike Kennedy, Army Team 

MEETING PURPOSE: 

Brett O'Brien came to brief Commission on the Missouri delegation's 
response to the Army's letter discussing its MVA analysis of ATCOM (MO alleged that no 
MVA analysis was done on the lease at ATCOM). After discussion, Commission staff 
asked that Missouri's position be reduced to a written submission. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
H - W U A W R ~ ,  LL8, ASMY MC(rrRlEf MMMAHD 

6001 PlbtNHOWCR AVWUI, ALUAHORIA. VA 21333 - OOQl 

Mh* To 
A m n s w o r  

AMCSO 13 A p r i l  1995 i 

I 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 
-'? 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance 

1. Reference : 

a. Memoranclum, AMCSO, 1 Mar 9 5 ,  sab. 

b. Memorandum, AMCSO, 10 Mar 9 5 ,  sab, 

c. Memorandum, AMCSO, 13 Mar 9 5 ,  subject: aRAC 95  - 
Lead MSCs, 

d. Memorandum, AMCSO, 16 Mar 9 5 ,  subject: BRAC 95 
Implementation Guidance - D r a f t  Environmental Basel ine Survey 
(EBS) , Statement of Work, 

a. Memorandum, AMCSO, 2 0  Mar 9 5 ,  sab. 

f . Mlmoranduro, AMCSO, 22 Mar 95, subject:  BRAC 95 
Implementation Guidance - Discretionary Moves. 

a .  The purp06e of t h i s  memorandum is to rovide additional 
data relating to BRAC 95 implQmantati0n p P anning. 
3. Attached as enclosure 1 i s  data we have transmitted to DA 
DCSOPS concerning disaretionary moves. 

4 .  A t  anoloaure 2 is a memo to COE with our proposed 
methodology fox NEPA docun.entation. 

5. Add the following requirement to ref la as para 4 c - ( 7 ) :  

fiAddress MACOM-approved provis ions  for t h e  continued 
processing of workers compensation casea. One of two courses 
of action ie possible: 1. Designate another installation 
within the eame MACOM to assume the caseload; 2 .  Obtain 
concurrence of an i n s t a l l a t i o n  outside the MACOM to assume 
t h e  caesload (see para 3 of enclosuro 2 ) . "  

6. Manpower guidance distributed i n  reference l a  is 
withdrawn. New guidance for the manpover annex of the 
implemantation plans is contained in this memo. 

7.' Guidance f o r  the manpowar annex i s  as follows: 
''e 

a.,+~he s t a r t  point f o r  the manpower plan is t h e  data 
c o n t a i n e d  in t h o  Cobra a n a l y s e s  provided to you in r e f e r e n c e  
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Ib, vhich was further supplemented in r e f e r e n c e  l e .  T h i s  
data correlates to the FY 1996 data contained i n  t h e  A u  USt 
1994 varsion of the ASIP and w i l l  be the po in t  of depsr!ure 
for the annex. "7, 

4 :  

b. As ia the case with all of t h e  annaxca in t h e  
Implementation Plan, all units involved i n  the proposal 
before tha ~ommisaion w i l l  be addressed in this annex- The 
lieting of the u n i t s  f o r  each ptopoual, at UIC/darivative UIC 
level of detail, and the PY 1996 ASIP s t r e n g t h  for these 
u n i t s  was transmitted to you v ia  anclosure 4 to raferahce lb. 

c. For each YC! u n i t  contained in a pro oeal, you need 
to ex lain any discre~plncy b~tuaen the basel ? ne data (ASIP) 
and tEe nOctobor 1994 PBG plus Pebrus 1995 Command Plan r Changean veraion of the PBG. This w i l  be d ~ n e  in a 
paragraph, or norias of paragraphs m t i t l m d  "ASIP to PBC 
~aconciliation~. (NOTE! Thi6 i e  n o t  a re irement for non- 9" AMC u n i t s ) .  The remainder of the annux w 11 uaa PBG data as 
its b a s i s  (ASIP data for non-AMC rlementa) . 

d. As noted above, onolosura 4 to rctf~ranca lb cantains  
manpower data at UIC/derlvative U I c  lave1 of deta i l ,  
including manpower eliminatione and realignments rasulting 
from the proposals. If you believe that you need to deviate 
from the manpower eliminated o r  realignad, than NLT 15 May 
1995 you need to c o m e  forward to this HQ in w r i t i n g ,  under 
your ~olnmanding General's signature, detailing the  rationale 
for and the level  of deviation proposed. Unless a s p e c i f i c  
waiver from HQ AMC is provided, plans w i l l  adhere to the 
manpower savings detailed in the, referenced data: Simply 
n o t l n g  that there  is a d e l t a  between the A S X P  and PBG data 
will not be considered ample rationale to obtain a waiver. 
You do not need to receive a waiver to deduct o v e m e n t a l  
caretaker personnel  who may be required f o r  a E i m e  between 
the end o f  the military mission and the actual disposal of 
the r o p e r t y  from Army rolls. These personnel requirements, 
whic R may be needed at some of the cloeure sites, may be 
deducted f r o m  the e l i m i n a t i o n s  without approval from HQ AMC. 
HQ ANC does however rotaih final approval authority over the 
mites which may require this action, and the amount of 
personnel involved. 

e. For each proposal before the  omm mission the  following 
displays will be completed: 

. (1) Base Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Manpower 
Baseline (Encl- 3 ) .  Instructions for the completion of this 
form f o ~ ~ o w .  

"a 
2 
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(a) Date. F i l l  in date that  t h e  form w a e  compl~ted. 
C 

(b) Proposal. Short hand notation for the proposal 
before . the Commission. T h i s  information can be found in t%.e 
verbiage in para 1 of encloaurr 4 to rof lb. Examples are?'  
Realign Dugway Proving Grounds, close R e d  River Army Depot, 
D i s a a t a b l i s h  ATCOM, etc. 

(c) ~ c t i v i t y / ~ ~ ~ -  List all of the units involved in 
the pro osal, am w e l l  as tha ir  ~~C!/derivativa UIc under this E column oading. See para 4b above, this memo. 

(d) C ~ V  ~ i l ,  FY 96-01. F o r  each XMC unit   how t h e  
b a s e l i n e  authorizations per the wOctober 1994 PBG plus 
Fabruary 1995 Command .Plan Changes. *r For non-AMC unite, 
use the A S I P  data in referenae lb, which is FY 1996 data, and 
straight line it for all years. 

(a) Total. Provide a total by FY of Civ and Mil for all 
of the u n i t s  involvad in the propoaal. 

(fl source. The source for the  data la t h e  "Oatober 1994 
PEG p us Fabruary 1995 Command Plan  Changesm f o r  AMC units, 
and the August 1994 ASXP for non-AMC u n i t s .  

&x.% rumins !  i n  the Executive Summan., 

( 2 )  Ba9.e Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Schedule of 
Changas (Encl- 4). Xnetructions for the completion of this 
form follow. 

(a) An individual form w i l l  be completed for  each o f  t h e  
u n i t s  included In the Manpower Baeelina form. 

(b) Date and Proposal. Same instructions as the Manpower 
Baseline fom. 

(c) Activity/UIC. The name and UIC/derivative UIC of the 
u n i t  t h a t  the t o m  addresses .  

( d )  ~ c t i o n  column. 

' J+w%aseline- Show t h e  b a s e l i n e  f o r  t h e  unit. Data w i l l  
be thea&ame a6 that included on the Manpower baseline form.  

t 
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-5 The following antriea'ar* poaaibilitiee for the 
rama ndsr of this column: Eliminated, Transferred to (Nafie 
of unit, UXC#, and installation name).  For each ent .ry 
i n  t h e  column, fill i n  the appropriata number of *>. . % 
authorizatfone involved. cares this will provide a".' 
zero sum. The sAtuatf0n6 where is would not be the case 
are: 

gc Whah a unit will remain reeidant at tho  inatallarion 
involved in the proposal and w i l l  net lose its unit i d e n t i t y  
through transfer to or merger with another organization. 

3% 
When a governmental raaidual caretaker staff ie 

ant c pated batwuen tho t i m o  the military mission ends and 
the date the property is disposed Crom Army rol ls .  

(NOTE: Y o u  need to ensure that the data displayed in this 
form correlates to the data contained alaawharu in the plan1 
notably in the Personnel s e c t i o n  where you discuss timing i n  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  to PCS, transfer of func t ions ,  R I F ,  etc.). 

(3) Base Closure Exhib i t ,  Manpower Annex, Schedule of 
~ h a n ~ c s  - Narrative (encl. 5 )  . Instructions f o r  t h e  
Comp e t i o n  o f  this form follow. 

(a) A n  indlvlc¶ual form w i l l  ba aompleted to accompany 

"19- of tha Schedule of Changee forms. The Proposal, 
A c t  v i t y / U I C  and date should correlate to t h e  Schedule of 
Change  form t h e  narrative accompanies- 

( b )  For each entry i n  t h e  Action column of the Schedule 
of Change form, provide a narrative de~cription of the '  
action. 

8. The point o f  c o n t a c t  for t h i s  a c t i o n  is Mr. Daryl Powell, 
DSN 284-9186. 

9 .  AMC --- America's Arsenal  f o r  the Brave- 
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COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE. 
NUTRITION. AND FORESTRY 

C o M M l n r r  ON THE JUDICIARY United $tetee $enate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205  10-010 1 

May 25, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
.qrlington, Virginia 22209 

STATE OFFICES: 
0 3 4  1 FEDERAL BUILDING 

1 8 0 0  FIFTH AVENUE NORTH 

BIRMINGHAM. AL 3 5 2 0 3  

(2051 7 3 1 - 1 5 0 0  

FEDERAL COLIRTHOUSE. 8 - 2 9  

1 5  LEE STREET 

MONTGOMERY. AL 3 6  1 0 4  

( 2 0 5 )  2 6 5 - 9 5 0 7  

1 0 4  WEST 51H STREET 

P 0 Box 2 2 8  

TUSCUMBIA. AL 3 5 6 7 4  

( 2 0 5 )  3 8  1 - 7 0 6 0  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The recent decision to add the Space and Strategic Defense 
Command (SSDC) to the base closure list has increased my concerns 
that the focus of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
 commission is being directed away from its main objective - 
zonsolidation to save money. While the savings from vacating 
expensive leased space is important (I will address this issue in 
regards to SSDC in another letter), an analysis of the savings 
clearly shows that consolidation is the issue, not the 
elimination of leased office space. 

Clearly, the function of the Base Realignment and Closure 
"ommission (BRAC) is to reduce the infrastructure costs of the 
services through closures and realignments, provided that these 
actions do not unacceptably impact readiness or result in the 
loss of a unique asset. Reducing leased space, therefore, is not 
3 goal for the Commission, but only a means to reduce the Army's 
fixed costs. 

The United States Army and the Department of Defense have 
recommended consolidating the Aviation Troop Support Command 
(ATCOM) with the Missile Command (MICOM) at Redstone Arsenal in 
Huntsville, Alabama. This move is an effort to combine 
personnel, eliminate duplication and bring about a more efficient 
and effective miliary operation. In considering the ATCOM 
consolidation, the Army determined that the lease cost savings 
are minimal, just $24 million over ten years. If this was the 
only savings involved in the ATCOM move, the Army would never 
have recommended it. 

The ATCOM consolidation, however, also eliminates 1,066 
ATCOM personnel whose jobs duplicate those of MICOM employees. 
As can be seen from calculation below, the ten-year savings from 
eliminating redundant personnel generate over 95% of the savings 
from this action. 

Lease Savinqs Personnel Savinqz Total Savinqs 
$24 million + $434 million - - $458 million 



Furthermore, the General Services Administration (GSA) has 
informed me that they plan to sell the Goodfellow Building, 
ATCOM1s home in downtown St. Louis, when the consolidation goes 
through, which would reduce the one-time cost to the government 
by $40 million (See Enclosure 1) . 

According to GSA, other smaller tenants of the Goodfellow 
~uilding would be moved to the GSA1s Robert A. Young (RAY) 
Building, also in downtown St. Louis, which will have a 
significant amount of vacant space when the Army's Systems 
Integration & Management Activity relocates and the IRS moves its 
regional offices. While some Goodfellow tenants will be have to 
move to commercial space, a survey of St. Louis shows that 
sufficient private sector space exists at competitive prices- ($10 
to $12 per square foot) to house the workforce at little or no 
additional cost to the government (see Enclosure 2). These facts 
make the lease issue even less relevant. 

Consolidating ATCOM with MICOM has a one-time cost of $145.8 
million but allows the government to sell the $40 million 
Goodfellow Building and lowers the Army's operating costs by 
$45.8 million per year. Using these figures, the true time 
period for the Federal Government to recoup the cost of 
consolidation can be calculated as follows: 

$145.8 million (move cost) - $40 million (Goodfellow sale) = $105.8 million (one-time 
cost) 

$105.8 million (one-time cost) 
= 2.3 years to recoup investment 

$15.8 million (annual savings) 

This 2.3 year return on investment makes the move to 
Redstone Arsenal one of the smartest investments the Army can 
make. I, therefore, hope the Commission will vote to approve the 
consolidation of ATCOM and MICOM, and thus allow the Army to save 
hundreds of millions in operating expenses over the next 10 
years. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this important 
matter. 



General Services Administration, Region 6 
1500 East Bannister Road 

Kansas City, MO 64131-3088 

April 27, 1995 * 

The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-2704 

Attn: Mark Young 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

This responds to information requested earlier this week by 
your assistant Mark Young about possible relocation of the 
Army Troop and Aviation Support Command (ATCOM) from St. 
Louis, Missouri. 

Mr. Young requested: 

1. Conies of Federal leases. The ATCOM does not lease 
space in St. Louis. They occupy space owned by the Federal 
Government at 4300 Goodfellow with the GSA as custodian. 
This relationship is statutory and permits ATCOM to vacate 
blocks of space on 120 days notice. Transfer payments fro17 
DOD to GSA enable space occupancy based on statute. 

2. The cost of lease space. The office user charge for the 
17 buildings occupied by ATCOM varies between $6.26 and 
$10.67 per office square foot with the average rate being 
about $9.60 per square foot. 

3. Who owns the sDace occupied? All space is owned by the 
Federal government with the GSA havinq custody. 

4. What is the value of leases? The user charge in annual 
terms changes as square footage fluctuates. The COBRA 
numbers provided by the Army indicate $7.6 million for 
annual ATCOM facility charges. 

5. What Federal ~ropertv is vacant in St. Louis? Presently, 
small pockets of vacant space exist mostly in the downtown 
RAY Building. If ATCOM should leave St. Louis, 4300 
Goodfellow would become inefficient and require disposal. 
Some remaining 4300 Goodfellow tenants would occupy the RAY 
building, but most would be moved to private sector leased 
buildings. 

Federal Recycling Program 7 a Printed on Recycled Paper 

a@ 



The Army stated they wanted to move ATCOM from the complex 
because of the "oppressive rent.' Senator Heflin, as you 
might expect, the ~overnok of Missouri, the area 
congressional delegation, and the City of St.Louis, 
requested we either transfer the property to the Army or 
lower their user charge, based on that one Army comment. 

However, our research indicated the user charge at this 
facility is a real bargain for ATCOM and very competitive 
with other National Defense leases. Therefore, our position 
is neither to transfer the property to the Army or lower the 
ATCOM user rate at the 4300 Goodfellow. Neither alternative 
wculd be beneficial for the taxpayer. The St. L,ouj.s ares 
congressional delegation is aware of our position. 

We realize the Army may disagree with our figures, but 
believe our calculations will stand the scrutiny of review. 
However, we sincerely believe, based on the Army's own 
numbers and our research, that facilities cost is not the 
issue. 

Since this is a Federal government facility with GSA having 
custody, Tom Walker, the Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Public Buildings, a twenty-year Federal employee with 
expertise in both military and civilian facility management, 
testified at the recent Chicago Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) hearings to address only one issue, the facilities 
costs. 

If GSA can be of further assistance or provide further 
information, please have your staff contact Tom Walker at 
(816) 926-7231. 

Sincerely, 

Glen W. Overton 
Regional Administrator (6A) 
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Central Business Office Market Report 
District First Quarter 1995 

4 

The CBD hinoricsIly has the hiyhcat concentration of 
nvnilable space ad among rhc highest vPcancy ntss in the 
St. Louis area, Conkistent Imsiq ~ctiviry during the first 
quansr has led to n nmdy vacancy rnte and poritivs net 
absorption of 46,485 sf. This was tho saoond consecurlvrt 
quarter orpo~itive ner sbforptioa recorded i6 tlre CBD, 
indicating an impmvsmetlt in the downtown market. 

Leasing acrivity to~alltd 116,701 din the fin: qurtsr, Tnia 
is a typical quu-terly level for the CBR. but less thon half the 
araounr of $pace lensed during the fourth quarter, when 
leasing activity bhlled nur unwully high 390,602 sf Nearly 
60% of the space ittased in Uie first qunrter wus is cfas A 
building~. Tbe larpst lease cornpieced was 15,000 sf leased 

by LDDS in the Valley building. 

The CBD ha4 the bighest concentration of large bloah of evallable space. Xwnty-nino spaces over 
20,000 sf exist rhroughour the CBD. L a r p  users lookiq far space in the St, Lauis ana havc the 
largest range of choices in thie market, Space typa range ffom historic rurn-of-tho-cantury buiiding~ 
to modem. class A high r$w, 

An additional 232,506 sf was made avoilnble In the first quaner. The largesr newly avaiiablc spncn ie 
a 16,6W$quarc foot full floor on the second floor of the ,hiark Twin Bank building at 10 Stadium 
Plm, 

OVERALL VACANCY RATIES 

la@r 1994 2nd Qrr l9YJ 3rd Qlr 1996 4th Qe 1994 I st Qtr 1995 

Source; Cushmn Rc Wukcficld of Mirsourl k w ~ ~ h  Sdrvkw 
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May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to respond to the letter sent to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) Commission by Brigadier General James E. Shane, Director of 
Management in the office of the U.S. Army Chief of Staff, dated April 14, 1995. We 
also would like to propose that the Commission add certain bases to the list of facilities 
to be considered for closure during your May 10 hearing. 

As you know, our March 29 letter and the St. Louis community's April 12 
testimony requested that the BRAC Commission reject the Defense Department's 
recommendation to close the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). Both 
our letter and the testimony described how the Arrv. 

(1) failed to compIy with the base closure law's requirement that all closure 
recommendations be based on the final selection criteria; 

(2) failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy; 

(3) overestimated the cost savings to the government, which are much lower than 
represented; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

In our letter, we substantiated these findings with evidence from the Army's own 
which established the methodology for analyzing facilities in 

the 1995 base closure process, and from the Army's own documentation on ATCOM. 

The Army's April 14 letter asserts that our findings are incorrect, and provides a 
description of the Army's base closure process and analysis of ATCOM (see Attachment 
A). While this letter attempts to address the issues raised in our own letter, it fails to 



substantiate any of its own assertions. In fact, the Army's letter is not supported by any 
documentation provided to the Commission and in some cases contradicts Army 
documents describing its analysis and findings on ATCOM. We would like to take this 
opportunity to identify the deficiencies in the Army's position and to recommend that 
the Commission consider more cost-effective alternatives than the closure of ATCOM. 

CLAIM THAT ATCOM CLOSURE WAS BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 
CRITERIA 

In our March 29 letter to you, we noted that the base closure law requires that 
the Defense Department make recommendations to close or realign installations, 
including leased facilities, "on the basis of the force structure plan and the final criteria." 
We explained that the Army violated this law in recommendinz ATCOM for closure 
because it failed to base this decision on the final criteria which measure military value. 
In so doing, the Army did not merely deviate substantially from the four military value 
criteria, it deviated entirely from them. 

The Army's letter concurs with our view that the base closure law required 
uniform application of the military value criteria in selecting installations and leased 
facilities for closure. However, the letter disagrees with our assertion that the Army 
failed to evaluate ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of the four military 
value criteria. The letter asserts that 'although ... facilities within the leasing category 
were not ranked pursuant to an Installation Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this category." The letter also contends 
that "[Military Value Assessments] for each facility within the [leased facility] category 
were arrived at through uniform application of each of the four Military Value Criteria." 

These claims are contradicted by the guidelines the Army used to prepare its 1995 
base closure recommendations and by documentation presented by the Army to justify its 
decision to close ATCOM. 

The Army's Management Control Plan established the analytical framework it 
used during the 1995 base closure and realignment selection process. This document 
directed that leased facilities were to be included in the Army's evaluation process only 
after all other installations had been evaluated based on the four military value criteria, 
had received Military Value Assessments, and had been ranked relative to other 
installations in the same category. Specifically, it states that during the Army's 
Installation Assessment phase, 'each category of installations is compared using a set of 
attributes ...," and that "each attribute is linked to one of the four DOD selection criteria 
that measure Military Value." The Mana~ement Control Plan then explains that data 
from the Installation Assessments and other inputs were to be 'used to develop the 
Military Value Assessment," in which 'banding of installations into enduring, high 
military value, and lower military value is achieved ...." The Mangement Control Plan 
explicitly directed that only later in the process, at the Category Scenario Development 



phase, were leased facilities to be considered. It states that for this phase, 

Inputs include the previous information [from the Military Value Assessments and 
other sources] plus leased facilities. At this point cost, economic, and 
environmental inputs are considered and the product of initial affordable 
candidates is presented. 

The illustrative charts accompanying this text clearly indicate that leased facilities 
were to be excluded from any analysis based on the military value criteria -- whether in 
the Installation Assessment phase or the Military Value Assessment phase (See 
Attachment B). This was a fundamental point made in our March 29 letter, which was 
not, as the Army's letter suggests, based on a misunderstanding of the Army's Installation 
Awessment or its Military Value Assessment, Rather, we demonqtrated that the 
Management Control Plan directed the Army to exclude leased facilities from 
preparation phases that involved an evaluation based on the military value criteria -- 
which is required by law for all installations, including leases. 

The documentation presented by the Army to justify its decision to close ATCOM 
reflects an adherence to the Mana~ement Control Plan's guidelines, in that there is no 
evidence of leased facilities having been evaluated based on the four military value 
criteria. This is clearly substantiated by the Army's Basing Study office's December 20 
briefing to Secretary West for closure and realignment decisions. The documentation 
provided to the Commission indicates that in this briefing, the data presented for each 
candidate installation included a summary of its Military Value Assessment. (See 
Attachment C) In contrast, the data presented for each candidate leased facility did not 
contain any summary of a Military Value Assessment. We firmly believe that the reason 
for this omission was that the Army complied fully with the guidelines of its Management 
COL. 21 Plan and did not evaluate leased facilities based on the military value criteria. 
Consequently, the Secretary of the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM was not 
based on the military value criteria and therefore did not comply with the requirements 
of the base closure law. 

The Army's failure to consider leased facilities based on the military value criteria 
is also demonstrated in Volume I11 of its report to the BRAC Commission. In this 
report, the Army summarized the results of its Military Value Assessment for each 
category of bases except one -- leased facilities. If, as the Army's letter asserts, the Army 
had conducted a Military Value Assessment of leased facilities, why did it not include 
the result of this assessment in its report to the BRAC Commission as it did for every 
other category of bases? Again, we believe the reason for this omission to be that the 
Army did not evaluate leased facilities based on the military value criteria. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) agrees with this conclusion. In its April 
14 report to the BRAC Commission, the GAO stated that 



Regarding the Army, it did not fully adhere to its regular process for 
installations in assessing military value when recommending ... leased 
facilities for closure .... In considering leased facilities, the Amy relied on its 
stationing strategy and its guidance to reduce leases but did not assess the 
facilities separately as it did for other installations. (Emphasis added) 

Contrary to the guidelines summarized above and the documentation provided to 
the Commission, the Army's letter claims that, for each of the four military value 
criteria, the Army considered both quantitative and qualitative attributes of ATCOM. 
Despite this claim, the Army has provided no documentation that indicates any 
consideration based on the military value criteria. In addition, the Army's letter 
describes attributes it claims were used to evaluate leased faciIities for which it appears 
n n  data wac pvpr ~nl!ertpd T h ~ c p  attrihtlt~c inc l l~de  the fnllnwingr 

Percent permanent facilities 
Average age of facilities 
Buildable acres 
Unused space or building 
Ability of information systems to accommodate expansions 
Proximity to or possession of an airport 

We have found no evidence to suggest that these attributes were used to evaluate 
leased facilities, and no evidence of a Military Value Assessment of ATCOM based on 
attributes associated with any military value criteria. It is noteworthy, however, that 
many of the attributes listed above were used by the Army to evaluate bases in its 
Commodity Installations category -- the category in which ATCOM was evaluated during 
the 1993 base closure and realignment process. 

In summary, we believe that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army 
complied with its Manaeement Control Plan and failed to make its decision based on the 
four military value criteria -- a clear violation of the base closure law. We have shown 
that the Army's own documentation supports this position. In contrast, the Army's letter 
suggests that it took actions regarding leased facilities which in effect violated the 
Manaeement Control Plan and allegedly included an evaluation based on the military 
value criteria. The Army has not provided any documentation to support this position, 
and the documentation it has provided to the Commission contradicts it. In the end, the 
facts demonstrate that the Army deviated substantially from the first four selection 
criteria by failing to consider them at all in recommending ATCOM for closure. 

CLAIMS REGARDING THE ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY AND COST 
SAVINGS 

I 

The Army's letter contends that it complied fully with its Stationing Strategy in 
formulating the decision to close ATCOM. In particular, it states that by closing 



ATCOM, the Army will increase efficiency, reduce overhead, minimize the use of leased 
space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate activities. It also argues that the Army 
would save nearly $50 million annually as a result of ATCOM's closure. 

We believe that the closure of ATCOM would not accomplish the goals of the 
Army's Stationing Strategy in a cost-effective manner. First of all, as our March 29 
letter demonstrated, the transfer of ATCOM's functions to the intended receiving bases 
will increase the Army's overhead costs from $7.6 million to $1 1.1 million annually -- an 
outcome that is contrary to the goals of the Stationing Strategy. Secondly, the Army 
itself acknowledges that the cost to transfer ATCOM's functions will exceed $145 
million (we estimate these costs to exceed $184 million), while the savings will amount to 
only $7 million annually after the true personnel impact is taken into account. These 
substantial costs and low savings will produce an extremely poor return on investment for 
the Army. 

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO ATCOM'S CLOSURE 

In light of the costs noted above, the Army should have given serious 
consideration to alternatives to ATCOM's closure. First and foremost, the Army should 
have at least examined ATCOM's own plans to reduce personnel and increase efficiency 
as a way to accomplish the goals of its Stationing Strategy. Over the next five years, 
ATCOM plans to reduce personnel by approximately 445 positions in order to meet the 
Army's own budget projections. These reductions will require one-time administrative 
costs of only $6 million and result in a savings of $20 million annually, with an 
immediate return on investment. Moreover, they will increase efficiency, reduce 
overhead, permit a reduction in the amount of space leased from the General Services 
Administration (thus eliminating unneeded capacity), and streamline activities -- 
accon, 'ishing all of the goals of the Army's Stationing Strategy. 

The Army's letter asserts that it did consider at least one alternative to the 
closure of ATCOM -- the relocation of the Space and Strategic Defense Command 
(SSDC) from a leased facility in Huntsville, Alabama, to Redstone Arsenal. According 
to the Army's letter, this alternative was rejected because the Army found it to be (1) 
more costly than the closure of ATCOM, and (2) less consistent with the Stationing 
Strategy because it "would not increase efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any 
functional synergies." 

These statements regarding SSDC are contradicted by the Army's own data. 
First, the documentation presented by the Army to the Commission indicates that the 
relocation of SSDC to Redstone ArsenaI would cost much less than the closure of 
ATCOM -- $21 million vs. $146 million in one-time costs, and $2 million vs. $12 million 
in recurring costs. We have found that the one-time costs to relocate SSDC are even 
less than the $21 million claimed by the Army, which assumed that a new facility would 
have to be constructed at Redstone Arsenal to accommodate SSDC personnel. In fact, 



both the Army Materiel Command and the office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Installation Management have stated that Redstone currently possesses space to 
accommodate approximately 1,500 personnel. Your staff has confirmed this fact and has 
determined that minimal renovation would be required to accompIish the relocation of 
the 950 employed by SSDC. Based on your staff's renovation estimates, we have 
calculated that the actual one-time costs required to relocate SSDC to Redstone Arsenal 
would be approximately $1 million -- not $21 million as claimed by the Army. Using this 
data, the relocation of SSDC would generate an immediate return on investment, annual 
savings of at least $1.3 million, and a 20-year net present value of up to $23 million. 
This is a much more cost-effective prospect than the closure of ATCOM. 

Secondly, the relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal is entirely consistent with 
the Army's Stationing Stratee. The Armv's COBRA report for SSDC demonstrates 
that relocation would increase efficiency and reduce overhead by eliminating $3.8 million 
in lease costs and generating only $2.5 million in additional overhead costs at Redstone 
Arsenal -- a net savings of $1.3 million annually. In addition, the documentation 
presented by the Army Basing Study office to the Undersecretary of the Army on 
October 11, 1994, states that the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy with major 
[Program Managers] and Missile Command at Red~tone" (see Attachment D). 
Consequently, by the Army's own data and assertions to its leadership demonstrate that 
the relocation of SSDC would fulfill the goals of its Stationing Strategy to reduce 
overhead and leased space, eliminate excess capacity and co-locate activities. 

While not acknowledged by the Army, its consideration of the possible closure of 
the Natick Research, Development & Engineering Center (RDEC) in Massachusetts also 
had relevance vis-a-vis the proposed closure of ATCOM. This facility is the site of the 
U.S. Army Soldier Systems Command, and is intended by the Army to receive soldier 
systems functions from ATCOM should it close. The Army's own data in:'-ates that 
the closure of Natick RDEC would require fewer one-time costs than those required for 
the closure of ATCOM, would generate $27 million in savings annually, and would 
produce a 20-year net present value of $185 million. Despite these savings -- which are 
considerably greater than those that would accrue from the closure of ATCOM -- the 
Army chose to keep this facility open. It also appears to be willing to transfer ATCOM 
personnel to Natick RDEC despite the Army COBRA report's determination that such 
a move would increase annual overhead costs by $1.6 million, or an extraordinary $8,120 
per person. Given such costs, it does not appear that the decision to retain Natick 
RDEC and transfer ATCOM functions to it are in the best interests of the Army or the 
taxpayer. 

In light of the above, we do not believe that the Army's April 14 letter to the 
Commission provides any justification for the closure of ATCOM. The Army's letter 
not only lacks any documentation to substantiate its claims, but is contradicted by 



documentation the Army has already presented to the Commission. The Army's 
documentation substantiates our conclusions that it failed to comply with the base 
closure law's requirement that all recommendations be based on the final selection 
criteria, failed to meet the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy, overestimated the 
cost savings to the government, and failed to give serious and accurate consideration to 
more cost-effective alternatives. Consequently, we would like to reiterate our request 
that the Commission reject the Army's recommendation that ATCOM be closed. 

In order to evaluate fairly and adequately the Army's recommendation to close 
ATCOM and our belief that it should remain open, we request that the Commission add 
SSDC and Natick RDEC to the list of installations to be considered for closure during 
your May 10 hearing. We believe that only by adding these facilities will the 
Commission be able to examine all of the issues raised by the Army's recommendation, 
including viable alternatives. 

We appreciate your attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephardt ' 
United States Senator Member of Congress 

Uni' 4 States Senator Member of Congress 

~ e & e r  of Congress Member of Congress 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHtEf OF LTAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHlNaTQN DC 10310.0200 

Apri l  1 4 ,  1995 
ATTENTION OF 

The Honorable Alan Y .  Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Bass Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street ,  Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached l e t t e r  from the Missouri Congressional 
Delegation (the "MCD ~etter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense improperly recommended to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission the 
closure of Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I would 
l i k e  to respond on behalf of the Army,  and I appreciate 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues should not  lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATCOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Army's 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formulated, we feel it i e  useful to provide a briaf 
description of the A r m y o $  Base RealignmanG and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issues 
raised by the MCD Letter. 

As you are aware, the BRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, tach recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through uniform 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
application of these Selection Criteria within 
categories, the military value of each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the e f f e c t s  associated with any potential closure 
or realignment--includi~g the costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined, 

Pr~nted en @ Recyclta Paper 



The Stationina Strakeav 

Although the BRAC law establishe~ a process by 
which closure and realignment recommendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before t h e  Army 
c o u l d  beg in  its BRAC process, I t  had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing 
requirements. The Army elected to do this in a 
comprehensive planning document: the A r m y  Stationing 
Strategy. 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do So, 
to develop t h i a  Stationing Strategy because of its 
independent planning u t i l i t y .  Thus, the Army's 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as it 
establishes the parameters within which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army installation or facility must be 
determined with reference to the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy. 

After developing i ts  Stationing Strategy, the Army 
began its formal BRAC process with a comprehensive 
review and inventory of all of its installations, To 
facilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the A r m y  assigned each 
installation or facility to one of 14 categories, each 
of which contained installations or facilities with 
similar characteristics. Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation, and consistent with DoP 
policy guidance, the Army established a separata, 
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facilities could be compared to one another. 1 

l&,g, pefense B u e  C l o ~ a n d R e a l i m m e n t  
C m m i s s i m ;  1993 Re~ort to President, 1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3 ("The Commission suggests DoD direct the 
services to include a separate category for leased 

(continued.,.) 



( I ) Mi li tary Value Assessmen ta 

The Army then appl ied  the Military Value Criteria 
("MVC)--i.e,, the first four of the published DoD 
Selection Criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a category.' Like all the published criteria, 
the MVC were applied uniformly within each category so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, a l l  installations or 
facilities would be considered equally, and the 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ( "MVA:: ) for eacn parcicuiak i f r s i b l l i i k i ~ i i  G r  
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed according to the Army's BRAC 95 
Installation ~ssessment Program (IAP), a decision pad 

'(...continued) 
facilities during the  1995 process to ensure a bottom- 

18 up review of all leased space. ).  DoDts policy 
guidance subsequently left to each of the services the 
decision as to whether to create a separate "ategory 
for the review of leased facilities. Although the 
other military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 
1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield better analysis of leased facilities. 

8 

Vonsistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoD1s policy guidance, "[clivilian personnel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of an organization [that is either located] on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is locatedl 
within the same metropolitan statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that installation." Sea, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 December 1994, pp, 1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases were assessed as part 
of their host installations. 



computer model that was designed to assist in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
the MVC. Thus, certified data were collected for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered into 
the IAP, which in turn produced an Installation 
Assessment--i.e., a quantitative ranking of 
installations within a particular category. 

With respect to the LFC, however, the IAP was not 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to assist in the comparison of particular 
installations: rather than in t h e  comparison of 
particular (leased) facf l i t i e ? ~ . ~  In other words, 
installations and leased facilities are fundamentally 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated according 
to the same list of attributes. For example, comparing 
leased facilities based on things such as each leased 
facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, 
hard surface staging areas, and other such attributes 
incorporated in the XAP model would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this limited respect, the Army's BRAC process for 
 eased facilities might ba said to have differed 
slightly from its process for other types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessment, 
however, the A r m y  did, as described more fully below, 
undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased 
facility according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the IAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion .of the MVA was 
undertaken. T h e s e  qualitative assessments sought to 
ascertain the consistency of the quantitative 
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

'~roups of leases in the same headquarters and 
same geographical area were deemed a single facility 
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determined 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of both 
quantitative assessments, which were arrived at through 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitative 
assessments, which were provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy, Although the Army determined 
separately the Military Value of each leased facility 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, the 
MVA of each leased tacility was nonetheiess uompuse3 uL  
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a leased facility solely according to 
the qualitative guidance provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. 

( 2 )  Identificatf on of Study  Candidates  

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Valuo 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, tho&c 
installations or facilities t h a t  were deemed to possess 
relatively low military value within the cc"sgory were 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With respect to the LFC, all 
facilities within ths category were deemed to be of 
relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to MVC two and four, and thus all facilities were 
designated as candidates for further study. 

(3) Development of A1 ternati ves and 
Appl i ca t f  on o f  Dad S e l e c t i o n  C r i  teria 
Four through E i g h t  

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each 
category, the Army developed between one and six 
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives, Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordability, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection 
Criterion--"[t]he extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, 
for the savings to exceed the costs"--was a p p l i e d  
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoDfs model for resource analysis and 
measurement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or realignment. Thus once relevant data was 
plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
a n a l y s i s  indicated t h e  l i k e l y  costs and savings 
associated with each pntenkial closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
"[tlhe economic impact on communities[,]" and "[tlhe 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities' infrastructure to support forces,  
missions, and personnel[,]" respectively--were applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of DoDfs standard model for the calculation 
of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each 
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, the eighth DoD Selection Criteria--lf[t1he 
envirmmental impact"--was applied uniformly to all 
study candidates within a category by an Environmental 
Review Committee, which collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summaries and produced an 
initial assessment for each  installation or f a c i l i t y .  
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and 
they were factored into analysis of each of the 
alternatives. 

THE ARMY RID. ACCORDING TO CRIl'ERIA THRofIGu 
FOUR, ASSESS MILITARY VALUE I N  THE FORMULATION OF 
ITS ATCOM RECOMME-. 

The charge that the Army failed to assess military 
value  in the formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
the Army's BRAC analysis--including its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within t h e  
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an 
Installation Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility w i t h i n  t h i s  



category.' 

The quantitative component of these MVAs took the 
form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "teJlfmfnate excess capacity[,] . . . 
[mlinimize use of leased space[,] . . . [and] 
lclollocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is availableH--and its more particular operational 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve "[ejfficiency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, a6 
well as reduce11 overhead[.]" 

Just as with other categories of installations, 
MVAS for each facility within the LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the  
four M i l i t a r y  Value Criteria. With respect to  the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was appl ied  to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

'1t appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "~nstallation ~ssessment" far a "~ilitary 
Value Assessment", and the MCD therefore concluded that 
sinee the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Eseessments 
were undertaken for facilities within the category. As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a discretionary, quantitative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer model. It may form the 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, consisting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category, Thus 
a ~ i l i t a r y  Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessment--if such an assessment is 
appropriate for facilities or installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment. 



A - ~ ~ p l i c a t i o n  of the  First Criterion: "current 
and future mission reauiremenks and the 
jmaet on o ~ e e s  of DoDt 
total force. " 

The A r m y  considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMts current and future mission 
requirements and their impact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it 
considered the attributes of leased facilities that 
bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the 
size of the facilities according to their type, the 
population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
penalties to terminate the lease. ~ualicatively, the 
A t m y  assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 
of the aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of the Stationing Strategy. 

tim of B. A ~ v U c a  - DL? second C . r i t e r i ~ C  
"aval- 'on of land an4 
facilitAes at hoth t h  existinu and ~otentinh 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities at A!tCOMt8 existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Abetdeen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fort 
Monmouth, and Matick ~esktarch, Developmant, Engineering 
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes 
of leased facilities that bore on such matters, 
collecting information on such things as the percent of 
permanent facilitates a t  an existing leased site and 
potential receiving s i t e b ,  the average age of 
facilities at each location, and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. A s  part 
of this analysis, the A r m y  used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities were 
available at potential receiving locations, and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. If facilities were not available, 
then the data base was used to determine what 
facilities would have to be constructed to accommodate 
such relocations. Qualitatively, the Army once again 
assessed its quantitative analysis in light of the 
aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of its Statianing Strategy. 



k m~lication af the ~hir-ion: " a b f l i t y  
f o accnmmod.ate :conkinaencv mabi l i z a t i o n *  and 
future reauirements at both exist if la an4 
~ e n t i a l  receivina l o c a t i w .  t I 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATC0M:s ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at 
both its present location and at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the 
attributes of leased facilities and potential receiving 
locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
sczh as kzildc5le acres cr  unllae? scace or buildinas, 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accommodate expansions, the sites' pr0xirnit.y to or 
possession of an airport, Qualitatively, the Army 
again reviewed its quantitative findings in light of 
t h e  general and more particularized objectives set 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

A~~liCZtti~n of the Fourth Cri,-k io " 

manmhter im-at f f  

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the mbnpower and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at i t s  existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to several other installations. 
Quantitatively, it consigered the a t t r i b u t e s  t h a t  bore 
on such manpower and cost factorr, collacting data on 
things such as the square footage requiraments at 
existing and potential receiving s i tes ,  t h e  costs per 
square foot of existing leased space and space 
elsewhere, the manpower-to-square-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations, Qualitatively, and as with the other 
criteria, the Army assessed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy. 

3_Lt n y 7  
THE FQRMULATION OF ITS ATCOM RRCOMMEmATfON* 

The charge that the Army has net complied with its 
Stationing Strategy in the formulation of its ATCOH 
recommendation is incorqect. As explained above, the 
Army's Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to it& managers with respect to 
future operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages the Army to minimize the use of 



leased space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functional synergy can be achieved and 
facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with all 
of the Army's StationinglStrategyts objectives and 
guidance. This recommendation increases efficiency 
through collocation, integration, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logistics functions at several installations. In turn, 
the synergies achieved through such collocations, 
integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
overhead costs--in large part because once they are 
relocated, fewer personnel are required to accomplish 
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with the Stationing Strategy's other 
objectives insofar as itlminimizes the use of leased 
space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving 
locations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of 
functional synergies, 

Xlk T .--4 0 U 
EXPECT TO fzEsZE FRQM THE CLOSURE OF A!.FC.OMe 

The allegation that the Army has overstated the 
savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM 
is without merit. The Army would save nearly $50 
million annually as a result of the synergies, 
efficiencies, and consol,idations it expects to realize 
from the closure oz ATCOM. 

Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the 
DoD COBRA model does no$ consider, or take credit for,  
any savings that might $esu l t  from any previously 
plaaned personnel reductions or reductions that are 
otherwise independent a$ the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with'personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure of realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRA model is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whether the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
result of any particular closure or realignment is s 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address. Nonetheless, we note that if 
the Army vacates GSA lehsed space, then GSA could make 
such space available to another Federal agency, or it 
could dispose of the property entirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



F l n a l l y ,  the Army did conclude in its 1993 BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a single 
installation would be tool expensive. However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids many of the significant 
construction costs, that,:in large part, were 
responsible for the high costs associated with 
relocation in 1993. Indeed, if the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM and'relocating its functions to 
several installations during its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have,forwarded such a 
recommendation to the 1993 Commission. 

L X4E ARMY ZDNSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTERNATXVES 
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . I 

The suggestion that the Army failed to consider 
more cost-effective alternatives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers feahible, competing alternatives, 
and the recommended closufe of ATCOM was the best of 
these alternatives. The Army did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM recommendatiQn, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Defense Command 
("SSDC") from a leased fatility to Redston. Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated t h a t  it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alttrnative was less consistent 
with the Army's Stationin Strategy, since relocation 
of SSDC to Redstone Arsen ! 1 would not increase 
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. 

I 

Gr CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, we do not believe that any of the 
issues raised by the MCD Letter can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through uniform application of the Military 
Value Criteria within each category, the Army developed 
a separate Military Value Assessment for each 
installatfon and facility--including those in the 
Leased Facility Category. The ATCOM recommendation is 
fully consistent with the Stationing Strategy's 
guidance, and the Army did not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings that would be realized from the 
recommended closure of A T ~ O M .  Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all Bracticable and feasible 
alternatives were consideked. 



Thank you again for Allowing us to address these 
issues. We hope t h a t  thik letter will assist the 
Commission in understandihg the Army's BRAC processes 
in general, and its recomhendation respecting ATCOM in 
particular. I 

I 

1 J ~ Q S  E. ~ h a n e ,  Jr. 
; Br' adier General, US Army 
i 
I Director of Management 

Attachment 
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June 5,1995 

The Honorable Alan .J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to request that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comrnission examine the following issues as part of its analysis of the Army's 
recommendation to close the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis: 

1.  In recommending ATCOM for closure, the A m y  plans to transfer its hnctions 
and those of the Program Executive Office (PEO) .Aviation, which is collocated with 
ATCOM, to Redstone Arsenal. The A m y  claims that the synergy generated by this 
transfer will allow the A m y  to eliminate 786 civilian positions. Like ATCOM and PEO 
Aviation, the Space & Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) and PEO Missile Defense 
perform complementary functions and are collated in a leased facility in Huntsville, 
Alabama. As noted in earlier correspondence from the Missouri Congressional 
delegation, on October 1 1, 1994 A m y  Basing Study officials reported to the 
Undersecretary of the Army that the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy with 
major program Managers] and Missile Command at Redstone." However, the Army 
Basing Study ofice failed to include the personnel reductions that would result fiom such 
synergy in its analysis of moving SSDC onto Redstone Arsenal. 

- 
In lightofthe aboveF-t that in evaluating the relocation of SSDC to -- __- - .. 

Redstone Arsenal as an alternative to ATCOM's closure, the Comrnission include the 
relocation of PEO Missile Defense and determine the number of personnel positions that 

. . 

could be eliminated by ( I )  relocating SSDCPEO Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal . - .-. .. 
- - - -- - - and (2) merging its functions with those of the Army Missile Command. 1 understand 

I ,--. 
that the A m y  ScienccBo-a-dying this issue and has confinned that personneb -- 

- -- 
reductions would be achieved by this relocation. . :. ,, . L.- .  

a +-.*z 
:f?;..- 3d 

I f  the Army expects that relocating ATCOM's functions will result in the --,*& ..:.&'-: 2 .  
- PX?.,. 

-. ;:x-g,;;- : 
elimination of 786 out of 3784 civilian personnel positions -- or 21 percent -- it should .. . ~ & i ~ .  .- 1 ..-,.\ G?. b 

certainly be able to eliminate at least an equal percentage of SSDC/PEO Missile Defense ". -< w: . . -- . . . civilian positions when relocating their functions to Redstone Arsenal. I request that such . . ,  



persomel reductions be incorporated into the Commission's cost/savings analysis 
regarding the movement of SSDUPEO Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal. 

2. 1 understand that the Army has informed the Army Material Command that it 
will have to incur personnel reductions in excess of 5,000 positions during the next few 
years. over and above reductions currently projected in force structure plans and Program 
Budget Guidance directives. It is inevitable that a sizable portion of these reductions will 
be taken from ATCOM. Consequently, I request that the Commission examine these 
additional reductions and subtract those expected to be taken at ATCOM from the 786 
personnel reductions the Army claims will result from the movement of ATCOM 
fUnctions to other installations. 

3. In its revised COBRA analysis of ATCOM's closure, the Army included $1 8.6 
million in Base Operations (BASOPS) Non-payroll costs that would be saved through the 
relocation of ATCOM's functions. The inclusion of these costs is inappropriate, because 
they would continue to be incurred at thc locations where ATCOM's functions are 
proposed to be transferred. Therefore, I request that the Commission exclude these costs 
from any analyses it conducts of the savings generated by the closure of ATCOM. 

4. The Army's May 1994 ASIP indicates that the Army Missile Command 
intends to retain 778 excess p e n o ~ e l  (non-additive authorizations) and ACTRASA 
intends to retain 83 excess personnel at Redstone Arsenal at least through the end of the 
decade. At the same time, the A r m y  estimates that it will have to hire 826 new personnel 
at Redstone Arsenal as a result of its taking on ATCOM's functions. This situation 
suggests that the Army may be using the transfer of ATCOM's hnctions as an - -- 

opportunity to assign Rcdstone Arsenal's excess p e r s o ~ e l  to the new positions that will 
i 

be required. In light of the above and the Army's own estimates that it will cost over - .  
$100 million to move and accommodate personnel from St. Louis to Redstone Arsenal . -L 

and eliminate 786 others, it would appcar more cost-effective to allow ATCOM to - - - .i - 
continue with its downsizing plans and simply eliminate excess personnel at Redstone ,. *- -- I 
Arsenal. Therefore, I request that the Commission include a reduction of excess .- - 
personnel at Redstone Arsenal in any alternatives it  considers to ATCOM's closure. 

- -- --A ------ -- . - ,  

I appreciate your consideration and incorporation of these issues into your - 
analysis of the closure of ATCOM and relevant alternatives. 

Yours very truly, 

- -- - - - -- - - -- 

- .* -- * < . - - - -  * - - . I  - _ _ _  + - .* .C - - - - - -  . --- 
.-+<+:*&;-, - .  0 -  - Fr. % * .;-*.I 2 *:--: .'-. - - - 

- 
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June 7, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
,klington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We wish to respond to the challenges asserted by the Missouri delegation to the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation to disestablish the Aviation and Troop Command 
(ATCOM) and merge the aviation part of ATCOM with the Army Missile Command 
WICOM) to create the Aviation and Missile Command at Redstone Arsenal. We believe 
these challenges have been soundly rebutted by BG James E. Shane, Jr., U.S. Army 
Rirector of Management, in his letter to you on April 14, 1995. (attached) 

The Missouri delegation responded to Gen. Shane7s letter on May 5,  1995 and 
attempted to assert the same challenges to the process used by the Army. We do not 
believe the Missouri delegation letter (May 5) offers any new challenges, but would like to 
offer our perspective on those assertions. We will address, in this letter, the first two 
challenses offered in that May 5 letter, specifically that 1) the Army failed to comply witti 
the base closure law's requirement that all closure recommendations be based on the Final 
Selection Criteria, a d  2) the Army failed to comply with its own Stationing Strategy. 

We must conclude that the Army's analysis complies fully with the Base Closure 
law relative to the Final Criteria and with its own Stationing Strategy. Part of the 
assertions by the Missouri delegation is based on the Army's treatment of leased facilities. 
,4 review of the treatment of leased facilities by the BRAC law is an appropriate first step. 

T OF LEASED FACKUES 

The 1989 Base Realignment and Closure law, Sec. 2910, defined the term military 
installation as follows: "The term 'military installation' means a base, camp. post. station. 
yard, center, homeport facility for any ship. or other activity under the jurisdiction of the 

. Department of Defense." During this first BRAC process. the Services were precluded 
from considering "leased facilities." This resulted in permanent installations of higher 
miiitary value than certain leased facilities being recommended for closure because leased 
facilities were not allowed to be considered. 

This inadequacy in the law was rectified by amendment to the definitions section 
which took effect for the 1991 BRAC round. The amended definition reads: "The term 
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'military installation' means a base, camp, post, station, yard, center, homeport facility for 
any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including 
any leased facility.' (emphasis added). This amendment clearly recognized the d to 
include leased facilities i.n the BRAC process. 

. . 
The BRAC Commission. in its Defense Base Closure rtnd Realj I 

3 rt to the Pre-, July 1. 1993, further recognized the u n i m  
rclated?leased facilities by recommending that a distinct process be applied to analyze 
leased facilities. The 1993 Commission recommended that the "DoD direct the Services to 
include a separate category for leased facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottorn- 
up review of all leased space." 

The BRAC law clearly requires that the Services include leased facilities in  their 
evaluation, and the 1993 BRAC Commission specifically recommended that leased facilities 
be treated as a separate catego within that evaluation. The Army. in this BRAC round, 
fully complies with the BRAC ?' aw and the 1993 BRAC Commission recommendation to 
treat leased facilities separately. The Army's treatment of leased facilities separately not 
only complies with the BRAC law, but also demonstrates an effective and rational 
approach to achieving the results intended by Congress in establishing the BRAC process. 

The Missouri delegation accuses the Army of not complying with the base closure 
law's requirement that all base closure recommendations be based on the Final Selection 
Criteria. Their May 5 letter states that the Installation Assessment (LA) phase "was the 
only phase of the Army's base closure selection process in which the first four criteria 
were used as the basis for developing closure recommendations." This accusation makes 
the erroneous claim that because the IA criteria are tied to the first four Final Selection 
Criteria. that this is the ody measure based on the first four Final Selection Criteria. 

The determination of Military Value, as defined by the first four of the Final 
Selection Criteria, is crucial in the development of the Army's closure or realignment 
recommendations. Use of the Installation Assessment is neither the sole means of 
developing Military Value, nor is its use mandated by the BRAC statute. As General 
Shane states in his letter of April 14: 

"Although the BRAC law establishes a process by which closure and realignment 
recommendations are to be made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the necessary reductions. 
Accordingly, before the Army could begin its BRAC process. it had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing requirements. The Army elected to do 
this in a comprehensive planning document: the Army Stationing Strategy. ... The 
Army elected, wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirements to do so, to develop 
this Stationing Strategy. . . .[The Army Stationing Strategy] is integral to the process, 
insofar as an assessment of the military value of any particular Army installation or 



The Honorable Alan I. Dixon 
June 7, 1995 
Page 3 

facility [is concerned][and Military Value] must be determined with reference to the 
objectives set forth in its Stationing Strategy." (Shane letter. April 14, page 2) 

The Army Stationing Strategy addresses the FinaI Criteria in its Stationing 
Requirements which state that closures and realignments should: 1) Preserve only crucial 
research, development, test, and evaluation capabilities that cannot be sustained by the 
private sector or academia, 2) optimize the operational efficiency of the U.S. Army's 
RDT&E and materiallmaintenance management functions, 3) provide seamless item 
material. management across all commodity groupings, and 4) maintain the capability to 
support the reconstitution of the U.S. Army forces' transitions from one theater of 
operation to another. 

The Stationing Requirements are to be achieved through the Army's Operational 
BIueprint which states that closures and realignments should 1) achieve efficiency through 
collocation and integration of research. engineering, acquisition and logistic functions, 2) 
coll<x=ate/integrate similar functions to provide a more efficient solution than maintaining 
separate installations organized to perform only commodity specific reserve and 
engineering support, 3) achieve a high degree of organizational integration and collocation 
of R&D, acquisition su port to the PEO and sustainment of the commodity group, and 4) P concentrate in a single ocation the skills of its research and development, acquisition, and 
logistics forces to create a crossdisciplined environment. 

The claims of the Missouri delegation are unsubstantiated. The Army 
recommendation to create the Aviation and Missile Command at Redstone Arsend fully 
complies with the Army Stationing Strategy and thus meets the Military Value Final 
Criteria. 

COMPLJANCE WTH THE ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY 

The Missouri delegation claims that the Army contradicted the Stationing Strategy 
because the Army recommendation does not increase efficiency. This is not the case 
since: 1) a single Acquisition Center will support the new Aviation and Missile Command, 
~ ~ 3 f  two as Missouri claims, 2) Integrated Material Management Centers will be reduced by 
one, and 3) staffing requirements in both the Aviation and Missile commands are similar in 
job descriptions, education. requirements and engineering disciplines. Thus, tbe A r m y  
recommendation adheres to the Stationing Strategy by "collocating or integrating 
similar functions" and by "concentrating in a single location the siiilIs of R&D, 
acquisition, and logistics forces.'' 

The Missouri delegation claims that the Missile Command does not perform aviation 
related functions. This is inaccurate since: 1) MICOM has managed armaments on Army 
adrames. e.g. TOW, HELLFIRE, LONGBOW and the 2.75" Rocket, 2) MICOM is 
responsible for functional integration of missile systems onto aircraft, 3) MICOM engineers 
have extensive and long-standing working relationships with Aviation engineers to ensure 
air worthiness of helicopters and missiles, and 4) the Army Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
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program is managed at Redstone Arsenal. The Army recommendation adheres to the 
Stationing Strategy by the "collocation and integration of research and engineering," 
and by "concentrating in a single location the skills of its research and development 
force to create a cross-disciplined environment . " 

The Missouri delegation claims that Aviation Research and Development will stiU 
reside in two separate locations. This claim is not supportable since: 1) the Aviation 
Research, Development, and Engineering Center (RDEC) and its directorates will merge 
with the MICOM RDEC to form a single, fully integrated R&D organization, 2) current 
engineering functions performed at ATCOM will be moved to Redstow Arsenal. 3) 
Aviation R&D will have on-site access to the MICOM RDEC facilities valued at over 
$500 million. and 4) existing Aviation RDEC facilities, currently remotely located from 
ATCOM, will be managed under a single integrated RDEC organization. Tbe Army 
recommendation, therefore, adheres to the Stationing Strategy by "colIocating and 
integrating similar functions to provide a more eff~cient solution than maintaining 
separate installations" and by "achieving a high degree of organizational integration 
aml collocation of R&D, acquisition support, and sustahment of the commodity 
group. " 

The assertions by the Missouri delegation that the Army failed to comply with the 
Find Criteria and the Army's own Stationing Straten are simply without justification. 
The Missouri delegation's assertions: 

1) Disregard the historical precedent of BRAC law and specifs BRAC Commission 
recommendations that direct the Services to treat leased facilities as a separate 
category of installation, 

2) Accuse the Army of not following the BRAC law based on an analysis of 
analytical processes developed by the Army that are over and above the 
requirements of the BRAC law. 

3) Erroneously suggest that all categories of installations must be evaluated on the 
same set of sub-criteria, discounting the need to evaluate distinct categories of 
installations by criteria germane to their functions and installation conditions, 

4) Erroneously,su gest that the sum of the Military Value Assessment is contained B in the Army's sel developed Installation Assessment Program, and 

5) Supgest, in total contradiction to the facts, that the recommendation to create the 
Aviahon and Missile Command does not conform to the Army's Stationing Strategy. 

W e  strongly assert that the Arm recommendation to create the Aviation and Missile 
Command at Redstone Arsenal X U y  conforms to BRAC law and fully meets the 
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requirement to base recommendations on the Final Criteria and the Army's Stationing 
Strategy. We support the Army recommendation. 

We appreciate your consideration of these views as you and the Commission 
deliberate the Department of Defense recommendations. 

Sinurel y . . 

h e & -  w Richard &% Shelbv 
U.S. S e n a t o u  Member of Congress 

4 

U.S. Senator 

Van Hilleary 1 
Member df con& 
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The Hanotabla A L a n  J. biwon 
Chairman, Th* Defense Base Closure 

and Raallgnmcn\ CornmL~sion .OF csH=s=L 
7700 North Moore S t r e ~ t ,  S t a .  3425  
Arl ington,  Virginia 22209 

Uobz Chairman Dixon; 
.- . . 

Thaok you far providing us with a copy of th- 
attachod letter from tho'nissouri Cangxessional 
orlegation (th* "m ~ e t t e r " ) ,  which auggerts t h a t  the 

. . 
S e c r e t a r y  a£ Defense lmproparly ncwMIended CO tho 1995 
Defrnrrc W e  Closure' and RsaJignment Cma~raion the ' . . . 

-.. closura of Aviation an8 Truap tkltunarld (AwM). 1 VKdd ' ' . . l fko to raspond on beh4.f of thr Arrmy, and I apprsctate 
... a & .  :. . .  . t h i s  opprtunity  t~ present the m y ' s  vltawk on the 

,rrraral issues that tha Letter raises, and 
i r .  . . . explain .why tho80 iaauirr should not lead the. 1995 
.:- .. . . cmmdamfon t o  rs>ect tbe m Q n  rerxmeda~on.  . 
.. ....... . .  .d'. . . . ... , . Imca~fa'u9 In;iieve that.raany crf the.- 18&8a at- . . . . .  . .  . ,,-: ! . . fr- r.niwartlerstanding of tha m y  irz.whicb the Amyea 

aloaurr and. xmalipaaqnt recaarraandatio~ w o r e  
. . .  . . faxmlated,:wa feel it is usaful to provide a k S a f  

. 'description .of the A n r ~ y ! ~  Base Rdigarnant  and Closure 
' ( W C )  pmceas befare tumlng to the p a r t t ~ u l f v  iumaea 

raised by ,the ACD Letter- . . . . . .  . - 
? . . :  ' . , . . . . . . .  . :. . . 

&':...'pa AlBggr'S . , , -  , 5 .  .. 
-----;-- ...--...-. .... -*.---- ..... . . .  . . .  . . . . .  - - .  . . . . . . . . _ .  . ::i - - . . . . .  

..I,:,?:-. . .  . . . .  . ...-. .. - . . ,;<. - . . . .  . As you.afe aware, the aRAC process i s  designed to 
. . . .  . . ,  

. faciLFtate.obfectfve, Zair, and open decisions w i t h  
respect to nccaaaary raductlons Fn milit- . . - .  ....; :-a. . .< . . . :. infrastructure.. ~ c c c i r d i n g l y  , sdch recommended" clouuri . 

. ..... , or:reul~qnment..is exrived at. thtough.ukifprm ..,,. . - .  , .. 
,.:.i5.y;3i5+,:2 - ; ~ - s p p ~ ~ c & t l c i n :  of; l3-m. e ight ,  gubllrhsd Dapaftmmtr of,;. #;$.::;* - . . . .. - . . . .  : Defense (DoD] Sclectioa Cziteria. . Through evenhanded 

' 

.. . . a p ~ l i c a t i o n  of these, Selection Criteria w i t h i n .  - .  . . . . .  .. '. . i . - .  categor ies , .  the m i l i t a r y  va lue '  of sash p a r t i  c u l e '  '. ' ' 
. . . ' .. , .. ;.-.. f a c i l i t y  o r  installatLon i s  aasessed separately, a£ ter . . ........-.+;.... which t h e  off octs associated w i t h  any poton tial closure. . . .  . - ..:... or real ignment- inc luding  the coats to the military, . , .... and t h s   implication^ for a f f s c t a d  local communities and 

the  environment-are detenained. . . . .  
- .  . . .  

.... ,..: ;;?-.>. . ., . . 
. . . . . . . .  . . I .  . .- . 

1 ,.-.. ., . . .  
, : . .--; - . -. .. , . . .  .,:.1:"<, 
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Although the BRAC law e s t a b l i a h o s  a process by 
. . .  .which cZoaurs and raalignrrent rocomendations are t o  be 

. . --made, It does not  provide 8ny spsoiflc object ive's wit& - ... respect t o  the  type,  numbar, m n d  magnitude of t h e  
nacoaeary reductions. ~ccord ing ly ,  before tho Army 
ewulU btgln l t a  BRAC. procuss, it had to artio\t late  itr 
generalized, strategic and oparatfonal basing 

. . requirements. Tha ~ r m y  slectmd to do this in a ' 

. ~ u m p r e h ~ n ~ i v t  plannlng.documant: t h e  Ammy StotLoaing 
S t r a t q y .  . . .  ... - . - L-. - - - - .  - .  

The A m y r +  Stationing S t r a t q y  d o e 8  not: outllnm . 

speoific stationing decisiom, nor does i t  recornanend 
tho closure or r~aliqnment of any partlcu141: 

- i n a ~ a t i o n s  or facilities. Indeed, the A m y  electad, . . . . . .  . -. whol ly  apart f r o m  any BRAC'. l q a L  requl-rement' t o  d o  so, ;. 
to davelop this dtat ioning Strategy becaus. of F t s  
indepandent planning utility. Thus, the A m y ' s  

. Stationing 8trategy provAdea an opesakional foundation 
upon which m C  plarnf,.ng am5 analysis can pructed. It 
ie both antecedent to the BRAC process. insofar as it 
establishes .tba parameterr wlthln which BRAC . . . .  .duciaforunaking takes place, and it is intagr~l to the 
procasa, inaofar a8 M u88esmeat of n r i L L t a r y  value 
of any particrular Army iartUatiori .Of fhd f l iky  nu+k b8 
detozwinod with rafermncs to tns objactivea set forth 
in it# Stationing Strategy. 

& - .: 
# .  . .  ~ t t -  deorriaping i t n  ~tafAaning'.~t;rate .tbe.kmy. - ::.. -... F ' ..- - ' 

bagan itar Conwl sRaC prouqss w i t h  a..easpr enalve-I . . . . . .  . .- 
. . . . . .  ._*. .- & . .  -...- . . review and-.inventory- of-.dLl.-oe ft8-i?uxtal~ati~m8~~ TO. 7 " :""'"'- . . .  . . . . .  " -" -. "'" . . L a c i U t a t a  f m i z  C O Q ~ ~ Z ~ S ~ P S ,  ~d consistent with 

. . . .  . Departrwnt of DeEmge pol icy ,  the Army. aasaignd each -. . . . . . .  . . installation az Cacility to ona of I d  catciqories, each' . . . . . .  . ..of which oontainad' i n a t a l l a t i v  or faciL~ t i e s  w i t h  . . .  . . b  . - .  '.:. ., . 
. sfmila'' charactaristics, Pursuant to a 1993,BRAC b 

...... Comiasim rscmm*ndation, and canalstent  w i t h  PoD. . ,..,:,..:,9-,.. f . ; ..#.,;, - ..... :;. :;. .. "* ... ...- 1: .. i- . . . . . . .  . ......_.. : .. ---.' .:... _ ;; ;: gO.Licy guidance ,:. the m y .  ast&l iahtd  o aopbcst8 &A:: , :. . ; . . .  
L ~ a ~ e d  Pactli t f e s  C a t e g o r y  ( "LPC" ) w i t h i n  whrch leased 

' 

f;rcilities could ba*compased to one another.. . . . . -.. . '..."*:'. . . . . .  . . . .  , . .  2'. ,. ::. . .. . 
. . -. . . . . * -6 , .-. 

. . 

, 7 July 1993, 

ssrvices to i n c l u d e  a s e p a r a t e  category for l e a s e d  
. . . . ( cont inued- ,  .) 

. . 
. . 

. . \ .  . . .  
' '. : .. . . .  . . . . . .  -. 
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. . 
. .  ( 1 )  i v i l l b r y  Value A.suassmsnt4 .::. . . .  . . .... : ', . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  .- . . ;: . .  '.t 

- 0  . . . ..-.... . . .  me  A& than applied t h e  Military Value ~ r i t u r ~ ~  $,.:. .:.. . . .  
" ':. ;' ("uvC)--1-e., the f i r a t  four o f  tho published DaD ... . I .. .:-F; .:. .;..::;-. 

. . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . .  S d ~ t i o n  CrL terla--to each LnotdLlrkion or f a o i l i  ty :,.';:... ; .: -.- -.:&, 
. . . . . .  . : .  . , -+ ' within a catrgory.' Like a11 k h m  published criteria, . . '  . . --:; 

. : .  A : .  . the MVC were a p p l i e d  uniformly w i t h i n  each category so a .;. I,...;. ... . .  .:. , - 
' .f. . ..-.-. . _ .  . . '.. 1 . ..-.-. .: that, consistent w i t h  BRAC law, a U  installations or. : .:,.,..; !..:; , . ! . k i - p . .  .--. . . . . .  .. ... . . . .  . . .  .:,.. . ..., , ,..,.... faci l i t ies  would be considered eqwclly, and- the . - . . .  ,; :.- 

. .... . . 
I.. 

, . ;-.:;+.... :-.-..+.*:; . * ;.. '.. . ,,.,,::. military v d u -  of each s u c h  inata l la t ion  or fauil i t y  r...:..i.:+;2.1 .:: -... .:;:.::.:$ , . . . . . .  .. ,:.. . . . .  . would be assessed separately. Onifom application uC ., . : ;..I, :..- - . . '  . . . .  . . ... . . . . . . . . . .  ....... the XVC w i t h i n  each cat.ogory, yielded a M i l i b r y  value'. ..,.;: ....., >;- ,. :, $,.+: ... 
i .  ... .:. ,,;. .:+ Asnam8mant ("MVA" 1 far each particular instal lation "'IX: ...';' .:-. '7: ;  ,.- ..:,, ::. ... .. ....... . . . . . .  f g c i l i t y  w i t h i n  that catogoq. 'Phis MVA was a : - : . . . . . .  
: : 'a. . . .  .* . . .  , .. 

.: combination of. both w a n t i t a t i n  and qualitative . . . . . . . 
. asaesammb ai? the w r t h  o f  a partlculax installation . .:;,,' , . . . .  ..... .. . . . *. .." ., .. .. . ,\.!.'*: 

or fucil+ty- . . .  . , . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . - ;  - .  -. 5 . .  .-.:. . :.:\. . , + .  -.;:*. ...... . . .. . . . . .  . . .  .:$ :-. 
LR -st 2-turaas, tha w n k f  kakivs component' of . - . . .  :. :.:,.cn3j . . .  . . the WVA ams developed according t o  tho Army' r BRAC 95 .::: . . :: . , . . .  .. InatallaUon Asseameat Pxwm (IN), 8 decision p a d  . :. . . 

.:.;*t$,:;::.< &,: . . . .  5.r. ^ .. . .  
" !"' '. '- -.. . . . . . . . . .  , , . . .  . - 3 -'. . -7. I.:: :.'$ ' ' . , ._ . . . . . . .  . '  . , . . .  .- ., :;.: , 

. . , - - -  .,<; :f;..:,:r-' . . . . ..... ... . . : ..;...,... \.. .+ :I.-. . .. ' ( . . ,continubB) . - \ . .  . : ,.; ::- .:' : ,.*. :. , :, 
, '  . % ,  

.. f a o i l i U w  during tkc.1995 precess to ensure a bottcm- ........ . . . . 
I . - .  . .. . . ; :'.: . .up IPVJ..W o f  a3.1 leased space.'*) . Ront s , pbliuy . 

. . .  . gufdanam mzbasquantly . lei  t to elctr of tho  services kh* 
' .+.. , , - . d u ~ L m i o ~  as to whether t o  cmato a separate cat- ..-... . ..* 

. .: . . ' .. -,; :.for:thn. review of l eased faci1itiu.n. . Although .the . r.: ' ..:. ' .  C 

' ..t . . . . . .  
. .- \ .  I other military. departments ahoas..nat. t o . a e a t o  a,. . . . . . . 

.. . . . . .  .; ,;, ,. I., ... ,;;:-=. naparate. LBC,. tha Army nonetheleea ..concurred with  tha 
: . ,,,-!..: .. .I. .- -.-.'..*:3:.>19?3 : .Coaam%wf on' and bdieved that ayeeparate :LPC:Wadd: a: . .- ...... : ,. .;.' -. . . . . . . .  - _ _  . : . , -.y:' . . .  yfrld:betEaf an 3, sib of . leased facilStica..!:.'i; I:,...,-. ;.' !: * . . . . . .  -.-- .. :: .>..:,5,-- - . . .  :-A":' ' ,!A ... --... ,. .d+--.-.a.=. ... .<<T.-.*-I.*-r..- -- . . . . . . . .  . . ... ." -7- -.: <;;;.:,%t; 2: .;.;.;;.t,i;;,:.2:,.; , . -4 .,-- ..--.. --* 

. . . . .  . , .. , . .  ... . ,konsistts~ t. xi th WD poUcy: gd&nc~:~~man&~;: ;: ::%?:?*: ..-. .:.. :*!.; '-ri*i - -  :: . 
.. :... -. . ..-:,:-i appliaable , lqa l  rrqu f remonks ,.: only- . .  tbose.. act  ivl ties.&- -, -&, .:,;;-:' ;,. . .:, .. - .: .-::?*: '4. : , . 

.i-E.I<,.-. ...... that. w w .  parforned i n  l e a s e d  space and .which'.-ahar8- a-. . ... :-. ..? . : . . .  . . .  
_ . -  . . . .  . . . . . .  . ... : - . , . COfnmOn mission, have. perpmanuy .,author$a.4 Q Q S S O ~ ~ ~ ; ,  :,;;a ,- 

have a ~oparate support structure,; and- costq;m=..~ kh~n:. .,: i.. . .  . . .............:.. . . . . 
....... . - .,.., ,..,.;; .;:.- SZOUK-. LMUUUY. were e ~ m f d t a r e d ^  in-;the; LPC .T.yAs e reeked  -t:?;::c-\:':- . - 

';qi,Zc la-.* nc+ d ,: .. , ..: J by* t S PdliCY. gllidance, ( c ]  l d l f a n  prrsonnel+%r<.t';.t'; z ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ + ~ : : : : - ;  - . . .  : . . . .  '.. - ' 1.' . . .  ..,,:t.:..). ..... . . ~ . . ~ : ' . - .  authorlraU~ne a£ organizations: in 6eased.epaco,:-vhi~h 
. ;,,,.~'$--j+,.;$~c::,a~e :.part .of an organization [that-la?. eithar. locats(l1: an .r>il'- ... ;:. - . .. :;. .- . 

a nearby m i l i t a z y  inata l la t im ar .': ' 11s 1ocat;edl : .:. ., . . ....... . . . . . .  . ... :.. :l;,..r .\ ::. . . . . . 
-..:.;<.'-:+? wLthin the same mstrrogolftan statistfaaI- area,' s h a l l  b ' .  . :: :?7,::.-. , . 4 . - 

. ;::;M.?j>{-. c o n n l d m d  p.=k of the c i v i l f a n  ~ ~ S O M Q ~  
- -  '* - - .. " '.. -. . . 

. .. .. : .,. .;::.:A. author iza t ion*  of Chat I n a t d l a t i o n . "  m, " 199s das8 ,.. 
. . .Realignments and Closures (BW 95) -- P a l i c Y  .. . . . ' ~bmorandum Thrsc,  " 29 December 1994. FQ. 1-2. . :. ..... 

. . . . .  :'..- ..',;i:: Accordingly. t h e s e  adjunct ~ O P S C ~  w e r e  assessed BB p a X t  
. . .  
-,. .  .,..5,-. .of c h a i r  hos t  ins  t a l i a t i o n s  . . . . . ...... . . 
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5 . - . r . . '  * .  :,..:.-., . . . . .  . . . .  . 1 .. 

f' ' . . 
served a s  a - 1 i ta t i ve  t e m p l a b  aga ins t  which the . . .  , ..C 

. . . 
' '  . qupntitatlva asoeasmrntr could be m m a m u r a d  and revised.. ', :'. . I ..- ' . . .-{*;,,:.. - ... 

accordinply. , . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  ; ,_* *&.;"-;.:.". ... ':. '.:'. . . . . .  . .: . t a - t  . . .... Therefore, as w i t h  o t h e r  categories', the MVA' for-:: -7. . ;' . . _ . . .  :; :..... . .... rach leased facility w i t h i n  the L F C  was d e t e n n i n + . j  :,..: :;:;i-.tL:<. -...- L(... 
. . separately .'. Each such W A  was a cornbFnetion of b o a .  '. : '- :r.:c:.. -: ,z 

quantitative assessments, w h i c h  w a r t  arrived at th+ouph '::.:. ..;::'. '" . . . .  . . .  . . 1. C .... L . . . . . . .  . . cmparieons of relevant empirical data, and qualitativb:;'"i~t,.~:j:;,.-..;;.: . . . . . . .  .. "I .,.; ".' 
aasessmentsr which wets provided by t h e  A m y ' s  . . . '. .; . >" ..', ' . . ,. .: ' .  . .- .... -.,?Y... .: .. i." ;;. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . ....:.. 

: Stationing Strategy .  Although the A m y  determi l~ed . .,. .':. - . . . .  . . . . . ; c  ,,, .... : :, . . . . .  
" . separutely the Military Value of each l eased  f aciLit~ . : :. .; .: . , -.. & $.- .&&; ..-. 

:. . : without reference t o  an Installation A%so8smant, thg ' i '  'd..t.,,.,l' ...,... ye*. : . .... . :* 
.. . . . . Hvr o f  mach leaaod facilf ty was n~nethaloaa Compowd of.  : 5.;: . . .  ,!,! ..; .. .;.. . 

. . 8 stmilax q u a n t i t a t i v e  assaasmont tempered by the . .  - . . .  - 1 .  . . ' .  . 
q u s S f C a t 3 v m  quldanco prooided by t h e  statloninp . . .  . . . .  .: .: . . . . . . .  ..:. .: .:... 2 ....... . . . . . .  
strategy, In no instance did the ? t r s q  weess  t h e  : " . . . . .  - .-.. . .-. . . .  - : -  . . . . . . . - ... m i l l  tary value 03 a L s a s a d  facility.'ealel.y 'accofang 'to -:. ti, '.' , . _ . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  tho qualitative guidance provided by the Armyt d .. . .  . a 

Stationing Strategy. . . . . .  . . . . 
:.c<.: .<. , ; ' 

(2) Xdarntificatioa of study w d i d a t e s  . . , 
, .._ .&.( .-...-- .... . . . . .?"J. , . ,. - - . . . .  .. -. - .  

After completing thb aforementioned quantitatAve - ; . . z.-'. - . . > f *\I! ,. :., . . . ... * .  .- . . and guhlitatim assemtsmsnts, sach i n s k i U = t A e n  or' ' ' - '. ' . . . .  . .L. I 7.. 

. . . . . .  . "  . . f a o i l i t y  wiihin a category reoeived a HFlftary valum . . .  Asaesrrmsnt relative to other installatforrs of . . 
fasi l i t ies  w l t h i n  khat category. In t u n ,  tbosr 
installations Qr f a c i l i t i e s  that were deemed to ploaaeos 

. . . . .  . . .  . -  . . .  . .  . relatively l o w  military value witkin the category were 
. , daaignnted am candidat- for further study for p s a i b l e  

. . . . .  . closure or r d i p n m e n  t. . with. respect to the. LPC, all 
.'..-.. fac;llL.kio. w i t h i n  the cat ory- . ,were  dean* to. be of . . ...... 

..& . . :";.?:t .. . . . . . . . . . .  r e l a t i v e l y  l o w  military vzue,. .  s n p e c i d l y  w i t h  rerp.ct . . . . . . . .  ...... ,... .. ....... I . .  -.. *., to': WCtwo an&' four;"and .#us: dl' faciLities; w e r e  '1 ' - ' ' . 
. . -  

f, .a<:?<-. $ ;'; . . .  ... ; ..- -.! 
. deaignatbd aa oaadidatar f o r .  f urthar 6 tudy - ' 

. . . . . . . . .  -. ,- . . . . .. - . . .  . *  * *:,-, 2.. ::.. . . * .  - . . . -ap.> : - . . 
. . . . '... (31 Derelopment af'~ltarnat~ves'snd . _  _ 

, - . . . . . . . . .  .. - , .... ' I  :.:..-.--. . . .  , . , ,Appli  cstlort of DoD S e l e c t 1  on Cri t-Xq :. ... . . . . . .  . . . . .  Four through Eight - .  
" '.; ..a ' .... . . .  . .r.~,.->4~,*~~. , . ... : . . .  : "' - . r.5 .: - . . - .  - ! .,.*:y;-:.;. 
l!$~;;;~~5'qf~~:.(!~;~. . Once tne Study. c d d a t =  id=nkif!iod' fo r  alch .'.: -.?:.. - d??:':..' y '  

...,. ... . ' category, t h e  k r m y  developed betwoon one and six . . - ';?.'. :.. . . 
. . . . . . .  . .... . .::. specific base d o 3 u r e  mad r e a l l v e n t  alternativss for  - . . . . .  .* A ...... ,.. . .  . each such candidate. Theme alternatives  w e r e  dorived . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

. . : . from force s t-ctura d d s i o n s ,  tho Skationlng 
. . . . . . . . . . .  St=-+.-. O r a v i o ~ a  BRAc roviqvr, M a j o r  m y  Command . - 

. recommendationsr s ta f f  proposals, and J o i n t  C r o s s -  . . . .  .> . . -3.: Service Group alternativols. Each of these c o m p e t i n g  
. . -  . . , alternrtivos w a s  then assessed and re f ined  according to ' 

affordabflity, economic and env irenmenbl  a n a l y s e s .  . . .  ..). ..,,?.'' . 
. . .  r .  . .; ... . . . .  . . 

. . 
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. . More p a r t i c u l a x l y ,  t h e  f i f t h  Do0  elset ti on 
. . - criterion--"ltlhc extent  and timlng of potantla1 cost . ' : I 

. .  - savings, including t h e  number of years, boginning w i t h  .... . . ,. . . . .  the date of completion o f  the  closure or raalLgnment, . . .  . . . . .  , . , for t h e  Savings to exceed the costsw--  ras applied 
. . .  uniformly to a l l  study candidates  within a catagory . . . * .  . . . .. ' 

through use of The Coat of B s s e  Roalighmsnt Actions . . .  . . . . .  .... . - .. (COBRA) Model, DoD4s M e 1  for resource bnaLy3%s an& . . . . .  . .... ..... . ... . . ... . . : . measurement of the  affordability of each potential ' . . . .  . .  . - . . . .  :. r . .  .;. closuro or raalignment. Thus once ra l svant  data was . , . :. ... . . . " . :  . . . . . .  
plugged i n  for each of t h e  alternattvea, the COBRA :. .......:. . . . . . . . . . .  analys is  Lndicated t h e  likely coots  and savings . . . .  . . .  : - . . . . . . . . . . . .  . a s ~ o c i a k e d  with--PaCh p o t e n t i a l  closure or rmaligne~ent. . ' . . . .  , . . . . -  . .  ....... ... The sfxth and seventh D o D  Saloction Criteria-- 
"[tlho ecanomic impect on communitiesl,]" and "(tlhe . . - a b s l i t r  o f  both the ex is t ing  and potent ia l  reaeiriag . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  coiumunitiear fnfrastfuctura t o  support forcest ' . . 

\ '  . 
d s a l o n a ,  and pacsorulel[,]" r s s p e c t i w a l ~ ~ T ~  applied . . .  . 

. m i f o a y  to a U  study candidates w F t h i n  a cakogory 
.. through use of Door a s t a n d d  mod& for the caLculation . : , . . " 
: of  scanondo iplpaots; Thus, once rslrvant data for, each 9 ' .  . ' . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

of the alternatives was plugga&~in, th ie  modal . . 
indiaatad tha Likaly economic and i n f r W t r u c t u r ~  . . . 

. . impacts asrrwiatsa w i t h  the petantin1 C~PSW- OX . 

realignment. 
... 

.  ina ally, the eighth DOD s m l n t i c k  ~ r i t ~ ~ i ~ - - ~ ~ t ] h ~  
environmental impact1'--was applied u d  Pam1 y to a13 
study canaidatas within a categoty. by. an 1Snvi~0nmeaw . . . . . .  
Ravlaw Committee, which coUacted ancl a n K l y z a  _ .  . 
~ n v i r a n m a a t a l . ' ~ e J , i n e  S\morutriea. andx;pro.duced an . . .. . . .  . . .  . . . . .  iaitial urn-nk for each ins ta l l e~ lon  . o~ . : fac l l i t y .  - . . : . . . .  
subsequent: ~ y e i r r  then refined; these wse+menb, and..: . .  .. . . 

I - ...... they. .n.ra f &cued. .into ;ulalyais=of-aa&..o~-tha -:;-': z"~- .~ . - ' - :  - ." ' '>-' . . . . . . .  . . . .  - * . . . .  .- . . .  . . .  .- - .  . .  . . . .  I . . . .  . . .  . . ,alternuti m a .  .. . . . . . : . . . . . .  . ' .,:,.. .-... ., , :,..:.. . . .  .. a .... . . . .  ...,?' ' . . .  . .i. . - - .-', , ...*. . . . . .  . . .  .:::a:..: . 3 . . . . -  
. * - t  . > . .  . . . . . .  

. . .  . . . . .- . I . . , 1 . .  A .  
. . - I  + ..-:. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . - , . . I  -. ..... ,'. 

,.. .", '. , 4 .  , . . , . .. :... . . L . Z . . :  . . The char(le that  the )bAy. g a l X & . : t o  'asnrsat: & l i t a m '  . -4.- ; -: ,.!-,i.- 
vaLut in the formulation of its ATCUH recommendation is' : . . , . .. . . .  

.... :... 1 ..-:: . .:., . . .  .. . without f 0 ~ d a t i m . r  MVAn were fundamental. to. all of. ,- . -- ..- :-.+ ..it :. .:.- . I .  . . the Army's BRAC ana lys i s - inc lud ing  I t s  analysis of  . . . 
.:... 

- leased tacilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. ~lthouqh, . .  .. ... . . 
. . foe tha r ~ s o n a  i d e n t i f i e d  above,. facilities w i t h i n .  the - : . 

l e a s i n g  category were n o t  ranked pursuant. to an . 

f o s t a l l a t i  an Assessment, a Mil i tazy Value Assessment 
w a s  nonmtheloss  prepared for each facility within this 
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The ~ r m y  considered, in both quantitative and . . .  . . . .:. - . . 

qualitative tatma, A X O M p s  current and future miasion . 
rsqulrenents and t h w i r  impact on tho oporationml . . . .  ...... : . &  . . .  
reatiinrss of the armed forces. Quantitatively, i t  . . . 1. . . . . . .  
consider-d b e  attributes  of leaaed facilities that .... . , . .. 
bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the . . 1 :  , 

. . .  s i z e  of the f a c i l i t i e s  according to their type, tho . . .  
pdBuI~ibn~'housed,  the costa of the lease,  and the . . . . . . .) . 
penalt ies  to terminate the lease. Qualitatlvoly, th& 
Army assessed ex is t ing  A- leased facilities i n  l i g h t  . '.. : . - 
of the aforementioned general and mote particularized -., , . 
ob)o~tives of the Stationing Strategy. ...... . . . . .  . . 1 . . - . . . .  

The Army ooneidhzed, in both quantitative and . - . . . . 
punl i tntSvrr  t o m .  the a- labi l i ty  and cnndi t im of . . 
land and faa i l i t fee  at ATtXM,r m i a t b g  L o a o d i . ~ f t a c s  
and at potential raceivlmg sites'8u~h as ~ d s t o n e  
Arsenal, Corpus Chr~sti m y  bepat, Rock Xaland 
Arsenal, a r d e e n  Pro* Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Part  

. MnrwuM, and Naki ck RMeaxch, Davalopmant, .. Sngiusaring . : . 
Center. Q n 1 ~ n t i t a t i v e l y  , it conaiderm3 khe. attrLbukes 

. . of leas& fac i l f  ti- that bore. on. such ~ a t t m s ,  . . . 
l.:::.:-..- ca l lou t ing  information on'sdch .things aa We. 8e~c . cd~k  o f  . . .  . . . , .  

., .>_ penaanent f acilitatas. at: 9. -sting. leased slte:, a& . . . .  .... 
. .-... L-L*..b..-.. . . gokenkial. r!ceivf ng. s$tts; :, the. average- 89s ol%;qL.y;?'-:- ;.:*:?-+ . - i.. 

. . . . .  . ..is .... \ ..-.. t:'. f a d l i t i m  at each locrticm;. 'and the a a : ... - ....... : 1 
of such f sci l  i ties accordingly to their .' type & i . r p ~ , :  : :' i . . .  . . . .  -.. ::. -\-, ' ) . . # I . .  

. of- th i s  aaalysfs ,  the  Army used i ts corporat&fscility . ' . . 

. . -1. *. ... . .  data base to detay;mine w h e t h u  facil~kies were. : . . 
. '  " available a t  po ten t i a l  receiving locations,.  and, i f  .SU,  . ,  

..... . . .  : . . . . . . . .  whether t h e y  required. renovation to aacothmodate a .,.$-:.- . . ,.. . . ...... ... ...~.F{~:.y~~:-.~ mlocatlng f unc t i on  If f s c i l i  tics werm:not . available;: .. :.:-*'... -:;:';.'.< . . 
. . .  . . 

then t h e  data base was used to detarmine w h a t  .. . . . . . . . .  . .  . * .  ............... faoilitfee vould have to be aonstructed.ta ac-daka: . . . . .  ....... , . . h . . ,  . . 
suoh rulocationg. ' ~ualitativel~, tho Lrmy once again : . . .  . '.. - 

: ~~. .assasaed I t s  quantitative analysis in light: of: the.: . . . .  . 
aferamantioned gsneral and maro parkicularlted .. 
objectives o f  Its Stationing S t r a t e g y .  ' 
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. . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  
*. The A m y  considered, both  in quulntltatiire and : . . . .  

qualita t i V 8  terms, ATCOMr s ability to accommodate . . . ". 
contingency, nobiLizptiofl,  and future requironranb at . . . . I .  . 

r .......... . . . .  . ... . :- both its present lucation and a t  other poront la l  . - . : . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .* . 
. .  locittioaa . Q u a n t i t a t i v e l y ,  the Arny considered the . .' :... . . . . . .  ... ... \ -..'.;... :;.. ;,; . : attributes of Leased .facilitirs and potential tauriving . :: ,,  . . .  . . locetions that bore on such a b i l f  t i e s ,  examining things ' .  -:. :' -'. . . .  ' 
. . such as buildable ecrce or unused space-of?'bufldfngs, ':' '. *..* ' . :" - 

the ability o f  inforsation aysterns a t  both Zocakf -a. to. . . . .  . . .  : :, 
accommodate expansions, the s i t so '  prwxlmity to or 
poosrssfon of an airport, gualitatively, the rvmy 
again r0virnw.d Its quantitative findings Fn Light  of . . . . .  .i . . .  ....... - . .. . . . .  the genexal MU m ~ r a  partiaular~famd objectives mmk . . . .  - ...; . . . . . . . .  
f o s l h  in i t s  Stationtng strategy- 

-.  he A m y  coneiductd, both i n  quantitati~b and 
qudlltaclvw . tennu,  the manpow- md o o w t  impl iotr t iuns  
of retaining ATCOW ak its existing leased s i t e s  os 
rolocsting functionm to sewsail other installations. 
Quantitatively, i t  ~ n s l d e x e d  the ati-ributeu khak bore 
on such manpower a d  cast factozs, collecting data on 
things 6uch a t  the square footage regoiraments at 
&sting and p0tantia.l  Cecelvlng s i t e ,  the C- pp 
squate foot of exis t ing  leased spaae and apace 

. dlsewhare, the m8nwto-squaxe- footape regukmaenka 
of ATCOW at its existing and p o t a n k i d . .  receivulg 

, i:, -. ......'... locations, . Quditatf  -Iy, and of;hr. - :-- . - . . . . - . a , . . - - . . .  

. . arituria,  khe A w y .  asswsed i ts'  quantitative 
: . . . . . . . . .  .;. . .  . . . .  . . asaesernents w i t h  refemnce to t h e  gurexrrl anf3,more.  .... : - .' par t isu la t l zed  objectives autllneb' in its Stationing - .  

. 
. . . . . .  .' Stratagr . . . . .. . . . . . . .  . . . . 3 .  - . . 

. . . .  .... . ITS... . ... , . , .: -> * q -  . .  : ,,.+ \ .,- ..>*..:.: . :* 
..y :: ..... :. ;; :: ..... - . -  . #..' . .,.: QB IT, hq,- - .-- ,.. ,.,.. : . , . .,'.22 :.2..,2.:..::::':'. 

. . . .  ..... . - . .  : . . . Thm chargo thit the Axmy ha; n o t  camplied with i t s  . . _  .L. .;- . . .  
Stationing Strategy in the fornulation of ATCW 
rccornmendation is incorrect. AS explained above, the 
Army s Stationing Stra tepy  is s phnnLno docrncmt: t h ~ k .  
provides guidance to its managers w i t h  respect to 
future operational recpirements. This operational 
blueprint doss, as noted above, encourage incramed 
e t r f c i e n c y  and r e d u c t i o n s  in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages t n e  A r m y  to rninimizo  C h e  use of 



RPR t e  0 9 5  e:32 F R O M  Bas€ CLOSURE comn PRGE.01 I 

. .  
a e .. . . . . 

10 . . . . . .  
. 

leaaod space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate .. . 

. activities uhdia functf onal synergy can be achieved and . . .:. .. . . .. . ' 
facility support  i s  available. . .. 

. .. . 
The ATCcm recan\mrndation m p l i s s  f u l l y  w i t h  all . . . . . . -. . 

oE rhr Army's Statianiatg Strategyd# objectives and . . . .  . .  .,. . . 

guidanct. This racocamendatfon l n c r ~ r s a s  e f l i c i ~ c p  . . 
through collocst50n,, integ-sakion, or rolooation of 
discreto r e s ~ a r c h ,  anginoorfng, acquisition,. and . 

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

louintics funotiana at navetal l n a t a l l a t i o n ~ .  In turn, , . . . . . . 
the synergies achieveU thz'ough such collocations, .. . . . _ ." . . 

. . . . . . - .  integrations, sad relocations iasfst in roducing . ..... . .  . 
.averhead coats-in large part because once they  ate 
relocrtd,  £suer personnel a m  rsgulraa to accohplirh . . . .  . .  
tho aamo funations. noreover, the ATCON reconuncndation -, , 

is f u l l y  consist w i t h  t h e  Statianinp Stratepyfa other . .. 
objectives Fnsofar as it minfmFzes the uae Of leaemd . . . 
apacm, s l i m ~ a t a a  axcear~ capacity at recsf r ing  . - - ' .  . . . 
looatlons, and, as noted above, achlevee a nusrber of . . .  .. 

. . .  f wrctioaal m m i e ~ ,  . - 

TZlr a U q a t i o n  that: tba Anny ha8 overotaked the 
savlnqa it expwts to rcoalizs fmm. thea clozsaro of A T C W  
is without  n\srit. The h y  would save n e u l y  $50 
rn i l lkm m w l l y  as a r e s u l t  of! t h e  apergf  o r ,  
+ffidenciea, and ~oriaolldati- it e x p u b  to r r a l i x o  
from the closure or ATCOX.. 

Cantrrrp to the. suggea tlon in tlrea K D  .LRttez, the 
DoD COBRA model does-not consider, or,.take'crdit for, 

-. . . ... .,.. any. :savings. mat afght. md.t from any; pxrsPiowly . . . . .. ..---,----- pLanned- psrsopnel. t&uo t i o n s - . ~ ~ . .  redu+ioae that+*-.. - . .- .a-- -. - . . 
. . , . . .". . . . . .othwmiso independent o i  the BRAC. procaSs ; .. o d y :  those .. .. ,I. .:. . . . . .  

- ,.: aavings associated with.peraonne1 re8uctioaa.ppnaraksd .: : : . . I  ... . - . . . . . , . .' . '.:, . ,,. . . : by .a  propoaed aloaure oz realignment .axe considered, .. . . . . . 

:~orwvor,  tho rmD COeRA d o l  i m  designed to assess . . .  
.. - -aa ly  t h e  p o t s n k i a l  savings t!!at*I)oD l$kelf  muld 

. . raaliae from the closure or. rerlignmatnk.'of .any.. .. . .. : . . .. . 8 .  .* . . 
:;-!&::L i d  .'.: particular irutallaticm or. f a u f i l k y  ..: :.. ..:Whether..tha.:.. ." : . :'-;: - .;. : .;: .. .-.;'. 

,- ; ' :. . 
Federal Government m l d  alao l i k e l y  save money as a . . . . 

:-. : result of any gart~culer cLos\~e or toalignment is a , . .. . -,:.;.... ; . . . _  
broadax question t h a t  the current- proceae.van s i m p l y  . :,\, . 

- .:g . .. :. not deaiqned to address. Nonetheless, w e  n o t e  that if 
the  m y  vacates GSA l eased  space, then GSA c o d 6  -ka 
such sgece availablm to anothar F e d e r a l  agency, or it 
could dispose of t h e  property entirely---ither at which . 
could result in' savings to the  Badaral Government. . . . I .  ' 

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

. :: .., . . 
- .  
. .. 
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F i n a l l y ,  the Army did conclude fa its 1993 BRAC 
c n a l y s i a  t b t  tho relocation of ATCOM to a s l n g l e  - :. . 
i n s t a l l a t i o n  would be too expensfve. However, the 1995 _. , . .  . 
recoaunendation, by rezocating functions to geveral . - ., .. . .  . ; 
lngtallatiooa, avoids nany o f  the slgnFfLeant . .- 
construction costa, that, i n  large part, were . . . . .  
r.spansibl* f o r  the high costs associated with . . ' . .  . . 
e*locatlon in 1993. Z n d t a d ,  ii t h e  A r m y  had aon3idered. . ,  .: . - 

. . . .  . 
diqestabllshing and rtlocating its funetfons . to . .  , . . . . . .  . ... 

. sovezol i n s t a l L a t i o n s  during its 1993 BRAC process, * .  .... . , ..-_ . . : "  . . . . . .  then i t  l i k o l y  woulB h8vw torwardm3 such a . . .  
. . .  . . .  recummendation to t h e  1993 Comm3sslon: 

I . . . . . . .  . ..... . ...... - . . . .  -.. .-. . \. r - -L- -  -r . . 
C O r J 3 I b ~ E D ~  AL-. . . . . 

. .  L 
L Q N  TQ-SUXE 
A!lxQcl- . - .  . . .  . .  ) . . I  . . . .  The. suggestion sthat the Army. failed to'bon(ndqr . . '. 

C. . .  
mare cowt-..ffoative alternatives ta t h r  alosurs df . .  , . 
ATCOM i a  inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necs~rarily conuidars f-ible, cmpeting alternautrebi, . .  
und the rraotamaadad oloaure of AWOM was fie besk of? 
trh8se alternatives. Tha ~ r m y  did consider altornatfveu 
to tho ATCON racomnendation, such as rolacating 
Headquarters, S t r s t c r g i o  Spaoa and -tons- Command 
("SSDC") from a leased fac.i.lity to Redstbne Axsenal. - 
However, the  CaBu analysis perfomad f o r  this 
alternative LndLwteU that it w o u l d  cost laore a d  saw 
1688. Moreover, t b i o  altsrnaklm w a s  lesa conslatxmt 

. w i t h  tha ArPry's StatSoning Strategy, since rslocaUa~ 
af SSDC to Redatone Usanal  would hot iac-raase 

. erficiency, reduce overhead, or create any f u n c t i d  . . 
s m i e s  . . . .  . : 

. . . . .  . . . . . . ..p..... 
. . .  . _ . . . . .  ..... ... - ... -- :ar - -. . . . . . .  - .:. 2,&:<.2 . . 

4 '  . .;>.ye:": ; '-:.:; . . . . .  :o .. 
In summary. w e  do not beLieva that any,of. the . . .. . . . . . . :  ,.:. . . . . 

. insues raised by the M W  L e t t e r  can w i t h s t a n d  closa . 
scrutiny. Tkrough uniform +pplics ti- of, t h e  Military . . 

C - .  
V d u e  Criteria with in  each category, at Army develoqed 
a separate Military Value Assessment. for.: each. . . . . . . . . . .  ..... . .  * . . . .  ........ ' :  . . . . . . . . . .  . .  ...* 

. --.... . ..:,. ,,:;? inscallatlon ant1 f acfll ty--inaludinq : t h o s e  in the .;.".. . .  -Tym....:i-l +.-i "it, i 

Leased F a c i l i t y  Category. The ATCOM recommendation is 
. _ .  . , '  ,. . f u l l y  mnsistonk w i t h  the Statloning.Strcrteqyfs _ .  . a ,  . :; . . c.: r 'c' . . . . . . . . . .  . 

. . . guidance, and the Army d l b  not overatrate or improperly. ' ' - "  . . .  
calculate the sav ings  that would be realized f r o m  the . .; . 

srcommendo8 closure of ATCOM. L a s t l y ,  the A r m y ' s  B-C 
process ensured that a12 practlcabla and f e a s i b l e  
alternarivaa were considered. 



~hbk you again for allowtng us to  aMreas those 
issuea.  We hope that t h i s  latter  w i l l  aeaist  t h e  
Cornmiasion in understanding the J k m y l s  BRAC processan 

. In general, und it. recommendation raapecting A m  in 
partied=, 

. . 

Attachment 
. . 
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.. *. 
catsgory .' . . . . . . . . .  * ..-. .. ..: .. . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . a .  

. ' . . ... . . .  The gusntitative component of theme H V A a  took the 
Y. . . .  form at aa*essmants 09 leaaa c o s t s ,  s p a c e ,  features; . . . .  .-.-;-.:=...a: . . . . . .  1. : . 

and othes cordmon attributes of ' l eaad  facF l ' i t i a3  ... The ...: . . . .  . . 
qual i ta t ive  coaPWtwIt of these bWAs consisted of .., .. :. . . . . . . . . .  

- eve2umting the  o t f l i t y  of each f a c i l i t y  in light of.. .-. . . , .. . .  , . . . .  
both the stationing Strategy.8 general wperational "' . _ * . .  . . . . . . . . .  . -  . . . . . . . . . . .  ob jectives-4.0. ,. " [elliminako excess capaci 'ty 1.. 1. '.. - ,. . . .  , . . .  . . . . 

. . .  [mlinimLze uae of leased spaca(,] . . .  (and] . . - . .  . . .. .:. . . 
[clollocate kmnanks from d i f f e r e n t  ma j o t  commands whereg.. . '1.. . . .  . : . .  . 

: . . .  functional s nclrgy can be obtained and f acl l i ty_s_upp_~f .  . . .  ..:, ! :. X . . . . .  - ... . . . .  fs.svailable --and its more particular operat ional  . .< :. 
:.. . . . .  ob-Jectlves w i t h  respect to cmoc31 ty-orlented cornand, .'...-.. . . -. . . 

. . ouch as ~rr~~--i,e., a c h i ~ v e  "[alfficiency . . . . . . .  
through eoUocaticrr, and i n t w x a t l o n  of research, . . . . . . ... 
englnoarinp, acquisi t ion and logi8t&ccl f ~ c t i a a , ' a a  '. - \ . . ' . . . . . . . .  ........ ... . . 

well a& r&ce(J owezheadl.1" . - . . . . . .  . . .  

Just a8 with other catagorlee of inst~U?itio#, 
WAS for each facility with in  the LFC cakegorp were . . .  
arrltred at through u ~ i f o m  q p l l . o a t ; i a  ef each of t h m  . . .  . .  

-... four XfLitary Value C r i t u i n .  W i t h  zsapcct to the . . .  
A m  lea.-, eauh of the four criteria w a s  appl2sd to a .  

arrive at a MVA for the  facX1ity. 

. *It appears Chat in part, t h e  MCD Let ter  may have 
mitstakea: slr' "fns tallation. nsassszaent" Sor a '.'Bbilitaxy' 
ViLuo . A9seoemantW, and t h o .  MCD thcrttcrra concluded. that . . . .  

-tamer w a s  not prepared' for f!acilLtFds 3brithia 
category, no PIi1itaf-y Value A s l ~ o d s m ~ t a  ...... . . .  . . were. undertaken for, fauilit les w i t h i n  the categorg . 

n o t e  above, the tw a t e  not khe same, t a l k a t  tan . . 
. . . .  , . Assgqsnant i s  mere1 y 'a discretionary, cru=kiva., . .. -. , . 

S n u  m o r p   as a r m  to '  . . . 
. . . . .  ; 'a decision p s d  cornpu ttr mega. : It may. f o m  - . _ .  . ..... . . .  ..... ,...:,. .: : . , . -  . '. quanti ta t l ro  c o m p o n e ~ a  P I L L ~  t a r y  - valu. A- . . .  

but it alone does not comprise the Militety varum 
.. .. ~ ~ e e e m s n t . .  Conversely, B Hilitkry V d u e A ~ a a s s n e n t  in . . . .  . .# 'a mandatory determination, consisting of  both 

. :. . I quantitative and qualitat ive m a s u e s  of the u m t h  o f  
aaoh inatallation or faaility uithln LU cakagory- Thus . . . . .  

3 n aazt upon an 
ses x m e  

%ppropria te t i o n s  within a 
p a r t i c u l a r  cat-ory-but it need n o t  be based upon such 

. un Installation As868snent. . . .  . . . . .  : .  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF June 8, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Attached are letters from The Chief of Staff, Army regarding ATCOM and Red River Army 
Depot recommendations for your information. 

We hope you find this useful in understanding the Amy's position regarding the our 
recommendation. 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Attachment 

Printed a @ R v I d  



UNITED STATES A R M Y  

T H E  C H I E F  OF STAFF 

June 8, 1995 

Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0-01 01 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

Thank you for your letter of June 5, 1995, regarding the Army's proposal to 
consolidate at Anniston Army Depot. As you are aware, we have made the tough but 
nscessary choice to eliminate excess depot maintenance capacity by closing Red River 
Army Depot and consolidating maintenance for combat vehicles at Anniston Army 
Depot. When implemented, it will produce savings of about $1 00 million each year. 
This decision earned the complete support of the Secretary of Defense's joint cross 
service group for depot maintenance. Here are the answers to your specific questions: 

1. Given the outyear workload, how many combat vehicle maintenance 
depots are needed? 061y one is required. Keeping more depots than we need 
drains scarce resources away from readiness and modernization. 

2. Could the consolidation of the combat vehicle workload occur at any 
depot or  i s  Anniston the only practical location? Anniston, the Army's only 
heavy combat vehicle depot. is the obvious choice. Of the three combat vehicle 
maintenance depots. Anniston has the highest military value. Transferring its 
missjon elsewhere would be three times as costly and save only half as much as 
closing Red River. 

3. Can Anniston handle the workload? How many workshifts are requued, 
how many are possible? In case of  war, can Anniston handle the predicted 
workload? Again, how many shifts are required and how many are 
possible? Anniston can certainly handle the workload. After the consolidation, 
it will operate at 78% of ~ t s  capacity with just one shift working a normal 8-hour 
day, five days a week. Anniston also can handle the wartime requirements of 
two major regional conflicts by adding a second shift with minimal overtime. The 
depot would actually exceed those requirements by expanding to a seven day 
operation. From experience. the major wartime workload comes during 
reconstitution: after the conflict ends when production is not as time sensitive. 

4. It i s  our understanding that i f  the consolidation does not  occur, the 
workloads o f  both Red River and Anniston fall below 50% Is this the 
case? What are the consequences o f  this for the Army both in  terms of  
cost and readiness? It is !rue that the Army would operate at less than 50% of 



maximum potential capacity (32% for Red River and 48% for Anniston) based 
upon the projected FY99 workload if the recommended consolidation does not 
occur. This would result in the retention of excess infrastructure, increased 
operating costs, and higher rates. The high costs associated with maintaining 
excess infrastructure and overhead would be at the expense of higher priority 
programs, jeopardizing readiness and modernization. 

I believe the Army's justification to close Red River is compelling. Thank you for 
your personal interest in and support of the Army. 

Sincerely, 

,./- 

f 

General, United States Army / 
Copy furnished: 
Representative Glen Browder 



UNITED STATES ARMY 

THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

June 8, 1995 

Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

Thank you for your letter of June 5, 1995, regarding the Army's proposal to 
consolidate a portion of Aviation and Troop Support Command (ATCOM) at Redstone 
Arsenal. DoD recommends disestablishing ATCOM, vacating its leased facility, 
relocating aviation missions and functions to Redstone Arsenal, relocating soldier 
support functions to Natick, and relocating materiel management functions to Fort 
Monmouth and Detroit Arsenal. When implemented, it will produce savings of about 
$56 million each year. Here are the answers to your specific questions: 

1. What is the impact of the realignment of ATCOM from the Goodfellow 
building in St. Louis t,o Redstone Arsenal with regard to operational 
readiness? Given good planning and an orderly transition, there should be 
minimal short-term impact on operational readiness. The Army has plenty of 
successful experience in relocating activities like ATCOM with little disruption. 

2. Can you compare the availability of land, facilities and air space at the 
Goodfellow building and at Redstone Arsenal? Both are federally owned 
and managed. Both have large amounts of administrative office space for 
activities associated with program management, engineering, materiel 
management and procurement and contracting. Yet there is no question that a 
military installation affords much more in the way of land, facilities and overall 
capability than a leased building. - 

3. Does the office space in the Goodfellow building have any ability to 
accommodate contingency or mobilization requirements? Within the 
context of its assigned missions, it is safe to say that ATCOM has the ability to 
respond to contingency requirements. On the other hand, as far as staging, 
equipping and deploying troop units are concerned, then the Goodfellow 
building would be unsuitable. Military installations offer a much greater 
capability to meet contingency and mobilization requirements than a leased 
building. 

4. The St. Louis community has claimed that it is possible to eliminate the 
same number of positions through downsizing in place. Does the Army's 
Program Budget Guidance for ATCOM indicate this downsizing is  
possible? Is it true that the Commander of ATCOM has taken the opposite 



view that it will be difficult to achieve the designated cuts even with 
consolidation? No, these reductions are above and beyond any programmed 
changes in the Army's Program Budget Guidance. It is not possible to eliminate 
the same number of personnel by downsizing in place without an unacceptable 
degradation in mission. The Commander of ATCOM is fully committed to 
supporting the proposed realignment. 

5. If the workload of ATCOM could be reduced beyond the PBG numbers in 
the outyears, what impact would this have the planned consolidation? 
There would be no impact on the Army's recommendation. 

The Army strongly believes its recommendation regarding ATCOM is 
financially and operationally sound. It is in the best interests of the Army and DoD. 
Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

General, United States Army 

Copy furnished: 
Congressman Cramer 
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June 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Basc Closure and Realignment Commission 
I 700 North Moore S trect 
~ i i t e  1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

1 recently received the enclosed correspondence from a concerned employee at the 
Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM), which provides a detailed response to a letter 
your staff has received fiom General Sullivan regarding ATCOM. I am writing to request that 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission incorporate the analysis and comments 
included in this correspondence in your evaluation of the Army's recommendation that ATCOM 
be closed. 

As you know, I believe that the Army's recommendation is fundamentally flawed and 
would not achieve the goals of the base closure process. I urge you to give MI c o n s i d d o n  to 
the enclosed information as you prepare for the Commission's final deliberations. 

I appreciate your attcntion to this important matter. 

Yours very truly, 

Richard A. Gephardt 



'fhe Honornble K i c h ~ r d  .A. Gephrrl-(it 
t'nitcti Sti~tes House of Rep~.esentrtttves 
H-2U4 11.S. Cttpitol 
W'rrrhington, D. C:. 2051 5 

Dear Representative Cephur-dt, 

.AS you are  1tw:rre. I am a concerneci Government employee working in thc 
Progc:m Esecutive OMce, Aviation. Because I huvc ir vested htcrcst in thc actiow 
which iirr ttiking plnce, 1 hi:llc become very cfoue tu the IIcft*nsct Blue Hrirlignnrrnt 
ilnd C:Iosu~.c Corru~lisuion's (DBCRC:) actiorts regar-tihg the PEO, XTC:Obt ::r~d 
sr 3 1  :\. 

I feel thnt with thc DBCRC decision date rtipicily iippr-oltching, it is t lmc to 
spcl:k up regit rtiine sornc of thc rcsponscs provided b~ the Army rezit rdfng our  

agcncics hcrc in St. Louis. I hilvc rcccntly bccn proviclcd a Icttcr from rhc C:hicf or  
Stilff of the ..\rmy. Cencrnl GOI-tion R. Sulllvi~n. which ~-~rponcicd to :I Icttcr thnt ~ 1 . u  

submlttetl by Sen:~tor. Hetlin : ~ n d  Conercssmiin (:r.~nrer from ;\1;1 brrmn. I fccl that 
C e n c n ~ l  Sullivan's response II':~Y prepared by staff personnel who nrr not fnrniliu:. 
enough with .ATCOR/I o r  the St. Louis fircilitles to protlde the DBCRC: with :i tot;rUy 
;tccumtc picture. ant1 I would Ukc to set the teecord rtrnight with this correrponclcncc 
that I hope you wiil submit to thc DBCYRC: for their considerntion. 

First, T woultf like to comment thnt 1 find it remrtrkn hlc thnt thc Al3harn:i 
lcttcr w::s suhrnittrci on June 5th ilnef the Cyhlef otSt::ff personally rcsponelctf on 
.June 8th. This is r c m i ~ r l ~ b l e  considerirrg the fitct thirt man? of thc St. I,ouis 
cornmunitics lcttrrs hr~vc n o e r  Been i~nswerc(l bi thc thrcc anti 21 h;:lf months S ~ I I C C  

the St. Louis zlgencies wcrc submittetl to thc UBC:RC:. 

l'hc Scnntot. i:ntl C:ongrrsumi:n i~llegc thrrt this 2 ninin conccl-ns ~.;tiscct b?: thc 
St. Loulr communitlr. arc; 

1. 'Thd the Army failed to property consider the rnllltar_r vnlue of lensed oflice 
space nnd; 
2. Thktt the Army falilccl to consider downsizing A'I'C1Ohi in plrtce mthcr  than 
consolidnting it with hlICO91. 
This ritlegtttion is incorrpct, the two concerns mentioned ore onIy u few th11t hnvc 
been presented to the commission for considerntion, llnd the information presented 
in thc Chief of Sta ffs response has been clistortcd to present tl f;~lsc picturc. It is 
cle:~r to me and othcrs firmilirrr w i t h  the issues 3s they have t~tnspircd t h u t  thc 
quntions ;ind answers wcrc cntletl in such 11 WII? thrlt it m n  now appear  th:rt ;i 
true .\ l ilitar?. 1:alue .-1n;tlysis hns been contlucted. 'I'hc Comrni.usion must convltlcr 
this ;IS a deception! 

I suhn~i t  to ?.ou th;it the specifics nrc :IS f0U0tt.s: 
(1;rorn the 5 Jun 1ettr.r to dcncr.::~ .CjuUivun) 

"I.'r;rnklj.. n c  :Irr unsurc If '  le;t$eci C:I;rss .-I ollScc sp;tcr hns an?. rnilit;,~? value. 1j.c 
~voultl therefol-c :~pp~-cciatc the iins\vel~ lo  the following questions; 

I )  \.\%;I( is thc irnpuc.1 uf  thr. rcullgment UI .-\'fC:O>I fr.om thc GoodT~alIuw 
builclir~g i r ~  .St. Louis to Rcclstor~r .-\ruerial ruf t i~  r 'ega~d to ope~-.~tiori;~l a-cudir~css? 



ARil.11' i2ESPO;VSE: Civtfin toot1 plnnning and ;In 01-clerly tnnuition. ttrcrc shoult[ 
he minimi11 short-tcrrn impact on opc~ntionnl I-cntiincss. The Army hns p l e n e  of 
succcss~ul cxpe~~tencr. in ~.rlocntlng nctl\itlc.s likc A'I'C:OiVI with littlc ctisruptlon. 

COhli~lk:?il'S: 'She 01k.L.1' irnnlysb conducted to t l i~tr rcgnl-ding thc potcnrii~l 
rclrdlncss h p n c t  IVRS con<tucted b y  the SLDTF members who presently work ;it 
,\TCOkI. Thcsc personnel i11.e subject miltter espcl-ts :~ntl  ilrc undisputcci esperty In 
thc fields o f  1oe;istics i~ntl  cnglneerlng. 

'The results of thesc nnnlyscs uncl thetr rrndincss irnpncts wcrc prcscntctl to 
the C.:ommisuiun during the .April 12th helaring in C'hic:lgo. In fi~ct. the queutlon on 
rci~dir~ess irrlpncts was ;asked 011 Apl'il 24th. by Serir~tor-s Hcflin nritl Slic*lb~. 11s well ;as 
(.:angressn~r~n C.:mmcr when they sent il letter to \;fG John S. Cowinps, the 
C'omm~intling Gcncrnl of .il'C'OI\.'l ;rnd 3tiltctl in purt; "The tlntcr , u r ~  fudh srrpporring 
tit c T{r.sk Force's position. esprcicr~~~ concerning r/te in~pncr on //re rerrriincss 0 f (rr~i(rtir~n 
raor1rce.s 4 r n ! ~ .  nhie nncl th a &).s.Y of (I conrprrenr ci vrlinn .rrcfJ crre j>rr~icrr&trb. 
frorrhhonle to ILT. .S/rorr&i of fhr (thgcftiorr~ nut& or aivn srrnw trf flrcmt hcfilct, . 
//re .-Lrn?y .r/tlrl~rrM Drfi~r~~rt l  rlr/icierz/ ut its r~.con~~tc~nrlcrric~ns rrrzd .srtppon.ing rrrtionrrt to 
re&)cnte .-I TCOdl crnd PEO .4  intion on prnonrtrl rmdfi~nrfionr~l respomsibrlitie.r to 
Rrdstr~nr .. f aencrf or cr~xj~rt-herr rfrefijr //rat nrntter. '" 

Your Commi.u~ion should note thr~t u response to this Icttcr Hi13 PI-cpnr-rrl by 
the .ATC:Oh[ stirtf in r i i r l ~  i'lity. Howc~,er, .Arm? hl;~rcriel C:omrnand ( X N C : )  
tIcndquilrtcrs. dircrtcti thrrt the ATC:O>.I ~*cspon.uc bc prcp~lrcd on plrrin bond pilpcr 
with no lcttcr he:rtf nnci bc forwnrdrd to XAIC for the rcsponse to thc Scn;ttoru untf 
Cona,rcssn~rtn. U ' e  tlo not think that the rcsponsc w r s  formrllly sent h c r ~ ~ u s e  i t  st;ltcs 

"I uncqd~i\'0~;11 t c r ~ n s  tI.rnt tllere p i t i l l  be reuclirtrs.~ i~rlpucts; bbr/the (rc~icrtictn 
)ni.ssion is I Z O ~ / I L K I ~  rtsorlrced. {/when ir frtln~fers to H~mnt.sl~i&. (here n*cjrt&/ be a drop 
in opcrnric)nnf rertt/hc~.s. Ilt odr/diun, ifpersonrral r l ~ c l i ~ t c  /o  itwclr nith tire nzis.su)n 
//rere wrll be rr c/rr~p u z  opert~iunaf renrlinas rtnfif tsy~rnise c(tn be rr.cst(tblirher/." 
Tliis response Is uvaili~ ble to the C:ommission through Cons-cssman Gephnnl t's 
office. 

Again, thc facts of the mrltter ;Ire thnt the od! reill ;ln;llysIs to bc cancluctccf 
I-qurding thc rcndincss lrnprlct hars bccn conductccl in St. Louis b~ both the 
XTCOkI Commr~ndcr  and the SLDTF. Both of thesc nnuly~is focus on the loss of 
t ~ i n e d  und experienced personnel. The reatliness response provided by Gencr~l 
Sullivan is only correct reprding the planning for the movement, whlch Is not 
supported by thc ;~ctual  plnnning documents prepared to dntc! I f  the . A m y  has 
p l e n t ~  o f  successful experience in relocating .~cti\'itics like A'TCOh.[ with littlc 
ciisnrption. whnt lrre thc spccitics. IYhat commoclity cornrnnnd hns bccn clouecl :rnd 
hntl I t 's functions tr-nnsfer-1-etf hundrccfs of miles  way with little clisruption to the 
reaclincss of' the cnmmoditits thitt i t  mannges? YOYE! 

11. The question on thc lmpuct on r ~ ~ ~ r l i n c s s  hiirl bcen pr-rr-iousl? ilskctl 13jp the 
Ai;1l111111i1 C:ongrrssionitl [)clcg;\tion (.-lC.:U) per-sonncl ian<i tlie ; ~ r t u ; ~ l  dr-i~fl I - L ~ S ~ O I I Y C *  



co~~ t innc t l  the Impsrcts ;IS prcscntecl h?- thc SI.U'I'1.'. *This Is obv4oustg not t l w  
l-cspo~lsc thrrt the ..\(ID vvlnted to hc:il- ;ant1 they rcworde<l the question cnoueh t o  
get :I gcncric iknswcr thslt is non-committal, hut the C:ornmisslon crtn not i c o r c  this 
attempt at  subtertbgc! 

b. Aftcr st thol-ough rcvicw. of the mlsslon requlrcmcntx thc ..\TC:C.)I\.! Dcputy 
C:ommnncter (letermineti that insufiicient pervonnct were being trnnsfcrrcd in order 
to support thc mission. 'This mission reqdrerrient re~dcw is the only I-cview to be 
concluctcd by the Arm\:. As n result, he formi t l l~  requested that ncldltionril 
pcmonnel be tnnsferrctl  to thc relocation lhcflltles over ilnd itbavc the numbers 
citccl by the Army. 'This ~.equt.Yt lu in the form of it 1t.ttr.r to the Army kl;~tcric! 
C:orruni~ritl tiutccl 22 31;ry 95, .'iI'B.JECT: >l;~ripowcr- IJcvintion Requcst - 
llisertn blish X'TC'Oi\,I. 

2)  Can  you cornptlrc thc r~\.i~ilnbility of liintl. fr~cilitic~ ; ~ n d  ;tlr spitcc. n t  the 
(:oodfPUow building i~rid n t  Rcclstonc Arscnral'.' 

, lKRI 1' KESl'<)&SE: 130th ir re f'edrnrll!. owncd nnd m~annged. Both huvc Iaqe 
itmour~ts of  acirni~~istnt ivr  otlicr sp:tcc for ncri\itics ;~ssocirtt~d with progrltm 
mnnngcment, en,&cering, matcliel mrlnugement i~nci procurement and contr.~cting. 
Y-et thrrr  is no cluestion that ir milltrlry Installation nfforcis much more in the wrtv of 
Innd, fncifitics nnd ovcrnil cnpnbUty thirn u lensed building. 

C'C)kIA..IEIC"I'S: 'I'hc v;rluc of 1:,1cilit\ or ;tn hsti~llutfon ciin onl? hc mc~asurc~ci in 
te rm9 of whcthcr o r  not the mission crin .vucc~?rfulIy he nccnrnplishetl. S u c c c ~ ~ f t ~ l  
mission i r cc~mpl i shm~nt  is the at  the vrq  hcn1-t of .-\TC:OiI'I personnel. ).Iawcser. 
Ccne~al Sullli\.nn's r.tbsponsc woulcl morc ;rppr.opri;atel? be ;~ppllctt t o  .-\3;lC: 
Iirt~clqui~rtcrs, Xrm! I'ctsonncl C:cntcr. nrld othcr simil;~r frlctlltles, which ;I 1-c o~vnc<l 
I)?: conirncrcinl entrrprfrcs ilnti not the C;o\.ernment. 'I'hesc :trc the t y p i ~  of f~rcilltlcs 
thirt the previous DDCXC: reports were referring to: "ie:rsed fi~cflltlcs thrlt nrc in 
closc PI-osimity to  milit;~ry (l;1ue9"! The C :omlu~ ion  must considcr th:~t in the ~ ; I S C .  

of Govcrruncnt owned fircilitirs, ir smaller, more compact and efEcient oper.~rlon is 
more in the interests of the tats  pslyers, not vast ijmounts of land which at-r not osrrl 
o r  a re  gross[?. under utilized, which is really whut BRAC: is nll about. Getting rid of 
largc Lnstslllations and f~tcilities thnt arc  not support3 ble to the tax paytr. 

a. The ACD hns not bothered to determine thc "CeodfeUow BuiIdtng" is, In fuct, :In 
entire complex. just the sitme %IS the Spr~rkmlrn Cnmples on Redstonc o r  the 
commerciall?* lmscd ft~cilltics off-post in Huntsville. 

3) Docs thc omcc sp;rcc in thc ~ootffcllow buil<fin~ hnvc itn? irbility to ~tcrornrnoclntc 
contingency o r  mobiltzr~ tion requiremenrs? 

x H ~ , I Y  KJiSPOhSE: \A'ithin the contest of Lt'y i~sslfped dssions. it fs s i~fe to S;IV 

th:tt .-iTUO>I hits the ability to respond to contingency raquiremcnts. On the othcr 
hltnd, ;IS f:tr rrs sts~ging, :mrl clepiu~ing Iruop units ;rrr c.onc.rrncd, thcn thc 
(;oo~ll'~llo~y bujldirie woultl be urrsdt;rbic. >liLiter-> irrstrr~irtior~s offer. rl rrluctr 
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builtling. 

C:OhIRIENTS: I woultl ;Igree t t i i t  -4TCOFI tins coritinuously dcmonstmtCQ It's 
;~bility to rcsponcl t o  it's contingcnc?' rccluirements. In firct, if the Army s t u n  
nirmber that hntl prcpilrcd this response hnd bot l~~recf  to cShcrk thc fi~rts, they 
%would hnvr f o u n c l  t h a n t  r s c . r . r m l  hundred p c r o a n n r l  h.avc r l c p l o y e d  t o  rontingrmuy 

rcquircrncnts from .\TCYORI fi~citities in the prtst few jcrlrs. Rut ~~pnin .  the finct is 
thrtt the St. Louis Fcdcl-nI Center where XTCX33;I is locatcd is only onc of mnny 
Go\~c rmen t lDoD ocvncd Elcilities in rhc St. Louis :I r-cn! S e ~ e r a l  thous;~ncl ncrcs ;I re 
avnilnblc for dcploymcnt antl contingency opcn~tions. I f  thc staff hilt1 bothcrrtl to 
check on deployment cuprtbllltles they W O U ~ < ~  h;~vc found thitt thcre a rc  % 
ntleqrrntr ;~irport  facilities in the Huntsville areit tha~t could ;~ccornmodnte the IiandIn~ 
ilntl lo;ltl-out of  iln .Air Force C-5 without taking extraortlin;~~-y and unacceptable 
risks. \+rhlle the C-5 coultf li~nti, thet-c n1.e no m m p  filcilitics thnr could 
nccomrnodntc the I-equircd equipment. However, wit& 20 miles of the ATCOM 
fnctllty thel-c itrc 2 fitcilitlc~ that can itnd do support C-5 and now C:-17 I ~ a d - ~ u t s ,  
Larnhert St. Louis Intcrnittional Airport and Scott .Ai r  Forcc Rase Illinois. In fnct. 
the cornmlssion should consiciei- that over 50,000 people per ycnr process throueh 
thc St. 1-ouis arc:\. 'I'his is plirtl?' ~ ~ C I I U S C  the DoD h i ~ s  rnnctc the St. 1,ouls Airport at 

hub for o\.erunls dcplo?.mcnts of aoltliers anti their fi~rnilics to OC:OP(l:S locittiony! 
It should ;ilso be noted thnt these facilities ere in closer prosimjty than Ft. Stewart, 
GCOI-gin anti it's supporting military nirfield nt  Hunter .Arm>. !\irflrltl! During 
optbr-tions Desert Shielci unci l)exct-t Storm, thousnntis of Rcscrve ~ l n d  Nntlontrl 
Cur~rd  pel-sonnet pl-ocessed through these 2 fitciLitie.9 ;IS well as thc other ATC.:O5.I 
t i~c i l i r~  [hilt h:ls bccn o\*e~-looked. C:h;lr'les >Iel\in Price Support Ci*nter (C:illYS(:) in 
Gninitc City IDLnois. In ftlct. the CYbfPSC: hns n large mil hcud fitcilit?. nvaihhlc as 
well as commercial ba-e Iondine fnciUties on itdlolnlng property. These 
dcplo!mcnts were supportctl by .ATCOR.l antl it's personnel with no problcms what 
so c\-cr! .\ Iuch more cnpi~ bility that is. in fnct. routinclr utilized anti cxcrciscti than 
the non-existent fr~ctlltles itt Hedstone Arsennl Alnht~rnn! 

a. Staging, equipping, and deplo-ving troop units has been and continues to bc 
ncrornplished from the ATCOM and ATCOhl managed facilities in St. I.,ouh as we[[ 
us the other ne:ir-b~ Government facilitirs nt the St. 1,ouis .Airport nncl Scott .4Fn in 
Illinois. I\-luch more ci~p;t bility than thc Hunts\-iUc. .\la bama rlretl currcntl? 
possesses or phns to possess. The slgnItlct~nt dtffcrer~cc is thrlt the St. 1,auis ;rrce 
does not contain thousllnds of i~cres of unused space, it makes efficient w e  of 
existing spnce and facilities ln order to susc the [IS T;lrpayer, without c~orb i tnnl  
overhenil costs! 
-I) The St. Louis comrnunlty has daimed thnt it is possible to eUrntnittc thc sumc 
number of positions through downsizing in plrtce. Docs the A m y ' s  Progfitrn 
Budget CuiJ;lncc for ATCOkL indirntcihls dorvnshing is possible? Is it true that 
thc Comrn;lrtdcr of .-1'TC:OM hns tnken the opposite ciew that it  sill bc tlimcult to 
a r h i e ~ e  thc dcsigniltcd cuts w e n  with the consolitlntion? 

,\ RR.1 k' IlESt'O,%.YE: ,Yo. thesc reductions arc  11 l~o\*c i~ncl beyond ;an? prop-nmnicd 
chungcs i r ~  thc .4rrn?'s I'rogrslrn Budget Gdtlitncc. I t  is not possibic to elirninrttc the 
s:inic numbel- of'pe~vonncl b) tlorvnslzing in placr without nn un;~cccpt;~hlc 



t1cg1vd:ltion in mission. The C:ommsrnJcr of .A'l'C'O[CI is fully comrnittccf tu 
supporting the proposccl I-ealignmcnt. 

C:ObIhIEIV'I'S: 'I'he community has never cliirned thnt it is possiblc to eiimin:ltc 
thc sinme number of positions thl-ouph downsizing in plncc. The C:ommunity h:ls 
said thnt with personnel rcductions that hn1.c nlr-cady bccn ilc-romplishcd und the 
plnmc<l I'rogmm Butfget Guidnnce (YBG) rcductions. in conjunction with ttic 
pl.irninr~tt~n of thc espcnscs which would bc I-rcluil-cti to mcromplish thc re;:lignmcnr. 
morc srt\.Lng~ than currcntJ?. 91-e forccnst could itctunUy occur! 'fhc currcntl? 
plnnnccj PRC; rcductlons reclucc rnnnpowel- st l-r.ngths f~rr morc than the ..lSIIJ 
docunirnts currentIy being used b, the .Arm) in it's UIL4C: plunning. In firct, thc 
lrttcst . - \ r ~ ~ i y  gultl ;~t~ce s;~,s thnr ntTeclrtl filcilities stiodcl rrln ke thcil- plii~ls usirlg t t ie 

;lSIIJ irrld not thc I'M;! 'To further cor~fusc tho issue. Ilo\vever. thcrc is arnothrv 
document from .A.\lC: I I Q  that directs the PDG be used. This is ;I blnt;~nt attempt to 
rclcctlvel?: ;apply di~tn thnt is o d v  f;l\.or;~blc to the .-l~-rn$ So the : 4 r r n ? ' ~  stutcnicnt 
thnt these changes nrc "nbove nntf be?lontl rrn?. progrnmmeci chnngcs" is fnlsc. 
.-\dditionnll?., thc .\]-my lcttcr omits il s i ~ f i c n n t  crrvcrlt tha>t thc .Af'<:OAI 
Commancier supports this ret~lignmcnt. only if thc dc\irttion requcst thrrt his 
comrnrancl hris submitted is i~pprovetl! It Is ~rlso importr~nt to note thnt C:II:C:O3l ;inti 
T.ACOM are Ln concurrence with the dcvintion request submittctt bv ATC:Oh,I 
because thcy nlso r e c o p h e  the need for more personnel. 

u. The .Army rcsponsc omlts the fact that the PRC. hus explicitly sind wlectfvefy hccn 
omftted from the planning documents because if it were ultllzed. it woul(i shotv thc 
Cicts rcgardlng the p re \ ious l~  plnnncd pcnonncl reductions! 

5) If  the workio;ld of XTC.:Oh[ could be rctiuced besond the PBC numbers in thc 
out-yenrs. whnt Impact would this have (on) the planned consoiidation? 

ARMY RESPOFSE: There wodci bc no impnct on the .4rmy's rcrornn~end~~tiort .  

CORlhIEYT: Nonc. I'm not reulJ_u surr of the reuson for this qucstlon. 

Thank ?.ou for tnklng the time to rcriew rn? comrncnts and fonvarci'm~ thcrn 
to thc (:ommission. I think thrrt it is i rnpor t~~nt  to prcscnt :~dditional Etcts ;tt this 
time. 

Sincerely. 
..-. , i'! . I  

' ;  ; - f d  1 '  . . 

Christopher R RedJ 
12 1 1 Cove Lane 
St. Louis. 110 63138 
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3 COMMISSIONER K ~ I N G :  Onc quick uution back to 
4 the chemical. Will a general officer be h a g i n  u the 

/ 
5 Chemical Corps if it moves to Fort Leonard goof;? 

d 
6 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, i t  will be? 
8 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank OU. 

10 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. Each orthe schools will 
I I be se arate and distinct, I'm sure. Now, that doesn't mean 
11 that tRere wouldn't -you  know, I think there will be some 
13 F a g e m e n t  efficiencres which could take place, obviously, 
14 slnce there would be overlap m some of  the -- 
I3 COMMISSIONER KLING: Wc had just heard that there 
I6 wouldn't be a eneral officer in that. 
17 GENE& SULLIVAN: You did? 
18 COMMISSIONER KLING: That there would not be, and 
19 that's really wh I'm asking you. Let me turn to  the matter 
20 o f  the leases, i d  could, a second. W e  have had a lot o f  
21 back and forth information, and I'm rcfcrring to ATCOM, which 
22 you just, Mr. Secretary, briefly touched on the military 
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I value of  leases. 

But the Missouri delegation and the communit have 
3 expressed their concern that the Army has not c o m p h  with 
4 thc Defense Base CIosurc and Rulignmcnt Act of '90. Can you 

I 5 just explain why you believe that the Arm 's recommendation 
6 concerning leases a re  consistent with t i e  force structure and 
7 the final selection criteria giving priority to  military 
8 value? 
9 SECRETARY WEST: Yes sir. And there are  several 

10 ints to  be p a d e  here, and then think I will also d ~ f e r  to 
I I E n e r a 1  Sull~van, as well. First o f  all the questlon is. 
12 the military value of  what? Are w e  talking about the 
13 milita value of  the lease itself and the facility, as w e  
14 often ab when w e  talk about the milila value, say, of an 
Ir Army installation, the military value o R o r t  Bragg and all 
I6 those ranges and the like? 
17 Because if we're talking about that,  then the 
18 military value o f  the leases in a builPi,ng In essentially an 
19 office settin is simply not that si rflcant. No, I 
20 overstated. 41's not srgnrficqt.  g t h e  only other 
21 uestion, then, is  the appropnateness of  the economic 
22 gecision made there, the business decision, on the one hand 
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I likc corn ncnts swms to us, again, to make sense in terms o f  
2 the n d o f  the Army at that time. And onJhose alignments, 
1 1 think I'm re ared to au alona to the Chref. 
4 FENM ~uLLICAN: I t l ~ ~ n k  lcasu, while imptlrtrnl. 
5 I think we  need to just consolidate all o f  them as much as 
6 possible. 
7 GENERAL SHANE: If I could? 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir, General Shane. 
9 GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Kling, Ict mc 111nkc a 

10 comment on  this. First, with regards to Missouri delegation, 
I r as you recall, I rovided I think rt was a 14-pa e letter 
12 whrch laid out tRe Army's position on that in Jetail. And 
13 what 1 think the bottom l ~ n e  of  that was IS not a question of  
14 cr i ter ia .  
15 It's really a uestion o f  process and how you 
I6 about assessin an! goinkthrough the r i ~ r o u j  ana&is of 
17 coming up  wit% the term military value. ~ l t h  normal 
18 installations, what we  did, w e  use what w e  call the 
19 "installation assessment pkn." And we used a computcr modcl 
20 called Decision Pad to come up  with a list o f  ratings b a v d  
21 on  some attributes that were established. 
22 The difference is the fact that w e  looked at  each 
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1 individual list, but we did not necessarily use the Decision 
2 Pad model o r  the installation assessment plan to d o  that. S o  
3 when 1 read through what the dele ation was sayin to me, I 
4 think there ma be a little bit of information here t i a t  was 
5 krnd o f  left o u l  
6 And that was the fact that they may just did not 
7 understand clearly with regards to what military value was 
8 and confused it with the issue of  the installation assessment 
9 of leases. S o  once a ain, 1 would ask that for testimony 

10 today, that we  rovi ie  for you o r  make a matter of  record ih 
I I memorandum f rovided to the Commission's staff. 
12 COMMIS!IONER KLING: That would be fine, sir. 
13 SECRETARY WEST: Com~~iissioncr, thcrc was OIIC point 
I4  left untouched, and I should just make a note. The  other 
i r  point, the utility of  actually separating those units out, 
16 separating aviation from troop support, which is what ATCOM 
17 is right now. It's basically a combrnation of  two different 
18 functions. 
19 What our roposal will d o  as part of the process 
20 is, we'll return k o s e  to like locations. Aviation will be 
21 with like activity. Troo sup ort will be, I think, with the 
22 sollder support at F o n  tfadicf. And that makes sense to us 
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I m d  of the implicat.ions o f  how we are organizing ourselves t o  
2 do the defense busmess. 
3 That is, should ATCOM remain together for the 
4 synergy of its many component arts; o r  rf, as  we're planning 
5 to >pin some thing? off, will iharsomehow lessen thelr 
6 abllrty to d o  their job? And I thlnk maybe you want me to 
7 really et to that latter pornt. 
8 l o  first of  all, on the l w e s ,  a s  a business 
9 matter, I would like to see the Army out o f  as mar! leases as  

lo we  could get out of. Now, thpl's slm ly not possrb;e to  do. 
I I There are  too many instances in w h l c f w h e n  you look at the 
12 contrasting alternatives, it makes much better business sense 
13 to be in tha! lease there. 
14 That IS not the case with ATCOM in St. Lpuis. It 
15 does not make better bus~ness sense for us to be rn those 
16 highcost  leases. It makes better business sense if w e  have 
17 a way consistent with the Chief o f  Staff's force structure 
18 needs, to be somewhere in space that is  on  a post o r  that the 
19 Army owns and where there can be some synergy with other likc 
20 activities. 
2 I And on the second part, a decision which 
22 csscntially movcs components of ATCOM to do like things with 
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I in terms of the s nergy of those operations. 
2 S E C R E T A ~ Y  WALKER: Commissioner, if I mi ht add 
3 just one point on what the Secretary just ?id. In aidition 
4 to t l~at ,  it results in a substantial cost savrngs. The  
s annual savings from the recommendation is $56 million 
6 annually once it's executed. That's 9 percent of  the entire 
7 savlngs of  the entire package before the Commssion.  That 
8 a substantial savln s rn thrs one instance. 
9 C O M M I S S I O ~ E R  KLING: That's a ood load-in. Mr. 

lo Secretary, to the second question. And &is really is 
I I getting down more to it. The Arm ertimalcs, as I undcrstrnd 
12 -- we have a slide here that w e ' i  put up but the Army 
13 estimates that 786 civilian positions could be  eliminated by 
14 combining lhc avialion troop command and the missilc colnnland 
1s However, the community believes that the personnel 
I6 savings are significantly overstated, and from the 786, only 
17 48 positions would be eliminated as  shown on this slide in 
18 w h ~ c h  w e  may not be able to  see, but I believe you all have 
19 it in front of  you. 
20 CtIAIRMAN DIXON: Do ou have the slide? 
21 GENERAL SULLIVAN: A. 
22 COMMISSIONER KLING: I wonder if you might ju 
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June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Benjamin Montoya 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Sheet 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

We are writing to provide a summary of the reasons why we believe you and the other 
Commissioners should reject the Army's proposal to close the Aviation and Troop Command 
(ATCOM) in St. Louis. Whiie the Secretary of the Army may have had the interests of the 
nation in mind when recommending on March 1 that ATCOM be closed, events since then have 
demonstrated that this closure would not be in the interest of the Army, the Federal government, 
or the taxpayer. On the contrary, events since March 1 have demonstrated that the closure of 
ATCOM would violate the base closure law, is rehted by Anny commanders responsible for its 
implementation, preempts the recommendations of the Roles and Missions Commission, and 
defies the Army's own facilities management activities. We would like to outline these points as 
you prepare for your final deliberations. 

As you know, the base closure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities, "on the 
basis of the force structure plan and the final criteria." In keeping with this requirement, the 
Defense Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. While the Secretary of the Army 
testified in early March that the Army complied with the base closure law in making its closure 
recommendations, subsequent actions indicate otherwise: 



- On April 14, the General Accounting Office (GAO) reported to the Commission that the 
Army did not perform a military value analysis of each leased facility in determining 
which to close, 

- In response to subsequent Commission inquiries, the GAO stated that it found no 
documentation "supporting an analysis of, or addressing, the military value of leases. 
Further, the Army's Management Control Plan does not describe a process to be used for 
determining military value of leases." 

- On May 12, your staff requested that the Army provide "back-up data supporting the 
attributes which the Army used to evaluate leased facilities, showing too, how the data 
was linked to the Military Value criteria." In response, the Army stated that "in reference 
to the request for specific attributes, these attributes were not collected for the leased 
sites." 

In light of these developments since March 1,  we hope you will conclude that the Army 
deviated substantially -- if not entirely -- from the four military value criteria in recommending 
ATCOM for closure. 

On March 1, the Army asserted that the closure of ATCOM would result in the 
elimination of 1,022 civilian personnel positions, generating the vast majority of savings to be 
achieved by this closure proposal. The Army later revised its expected civilian personnel 
eliminations to 786 positions. Since the Amy's  recommendation was presented to the 
Commission, a number of actions have occurred which indicate that the personnel savings 
associated with ATCOM's closure may be as low as 48 civilian positions: 

- On April 13, the Army Materiel Command (AMC) directed ATCOM to calculate the 
number of personnel eliminated by its closure using Program Budget Guidance (PEG) 
estimates rather than those contained in the Army's Stationing and Installation Plan, 
which had been used in preparing base closure cost/savings estimates. The PBG 
estimates indicate that the closure of ATCOM will result in the elimination of 205 fewer 
civilian positions than originally asserted by the Army. 

- On May 22, ATCOM's Deputy Commander submitted a Manpower Deviation Request to 
AMC stating that of the 786 civilian positions proposed for elimination, 56 must remain 
in St. Louis to hlfill contractual obligations to other federal agencies and 477 must be 
transferred to receiving bases to ensure the continuation of ATCOM's functions. Rather 
than reject this request outright, AMC has indicated that no response will be provided 
until after the Commission completes its deliberations. 



- On May 15, an AMC official reportedly informed ATCOM that if the Army finds that it  
underestimated the number of ATCOM personnel required to be transferred to Redstone 
Arsenal, such a shortfall will be covered by excess personnel currently on the payroll at 
Redstone's Missile Command. 

- On May 19, .the Communications-Electronics Command -- one of the proposed recipients 
of ATCOM's functions -- reported to AMC that additional personnel must be transferred 
from ATCOM to meet the Command's proposed new mission requirements. 

- On May 30, the Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command -- another of the proposed 
recipients of ATCOM's functions -- reported to AMC that additional personnel must be 
transferred from ATCOM to meet the Command's proposed new mission requirements 

In light of these developments since March 1, it is evident that the implementation of the 
Army's recommendation to close ATCOM will not generate the personnel eliminations -- and 
the resulting savings - originally expected, and may only generate as few as 48 eliminations. 
Therefore, we hope you will conclude that the Army deviated substantially from Criteria #5 -- 
the extent and timing of potential costs and savings -- in  recommending ATCOM for closure. 

D -(INS COMMISSION: C- ROD A V W O N  U r n  

As you know. the Army's March 1 proposal to close ATCOM included the relocation of 
its aviation functions to Redstone Arsenal at a cost of over $100 million, where a new Aviation 
and Missile Command would be established. Since this proposal was presented to the 
Commission, events have occurred which make this action inadvisable and potentially wasteful 
of Defense Department funds: 

- On May 24, the Commission on Roles and Missions, led by Mr. John White, 
recommended that the Military Services collocatite all Defense Department aviation 
management and support organizations, including ATCOM. This week, John White is 
expected to be confirmed by the Senate to be Deputy Secretary of Defense, in which he 
will have principal responsibility for implementing the recommendations of the Roles and 
Missions Commission. 

- On June 2, in response to the Roles and Missions Commission recommendation noted 
above, the Army's Assistant Secretary for Research, Development and Acquisition stated 
that "we agree that this is an area with possible benefits which should be explored." 

In light of these developments since March 1. we hope you will conclude that the Army 
should defer any decision to close ATCOM or spend over S 100 million of taxpayer dollars to 
relocate its aviation functions until a site is selected for a new DOD-wide aviation organization. 



ARMY lNST&J,ATION MANAGERS: RELOCATE SSDC TO aEDSTOluE FIRST 

On March 1 ,  the Army reported to the Comn~ission that it had considered and rejccted the 
relocation the Space and Strategic Defense Con~mand (SSDC) from leased space in Huntsville, 
Alabama, onto Redstone Arsenal. Since then, actions have been taken which indicate that such a 
relocation would be more advantageous than the transfer of ATCOM's aviation functions to 
Redstone ksena l  : 

- Or1 March 8, Brigadier General Robert Herndon, Director of Facilities and Housing in the 
office of the Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, directed AMC 
to prepare a plan for the use of surplus permanent administrative space at Redstone 
Arsenal. In his instructions, General Herndon specifically stated that as AMC considers 
the relocation of activities from leased space, "the requirements of the Space and Strategic 
Defense Command and Program Executive Office organizations ...p redate any BRAC- 
related effort." 

- On April i 9, your staff informed the Army that Redstone Arsenal officials had confirmed 
that two buildings at Redstone can accommodate 900 personnel -- the approximate number 
of personnel at SSDC -- for a total military construction cost of $1.62 million. This cost is 
$19.9 million less than originally estimated by the Army, and makes the relocation of 
SSDC a financially attractive alternative to the relocation of ATCOM's aviation functions. 

- On June 9, the Director of the Army's Material Systems Analysis Activity noted in a 
briefing prepared on the Equip/Supply/Maintain Functions that the consolidation of SSDC 
and the Army's Missile Cornmand at Redstone Arsenal represents a significant opportunity 
to increase efficiency and effectiveness. This reinforces an earlier repon by Army Basing 
Study officials to the Undersecretary of the Army that the relocation of SSDC to Redstone 
Arsenal would result in "synergy with major [Program Managers] and Missile Command 
at Redstone." 

- On June 14, the Secretary of the Army testified to the Commission that despite earlier 
claims, the Army does in fact plan to move SSDC and the Program Executive Office for 
Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal in the future. 

In light of these developments since March 1 ,  we hope you will conclude that the 
relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal -- combined with continued downsizing at ATCOM -- is 
a more cost-effective alternative than the closure of ATCOM and the relocation of its functions to 
four new sites at a total cost of over $1 50 million. 

We believe that each of the issues that has arisen since March 1 is reason alone for the 
Commission to decide that ATCOM should remain open. Taken together, these issues 



P.O. '  

demonstrate that regardless of the merits of the Am~y's initial recommendation. events since then 
have shown conclusively that such an action would not be in the interest of the Army, the Federal 
government, or the U.S. taxpayer. 

We tippreciate your consideration of these issues, and trust that your decision regarding 
ATCOM will be based on the full spectrum of evidence presented to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Christo~her S. Bond Richard A. Gephardt 
Member of Co ress W& L-., 

~ e n ( b e r  of Congress Member of Congress /' 
U h n  Ashcroft 
United States Senator 



DEPARTMENT OF TXE ARMY 
HIAOQUARTERS. US ARMY AVIATION AND TROOP COMMLNO 

UOO GOOOCtUOW llO(KLVAlr0, S t .  LOUK, MO Ca12C17Va 
R l ( P C Y  T O  

, ATTCMI~OW o r  
- 

AMS AT-B-R S MAY f0QS 

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL ATCOM EMPLOYEES LOCATED AT 1HE 
FEDERAL C m  4300 GOODFEWLOW BOULEVARD 

SUBJECT: Planning for Base Rc-aligunent and Closuro @RAC) 95 

I. In keapitq with our commitment to focus on taking care of our pcopIc. we have reachad 
agreements with the Commanders at the four sites to which our hctious have been identified for 
transfa. These agracmeots assure tbat if the BRAC racommendadon to, disestablish ATCOM is 
approved, dl ATCOM cmployeea will bc offered a poaition at one of the four locations. This is 
good news for everyone. These agreements are attached for your iafbrmation 

2. While it k stiU too early to tell you speciacally where your hctions will transfer or the exact 
t i  of the relocations, be assured that a l l  possible actions to assist you in this difElarlt time will 
be taken. 

4 Atchs 
89 
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Impacts From A Dual Air Force Depot Closure 

Disruption to Maintenance Workload Causes Severe Logistical Support Problems 
Over 14 million hours of workload transferred, affecting virtually every AF system 
Impacts 13,000 ALC personnel performing skilled work 
Loss of trained and skilled worWorce requires years to reestablish 
Closure of multiple depots preempts joint-service streamlining of C41 and aeronautical 
systems work 

Reduction In Capacity Too Extreme 
Maximum Potential Capacity measure (used to show two depot excess capacity) 
rejected by Joint Cross-Service Group - invalid 
Must retain reserve capacity for contingencies, e.g Desert Shield/Storm 
Significant barriers to privatization, e.g. 60140 legislation and OMB Circular A-76, 
plus increased costs after workload outsourced 

Material Management Function Disruption (item management, engineering, production 
control) 

Management functions disrupted over major systems 

Financial Impact 
$3 17 million shortfall across FYDP with Kelly closure 
Over $985 million shortfall with closure of Kelly and McClellan 
Costs (e.g., MJLCON) accelerated to near years because of ambitious closure 
schedule 
Additional u f i n d e d  environmental bill of several hundred million results fiom BRAC 
closure 

Program Impacts From Shortfall Across FYDP 
Exacerbates FY97 program that is already short 
Pushes investment/modernization out to h t u r e  years, dominoes into greater problems 
in future 
Specific impacts 

Readiness 
Flying Hour Program 
Real Property Maintenance 

Bomber Upgrades 
Munitions Acquisition and Development 

Quality of Life 
Child Care Center and Dorn~itory construction 

Force Structure 
F-22 procurement delays 
F- 16 Air Defense Fi~hter modification 
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COMPARISON OF ATCOM COSTS/SAVINGS DATA 
(in millions) 

ARMY COMMUNITY COMMISSION 
(as of 5/17/95) 

One-Time Costs $145.6 
Steady State Savings $45.8 
Civilian Eliminations 1022 
Return on Investment 3 years 
Net Present Value $453.4 

$189.1 
$7.0 
276 

52 years 
($9 1.4 ) 

COST 

Moving 
h4ILCON 
Personnel 
Info Management 
Other 
Tenant Relocation 
Total 

ATCOM ONE-TIME COSTS 
(in millions) 

ARMY COMMUNITY 

$150.4 
$38.3 
848 

4 years 
$350.1 

COMMISSION 
(as of 5/17/95) 

Community added $2.5 million to move SIMA ADP equipment. Awaiting Army response. 

Community added $8.1 for SIMA and $21.8 for excess ATCOM overhead eliminations. 
SIMA space requirements are included in Army costs. Awaiting Army response on the 
excess overhead reductions. 

RELOCATION -- 

GSA cost for relocating remaining tenants fiom federal center to other lease space in St 
Louis. Army does not recognize these costs. Included in commission costs. 



Positions Eliminated 

ATCOM CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SAVINGS 

ARMY COMMUNITY COMMISSJON 
1,022 276 848 
$47.0 $13.3 $39.0 

COMMUNITY: 

4 14 programmed reduction before move, savings overstated by $1 gmillion, comrnssion 
found only 182 of these reductions are in ATCOM 

287 excess overhead reduction, savings overstated by $13.2 million 

45 spaces needed for area support mission, savings overstated by $2.1 million 

Awaiting Army response on excess overhead and area support mission 

COMMISSION: 

Based on 1 1/94 ASIP rather than 5/94 ASIP 



Army Guidelines Excluded Leases 
from I #  Military Value Assessment 

TABS DETAILED ANALYSIS (1 2) 

I 
P E  lhw TAS.9 FORCE STRUCTURE 000 CRKERW ~ c p  MC)T PLAN -WN I 

.. 
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AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 
MAJOR ISSUES 

ISSUE #I: Was the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM made on the basis of the military , 
value criteria as required by law? 

Armv posigon: Recommendation based on military value criteria. Despite Commission - 
request, no supporting documentation provided. 

Community position: Recommendation was not based on military value criteria, as 
shown in the Army's Management Control Plan and final decision briefing for the 
Secretary of the Army. 

GAO ~osition: Found no documentation "supporting an analysis of, or addressing, the ., 

military value of leases. Further, the Army's Management Control Plan does not describe 
a process to be used for determining military value of leases." Recommended that the ..- 
Commission "make a determination, under its legislative authority, whether these 
variances represent substantial deviation from the selection criteria." 

ISSUE #2: How many civilian personnel would be eliminated by the closure of ATCOM? 

Armv ~osition: 786 civilian personnel positions, based on (I)  Army ASIP data that 
exceeds Program Budget Guidance (PBG) personnel authorizations, and 
(2) undocumented claims that nearly all Area Support, BASOPs, and Mission Support 
positions can be eliminated over time. 

Community ~osition: 48 civilian personnel positions, based on PBG authorizations and 
Army data on Area Support, BASOPs, and Mission Support position requirements. 
Supporting documentation attached: 

Army Materiel Command BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance -- directs 
ATCOM to use the PBG as the basis for determining personnel reductions 
associated with the closure of ATCOM. 

DMRD 926 (July 3, 1990) -- directs that in consolidating Inventory Control 
Points, the Services should assume only a 50 percent reduction in overhead 
positions from losing installations. 

ATCOM Manpower Deviation Request -- identifies 56 area support mission 
positions, 90 additional BASOPs positions, and 387 mission support positions 
that must be retained if ATCOM is closed. 



TACOM memorandum (May 30,1995) -- Concurs with ATCOM's Manpower 
Deviation Request and requests additional overhead positions. 

CECOM memorandum (May 19, 1995) -- Requests additional BASOPs positions 
from ATCOM based on ATCOM's Manpower Deviation Request. 

Army memorandum (May 16, 1995) -- States that Army Materiel command and 
Army headquarters believe that manpower shortfalls in the aviation missions 
trdferred from ATCOM to Redstone Arsenal could be covered by the excess - 
manpower at MICOM. 

Army ASIP (May 95) for Redstone Arsenal -- Shows that MICOM has 778 non- 
additive personnel authorizations and Redstone Arsenal Support Activity 
(ACTRASA) has 83 non-additive personnel authorizations. 

ISSUE #3: Would annual overhead costs be reduced by closing ATCOM? -- 

Army position: Initial COBRA report showed ATCOM's closure resulting in a $3.5 * 

million increase in the Army's annual overhead costs. Subsequent COBRA report 
showed a $17.6 million decrease in overhead costs, based on the inappropriate 
elimination of mission-related costs that would continue to exist if ATCOM were closed. 

Community ~osition: ATCOM's closure would result in an increase in the Army's 
annual overhead costs, as shown in the Army's initial COBRA report. 

ISSUE #4: What are the costs and savings associated with the relocation of the Space & 
Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) to Redstone Arsenal? 

A. Civilian personnel reductions 

Armv position: No personnel reductions would be achieved by relocating SSDC, 
despite the Army Basing Study's report to the Undersecretary of the Army that 
the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy with major [Program Managers] 
and Missile Command at Redstone." 

Community position: In light of the Army's acknowledgment that the relocation 
of SSDC would result in synergy, a reduction of at least 2 1 percent of SSDC 
personnel could be achieved. (This percentage is based on the reduction in 
personnel the Army's expects to achieve through the relocation of ATCOM's 
functions -- 786 out of 3784 personnel.) 



B. Military construction costs 

Armv position: $13.6 million, based on COBRA formula for estimating 
renovation costs. 

Community position: $1.6 million, based on data collected by Commission staff. 

ISSUE #5: Issues dot addressed by the Army. - 

A. Use of surplus permanent administrative space at Redstone Arsenal. 

Despite requests by the Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation 
Management (ACS-IM), the Army Materiel Command has not provided a plan for 
the use of 546,000 square feet of surplus permanent administrative space at 
Redstone Arsenal. ACS-IM has directed that in allocating this space, "the 
requirements of the Space and Strategic Defense Command and P r o g r p  
Executive Office organizations ...p redate any BRAC-related effort and should be ..- 

considered in the review." 

B Leased space in the vicinity of bases receiving ATCOM functions. 

In directing DOD to consider vacating leased space, the 1993 Commission 
expressed concern that "with the downsizing of the Military Services, excess 
capacity in administrative space is being created on military bases, often in close 
proximity to the leased space." While DOD did consider some leased facilities as 
part of its 1995 base closure evaluation, it directed the Services not to evaluate 
independently the vast majority of leased space in close proximity to military 
bases. As a result, the Army failed in the case of ATCOM to evaluate as an 
alternative the possibility of vacating $10.1 million worth of leases located in the 
vicinity of Redstone Arsenal, $19.0 million worth of leases located in the vicinity 
of Fort Monrnouth, $1.1 million worth of leases located in the vicinity of Natick 
RDEC, and $3.7 million worth of leases located in the vicinity of Detroit Arsenal. 

C. Consolidation of all DOD aviation acquisition organizations. 

The Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces, led by Mr. John 
White, has recommended that DOD collocate "all Army, Navy, and Air Force 
program management offices responsible for development, production, and 
support of military aircraft and related equipment." As Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. White will now have principal responsibility for implementing this 
recommendation. Since this recommendation will cause ATCOM's aviation 
knctions to be collocated with similar functions at a yet to be determined site, the 
transfer of ATCOM's aviation functions to Redstone Arsenal at this time would 
be a waste of over $100 million in moving and military construction costs. 
Instead, the Army should defer any decision to move ATCOM's functions until 
DOD has determined the site for a DOD-wide aviation acquisition organization. 
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The Armv's Militarv Value Assessment (MVA) of Leases 

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAG 95 Installation 

Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MVA was then fed into a 

decision pad computer model designed to assist in the comparisons of installations according to a 

common set of weighted attributes, each of which relates to one of the military value criteria (or 

final criteria I-IV). With respect to leases, however, the IAP was not employed because its 

list of weighted attributes was designed to assist in the comparison of particular 

installations, rather than in the comparison of particular leased facilities. However, in lieu 

of this traditional Installation Assessment, the Army did undertake a quantitative 

assessment of each leased facility using empirical attributes that were more directly 

relevant to comparisons of leased facilities. 

These were: LEASE COSTS; SPACE, and; OTHER COMMON FEATURES AND 

ATTRIBUTES. 

Once these Installation Assessments for leases were completed, the qualitative 

portion of the MVA was then undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to 

ascertain the consistency of the quantitative assessments with the objectives outlined in the 

Army's Stationing Strategy. The stationing strategy served as a qualitative template against 

which the quantitative assessments could be measured and revised accordingly. 

The OUALITATIVE COMPONENT consisted of evaluating the utility of each facility in 

light of both the Stationing Strategy's general operational objectives of: ELIMINATING 

EXCESS CAPACITY; MINIMIZING THE USE OF LEASED SPACE, and CO- 

LOCATING TENANTS FROM DIFFERENT COMMANDS TO ACHIEVE 

SYNERGY and the more rticular operational objectives with respect to commands such F 



as ATCOM, i.e, ACHIEVE EFFICIENCY THROUGH COLLOCATION AND 

INTEGRATION OF RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, ACQUISITION AND LOGISTICS 

FUNCTIONS, AS WELL AS REDUCED OVERHEAD. 

For example, comparing leased facilities based on attributes such as each leased facility's 

aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, and other such attributes, incorporated into the IAP 

model, would not have been instructive as to the relative merit of each such facility because no 

leased facilities possess these attributes (and thus all would have received equally low scores). 

Laeased facilities are. in essence. office suace. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not prepared for leased facilities. In this 

I' respect, the Army did not perform its traditional MVA for leased facilities. 

Zo.fl~fl Therefore, although the Army determined the military value of each leased facility 

I without reference to the Installation Assessment Program, the MVA of each leased facility was 

\ nonetheless composed of a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the qualitative guidance 

h p o v i d e d  by the Stationing Strategy. And the disestablishment of the ATCOM command is 

an operational decision within the purview of the Army. 

Summary and Conclusion 

Military value of leased facilities was analyzed by the Army, albeit in a different way 

than non-leased or owned facilities. Although different, the analysis was consistent with the type 

of analysis performed on owned facilities. Because the Army did not fail to perform a military 

value analysis, there is no basis for a finding of substantial deviation. 

Any deviation by the Army did not rise to the level of "substantial deviation" as defined 

in the statute; thus because the presumption of validity remains with the Secretary of Defense's 

Recommendation on ATCOM is not rebutted, it stands. 



Evaluation o_f the Army's Military Value Assessment of 
Aviation-Troop Command 

Department of Defense (DoD) Recommendation 

Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its 
mission/functions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, 
Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate functions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to 
Fort Monrnouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align 
with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report, March 1995, p. 5-3 1 

Background 

The Missouri Congressional delegation has alleged the Army failed to perfom a military 
value assessment (MVA) of the ATCOM lease in St. Louis, Missouri. They believe this is a 
substantial deviation from the final criteria (I-IV) and, therefore, the Commission should reject 
the recommendation. The Army has responded to the contrary in numerous responses to our 
inquiries. 
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WHY THE SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND (SSDC) 
SHOULD BE ADDED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE 

BRAC COMMISSION 

1. The Army studied the relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal, but rejected it because the 
Army's COBRA report indicated that "realignment was not financially advantageous." 

2. The Army's COBRA report indicated that the relocation of SSDC would require $21 million 
in one-time costs, due to the reported need to construct a new facility for SSDC's 950 personnel. 

3.  The Army officials who prepared the COBRA report for SSDC were mistaken that its 
relocation would require construction of a new facility at Redstone Arsenal. The Army Materiel 
Command reported on January 24, 1995, that at Redstone Arsenal "both buildings #4488 and 
$568 1 are in good shape and together they can house approximately 1,500 administrative 
personnel if needed to implement the' Secretary of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(3RAC) 95 decisions." 

4. BRAC Commission staffMike Kennedy confirmed in a site visit to Redstone Arsenal that 
space does exist for 1,600 personnel, with the following renovation cost requirements: 

- 400 personnel can be accommodated with no renovation costs required 
- 500 personnel can be accommodated at a cost of $20 per square foot 
- 700 personnel can be accommodated with renovation costs per the COBRA formula 

5. Based on this data, the actual one-time cost associated with the relocation of SSDC to 
Redstone is approximately $1.2 million rather than $23 million, which had caused the Army to 
conclude that the relocation of SSDC would not be financially advantageous. 

6.  Using actual one-time costs, the relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal would generate the 
following cost/savings results, making this action financially advantageous: 

ONE-TIME COST $1.2 MILLION 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT IMMEDIATE 

20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE $23 MILLION 

( 7. This result does not include SSDC personnel reductions -- and associated cost savings -- that 3 ay be possible due to collocation with the Army Missile Command at Redstone Arsenal. The 
-Army Basing Study office's briefing to the Undersecretary of the Army on October 11, 1994, - states that the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy with major [Program Managers] and - Missile Command at Redstone." Personnel reductions made possible by this synergy were not 

included in the COBRA report on the SSDC relocation. 

See attached for relevant documentation 





HQ, Aviation Troop Support Command, St. Louis, Missouri 

HQ, Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) located at 4300 Goodfellow Boulevard in 
St. Louis, MO, consists of 21 leases and houses HQ, ATCOM and Program Executive Office 
(PEO) Aviation. All leases are GSA. ATCOM is responsible for the research, development, 
engineering, and logistical support for Army airmobile systems and support of field and troop 
support items. The facilities contain 1,089,198 square feet of administrative space, and some light 
industrial space. The installation has considerable automated data processing specific sp'ace. 
There are 267 military and 5,239 civilian personnel. ATCOM was selected for hrrther study. The 
Army recommends vacating this facility. 

HQ, Army Materiel Command, Alexandria, Virginia 

HQ, Army Materiel Command (AMC) is located at 5001 Eisenhower Avenue in Alexandria, 
VA. The facilities, leased from GSA, contain 433,540 square feet of administrative space and 
some computer specific space. There are 146 military and 1,229 civilian personnel. Realignment 
of HQ, AMC was not financially advantageous and, therefore, the Army discontinued study of 
this lease site. 

HQ, U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Command, Virginia 

U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Command (OPTEC) is located at 4501 Ford 
Avenue in Alexandria, VA. OPTEC is responsible for all operational testing within the material 
acquisition process. A subordinate activity, The U.S. Army Operational Evaluation Command is 
presently collocated with OPTEC in Alexandria and scheduled to move to Fort Hood, TX in 1996 
as part of OPTEC 2000 redesign. The facilities, leased from GE contain 129,805 square feet of 
administrative space and some computer space. There are 174 military and 178 civilian personnel. 
The reorganization of OPTEC will leave approximately 50 personnel in the NCR. Realignment 
was not financially advantageous and, therefore, the Army discontinued study of this lease site. 

HQ, U.S. Army Personnel Command, Alexandria, Virginia 

HQ, US Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM) is located at 200 Stovall Street in - 
Alexandria, VA. The facilities, leased from GSA contain 735,052 square feet of administrative 
space including some computer specific space. There are 833 military, 3,554 civilian, and no 
contractor personnel. Realignment was not financially advantageous; therefore, the Army 
discontinued study of this lease site. 

HQ, Space and Strategic Defense Command, Huntsville, Alabama 

HQ, Space and Strategic Defense Command is located in Research Park in Huntsville, AL. It 
consists of 11 leases, and houses elements of AMC Headquarters, Forces Command 
(FORSCOM), and Army Ballistic Missile Defense Office (ABMDO). The facilities, leased from 



G S 4  Putman Construction, Progress Center, Tech Micro Contractors, Romar Enterprises, and 
Westminister Group, contain 127,150 square feet of administrative and some computer specific 
space. There are 35 military and 91 5 civilian personnel. Realignment of this headquarters was 
not financially advantageous; therefore, the Army discontinued study of this lease site. 

Judge Advocate General School, Virginia 

The Judge Advocate General School is located at the University of Virginia in Charlottesville, 
VA. The facilities, leased fiom the University of Virginia, contain 114,796 square feet of 
adrninistrative/classroom space. There are 56 military, 37 civilian personnel, and 189 students. 
Realignment of the school was not financially advantageous; therefore, the Army discontinued its 
study of this lease site. 

Military Trafic Management Command (MTMC), Bailey's Cross-Roads, Virginia 

MTMC is located in three leased locations in the NCR. They are the Nassif building, the 
Ballston Tower 11, and the Webb Building. They include 137,000 square feet of administrative 
and computer specific space and approximately 700 personnel. Realignment of this activity was 
not financially advantageous; therefore, the Army discontinued study of these sites. 

The National Ground Intelligence Center, Virginia (formerly the Foreign Science 
Technology Center) 

The National Ground Intelligence Center is located at 5 separate locations in Charlottesville, 
VA. The facilities, leased fiom GSA, contain 81,514 square feet of administrative space and 
some computer specific space. There are 108 military and 502 civilian personnel. Realignment 
was not financially advantageous; therefore, the Army discontinued its study of this lease site. 

The Judge Advocate General, Bailey's Cross-Roads, Virginia 

The Judge Advocate General is located in the Nassif building at Bailey's Crossroads, VA. 
They occupy 28,600 square feet of predominantly administrative space for 105 personnel. 
Realignment of this unit was not financially advantageous; therefore, the Army discontinued study 
of this lease site. 

U.S. Army Concepts Analysis Agency, Bethesda, Maryland 

U.S. Army Concepts Analysis Agency (USACAA) is located at 8120 Battery Lane in 
Bethesda, MD. USACAA is a field operating agency under the Director of the Army Staff which 
performs independent studies and analyses. The facility, leased from GSA, consists of 50,905 
square feet of space with a small amount of specialized computer space. Free parking is very 
limited. There are 57 military and 144 civilian personnel. The Army recommends closing this 
facility. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:44 09/27/1994. Report Created 08:16 11/07/1994 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE5-1 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\LES-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\TABS95.SFF 

Milcon for Base: REOSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

All Costs in $K 

Description: ------------- 
GEN W R P  ADMIN .................... 

Mi 1Con 
Categ 
----- 
ADMIN 

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

Using Rehab New New Total 
Rehab Costk MilCon Cost* Cost" ----- ----- ------ ----." ----- 

0 0 156,750 19,531 19,531 
.___--_--------_-------------------------------- 

Total Construction Cost: 19.531 
+ Info Management Account: 1,944 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 21.475 

* MilCon Costs include Site Preparation Costs. Design Costs, 
Contingency Planning Costs and S I N  Costs where applicable 
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:'IMPACT SUMMARY 
SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFE.NSE COMMAND, 

HUNTSVILLE, AL 
I 

I OPERATIONAL: - none, local move 
-' synergy with major PMs and Missile Command at Redstone 

I 
, . 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

I 

None 

.. 
f 

PERSONNEL:, MILITARY ' CIVIL IAN 

REDUCTIONS 

ECONOMIC: None 

OTHER SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: 
I 

. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED None . 

CI-OSEIIOLO I  SENSITIVE^. - 

REALIGNMENTS I 35 - 915 



Annual Overhead Costs to Support 
ATCOM and SSDC Functions 

Overhead Cost to Support 
ATCOM Functions 

At St. Louis 
Federal Center 

At Redstone 
Arsenal 

Overhead Cost to Support 
A A 

SSDC Functions 

At Leased Facilities At Redstone 
in Huntsville Arsenal 

Source: Army 1995 COBRA reports for ATCOM and SSDC 
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MANAGEMENT CONTROL PLAN 

The Army Basing Study 
OfTice of the Chief of Staff of the Army 

Base Realignment and Closure Process (BRAC 95) 

L INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

The exclusive procedures by which the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) may pursue 
closure or realignment of military installations, inside the United States, are contained in Part 4 
Title XXIX of Public Law 101-5 10, entitled as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990; as amended; hereafter referred to as Base Closure Act (Annex A). The Base Closure Act 
also includes a provision for the President to appoint an independent Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to review the SECDEF recommendations in calendar years 1991, 1993, 
and 1995. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) memorandum dated 7 January 1994 
(Annex B), sets forth policy guidance, procedures, authorities, and responsibilities for the 
forthcoming base closure and realignment study effort for 1995. DEPSECDEF guidance includes 
a requirement for the establishment of BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSG) in five 
finctional areas to identlfL significant cross-service opportunities as well as a sixh JCSG to 
develop improvements in economic impact assessments. 

The Amy Basing Study (TABS) Charter establishes the authority of the TABS office and 
assigns responsibilities for execution of the BRAC 95 process (Annex C). The charter was signed 
by the Acting Secretary of the Army and the Vice Chief of Staff, Army on 1 August 1993. 

The Chief of StafF of the Army memorandum dated March 1994 (Annex D), kicks off the 
BRAC 95 process and identifies the policy oversight role of the Under Secretary of the Army 
and the Vice Chief of StafF, Army. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Logistics 
and Environment) is responsible for policy and management of all BRAC initiatives. The Director 
of Management will coordinate the BRAC 95 effort, identihg actions and milestones critical to 
synchronizing the Army's effort with that of DoD and the other Services. 

B. Mission 

TABS will examine the issues surrounding the realignment and closure of Army 
installations within the 50 States, the District of Columbia and U.S. commonwealths, temtories 
and possessions, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Amy and Chief of Staff 



concerning potential realignments and closures. Additionally, TABS will serve as the single point 
of contact with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, established under the 
provisions of the Base Closure Act. 

TABS will assess the Army's CONUS installations resources, identlfL the Army's CONUS 
basing requirements, and present base realignment and closure recommendations consistent with 
Department of Defense @OD) force structure plans and BRAC selection criteria. 

C. Purpose 

The purpose of this Management Control Plan (MCP) is to provide a consistent set of 
management controls for the Army's BRAC 95 process. The objective of the controls, presented 
herein, is to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integration of all infoxmation upon which 
Secretary of the Army recommendations for base closure and realignments are based and to limit 
the possibility of disclosure of BRAC 95 information prematurely. This MCP meets the 
requirements established by the DEPSECDEF memorandum, Army BRAC 95 memorandum, and 
the Charter for The Army Basing Study (TABS) regarding the Army's process. This MCP also 
identifies procedures for integrating the efforts of the Joint Cross-Service Groups into the Army 
process. 

D. Critical Success Factors 

To ensure success of the TABS mission and objectives, the following factors were 
identified as critical. 

Senior Army Leadership commitment to significantly reduce the installation infr-astructure 
to meet the Defense Guidance as well as goals set forth in the DEPSECDEF 
memorandum. 

Coordination with the Joint Cross-Service Groups, other Services and Defense Agencies 
to identifjl sigmficant cross-service or intra-service opportunities to consolidate activities. 

Adherence to a well defined scope, definitive objectives, and accountable process. 

IL SELECTION CRITERIA AND RELATED ISSUES 

A. General 

The Base Closure Act requires the DoD to submit to Congress and the Commission a 
force structure plan and the selection criteria that are used in developing DoD recommendations. 
These documents are the cornerstone of the Army procedures and process. 



Title 10 U.S.C. 2687 establishes closure and realignment numerical thresholds that 
require Congressional review. The threshold for closure is an installationfactivity that employs at 
least 300 permanent-type civilians. The threshold for realigningheducing an installation/activity is 
the reduction of more than 1000 permanent-type civilians or 50% of that installation/activity's 
authorized civilians, whichever is less. 

B. DoD Force Structure 

The force structure plan incorporates an assessment by the Secretary of Defense of the 
probable threats to the national security, and takes into account the anticipated levels of fundhg 
for the period 1996 through 2001. The plan is comprised of a military threat assessment, a need 
for overseas basing, and a force structure. This plan is used by the ARSTAF along with other 
operational guidance in developing the Army's Stationing Strategy. 

C. DoD Selection Criteria 

The final eight selection criteria published by DoD cover a broad range of military, fiscal, 
and environmental considerations (see figure 11.1). The first four criteria relate to the military 
value of that installation, the fifth criteria is concerned with the fiscal implications of a potential 
recommendation, while the last three criteria address a recommendation's impact on the economy, 
community and installation infrastructure, and environment. 

The Army assesses the military value of an installation by first grouping like installations into 
finctional categories. The militay value ranking of each installation is established by comparing 
installation quality assessments with the operational needs of the Army. Quality assessments are 
derived from the first four criteria of the DoD selection criteria, commonly referred to as military 
value. These criteria are mission requirements, land and facilities, contingency and future mission, 
and cost and manpower. The needs of the services are documented in the Army's Stationing 
Strategy. Installations that place relatively lower in military value assessment are examined as 
potential candidates for BRAC. The return on investment calculation for each alternative and 
associated scenarios are accomplished using DoD approved Cost of Base Realignment Action 
(COBRA) model, version 5.0. The impacts of an alternative are evaluated using the DoD 
approved Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) mods1 for economic impacts, while 
environmental baseline studies are used to determine the infrastructure and environmental 
impacts on the affected installations and economic area. 



MILITARY VALUE: 
1. THE CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS 
AND THE IMPACT ON OPERATONAL READINESS OF DOUs 
TOTAL FORCE. 

2. THE AVAILABILIW AND CONDmON OF U N D  AND 
FACILITIES AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTW 
RECEMNG LOCATIONS. 

3 THE ABlUM TO ACCOMMODATE CONTlNGENCY 
MOBILIZATION AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE REQUIREMENTS 
AT BOTH THE ~ S T I N G  AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATIONS. 

4. THE COST AND MANPWVER IMPLICATIONS. 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT: 
5 THE W E N T  AND TIMING OF POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS 
INCLUDING THE NUMBER OF YEARS BEGINNING WTH T H ~  DATE OF 
COMPLETION OF THE CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT, K>R THE SAVINGS 
TO EXCEED THE COSTS. 

COMMUNITY IMPACTS: 
6 . 1  HE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES. 

7. THE ABlUM OF BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTLAL RECEIVING 
COMMUNITIES' INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS, 
AND PERSONNEL. 

Figure II. 1 - DoD Selection Criteria 

D. Installations 

Active Army installations will be included in the assessment process if they meet the 
following requirements: 

"... an aggregation of contiguous or near contiguous, common-supporting real property 
holdings under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, controlled by and at which 
an Active Anny unit or activity is permanently assigned." (Army BASOPS Primer, 
JAN 93) 

Therefore three criteria must be present: real property, people, and control by the active 
component. Using this definition, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installations (ACSIM) queries 
the real property inventory and provides TABS with the installations to be considered. 

E. Leases 

Leases are considered in one of three categories, as a stand alone lease (installation), as 



part of the off-post assets of a active installation, or as part of a Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA). All stand alone leases, above and below threshold, are included in the installation 'w assessment process. The other two categories will be considered for inclusion in the BRAC 95 
process if mission changes suggest a closure or realignment. 

F. Reserve Enclaves 

Reserve enclaves, Reserve and National Guard, will be considered in four steps. They are: 

- The first step is to evaluate all enclavefistallations in the same manner as other Army 
installations on federal land. The milestones are given in figure IV.3 for the first phase and are 
the same for the rest of the process thereafter. This includes the development of a set of 
attributes that describe military value @OD Criteria 1-4) and analyze those installations for 
realignment or closure. This evaluation should be commensurate with the Reserve and National 
Guard reductions of 25.9%, adjusted for the over-facilitized nature of enclaves. 

- The second step will be to consider total force structure, mobilization, and contingency 
requirements in all categories of active installations. This is done by establishing attributes that 
evaluate reserve needs in the military value criteria @OD Criteria 3). 

- The third step is to evaluate all potential active installation closures for impact on 
Reserve and National Guard training requirements. 

1 - The last step is to evaluate the potential transfer and use by the Reserve and National 
(CII Guard, as a installation enclave. 

IIL CONTROLS 

A. General 

The General Accounting Office has established the internal control standards that include 
general, specific and audit standards. This plan establishes the uniform guidance that: defines data 
requirements and sources; documents the procedures for selecting bases for closure or 
realignment and provides for the certification of the recommendations as accurate and complete; 
and, set up procedures for checking data, and independent testing of internal controls. The 
techniques to accomplish this are: 

- Documenting the process to be used by TABS. 

- Establishing standing operating procedures (SOP) for administrative and analytical 
procedures to be followed by TABS personnel. 

- Establishing a training program to ensure knowledgeable employees. 



flexible and builds upon the experience of current members. Training covers BRAC and TABS 
process orientations, DA Staff' orientations and their specific roles in the B U C  process, 
Management Directorate orientation, TABS models and application orientation, TJAG 
participation and availability and the BRAC law, Joint Cross-Service Group participation and 
purpose, summaries of economic and environmental considerations of BRAC, PC software, 
office procedures summaries, and HQ, DADSS classes and certification. 

3. Installation Assessment: The BRAC 95 Installation Assessment (AT) program 
is designed to provide the senior Army leadership a measure of the relative military value of 
installations and facilities used by Army organizations. The proponent office for the IA process is 
TABS. 

The IA process is a systematic method to assess and compare the value of installations 
with similar functions. This process ranks all installations within a set category (1 to n) on an 
order of merit list. Installations are staffed with the Army's Major Commands (MACOM) to 
determine the appropriate categories. The categories for BR4C 95 are: Maneuver, Training 
Areas, Training Schools, Professional Schools, Maintenance Depots, Ammunition Production, 
Ammunition Storage, Industrial, Commodity Oriented, Ports, Medical Centers and Leases. There 
are about 100 installations included within these categories. 

Each category of installations is compared usiig a set of attributes such as square feet of 
facilities, size of maneuver and impact areas, cost to operate, etc. There are 20 to 30 attributes 
per category. Each attribute is linked to one of the four DoD selection criteria that measure 
Military Value: Mission Requirements, Condition of Land and Facilities, Cost and Manpower, 
and Future Requirements. 

The LA process requires MACOMs to provide products and data to HQDA that will be 
published in the Army's BRAC recommendations. Because of this, all IA data must be certified. 
AAA will work with TABS in insuring the process and data meet the certification requirements. 

4. Installation Environmental Assessment: The environmental analysis process 
required in support of the Army's BRAC 95 recommendations is shown in the chart below (figure 
N.4). The environmental analysis is performed by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC). 
The ERC is composed of several Subject Matter Experts fiom the Army's Environmental 
Programs Directorate and are designated as trusted agents working in a close hold forum for 
TABS. The TABS Environmental Integrator will have oversight over the ERC and be responsible 
for the integration of the analysis into the Army's recommendations. 

The environmental analysis runs concurrently with TABS' recommendation process during which 
coordination and the transaction of data between TABS and ERC is required. During the fist 
stages of the recommendation process, the Installation Environmental Baseline Summary (IEB S) 
data call is analyzed by the ERC, producing an initial environmental assessment of all BRAC 

installation study candidates fiom both a closure and realignment perspective. This assessment 



BRAC 95 E I C INTEGRATION 

PROCESS 

&CORRECT 

Figure N.4 - Environment Process 

indicates an installation's environmental carrying capacity and potential hurdles for a BRAC 



recommendation. These IEBS are then incorporated into the installation reviews. 

As the Army's recommendations become site specific, the ERC will study each case in 
greater detail and will provide TABS with a finalized environmental assessment during the 
Detailed Analysis phases. In addition to the final analysis, the ERC will be utilized by TABS in an 
ancillary support role during DoD, Congress and the Commissions review. 

5. Installation Reviews: Installation reviews represents a one stop information 
source for all above threshold installations. Each review will include historical research, location 
information, missions, units supported, basic budget information, personnel summaries, past 
BRAC actions, new missions, newlplanned facilities, range improvements, restructuring actions, 
DoD selection criteria I attributes, environmental considerations, facility capacities, economic 
profile, and installation unique characteristics. The format for these reviews is in Annex N. These 
reviews will be researched, compiled, and briefed by the hnctional area expert to the TABS 
group to educate and surface concerns and to develop possible alternative candidates for analysis, 
either as a gaining or losing installations. The draft form of these reviews will be completed prior 
to MACOM and installation visits and finalized with the certified and installation visit data. These 
installation reviews will be published by installation category as supporting documentation to 
BRAC 95 recommendation. 

C. TABS Detailed Analysis Phase: 

This phase is at the heart of the TABS process. During this phase, TABS analyzes 
potential BRAC alternatives to develop the initial recommendations to be reviewed in follow-on 
phases. The controls during this phase remain constant fiom the previous phase and the following 
inputs are carried forward: lessons learned, Task Force output, and MACOM input. New inputs 
include certified data fiom the IA data call, an installation order of merit list (OML), installation 
review narratives, environmental installation baseline studies (IEBS). These combined inputs are 
used to develop the Military Value Assessment fiom the installation IA OML. Once the values 
are determined, the installations are placed into three bands of consideration; enduring 
installations, high military value, and lesser military value. InstaIlation category screening is 
performed to determine feasible category candidates and possible scenarios. At this point, 
COBRA, and OSUB models are run to examine scenarios and identify initial affordable 
candidates. These initial candidates will then g3 through an integration process that looks at 
cross-category solutions. Additional inputs at this level will include Leased facility data and JCSG 
activity candidate data. The detailed procedures for this analysis is contained in the Analytical 
SOP located at Annex K. 

The key outputs fiom this phase include the final Environmental Impact Considerations 
(EIC), Detailed Lnstallation Narratives, and the Initial Army Recommendations for closure and 
realignment. 



The following charts show the detailed process (figure IV.5) and milestones (figure N.6) 
associated with this second phase of the TABS process. 
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Figure N.5 - Detailed Analysis Phase 
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Figure N.6 - Detailed Analysis Milestones 



1. Installation Military Value: The installation military value bands are 
developed from the LA OML developed in the Policy Preparation phase of the TABS process. 
The IA OML is evaluated and adjustments are made in accordance with operational requirements 
of the Army Stationing Strategy (TASS), provided by Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations (ODCSOPS). The Stationing Strategy incorporates the MACOM level requirements 
to meet the needs of the Army. Banding of installations into enduring, high military value, and 
lower military value is achieved through a combination of the stationing strategy requirements, 
ACSIM facility capacity/requirements system and by a general statistical process. These bands 
are then used to start the detailed alternative analysis. 

2. Initial Category Screening: The focus of this operation is determining losing 
and gaining installations based on the military value bands and JCSG activity recommendations; 
and determining possible scenarios within each category of installations. The product is feasible 
category candidates for scenario runs. At this point the study candidates must be identified using 
a standard format contained in the analytical procedures SOP. The steps at this stage are: 

- Identifjmg organizations and installations by source, e.g. MVA band, TASS, MACOM 
Vision, etc. 

- Data review of the installation per the ASIP Troop List Ordered by Major Unit and the 
Station Report. 

( - Using the HQRPLANS Stationing Data Input and Output Report Work sheet to prepare 
- stationing scenarios. 

3. Category Scenario Development: Inputs include the previous information 
plus leased facilities. At this point cost, economic, and environmental inputs are considered and 
the product of initial affordable candidates is presented. Detailed instructions for this action is 
contained in the TABS Analytical Procedures SOP. The steps included in this process include: 

- Record the BRAC Alternative using the TABS standard system. 

- Analyze the BRAC Alternatives using Stationing Reports from HQRPLANS. 

- Entered data into COBRk 

- Analyze COBRA output. 

- Terminate analysis as not feasible or consider it as an initial BRAC Recommendation. 

- Document alternative analysis. 
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LEASES 
STA TIONING STRATEGY 

Leased facilities are defined as installations by the 1990 BRAC law as ammended. 
BRAC 95 is designed to provide the senior Army leadership a measure of the relative 
value of installations and facilities used by Army organizations. During BRAC 95 
leased facilities were directly addressed and analyzed as part of the review, analysis, 
and decision process. The goal and strategy of the Army leadership is to minimize use 
of leased space in lieu of government-owned property. 

MVA RECAP 

There was no installation assessment performed on leased facilities. The primary goal 
was to vacate inefficient leases and move to available government facilities. 

Concepts Analysis Agency fiom Bethesda, MD to Fort Belvoir. Real intention is to 
move into DLA building. 
ROI 5 Years NPV $7M 
1-Time Cost $3.7M Steady State $0.8M 

Information Systems Software Command, Fairfax, VA (Crown Ridge) to Fort Meade. 
ROI 6 Years NPV $8M 
1-Time Cost $6M Steady State $1M 

ISSUES 

Leases costing more than $200K were identified as candidate installations. 
Civil works organizations in leased space were exempt by law. Other categories 
exempted included Mkdical Entrance Processing Commands, Recruiting facilities, and 
Military Traffic Management Command facilities. 
Moves fiom leased facilities were never financially advantageous when it involved 
movement outside of the local area. 
The main concentration of major leases is within the Military District of Washington 
(MDW). There is also very little available government owned space. 
The majority of leases in this area are here because of a requirement to maintain close 
contact with the Department of the Army. 
The majority of leases are not bad deals. 



CONGRESSIONAL INTEREST 

Since the financially advantageous lease moves involved local moves, there is no 
congressional impact. In the MDW the moves are swaps between VA and MD. 



Aviation-Troop Command, MO 

1. Recommendation: Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by 
relocating its inissions/fbnctions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center, Aviation Management, 
and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, AL, to form the 
Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, Engineering 
Center, Mq to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate fbnctions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to Fort 
Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management hnctions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align with 
Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

2. Justification: In 1993, the Commission suggested that DoD direct the Services to include a 
separate category for leased facilities to ensure a bottom-up review of leased space. The Army 
has conducted a review of activities in leased space to identifjl opportunities for relocation onto 
military installations. Because of the cost of leasing, the Army's goal is to minimize leased space, 
when feasible, and maximize the use of government-owned facilities. 

In 199 1, the Commission approved the merger of Aviation Systems Command and Troop 
Systems Command (ATCOM). It also recommended that the Army evaluate the relocation of 
these activities from leased space to government-owned facilities and provide appropriate 
recommendations to a subsequent Commission. In 1993, the Army studied the possibility of 
relocating ATCOM to a military installation and concluded it would be too costly. It is evident 
that restructuring ATCOM now provides a financially attractive opportunity to relocate. 

Significant functional efficiencies are also possible by separating aviation and troop support 
commodities and relocating these fbnctions to military installations. The aviation support 
functions realign to Redstone Arsenal to form a new Aviation & Missiles Command. The troop 
support finctions realign to Natick, MA to align with the new Soldier Systems Command. 

This recommendation preserves crucial research and development functions while optimizing 
operational efficiencies. Moving elements of ATCOM to Natick and Redstone Arsenal improves 
the synergistic effect of research, development and engineering, by facilitating the interaction 
between the medical, academic, and industrial communities already present in these regions. 
Vacating the St. Louis lease will collocate/consolidate similar life cycle fbnctions at military 
installations for improved efficiencies and effectiveness. 



3. Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $146 
million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of $9 
million. Annual recumng savings after implementation are %46 million with a return on 
investment eripected in 3 years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a 
savings of $453 million. 

4. Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 7,679 jobs (4,73 1 direct jobs and 2,948 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the St. Louis, MO-IL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 0.5 percent 
of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round 
BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential 
decrease equal to - 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known environmental 
impediments at the closing site or receiving installations. 





CIVILIAN SPACE AUDIT TRAIL 
ARMY vs SLDTF 

ARMY SLDTF 

M,?npower Start Point 3,784 3,784 
Less: AAA Auditors to BASE X 

Sub-total ATCOMISIMNPEOletc. Baseline 
0 

3,753 
131) 

3,753 

authorizations for FY 98 
based on latest PBG is 
3,476 -- 308 positions 
less than revised ' I' 

Less: BRAC Transfers: 
Transfer to Detroit 
Transfer to Natlck 
Transfer to Ft. Monrnouth k 

baseline. Army proposal 

(154) 
gives credit for only 103; 

(154) 
(160) (1 60) 

SLDTF adds 205 to 

1167) 11671 correct Army oversight. 
Transfer to Redstone 213833 

Sub-total BRAC Transfers 
I 

, I 

Remaining Positions 889 to remain in order to 
Less: BRAC Force Structure Reductions (103) continue to perform 

Sub-total BRAC Eliminations 786 the S t  Louis support 

SLDTF Adjustments 
Additional Force Structure Reductions 

Area Support Left In  St. Louis 

* Overhead "Add-Back" to RSA: 
- BASEOPs 

- Mission Support 

(CPO, IMA, 
procurement, etc. .) 

.....--- 
163 - Correct total 
(13) - Already in Natick 
(60) - Already in RSA 
90 Need to be added 

Sub-Total SLDTF Adjustments (7381 \ I I 
TOTAL ELIMINATIONS 78 6 481 7- Restores "overhead" 

/' positions incorrectly 
\ / 

/A difference of 738 
positions; reduces BRAC 
recurring personnel 
savings by $34M pe i  ' 

year! 

eliminated. Transfers 
additional spaces to 4 
receiving locations 
(based on "50% Rule). 



i PROPOSAL 

c lAsrPl FY 98 PEG 10 ELTAU 

ATCOM 2903* 2762 (-I 41) 

AlSA 

PEO 

SIMA 409 328 (-81)- 

TAP0 3 2 30 (-2) 

AAA 31 3 1 (0) 

MEDDAC 19 4 (-1 5) 

--. ARL 5 5 (0) 

INVSVC - 

AIR-TO-AIR 

- 
TOTAL 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEAWUAFTTERZJ, US. ARMY wmulet COMMAND 

6001 LldENHOWRfl AVWUK, A W H O n I A .  VA 21333 - OOOr 

MfL* To 
A m O C  

AMCSO 13 April 1995 '1 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 
" '<. 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95  Implamantatlon Planning Guidance - '- +. : 

A - 
1, Refqrenee: - 

a. Momorandurn, AMCSO, 1 Mar 95, nab. 

b .  Memorandum, AMCSO, 1 0  Nar 9 5 ,  sab- 

c. Memorandum, AMCSO, 13 Mar 95, subject: aRAC 95 - 
Lead MSCs. 

d. Memorandum, AMCSO, 16 Mar 9 5 ,  subject: BRAC 9% 
Implenientation Guidance - Draft Environmental Basel ine ~ u h a y  
(EBS)  , Statenant  of Work. 

a, Memorandum, 'AMcso, 20  Har 9 5 ,  smb. 

f. Munorandun, AMcGO, 2 2  Har 9 5 ,  subject:  BRAC 9 5  
Implamentation Guidance - Diecretionary Moves. 

2 ,  ~ h s  purpose o f  t h i s  memorandum is to rovide a d d i t i o n a l  
data relating to. BRAC 95 implamentation p f anning. 
3 .  Attached ae enclosure 1. i s  data wa have transmit ted  to DA 
DCSOPS concerning disoretionary moves. 

4 .  A t  analoaure 2 is a memo to COE w i t h  our proposed 
- methodology for NEPA docurr.entation. 

5 .  Add the following requirement to ref le as para 4 c -  (7): 

"AddrrsE MACOM-approved provisions for the  continued 
processing of workers compensation cases. One of two - courses 
of a c t i o n  ie possible: 1. Deaignake another installation 
within the same MACOM to assume t h e  caseload; 2 .  Obtain 
concurxence of an inatallation outside the MACOM to assume 
tho cassload (see para 3 of enclosure 2 )  

- 6. Nanpower guidance d i s t r i b u t e d  in raference la is 
w i t h d r a w n .  N e w  guidance for the manpower annex of tne 
implemantatlon p l a n s  its contained in this memo. 

7,' Guidance T o r  the m a n p o w s r  annex 18 a6 follows: 
* *Q 

a.:+Tha start p o i n t  for  ChQ manp6wer p l a n  Is rhe data 
contained i n  tho Cobra a n a l y s e s  provided to you in r e fe rence  



mcso 
SUBSECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance L. 

Ib, which w a s  further supplamented in raferencc lc. T h i s  
data  c o r r e l a t e s  t o  the PY 1996 data contained in t h e  A u  U 6 , t  
1994 voraion of the ASIP and w i l l  be the point of d a p a s u r e  
r ~ r  the annax. *?,' .: 

b. A s  i t h e  case with all of the onnexca In tha  a Implementati n Plan, all units involved in the proposal. 
bcrorc *a Cernmisaion will be addressed i n  this annex- The 
listing of the  u n i t s  for each propoeal, at UrC/dsrivativs U X c  
l e v e l  of d a t a i l ,  an4 the FY 1996 ASIP strength for these 
units w e s  t m n s ~ i t t e d  to you v ia  enclosure 4 to reference Ib. 

c. For each Q4C u n i t  contained i n  a pro o e a l ,  you need 
to a x  lain any diicreppncy b~trueen the basal I' ne data (ASIP) 
and tge mOctobor 1994 PBG plus Pebrua 1995 Command P lan  r Changesn version of the PBG* T h i s  w i l  be dons in a. 
paragraph, or nurirn of paragraphs t n t i t l r d  "ASIF to PBG - 
~aconci1iation~- (NOTE1 !Chi6 i~ n o t  a ra irement for non- 
AMC u n i t e ) .  The rarnainder of the annax w 9" 11 use PBC data. as 
its basis (ASIP data for hon-AMC alemanta). 

d -  As noted above, anoloaura 4 to roferanco Ib c o n t a i n s  
manpower data  a t  UIC/bcrivative UXC lave1 of d e t a i l ,  
including manpower aliminatione and realignments r a s u l t i n g  
from the propotsals. If you be l ieve  t h a t  you need to deviate 
f r o m  t h e  manpower el iminated o r  roal ignud,  than NLT 15 ~ a y  
1995 you nced to come forward t o  this HQ i n  writing, under 
your commanding Ganoral's signature, data i l ing  the r a t i o n a l e  
ror and the l e v e l  of dev iat ion  proposed. Unlsss  a specific 

- waivar from HQ AMC is provided, plans will adhere t o  the 
manpower savings detailed in the referenced data,- simply 
n o t l n g  that there is a d e l t a  between the ASIP and PBG data - will n o t  be considered ample rat ionale  to obtain a waiver .  
You do n o t  need to receive a w a i v a r  to deduct overnmental 
caretaker personnel who may ee required for a e i m e  between 
the end of the military rni661on and tho actual disposal of 
the r o p e r t y  from A m y  rolls. These personnel  requirements, 
vhicR may be needed at some of t h e  cloaure s l t e e ,  may b& 
deducted f r o m  t h e  e l iminat ions  without approval f r o m  HQ Wc. 
HQ ANC doas however r e t a i n  final approval author i ty .over  t h e  
sitae which may requ i re  t h i s  action, and the amount-of 
p e r s o n n e l  involved. 

e, F o r  each proposal before t h e   omm mission t h e  following 
- d i s p l a y s  w i l l  be completed: d 

. (1) B a s e  Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex,  Manpower 
B a s e l i n e  ( E - n c l .  3 ) .  I n s t r u c t i o n s  Cor t h e  completion of this 
form f 0 . U o w .  



m c s o  
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Cuidanca k,. 

(a) D a t e .  F i l l  in date t h a t  the form W a s  compl~tred. " 
C . - 

(b) Proposal. Shokt hand notation for t h e  proposal 
before .the Commissrion. T h i s  information can be found- i n  t%,e 
verbiage in,para 1 of cncloaurr 4 to raf 1b. Examples ares '  
Realign Dugway Proving Grounds, close Rad River m y  Dopot, 
~isoatablidh ATCOM, etc, 

(c) ~ c t i v i t y / ~ I ~ -  List all of the u n i t s  involved in 
tha pro osal, a6 w a l l  as the ir  UIc/dorivative UIC under this 
column FI oading. Soe para 4b above, this memo. 

(d) C ~ V  Mil, FY 96-01. F o r  each AKC unit show t h e  
baes l ina  nuthorizatione per the "Octobar 1994 PBG plus 
Fabruary 1995 Command .Plan Changes. l1 For non-AMC uni ta ,  - 
use the A S I P  data in referenae Ib, which is FY 1 9 9 6  dara,,and 
straight l i n e  it Lor a l l  years. 

( a )  Total. Provide a total by FY of Civ and Mil for all 
of t h e  u n i t s  involved  in t h e  propoaal. 

(fl source. The source for Che data is t h e  "Oatober 1994 
P'BG p us February 1995 Command Plan changesm for AMC units, 
and the  August 1994 ASIP f o r  non-AMC units. 

--. 
( 2 )  Bae'a Closure Exhibit, M a n p o w e r  Annex, Schedule of 

Changes  ( E n c l -  4 )  . Inecructions f o r  the completion o f  t h i s  
form fol low.  - 

( a )  An individual form will be completed for aach'of t h e  
u n i t s  inc luded  in tho Manpower Baealina form. 

(b) Date and Proposal. Same instructions as the Manpower 
Baseline form- 

- (c) Activity/UXC. The name and UIC/derlvative UJC of the 
unit t h a t  the form addresses.  

(d) ~ c t i o n  column. 
v 

l_?a=eline- Show t h e  b a s c l i n c  For C ~ Q  unit. Data w i l l  
be ths 'aame b6. t h a t  i n c l u d e d  on the Manpower b a s e l i n e  form. 

/ 



AMCSO 
SUBJECT: BRAC 9 5  Implomantation Planning Guidance k.. 

3- The following antrios'ara pouaibilitias for the 
" 

roma n d s r  of thls column: Eliminated, Transferred to i ~ a f i e  
of unit, UXCB, and installation nama), F o r  each entry; 
in tha column, fill in t h e  appropriate number of -?- :-$ 
authori~atfope involved, cnsas this will provide a*-' 
zero sum. T>e s i t u a t i o n s  :Ee?:nfh is would not be the case 
are: 

A Whan a u n i t  will ramafn residont at t h o  inatallatioh 
involved in the proposal and w i l l  not 1080 i t r s  unit  i d e n t i t y  
through transfer to or merger with anothur organizat ion,  

A When a residual caratakar staff i~ 
ant c pated batwuen tho tima the military mission ends and 
the datc t h e  property is disposed from Army rolls. - - - 

(NOTE: You need to ensure that the data displayed in this -- 
form correlates to the data contained alaawharo i n  the pLanr -- 
n o t a b l y  i n  the P ~ r s o n n e l  section where you discuss timing in 
relationship to PCS, transfer of functions, RZF, etc.). 

. ( 3 )  B a 8 ~  closuro Exhibit, Manpower Annax, Schedule of 
- Narrative (encl. 5) . Instructions for the 

comp Chan?es etion of t h i s  rorm follow. 

(a) A n  individual form will be aomplotad to accompany 
Z;BC; of tha schedula o f  Changes forms. The Proposal, 
~ c t  v i t y / U I C  and date should correlate to t h e  Schedule of 
Change form t h e  n a r r a t i v e  accompanies- 

- (b) For each  entry i n  the Action column of the Schedule 
of Change- form, provide a narrative d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  
action. 

8 -  The point -o f  c o n t a c t  f o r  t h i s  action is Mr. Daryl Powell, 
DBN 284-9186. 

America ' s Arsenal  f o r  the Brave- /-) 

MICHAEL C. S A N D U S K Y  
C h i e f ,  Special Ana YSy 



AMCSO 
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implenentat ion Planning ~ u i d a n c e  .. k 
DISTRIBUTION : 
Me. P a u l i n e  Cnson (MICOA) 

k!'r. B o b  ~ a q a r i  (TAC~M) 
Mr. Lsn Dub& (SscoM) 
Mr. Frank Cudffo (CECOM) 
Mr- ~ i k a  Early (TECOM) 
Mr. Jim McKivrigan (CBDCOM) 
Ma. Michalene s m i t h  (CM PRICE) 

CF: 
Mr. Blount (DCSRM) 
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WARflEN, MmK)LLN 48397.50W 

8 

I K K Y  TO 
AR- W L 

AMSTA-RM-B r$3 l.AY !!!ti ' 
IvfEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN: AMCSO, 

(Mr. Day1 Powell), SO0 1 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 
223 3 3 -000 1 

SUBJECT:- Manpower Deviation Request - Disestablish ATCOM 

1. Reference Memorandum, AMSAT-D-4 HQATCOM , 22  May 95, SAB. 
-- 

2. This Command agrees with the ATCOM position ideniied in para 7b of reference. We -- 
cannot accomplish our new mission requirements without also receiving additional overhead 
positions that directly support those missions. Not providing these positions places an unrealistic 
burden on our current understaffed support areas. 

3. Your attention to this manpower issue is appreciated. TACOM POC is Mr. Robert A. 
Kaspari, AMSTA-RM-B, DSN 786-6095. 

Acting Deputy "?52 



AMSEL-PE-BR s: 26 May 95 

M E M O W U M  FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

sUl3JIXT: Review of AWOM's Draft BRAC 95 Implementation 
Plaa M 

I. Enclosed for  your review and return coments to chis 
office $re the following annexee of subject plan: 

A-Manpower Comptroller, MM 
B- Personnel P&T D i r  
C/F-Logistics Garrison-DOL 
D-Construction Garrison-DPW 
E-Environmental Garrison-DPW and BE;C 
G-~inancial Comgtroller, PB . .  
H-Real Estace ~arrisan-DEW. ~ s .  ~ a u e r  

2. we offer the following preliminary comments for your 
consideration : 

a. -power. We note CECOM is earmarked for 8 militaw 
spaces in addition to the 167 civilian spaces of which we 
had been previous.ly notified. A E O M  advises these will 
consist of 2 officers. 1 WO, and 5 enlisted. We have asked 
for a breakout by grade. We also note t h e  the plan does 
noc-address the spaces for A'ITOM PJd.s/Weapon Systems Managers 
which are not  located at St. Louis. Since the BRAC 95 
proposal disestablishes ATCOM, we think the plan should 
address disposition of a11 these apaces, e.g., transfer of 
PM Mobile Electric Power and Weapon Systems Manager for 
physical Security at Fort Belvoir to CECOM at Fort Belvoir. 
/--?--- - 

b. Base Ops. The draft Logistics Annex states base 
opslmission support apaces will relocate to both MICOM and 
SSC but shows none for CECOM or TACOM. In BRAC 93, we were 
required to transfer 11 base ope epaces to Fort  Jackson with 
the 175 relocating Chaplain School spaces. These smces 

/ were documented in the Manpower Annex to our Implementation 
We should receive a plus-up of 11 base ops spaces 

and this shoulci be addressed in the Mamower 

* 
. b ConstrucEion. This annex shows the 167 civilian 
positions transferring but omits the 8 military spaces. The 
annex does not: yet include the data from the draft  1391s 
preparkd by DPW and forwarded t o  4TCOM: 



AMSEL-PE-BR 
r1 -9 hUiy \995 1 

SUBJECT: Review of ATCaM's Draft-'BRAC 35 Iwlexnentation 
Plan 

d. ~nvironmental. Page 6 of this annex states ATCOM 
needs input from us on the need to conduct a survey to 
identify any impacts to cultural resources as a result of , 

t he  f a c i l i t i e s  conversion we have planned to acconsoodat6 the 
transfer of ATCOM spaces. 

3 .  ~leasdprovide your comments to US by 26 May 95.  We 
will conswlidate them and respond to ATCOM. 

4 .  l@ POC are ~atrfcia Devine, 28748 and Kate Ace, 21614. 

5. CECOM BOCCOm Line: TKE SOLDIER. 

DISTRIBUTION:. 
AMSEL-CP-MM 
AMSEL-CP-PB 
AMSEL- PT 
SELFM-DL 
SELFM-PW 
BEC 

fa&,-& . : 

;kz LAWRENCE A. SMXTH 
4 Acting ~ i r e c t o r ,  Program 

Analysis and Evaluation 



JUDJGCTJ ATCOM Moating With DA/AMC BRAC Team 

I .  r ~ e e n n d * d  a brl .*f inq r a u:y 05. uj ven hy th+ ATCOM RRAC ~ ( 1  c e  to 
LIIC HQ AMC MRAC T a m ,  t a p r a a a n t a d  by Mr. Daryl P wall, M r .  Fcank f: o r a z i a n o ,  and Ms. Mary Qrah*m, an wel l  as the m, DRAC Off ice  : 
ra~rosont~t1Vc. Ms. Pat Flvnt. The ourDosc of tbc briefina was to 
d i a c u s s  manpower d e v i a t i o n s  from t h e  A m y  Z n s t a l + a t i o n  S t a t i o n i n g  P lan  
( h 3 1 1 ) - . ~ n d k l b *  ATGGliTDCY, Lv y ~ u r A d o  r m L a L u m  vCI  -LOLL - ~ L I L ~ A o I  i u  

tho  ATCOM & I n p l ~ I n a n t a t ~ ~ n  Plan, and to o b t a i n  t h a ! l a c o s t  guidanco and 
dlraccion from HQ AMC. The brlafara ware uals from t h e  ATCOX 
a m c  oftics who r r a  p r e p a r i n g  the rQqulred 8 ,  rnd r a p r o s c n t a c L v c ~  
f r o m  t h e  A c q u i s i t i o n  Contar ,  Intagraced ~ a t e r l e l j ~ a n a g e r n e n t  Ccnter, and 
t h e  B a 6 s  Optra t iona  Cante r .  R a p r a a e n t a t l v t s  f r o  t h e  Charloa Melvin e Price Cantor, A v i a t i o n  RDEC, SLMR, and the MICOM; BRAC O f  f i c e  ware a l a o  
i n  a t t a n d a n c e .  I 

I 
2 .  Mr. Powell atatad ha had no new guidance to provlda and did n o t -  
ar~CicLyats  any a d d i t i o n a l  guFdanco being iaaued trom HQ AMC. He - 
mantioncd c h o r e  Would be a video teleconference (vr~1 on 25 May 95, bnd -. 

Ll~al:  it *&a tu provide uo upda~c: Lu a l l  HQ AMC QWIC uryarrlxaLlo1'1Y. Tlre -- 
?'warn h a ~  v i a i t a d  moat of t he  M C  organizations on t h e  B M C  list but it 
 ha^ bcun v a v e r a l  week8 since they hava been to some locations and t h e  
i h t e n c  of the VTC wa. to kcup a l l  o f  the o r g a o i z & t i o n s  updatcd. 

3. A large  portion of t h e  b r i a f l n g  d e a l t  w i t h  n p o w e r  d a v i a c i o n s  and  
wan p t a s e n t a d  by Mr. Dan Schaafar. M r .  S c h a e f e r ' d o a l t  primarily with 
problems ATCOM had wlth t h a  civillaa and m i l i t a r y  spacaa r e f l e c t e d  in 
t h e  manpowor propoorl, much aa double counting o f  some p o s i t i o n s  and 
i n c o r r a c t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  apacas becuech t h e  Lour commands 
gaining ATCOM mlnniona. Mr. schaafcr also reidea the concern that  base 
operations p o x i t i o n s  ware xoduoed no low t h a t  MXCaM would n o t  be a b l e  to 

- support the incraaaad roquiremonta they would hava to assume. Mr. 

- Powell etared Chat AMC would ba i n  t r o u b l e  i f  thky could not combina two 
comanda  with 6,000 paopla or l e a n ,  He s t a t e d  t h a t  a Law yaara avo AMC 
had approximacaly 100,600 personnel and they were t o l d  to reduce d0wh CO 

. 7 0 , 0 0 0  pernonnel at which tlma fhoy c o l d  W4 thcylaould n o r  Xunorlon a t  
thht l e v e l ;  Howevax, AMC l a  now at; 71,000 pcrzo&ml and they a r o  
c o n t i n u i n g  to perform t h e i t  rbiaaion; How tho dihection l a  to get 
psrnonna l  down in to  the l o w  .I)O,OOQ s t r e n g t h  levtiis, so a11 o m a n d n  arc 
going co  havc to pcrfonn a t  s t r e n g t h  l e v e l e  that,are d i f f i o u X t  t o  
accept , 

I .  M r .  Pouvll a t a t o d  t h a t  HQ AMC and DA b e l l e v a . t h e  1512 ATCOM 
poni tAor~a t ) ~ a L  arc l o  reallgll  Lo MICOM occ a u S f . t ~ i ~ 1 1 1 :  LO p c ~ f o m  the - A v i a t i o n  m i s s i o n  using a combined command concept  (margo of A ~ C O M  and 
M I C O M ) .  I n  esaanco, cha manpower ahor( ; fa l l t ,  i n  kha a v i a t i o n  miaaion 
could  ba coverod by t h a  o x c c c m m  manpower in HICOM; I lowuver ,  Hc. S c l ~ a a t e r  

' q u ~ u ~ i u ~ i e d j ~ l l o r a  tho aavlnqa were (lo lo yaLt>ad i t  positions ware 
' b a c k f i l l e d  b y  exceaa MICOM ptcclconnol. ATCOM bwilaves they have managed 

t h e i r  a t r o n q t h  Lcvols apprapriataly while othar kMc commandn havo n o t ,  
LUL r~uu  Lliay ace Lcic~g requlrcd t o  Lake a 'dicl l~roportiotlate p e t s u l 1 1 . 1 ~ 1  G U L  
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t h r o u g h  una o f  tha BW\C I n s t a s d  o f  hav ing  o t h e r  kommands, such as HICOM. 
c o n d u c t  a RIP to raduca t h e i r  o v e r a t r e n g t h  m i t u a t l o n .  

I 
5.  Mr, P o w e l l  also w s n t t d  to know ATCOM'a atatub on r e c o l t c i l i n s  the 
ASIC manpower f i g u r a s  w 1  t h  t h a  Progxarn Budvet ~uidancv (PI301 manpowar 
L'iguraa. Mr. Sch'aefer stn'tad ATCOM had not f in& izad t h e  r c c o n ~ i l i a t . i o n  
b u t  t h e y  wvuld ba able t o  d o  I t .  However, M r .  3 h r e f a r  q u c e t i o q a d  how 
cha nor,-AMC o r g a ~ ~ i r s t i o r r s ,  zuu11 P U  ~ v i a ~ i o t ~ ,  ~r l lou ld  ba sddic~aod. 
Mr. Powu1.l a c a t r d  t h a t  AMC w a s  n o t  concerned  w i c h  ~ r ~ o t ~ u l l i l l q  t h e  non- 
AMC o r g a n i r & i o n s  because ehcac numbcra would beiacceptcd b y  HQ AMC a s  
r u b m i t t e d .  #B. P l y n t  b t a t c d  that t h e  PEO could compare the numbers 
buLwscr11 t l i w  ASXP and t h e  PBG and  r a c o n c i l u  C l r u n  i r ~  t11c n d z r a t i v e  pol-ti011 
o f  t h o  ATCOM manpowar annex. 

I . The nexc  p a r t  o f  the b r i e f i n g  was conductod b y  t h e  ATCOM DRAC OfClce  
POCs who are P r e p a r i n g  the imp lemen ta t ion  rnnexar, h c l i  p ~ o v l d a d  a 
8tatuB Co the ~ / W C  DRAC TQam and r a i s e d  ' i s a u a d ' t h c y  f e l t  nvvdud C* be 

addrs l raed .  M r .  Gary  Turner, POC. for  t h e  C ~ n t i t ~ u c t i o n  Antlax, ~aiaed orre 
ivnuu o f  c r i t i ~ n l  Concern t o  t h o  PEQ. T l ~ i a  iaaua d e a l t  wlth p l a n n i n g  
f l o o r  apaca f o r  collocated contractor pecaonne l .  He a c a t e d  L h a L  t l m  PE0 
had a requirement f o r  170 c o l l o c a t e d  confractors~nnd that ATCOM had a  
r cqu l r cme l l t  tor a p p r o x i m a t e l y  400 more. M r .  Frank Gzezlano stwtrd-c11crL 
it r a n  policy t h a t  no c o n s t r u c t i o n  would be b u i l t  f o r  cvnCruuCvr% and 
chat ltone would be p lannod .  However, MK. Powell.ecacod char: HQ AMC 
i - c c o g ~ ~ i  ros t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  c o n t r a c t o r s  in g a t t t n g  the m i 3 3  i o n  
accompl.ished and chat the PE0 should prass t h l s  i s s u e  through i C s  DA 
c h a n n e l s .  

7 .  Mr. Tuf:r iur  also r a i r r d  t h e  oonoctrn tllrrc w u u l d  bc i i > a u f f i c i a ~ > t  spnca 
LU house kha 2569 p b r s o n n e l  ATCOM/PEO/SIMA would be LrarleLLlorril~y L o  

I - c .  Hz. Tuxncr '  c conccrn wa=. b:==:! z:: i:F"--;';iz:: ;3zovided >;l 

MICOM c o n c c r n l n g  che.number of paxgonnel  t h a t  could ba housed fn the 
buildings t o  be r e n o v a t e d  and  a n  a d d i t l o n  t o  the ;3par.han Center t l l u L  13 
t v  be b u i l t .  M r .  Grariano s t a t b d  t h a t  Kr. Sam ~ i e l d s ,  MXCOM'a 11aad of 
factlitlea, h4a t0Xd h i 3  thoy w i l l ,  prov!.de the r c l o c a ~ i n g  o r g a n l z a t i o r i u  
elra r a q u i r a d  bpaca t l lrougl~  e i t lrer  tenovation or r)an construction, and 
L 1 1 a t  rrpw c o n s t r u c t i o n  would be baaod on 1 6 2  uquaTc f c c ~  cL~rtes t l ~ c  numbor 

:oC p o r a o n n c l  t o  be r o l o c a t r d  t o  HuntmvLlle. 

0 .  13s. Anna C l a r k  prcaantad the ~ i n b n c i a ] .  Annex ,updata and wantcd t o  
know if t h e  f i n a n c l ~ l  data could be broken out repaxacely f o r  - 

ATCOM/PEO/SXMA i n s t e a d  of xollad up as it was i n ' t h o  COBRA model. Mr. 
Pvuall cold he r  t o  rapor t  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  aaparaFely. 

9. The f i n a l  i a a u a  was r a i n a d  by Mr- schaofer aqd Mr. Tom Smich, C h i e f  
o i  Lhu ATCOM BRAC O f f i c e .  The  concern was t h a t  do orlc 1rhd e v e s  moved an  
U C  Mm jur S u t o ~ d i n a t ~  Commnnd v r  a n  N a t i o n a l  ~ l lvun , to ry  Coi \ t ro l  P o i n t ,  
and  t.hcra were same g r a v e  c o n c e r n s  w i t h  doing t h L ~ ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  

.CCYS.  Thaso c o n c a r n a  a r e  c o n a i d a r e d  30 ~ e r l o u e  ' hey  c o u l d  bo p o t o n c i a 1  
show . t oppe r s .  particularly t r y i n g  t o  meel- a 30 $ep 9 8 ,  camplcc lon  d a t e .  
Mr. Puwol l '  u J l r u c t ~ i o ~ ~  wau Co p1a11 C l r e  nrove, Lo mdka a c l r u e  & c A  n o t  t o  b4 
l o c k e d  i n  t o  d a t o a  given  i n  a directive. M r .  smi th  a l s o  n t a t c d  t h a t  l .L  

w a a  t h e  PoxiCion o f  ATCOM'B s~nior staff c&y would be s e n d l n g  a broken 
command K O  I ~ u n c a v i l l c  i f  the mnpowec  f i g u r c s  re$alncd a o  t h e y  c u r c e ~ ~ l J y  
a TO p l a n l ~ c d .  

10 .  1 d l  s c u n s c d  cha PBO l s e u e s  ot c o n c c r n  w l t h  I 4 c .  s c t , a e f e r  a f c c s  tho 
rnaating a n d  h i a  recommcndatlon was for the PEO to u o e  t h e  TdTr n u m b e r  1 1 1  
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! r.nn e m n l  nmhnt.nr%oll vl lrn I r r  ncn t r. 3 n c n n n ~ o o r n o ~  . r ~ s c l r ~ u r  LIlaIl  L I ~ C Z  rob. 

Thia number Is what will be uasd co plan and bu&st for tho PEO*. 
roquirtmentn, and a i n c c  tharo i a  a concarn if ~ ~ O O K  soace w i l l  bc ~- - -.. . .lr r - - -rr -r - - ,  . , ..--a - , ,,,, ,, ,,;1- - - - 
...r...--e- -..- .*.". - ....,,- .. -*...-..- ..-.,.-.-.- 2:%eA2:z--:x :.:.--L. -..... --- -.--..-- -----.- *- ---.---c-.-- --- -..- .... --.- " 6.-- - -.-- riguros 16s cnefio cwo orrlcaa hru noc 1ncLuaea 4n r~c&';;:~tu;?'*inG-;iGiGGi.. 
~4h-. th- nut.% h . ~ a . \ .  -.&- +~d~..~-hd. I-,, ~ ~ - r w . ! = . , - ~ . c :  C- -n.-l t 9 - l - k L ~  t 
the PEO continue to account f o r  tho manpower spqccs in the - 
Trnplemrnta t ion  Plan.  I 

. I 
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OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 
200 AQMv PENTAGON 

WASHIFIGTON OC 20310-0200 
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7bc Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Ch3irrnzq The D e f ~ e  Base Closure I and Realigqnent Cornrrission , 
1 700 North Moorc Street. Ste. 14 25 
Arlington, Virgiia 22209 I 

Dear Chairman D'ixon: 

The &my Basing Study has reviewed t i t  letter form the Defense Base ~ l o s u i c  and : 
Realignment Commission, dated May 24, 1995 regarding A.TCOM. - 

1 

L - 
The following providcd the answers to t . e questions raised by your staff. 

I 

Question 1 : The ATCOM manpower deviation request identifies the 387 cxcess overhead 
positions required by organization (see anaChment). Please explain why these pos3rions are or x e  
not valid mission requirements. I 

I 

Answer 1: Thc proposal is to establish 9 merged, fully integatcd Aviation and Misslles 
.Command; not to transfer thc status quo to Rcdstone. Detailed planning, resulting in a tine-by- 

-" h e  organizational structure i l l  bc accornpbshed ovci- l i ne  and include the c~nsolidariorr of 
sirnilat life cyclc functions. Tlus will allow for cconornies of scale, improved e5cicncies and 
effectiveness, and result in less acquisition ahd materiel nunagement effon than currently requued 
or projec&d for two stand-alone commandi Continued organizational streamlining, process and 
busincss practice improvements. and economies and efficiencies will be made in rnmaeement and 
support fiinctions, driving down the overhcid requirement. These initiatives w d  allow fol- the  
establishment of a fully viable. ir~tcgated cdrnmand within the total strength of 6300 personnel. 
We do not consider the positions noted in the ATCOM memo to be valid requirements. 

Question 2: PLease provide [he results $om the Base Opuating Suppon Staffine ... Model for - 
Natick, Detioit Arsenal and Fort bfnnmouth. If the  number of personrlel indicatsd by the model 
were reduced, please explain why. 

I 

I 

+ Answer 2: -The BOSSM at imate  for B ~ S O P S  support ac Redstone wa? halved because, upon 
funher inalysis, it far excc-eded the  nurnberlof .RASOPS government personnel requir.cd in order 
to absorb the proposed redigrunenr at Redstone Arsend. The population of Redstone Arscnal 
per the FY 1939 columr.~ of rhe  November i 994  A.mry Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) i s  



COMPARISON OF ATCOM CLOSURE, SSDC RELOCATION, 
AND A COMPOSITE SCENARIO 

ATCOM SSDC ATCOM DOWNSIZING 
CLOSURE RELOCATION & SSDC RELOCATION - - 

ROI 52 YEARS IMMEDIATE IMMEDIATE 

20-YEAR NPV 491 MILLION $23 MILLION $283 MILLION ' 

ONE-TIME $184 MILLION $1 MILLION 
COSTS 

$7 MILLION 

- 

STATIONING STRATEGY 

INCREASE 
EFFICIENCY YES 
32 SYNERGY 

YES YES 

REDUCE NO -- $3.5 million YES -- $1.3 million YES -- $2 million 
OVERHEAD increase decrease decrease 

MINIMIZE At a cost of At a cost of At a cost of - .  - 
LEASES $123 million in $1 million in $1 million in - 

moving/milcon moving/milcon moving/milcon 

ELIMINATE At a cost of At a cost of At a cost of - - I 

EXCESS $63 million for $1 million for $1 million for - - 
CAPACITY milcon/renovation rnilcon/renovation milcon/renovation -- - 



Annual Overhead Costs to Support 
I ATCOM and SSDC Functions 

Overhead Cost to Support 
ATCOM Functions 

Overhead Cost to Support 
SSDC Functions 

$8 

2 $6 
. - - - - . - . . .  

M 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . .  

$2.5 
- - 

I 

At St. Louis At Redstone At Leased Facilities At Redstone 
Federal center 

8 ,  

, Arsenal . 

/ ,  

' in Huntsville Arsenal , 

I ' t 
8 .  

11 I 1  
., . I 

Source: Army 1995 COBRA rep rts for ATCOM aqd SSDC I 

< .  I ,( 
I I I '  I \ '  , ' I  " 7 ' I I  I , 1 I I 
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Chapter 2 

The Commission also believes Colonel Cannan's 
recommendations should be implemented to help 
reduce costs and improve service to affected 
communities. The Army and Navy should also 
l30k to replicate the Air Force system to facili- 
tate and expedite base disposal to fully assist 
community recovery efforts. The work of the 
Service's disposal agencies should be function- 
ally supervised by the DoD "reuse czar" so as to 
assure process. coordination. 

Leases 
The Commission's review of Department of 
Defense leases shows 'a significant amount of 
operation and maintenance funds spent annu- 
:ally for leased office space. With the downsizing 
of the Military Services, excess capacity in 
administrative space is being created on mili- 
tary bases, often in close proximity to the leased 
space. For example, the Army currently leases 
office space in San Antonio, TX, while excess 
capacity exists in government-owned adminis- 
trative space at San Antonio's Fort Sam Hous- 
ton. The Commission suggests DoD direct the 
Services to include a separate category for leased 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a 
bottom-up review of all leased space. 

The Commission believes DoD should review 
its current leases to determine whether or not 
excess government-owned administrative space 
could be used instead of leased office space. A 
review of leased facilities must cross service 
boundaries to ensure leases are minimized and 
use of space on military installations is maxi- 
mized. The Commission endorses efforts like 
the Army's public-private development plans for 
the Fort Belvoir Engineer Proving Ground (EPG). 
This initiative, authorized by Congress in 1989, 
permits the Army to trade development rights 
on the EPG in return for sufficient adminis- 
trative space also on the EPG at no capital 
construction cost to the government. 

The Commission further recommends the 
Department of Defense, in its bottom-up review 
of this aw, examine all options surrounding 
the ownership-versus-lease issue as it relates to 
DoD facilities. Conventional wisdom appears to 
suggest ownership of facilities by the Depart- 
ment of ~ e f e n s e  is more economical and ben- 
eficial to military readiness than leasing due to 

potentially significant savings in operations and 
maintenance funds. However, ownership does 
not come without attendant costs, and there 
may be instances where leased space is a better 
option, especially for short-term requirements. 
Modem business practice recognizes there should 
be a capital usage charge for facilities that are 
"owned" to avoid a bias against leasing, which 
often provides greater future flexibility. 

Finally, during its review and analysis the Com- 
mission discovered what appeared to be DoD's 
leasing of space from GSA at premium rates 
above the going commercial rates for like areas. 
The Commission thinks there may be fertile 
ground to pursue potential anomalies in lease 
rates as indicated in the foregoing, along with 
anomalies in the overall accounting systems of 
lease-versus-own space comparisons that could 
help avoid using flawed data. 

Defense Finance and Accounting 
Sefvice (DFAS) 
The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission recommended DoD submit a 
consolidation plan of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to the 1993 Com- 
mission. DFAS developed a plan for locating a 
consolidated work force based on a site selec- 
tion process known as the "Opportunity for 
Economic Growth" (OEG). The OEG solicited 
proposals from communities which addressed 
specific mandatory and preferred requirements 
in the following major categories: cost to the 
Department of Defense, site and office charac- 
teristics, and community characteristics. In 
December, 1992, DoD announced that it had 
chosen the top 20 contenders in the competi- 
tion to select new locations for further consoli- 
dated finance-and-accounting centers. The 
selected communities were among 112 sites from 
33 states which submitted 216 proposals. The 
final winners of the competition were to be 
announced in the Secretary of Defense's base 
closure and realignment recommendations 
submitted to the Commission on or before 
March 15, 1993. 

The DFAS consolidation was not forwarded to 
the Commission as part of the Secretary's 1993 
recommendations because the Secretary of 
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ECONOMIC 
SECURITY 

" . .. 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

I 

3300 D E F E N S E  P E N T A G O N  
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMIAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
T\:SPECTO!? GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AX2 EVAiZ.;T13:; 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three 

Backqround 

This memorandum is the third in a series of additional 
policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and the 
Deputy Secretary's 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 
guidance of January 7 ,  1994. 

Final Selection Criteria 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) Selection 
Criteria at attachment one, required by Section 2903(b) of Public 
Law 101-510, form the basis, along with the force structure plan, 
of the base closure and realignment process. These criteria were 
provided by the Deputy Secretary's November 2, 1994, memorandum. 
DoD components shall use these criteria in the base structure 
analysis to nominate BRAC 95 closure or realignment candidates. 
The criteria will also be used by the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission in their review of the Be~srtment of 
Defense final recommendations. 

7 Activities. in Leased Space I 
This expands on the policy guidance contained in the 

Dep2ecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum. 
0 

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are 
subject to Public Law 101-510. Civilian personnel authorizations 
of organizations in leased space, which are part of an 
organization located on a nearby military installation or one 
within the sane metropolitan statistical area ( M S A ) ,  shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel authorization of the- 



installation. Certain military activities performed in leased 
facilities constitute an installation because of common mission, 
permanently authorized personnel, and separate support structure. 
Each DoD component should aggregate the remaining civilian 
personnel authorizations of' their organiza~ions in leased space 
within a MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single +* 

installation for applying the numerical thresholds of Public 
Law 101-510. In aggregating leased space activities in the 
National Capital Region (NCR), the NCR, as defined by the 
National Capital Planning Act (40 USC 71), will be used as the 
MSA . 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) memorandum of 
May 31, 1994 (Policy Memorandum One). 

o Medicare Costs Medicare Costs will not be included in DOD 
Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The 
only appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those 
portions of the Part B costs that exceed the monthly 
premiums paid by the members/beneficiaries. Therefore, 
total Medicare appropriations will not significantly change 
return on investment calculations. 

o Unemployment Costs The Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for-DoD military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the 
contributions to this account attributable to closures and 
realignments in their cost calculations. However, state 
unemployment costs will not be included in DoD component 
cost analyses since such costs result only indirectly from 
BRAC actions and would not be borne by DoD. 

o Costs to other Federal Aqencies and State and Local 
Governments In general, DoD components need not consider 
costs or savings to other federal agencies and state and 
local governments in their calculations of BRAC 95 costs and 
savings. 

There are, however, a limited number of circumstances when 
DoD components should include the costs of BRAC 95 actions to 
other Federal Agencies in their cost calculations. Costs to 
other Federal Agencies should be included only when they are 
measurable, identifiable costs that DoD would incur as a direct 
result of B?AC-related actions. The key distinguishing features 
of costs to other federal agencies that should be included is (1) 
DoD is unambiq~ously responsible for paying such costs and (2) 
such costs woxld be incurred as a direct, rather than indirect, 
result of B W C  actions. 
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The attached documents, provided by the Defense Department, contain a listing of leases 
held by the Army, Navy, Air Force and Defense Logistics Agency in the same Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas (MSAs) as Redstone Arsenal, AL; Fort Monrnouth, NJ; Natick Research, 
Development and Engineering Center, MA; and Detroit Arsenal, MI. The total annual cost of the 
leases listed for each of these areas follows: 

DOD leases in the same MSA as Redstone Arsenal $10,136,807 
DOD leases in the same MSA as Fort Monmouth $1 9,006,814 
DOD leases in the same MSA as Natick RDEC $1,148,782 
DOD leases in the same MSA as Detroit Arsenal $3,679,834 



LEGISLATIVE 
AFF41RS 

THE ASSISTANTI SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 - 1300 

May 16. 1995 

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt 
Dernocr~lic Lader  
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washingron, D.C. 2051 5-6517 

Dear Mr. Leader: 

E~lclosed i s  t lx info~nat ton yuu q u e s t c d  regarding Army, Navy, Alr Force, and Defensc 
Loristlcs Agency lc~seb in the four Metropolitan Statistical Areas you highhghtcd. Tllc dald is thc 
lndst cuncnt available a l d  includes the follow~ng il~.ormauoo on cach facillly: 

- Lessor 
- Lesscc 
- Address 
- Tenant 
- Total squarc footage hy type of use 
- Cost pcr qyudre fool 
- Total cost of the lease 
- To~al llulnhcr of pel-sonncl in the ,uca 
- Tttnns of thc penalty 

If my staff can be of fu~zher assihtance, please do nol hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

9- Sandra K. Sruart 

Assistant Secl.eta~y of Det;l~lsc 
(Lcgi.\lati vz Affairs) 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION (GSA) 
LEASED SPACE 1995 

MAJCOM: 

Joint Personal Proprty Shipping Office 

LEASE NUMBER: 

GSA 

JLEASE EXPIRATION DATE : 

N/A 

PURPOSE OF LEASE: 
Shipnent of military manbers ' personal property mrldwide 

LEASE M C A T I O N :  

(helmsford, -YA 

BUILDINGS AND THEIR SQUARE FEET: 

6,300 SF 

ANNUAL COST: 

$143,329 



C O N  AFMC (This space was not lcascd thru the R d  Esrarc 
Managcrncnr office, R d  Property, at Hanxom AFB.) 

qE M E I E R :  Contract u F 49650-9 I-DOOI 1 CLIN # 1 2 6 ~ ~ 0 1  

SF EX- DATE. October I995 

PURPOSE OF J , F u  This organization was not part of ESC at thc dmc they 
Ic& this space. Now they an and are moving on to rhe base. Now they are 66 
S J?TG/SC. 

430 Bedford Street Lexington, MA 02173 

One building 30,700 SF 

ANMJAL COST: $654,000 

r l d r n b u  4 p L l ~ ~ n d  - 



No f e c i l i t y  l e a s e s  in t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  Redstone A ~ . q e : l a l  11-1 Alabama or  
N a t : i c k  Research, Oevelopment & E n g i n e e r i ~ l g  C e n t e r  In Kassachucetts. 

Seven f a c i l i t y  leases in t h e  v i c i n i t y  of D e t r o i t  Arsenal i n  Michigan: 

1. Lessor: S t a t e  of Michigan, n e p t .  of M i l i t n ~ y  As fa i r s  
Zlasdete: U.S.A. 
Addre061 Broadhead Naval Armory, 7600 EasL Jeffersorl  Ave., 

Detroit, MI 
Tanan t : MARRES FOR 
T o t a l  square footage by type of umo: Apptox. 1 9 , Q O U  sf t o t a i  
Coat per oquarr foot by type of use: Minirnal ;  $1.00/19,000 sf  
T o t a l  aoat of loaas: $1.00 annually 
Total number of personnel tamployed/housed a t  the facility: Varies 
h a u n t  of penalty, If any, for early termination of Lease: None 

2 .  Lessor : Harbortown Apar t1nenl.s 
L e a a ~ :  U . S . A .  
Address: 3320 Spinnaker Le!ltt, A p t .  10-E, Uetrcj l t ,  M I  
Tanant; 4th MARCORDLST 
Total  bquase footaga by type of uae: Unknown (one bedroom a p t . )  
Cost per dquaro foot by type of use: Unknown 
T o t a l  aaat of l ease :  $6,940 annually 
Total number o f  personne l  employed or houasd at the facility: I 
Amount of penalty, if any, fo r  early tormination of lease; None 

3 .  hasnor: Marina Bay Club Apertments. 
Lutoaae: 1J.S.A. 
A d d r o r r ~  14221 Park 3trseL, Apt. 18, G i b r a l t a r ,  MI 
Tenant:  MARRESFOR 
Total squars footage by typa of use: Unknown (one bedroom a p t .  1 
CO8t per swarm f o o t  by typo of uee: unknown 
~ o t s l  m a t  of leaae: $ 6 , 6 6 0  annually 
Tota l  number of poreonnel amployad or housed at t h e  f a o i l i t y :  1 
h a u n t  of penalty,  i r  any, for aarly t e r m i n a t i o n  of  lease:  None 

4 .  tearor:  Sunset Manor N o r t h  A y a r t m e r l t s  
kmcee: U. S.A. 
Addreas: 135 NorPh R i v e r  Road, Apt. A305, Mt. clernens, MI 
Tenant: MARRESFOR 
~ o t ~ l  o w a r c  rootage by type of uee: Unknown (one  bedroom a p t .  ) 
Cart par square foot by type of uee: Unkrlown 
T o t a l  c o s t  of leame: $6, 3 6 0  a n n u a l l y  
T o t a l  numbor of prsonnol  employed or housed at che facility: 1 
Amount of penalty, if any, for early k e r n n a t i o n  of l r a a e :  N ~ n e  



5 .  LQarror: Sunse t  Manor N o r t h  Apart toents  
Lesree: U . S . A .  
Addroam: 137 Nort,h R i v e r  Road, A p t .  R300, Mt. Clemens, M1 
Tenant : MARRES FO9 
Total aquaro footage by type of uar: Unknowtl (one bedroom a p t . )  
coat per square f o o t  by typa of uae; Unknown 
Total aomt of lea@*: $6,360 annually 
Total numb+r of personnel +mpLoyrd or h o u s ~ d  at the fauility: 1 
Amount of ponalty, if any, for marly termZnation of lease: None 

6 .  Lessor: The L o f t s  (aparrments) 
mss*s: U . S . A .  
Address: 6533 E96t Jefferrson, A p t .  108, Det ro i t ,  MI 
Tanant: MARRESFOR 
T o t r l  aqvars  footage by type of use: Unknown ( o n e  bedroom a p t . )  
Cost  p*r square foot by typo of use: Unknown 
Total aoat of leaae: $10,408 a n n u a l l y  
Total nwnbar of personnel employed or haus& at t h e  facility: 1 

Amount of penal ty ,  if any, for early termination of leaae: None 

Lesaor: The L o f t s  (apartments) 
Lerrseo: U .  S, A. 
Mdrosm: 6533 E a s t  J e f f e r ~ o r ~ ,  A p t .  320, D e t r o l r ,  M I  
Tenant : W R E S  FOR 
T o b l  aquare footage by t ype  of use; I/nkriown (one bedroom a p t . )  
Coat  prr aquare foot by typa of use: Unknown 
T o t a l  cost of l ea re :  $8,?00 annually 
T o t a l  number of personnel sbrnployed or housed at t h a  facility: 1 
Amount of penalty, if any, for early terminat ion  of lease: Norie 

O n e  facility lease in the v i c i s ~ i t y  u f  Fo r t  Momouth in N e w  Jersey: 

1. Lesaor: Laurelwood I n c ,  
L e s s e e :  U . S . A .  
Address: Laurelwond Homes, R O O  D u n l a p  C i r c l e ,  C o l t s  N e c k ,  EJ  
Tenant :  numerous Navy and Marine Csrps fe .mi l ies  
T o t a l  aquare footage by type of use: 3 0 0  units of f a m i l y  h o u s i n g  
C o s t  per square foot by type of use: $10,709 average  a n n u a l  cos t  

per u n i t  
Total aorrts of leaare: 5 3 , 2 1 2 , 7 0 0  ant- lual ly;  established as a 2 0  year 

l c a z e  beginning i n  1989 
Total number of personnel employed or'houoed at the facility: 1009 
Amount of penslty, if any, for ~ a r l y  tsrminati.on of leaae: 



DEFE#SE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
Detrolr Arsenal 14 Michiaan 

Dearborn St, c h i c ~ e n ,  TI. 68686 

ense Contract Pianuement Disrrfct North (DCMDN) 

, 983 SF b D P  

' I 323 SF Parking 
Cost per squn're !foot by type of use: $19.65 Annual Rate - Office 

! 
I 

$15.95 Annual Rate - Cen Sturagc 
$31 .T7 Annual Rate - AHP 

i 
$ 3.29 Annual Bate - parking 

Total cost of leas : $528,106 Annually (or $132.827 Quartex1.y) 
l'otnl number of ~ p e  a o n ~ l  (nlllitary, c i v i l i a n  clad contractor) employed or 

housed at the pa ility: 233 
m u n t  of penhl'ty,  if a x ~ y ,  for  e a r l y  remintyticrn of the I.sece: 121 day p e n a l t y  

Lessor.: GSA~ ~ e e i  n 5 ,  238 S , Dearborn St, Chicago, 11, 68604 
Lessee : ~ e f g n s e ,  og i s t i e s  uency (MHDXH) 

rr bddressr Cmym tatlon, Alexandria. VA 22384 i 'Tenant: , f nsc Contracr Managmeat District North (llCHDNZ 
283 6 u e r l o r  Street 
T&y!or ' 

Total square Too a e by type of use: 540 SF Office 
Cost per syuafc odt by type of use: $17.49 Annual Rare - Office 
' l 'o t~ l  cast of lhl $6,996 Annually (or  $2,329 qua]-terly) 
Total number of e gonncl  (military, civilian and contractor) em~loged or 

housed a t  Uhe ility: 2 
Amount of penalt , i f  any. for e a r l y  r e m i n a t l o n  a? t h e  Lease: 128 day penalty 

Lessor: GSA R 5, 230 S .  Dearborn St, Chicago. TI. 68664 
i s t ics  A$ency (PMDIH) 
tion, Alexandria, VA 22304 
e Contract Hanagment District North (DCM.ON) 

Road, Northi.eld Plaza 

by type of  use: 1.828 SF Office 
by type of usc: $16.72 Annual Rate - Office 

$16,820 Annually (or $4,285 Qu;arterly) 
i l i t a r y ,  cxvllian and contractor) enlpLoytd or  

or e a r l y  remination o f  the leWe:  128 day penalty 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGEI%CY 
Redstonc Arsenal in Alabma 

6 .  401 W -  Peachtree St., RW, S u i t e  2588. Atlanta, GA 
Leseee: Dcfe oaisticv Agency ( W I N )  
Address: C ~ W  ria. VA 22384 

nagement District South (DCMDS) 

type  of uec; 2,988 SF Office 
1,888 SF Parking 

type of U a e :  $12.85 &inual Rate - Office  
$ 3.18 annual Bate -- Parking 

2,5818 Arlnually (or $10,625 Quarterly) 
1 (military, civi15an and contractor) employed o r  

x ear ly  termination of the lease: 1% day penalty 

Leseor: GSA n 4 ,  401 W. Peachrreet St.. NU, Suite 2508, Atlanta.  

04 I r, Lessee: D e f e  og ia t f c s  k e n c y  (MHDXW) 
Address; CPllPe t a t i o n ,  Alexandria, VA 22306 

MS A a c t  Hanagerncnc Dis tr lc t  South (DCMDS) 
S t  reet , FB-CT Building 

by type of use: 637 SF Offlce 
3fJg SF Parking 

by rype of uae : $8.10 Annual Rare -- Off ice 
$ - 7 1  ~nnual Rate - Parkine 

$5,516 b n u a l l y  (or $ 1 , 3 7 9  Quarterly) 
e l  (military, civllian and con t r ac to r )  employed o r  

or early ternnation of the lease: 120 day p ~ n a l t y  
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BRAC LAW REQUIREMENTS 

"The -kerm 'military installation' means a base, camp, post, 
. station, yard, center, homeport facility or other activity under - 

the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, inclutlinganyleased - .. facility. " 

The Secretary of Defense's base closure and realignment 
- recommendat ions must be made 'on the basis of tlze force-structure plan and the 

-final criteria. 

"In making its recommendations, the Commission may make 
- changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary [of 

fiefensel if the Commission determines that the Secretary tleviate(1 
- - substantially from the force-structure plan nnnfinnl criteria..in nzaking reconznzendations . " 

- - 
- 





(ATCOM) 

A am- 
SOLDER s n  s r ~  AVUTK)N YOUT 

MILCON s 63; . 
A a .  
TOTAL S 146. 

PAYBACK PERIOD i w ~  1 

I I COSTS (fM) I I 

VACATE LEASE . Relocale mlubnr M Nakk RDEC. hLmtl 
~nacul, For( MavnwIh d Redr(ocM Anenat. 

REALIGN DETROIT ARSENAL, 
CLOSE TANK PUNT 

I 

OTHER 

PAYBACK PERIOD run- 

I 

--- - .  --- P 

20 YEAR N W  ruo 

ANNUAL LEASE COSl (W 

" 

, :, ' 

- Realign HQ E C O M  from Aberdeen Provlng , Ground to Whffe Sands Mssne Range 

I 

COSTS (SM) 
O6M S 68 
MILCON S 89 
OTHER U 
TOTAL $160 

PAYE~CK PERIOD mun Z 
BREAKEVENYEAR W 
STEADY STATE (lr9 270 
20 YEAR N W  (lr9 
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REPLY TO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 14, 1995 
ATTENTION OF 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional 
Delegation (the "MCD ~etter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense improperly recommended to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission the 
closure *of Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I would 
like to respond on behalf of the Army, and I appreciate 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues should not lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATCOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Armyts 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formulated, we feel it is useful to provide a brief 
'description of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issues 
raised by the MCD Letter. 

..-- . - 1,- THE ARMY'S BRAC PROCESS AND ITS STATIONING 
- - 
. - STRATEGY 

As you are aware, the BRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, each recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through uniform 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
appli-cation of these Selection Criteria within 
categories, the military value of each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the effects associated with any potential closure 
or realignment--including the costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined. 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



A. The Stationins Stratesy - 

Although the BRAC law establishes a process by 
which closure and realignment recommendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before the Army 
could begin its BRAC process, it had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing 
requirements. The Army elected to do this in a 

- -- - comprehensive planning document: the Army Stationing - - S tcategy . 
- 

' a-- 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specifPc stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do so, 
to develop this Stationing Strategy because of its 
independent planning utility. Thus, the Army's 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as it 
establishes the parameters within which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army installation or facility must be 
determined with reference to the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy. 

B. ' The BRAC Process - 
After developing its Stationing Strategy, the Army 

began its formal BRAC process with a comprehensive 
review and inventory of all of its installations. To 
facilitate fair-comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the Army assigned each 
installation or facility to one of 14 categories, each 
of which contained installations or facilities with 
similar characteristics. Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation, and consistent with DoD 
policy guidance, the Army established a separate, 
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facllrties -could be compared to one another.' 

'm, Defense Base Closure and Realiqnment 
Commission: 1993 Re~ort to the President, 1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3  he Commission suggests DoD direct the 

.(. services to include a separate category for leased 
(continued . . . )  



( 7 ) Mi 1 i tary V a l u e  Assessments 

The Army then applied the Military Value Criteria 
("MvC)--i.e., the first four of the published DoD 
Selection Criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a categoryS2 Like all the published criteria, 
the MVC were applied uniformly within each category so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, all installations or 
facilities would be considered equally, and the 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ("MvA") for each particular installation or 
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of bot-h quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed according to the Army's BRAC 95 
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad 

'(...continued) 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottom- 
up review of all leased space. " ) .  DoD' s policy 
guidance subsequently left to each of the services the 
decision as to whether to create a separate category 
for the review of leased facilities. Although the 
other military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 
1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield better analysis of leased facilities. 

.Z~onsistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoD1s policy guidance, "[clivilian personnel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of an organization [that is either located] on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is located] 
wi-thin the same metropolitan statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that installation." See, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 December 1994, pp. 1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases weEe assessed asapart 
of their host installations. 



computer model that was designed to assist in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
the MVC. Thus, certified data were collected for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered into 
the IAP, which in turn produced an Installation 
Assessment--i.e., a quantitative ranking of 
installations within a particular category. 

With respect to the LFC, however, the IAP was not 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to assist in the comparison of particular 
installations, rather than in the comparison of 
particular (leased) facili tiesS3 In other words, 
installations and leased facilities are fundamentally 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated according 
to the same list of attributes. For example, comparing 
leased facilities based on things such as each leased 
facilityls aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, 
hard surface staging areas, and other such attributes 
incorporated in the IAP model would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this limited respect, the Army's BRAC process for 
leased facilities might be said to have differed 
slightly from its process for other types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessment, 
however, the Army did, as described more fully below, 
undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased 
facility according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that- were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the IAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion of the MVA was 
undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to 
ascertain khe consistency of the quantitative 
assesGents with the objectives outlined in the Army's 
St-ationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

3~roups of leases in the same headquarters and - 
same geographical area were deemed a sangle fa~ility 
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determined 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of both 
quantitative assessments, which were arrived at through 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitative 
assessments, which were provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determined 
separately the Military Value of each leased facility 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, the 
MVA of-each leased facility was nonetheless composed of 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a leased facility solely according to 
the qualitative guidance provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. 

(2). I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Study Candida tes  

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Value 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, those 
installations or facilities that were deemed to possess 
relatively low military value within the category were 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With respect to the LFC, all 
facilities within the category were deemed to be of 
relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to MVC two and four, and thus all facilities were 
designated as candidates for further study. 

( 3 )  Development o f  A1 t e r n a t i  ves and 
App l i ca t i on  of DoD S e l e c t i o n  Cr i  t e r i a  
Four through Eight 

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each 
category, the Army developed between one and six 
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordability, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection 
Criterion--I1[t]he extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion af the closure or realignment, 
for the savings to exceed the costsM--was applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoD1s model for resource analysis and 
measurement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or realignment. Thus once relevant data was 

- 
-- - plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
- analysis indicated the likely costs and savings 

, G-- - associated with each potential closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
"[tlhe economic impact on communities[,]" and "[tlhe 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communitiest infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel[,]" respectively--were applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of DoDts standard model for the calculation 
of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each 
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, the eighth DoD Selection Criteria--"[tlhe 
environmental impact1'--was applied uniformly to all 
study candidates within a category by an Environmental 
Review Committee, which collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summaries and produced an 
initial assessment for each installation or facility. 
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and 
they were factored into analysis of each of the 
alternatives. - 

II. THE ARMY DID. ACCORDING TO CRITERIA ONE THROUGH 
FOUR, ASSESS MILITARY VALUE IN THE FORMULATION OF 
ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDATION. 

The charge that the Army failed to assess military 
value in the formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
the  my's BRAC analysis--including its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within the 
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an 
Instal la tion Assessmen 6, a Mil i tary Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this 



category. 

The quantitative component of these MVAs took the 
form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "[elliminate excess capacity[,] . . , 
[mlinimize use of leased space[,] . . . [and] 
[c]ollocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is-availableu--and its more particular operational 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such a-s ATCOM--i. e'. , achieve " [e I f f iciency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, as 
well as reduce[] overhead[.]" 

Just as with other categories of installations, 
MVAs for each facility within the LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the 
four Military Value Criteria. With respect to the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was applied to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

4 ~ t  appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "Installation Assessment" for a "~ilitary 
Vahe ~ssessment", and the MCD therefore concluded that 
since the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Assessments 
were undertaken for facilities within the category. As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a discretionary, quantitative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer model. It may form the 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, consisting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category. Thus 
a Military Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessment--if such an assessment is 
appropriate for facilities or installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment. 



A. Application of the First Criterion: "current - 
and future mission requirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of DoD's 
total force." , 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOM1s current and future mission 
requirements and their impact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it 
considered the attributes of leased facilities that 

- -- - bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the - - - 
a- 

- size of the facilities according to their type, the 
,a- - - - population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
, -- - penalties to terminate the lease. Qualitatively, the 
- -- Army assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 

of the--aforementioned general and more particularized 

- * - objectives of the Stationing Strategy. 

B. Application of the Second Criterion: - 
"availability and condition of land and 
facilities at both the existins and potential 
receivina locations. I t  

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities at ATCOM1s existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fort 
Monmouth, and Natick Research, Development, Engineering 
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes 
of leased facilities at bore on such matters, 
tcollecting on such things as the percent of 
pemanent an existing leased site and 
potential receiving sites, the average age of 
facilities at each location, and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. A s  part 
of this analysis, the Army used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities were 
available at potential receiving locations, and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. If facilities were not available, 
then the data base was used to determine what 
facilrties would have to be constructed to accommodate 
such r3locations. Qualitatively, the Army once again 
assesskd its quantitative analysis in light of the 
aforementioned general and more particularized 
ob3ectives of its Stationing Strategy. 

w 
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C. Application of the Third Criterion: "ability - 
to accommodate continsency, mobilization, and 
future requirements at both existinq and 
potential receivinq locations." 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMfs ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at 
both its present location and at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the 

- attributes of leased facilities and potential receiving 
locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
suoh as buildable acres or unused space or buildings, 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accommodate expansions, the sites1 proximity to or 
possession of an airport. Qualitatively, the Army 

- again reviewed its quantitative findings in light of 
the general and more particularized objectives set 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

D. A~~lication of the Fourth Criterion: "cost - 
and manpower implications." 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the manpower and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at its existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to several other installations. 
Quantitatively, it considered the attributes that bore 
on such manpower and cost factors, collecting data on 
things such as the square footage requirements at 

- existing and potential receiving sites, the costs per 
square foot of existing leased space and space 
elsewhere, the manpower-to-square-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations. Qualitatively, and as with the other 
criteria, the Army assessed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy. 

111. THE ARMY COMPLIED WITH ITS STATIONING STRATEGY IN 
THE FORMULATION OF ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDATION. 

- The charge that the Army has not complied with its 
~tatioking Strategy in the formulation of its ATCOM 
recommendation is incorrect. As explained above, the 
~ r m ~ ' s  Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to its managers with respect to 
future operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages the Army to minimize the use of 



leased space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functional synergy can be achieved and 
facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with all 
of the Army's Stationing Strategy's objectives and 
guidance. This recommendation increases efficiency 
through collocation, integration, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logistics functions at several installations. In turn, 

- the synergies achieved through such collocations, - -- - - integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
, G-- - overhead costs--in large part because once they are 

relocated, fewer personnel are required to accomplish 
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with the Stationing Strategy's other 

- objectives insofar as it minimizes the use of leased 
- . -  space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving 

locations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of 
functional synergies. 

IV. THE ARMY DID NOT OVERSTATE THE SAVINGS IT WOULD - 
EXPECT TO REALIZE FROM THE CLOSURE OF ATCOM. 

The allegation that the Army has overstated the 
savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM 
is without merit. The Army would save nearly $50 
million annually as a result of the synergies, 
efficiencies, and consolidations it expects to realize 
from the closure of ATCOM. 

Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the 
DoD COBRA model does not consider, or take credit for, 
any savings that might result from any previously 
planned personnel reductions or reductions that are 
otherwise independent of the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure or realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRA model is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whether the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
resul-k of any particular closure or realignment is a 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address. Nonetheless, we note that if 
the Army vacates GSA leased space, then GSA could make 
such space available to another Federal agency, or it 
could dispose of the property entirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



Finally, the Army did conclude in its 1993 BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a single 
installation would be too expensive. However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids many of the significant 
construction costs, that, in large part, were 
responsible for the high costs associated with 
relocation in 1993. Indeed, if the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM and relocating its functions to 
several installations during its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have forwarded such a 
recommendation to the 1993 Commission. 

V. THE ARMY CONSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES - 
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . 
The suggestion that the Army failed to consider 

more cost-effective alternatives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers feasible, competing alternatives, 
and the recommended closure of ATCOM was the best of 
these -alternatives. The Army did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM~recommendation, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Defense Command 
("SSDC") from a leased facility to Redstone Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated that it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alternative was less consistent 
with the Army's Stationing Strategy, since relocation 
of SSDCto Redstone Arsenal would not increase 
effici.ency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. 

- - 
VI.* CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, we do not believe that any of the 
issues raised by the MCD Letter can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through uniform application of the Military 
Value Criteria within each category, the Army developed 
a separate Military Value Assessment for each 
installation and facility--including those in the 
Leased Facility Category. The ATCOM recommendation is 
ful-ly--consistent with the Stationing Strategy's 
guidanke, and the Army did not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings that would be realized from the 
recommended closure of ATCOM. Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all practicable and feasible 
alternatives were considered, 



Thank you again for allowing us to address these 
issues. We hope that this letter will assist the 
Commission in understanding the Army's BRAC processes 
in general, and its recommendation respecting ATCOM in 
particular. 

Attachment 
> 

s E. ~hane, Jr. 
adier General, US Army 

of Management 
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MANAGEMENT CONTROL PLAN 

The Army Basing Study 
Office of the Chief of Staff of the Army 

Base Realignment and Closure Process (BRAC 95) 

L INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

The exclusive procedures by which the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) may pursue 
closure or realignment of military installations, inside the United States, are contained in Part A, 
Title XXIX-of Public Law 101-510, entitled as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990; as amended; hereafter referred to as Base Closure Act (Annex A). The Base Closure Act 
also includes a provision for the President to appoint an independent Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to review the SECDEF recommendations in calendar years 1991, 1993, 
and 1995. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) memorandum dated 7 January 1994 
(Annex B); sets forth policy guidance, procedures, authorities, and responsibilities for the 
forthcoming base closure and realignment study effort for 1995. DEPSECDEF guidance includes 
a requirement for the establishment of BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSG) in five 
fbnctional areas to identify significant cross-service opportunities as well as a sixh JCSG to 
develop improvements in economic impact assessments. 

The Army Basing Study (TABS) Charter establishes the authority of the TABS office and 
assigns responsibilities for execution of the BRAC 95 process (Annex C). The charter was signed 
by the Acting Secretary of the Army and the Vice Chief of Stag Army on 1 August 1993. 

- 
The Chief of Staff of the Army memorandum dated March 1994 (Annex D), kicks off the 

BRAC 95 process and identifies the policy oversight role of the Under Secretary of the Army 
and the Vice Chief of S e  Army. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Logistics 
and Environment) is responsible for policy and management of all BRAC initiatives. The Director 
of Management will coordinate the BRAC 95 effort, identifinjg actions and milestones critical to 
synchronizing the Amfs effort with that of DoD and the other Services. 

TABS will examine the issues surrounding the realignment and closure of Army 
budlatioxis within the 50 States, the District of Columbia and U.S. commonwealths, territories 
and possessions, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff 



flexible and builds upon the experience of current members. Training covers BRAC and TABS 
process orientations, DA Stafforientations and their specific roles in the BRAC process, 
Management Directorate orientation, TABS models and application orientatioi TJAG 
participation and availability and the BRAC law, Joint Cross-Service Group participation and 
purpose, summaries of economic and environmental considerations of BRAC, PC sohare,  
office procedures summaries, and HQ, DADSS classes and certitication. 

3. Installation Assessment: The BRAC 95 Installation Assessment (AI) program 
is designed to provide the senior Army leadership a measure of the relative military value of 
installations and facilities used by Army organizations. The proponent office for the IA process is 
TABS. 

The IA process is a systematic method to assess and compare the value of installations 
withsimilar hnctions. This process ranks all installations within a set category (1 to n) on an 
order of merit list. Installations are staffed with the Army's Major Commands (MACOM) to 
deterinine ihe appropriate categories. The categories for BRAC 95 are: Maneuver, Training 
Areas, Training Schools, Professional Schools, Maintenance Depots, Ammunition Production, 
Ammunition Storage, Industrial, Commodity Oriented, Ports, Medical Centers and Leases. There 
are about 100 installations included within these categories. 

Each category of installations is compared using a set of attributes such as square feet of 
facilities, size of maneuver and impact areas, cost to operate, etc. There are 20 to 30 attributes 
per category. Each attribute is linked to one of the four DoD selection criteria that measure 
Military Value: Mission Requirements, Condition of Land and Facilities, Cost and Manpower, 
and Future Requirements. 

The IA process requires MACOMs to provide products and data to HQDA that will be 
published in the Army's BRAC recommendations. Because of this, all IA data must be certified. 
AAA will work with TABS in insuring the process and data meet the certification requirements. 

4. Installation Environmental Assessment: The environmental analysis process 
required in support of the Army's BRAC 95 recommendations is shown in the chart below (figure 
N.4). The environmental analysis is performed by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC). 
The ERC is composed of several Subject Matter Experts fiom the Army's Environmental 
Programs Directorate and are designated as trusted agents working in a close hold forum for 
TABS. The TABS Environmental Integrator will have oversight over the ERC and be responsible 
for the integration of the analysis into the Army's recommendations. 

The environmental analysis runs concurrently with TABS' recommendation process during which 
coordination and the transaction of data between TABS and ERC is required. During the first 
stages of the recommendation process, the Installation Environmental Baseline Summary (IEBS) 
data call is analyzed by the ERC, producing an initial environmental assessment of all BRAC 

i&allation study candidates fiom both a closure and realignment perspective. This assessment 
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indicates an installation's environmental carrying capacity and potential hurdles for a BRAC 



recommendation. These IEBS are then incorporated into the installation reviews. 

As the Army's recommendations become site spec&, the ERC will study each case in 
greater detail and will provide TABS with a finalized environmental assessment during the 
Detailed Analysis phases. In addition to the final analysis, the ERC will be utilized by TABS in an 
ancillary support role during DoD, Congress and the Commissions review. 

5. Installation Reviews: Installation reviews represents a one stop information 
source for all above threshold installations. Each review will include historical research, location 
information, missions, units supported, basic budget information, personnel summaries, past 
BRAC actions, new missions, new/planned facilities, range improvements, restructuring actions, 

- -- - DoD selection criteria / attributes, environmental considerations, facility capacities, economic 
- 

1 -- profile, and installation unique characteristics. The format for these reviews is in Annex N. These 
- reviews will be researched, compiled, and briefed by the functional area expert to the TABS 

group to educate and d a c e  concerns and to develop possible alternative candidates for analysis, 
either as a gaining or losing installations. The draft form of these reviews will be completed prior 
to MACOM and installation visits and finalized with the certified and installation visit data. These - - installation reviews will be published by installation category as supporting documentation to 
BRAC 95 recommendation. 

C. - TABS Detailed Analysis Phase: 

This phase is at the heart of the TABS process. During this phase, TABS analyzes 
potential BRAC alternatives to develop the initial recommendations tc " s  reviewed in follow-on 
phases. The controls during this phase remain constant Erom the previous phase and the following 
inputs are carried forward: lessons learned, Task Force output, and MACOM input. New inputs 
include certified data Erom the IA data call, an installation order of merit list (OML), installation 
review narratives, environmental installation baseline studies (IEBS). These combined inputs are 
used to develop the Military Value Assessment fiom the installation IA OML. Once the values 
are determined, the installations are placed into three bands of consideration; enduring 
installations, high military value, and lesser military value. Installation category screening is 
performed to determine feasible category candidates and possible scenarios. At this point, 
COB- and OSUB models are run to examine scenarios and identi@ initial aEordab1e 
candidates. These initial candidates will then go through an integration process that looks at 
cross-category solutions. Additional inputs at this level will include Leased facility data and JCSG 
activity candidate data. The detailed procedures for this analysis is contained in the Analytical 
SOP located at Annex K. 

- I%bkey outputs fiom this phase include the final Environmental Impact Considerations 
(EIC), ~ e t k l e d  Installation Narratives, and the Initial Army Recommendations for closure and 
reati-@unent. 



The following charts show the detailed process (figure N.5) and milestones (figure W.6) 
associated with this second phase of the TABS process. 

Figure IV.5 - Detailed Analysis Phase 
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Figure IV.6 - Detailed Analysis Milestones 



1. Installation Military Value: The installation military value bands are 
developed fiom the IA OML developed in the Policy Preparation phase of the TABS process. 
The IA OML is evaluated and adjustments are made in accordance with operational requirements 
of the Army Stationing Strategy (TASS), provided by Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations (ODCSOPS). The Stationing Strategy incorporates the MACOM level requirements 
to meet the needs of the Army. Bandig of installations into enduring, high military value, and 
lower military value is achieved through a combination of the stationing strategy requirements, 
ACSJM facility capacity/rquirements system and by a general statistical process. These bands 
are then used to start the detailed alternative analysis. 

2. Initial Category Screening: The focus of this operation is determining losing - -- - and gaining installations based on the militaq value bands and JCSG activity recommendations; 
, ;-- - and determining possible scenarios within each category of installations. The product is feasible 

category candidates for scenario mns. At this point the study candidates must be identified using 
a standard-fonnat contained in the analytical procedures SOP. The steps at this stage are: 

* ._ - IdentifLing organizations and installations by source, e.g. MVA band, TASS, MACOM 
Vision, etc. 

- Data review of the installation per the ASP Troop List Ordered by Major Unit and the 
Station Report. 

- Using the HQRPLANS Stationing Data Input and Output Report Work sheet to prepare 
stationing scenarios. 

3. Category Scenario Development: Inputs include the previous information 
plus leased facilities. At this point cost, economic, and environmental inputs are considered and 
the product of initial affordable candidates is presented. Detailed instructions for this action is 
contained in the TABS Analytical Procedures SOP. The steps included in this process include: 

- - Record the BRAC Alternative using the TABS standard system. 

-- Analyze the BRAC Alternatives using Stationing Reports ffom HQRPLANS. 
- -*- - Entered data into COBRk 

.- - - Analyze COBRA output. 

--- - -  . - 

- - - - Terminate analysis as not feasible or consider it as an initial BRAC Recommendation. 
- 

.. - Document alternative analysis. 
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Chapter 5 

The Army's Process and Recommendations - -  

Were Generally Sound, With Cost 
Considerations Eliminating Some Potential .-. 
Closures and Realignments - - 

The Gy is recommending the closure and re&gnment of 44 - - - 
installations, including 3 leases of facilities, and-15 &or sites. These--- 
recommendations incorporate several alternatives provided by 
cross-service groups. The Army's process for evaluating and - 

recommending installations for closure or realignment was 
sound and well documented. However, we are highlighting some 
recommendations for the Commission's attention because of a vari&ice h 
how they were assessed compared to others or because of other open 
issues. - 

--- 
Implementation costs were a significant factor in the Army's 
decision-making, but only after military value analyses had identified - -  
candidate installations for study. At the same time, some candidate . 
installations/facilities ranked relatively low in military value and had&e 
potential for long-term savings, but they were excluded from closureor 
realignment consideration because of closing costs and other - 

considerations. 

Few Changes Were The Army completed its BRAC 1996 review using basically the same process 
it had used in prior rounds. Only a few changes-were made to, the process 

Made to the Army's for BRAC 1995, including (1) the basing categories for some facilities to 

Sound Process provide a different grouping for a better assessment of relative military 
value and (2) a more direct and clear link between the Army's data calls 
and DOD'S four military value selection criteria The Army's process for- 
evaluating and recommending installations for closure and realignment 
generally complied with legislation and OSD policy guidance, was well 
documented, was supported by generally accurate data, and appeared- 
reasonable.' Although explainable, there was some variance in the Army's 
application of its process for two groups of installations and facilities. C ' 

- - -- 
In keeping with a suggestion from the 1993 BRAC Commission's report, the 
Army also established a separate review category for leased facilities. All 
leases (including groups of leases in the same headquarters and same 
geographical area) costing more than $200 thousand per year were 
identified as study candidates. However, the Army's military value analysis 
for leased facilities was not done in the same way as it was for 
installations. To assess the military value, an installation assessment was 

'The Army Audit Agency (AAA) provided comprehensive review and oversight of each segment of the 
process, to include reviewing the primary data sources and analytical approaches; this included 
checking COBRA entries against source documents. In all cases where discrepancies were found, 
corrections were made. None of the discrepancies; however, were considered material or affected any , 

of the recommended closures or realignments. 
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i Chapter 6 
The Army's Process and Recommendations 
Were Generally Sound, With Cost 

r -  
Considerations Eliminating Some Potential 
Closures and Realignments - 

coupled with the operational requirements in the stasoning strategy. In - . - 
contrast, the stationing strategy alone provided the basis for the military . '-- 
value of leased facilities. One tenet of the stationing strategy was to 
minimize the use of leased facilities. The Army did not prepare installatidit 
assessments for leased facilities because it believed that they do not have 
the same measurable attributes and characteristics as installations and 

_*- - 
were not competing against each other for retention purposes. 

The Army also included within its BRAC process a review of minor sites, - - 
many of which contained less than 100 acres and had few,if any, tenants - 
or employees. These sites were identified by the major commands as being 
excess to their needs and of low military value. These sites were added - -  

during the latter stages of the Army's BRAC process and also underwent a 
different review from the normal military value assessment completed - 

under the Army's BRAC process. Once identified as excess to the Army's 
needs and of low military value by the mqjor commands, the Army's BRAC - 

group evaluated the impact of closing each site on operations and the ROI. 

We monitored all aspects of the decision process from the beginning. We 
had access to and reviewed key documents, discussing aspects with key 
officials, and observed the process as it occurred. We-also sat in on. 
selected meetings and were able to verify that the Army was following ifs 
established policies and procedures. As  a result, we were able to track the 

I 

analysis of each installation through the process. The Army gave priority 
consideration to military value criteria, as required, and its 
decision-making appeared logical, consistent, and fair. Some instgdlations 
were not selected for closure, based on closing costs andlor operational 
considerations, even though they ranked relatively law in military value 
compared with other installations in the respective installation categories. 

- 
- -- An important part of the Army's process, as in prior BRAC rounds, was - -- 

periodic consultation with senior military and civilian Army officials. 
These key Army officials were involved in each phase of the process. . 
Deliberative minutes were kept for each of the meetings with the key 
officials. These minutes documented key decisions made during the 
process relative to the Army's installations. The end result was the closure 
and realignment recommendations made by the Secretary of the Army to 
the Secretary of Defense.' 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

LEGAL MEMORANDUM 

TO: All Commissioners, David Lyles, Ben Borden, Ed Brown 

FROM: Ralph Kaiser 

THROUGH: Madelyn Creed Cc&!f!!ky- n 

SUBJECT: Evaluation of the Army's Military Value Assessment of Aviation-Troop Command 

DATE: 19 June 1995 

De~artment of Defense (DoD) Recommendation 

Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its 
mission/fUnctions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate fbnctions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, 
Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate hnctions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to 
Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management fbnctions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align 
with Tank- Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report, March 1995, p. 5-3 1 



The Missouri Congressional delegation has alleged the Army failed to perform a military 
value assessment (MVA) of the ATCOM lease in St. Louis, Missouri. They believe this is a 
substantial deviation from the final criteria (I-IV) and, therefore, the Commission should reject 
the recommendation. The Army has responded to the contrary in numerous responses to our 
inquiries. 

The Army's Military Value Assessment (MVA) of ~ e a s e s '  

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAC 95 Installation 
Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MVA was then fed into a 
decision pad computer model designed to assist in the comparisons of installations according to a 
common set of weighted attributes, each of which relates to one of the military value criteria (or 
final criteria I-IV). 

With respect to leases, however, the IAP was not employed because its list of weighted 
attributes was designed to assist in the comparison of particular installations, rather than in the 
comparison of particular leased facilities. For example, comparing leased facilities based on 
attributes such as each leased facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, and other such 
attributes, incorporated into the IAP model, would not have been instructive as to the relative 
merit of each such facility because no leased facilities possess these attributes (and thus all would 
have received equally low scores). Leased facilities are, in essence, office space. Accordingly, 
an Installation Assessment was not prepared for leased facilities. In this respect, the Army did 
not perform its traditional MVA for leased facilities. However, in lieu of this traditional 
Installation Assessment, the Army did undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased facility 
using empirical attributes that were more directly relevant to comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these Installation Assessments for leases were completed, the qualitative portion of 
the MVA was then undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to ascertain the 
consistency of the quantitative assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's Stationing 
Strategy. The stationing strategy served as a qualitative template against which the quantitative 
assessments could be measured and revised accordingly. Therefore, although the Army 
determined the military value of each leased facility without reference to the Installation 
Assessment Program, the MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of a similar 
quantitative assessment tempered by the qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. 

I The information in this section was extracted chiefly from the Army Basing Study and BG Shane's letter to 
Chairman Dixon, dated April 14, 1995, responding to the Missouri delegation's initial assertion of substantial 
deviation in the recommended closure of ATCOM. 



Summary and Conclusion 

Military value of leased facilities was analyzed by the Army, albeit in a different way 
than non-leased or owned facilities. Although different, the analysis was consistent with the type 
of analysis performed on owned facilities. Because the Army did not fail to perform a military 
value analysis, there is no basis for a finding of substantial deviation as argued by the Missouri 
delegation. 
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LEGAL MEMORANDUM 

TO: All Commissioners, David Lyles, Ben Borden, Ed Brown 

FROM: Ralph Kaiser 

THROUGH: Madelyn Creed a ! !  n 

SUBJECT: Evaluation of the Army's Military Value Assessment of Aviation-Troop Command 

DATE: 19 June 1995 

De~artment of Defense (DoD) Recommendation 

Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its 
mission/hnctions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, 
Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate hnctions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to 
Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align 
with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Department of Defense Base Closure and 
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The Missouri Congressional delegation has alleged the Army failed to perform a military 
value assessment (MVA) of the ATCOM lease in St. Louis, Missouri. They believe this is a 
substantial deviation from the final criteria (I-IV) and, therefore, the Commission should reject 
the recommendation. The Army has responded to the contrary in numerous responses to our 
inquiries. - 
The Army's Military Value Assessment (MVA) of ~ e a s e s '  

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAC 95 Installation 
Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MVA was then fed into a 
decision pad computer model designed to assist in the comparisons of installations according to a 
common set of weighted attributes, each of which relates to one of the military value criteria (or 
final criteria I-IV). 

With respect to leases, however, the IAP was not employed because its list of weighted 
attributes was designed to assist in the comparison of particular installatio~zs, rather than in the 
comparison of particular leased facilities. For example, comparing leased facilities based on 
attributes such as each leased facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, and other such 
attributes, incorporated into the IAP model, would not have been instructive as to the relative 
merit of each such facility because no leased facilities possess these attributes (and thus all would 
have received equally low scores). Leased facilities are, in essence, office space. Accordingly, 
an Installation Assessment was not prepared for leased facilities. In this respect, the Army did 
not perform its traditional MVA for leased facilities. However, in lieu of this traditional 
Installation Assessment, the Army did undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased facility 
using empirical attributes that were more directly relevant to comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these Installation Assessments for leases were completed, the qualitative portion of 
the MVA was then undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to ascertain the 
consistency of the quantitative assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's Stationing 
Strategy. The stationing strategy served as a qualitative template against which the quantitative 
assessments could be measured and revised accordingly. Therefore, although the Army 
determined the military value of each leased facility without reference to the Installation 
Assessment Program, the MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of a similar 
quantitative assessment tempered by the qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. 

I The information in this section was extracted chiefly from the Army Basing Study and BG Shane's letter to 
Chairman Dixon, dated April 14, 1995, responding to the Missouri delegation's initial assertion of substantial 
deviation in the recommended closure of ATCOM. 



Summary and Conclusion 

Military value of leased facilities was analyzed by the Army, albeit in a different way 
than non-leased or owned facilities. Although different, the analysis was consistent with the type 
of analysis performed on owned facilities. Because the Army did not fail to perform a military 
value analysis, there is no basis for a finding of substantial deviation as argued by the Missouri 
delegation. 
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STJBJECT: Evaluation of the Army's Military Value Assessment of Aviation-Troop Command 

DATE: 19 June 1995 

De~art  - ment of Defense @OD) Recommendation 

Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its 
mission/functions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, 
Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate functions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to 
Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align 
with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report, March 1995, p. 5-3 1 



The Missouri Congressional delegation has alleged the Army failed to perform a military 
value assessment (MVA) of the ATCOM lease in St. Louis, Missouri. They believe this is a 
substantial deviation fiom the final criteria (I-IV) and, therefore, the Commission should reject 
the recommendation. The Army has responded to the contrary in numerous responses to our 
inquiries. 

The Army's Military Value Assessment (MVA) of Leases 1 

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAC 95 Installation 
Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MVA was then fed into a 
decision pad computer model designed to assist in the comparisons of installations according to a 
common set of weighted attributes, each of which relates to one of the military value criteria (or 
final criteria I-IV). 

With respect to leases, however, the IAP was not employed because its list of weighted 
attributes was designed to assist in the comparison of particular installations, rather than in the 
comparison of particular leased facilities. For example, comparing leased facilities based on 
attributes such as each leased facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, and other such 
attributes, incorporated into the IAP model, would not have been instructive as to the relative 
merit of each such facility because no leased facilities possess these attributes (and thus all would 
have received equally low scores). Leased facilities are, in essence, office space. Accordingly, 
an Installation Assessment was not prepared for leased facilities. In this respect, the Army did 
not perform its traditional MVA for leased facilities. In lieu of this traditional Installation 
Assessment, the Army did, however, undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased facility 
using empirical attributes that were more directly relevant to comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these Installation Assessments for leases were completed, the qualitative portion of 
the MVA was then undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to ascertain the 
consistency of the quantitative assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's Stationing 
Strategy. The stationing strategy served as a qualitative template against which the quantitative 
assessments could be measured and revised accordingly. Therefore, although the Army 
determined the military value of each leased facility without reference to the Installation 
Assessment Program, the MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of a similar 
quantitative assessment tempered by the qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. 

1 The information in this section was extracted chiefly fiom the Army Basing Study and BG Shane's letter to 
Chairman Dixon, dated April 14, 1995, responding to the Missouri delegation's initial assertion of substantial 
deviation in the recommended closure of ATCOM. 



Summary and Conclusion 

Military value of leased facilities was analyzed by the Army, albeit in a different way 
than owned facilities. Although different, the analysis was consistent with the type of analysis 
performed on owned facilities. The Army did not fail to perform a military value analysis. As a 
result, there is no basis for a finding of substantial deviation as argued by the Missouri 
delegation. 
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TO: All Commissioners, David Lyles, Ben Borden, Ed Brown 

FROM: Made yn Creedon, Ralph Kaiser 
7~4ev53b: L 

SUBJECT: Evaluation of the Army's Military Value Assessment of Aviation-Troop Command, 
Missouri 

DATE: 1 8 June 1995 

De~artment of Defense @OD! Recommendation 

Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its 
mission/functions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, 
Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate functions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to 
Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align 
with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report, March 1995, p. 5-3 1 
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The Missouri Congressional delegation has alleged the Army failed to perform a military 
value assessment (MVA) of the ATCOM lease in St. Louis, Missouri, aft8tv7ha~ 'Q bewe 

$-PI" 
15 substantially-from the final criteria (I-IV) the Commission should reject the 

d@il!cil I o tl a =The Army has respon$ed to the contrary in nurne~bk%%jYonses to our 
inquiries. 

The Army's Military Value Assessment (MVA) of Leases 1 

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAC 95 Installation 
Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MVA was then fed into a 
decision pad computer model designed to assist in the comparisons of installations according to a 
common set of weighted attributes, each of which relates to one of the military value criteria (or 
final criteria I-IV). 

With respect to leases, however, the IAP was not employed because its list of weighted 
attributes was designed to assist in the comparison of particular installations, rather than in the 
comparison of particular leased facilities. For example, comparing leased facilities based on 
attributes such as each leased facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, h twde&m 
& q + g a w q  and other such attribute3 incorporated into the IAP model, would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such facility because no leased facilities possess these 
attributes (and thus all would have received equally low scores). Leased facilities are, in essence, 
office space. Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not prepared for leased facilities. In 
this respect, the Army did not perform its traditional MVA for leased facilities. In lieu of this 
traditional Installation Assessment, the Army did, however, undertake a quantitative assessment 
of each leased facility using empirical attributes that were more directly relevant to comparisons 
of leased facilities. 

Once these Installation Assessments for leases were completed, the qualitative portion of 
the MVA was then undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to ascertain the 
consistency of the quantitative assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's Stationing 
Strategy. The stationing strategy served as a qualitative template against which the quantitative 
assessments could be measured and revised accordingly. Therefore, although the Army 
determined the military value of each leased facility without reference to the 
Installation Assessment Program, the MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the qualitative guidance provided by the 
Stationing Strategy . 

' The information in this section was extracted chiefly from the Army Basing Study and BG Shane's letter to 
Chairman Dixon, dated April 14, 1995, responding to the Missouri delegation's initial assertion of substantial 
deviation in the recommended closure of ATCOM. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

Military value of leased facilities was analyzed by the Army, albeit in a different way 
than owned facilities. Although different, the analysis was consistent with the type of analysis 
performed on owned facilities. The Army did not fail to perform a military value analysis. As a 
result, there is no basis for a finding of substantial deviation as argued by the Missouri 
delegation. 
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TO: All Commissioners, 

FROM: Madelyn Creedon, Ralph Kaiser 

SUBJECT: Evaluation of the Army's Military Value Assessment of Aviation-Troop Command, 
Missouri 

DATE: 9 June 1995 

De~artment of Defense (DoD) Recommendation - 

Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its 
mission/functions as follows: 

- Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 

- Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, Development, 
Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command. 

- Relocate functions related to materiel management of communications-electronics to 
Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command. 

- Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align 
with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report, March 1995, p. 5-3 1 

1 
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Back~round 
CIc 

,-- 

The Missouri Congressional delegation has alleged the Army failed to perform a"Jdi1itary 
Value Assessment (MVA) of the ATCOM lease in St. Louis, Missouri, and therefore, because 
the Army has deviated substantially from the final criteria (I-IV), the Commission should reject 
the recommendation. The Army has responded to the contrary in numerous responses to our 
inquiries. 

The Army's Military Value Assessment (MVA) of ~eases '  - 

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAC 95 Installation 
Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MVA was then fed into a 
decision pad computer model designed to assist in the comparisons of installations according to a 
common set of weighted attributes, each of which relates to one of the military value criteria (or 
final criteria I-IV). I\ 

i 
I 

With respect to leases, however, the IAP was not employed because its list of weighted L , 
attributes was designed to assist in the comparison of particular installations, rather than in the 

' 

comparison of particular leased facilities. For example, comparing leased facilities based on 
* '  

attributes such as each leased facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, hard surface I j 

pc ,,* 
staging areas, and other such attributes incorporated into the IAP model would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such facility because no leased facilities possess these ' P +  

attributes (and thus all would have received equally low scores). 'kccordingly, arr Installation \ 
Assessment was not prepared for leased facilities, a 4  this respect, the Army did not perform 
its traditional MVA for leased facilities.- lieu of this traditional Installation 
Assessment, the Army di un ertake arluantitative assessment of each leased fac i l i tyawadqp U.!n g- 
ts3- 
r 

empirical attributes that were more directly relevant to comparisons of leased 
facilities. 

Once these Installation Assessments for leases were completed, the qualitative portion of 

.(i 
the MVA was then undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to ascertain the 

, consistency of the quantitative assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's Stationing 

.,4 StrategbwhwJtserved as a qualitative template against which the quantitative assessments could 
c f i /  be measured and revised accordingly. Therefore, although the Army determined separately the ', ' y "* 

Military Value of each leased facility without reference td,& Installation Assessment, the MVA 
of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of a similar quantitative assessmdt tempered 
by the qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing Strategy. / y(',,. ,i.i 4 , T  

Summary and Conclusion 
- -  I \ \ -7 

I i 

Although the Army may not have performed a traditional that is not \ 
i p l : i  r 

1 t 
< ' I  

I The information in this section was extracted chiefly from the Army Basing Study and BG Shane's letter to f $ 1  

Chairman Dixon, dated April 14, 1995, responding to the Missouri delegation's initial assertion of substantial . . . r .  

deviation in the recommended closure of ATCOM. 
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reason alone to reject the cretary's recommendati even &.is amounts to spbstantial deviation. '. 
On the contrary, to reject or accept..tl?~ recommendation in 
part or in whole, i ubstantial devihtion ows the commissiont6kject the Secretary's 
recommendatio$ but does not mandate s rejection. 
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