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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209
(703) 696-0504
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DATE: March 21, 1995
TIME: 4 p.m.
MEETING WITH: Representative of Congressman Gephardt’s staff
SUBJECT: ATCOM
PARTICIPANTS:

Name/Title/Phone Number:

Brett O’Brien, Office of Rep. Richard Gephardt
Commission Staff:

Jim Schufreider; Manager, House Liaison
Ed Brown; Army Team Leader

Mike Kennedy; Army Team Analyst d\g&)

MEETING PURPOSE:

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

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

-- The recommendation does not achieve the Army’ s objective to optimize the operational
efficiency of commodity installation, since the tase operating support .t the receiving
based is greater than the lease cost.

-- ATCOM has already reduced civilian personnel by approximately 600 positions which
is nearly two-thirds of the Army’s projected 1,022 elimination’s. Thus. the projected
savings will not be realized.

Mike Kennedy/Amyv Team/3/232/95

(mm-atcom.doc)
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Congress of the United States

PHouse of Representatives
Wasbington, BE 20515
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 fully, and
would like to take this opportunity ta outline the reasons why ATCOM should remain open.

Established in 1991, ATCOM has sole responsibility for the research, "deve!opment,
engineering and logistical support for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop support
equipment. As the Army Public Affairs office noted in April 1994, ATCOM “is the only
command in the Army that affects every soldier, every day.” It operates from 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 functions be transferred
to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC); its communications and
electronics functions be transferred to Fort Monmouth; and its automotive functions be
transferred to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be rejected by the BRAC
Commission based on our initial findings that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army:

(1) failed to comply 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.

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 further substantiate our
conclusion that ATCOM must be removed from the Defense Department's BRAC fist.
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FATLURE TO COMPLY WITH THE BASE CLOSURE LAW

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.

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 as 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
Jinked to one of the four DOD selection criteria that measure Military Value." This was the only
phase of the Army's base closure sglection 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
from this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only afier 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 Army 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 military value criteria in recommending ATCOM and other leased facilities for closure. It
dewviated 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 of the 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 pri;cess. While the Army succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the
requirements of the base closure law by failing to evaluate leased facilities on the basis of the
military value critenia. 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.
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FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY

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 functions to the bases scheduled to receive them will reduce efficiency and jngrease
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM’s annual overhead costs of $7.6 million annually or
$1,831 per person are much lower than any of the bases recommended to receive its functions --
t3 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 percent -- from $7.6 million to $11.1 million (see Attachment C).

This data is similar to the Army’s findings during the 1993 base closure 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 of the four installation now being recommended to receive its functions.
Despite these facts, the Arniy’s 1995 analysis precluded any consideration of moving functions to
ATCOM in order to take advantage of its significant effictencies.

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 functions to Redstone Arsenal would terminate the
efficiencies that have developed as a result of this streamlined and unified command and decimate
the synergistic relationship between Army 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 functions to the bases
proposed by the Army would contradict its own Stationing Strategy to increase efficiency and
reduce overhead.
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OVERESTIMATION OF COST SAVINGS AND FAILURE TQ CONSIDER BETTER
ALTERNATIVES

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.

During the 1991 base closure process, the Army created ATCOM through the merger of
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Support Command. In justifying 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 Commission and
evaluated the possibility of moving ATCOM's functions 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 expensive."

Despite these earlier determinations, the Army now asserts 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 implementation
would be $46 million with a return on investment expected three years after closure. It 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 Army 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 functions ($144 million in one-time costs, $12 million in annual recurring costs). At the
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 already 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
annual 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 future personnel levels. This
downsizing, if allowed to continue, will result in a reduction of at least 1,051 positions
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(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999 This in turn will produce at least $44.5 million in
savings annually -- without incurring any of the costs associated with moving ATCOM's functions

to other bases. The Army's own estimates 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 Office (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. ATCOM 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 Army 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 R™EC 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 functions from 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 Army's COBRA analysis for the
personnel reductions already 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 Army. Also, the
return on investment would not oceur 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
$213 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 annusl recurring savings of at least $44 5 million. In
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this scenario, the Army would obtain an immediate return on investinent, and the net present
value over 20 years would be about $621 million in savings -- $168 milhion more than the Army

itself expects to realize by closing ATCOM.

In 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
matenials 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 that
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.

%Mc/ Smcere;/wfmﬂw

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephrdt 7
United States Senator Member of Congress

Pl @ﬂ\p\wﬂ&‘/’%

John Ashcroft William Clay ?

Uni States Senator Member of Congress
M. Talcm Harold L. Volkmer
M ber of Congress Member of Congress
Attachments
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Annual Facilities Costs to Support
ATCOM Missions

$12,000,000
$106,000,000
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$6,000,000

Cost
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$2,000,000

$0

$7,595000

ATCOM
(Lease Cost)

7

Total: $11,083,000

Proposed Receiving Bases
(RPMA & BOS)

Source: 1995 Army COBRA Appropriations Detail Report
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Congress of the United States

House of Repregentatives
Rashington, BE 20515
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 10 urge that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC)
Commussion 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 fully, 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 Affairs office noted in April 1994, ATCOM “is the only
command in the Army that affects every soldier, every day.” It operates from leased space &1 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; 1ts soldier systems functions be transferred
to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC); its communications and
electronics functions be transferred to Fort Monmouth; and its automotive functions be
transferrec to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be rejected ty the BRAC
Commission based on our initial findings that in recommending ATCOM for clesure, the Army:

(1) failed to comply with the base closure law’s requirement that all closure
recommendations be based on the final selection cnitena;

(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 wouid like to present these
findings in order to provide you with critical inforrnation in advance of the BRAC regional heaning
on April 12. We also plan to provide additional information that will further substantiate our
conclusion that ATCOM must be removed from the Defense Department's BR 4C list.
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FATLURE TO COMPLY WITH THE BASE CLOSURE LAW

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 cniteria and instructed each Service to give priority
consideration to the first four, which measure mulitary 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 as 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 of the four DOD selection crnitena that measure Military Value.” 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
from this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only afier 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 Army leadership based its
decision to close ATCOM not on the basis of the eight final critena 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 military 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 of the 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 process. While the Army succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the
requirements of the base closure law by failing to evaluate leased facilities on the basis of the
military value critenia. 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 anelyses of their leased facilities.

)
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FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY

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, engineening,
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 functions to the bases scheduled to receive them will reduce efficiency and jncrease
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM’s annual overhead costs of $7.6 rallion annually or
$1,831 per person are much lower than any of the bases recommended to receive its functions --
3 percent lower than Redstone Arsenal, 86 percent lower than Fort Monmouth and Detron
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 percent -- from $7.6 million to $11.1 mullion (see Attachment C).

This data is similar to the Army’s findings during the 1993 base closure 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 of the four installation now being recommended to receive its functions.
Despite these facts, the Armiy’s 1995 analysis precluded any consideration 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 and civilian aviat:cn 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 nperations, local
contractors and academic institutions provide the Army with unmatched aviation expertise.
Moving ATCOM’s aviation support functions to Redstone Arsenal would terminate the
efficiencies that have developed as a result of this streamlined and unified command and decimare
the synergistic relationship between Army aviation activities and their suppliers  This Joss of
efficiencies would be in additior. 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 functions to the bases
proposed by the Army would contradict its own Stationing Strategy to increase efiiciency and
reduce overhead.




OVERESTIMATION OF COST SAVINGS AND FAILURE TO CONSIDER BETTER
ALTERNATIVES

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.

During the 1991 base closure process, the Army created ATCOM through the merger of
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Support Command. Ir justifying 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 Commission and
evalusted the possibility of moving ATCOM's functions to Army-owned facilities. In its report to
the 1993 BRAC Commission, the Army stated that "the high relocation costs make realignment or
closure impractica! and prohibitively expensive."

Despite these earlier determinations, the Army now asserts that the closure of ATCOM
would generate considerable savings. Specifically, the Army claims tha' the total one-time cost to
close ATCOM would be $146 miliion, and that annual recurring savings afier it implementation
would be $46 mullion with a return on investment expected three years after closure. It 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 fziled e consider
alternatives that would result in much higher savings.

First, the Army failed to examine the source of costs and savings generated by the closure
of ATCOM and the personnel reductions being undertak:en 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 functions ($144 million in one-time costs, §.2 million in annual recuring costs). At the
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 thess costs and
savings — along with ATCOM’s much lower overhead costs -- the Army should have considered
retaining ATCOM in St. Louis and examined ATC'OM's own plans tc 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 already gained $8 2 million of the $50 5 million in salary-
based savings it claims to achieve througli ATCOM’s closure  As a result, the Army's estimate of
annual personnel savings generated by closing ATCOM should be reduced to $42 3 million.

The personnel reductions noted above are part of a downsizing ¢ffort ATCOM has
undertaken in order to meet the Army’s own projections of future personnel levels. This
downsizing, if allowed to continue, will result in 2 reduction of at least 1,051 positions

L




(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999. This in turn will producc at least $44 S million in
savings annually -- without incurring any of the costs associated with moving ATCOM's functions
to other bases. The Army's own estimates indicate that the vast majority of these personne!
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 Office (GAQ) recommended that the Defense Department consider the
governmentwide costs and savings associated with base closure recommendations The GAQ

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 actvality, 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. ATCOM operates from leased space at the
St. Louis Federa! 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 Army 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 R™EC 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 functions from St.

Louis.

Based on the above, the savings that could be expected from the closure of ATCOM are
much lower than estimated by the Amy. By adjusting the Army's COBRA analysis for the
personnel reductions already 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 $]46 million, and the annual recurring savings after its
implementation would be $29 million — $17 million less than claimed by the Army. Also, the
return on investment would not occur until 2004 -- twice as long as onginally expected. In
addition, the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years would be approximately
$213 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 annua! recurring savings of at least $44 5 million. In
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this scenario, the Army would obtain an immediate return on investinent, and the 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 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 with ATCOM's closure, the
Army deviated substantially from final critenia 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 that
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.

Y] i

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephirdt 7
United States Senator Member of Congress
John Ashcroft William Clay
Uni States Senator Member of Congress
M. Talcnt Harold L. Volkmer
M ber of Congress Member of Congress
Attachments
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200

April 14, 1995

REPLY TO
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 Letter'"), 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 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
s 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
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A, The Stationing Strateqy

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. = - 7 ) o

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. 1Indeed, 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.!

l1see, Defense Base Closure and Realignment
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...)
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(1) Military Value 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 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. , o

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

1(...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.

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 DoD’s policy guidance, '[cl]ivilian 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]
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.
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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 particula

installations, rather than in the comparison of ng:".éﬁ”ZZi>f
particular (leased) facilities.? In other words, | ) )4
installations and leased facilities are fundamentfﬂﬁé;éaé' /ﬂé“JZ;
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated acco ‘

to the same list of attributes. For example, com S

leased facilities based on things such as each lei g V4 /ALuu
facility’s aviation maintenance facilities, range%z D4 57
hard surface staging areas, and other such attrib :
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 ' » 4. - .
leased facilities might be said to have differed }/%?ﬂgég ts S
slightly from its process for other types of | Z. 44 ¢
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessm
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 gquantitative
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army’s
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy

3Groups of leases in the same headquarters and
same geographical area were deemed a single facility
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment.
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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 ) Y/
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of bc\?&’ﬁzk R VA
quantitative assessments, which were arrived at tt A24 7
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualit 4 G ’
assessments, which were provided by the Army’s |-

Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determined

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. 1In 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.

- — e

(2) Identification of Study Candidates

After completing the aforementioned quantitative
and qualitative assessments, each installation or
facility within a category received a Military Vvalue
Assessment relative to other installations of
facilities within that category. 1In 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

" toMVC two and " four, and thus all facilities were

designated as candidates for further study.

(3) Development of Alternatives and
Application of DoD Selecticn Criteria
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.
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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 costs''--was applied
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 '
associated with each potential closure or realignment.

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria—-—
"[t]lhe economic impact on communities[,]" and '[t]lhe
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 DoD’s 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 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 facility.
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and
~“they were factored into analysis of each of the
alternatives.

IY. 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., '"[e]liminate excess capacityl,] . . .
[m)linimize use of leased spacel[,] . . . [and]
[clollocate tenants from different major commands where
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support
is available''-—and its more particular operational
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve '"[e]fficiency .
through collocatlon 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.

‘It appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have
mistaken an "Installation Assessment' for a ''Military
Value Assessment', 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, gquantitative
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.
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Application of the First Criterion: ''current
and future mission regquirements and the
impact on operational readiness of DoD’s
total force.'

>

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
qualitative terms, ATCOM’s 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. Application of the Second Criterion:
"availability and condition of land and
facilities at both the existing and potential
receiving locations."

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of
land and facilities at ATCOM’s 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 Strategy.
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Application of the Third Criterion: "ability
to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and

future requirements at both existing and

potential receiving locations."

o

The Army considered, both in quantitative and
qualitative terms, ATCOM’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
such as buildable acres or unused space or buildings,

. the ability of information systems at both locations to
accommodate expansions, the sites’ 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.

ITX. 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




10

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.

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

-plamned 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 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 agency, or it
could dispose of the property entirely-—-either of which
could result in savings to the Federal Government.
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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
("'sspC") 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.
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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
Director of Management

Attachment
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF BTAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200

April 14, 1995

AEPLY TO
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 Letter'), 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 issuas 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.
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A. The Stationing Strateqy

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. 1Indeed, 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 Strateqy 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. Ihe 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
Ccommission recommendation, and consistent with DoD
policy guidance, the Army established a separate,
lLeased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased
facilities could be compared to one another.!

'See, Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission: 1993 Report to the Presgident, 1 July 1993,
p. 2-3 ("The Commission suggests DoD direct the

services to include a separate category for leased
(continued...)
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(1) Military value 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 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 insiallation 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

1(...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.

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 DoD’s policy gquidance, "(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]
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.
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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) facilities.’ 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 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. 1In 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 the consistency of the quantitative
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army’s
Stationing Strateqy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy

JGroups of leases in the same headquarters and

same geographical area were deemed a single facility
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment.
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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 composea of
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing
Strategy. 1In 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) Identification of Study Candidates

After completing the aforementioned quantitative
and gualitative 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 Alternatives and
Application of DoD Selection Criteria
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 Statioening
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command
racommendations, 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.
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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 applied
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
azsceiated with aach notential closure or realignment.

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria—-
"[t]lhe 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 DoD’s 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 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 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
FOU ASSE I Lu FORM T F

ITS 0 E .

‘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
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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 spacel,] . . . [and]
[c]ollocate tenants from different major commands where
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support
is available''--and its more particular operationail
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 reducel[] 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.

‘It appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have
mistaken an "Installation Assessment' for a '"Military
vValue Assessment!, and the MCD therefore concluded that
sinece 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 vValue 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 agssessment is
appropriate for facilities or installations within a
particular category--but it need not be based upon such
an Installation Assessment,
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A. Application of the ri ion: "
_nQ_£2Lg;Q_mLgg;g._;gggixgmgaga__ag_n_g
i t t in of DoD’
taotal fgrge

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
qualitative terms, ATCOM’s 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, tnhe
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:
Yavai 124 n ion o n
- L3 ” - A n - - i 2

receivin cat

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of
land and facilities at ATCOM’'s 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 Reséarch, Development, Engineering
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes
of leased facilities that bore on such matters,
collecting information on sich 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. 1If 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 Strategy.
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c, li ion the Thir ri ion: "abilit
C mod icont i ilizatio
ure requ men t th isgt an
nti receiv catj "

The Army considered, both in quantitative and
qualitative terms, ATCOM/’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
such as buildable acrees or unused spnace or buildings.,
the ability of information systems at both locations to
accommodate expansions, the sites’ 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 manpaower 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 manrower 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 tha other
criteria, the Army assessed its quantitative
assessments with reference to the general and more
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing
Strategy. :

IIX, THE ARMY COMPLIED WITH ITS STATIONING STRATEGY IN
THE RMU ITS A MME .

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
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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
logisticas 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 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. Wwhether 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 another Federal agency, or it
could dispose of the property entirely-—either of which
could result in savings to the Federal Government.
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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, 1Indeed, 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.

Y. THE ARMY CONSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TQ CLOSE

ATCOM. :j

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 feagible, 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 Valuei 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 iracticable and feasible
alternatives were considered.

|
1
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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, ]

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

Attachment
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SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE CONMAND
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OPERATIONAL: - none, local move g
-' synergy with major PMs and Missile Command at Redstone

-~ PERSONNEL:, - . __MILITARY ° .cMILIAN
© REDUCTIONS [ R

* REALIGNMENTS [ 35, - 915

\ e/

ENVIRONMENTAL:  No significant limitations

ECONOMIC: None

OTHER SERVICE/DOD FACTORS:  None

¢

. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED None = .
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209
(703) 696-0504

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING

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 O’Brien, 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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OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HAOADQUANTEAA, U8 ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND
8001 EISRNHOWER AVENUS, ALEXANCHA, VA 22339 - 000t

1l May 19956

MEMORANDUM FOR SEL DISTRIBUTION _ .
S8UBJECT1 BRAC 95 Imwplemantation Planning Guidance -

1. Memorandum, AMCSO, 13 Apr 95, sab.

2. The refaraence above providad idance for the Manpowar

Annax of the Implementatlion Pla ng Guidance., Paragraph 74
contained guidanocae concerning deviating from the elimination
and raalignment numbers in tha GOBRA analyses. -

3. It appears ao if{ this guidance may be momewhat lass than
clear in lts intant. The purpose of a smction was to t

to take the proposals down to thae next laval of datail an

get an carl{ handle on what may have baan some minor :
oversights in the analyses prepared by the TABS Office. !Thn
data before the Commission had to bhe somawhat maoro in
nature, due to the Closa Hold natura of tha action, and the
inability to discugs the actions in great detafl with all .
parties involved. Ert indicates expected outcomes, and io
subetantiullg rd in terme of level af savinges which will
occur. Tha dismection of these proposals at a micreo level in
oraar to build an exeoution plan 1s almoast certain to brin
to light minor daviationa which have no baaring on either the
intent of or the overall laval of savings contained in the .
proposals. That is what we are aftar in tha 1% May 1955 data

call. _
4. Thae point of contaat for thie action is Mr. Daryl rowaell,

MICHAEL C. SANDUSKY
Cchief, 8pecial Analy#in

DISTRIBUTION:
Ms. Paullne Cagon (MICONM)
Mr_ Al Wilsan (I0Q)
——> Mr. Tom Smith (ATCOM)
Mr. Bob Kaspar (TACOM)
Mr. Len Dube (SS5COM)
Mr. Frank Culrfrfo (CECOM)
Mr. Mike Early (TECOM)

Mr. Jim McKivrigan (CBDGCOM)
Ms. Michelene Smith (CM Price)




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, U.8. ARMY MATERIEL. COMMAND
6001 EISENHOWER AVENUE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22323 - 0001

13 April 199s

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION » -

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance -

1. Refarance:

a. Memoxrandum, AMCSO, 1 Mar 95, sab.
b. Mamorandum, AMCSO, 10 Mar 95, esab.

c. Memorandum, AMCSO, 13 Mar 95, subject: BRAC 95 -
Lead MSCs.

d. Memorandum, AMCS0, 16 Mar 95, subject: BRAC 95
Implementation Guidance - Draft Environmental Baseline Survey
(EBS), Statemant of Work.

a. Mamorandum, AMCSO, 20 Mar 95, sab.

' r. Memoxandum, AMCS50, 22 Mar 95, subject: BRAC 95
Inplementation Guidance -~ Discretionary Moves.

2. The purpose of this memorandum is to Yrovide additional
data relating to BRAC 95 implemaentation planning.

3. Attached as enclosure 1 is data we have transmitted to DA
DCSOPS concerning discretionary moves.

4. At enclosure 2 is a memo to COE with our proposed
methodology for NEPA documentation.

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

“"Address MACOM-approved provisions for the continuad
processing of workers compensation cases. One of twa coursaes
of action is possible: 1. Designate another installation
within the same MACOM to assume the caseload; 2. Obtain
concurrence of an inastallation outside the MACOM to assume
the caseload (see para 3 of enclosure 2)."

6. Manpower guidance distributed in reference 1ia is
withdrawn. New guidance for the manpower annaex of the
implementation plans is contained in this memo.

7. Guildance ror the manpower annex is as follows:
v :
a., The atart point for the manpower plan is the data
contained in the Cobra analyses provided to you in reference

4
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AMCSO
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance 5

1b, which was further supplemented in raference 1le. This
data correlataes to the FY 1996 data contained in the A?gust
1994 version of tha ASIP and will be the point of departure,
foxr the annex. : 2y
b. As is the case with all of the annexes in the
Implementation Plan, all units involved in the proposal
before the Commisaion will be addressed in this annex. The
listing of the units for each proposal, at UIC/derivative UIXC
lavel of detail, and the FY 1996 ASIP strength for these
units was transmitted to you via enclosure 4 to raference 1b.

c. For each AMC unit contained in a progosal, you naed
to oxglain any discrepancy betwaaen tha baseline data (ASIP)
and the "october 1994 PBG plus FebruarI 1995 Command Plan
Changes™ version of the PBG. This will be done in a
paxagraph, or series of paragraphs entitled "ASIP to PBG
Raconciliation®. (NOTE: Thise is not a requirement for non-
AMC units). The remainder of the annex will use PBG data as
its basis (ASIP data for non-AMC elemants).

d. Asx noted above, anclosure 4 to rererence 1b contains
manpower data at UIC/derivative UIC level of detail,
including manpower aeliminations and realignments rasulting
from the proposals. If you believe that you need to deviate
from the manpower eliminated or realigned, than NLT 15 May
1995 you need to come forward to this HQ in writing, under
your Commanding Ganeral's signature, detailing the rationale
for and the level of deviation proposed. Unless a specific
waliver from HQ AMC is provided, plans will adhere= to the
manpower savings detailed in the raeferenced data.. Simply
noting that there is a delta betweern the ASIP and PBG data
will not be considared ample rationale to obtain a waiver.
You do not need to receive a waiver to deduct governmental
caretaker personnel who may be required for a time betwean
the end of the military mission and the actual disposal of
the Eroperty from Axrmy rolls. These personnel requirements,
which may be needed at some of the closure sites, may be
deductad from the eliminations without approval from HQ AMC.
HQ AMC does howevar retain final approval authority over the
sites which may rxrequire this action, and the amount of
personnel involved.

a. For each proposal before the Commission the following
displays will be completed:

. (1) Base Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Manpower )
Baseline (Encl. 3). 1Instructions for the completion of this
form follow.

w
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AMCSO .
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance %,

(a) Date. Fill in date that the form was completed.

(b) Proposal. Short hand notation for the proposal
pberfore .the Commission. This information can be found in the
verbiage in para 1 of enclosure 4 to ref 1bp. Examplaes arxesz’
Realign Dugway Proving Grounds, Close Rad River Army Depot,
Disestablish ATCOM, etc. :

(c) Activity/UIC. List all of the units involved in
the progosal, as well as their UIC/derivative UIC under this
column heading. Sea para 4b abova, this memo.

(d) civ Mil, FY 96-01. For each AMC unit show the
baseline authorizations per the “October 1994 PBG plus
Fabruary 1995 Command .Plan Changes." For non-AMC unitsg,
use the ASIP data jin reference 1b, which is FY 1996 data, and
straight line it for all years.

(@) Total. Provida a total by FY of Civ and Mil for all
of the units involved in the proposal.

i Source. The source for the data is the "Ogtobar 1994
PBG plus February 1995 Command Plan Changes™ for AMC units,
and the August 1994 ASIP for non—-AMC units.

% control numbers which
m nnmgnmm 9f the plan. AlLhoudgh
may xafex to of personnel.
mmmm 8 8
this plan. This @ t
mnrmimgmmmu _
(2) Bage Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Schedule of
Changas (Encl. 4). Instructions for the completion of this
form follow.

_(a) An individual form will be completed for each of the
units included in the Manpower Baselina form.

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

(¢) Activity/UIC. The name and UIC/derivative UIC of the
unit that the form addresses.

(d) Action column.

] "Baseline. Show the baseline for the unit. Data will
be thewsame as that included on the Manpower baseline form.

7 3
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The following aentries’are possibilities for the .
remainder of this column: Eliminated, Transferred to (Nanme

of unit, UXC#, and installation name). For each antry -
in tha column, £1il1l in the appropriate number of Sy
authorizations involved. 1In many cases this will provide a*
zaro sum. The gltuations where is would not be the case

are:

a_ When a unit will remain resident at the ingtallation
involved in the proposal and will not lose its unit identity
through transfer to or merger with another organization.

When a governmental reaidual caretaker staff is
anticipated between thae time the military mission endcs ana
the date the property is disposed from Army rolls. :

(NOTE: You need to enaure that the data displayed in this
form correlatas to the data contained slgewhere in the plang
notably in the Personnel sectlon where you discuss timing in
relatilonship to PCS, transfer of functions, RIF, etc.).

. (3) Base Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Schadule of
Chan?es - Narrative (encl. S). Instructions for the
Completion of this form follow. ’

(a) An individual form will be completed to accompany
of the Schedule of Changas forms. The Proposal,
Activity/UIC and date should correlate to the Schedule of

Change form the narrative accompanies.

(b) For each entry in the Action column of the Schedule
of Change form, provide a narrative description of the
action.

8. The point of contact for this action is Mr. Daryl Powell,
D8N 284-9186.

9, AMC —-—— America's Arsenal for the Brave.

/%4//@(/[ [ /a.

MICHAEL C. SANDUSKY
Chief, Special Analyesis
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HOWELL HEFLIN
ALABAMA

C:‘MMH‘IH ON AGRICULTURE,
UTRITION, AND FOR o :
CommrTrce on Tt Jusicany Wnited States Senate

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0101

[J 728 SenaTE HART BUILDING
WasHINGTON, DC 20510-0101

(202) 224-4124 May 25, 1995

The Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman

Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

STATE OFFICES:

{0 341 Feperal BUILDING
1800 FiIFTH AVENUE NORTH
BiAMINGHAM, AL 35203
(205} 731-1500

[0 437 U.S. COURTHOUSE
MosiLE, AL 36602
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15 LEE STREET
MONTGOMERY, AL 36104
{205) 265-9507

O 104 WesST 5TH STREET
P.O. Box 228
Tuscumeia, AL 35674
{205) 381-7060
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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 -
consolidation 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

2learly shows that consclidation is the issue,

not the

elimination of leased office space.

Clearly, the function of the Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (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
a 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 Savings Personnel Savings
$24 million + $434 million

Total Savings
$458 million




Furthermore, the General Services Administration (GSA) has
informed me that they plan to sell the Goodfellow Building,
ATCOM's 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
Building would be moved to the GSA's 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. Louils 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

$45.8 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
y=2ars.

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

Singerely yours,

7
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ENnclosure L

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. Copies 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 from
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 sgquare foot.

3. Who owns the space occupied? All space is owned by the
Federal government with the GSA having 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 property is vacant in St. Louis? Presently,

small pockets of vacant space exist mostly in the downtown
RAY Building. 1If ATCOM should leave St. Louils, 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’

a®

Printed on Recycled Paper




The Army stated they wanted to move ATCOM from the complex
because of the "oppressive rent." Senator Heflin, as you
might expect, the Governor 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
would be beneficial for the taxpayer. The St. Louisg area
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,

0

Glen W. Overton
Regional Administrator (6A)
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Central Business Office Market Report
o 4 : First Quarter 1995
District Q
. The CBD historiczlly has the highest concentration of
Total Inventory 3,289,819 available spuace and amony the highest vpcancy mtas in the
Available Sﬂd“ 3,000,237 St Louis arca, Consistent !eﬁﬂﬂs aetivity during the first
quarter has led 1o a steady vacency rate and positiva net
Overall Vacancy Rate 42.6% | absorption of 46,485 sf. This was the second consecutive
Diract Vacaney Rate 31,9% | quarter of positive net sbyorption recorded ia the CBD,
Available Sublease Space 83,345 indicating an improvement in the downtown market.
; Wud. Average Rental Rase $11.69| Leasing activity totalled 116,701 sf o the first quarter, This
| YTD Nat Absorption 46,493 | 19 2 typical quarterly level {or the CBD, but less than half the
. amount of space leased during the fourth guarter, when
YYD Laasing Activity 16701\ tuaging activity totalled an unususlly high 390,602 sf. Nealy

60% of the space leased In the first quugver was in ¢loss A
buildings. The largest lease completed was 15,000 sf leased

by LDDS in the Valley building.

The CBD has the highest concentration of lerge blocks of avallable space, Twenty-nina spaces over
20,000 sf exist throughout the CBD. Large usets looking fer space in the St, Louis area have the
largast range of choiees in this market, Space types range from historic tum-of-the-cantugy buildings
to moderm, ¢luss A high rises.

An additional 232,506 sf was made aveilable In the first quarter. The largest newly available spacs is

" 4 16,600-square foot full floor on the second floor of the Mark Twidin Baak building at 10 Stadium
Plaza,

OVERALL VACANCY RATES

0%

0%

0.0%

19t Qte 1994 2ad Grr 1994 3ra Qir 1994 4l Qur 1994 it Qte 1993

Source: Cushmun & Wakefield of Missouri Reveuren Services cw&
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Congress of the United States
Waghington, DE 20515

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 Armv:

(1) failed to comply 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

Management Control Plan, 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 recommending 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 Management 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 Management Control Plan
explicitly directed that only later in the process, at the Category Scenario Development
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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
Assessment or its Military Value Assessment. Rather, we demanstrated that the
Management Control Plan directed the Army to exclude leased facilities from all
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 Management 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

Co... ol 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 III 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 -- Jeased 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 Army 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 facilities for which it appears
no data was ever collected  These attribntes inclnde the following:

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 Management 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
Management 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

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 $11.1 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 --
accor., '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 Arsenal 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 accomplish 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 Strategy. The Army’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 Redstone” (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 7
United States Senator Member of Congress

m@m»«,ﬁ (bl @M

William Clay

Uni*~1 States Senator Member of Congress
OMW

Jame . Talent Harold L. Volkmer

Member of Congress Member of Congress
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE QF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200

April 14, 1995

REPLY TO
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 Letter"), 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 Army’s
closure and realignment recommendations were
formulated, we feel it is useful to provide a brief
‘description of the Army’s Base Realignmen. and Closure
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issues
raised by the MCD Letter.

. 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
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A. The Stationing Strateqgy

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. 1Indeed, 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 Defaense 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,
lLeased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased
facilities could be compared to one another.!

lSee, Defense B o)
Commission: 19 Repo e , 1 July 1993,
p. 2-3 ("The Commission suggests DoD direct the

services to include a separate category for leased
(continued...)
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(1) Military Value 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 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 eacn parcicular 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

1(...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 ~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
yleld better analysis of leased facilities.

2Consistent 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 DoD’s policy quidance, "[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]
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.
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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) facilities.” 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 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
.eased facilities might be said to have differed
glightly 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 the consistency of the quantitative
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army’s
Stationing Strateqy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy

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




5

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 nonetneless compused OI
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. B

(2) Identification 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. 1In turn, those
installations or facilities that were deemed to possess
relatively low military value within the ci™:z=gory 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 Alternatives and
Application of DoD Selection Criteria
Four through Eight

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each
category, the Army developed between one and six
specific base c¢losure and realignment alternatives for
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived
from force structure decisions, the Stationing
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command
racommendations, 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.
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More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection
Criterion--"[{t]lhe extent and timing of potential cost
gavings, including the number of years, beginning with
the date of completion of the closure or realignment,
for the savings to exceed the costs'--was applied
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
associated with each notential closure or realignment.

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria--
“[tlhe economic impact on communities[,]}" and "[t)he
ability of both the existing and potential receiving
communities’ infrastructure to support forces,
missions, and personnell[, ]" respectively--were applied
uniformly to all study candidates within a category
through use of DoD’s 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 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 facility.
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and
they were factored into analysis of each of the
alternatives.

II. T A DI ITE
FOUR, ASSE LUBE TH RM
ITS OM .

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
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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., "felliminate excess capacity(,]
[m]inimize use of leased space[,] . . . [and)]
(c]lollocate tenants from different major commands where
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support
is available'"--and its more particular operational
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve '[e)fficiency .
through collocation and integration of research
engineering, acquisition and logistics tunctlons, as
well asg reduce(] overheadl.]"

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.

‘It appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have
mistaken an "Installation Assessment' 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,
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A. Application of the First Criterion: 'current

and fut m ion u men h
i t o ti 1 in of DoD!’
tqotal force.'

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
qualitative terms, ATCOM’s 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. A t | Se iterion:
"avai ili n ion o n n
facilit at h in nti
receivin cations."

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of
land and facilities at ATCOM's 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 . asearch, Development, Engineering
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes
of leased facilities that bore on such matters,
collecting information on siuch 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. 1If 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 Strategy.
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c,. 1i ign ‘th hir ion: "abilit
fo mod felo) ilizatio
ure regu me t th ist an

potential receiving locationsg.”

The Army considered, both in quantitative and
qualitative terms, ATCOM’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
such ag buildable arres or unused snace or buildinas,
the ability of information systems at both locations to
accommodate expansions, the sites’ 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.

IIX. THE ARMY COMPLIED WITH N
TH LA F_ITS ATCOM R .

The charge that the Army has nct 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
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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 itiminimizes the use of leased
space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving
lorations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of
functional synergies.

IV. 2BE_AB!!.2L2_!QI_Q!EB§2AIB.Z&E.&A!L&QS_EE_EQQLQ

EXPECT TO RFEALIZE 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 o:x 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
plarned 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. Wwhether 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. another Federal agency, or it
could dispose of the property entirely-—either of which
could result in savings to the Federal Government.
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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 relocatlng 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 TQ 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 feagible, 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
("'sspC") 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 Arsengl would not increase
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional

synergies.

l
VI.. CONCLUSTIONS n

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

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

\
Attachment ;
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~ A. GEPHARDT -
RICHARD A. =204 [VN. § m
MISSOURI 202-226-0100
OEMOCRATIC LEADER

Congress of the Htrited Htates
Fouse of Representatives
®ffice of the Bemocratic Leaber
THashington, BL 2051585837

June 5, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
17060 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

[ am writing to request that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission 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 Army plans to transfer its functions
and those of the Program Executive Office (PEO) Aviation, which is collocated with
ATCOM, to Redstone Arsenal. The Army claims that the synergy generated by this
transfer will allow the Army 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 11, 1994 Army 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 office failed to include the personnel reductions that would result from such

synergy in its analysis of moving SSDC onto Redstone Arsenal.

In light of the above, I réquest that in evaluating the relocation of SSDC to
Redstone Arsenal as an alternative to ATCOM'’s closure, the Commission include the
relocation of PEO Missile Defense and determine the number of personnel positions that T
could be eliminated by (1) relocating SSDC/PEO Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal i
and (2) merging its functions with those of the Army Missile Command. [ understand e
that the Army Science Board is studying this issuc and has confirmed that personnet— - —
reductions would be achieved by this relocation, '

If the Army expects that relocating ATCOM’s functions will result in the
elimination of 786 out of 3784 civilian personne] positions -- or 21 percent -- it should
certainly be able to eliminate at least an equal percentage of SSDC/PEO Missile Defense
civilian positions when relocating their functions to Redstone Arsenal. [ request that such
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personnel reductions be incorporated into the Commission’s cost/savings analysis
regarding the movement of SSDC/PEO 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. Inits revised COBRA analysis of ATCOM’s closure, the Army included $18.6
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 the 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 personnel (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 Army 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 functions as an e
opportunity to assign Redstone Arsenal’s excess personnel to the new positions that will 7 = - ..
be required. In light of the above and the Army’s own estimates that it will cost over L e
$100 million to move and accommodate personnel from St. Louis to Redstone Arsenal
and eliminate 786 others, it would appear more cost-cffective to allow ATCOM to
continue with its downsizing plans and simply eliminate excess personnel at Redstone
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.

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

Yours very truly,

Richard A. Gephardt
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Congress of the Enited States
- Tashington, IBDE 20515

June 7, 1995

Ploase refer 1o this RUIORE
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon when M@.ﬁmg D\

Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, 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
(MICOM) 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
Director of Management, in his letter to you on April 14, 1995. (attached)

The Missouri delegation responded to Gen. Shane’s 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
challenges offered in that May 5 letter, specifically that 1) the Army failed to comply with
the base closure law’s requircment that all closure recommendations be based on the Final
Selection Cnteria, and 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.
A review of the treatment of leased facilities by the BRAC law is an appropriate first step.

TREATMENT OF LEASED FACILITIES

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.” Duning this first BRAC process, the Services were precluded
from considering "leased facilities.” This resulted in permanent installations of higher
military 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 need to

include leased facilities in the BRAC process.
The BRAC Comrpission, in its Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission,

1993 Report to the President, July 1, 1993, further recognized the umique conditions
related to 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 bottom-
up review of all Jeased 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 scparate category within that evaluation. The Army, in this BRAC round,
fully complies with the BRAC?;W 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.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAW BASED ON FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA

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 35 letter states that the Installation Assessment (IA) 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 1A criteria are tied to the first four Final Selection
Criteria, that this is the only 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 Statioming Strategy. ...[The Army Stationing Strategy] is integral to the process,
insofar as an assessment of the military value of any particular Army installation or




Jud 7 35 1&:5S FHGE . QO4

The Honorable Alan J. 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 Final 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 material/maintenance management functions, 3) provide seamless item
matertal 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
Blueprint which states that closures and realignments should 1) achieve efficiency through
collocation and integration of research, engineering, acquisition and logistic functions, 2)
collocate/integrate similar functions to provide a more efficient solution than maintaining
separate installations organized to perform only commodity specific reserve and
engineening support, 3) achieve a high degree of organizational integration and collocation
of R&D, acquisition surport to the PEO and sustainment of the commodity group, and 4)
concentrate in a single location the skills of its research and development, acquisition, and
logistics forces to create a cross-disciplined environment.

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

COMPLIANCE WITH 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 1s not the case
since: 1) a single Acquisition Center will support the new Aviation and Missile Command,
not 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, the Army
recommendation adheres to the Stationing Strategy by "collocating or integrating
similar functions" and by "concentrating in a single location the skills 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
airframes, 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 still
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 Redstone 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, The Army
recommendation, therefore, adheres to the Stationing Strategy by "collocating and
integrating similar functions to provide a more efficient solution than maintaining
separate installations" and by "achieving a high degree of organizational integration
and collocation of R&D, acquisition support, and sustainment of the commodity

group.”

CONCLUSION

The assertions by the Missouri delegation that the Army failed to comply with the
Final Criteria and the Army’s own Stationing Strategy are simply without justification.
The Missouri delegation’s assertions:

1) Disregard the historical precedent of BRAC law and specific 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 suggest that the sum of the Military Value Assessment is contained
in the Army’s self-developed Installation Assessment Program, and

5) Suggest, in total contradiction to the facts, that the recommendation to create the
Aviation and Missile Command does not conform to the Army’s Stationing Strategy.

We strongly assert that the Army recommendation to create the Aviation and Missile
Command at Redstone Arsenal tully 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.

Sincerely,

Bug Eramcr Richard Shelby)ﬁ'@—kr

Member of Congress U.S. Senator

Van Hilleary
Member of Con
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICT OF THE CNIEF OF FIAFF
J00 ARMY PENTAGON
WASKMINGTOW DC 20710-0300

April 14, 1995

The Honorable Alan J, Dison

and Realignmenf Commigsion
1700 North Moore Stroet, Ste. 1429
Arlington, Virginia 22209

pear Chailrman Dixon;

Thaok you for providing us with a copy of the
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional
belagation (tha "MCD Letter''), which suggezts that the
Secretary of Defense improparly recommended te the 1993
Defensr Base Closure’ and Realignment Commission the
closure of Avistion and Troap Comerand (ATCOM). I wouwld
like to raspond on behalf of the Arzmy, and I appreciate
this opportunity to present the Army’s views on the
- wevoral insues that the MCD Letter raises, and to
explain why these issues should not lead the 1995
Ccmnission to reject the ATCOM recomuendation. -

Because we bclieve that ‘many of these issusa atuu
from a misunderstanding of the way in .which the Army’s
closure and. realignmsent recommendations were
foroulated, ‘we fsal it 18 useful to provide a brief
‘degcription.of the Rrmy’s Base Rsalignmont and Closure
[BRAC) process bafore turning to the particular issuos
raised by .the KCD Lotter.

Az you . are aware, the BRAC process is designed to

. rfacilitate ‘objective, fatr, and open decigions with

respect to necosoary roductions in military :
‘{nfrastructure.. Accordingly, each recommended’ cloaur-
or’ realignment.is arrived at. through.uniform

.
i
.-—u"

——— )4,@(7’ @S
A7 TCom M

Chairman, The Defsnse Bage Closure D LJ;;{:E?ESI
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SRS ar,v,; Ao K,-appllcation of.tha sight, . publiuhod anartntnb ‘of eyt ~_‘

B N

DA

3.

Defenge (DoD) Selection Criterxia. - Through evonhandcd

. application of thase Selection Criteria within.
© catagories,’ the military value of each particular

.. facility or installatlion is assessed saparately, after
which the offacts aggociated with any potential closure. |
or realignment—~including the costs to the military.

and the implications for affectad local communities and

the environment—are daterminad.

Prirted an @ Reoyeied Pover
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Although thes BRAC law establishes & process by

. which closure and realignment recommendations ars to be

“made, it does not provide any specific objectives with
raspect to the type, number, and magnitude of the
necessary raductions. Accordingly, bafore the Axmy
cuuld begin its BRAC, process, it had to artioulate its
genaralized, strategic and operational basing
requirements. The Army elected to de this in a
comprehensive planning.document: the Army Jtationing

' Strateqy. | . e e

. The Army’s Stationing Strategy does not outlline
speoific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend
the closure or realignment of any particular

-installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elacted,

“.- wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement’ to do so, .

to develop this 8tationing Strategy because of its
independent planning utility. Thuz, the Army’s '
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation
upon which BRAC planning and analysig can proceed. It
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as it
establishas the parameters within which BRAC

- - . decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the

procass, insofar as an assessment of the military value

of any particular Army installation or facility must be -

determined with rafarsnce to the odbjectives assat forth
in its Staticming Strategy.

B. IThe BRAC Prucess

Aftar aovnioping ita Stntioninq*strhte. , - the  Army
began its formal BRAC provess with a. comprshensive.

tacilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with

. Dapartment of Defenge policy, the Army agsigned each

_installation or facility to one of 14 categories, each

..,0f which contained installations or facilitiss with
similar characteristics. Pursuant to & 1993 BRAC

. commiasion recowmendation, and conszistent with Pob -

Laased Pacilities Category ("LPC") within which leased

Ll > facilities could be- compared tc one another.' .

TR

‘&eﬁl Qﬁ:!nﬁﬂ aﬁﬁg glns“vn ning B;g”gm;nt
4 - 1 P , 1 July 1993,
p. 2-3 ("The Commizsion sugqgests DoD direct the

sarvices to include a separate category for leased :
. {continued. _.)

- s-=~review and inventoxy-of-all-of- {tsg—installationsg.~— To:~:"77

;. policy guidance, the Army- wstablished a poparatd, it

PRGE . 8R3
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(1) xilitary Value Agsessments . | : NI

I The Army than applied the Military Value Cxriteria
©oo U ("wvC)—1i.e., the first four of the published DoD
.+ sSelection Criteria--te each installation or faoility .

“within a category.? Like a2ll the published criteria, .-
the MVC were appliesd uniformly within each category so
" that, consistent with BRAC law, all installations or.
.. facilities would be considered equally, and the .
T wdlitary value of each such installation or facility

© would be assessed separately. Uniform application of |

47w 7 the MVC within each category vielded a mMilitary Value ...[ i S

Sk v .. Aspossment ("MVA") for each particular 1nstallation‘b:i;3,Hfirf:;-g“

: facility within that category. This MVA was & .-. : .07 " 7 0, 37
combination of both quantitative and qualitative LT .

.o agseesmants of the werth of & particular installatiom . ° ... | ..

or fasility. : C e el e

. o moa£ instances, the quantitative componont:of ot
the MVA was developed according to the Axmy’s BRAC 535 .. .
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad- . .. . - '

3

vso e Y...continued) T,
vl fagllities during the 1995 process to engsure a bottom—
" .up review of all leased space.'). DaoD’s policy . ‘
. guidance subsequently .left ko aach of the sarvices the
veen. 2. wGecision as to whether to create a separate categoury )
J'7) Lforothe review of leased facilities.  Although the .r:°  .:- e

.. " other military departments chose not. to creata a. i A
... separate. LFC, tha Army nonethelesz.concurred with tha -
351993 Commission and beliaved that azseparate ‘LFC:would. . . . .
“yield better analysis of leased facilitdes.iilu..7." 7" .

— s S e 2o

P N
DA ~ . .

! Icongistent. with DoD poliey: guldance  andi:’ '
applicable- legal requirements,: oaly- those activities.-:
4 -7 that were performed in leased space and which -share- a.
w4 CommoR mission, have. parmanantly. authorized personnel, .-
.. ..bave.a separate support structura,. and. cost more,than. ..
i $200K- anoually were considered-insthe LFC.7rAs directed -7
'byaDoD'S'policy-guidanca,.“(c)ivilian"peraonnakﬁ??ﬁ“*ﬁ3??4&
“authorizaticns of organizations.in leased space,. which .. ..
. Are . part of an organization [that 13 either located] o . iiiz. -
‘a nearby military i{nstallatiom ar . . .'[1s located] " o
5+ within the same matropolitan statistical-area,” shall be ~
i~ considaread part of tha civilian personnel Q.o el ool
S bauthorizations of that installation.™ Jee, "1993 Base -
", "Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93] — Policy
... Memorandum Throe," 29 December 1994, pp. 1~-2.
Serme it Accordingly, these adjunct leases wore asaassed ax part
.+ e Of thedr host installations. R -

EY
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"~ Jnstallationg, rather than in the comparison of. ... . e

* low scores in these areas.

. .
4 IR IO
. . ..

computer maodel that was designed to asaist in the e )
comparison of installativus according to a common set IR SN
of weightad attributes, ench of which related to ons of . - .. :
tha NVC. . Thug, certified data wers collacted for each e S ow -

" of these attributes. Thig data was thea sntexed into . IR

tha IAP, which in turn produced an Installation. . . e T
Anxeasment—1i.e., 3 quantitative ranking of o~ e PR
installations within.a particular category. )

with respsct to tha LFC, however, the IAP was not
employed, because {ts list of weighted attributas was ' o ol oL .
designed to assist in the comparigon of particular . . e

particular {leased) facilities.?. In other words, . n
installations and leased facilities 21 fundamentally
diffeorent, and thus they cannot be svaluated according .. ',
to the same list of attributes. for oxample, comparing

leased facilities based on things such as each leased = i .. .
racility’s aviation maintenance facilities, ranqges,. IR A
bard surface staging areas, and other such attributes . -
incorporated in the IAP nodel would pnot have been . . IR
instructive as to the relative merit of sach such = .- “tng>[' .
facility: no leased facilities possess these TR
attributes,. and thus all would have received equally ‘- .

Accordingly., an Installation Assessmant was not

. preéarcd for facilities within the LFC, and, perbaps in

" facility acc0rdinq,to'ccnSidaration“ofTonpitic& ;
_ comparisons of leased facilities. ... ,5'¢+J“£;:.g

'ébmplctcd——aither through the IAP oI, in- the chl:; _

. through consideration of othor-rcleyantremeirigxkurﬁ_-

L O Ga——the qualitative partion of the:MVA was i

.. ascertain the consistancy of the quantitative i e

this limited respect, the Army’s BRAC process for .
leased facilitios might be said to have difgfered
slightly from its process ¢or other types of .
installations., In lieu of an Tnstallation. Assessment, .-
nowevex, the Axrwmy did,.as dascribod~norc;!ully;bclow..-,?-
undartake a quantitative-assesanent.ofaeacn.leasod; T

attributes that were more directly relavant tol7"]

I

_lOncaAthese.quantitahive'aanpssmcntngwefo L

undertaken. Thase qualitative aggegsments sopght.to

agseggments with the cbjectives cutlined in the”Army(S'ﬁ‘. Sf-l"
stationing Strategy- Thus, the Stationan_strategy R
Lo

« e

loroups of leases in the same headquarters and .
srame goographical area were daaomsed A gingle facility '’
for the purposaes of the Mi{litary. Value Agsesgsment. .

202 693 1040 D4-18~95 09:90AM POOS5 #13
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served ag a qualitativé template against which the ) oL e
quantitative asseasmenta could be mmaauraed and rgyi;,d AT T
accordingly. . R .

—

Thoerefore, as w;th cther cntegoriea. tho ka ﬁor ~:, )
wach leased facility within the LFC was determined . ot
sepasrately.  Each such MVA wag a combination of both
quantitativc assesgments, which were arrived at thtouqh

. . comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitativc,“.‘;
assessments, which were provided by the Army's sL L
statloning Strategy. Although the Army determinmed .. -
separately the Military Value of each leaged facility . .
without reference to an Inatallation Assessment, the tji e
_MVA of mach leased facllity was nonethdless composed of.. "~ ,
3 similar quantitative asszassmant tempersd by the ’
qualitative guidance provided by the stationing ..

. Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the '~ I R
military valua of & leasad facility salaely according to~-f:”,i“.,‘m'i
the qualitative guidance provided by the Axay’'s . e e
Stationing Strategy. i . .

AR

RO AT (2) Identification of Study Candidates
o
S " After completing the aforsmentioned quantitative .7 ° -

o« v - ¢ . -y ce

and gqualitative assessmants, sach inastallation or’
" facility within a category recaeived a Military value
Asnessment relative ko other installations of
fagilities within that category. In turn, those
h installations or facilities that were deemed to possess
STlna relatively low military value within the category were
' designated as candidates for further study for posaible
R ~ closure or realignment.. With. regpect to the LPC, all
e ‘.. facdilities within the category.werae deamed to-be of .
. xralatively low milltary vzgue, especially with rnspcct L
e~ = ko MVCtwo and” four;-and ‘thus:all’ facilities” ware R
designated as candidates for further atudy. = - Sk IR

ol e

{3) Development of Alternatives and Y ..
_ Application of DoD Selection Criteria . = . .

Four through right

Onca ths Study: Cnndidatos were idcnti’iea for nach.v ",

) cateqory, the Army developed between one and six .
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for S e e

- sach such candidate. These alternatives were doxived )

from force structure decisions, the Stationing

Streateagy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command

recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross—

Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing

4. . . alternatives was then assessed and refined according to

“ﬁﬂ;}"f affordability. economic and environmental analyses.

Rw96X 202 8%3 1040 O04-18-95 09:80AM P03 #13
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More particulsxly, the fifth DoD Selsction
Criterion~—""{tlhe extent and timing of potential cost
savings, including the number of years, beginning with
tha date of completion of the closure or realignment, -
for the savings to exceed the costs”-- was applied )
unfitormly to all study candidates within a catsgory
through ugse of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions
{COBRA)} Model, DoD’s model for rcsource analysis and
measuremant of the affordability of each potential -
closuxa or raealignment. Thus once relavant data was
plugged in for each of the alternatives, tha COBRA

" analysis indicated the likely costs and savings
"asmociated with @ach potential closure or realignment.

“they weres factored inte analyaia of:'aach of"the S it e

value in the formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is )
without foundations MVAz were fundamental to.all of .. . v g: .-

The gixth and sevanth DoOD Selaction Criteria—e
"{tlhe economic impact on communities(,]}" apd "(tlhe
ability of both tha existing and potential receivinq
communities’ infrastructyre to support forces, '
misaions, and personnel{,]" resxpactivaly—uere applied
uniformly to all study candidates within a catagory
through use of DoD’s standaxd modsl for the calculation
of economic impacts. Thus, onca relevant data for each
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model

indicated the likely economic and infrastructure
impacts associated with the poteantial closuxe or

reglignment.

. Pinally, the eighth DoD Selsction critcria-"[tjhe
environmental impact"--was applied uniformly to all
study candidates within a category by, an BEnvironmeantal -
Review Committes, which collected and analyzed
Environmeatal. Baseline Summaries. andvproduced an
initial assesmoent for each installation .or factlity.
Subsequant:analysis then rafined.these asgessments, and

3lternatives.

" The charge that the Army :axlod to asa-as military

the Army’s BRAC analysis——including its analysis of
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although,
for the rmasons i{dentified above, facilities within the
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an
Installaticn Assessment, a Military Value Assessmeat
was nonmtheless prepared for each facility within this
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A. Acolication of the Fizst Criterion: "current
and future mission requirements and the
impagk on operational readinmss of DoD’s
Setal foxce.”

. The Army considered, in both quantitative and .
qualitative terms, ATCOM’s current and future miasion : .
requirements and thuir impact on the oporationxl et e
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it B

" . bore on such roquiremants and rsadlaness, such as the U

s hnn Wrean

' of this analysis, the Army used its corporate-facility

RATED

AL IS el
CINTRT

LR X V)

consideresd the attributes of leased facilitias that

sizo of the facilities according to their type, the

- pépulation Rousod, the costa of the lesase, and the

penalties to terminate the lease. Qualitatively, the

Army assessed existing ATCOM loased facilities in light .
of the aforementioned general and more particularized .
objoctivea of the Stationing strategy .

B, Apnticarion of the Sacond Criterion; - . : :\ "

The Army considered, in both quantitative and
Qualitative torms, the availability and conditiont of
land and facilities at ATCOM’s existing loaged .sitas
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Dwpot, Rock Ysland
Arsenal, Aberdesn Proving Ground, Detroit Argenal, Port
Monmouth, and Natick Research, Developument,. Biginearing
Canter. Quantitatively, it considered the- attributag
of leased facilities that bore. on.such matters,
collecting information on’such.things aa the: percent ot
permanent facilitates at an existing leased sits and . .
potential receiving ‘sites;.the uvarage-age oL ETH Iy ~xf:~

IR e

%" fmacdilitias at each location, ‘and the faatures and’size SR

of such facilities accordingly to their type.. ' Asg part: “,I&L

data base to detarmine whether facilities ware. ) ‘ .

"available at potential receiving lecations,. and,’ if so,

whether they required. renovatioc to accommodate a. o
‘raelocating function.. YL faciliticy wers-pot: available, :
then the data base wags used to detarmine what

facilities would have to be constructed-to accommodatc e
such relocations. Qualitatively, the Azmy once agsin o

W

- assessed its quantitative analysis in light of the-:

aforementioned general and meora particvlarired
objectives of L{¢s Stationing Strategy.
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Lo aczommodate cogtingency, mobilizetion., and - . ° 7

Lufurg requirementsg at both existina and

N (X

The Army considered, both in quantitabkive and. .
qualitative terms, ATCOM’s ability to accommodate S
contingency, mobilization, and future regquiroments at AN
both (ts present location and at cther potantial . '
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the. :
attributes of leased .facilitiwes and potential receiving ™ '/ -
locations that bore on such abilitles, examining things . - 7-" !
such as bufldable acres or unused space or-buildings, -
the ability of information systems at both locatiens to . ..°
accommodates oxpansions, the sites’ proximity to or R
possession of an airport. Qualitatively, the army .
again revioeowed Lits quankitative findingsg in light of .. . " .. ...
the ganeral and mors particularized objectives get -~ -.-.. 7
forth in its stationing strategy. L

R. 2Application of the Fouxth Qrilericg: "cost
and maneevex imelications. -

- : The Army considered, both in quantitative and
qudlitative -tarms, the manpower and cost implications
of retaining ATCOM 2t its existing leased gltes or
relocating functions to sevexal other ingtallations.
Quantitatively, it congidermd thea atiributes thac bore
on such manpower and cost factors, collecting data on
things such as the gquare frotage regquirements at
axigting and potantial receiving sites, the costs pcx
square foot of aexisting leasad space and aspace
.elzsewhnre, the manpovexr-to-sguare-footage requiramsnta
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving

i - - locations, -Qualitatively, and as with:the other: -~ -- T el
. ariteria, the Army aggessed its quantitative : ’ -
. . . asmesaments with reference to the genersl and more. =~ . , ..
o - . particularized objectives autlined in its Stationing LT
;Stratuqy. e

. The charge that the Army has not complied with {ts- .. .~ . ._.
Stationing Strategy in the formulation of ita ATCOM T o
recommendation is incorrect. As explained above, the
Army‘’s Stationing Strategy is a planning document that.
provides guidancs to its managers with respect to
future operational requirements. This operational
plusprint doas, as noted akove, encourage increased
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also,

_however, sncourages the Army to minimize the use of

- aae ’ 202 653 1040 0¢-18-9% OS:50AM POLIO %13
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leasad space, elimioate excess capacity, and collocatas
activities where Ffunckional zynergy can be achieved and
facility support is available. ’

The ATCON racommendation complies fully with all
of the Army’s Stationing Strategy’s objectives and
guidance. This recommendation increases efficiancy
through collocation,, tatagration, or relocation of
digcrete research, engineering, ecquisition, and

logistics funotions at several inatallations. In turn, L

the gynsrgies achieved through such collocations,
integrationa, and relocations amsist in rodueing .

‘'ovarhead costs—in large part because once thoy are

relocated, feower personnel are required to accomplish
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation
is fully consist with the Staticning Strateqy's other
objectives insofar as it minimizex the use Of laased
space, eliminates excess capacify at receiving S
locations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of |
functional synergles. :

- »

The allegation that theo Army has ovarztated the
savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM
is without mexit. The Arny would save peaxly $50
million annually as a reyult of the synergiocs,
eZficiencies, and consplidations it expects to realixe
from the closure Of ATCOM.. ‘ .

contrary to.tho.Squoation in the MCD Imtter, the
DoD COBRA model does.not consider, or.take credit for,

. any. .savings. that might rasult from any previcusly.

-'L‘:;;;;rvlalned-Personnel raduotions-ox- reduationa-thateape—..

VwOrw

.otherwizse independant of the BRAC. process; only: those

savings mssociated with personnel reductions.gensrated .

.. by .a proposed cglosure or realignment .are considered.

."Moraovor, the paD COBRA modael is designed %0 assess

‘only the potential gavings that DoD likely would

realizs from the closure or. realignment of any. .

* particular installatiem or'Ennilityuy¢Whethet.thu$¥;f?.; "': g

Faderal Government would alsc likely save money 23 a
result of any particular closure or realignment is8 a

" brousder quastion that the current process was aimply

not deaigned to address. Nonetheless, we note that if
the Army vacates G5A lsased space, then GSA could make
such space availabla to anothex Federal agency, or it
could dispose of the property entirely——either of which
could result in savings to the Federal Governmemt.

2C2 453 1040 04~1A-08 09:50AN
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Finally, the Army did conclude in its 1993 BRAC L

analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a8 single
installation would be too expensive.

However,

the 1995 _

recommandation, by relocating functions to several . -

installations, avoids many of the significant
in large part, were

responsible for the high costs associated with ’
1f the Army had conwidcred‘

construction costs,

relocation in 1993,

disestadlishing ATCOM and relocating its functions to. | .
sagvaral installations during its 1993 BRAC process, T

then it likely would have forwarded such a

recommgndation to the 1993 Commission.

The sugqestion -that the Army failed to coneider
more cost-effostive alternatives to the glosura of

ATCOM is inaccurate.

TN e e e e

As explained above, BRAC analysis

nocessarily congiders fsascible, competing alternatives,
and the rwoammeaded clesure of ATCOM vas the besk of

thesa altsrnativaes.

Thes Axmy did congsider altaernatives

to the ATCON rscommendation, such as relocating
" Headquarters, Strategic Spece and Defanse Command )
("SSDC") from a leased facllity to Redstone Arsenal. -

Howevar, the COBRA analysis performed for this

altarnmative indicated that it would coat pmore and save
lags. Moreover, thigs alternative was less consisteni :
-with the Axmy’s Stationing Strategy, since relocation

af SSDC to Redstone Arzenal would not increase

_efficiency, reduce overhaad, or create any functional

synargias.

-4-i<mr-mnamm _
In summary, we do not believe that any of. tha "QU»*~

.
r. « -_-.'
- oo e -.‘-p-l- Ja o ~—-

v’“*'T

~

.isgues raised by the MCD Letter can withstand closa .
scrubtiny. Through uniform application of, the Military
Value Criteria within each category, the Army devalopcd

A.a saparate Military value Assessmaent. for. each T L
.installation and facllfty—inaluding ‘thoge in the “.-"~“‘ﬁwﬁiﬁ e
Leaaed Pacility Category. The ATCOM ryecommendabiocn is

_fully consistent with the Stationing. Strategy’s.

" gquidance, and the Army did not overstatae or improporly

calculate the savings that would be realized from the
Laztly, the Army’s BRAC

process ansured that all practicable and feasible

recommended closure of ATCOM.

altarnatives were considered.

202 693 1040
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Thank you 8gain for allowing us to address thoge
iasues. We hope that this lstter will asaist the
Commiasion in understanding tha Army’s BRAC processes
in general, and its recommendation respecting ATCON in

particular.
J s E, Bhans, Jr. .
prigadier General, US Army
Director of Management:
Attachmant
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category.’ . : )
The quantitative component of these MVAs took the ,i P
form of assessmants of leasa conts, space, features, . - - -~us.000

and othser common attributes of leased facilitiles.. The . .

qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of. . e
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of A
both the Stationing Strategy’s general wperational . e e
objectives—i.e., "{e]liminate excess capacity(,). .. . .- S
[m]inimize use of leasad space(,] . . .

funciional synergy can be obtained and facility supporf.. - :
ix. available'—and its more particular operational . R
objectives with respect to commodity-criented commands .- e e
such ag ATCOM—i.e., achieve "“[elfficiency . . . Lo
through collocation and intmaration of research, R
engincaring, acquisitlon and logistics functions, as oy e
"+ well as resduce{] overheadl.]" = - IS '

Just as with other categories of installations,
MVAg foxr each facility within ths LFC category were
arrived at through uyniform applicakion of each of tha
four Nilitary vValue Criteria, With respect to the
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteris was applzcd to
arrive at a MVAR for the facility.

-

‘It appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 3
mistaken: an "Installation: Ranessment” for a "Military
.. .1 value. Assessment”, and the MCD therefoxe concluded. that
?F‘T”_'*sxncc‘tho formexr was not prepared’ for tacilities“within
' the leasing category, no Military Value Asxsessmants
wore. undertaken for facilities within the category. As:a e
- noted above, the two are not the sawa. Ag-lnﬁg%liﬁEizP . .
Ass -sm:nt 18 merely 'a discretienary, quantitativa . T
e AT T T aiRGOxy accoyarn
. d computer model. . It may. ?B?ﬁ“tne—-—v~—~‘ﬁ
. gquantitatlve component of a Mllitury value Assossmont,
but it alone does not comprise the Military valus
. _» Assagsment,. Conversely, a8 Military value Agsesswent in o -, et
‘a mandatory determination, consisting ©f hoth
quantitative and qualitativa measures of the worth of
each installakion or facility within a category. Thus
a Mllitary V ' art upon an
- Insta on ent-~1f auch an assaeszmen
sppropriate for facillties or installations within a
particular categoxy=-but it need not be bagsed upon such
an Installation AsgessSment.
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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 S Y -\
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 as 06 0% 1
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 Army’s position regarding the our
recommendation.

MICHAEL G. JONES

COL, GS

Director, The Army Basing Study
Attachment

Printed on @ Recycled Paper




UNITED STATES ARMY
THE CHIEF OF STAFF
June 8, 1995

Honorable Howell Heflin
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-0101

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
nacessary 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 $100 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? Only one is required. Keeping more depots than we need
drains scarce resources away from readiness and moedernization.

2. Could the consolidation of the combat vehicle workload occur at any
depot or is 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
mission 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 required,
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 its 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 is our understanding that if the consolidation does not occur, the
workloads of both Red River and Anniston fall below 50%. Is this the
case? What are the consequences of this for the Army both in terms of
cost and readiness? It is true 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.

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

Sincerely,

ordon R. van
/’ 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 20510

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 to 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. Itis 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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RICHARD A. GEPHARDT H-204 U.S. CAPITOL
ANBSOUN 203-77%-0100
DEMOCRATIC LEADER
Cangress of the Tnited Htates
Mouse of Representatines
®1lice of the Memocratic Leader
Flashington, BE 205158537
FNC‘E‘é o K\ 3‘.;3 '...&"f-.;vl
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June 14, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Aclington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

I recently received the enclosed correspondence from a concerned employee at the
Army’s Aviaticn and Troop Command (ATCOM), which provides a detailed response to a letter
vour staff has received from 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, [ believe that the Army’s recommendation is fundamentally flawed and
would not achieve the goals of the base closure process. [ urge you to give full consideration to
the enclosed information as you prepare for the Commission’s final deliberations.

I appreciate your attention to this important matter.

Yours very truly,

Richard A. Gephardt
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The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt
United States House of Representutives
H-204 LS. Capltol

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Gephardt,

As you are aware, [ am a concerned Government employee working in the
Program Executive Office, Aviation. Because [ have a vested interest in the actions
which ure tuking place, I have become very cluse to the Defense Buse Renlignment
and Closure Conundssion’s (DBCRC) actions regarding the PEOQ, ATCOM and
STMA,

I feel that with the DBCRC decision dute rapidly approaching, it Is time to
spenk up regarding some of the responses provided by the Army regarding our
agenctes here in St. Louis. [ have recently been provided a letter from the Chief of
Staff of the Army, General Gordon R. Sullivan, which responded to u letter that was
submitted by Senator Heflin and Congressman Cramer from Alabama. [ feel that
Cencrul Sullivan's response was prepared by staff personnel who ure not familine
enough with ATCOM or the St. Louis facilities to provide the DBCRC with a totaily
accurate picture, and I would ke to set the record straight with this correspondence
that [ hope vou will submit to the DBCRC for their consideration.

First, T would like to comment that [ find it remarkable that the Alabama
letter was submitted on June Sth and the Chief of Staff personally responded on
Junc 8th. This is remarkable considering the fact that many of the St. Louis
communitics letters have never been answered in the three and a half months stnce
the St. Louis agencies were submitted to the DBCRC.

The Senator and Congressmun allege that the 2 main concerns raised by the
St. Louls community arc;

1. That the Army failed to properly consider the military valuc of leased office
space and;

2. That the Army failed to consider downsizing ATCOM in place mther than
consolidating it with MICONM.

This allegution is incorrect, the two concerns mentioned are only n few that have
been presented to the commission for consideration, nnd the information presentcd
in the Chief of Staffs response has been distorted to present a false picture. It is
clear to me and others familiur with the issues as they have transpired that the
questions and answers were crafted in such a way that it may now appear that a
true Military Value Analysis has been conducted. The Commission must consider
this as a deception!

[ submit to vou that the specifics are as follows:
(From the 5 Jun letter to General Sullivan)
“Frankly, we are unsure ' leased Class A office space has any military value. We
would therefore apprecinte the answers to the following questions;
1) What is the impuct of the reallgnment of ATCON from the Goodfellow
building in St. Louis to Redstone Arsenal with regard to operational readiness?

.03
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ARMY RESPONSE: Given good planning and an orderly transition, there should
be minimal shott-tcrm impact on operational readiness. The Army has plenty of
successful experience in relocating activitles like A'TCOM with little disruption.

COMMENTS: The UNL} analysis conducted to date regarding the potential
rendiness impact was conducted by the SLDTTF members who presently work at
ATCONL. Thesc personnel are subject matter experts and are undisputed experts In
the fields of logistics and engineering,

The results of these analyses and their rendiness impacts were presented to
the Comumission during the April 12th heuring in Chicago. In fuct, the question on
readiness impacts was asked on April 24th, by Senators Heflin and Shetby, as well as
Congressman Cramer when they sent a letter to MG John S. Cowings, the
Commanding General of ATCOM and stated in puits “The data pus forth supporting
the Task Force's posttion. especially concerning the impact on the readiness of aviation
resources Ay wide and the loss of a comperent civilian staff are particilarly
trowblesome to ws. Should all of the allegations made or even some of them be fuct, .
the Army shoald be found deficient in us reconunendations and supporting rational to
relocate ATCOAM and PEQ Aviation personnel and functional responsibilities to
Redstone \rsenal or anywhere else for thar master.”

Your Commission should note that a response to this letter was prepared by
the ATCOM stafT in early May. However, Army Materiel Command (AMC)
Hendquarters, dirccted that the ATCOM response be prepared on plain bond paper
with no letter head and be forwarded to AMC for the response to the Senators und
Congressman. We do not think that the response was formally sent becnuse it states
in uncquivocal terms that rhere will be readiness impacts, “if the aviation
missiwn is not filly resonrced. iffwhen it transfers to Huntsville. there would be a drop
it operational readinesy. In addition, if personnel decline to move with the mission
there will be a drop wt operational readiness until expertise can be reestablished. ™
This response is available to the Commission through Congressman Gephardt's
office.

Again, the facts of the matter are that the ondy real analysis to be conducted
regarding the rendiness impact has been conducted in St. Louis by both the
ATCOM Commander and the SLDTF. Both of thesc analysis focus on the loss of
trnined and experienced personnel. The readiness response provided by General
Sullivan is only correct regurding the planning for the movement, which is not
supported by the actual planning docurnents prepared to date! If the Army has
plenty of successful experience in relocating activities like ATCOM with little
disruption, what are the specifics. What commeodity command has been closed and
had it's functions transferred hundreds of miles away with little disruption to the
readiness of the commodities that it manages? NONE!

SUMMARY FACTS:

a. The question on the Impact on readiness had been previously asked by the
Alabama Congressionul Delegation (ACD) persoancl and the actual druft vresponse
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confirmed the impucts as presented by the SLLDTE. This Is obviously not the
respoase that the ACD wanted to hear and they rewarded the question enough to
get a gencric answer that is non-committal, but the Commission ¢an not ignore this
attempt at subtertuge!

b. Aftec a thorough review of the mission requirements, the ATCOM Deputy
Communder determined that insufficient personnel were being transferred in order
to support the mission. This mission requirement review is the only review to be
conducted by the Army. As a result, he formally requested that additional
personnel be transferred to the relocation factlities over and above the numbers
cited by the Army. This request ly in the form of 4 letter to the Army Muateriel
Cormunand dated 22 May 93, SUBJECT: Manpower Deviation Request -
Disestablish ATCOM.

2) Can you compure the availability of land, facilities and alr space at the
Goodfellow building and at Redstone Arscnal?

ARMY RESPONSE: Both are federnlly owned and managed. Both have lnrge
amounts of administrative office space for activities associnted with progrum '
management, engincering, materiel management and procurement and contracting,
Yet there is no question that a military installntion affords much more in the way of
land, facilities and overall capability than a leased building.

COMNMNENTS: The value of a facility or an Installntion can only be measured in
terms of whether or not the mission cun successfully be accomplished. Successful
mission accomplishment is the at the very heart of ATCOM personnel. However,
General Sulllivan's response would more appropriately be applicd to AMC
Heundquarters. Army Personnel Center, and other similar fucilities, which are owned
by commercial enterpeises and not the Government. Thesc are the tvpes of facilities
that the previous DBCRC reports were referring to: “ieased facilitics that are in
close proxumity to military bases™! The Comumission must consider that in the case
of Government owned fucilities, n smaller, more compact and efficient operation is
more in the interests of the tax payers, not vast amounts of land which are not uscd

or are grossly under utilized, which is really what BRAC is all about. Getting rid of
large nstallations and fucilities that are not supportable to the tax payer.

SUMMARY FACTS:

a. The ACD has not bothered to determine the “Goodfeliow Bullding” is, in fuct, un
entire complex, just the same as the Sparkiman Complex on Redstoae or the
commercially leased facilities off-post in Huntsville.

3) Doecs the office space in the Goodfeliow building have any ability to accommaodate
contingency or mobilization requirements?

ARMY RESPONSE: Within the context of it's ussigned missions, it is sufe to say
that ATCOM has the ability to respond to contingency requirements. On the other
huad, as Far us stuging, equipping and deploying troup unity are concerned, then the
Goodfellow Luilding would be unsuitable.  Military installutions offer u much
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greater capabhilety to meet CORMAEENCY INU MOMUZATON FEGUILCIRCHS L0000 8 ICRSE
building.

COMNDMIENTS: 1 woauld agree that ATCOM has continuously demonstrated it's
ability to respond to it’s contingency requirements. [n fuct, if the Army staff
member that had prepared this response had bothered ta check the fucts, they
would have found that scveral hundred peroonncl have deployed to vontingeney
requirements from ATCONMI facilities in the pust few yeurs. But uggin, the fact is
that the St. Louis Federu! Center where ATCOM is located is only one of many
Government/DoD) owned facilities in the St. Louis area! Several thousand acres are
available for deployment and contingency operations. [f the staff had bothered to
check on deployment cupabllities they would have found that there are MO
adequate airport facilities in the Huntsville area that could accommodate the landing
and load-out of nn Air Force C-§ without taking extraordinary and unacceptable '
risks. While the C-3 could land, there are no mamp facilities that could
accommodate the required equipment. However, within 20 miles of the ATCOM
facility there are 2 facilities that can and do support C-5 and now C-17 load-outs,
Lambert St. Louis International Airport and Scott Air Force Base [llinois. In fact,
the commission should consider that over 50,000 pcople per year process through
the St. Louis area. This is partly because the DoD has made the St. Louis Airport a
hub for overseas deployments of soldiers and their families to OCONUS locations!
[t should also be noted that these facilities are in closer proximity than Ft. Stewart,
Georgin and it's supporting military nirfield at Hunter Army Airficld! During
operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, thousands of Reserve nnd National
Gunrd personnel processed through these 2 fucilities as well as the other ATCOM
tucility that has been overiooked, Charles Melvin Price Suppart Center (CMPSC) in
Granite City Illinots. In fact, the CMPSC has a large rail head facility available as
well as commercial barge loading facilities on adfoining property. These
deployments were supported by ATCOM and it’s personnel with no problems what
so ever! Much more capability that is, in fact, routinely utilized and exercised than
the non-existent fucllities at Redstone Arsenal Alabama!

SUMMARY FACTS:

a. Staging, equipping, and deploying troop units has been and continues to be
accomplished from the ATCOM and ATCOM managed facilities in St. [ ouis 2s well
as the other near-by Governument facilitics at the St. Louis Airport and Scott AFB in
[Uinois. Much more capability than the Huntsville, Alabuma aren currently
‘possesses or plans to possess. The significant difference is that the St. Louls area
does not contain thousunds of acres of unused space, it makes efficient use of
existing space and facilities In order to save the US Taxpayer, without exorbitant
overhead costs!

4) The St. Louis commundty has claimed that it is possible to eliminate the same
number of positions through downsizing in place. Docs the Army’s Program
Budget Guidance for ATCOM indicate this downsizing is possible? s it true that
the Commander of ATCOM has taken the opposite view that it will be difficult to
achieve the designated cuts even with the consolidation?

ARMY RESPONSE: No, these reductions arce above and beyond any progrmmmed
chunges in the Army’s Program Budget Guidance. [t is not possibic to eliminute the
saume number of personnel by downsizing in place without an unacceptable
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degradation in mission. The Commander of ATCOM is fully committed to
supporting the proposcd realignment.

CONMMENTS: ‘T'he comununity has never claimed that it is possible to eliminate
the sume number of positions through downsizing in place. The Community has
said that with personnel reductions that have alreudy been accomplished and the
planned Program Budget Guidance (PBG) reductions, in conjunction with the
elimination of the expenses which would be required to accomplish the realignment,
more savings than currenty are forecast could actually occur! The currently
planned PBG reductions reduce manpower strengths fiar more than the ASIP
documents currently being used by the Army init's BRAC plunning.  In Bact, the
Intest Army guldance says that affected facilities shouwld make their pluns using the
ASIP and not the PBG! To further confuse the issuc, however, there is another
document from AMC 11Q that directs the PBG be used. This Is a blatant attempt to
sclectively apply data that is ondy favorable to the Army! So the Army’s stutement
that these changes are “above and beyond any progrummed changes™ is false.
Additionally, the Army fetter omits a significant cuveat that the ATCONM
Comunander supports this renlignment. anly if the deviation request that his
command has submitted is approved! It {s also importunt to note that CECONM and
TACOM are in concurrence with the devintion request submitted by ATCOM
because they nlso recognize the need for more personnel.

SUMMARY FACTS:

2. The Army response omits the fact that the PBG has explicitly and sclectively been
omitted from the planning documents because if it were utilized. it would show the
facts regarding the previously planned personned reductions!

5) If the workload of ATCOM could be reduced beyond the PBG numbers in the
out-vears, what impact would this have (on) the planned consolidation?

ARMY RESPONSE: There would be no impact on the Army’s recommendatiorn.

COMDMENT: None, I'm not rcnllj sure of the reason for this question.

" Thank you for taking the time to review my comments and forwarding them
to the Comunission. [ think that it is important te present additional facts at this
time.

Sincerely.

TR

A o LSS S
Christopher R. Redd

1211 Cove Lane

St. Louis, MO 63138
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Monkga. L i
ommissioner Khni.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Onc quick qucstion back to
the chemical. Will a general officer be hea l»n\;ogg the
Chemical Corps if it moves to Fort Leonard ?

GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, it will be?

GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank ?'ou.

GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. Each of the schools will
be separate and distinct, I'm sure. Now, that doesn’t mean
that there wouldn’t -- you know, I think there will be some
management efficiencies which could take place, obviously,
since there would be overlap in some of the --

COMMISSIONER KLING: Wec had just heard that there
wouldn’t be a general officer in that.

GENERAL SULLIVAN: You did?

COMMISSIONER KLING: That there would not be, and
that’s really wl;)i I’m asking you. Let me turn to the matter
of the leases, if ] could, a second. We have had a lot of
back and forth information, and I'm referring to ATCOM, which
you just, Mr. Secretary, briefly touched on the military
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like components scems to us, again, to make sensc in lerms o
the neec{;o of the Army at that time. And on those alignments,
I think I'm prepared to cass along to the Chief.
. GENERAL SULLIVAN: I think lcascs, while important,
I lhlr_lll)(l we need to just consolidate all of them as much as
ossible.

P GENERAL SHANE: If1I could?

COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir, General Shane.

GENERAL SHANE: Commissioncr Kling, lct me make a
comment on this. First, with regards to Missouri delegation,
as you recall, 1 grovnded I think it was a 14-page letter
which laid out the Army’s position on that in detail. And
what 1 think the bottom line of that was is not a question of
criterias. .

It's really a 3uest|on of process and how you lgo
about assessing and going through the rigorous analysis of
coming up with the term "military value.” With normal
installations, what we did, we use what we call the
"installation assessment plan.™ And we used a computer model
called Decision Pad to come up with a list of ratings based
on some attributes that were established.

The difference is the fact that we looked at each
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value of leases.

But the Missouri delegation and the community have
expressed their concern that the Army has not complied with
the Defense Base Closurce and Realignment Act of '90. Can you
just explain why you believe that the Army’s recommendation
concerning leases are consistent with the force structure and
thtl: ﬁgal selection criteria giving priority to military
value?

SECRETARY WEST: Yes, sir. And there are several

ints to be made here, and then I think I will also defer to
eneral Sullivan, as well. First of all, the question is,
the military value of what? Are we La]king_a_bout the
mllita?' value of the lease itself and the facility, as we
often do when we talk about the mxhtaP' value, say, of an
Army installation, the military value of Fort Bragg and all
those ranges and the like?

Because if we're talking about that, then the
military value of the leases in a building in essentially an
office setting is simply not that significant, No, I
overstated. %t’s not significant. So the only other
3uestion, then, is the appropriateness of the economic

ecision made there, the business decision, on the one hand
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individual list, but we did not necessarily use the Decision
Pad model or the installation assessment plan to do that. So
when 1 read through what the delegation was saying to me, |
think there ma{' be a little bit of information here that was
kind of left out.

And that was the fact that they may just did not
understand clearly with regards to what military value was
and confused it with the issue of the installation assessment
of leases. So once again, 1 would ask that for testimony
today, that we provide for you or make a matter of record the
memorandum I provided to the Commission’s staff.

COMMISSIONER KLING: That would be fine, sir.

SECRETARY WEST: Commissioncr, there was one point
left untouched, and I should just make a note. The other
point, the utility of actually separating those units out,
scparating aviation from troop support, which is what ATCOM
is right now. [It’s basically a combination of two different
functions.

. What our proposal will do as part of the process

is, we'll return those to like locations. Aviation will be
with like activity. Tro«;\? support will be, I think, with the
solider support at Fort adiclg And that makes sense to us
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and of the implications of how we are organizing ourselves to
do the defense business.

That is, should ATCOM remain together for the
synergy of its many component {)arts; or if, as we’re planning
10 spin some things off, will that somehow lessen their
ability to do their job? And I think maybe you want me to
reallysgel to that latter point.

o first of all, on the leases, as a business
matter, 1 would like to see the Army out of as many leases as
we could get out of. Now, that’s simply not possible to do.
There are too many instances in which when you Jook at the
contrasting alternatives, it makes much better business sense
to be in that lease there.

That is not the case with ATCOM in St. Louis. It
does not make better business sense for us to be in those
high-cost leases. It makes better business sense if we have
a way consistent with the Chief of Staff’s force structure
needs, to be somewhere in space that is on a post or that the
Army owns and wherc there can be some synergy with other like
activities.

And on the second part, a decision which
esscnlially moves components of ATCOM to do like things with

22
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in terms of the synergy of those operations.
. SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner, if I might add
Jjust one point on what the Secretary just said. In aﬁdmon
to that, it results in a substantial cost savings. The
annual savings from the recommendation is $56 million
annually once it’s executed. That's 9 percent of the entire
savings of the entire package before the Commission. That is
a substantial savings in this one instance.

COMMISSIONER KLING: That's a good lead-in, Mr.
Secretary, to the second question. And this really is
getting down more to it. The Army cstimates, as | understand
-- we have a slide here that we’ll put up, but the Army
estimates that 786 civilian positions could be eliminated by
combining the aviation troop command and the missilc command.

. However, the community believes that the personnel
savings are significantly overstated, and from the 786, only
48 positions would be eliminated as shown on this slide in
which we may not be able to see, but | believe you all have
it in front of you.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you have the slide?
GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes.
COMMISSIONER KLING: 1 wonder if you might just
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Congress of the WUnited States
Housge of Representatibes
Washington, BL 20515

June 20, 1995 - .
Pmmﬁabx?&%
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The Honorable Benjamin Montoya

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

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. While 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 | have demonstrated that the closure of
ATCOM would violate the base closure law, is refuted by Army 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.
GAOQ: THE ARMY YIOLATED THE LAW IN CLOSING ATCOM

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:
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- On April 14, the General Accounting Office (GAQ) 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.

ARMY COMMANDERS: ATCOM PERSONNEL CUTS CAN'T BE ACHIEVED

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 Army’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 Materic] Command (AMC) directed ATCOM to calculate the
number of personnel eliminated by its closure using Program Budget Guidance (PBG)
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 fulfill 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.
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- 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.

MWWW

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 collocate 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 $100 million of taxpayer dollars to
relocate its aviation functions until a site is selected for a new DOD-wide aviation organization.
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On March 1, the Army reported to the Commission that it had considered and rejected the
relocation the Space and Strategic Defense Command (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 Arsenal:

- On 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...predate any BRAC-
related effort.”

- On April 19, 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 Command at Redstone Arsenal represents a significant opportunity
to increase efficiency and effectiveness. This reinforces an earlier report 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 |, we hope you will conclude that the
relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal -- combined with continued downsizing at ATCOM -- 1s
‘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 $150 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
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demonstrate that regardless of the merits of the Army’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 appreciate 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,
%g d ’m ,ZLMW i ﬁ%{w{y
Chrstopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephardt s

United States Senator Member of Congress

ettt

Jameg’M. Talent
Merber of Congress

&hn Ashcroft ‘

United States Senator

Member of Congress
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, US ARMY AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND
4300 GOODFEILLOW SOULEVARD, ST, LOUIS, MQ 63120-1796

T IISAL
ATTENTION OF

AMSAT-B-R 5 MAY 1895

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL ATCOM EMPLOYEES LOCATED AT THE
FEDERAL CENTER, 4300 GOODFELLOW BOULEVARD

SUBJECT: Planning for Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95

1. In keeping with our commitment to focus on taking care of our people, we have reached
agreements with the Commanders at the four sites to which our functious have been ideatified for
transfer. Thesc agreements assure that if the BRAC recommendation to disestablish ATCOM is
approved, all ATCOM anployees will be offered & position at one of the four locations. This is
good news for everyone. These agreements are attached for your information.

2. While it is still too early to tell you specifically where your fuactions will transfer or the exact
timing of the rclocations, be assured that all possible actions to assist you in this difficult time will

be taken.
4 Atchs S
83
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Impacts From A Dual Air Force Depot Closure

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

Reduction In Capacity Too Extreme
e 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
e Significant barriers to privatization, e.g. 60/40 legislation and OMB Circular A-76,
plus increased costs after workload outsourced

Material Management Function Disruption (item management, engineering, production
control)
e Management functions disrupted over major systems

Financial Impact
o  $317 million shortfall across FYDP with Kelly closure
o Over $985 million shortfall with closure of Kelly and McClellan

¢ Costs (e.g., MILCON) accelerated to near years because of ambitious closure
schedule

e Additional unfunded environmental bill of several hundred million results from BRAC
closure

Program Impacts From Shortfall Across FYDP
e Exacerbates Y97 program that is already short

* Pushes investment/modernization out to future years, dominoes into greater problems
in future

e Specific impacts
e Readiness
e Flying Hour Program
* Real Property Maintenance
e Bomber Upgrades
e Munitions Acquisition and Development
e Quality of Life
¢ Child Care Center and Dormitory construction
¢ Force Structure
¢ F-22 procurement delays
o F-16 Air Defense Fighter modification

TOTEL FLoas
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COMPARISON OF ATCOM COSTS/SAVINGS DATA

One-Time Costs
Steady State Savings
Civilian Eliminations
Return on Investment
~ Net Present Value

COST

Moving

MILCON
Personnel

Info Management
Other

Tenant Relocation
Total

ANALYSIS

MOVING --

(in millions)

ARMY COMMUNITY
$145.6 $189.1
$45.8 $7.0
1022 276
3 years 52 years
$453.4 (391.4)

ATCOM ONE-TIME COSTS
(in millions)

COMMISSION

ARMY COMMUNITY
$60.4 $£62.9
$58.8 $88.7

$7.9 $7.9

$4.1 $4.1
$14.4 $14.4
N $111
$145.6 $189.1

(as of 5/17/95)

$150.4

$38.3
848

4 years

$350.1

COMMISSION
(as of 5/17/95)

$58.6
$55.5
$7.5
$3.7
$14.0
3111
$150.4

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

MILCON --

o 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 --

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




ATCOM CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SAVINGS

3 Positions Eliminated. 1,022 276 848

- Savings (M) $47.0 $13.3 $39.0

ANALYSIS
" COMMUNITY:

¢ 414 programmed reduction before move, savings overstated by $19million, commssion
found only 182 of these reductions are in ATCOM

o 287 excess overhead reduction, savings overstated by $13.2 million

- e 45 spaces needed. for area support mission, savings overstated by $2.1 million
e Awaiting Army response on excess overhead and area support mission
COMMISSION:

e Based on 11/94 ASIP rather than 5/94 ASIP
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AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND
MAJOR ISSUES

ISSUE #1. Was the Army’s recommendation to close ATCOM made on the basxs of the military
value criteria as required by law?

Army posigion: 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 position: 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?

Army position: 786 civilian personnel positions, based on (1) 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 position: 48 civilian personnel positions, based on PBG authorizations and
Army data on Area Support, BASOPs, and Mission Support position requlrements
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
trakferred 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 pesition: 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

Army 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 21 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

Army 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 wot 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 Program
Executive Office organizations...predate 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 Monmouth, $1.1 million worth of leases located in the vicinity of Natick
RDEQ, 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
functions 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.




Document Separator



The Army’s Military Value Assessment (MVA) of Leases

In general, the Army developed its MVA according to its BRAC 95 Installation
Assessment Program (IAP). The quantitative component of the MV A 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 QUALITATIVE 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'articular operational objectives with respect to commands such
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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).
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 MV A for leased facilities.
gor;\?\/\ Therefore, although the Army determined the military value of each leased facility
e
! without reference to the Installation Assessment Program, the MV A of each leased facility was
nonetheless composed of a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the qualitative guidance
\}provided 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 of 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 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. 5-31

Background

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.
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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
$5681 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 staff Mike 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
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
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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 space.
There are 267 military and 5,239 civilian personnel. ATCOM was selected for further 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 G * 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 SO 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 Sirategic 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 (ABMDOQ). The facilities, leased from
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GSA, 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 915 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 from the University of Virginia, contain 114,796 square feet of
administrative/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 Traffic 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 II, 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 from 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.
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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 : LES-1
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\LES-1.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\TABS9S.SFF

MilCon for Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL

A1l Costs in $K

M1i1Con Using Rehab New New Total

Description: Categ Rehab Cost® MilCon Cost*® Cost™
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 0 0 156,750 19,531 19,53
Total Construction Cost: 19,531

+ Info Management Account: 1,944

+ Land Purchases: 0

- Construction Cost Avoid: 0

TOTAL 21,475

* Mi1Con Costs include Site Preparation Costs, Design Costs,
Contingency Planning Costs and SIOH Costs where apptlicable




B TS TR L} b Vi U

DEFARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTRS, U.8. ARMY MATIERIBL COMMAND
5001 FISENNMOWNR AVENUE. ALEXANDNIA, VA 213Y3-0001

AMCSO | | 24 JARNUARY 1995

Mnnonanuur TOR ASSISTANT CHIRF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION .
! MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 600 ARMY ‘
| PENTAGON, WASEINGTON, DC 20310-0600

SUBJECT: iNcw Congtyuction Support for Logigtics support Activity
(LOGSRA) at Redstona Arsanal (RSA)

A, Rurerpncc memarandum, DAIM~FDP~B, 30 Sep 94, Bubject as
above. v S

!
2. The Almy Stationing and Installution Plan (ASIP) report for
Redstone anual tor FY 2000 is undexstated. The MICOM marked-
up ASIP reaflects 11,673 ocivilians and 2,870 military personnel
for FY 2000 versug Dcpnrtment of Arnmy rsport rotlnntinq 10,844
civilinnn and 2,576 military personnel.

1. Currently, thers are about 310 AMC parsonnel housed in laased |
space in the Huntaville area. These parsonnel are ‘scheduled to
ralocata into existing facilities on Redstone Arsensal within the
next 18 months. Also scheduled are plans to tear~down or :
nothball 325,337 SF of facilitiex to satisfy a comm. nent made to,
congrass For the Sparkn:n Cantar. ;
4. In tion to these “"committed® taciliticn, thare ig 200, 014

SF of ax s spaca that is schaduled for nmothbhalling (lncludaa .
building ¥B€81 of 122,397 S¥). Building #4488 (201,890 ST), oo
which is fot a part of this group, is being vacated at this time. | !
Both buil 8 #4488 and 5681 are in good shape and togathaer
they can house approximataly 1,500 administrative personnel if i
needed to| implament the Secr-tary of th. Army's Basa Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) $5 dacisions.

5. The points of contact for this action are Mr. Paul Mui,
274-8187 nd Me. Frank Craziano, 274-9396.

6. Axc -L Nnnrica u hxnanal for ths Brave.

ikl f/é;?f

MKICEARY, C. SANDUS
Chiaf, Spacial An

|
|
|
|
1
|
\ office
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“IMPACT SUMMARY
SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND, |}
| HUNTSVILLE, AL

OPERATIONAL: - none, local move g
- synergy with major PMs and Missile Command at Redstone

. PERSONNEL:. - . MILITARY ° CIVILIAN
- REDUCTIONS [ | - '

© REALIGNMENTS [ 35 .- 915

U

ENVIRONMENTAL:  No significant limitations

ECONOMIC: None

OTHER SERVICE/DOD FACTORS:  None

I

. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED None = .

CLOSEHOLD /SENSITIVE" . ~{ THE ARMY BASING STUDY 32




Cost in millions

Annual Overhead Costs to Support
ATCOM and SSDC Functions

Overhead Cost to Support Overhead Cost to Support
ATCOM Functions SSDC Functions
$10 $10 —
$8.2
$7.6. Sl
2
286
E
R
7 %4
Q
$21-
: $0
At St. Louis At Redstone At Leased Facilities At Redstone
Federal Center Arsenal 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 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
functional 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 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, identifing 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, territories
and possessions, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Army 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, identify the Army's CONUS
basing requirements, and present base realignment and closure recommendations consistent with
Department of Defense (DoD) 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 information 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.

o Senior Army Leadership commitment to significantly reduce the installation infrastructure
to meet the Defense Guidance as well as goals set forth in the DEPSECDEF

memorandum,

L Coordination with the Joint Cross-Service Groups, other Services and Defense Agencies
to identify significant 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 installation/activity that employs at
least 300 permanent-type civilians. The threshold for realigning/reducing 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 funding
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 I1.1). 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
functional 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) mode! for economic impacts, while
environmental baseline studies are used to determine the infrastructure and environmental
impacts on the affected installations and economic area.



DD SELECTION CRITERIA]

W PR
MILITARY y&,!,'gucs;msm AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS

AND THE IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS OF DOD's
TOTAL FORCE.

2. THE AVNLABILFTY AND CONDITION OF LAND AND
FACILITIES AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENT!
RECEIVING LOCATIONS.

3. THE ABIUTY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY
MOBILIZATION, AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE REQUIREMENTS
AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATIONS.

4. THE COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS.

RETURN ON INVESTMENT:

§. THE EXTENT AND TIMING OF POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS
INCLUDING THE NUMBER OF YEARS BEGINNING WITH THE DATE OF
COMPLETION OF THE C OSURE OR REALIGNMENT, FOR THE SAVINGS

TO EXCEED THE COSTS

COMMUNITY IMPACTS:
6. THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES.

7. THE ABILITY OF BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING
&OggggggﬁﬁéNFRASTR UCTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS,

8. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.

Figure 1.1 - 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 Army 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
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 enclaves/installations 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 (DoD 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 (DoD Criteria 3).

- The third step is to evaluate all potential active installation closures for impact on
Reserve and National Guard training requirements.

- The last step is to evaluate the potential transfer and use by the Reserve and National
Guard, as a installation enclave.

III. 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 BRAC process,
Management Directorate orientation, TABS models and application orientation, TIAG
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 (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
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 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 MACOM:s 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
IV.4). The environmental analysis is performed by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC).
The ERC is composed of several Subject Matter Experts from 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
installation study candidates from both a closure and realignment perspective. This assessment

12
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indicates an installation's environmental carrying capacity and potential hurdles for a BRAC
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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.

S. 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
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 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 from the previous phase and the following
inputs are carried forward: lessons learned, Task Force output, and MACOM input. New inputs
include certified data from 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 from 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,
COBRA, and OSUB models are run to examine scenarios and identify initial affordable
candidates. These initial candidates will then g5 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 from this phase include the final Environmental Impact Considerations
(EIC), Detailed Installation Narratives, and the Initial Army Recommendations for closure and
realignment.
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The following charts show the detailed process (figure IV.5) and milestones (figure I'V. 6)
associated with this second phase of the TABS process.
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1. Installation Military Value: The installation military value bands are
developed from 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. 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:

- Identifying 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 COBRA.

- Analyze COBRA output.

- Terminate analysis as not feasible or consider it as an initial BRAC Recommendation.

- Document alternative analysis.
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STATIONING 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.

SCENARIO

Concepts Analysis Agency from Bethesda, MD to Fort Belvoir. Real intention is to
move into DLA building.

ROI S Years NPV $TM

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 Medical Entrance Processing Commands, Recruiting facilities, and

Military Traffic Management Command facilities.
Moves from 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

o 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 missions/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.

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 identify 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 1991, 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 functions to military installations. The aviation support

functions realign to Redstone Arsenal to form a new Aviation & Missiles Command. The troop
support functions 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 functions at military
installations for improved efficiencies and effectiveness.
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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 recurring savings after implementation are $46 million with a return on
investment expected 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 a2 maximum
potential reduction of 7,679 jobs (4,731 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-t0-2001 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 instailations.
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CIVILIAN SPACE AUDIT TRAIL

ARMY vs SLDTF

ARMY SLDTF

Manpower Start Point ) 3,784 3,784
Less: AAA Auditors to BASE X (31) (31)
Sub-total ATCOMI/SIMA/PEO/etc. Baseline 3,763 3,763

Less: BRAC Tfansfers:

Transfer to Detroit (154) (154)
Transfer to Natick (160) (160)
Transfer to Ft. Monmouth (167) (167)
Transfer to Redstone (2,383) (2,383)
Sub-total BRAC Transfers (2,864) (2,864)

Remalning Positions 889 889

Less: BRAC Force Structure Reductions (103)
Sub-total BRAC Eliminations 786
SLDTF Adjustments
Additional Force Structure Reductions
Area Support Left in St. Louis @
Overhead ""Add-Back' to RSA:
- BASEOPs
- Mission Support @
Sub-Total SLDTF Adjustments (738)
|TOTAL ELIMINATIONS 786 48 |
. A difference of 738

positions; reduces BRAC
recurring personnel
savings by $34M per
year! '

Corrected manpower )
authorizations for FY 98
based on latest PBG is
3,476 -- 308 positions
less than revised
baseline. Army proposal
gives credit for only 103;
SLDTF adds 205 to
correct Army oversight,

J

to remain in order to
continue to perform
the St. Louis support
(CPO, IMA,
procurement, etc..)

\ v,
BASEOPS N\

163 - Correct total
(13) - Already in Natick
(60) - Already in RSA
90 Need to be added

(56 spaces are required )

Restores "overhead"
positions incorrectly

eliminated, Transfers
additional spaces to 4

receiving locations .

(based on "50% Rule).

7/06/95

NS_MNPWR.XLS




CIVILIAN BASELINE

,  PROPOSAL
- (ASIP)

ATCOM 2903
AISA - 37
PEO 335
SIMA 409
TAPO 32
AAA 31
MEDDAC 19
ARL \ 5
lN\ﬂSV(: - 5
USAMEG o 5
AIR-TO-AIR 3
TOTAL 3,784

*2.903 = 1,642, 60, 160, 154, 167,720

FY 98 PBG

2762
32
271
328
30

31

3,476

(DELTA)

(141)
(-5)
(-64)
(-81)
(-2)
(0)
(-15)
(0)
(0)
(0)
| Q)

¢308)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS, W.8. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND
6001 EISANHOWER AVENUK, ALXXANDALA, VA 22323 - 0001

v,
13 April 1995 i

. '

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance -

» : ' =

1. Reaferaneea: ] =
a. Memorandum, AMCSO, 1 Mar 95, sab.
b. Mamorandum, AMCSO, 10 Mar 95, sab.

c. Memorxrandum, AMCSO, 13 Mar 95, subject: BRAC 95 -
Lead MSCs.

d. Memorandum, AMCSO, 16 Mar 95, subject: BRAC 95

Implementation Guidance - Draft Environmental Baseline Survey -

(EBS), Statemaent of Work.
a. Maemorandum, AMCSO, 20 Mar 95, sab.

’ . Msmoxandum, AMCSO, 22 MNar 95, subject: BRAC 95
Implementation Guidance ~ Discretionary Moves.

2. The purpose of this memorandum is to Erovide additional
data relating to BRAC 95 implementation planning.

3. Attached as enclosure 1 is data we have transmitted to Da
DCSOPS concerning disoretionary moves.

4. At enclosure 2 is a memo to COE with our proposed
methodology for NEPA docurentation.

S. Add the following requirement to ref le as para 4c.(7):

"Address MACOM-approved provisions for the continued
processing of workers compensation cases. One of twao courses
of action is possible: 1. Designate another installation
within the same MACOM to assume the caseload; 2. Obtain
concurrence of an inatallation outside the MACOM to assume
the caseload (see para 3 of enclosurae 2)."

6. Manpower guidance distributed in reference la is
withdrawn. New guidance for the manpower annax of tfie
implemantation plans is contained in this memo.

7. Guidance for the manpower annex i8 as follows:
“ _ g
a.; The start point for the manpower plan is the data
contained in the Cobra analyses provided to you in reference




AMCSO .
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance v,

1b, which was rfurther supplemented in raference le. This
data correlatas to the FY 1996 data contained in the August
1994 version of tha ASIP and will be the point of departurs,
fox the annex. - T 8,
b. As ig the casae with all of the annexes in the

Implementatidn Plan, all units involved in the proposal.
before the Cemmiszaion will be addressed in this annex. The
listing of the units for each proposal, at UIC/dexrivative UIC
lavel of detail, and the FY 1996 ASIP strength for thesa
units was transmitted to you via enclosure 4 to raference 1b.

c. For each AMC unit contained in a progosal, you need
to explain any discreppncy baetwaan the baseline data (ASIP)
and tge "octobar 1994 PBG plus Februa 1995 Command Plan
Changes” version of the PBG. This will be done in a. .
paxagraph, or series of paragraphs entitled “ASIP to PBG X
Raconciliation®. (NOTE: This is not a requirement for non-
AMC units). The remainder of the annex will use PBG data. as
its basias (ASIP data for non—-AMC elemants). :

d. As noted above, Qanclogure 4 to refaerenca 1lb contains
manpower data at UIC/derivative UIC level of detail,
including manpower eliminations and realignments rasulting
from the proposals. If you believe that you nesed to deviate
from the manpower eliminated or realigned, than NLT 15 May
1995 you neced to come forward to this HQ in writing, under
your Coumanding Gaeneral's signature, detailing the rationale
for and the level of deviation proposed. Unless a specific
waiver from HQ AMC 1s provided, plans will adhere to the
manpower savings detailed in the raferenced data. Simply
noting that there is a delta between the ASIP and PBG data
will not be considaered ample rationale to obtain a waiver.
You do not need to receive a walver to deduct governmental
caretaker personnel who may be required for a time betwean
the end of the military mission and the actual disposal of
the groperty from Axmy rolls. These personnel requirements,
which may be needed at some of the closure sites, may be
deducted from the eliminations without approval from HQ AMC.
HQ AMC does however retain final approval authority over the
sites which may require this action, and the amount of
personnel involved.

a. Yor each proposal before the Commission the following
displays will be completed: 4

. (1) Base Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Manpower )
Baseline (Encl. 3). 1Instructlons for the completion of this
form follow. : )

~

>




AMCSO .
SUBJECT: B8BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance %

(a) Date. Fill Iin date thut the form was comploted.”
.
(b) Proposzal. Bhort hnnd notation forxr the propo:al
berore .tha Commission. Thig information can be found in tha
verblage injpara 1 of enclosure 4 to ref 1b. Examplaes ares'
Realign Dugway Proving Grounds, Close Red River Army Dopot,
Disestabligh ATCOM, atc.

(c) Activity/0IC. List all of the units involved in
the proposal, as well as their UIc/derivative UIC under this
column oading Sea para 4b abova, this memo.

(d) civ Mil, FY 96-01. For each AMC unit show the
baseline authorizations per the Y"Octobaer 1994 PBG plus
Fabruary 1995 Command .Plan Changes." For non-AMC units,
use the ASIP data in reference 1lb, which is FY 1996 data,.and
straight line it for all years.

(@) Total. Provida a total by FY of Civ and Mil for all
of the units involved in the proposal.

Sourca. The source for the data is the "October 1994

PBG plus February 1995 Command Plan Changes™ for AMC units,
and the August 1934 ASIP for non—-AMC units.

] H Dﬂfﬁ%i%:&x DquQZE which
m%mm@mm 9f the althougah
nsrxgnnglL
the 8 8
-for Ihis plan, :mia ) t
gnax;rgmlimgm:n_ﬁzce_cmimu
(2) Bage Closure Exhibit, Manpower Annex, Schedule of
GChanges (Encl. 4). Instructions for the completion or this

form follow. .

(a) An individual form will be completod for each of the
units included in the Manpower Baselina form.

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

(c) Activity/UIC. The name and UIC/derivative Ulc of the
unit that the form addresses.

(d) Action column.

T 3buseline Show the baseline for the unit. Data will
be theasame as- that included on the Manpower baseline form.

3
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SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implaementation Planning Guidance ) %,

-

The following entries’are possibilities foxr the. o
remainder of this column: Eliminated, Transaferred to (Nare
of unit, UXC#, and installation namae). For each antry- -
in tha column, f£ill in the appropriate number of ' X
authorizatiops involved. In many cazxes this will provide a*
zexro sum. The situations where is would not be the case
are: . )

a_. When a unit will remain resident at the ingtallation
involved in the proposal and will not lose its unit identity
through transfer to or merger with another organization.

When a governmental residual caretakar staff is
anticipated batween the time the military mission ends ana
the date the property is disposed from Army rolls. e

(NOTE: You need to ensure that the data displayed in this
form corrxelatas to the data contained elsaewhaere in the plany
notably in the Personnel saction where you discuss timing in
relationship to PCS, transfer of functions, RIF, etc.).

. .(3) Base Closure Exhibit, Manpower AnneX, Schedule of
Chan?cs - Narrative (encl. 5). Instructions for the
Completion orf this form follow. )

(a) An inaividual fomm will be completed to accompany
ggg?_or the Schedule of Changas forms. The Proposal,
Activity/UXC and date should correlate to the Schedule of
Change form the narrative accompanies.

(b) For each entry in the Action column of the Schedule
of Change form, provide a narrative description of the
action.

8. Tha point of contact for this action is Mr. Daryl Powell,
D8N 284-9186. ;

9. AMC ——— America‘'s Arsenal for the Brave.

%%4'//@[/ . /[,:

MICHAERL C. SANDUSKY
Chief, Special Ana

5 aencl -
a
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

UNITED STATES ARMY TANK-AUTOMOTIVE ANO ARMAMENTE COMMAND
WARREN, MICHIGAN 43297-5000

REMLY TO ) -
ATTENTION OF N X -
AMSTA-RM-B 8.0 Ay 1065 -
»

»

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN: AMCSO,
(Mr. Daryl Powell), 5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandnia, VA

22333-0001

SUBJECT: Manpower Deviation Request - Disestablish ATCOM

1. Reference Memorandum, AMSAT-D-A, HQATCOM , 22 May 95, SAB. oo

2. This Command agrees with the ATCOM position identified in para 7b of reference. We
cannot accomplish our new mission requirements without also receiving edditional overhead
positions that directly support those missions. Not providing these positions places 2n unrealistic
burden on our current understaffed support areas.

3. Your attention to this manpower issue is appreciated. TACOM POC is Mr. Robert A.
Kaspani, AMSTA-RM-B, DSN 786-6095.
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MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: Review of ATCOM’s Draft BRAC 95 Implementation
Plan . v

1. Enclosed for vour review and return comments to this
office gre the following annexes of subject plan:

»

annex For Review Bv
A-Manpower Comptrollexr, MM
B~Personnel P&T Dir

C/F-Logistics Garrison-DOL
D~-Construction Garrison~DPW
E~-Environmental  Garrison-DPW and BEC
G-Financial Comptroller, PB

H-Real BEstate Garrison-DPW, Ms. Mauar

2. We offer the following preliminary comments for your
consideration:

a. Manpower. We note CECOM is earmarked foxr 8 military

spaces in addition to the 167 civilian spaces of which we
had been previously notified. ATCOM advises these will
consist of 2 officers, 1 WO, and 5 enlisted. We have ask
for a breakout by grade. We also note that the plan does
not -address the spaces for ATCOM PMs/Weapon Systems Manag
which are not located at St. Louis. Since the BRAC 85
proposal disestablishes ATCOM, we think the plan should
address disposition of all these spaces, e.g., transfer o
PM Mobile Electric¢ Power and Weapon Systems Manager for
Physical Security at Fort Belvoir to CECOM at Fort Belvoi

- b. Base Ops. The draft Logistics Annex states base

1995

ed

ers

£

Y.

ops/migsion support spacas will relocate to both MICOM and
SSC but shows none for CECOM or TACOM. In BRAC 953, we were
required to tranegfexr 1l base ops spaces to Fort Jackson with

the 175 relocating Chaplain School spaces. These spaces

were documented in the Manpowar Annex to our Implementation

Plan., We should receive a plus-up of 11 base ops spaces

from ATCOM and this should be addressed in the Manpower
Annex,

C. ~ Counstruction. This annex shows the 167 c;vxllan
posmtlons transferring but omits the 8 militaxy spaces.
annex does not yat include the data from the draft 1391s
prepared by DPW and forwarded to ATCOM.-

The
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AMSEL-PE-BR J.9 mAY 1999)

SUBJECT: Review of ATCOM’s Draft BRAC 95 Implementation
Plan

d. Envirommental. 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

the facilities conversion we have planned to accommodate the
transfer of ATCOM spaces.

3. Please provide your comments to us by 26 May 95. We
will consalidate them and respond to ATCOM,.

4. My POC are Patrxicia Devine, 28748 and Xate Ace, 21614.

5. CECOM Bottom Line: THE SQLDIER.

S o] :

Encl LAWRENCE A. SMITH LT

as Acting Director, Program
' Analysis and Evalunation

. DISTRIBUTION:

AMSEL-CP-MM
AMSEL-CP-PB
AMSEL-PT
SELFM~DL
SELFM-PW
BEC
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MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUDJECT: ATCOM Meeting With DA/AMC DRAC Team

1. T autandad a briafing 1% Mny 9%. given hy rha ATCOM BRAC Office. to
the HQ AMC BRAC Taam, rapresented by Mr. Daryl P?wull, Mr. Frank
Graziano, and Ms. Mary Graham, as well as the DA'BRAC Office -
representative., M3. Pat Flvnt. The vurposc of the briefing was to
discuss manpower deviations from the Army Installation Stationing Plan
(AIIT r—wroyd M lie ATCILTDO, Lu pauvddo m oslLabua vl EHUiall @iCace iy
the ATCOM Lrmplementation Plan, and teo obtain thellatest guidance and
diraction from HQ AMC. The briefers were individuals from the ATCOM
BRAC Office wheo are preparing the required annexes, and raprosentacives
from theo Acquisition Conter, Intagrated MateriellManagement Center, and
the Base Operations Center. Representatives £roT the Charlos Malvin
Price Center, Aviation RDEC, SIMA, and the MICOM; BRAC Office were alszso

{n atteandance. ) [

2. Mr. Powell stated ho had no new guidance to Arovidc and did not -~
snticipate any additional guidance being issued from HQ AMC. He -
mantioned there would be a video teleconference (VTC) on 25 May 95, and
Lthat it was Lo provide aa update Lo all HQ AMC BRAC oryeplzationsy. The
Team has visited most of the AMC organizations on the BRAC lint but it
has been several weeks since they have been to some locations and the
intent of the VTC was to kcap oll of the orgunitation: updated.

3. A large portion of the briefing dealt with manpower deviations and
was presented by Mr. Dan Schaofer. Mr. Schaefer'dealt primarily with
problems ATCOM had wlth the civilian and military spaces reflected in
the manpowar proposal, such as double counting of some positions and
incorrect distribution of military spaces betwech the four commands
gaining ATCOM missions., Mr. Schaefer also raised the concern that base
operations poxitions were raeduced so low that MICOM would not be able to
support the Ancreased roquirementa they would have to assume. Mr.
Powell stated that AMC would be in trouble if they could not combine two
commande with 6,000 people or leas. He stated that a few years ago AMC
had approximately 100,000 personnsl and they were told to reduce down to
., 70,000 perasonnel at vhich tims they told DA thay aould not funotion at

that level. However, AMC is now at 71,000 paorsonnel and they are
continuing to perform their mission. Now the difection is to got
personnel down into the low 50,000 atrength lovoia, 80 all commands arc
going to have to perform at strength lavels thac.are dirgiourt to
accept.,

4. Mr. Powsll stated that HQ AMC and DA belleve the 1512 ATCOM
poasitionas thal are Lo gealfignh Lo MICOM are sufffcicnt Lo pexfoom the
Aviation misxion using a combined command concept (mergo of AfcoM and
MICOM). 1In essence, the manpowsr shortfalls in the aviation mission
could be coverad by tha cxcess manpower in MICOM. Howavex, Mr. Schaefer
"quuslionedivhore the savings were Lo be gained if positions were
" backfilled by excess MICOM personnel. ATCOM belivves they have managed
thelr strength levels appropriately while other AMC commands have not,
Lul nouw Lhey are being required to Lake a 'disproportionate personnel cut
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SUBJECTs = ATCOM Meeting with DA/AMC BRAC Team g

16 May 95

through use of the BKAC inataad of having other commands, such as MICOM,
conduct a RIF to reduce their overstrength aituation.

3. Mr. Powell also wanted to know ATCOM’ s utatué on ceuonc111n§ the

ASIP manpower figures with the Brogram Budget Guidance (PBG) manpower .
figures. Mr. Schaefer statod ATCOM had not finallzed the reconciliation .
but they would be able to do it. However, Mr. Sthaefer qucationed how

the nou~AMC organixations, such as PEO, Aviation; should be addfcssod.

Mr. Powul)l stated that AMC was not concerned with recouciling the non- Z
AMC organirations because these numbers would be accepted by HQ AMC as :
submitred. Ms. Flynt stated that the PEO could compare the numbers
Lulwewn the ASXP and the PBG and reconcile thwa in the narrative portien
of the ATCOM manpowar annex. 5

6. The next part of the briefing was conducted Jy the ATCOM DRAC Office
POCas who are preparing the implementation Anncxcé. Each provided a
gratus to the DA/AMC BRAC Taeam and raised 1asues they felt nuwdud Lo be
addressod. Mr. Gary Turner, POC for the Construction Annox, raised one
{ynue of critical concern to the PEO. Thia issue dealt with planning
floor apace for collocated contractor personnol. He stated Lhat the PEO
had a requirement for 170 collocated contractors.and that ATCOM had a ~
requirenent £or approximataly 400 morc. Mr. Frank Graziano stuted that ) -
it was policy that no construction would be built for coatructors and
that none wWould be plannod. However, Mr. Fowell.stated that HQ AMC
reccognizes the importance of contractors in gotting thke mission
accomplished and that the FEO should press this {ssue through its DA
channels. :

7. Mr. Tusrner also rsised the conocarn there would be fnsufficient space
to house the 2369 personnel ATCOM/PEO/SIMA would be transitlonlny to
Yunteville., Mz, Turner’cs conccern was bascd on informstion provided by
MICOM concerning the number of paxsgonnel cthat could be housed in the
buildings to be renovated and an addition to the Spackman Center Lhatl is
to be buillt. Mr. Grariano stated that Mr. Sam Fields, MICOM's hesd of
factlicies, has €old him they will provide the rélocating organizations
the required space througli either xenovation or yew construction., and
that new construction would be based on 162 squate fect times the numbor

:0f personnecl to be relocated to Huntsville.

0. Ms. Anna Clark presented the Financial Annex jupdate and wanted to
know 1f the financial data could be broken out separately for
ATCOM/PEO/SIMA instead of rolled up as it was in the COBRA model. Mr.
Powall told her to report the information separcately.

9. The final issue was raised by Mr. Schaefer and Mr. Tom Smith, Chief
of Lhe ATCOM BRAC Office. 'The concern was that o one had ever moved an
AMC Major Subordinate Command or an National Xnventory Control Point,
and there were some grave concerns with doing this, particularly with

.CCYS. Theseo concerna are condidered ao serious they could be potential

show atoppets, particularly trying to meet a 30 §ep 98, completion date.
Mz . Powoll’'s dlruolion waw to pluu Lhe move Lo ndke scnse and not to be

locked in to datos given in a directivoe. Mr. Smith also stated that it

was the position of ATCOM’ s senior staff they would be sending a broken

command to Huntsville if cthe manpower figutes remaincd ao they cuccently
are planncd. :

10. X discuased vhe PEO issues of concern with ltir. Schaefer after che
meesting and hias recommendation was for the PEO to use the ASIT aumber in
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OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON OC 20310-0200

!

werur 10 Mi\\’ 26. 1995
ATTENTION QF

\

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon :
Chairman, The Defgnse Base Closure ’
and Realignoent Commussion
1700 North Moorc Street, Ste. 1425 :
Arlington, Virginia 22209 |

Dear Chairman Dixon: l

: l T
- The Army Basing Study has reviewed the letter form the Defense Base Closure and .
Rcalignment Commission, dated May 24, 1995 regarding ATCOM. )

The following provided the answers to t)-xe questions raised by your staff:
1

Question 1. The ATCOM manpower dcviation request identifies the 387 cxcess overhead
positions required by organization (see attachmeut). Please explain why these positions are or are
not valid mission requirements. :_

i

Answer 1: The proposal is to establish q merged, fully integrated Aviation and Missiles
.Command; pot to transfer the status quo to [Redstone. Detailed planning, resulting in a line-by-
line organizational structure will be accomphshcd over time and include the consolidation of
similar life cycle functions. Thus will allow for cconomies of scale, improved efficiencies and
efectiveness, and result ia less acquisition and materiel management effort than currently requiced
or prOJected for two stand-alone commands. Continued organizational streamlining, process and
business practice improvements, and economies and cfficiencies will be made in mavagement and
support functions, driving down the overhcad requirement. These initiatives will allow for the
establishment of a fully viable, intcgrated cqmmand 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 the results fiom the Base Opcrating Support Staffing Model for
Natick, Detroit Arsenal and Fort Monmouth. If the number of personnel indjcated by the model

were reduced, please explain why. l

Answer 2: The BOSSM cstimate for BASOPS support at Redstone was halved because, upon
further analysis, it far exceeded the number|ofBASOPS goverwment personnel required in order
to absorb the proposed realignment at Redstone Arsena|. The population of Redstone Arsenal
per the FY 1999 column of the November 1994 Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) is

!
1
1
|
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COMPARISON OF ATCOM CLOSURE, SSDC RELOCATION,
AND A COMPOSITE SCENARIO

ATCOM
CLOSURE
COST/SAVINGS
ROI 52 YEARS
20-YEAR NPV -$91 MILLION
ONE-TIME $184 MILLION
COSTS
STATIONING STRATEGY
INCREASE
EFFICIENCY YES
& SYNERGY
REDUCE NO -- $3.5 million
OVERHEAD increase
MINIMIZE At a cost of
LEASES $123 million in
moving/milcon
ELIMINATE At a cost of
EXCESS $63 million for
CAPACITY milcon/renovation

ATCOM DOWNSIZING

SSDC ;

RELOCATION & SSDC RELOCATION .
IMMEDIATE IMMEDIATE | SRR
$23 MILLION $283 MILLION -

$1 MILLION $7 MILLION
YES YES

YES -- $1.3 million
decrease

At a cost of
$1 million in
moving/milcon

At a cost of
$1 million for
milcon/renovation

YES -- $2 million

decrease

At a cost of ' o
$1 million in - K
moving/milcon )

Atacostof = _ - o I,

$1 million for - T =
milcon/renovation




Cost in millions

Annual Overhead Costs to Support
ATCOM and SSDC Functions

Overhead Cost to Support Overhead Cost to Support
ATCOM Functions SSDC Functions
$10 $10
$8.2
$8 $706 -------- - S8 b J
2
$6 | - = $6
E
g
$4 |- z 34
O
$21- 52 |-
$0 —— $0 .
At St. Louis =~ At Redstone At Leased Facilities At Redstone

Federal Center Arsenal - ' inHuntsville ~ Arsenal

: ‘ o : ' , g e
Source: Army 1995 COBRA regPrts for ATCOM and SSDC ‘, S PR AP e
' ‘ - “L A ey : Ca Y vt ' Lo
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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
look 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 atga, examine all options surrounding
the ownership-versus-lease issue as it relates to
DoD facilitié's. Conventional wisdom appears to
suggest ownership of facilities by the Depart-
ment of Defense 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.
Modern 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
Service (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

2-3
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3300

ECONOMIC
SECURITY

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN 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
TNEPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
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

Background

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 Department of
Defense final recommendations.

Activities in Leased Space

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the
DepgecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum.
o

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 same metropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be
considered part of the civilian personnel authorization of thac:

o~

W




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' theilr organizations in leaséd space
within a MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single
installation for applying the numerical thresholds of Pubiic

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.

- . . e T TS re AT

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} Unemployvment 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 Agencies 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 BRAC-related actions. The key distinguishing features
of costs to o-ner federal agencies that should be included is (1)
DoD is unambiguously responsible for paying such costs and (2)
such costs would be incurred as a direct, rather than indirect,

result of BRAC 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 Monmouth, 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 $19,006,814
DOD leases in the same MSA as Natick RDEC $1,148,782

DOD leases in the same MSA as Detroit Arsenal $3,679,834
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THE ASSISTANTI SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1300

LEGISLATIVE

AFFAIRS May 16. 1995

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt
Democratic Leader

U.S. House of Representatives
Washingron, D.C. 20515-6537

Dear Mr. Leader;

Enclosed is the information you requested regarding Army, Navy, Air Force, and Defense
Logistics Agency leases in the four Metropolitan Statistical Areas you highlighted. The data is the
most curtent available and includes the following information on each facility:

- Lessor

- Lessec

- Address

- Tenant

- Total square footage by type of use

- Cost per square foot

- Total cost of the lease

- Total number of personnel in the arca
- Terms of the penalty

If my staff can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely,
Sandra K. Stuart

Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Legislative Affairs)
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION (GSA)
LEASED SPACE 1995

MAJCOM:
Joint Personal Property Shipping Office

LEASE NUMBER:
GSA

LEASE EXPIRATION DATE:
N/A

PURPOSE OF LEASE:
Shipment of military members' personal property worldwide

LEASE LOCATION:
Chelmsford, MA

BUILDINGS AND THEIR SQUARE FEET:

6,300 SF
ANNUAL COST:

$143,329

Vymber of Persant] - 37
38 leases - ’”P""’J‘A"]




LEASE DATA
(INGRANT)

MAICOM: AFMC (This space was not lcased thru the Real Estate
Management office, Real Property, at Hanscom AFB.)

LEASE NUMBER: Contract # F 49650-91-D0011 CLIN # 126AC01

LEASE EXPIRATION DATE: October 1995

PURPOSE QF LEASE: This organization was not part of ESC at the time they
leased this space. Now they are and are moving on to the base. Now they are 66

SPTG/SC.

LEASE LOCATION: 430 Bedford Strect Lexington, MA 02173
BUILDINGS AND THEIR SQUARE FEET: One building 30,700 SF
ANNUAL COST:  $654,000

Numb{f &\ PL/SUY\N/‘ .
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No facility leases in the vicinity of Redstone Arsenal in Alabama or
Natick Research, Development & Engineering Center in Massachusetts.

Seven facility leases in the vicinity of Detroit Arsenal in Michigan:

1. Legsor: State of Michigan, Dept. of Military Af{fairs
lessee: U,S.A.
Address: Broadhead Naval Armory, 7600 East Jefferson Ave.,

Detroit, MI

Tanant: MRRRESFOR
Total square footage by type of use: Approx. 19,000 s total
Cost per square foot by typs ¢f use: Minimal; $1.00/19,000 sf
Total cost of laase: 3$1.00 annually
Total number of personnel aemployed/housad at the facility: Varies
Amount of penalty, if any, for early termination of lease: None

[N

Lesgor: Harbortown Apartments

lLossee: U.S.A.

Address: 3320 Spinnaker Lane, Apt. 10-E, Detroit, MI

Tanant: 4th MARCORDIST

Total square footage by type of usa: Unknown (one bedroom apt.)
Cost per square foot by type of use: Unknown

Total cost of lease: $8,940 annually

Total numbar of personnel employed or housed at the facility: 1
Amount of penalty, if any, for early termination of leasa: None

3. Lessor: Marina Bay Club Apartments,
Lessaa: 1.S,A.
Address: 14221 Park Streel, Apt. 18, Gibraltar, MI
Tenant: MARRESFOR ;
Total square footage by type of usa: Unknown (one bedroom apt.) :
Cost per sgquare foot by type of use: Unknown
Total cost of lease: 56,660 annually
Total number of parscnnel employad or housed at the faoility: 1
Amount of penalty, ir any, for early termination of lease: None

4. Leasor: Sunset Manor North Apartments !
Lessee: U.S. .1,
Addrass: 135 North River Road, Apt. A305, Mt. Clemens, MI
Tenant: MARRESFOR
Total aquare rootage by type of use: Unknown {(one bedroom apt.)
Cost par square foot by typae of usa: Unknown
Total cost of lease: $6,360 annually .
Total number of persconnal employed or houged at the facility: 1 g
Anount of penalty, if any, for early tarmination of leasa: None i
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. Leswor: Sunset Manor North Apartuwents
Lessaa: TU.S.A.
Addroms: 137 North River Road, Apt. R300, Mt., Clemens, Ml
Tanant: MARRESFOR
Total square footage by type of use: Unknown (one bedroom apt.)
Cast per squarg foot by type of use: Unknown
Total gost of lease: 56,360 annually
Total number of personnel employed or housed at the facility: 1
Amount of penalty, if any, for early termination of lease: None

6. Lasgor: Thae LOfts (apartments)
Leagee: U.S.A.
Addrase: 6533 East Jefferaon, Apt. 108, Detroit, MI
Tenant: MARRESFOR
Total esquare footage by type of use: Unknown {one bedroom apt.)
Cost per square foot by type of use: Unknown
Total cost of lease: $10,488 annually
Total number of personnal employed or housed at the faecility: 1
Amount of penalty, if any, for early termination of lease: None

7. Legswor: The Lofts (apartments)
Lessaea: U_.S A,
Addrose: 6533 East Jefferson, Apt. 328, Detroit, MI
Tenant: MARRESFOR
Total square footage by type of use: Unknown {one bedroom apt.)
Cost par squara foot by type of use: Unknown
Total cost of leasa: $8,700 annually
Total number of personnal employed or housed at the facility: 1
Amount of pena