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SUPPLY DEPOT CONSOLIDATION 
REPORT TO CONGRESS 

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

In response t o  the President's request for  management 
improvement, the  Secretary of Defense i n i t i a t e d  a Department-wide 
management review and documented the  finding i n  the Defense 
Management Report (DMR) . The DMR represents a sustained, long-term 
e f f o r t  t o  streamline the Department's management and achieve the  
improvements the President i s  seeking. An i n i t i a l  s e t  of these 
i n i t i a t i v e s  was incorporated in to  the  Fiscal Year 1 9 9 1  Defense Budget 
Review i n  the  form of Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRDs) . 
One of these i n i t i a t i v e s  was DMRD 902, the  decision t o  study the  
consolidation of Defense supply depots under a s ingle  manager. 

One of the  most important events during 1990 was the decision, 
t h a t  resul ted from the study, t o  consolidate a l l  DoD dis t r ibut ion  
a c t i v i t i e s  under the Defense Logistics Agency ( D L A ) .  There a re  30 
supply non-ammunition depots i n  the  Continental United States,  

. 

operated by three  Military Departments and the Defense Logistics 
Agency, providing supplies t o  a l l  components of the  Department. 
These supply depots are  comprised of 3,400 warehouses, with over 
30 million gross square f ee t  of storage space fo r  general supplies. 
A number of these depots are within 50  m i l e s  of each other, and a 
small number a re  within 10 miles of another depot. The supply depot 
consolidation study found t h a t  the duplication of dis t r ibut ion 
management resul t ing i n  the  fragmentation of responsibi l i t ies  and 
control of resources provided s ignif icant  opportunities for  
management and operational e f f ic iencies  through the  consolidation of 
supply depots under a single manager. 

Therefore, on April 12, 1990, the  Deputy Secretary of Defense 
approved the  consolidation of materiel dis t r ibut ion functions a t  
defense supply depots, and directed t h e  implementation of the  Bay 
Area Prototype (BAP) and the immediate planning fo r  the  consolidation 
of the  remaining supply depots. The Deputy Secretary also directed 
t h a t  t h e  Assistant Secretary f o r  Production and Logistics (ASD (P&L)) 
oversee t h i s  e f f o r t  and issue the  necessary implementing 
instruct ions.  

The ASD (P&L) , i n  h i s  A p r i l  13, 1990,  memorandum, directed DLA t o  
i n i t i a t e  implementation of the  BAP by July 1, 1990,  and by  October 1, 
1990, submit a business-oriented concept plan t o  achieve the goals of 



the  Deputy Secretary's decision, and two additional s i t e  specif ic  
plans f o r  the  consolation of distribution functions i n  the Ogden, 
Utah and New Cumberland, Pennsylvania areas. 

The E3AP ( the consolidation of the supply depots i n  the San 
Francisco Bay/ amento area) under the management of the DLFL was 
i n i t i a t e d  i n  July.  990. The distribution functions a t  three of the  
f ive  sites i n  0 e BAP (Defense Depot Tracy, Sharpe Army Depot, and 
the Naval Supply Center Oakland) transferred t o  DLA management i n  
July 1990. The remaining two, Sacramento Air Logistics Center and 
Sacramento Army Depot, transferred t o  DLA i n  April 1 9 9 1 .  
Additionally, an Independent Evaluator ( IA)  was established t o  
evaluate the  performance and savings/costs of the BAP. 

The consolidation of supply depots under one manager represents a 
major change i n  the  h i s to r i c  business pract ices  of the  Department 
and, as  such, met with strong resistance from the  Military Services. 
The concept was the subject of intense debate within the Department 
during t h e  summer and f a l l  of 1990.  After numerous meetings with t h e  
Mili tary Services t o  discuss t h e i r  concerns, on December 19,  1990, 
the ASD(P&L) approved the overall  supply depot concept plan, and t he  
Ogden and New Cumberland/Mechanicsburg si te-specif ic  plans for  
implementation during 1991.  The approval of these plans s e t  the  
process i n  motion for  the  DLAto assume the management and operation 
of 13 of t h e  30 depots by October 1991.  The depot spec i f ic  
consolidation schedule f o r  the  remaining 17 depots, t o  occur during 
1992 and t h e  f i r s t  half of 1993, was deferred pending further 
deliberations with the  Military Semices. 

On March 4,  1991, the  Deputy Secretary of Defense reaffirmed h i s  
i n i t i a l  decision, s t a t ing  t h a t  he had reviewed the  Military Service 
concerns and found nothing t o  cause him t o  change t h e  fundamental 
direct ion of h i s  April 12, 1990, supply depot consolidation decision. 
The final adjustments t o  t h e  transfer schedule were negotiated among 
DLA and the Mili tary Services, and on July 2, 1991,  t h e  ASD(P&L) 
signed out t h e  f i n a l  schedule f o r  the  t ransfer  of depots during 
Calendar Years 1992 and 1993. The l a s t  of the 30  depots is  scheduled 
f o r  t r ans fe r  i n  June 1993. 

This s igni f icant  i n i t i a t i v e  w i l l  save the  Department an estimated 
$1 .2  b i l l i o n  over the period 1991 through 1997, and $167 million 
every year thereaf te r .  The savings w i l l  occur through more e f f i c i en t  
operations while preserving f u l l y  the Department's materiel readiness 
objectives. 

B. Congressional Requirement 

While no one has sucessfully chalenged the  merits of 
consolidation, t h e  schedule of the  consolidations continues t o  be 
debated both inside and outside the  Department. Some have pointed t o  



the success of the early consolidations and suggested that the 
benefits of consolidation would accrue faster if the consolidation 
schedule were advanced. Others, including the Congress, have 
expressed the concern that the supply consolidation initiative is 
proceeding at too rapid a pace. This Congressional concern was 
expressed in the National Defense ~uthorization A& For Fiscal Year 
1992 (Public Law 102-190). Specifically, Section 313 requires that 
the Department submit a report to Congress prior to executing any 
consolidations beyond those identified in the legislation. The 
required report is to provide an analysis of the supply depot 
consolidations that occurred through Calendar Year 1991 and document 
that automatic data processing support is in place to support the 
consolidation effort. Section 313 of Title I11 of the United States 
Code (U.S.C.) states: 

SECTION 313. LIMITATION RELATING TO CONSOLIDATION OF SUPPLY DEPOTS 

(a) LIMITATION. -- The Secretary of Defense may not proceed with the 
consolidation of supply &pots under decision 902 of the Defense 
Management Review (or any successor of that decision) until the 
Secretary : 

(1) completes an analysis of the results of the supply 
depot consolidations referred to in subsection (c); 

(2) makes a determination that an automatic data processing 
system in the Department of Defense for the consolidation of 
supply &pots is &veloped and operational and meets the 
requirements of the Military Departments; and 

(3) submits to Congress a report describing the basis and 
results of the analysis under paragraph (1) and a 
determination under paragraph (2) . 

ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. -- The analysis required by subsection 
(a) (1) shall include: 

(1) a determination of the cost savings associated with the 
supply depot consolidations referred to in subsection (c); 
and 

(2) an assessment of the effect of those consolidations on 
the ability of the Military Departments to provide mission 
support. 

(c) EXCEPTION. -- Notwithstanding subsection (a), the Secretary 
of Defense may proceed with-- 

(1) the consolidation of the Mechanicsburg, New Cumberland, 
Ogden, and Red River supply depots; and 



(2) any consolidation of supply depots made as part of the 
- ' Bay Area Regional prototype before the enactment of this 

A c t .  

C. Repol-t Organization 

This document constitutes the report required to be submitted to 
the Congress prior to proceeding with the Department's approved 
consolidation schedule. Chapter 1 provides a brief chronology of the 
supply depot actions to date and the Congressional reporting 
requirement satisfied by the balance of this report. Chapter 2 
discusses supply depot consolidation goals and objectives, the 
management structure and concept of operations, and the current 
status and schedule. Chapter 3 satisfies the analysis requirements 
called for in the Congressional reporting requirement by providing 
the analysis of the cost/savings and performance of the supply depots 
consolidated through November 1991. Chapter 4 satisfies the 
Congressional requirement regarding the availability of automatic 
data processing system support to the consolidation effort. Chapter 5 
provides a brief executive level recap of the previous chapters. 
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CHAlPTER 2 - SUPPLY DEPOT CONSOLIDATION 
OVERVIEW 

A. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the consolidation initiative, the DoD supply depot 
system was not a single distribution system but several systems, 
interconnected by the Defense Logistics Standard Systems (DLSS) . For 
the most part they operated independently. Each of the four Services 
and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) managed its own depots; each 
had its own management and overhead structure; each developed and 
maintained its own computer systems for operations and management; 
and each developed and prioritized its own facilities modernization 
and construction projects. Many of the depots, while owned and/or 
managed by different DoD Components, are located in close proximity 
to one another; however, cooperative integration has been minimal. 
While each Component has made substantial progress in optimizing its 
own operations to provide efficient and responsive customer service, 
the system as a whole is duplicative and sub-optimal. Figure 2-1 
shows the 30 depots and the manager/operators prior to the supply 
depot consolidation initiative. 

The primary goal of the supply depot consolidation initiative is 
to place all the supply depot resources performing distribution 
functions under a single manager, to facilitate optimal 
Department-wide management and operational distribution decisions. 
For purposes of the supply depot consolidation initiative, 
distribution is defined as all actions involving the receipt of new 
procurement, redistributions and field returns; storage of materiel; 
issue of materiel; consolidation and containerization of materiel; 
preservation, packaging, packing and marking; physical inventory; 
quality control; traffic management; other transportation services; 
unit materiel fielding and set assernbly/disassembly; transshipment; 
and minor repair. 

The specific objectives of the supply depot consolidation are to: 

Consolidate materiel distribution functions at defense 
supply depots under a single manager so that overall 



performance is maintained or improved while reducing the 
overall costs of distribution operations. 

Identify and institutionalize standard policies and 
procedures that will minimize the number of receiving, 
packing, and shipping points . 

Maximize the utilization of DoD facilities and installations 
to accomplish the most efficient use of storage space and 
future facilities investments. 

Utilize of resources, such as manpower and equipment more 
efficiently throughout the Department. 

Consolidate materiel stocks at the minimum number of primary 
distribution sites, resulting in reduced packaging costs and 
greater shipment and transportation consolidation. 

Reduce overhead and indirect support of the distribution 
functions. 

Achieve more effective DoD-wide long term distribution 
planning and acquisition of warehouse facilities, equipment, 
consolidation/containerization points, and transportation 
hubs, considering the total DoD requirements and available 
assets. 

It should be pointed out that these objectives cannot be fully 
met until all the depots in the consolidation initiative are under 
the single management of the DLA. When the functional transfers are 
complete, the single manager will have the ability to make and 
execute optimal DoD-wide distribution decisions. 

In addition to the management and operations objectives described 
above for the supply depot consolidation initiative, the Department 
has another initiative underway, the Corporate Information Management 
(CIM) initiative. The computer system being developed under the CIM 
initiative to support activities performing distribution functions 
complements the management and operation supply depot consolidation 
initiative; however it is not a prerequisite. The savings obtained 
through the fulfillment of the supply depot consolidation objectives 
are not dependent on the development and deployment of a standard 
computer system. The CIM effort and its relationship to the supply 
depot. consolidation initiative are discussed in Chapter 4 of this 
report. 



B. Managc~nent Structure &Concept of Operations 

~epartment-wide policy guidance on distribution matters will 
continue to be issued by the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency (DL,) and his headquarters staff 
will have the overallsmanagement, resourcing, and oversight 
responsibility for the thirty supply depots within the supply depot 
consolidation initiative. The DLA will operate the distribution 
system under a region concept with each region having three types of 
storage depots. 

The concept calls for three regional headquarters, Defense 
Distribution Region East (DDRE), Defense Distribution Region Central 
(DDKC), and Defense Distribution Region West (DDRW). The three 
region configuration is based on meeting the administrative 
requirements to manage a large number of disbursed distribution 
sites, while minimizing the overhead dosts and maintaining an even 
workload distribution among the regions. All administrative overhead 
incl-uding resourcing and operational support, as well as providing 
the distribution procedures for all the distribution sites in the 
regi-on, is located at the regional headquarters. The regional 
headquarters is composed of the Regional Commander and his staff. 
The regional headquarters is responsible for implementing standard 
DoD-wide policy, regional stock positioning agreements, establishing 
a stock management plan, developing and executing the regional 
budget, maintaining and repairing facilities, and executing military 
and civilian personnel actions. 

In order to evolve to the most effective distribution system, 
there will be three types of supply depots: Primary Distribution 
Sites, Specialized Distribution Sites, and Satellite Warehouse Sites. 

Primam Distribution Sites (PDSs) are the major distribution site; 
within each region that hh'the primary wholesale consumable item 
shipping, receiving, and freight consolidation hub for the 
region. The regional headquarters is collocated with the Primary 
Distribution Site. The criteria for the location of primary 
distribution sites are; location of customers and vendors, 
transportation hub, current capability, throughput capacity, and 
potential expansion capacity. The concept envisions that items 
with a high velocity demand be positioned in the primary 
distribution sites so that labor saving equipment can capitalize 
on the economies of scale to reduce handling cost and be 
consolidated into efficient shipment and transportation units. 
The PDS for the DDRE is the Susquehanna Primary Distribution 
site, which is comprised of the merger of what was formerly the 
Defense Depot Mechanicsburg and the New Cumberland Army Area 



Oriented Depot. The PDS for the DDRC is the Memphis Primary 
Distribution Site. The PDS for the DDRW is the San Joaquin 
Primary Distribution Site, which is comprised of the merger of 
what was formerly the Defense Depot Tracy and the Sharpe Army 
Area Oriented Depot. 

Specialized Distribution Sites (SDSs) are locations within the 
region that satisfy specialized stockage requirements such as 
large bulk items, steel, subsistence, hazardous items, reparables 
and Service retail materiel, as well as providing support to 
major collocated depot level maintenance industrial operations. 
There are fifteen SDSs: five in the Eastern Region, six in the 
Central Region, and four in the Western Region. 

Satellite Warehouse Sites (SWSs) are facilities that are 
extensions of another distribution site. They will be used 
primarily to store reparables and inactive wholesale materiel, 
and to support local depot level maintenance industrial 
operations. 

Figure 2-2 shows the location of the regional boundaries, 
regional headquarters, and the Primary, Specialized, and Satellite -- 
Distribution Sites. A-, , ) , A ? j  a -*. , ,  -LIY r , t ~ r - d  O-. 2- ' 
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The basic relationships among customers, Inventory Control Points 
(ICPs), and supply depots will be maintained. Customers having a 
requirement for an item of supply will continue to electronically 
transmit the requirement to the ICP, which will decide how to best 
satisfy the requirement. The Defense Automated Addressing System 
takes care of electronically routing the requirement to appropriate 
ICP, therefore, the customer need not know which ICP manages that 
item. The ICP may satisfy the customerrs requirement by a direct 
vendor delivery, lateral retail redistribution, or issue from a 
distribution site. If the decision is to issue materiel from a 
distribution site the ICP will electronically transmit a Materiel 
Release Order to the appropriate distribution site. All receipt, 
issue, inventory, and shipment status logistics business information 
will continue to be transmitted between ICPs, customers, and 
distribution sites, using the institutionalized standard electronic 
data interchange formats, data definitions and procedures. 

C. Consolidation Status and Schedule 

The foundation of the supply depot consolidation initiative is 
the business oriented plan and schedule which seeks to maximize 
management and operational efficiencies, maintain or improve 
performance, and minimize system and personnel turbulence. The plan 



entails a logical sequence of actions: the establishment of the 
regional management structure in each region, establishment of the 
primary distribution activities, orderly transfer of Service supply 
depot distribution missions to the Regional Command, merger of supply 
depot activities that are in close proximity, conduct of 
studi~s/analyses for improved operations, execution of operational 
changes, and deployment of a standard computer to support supply 
depot information management requirements. This evolutionary approach 
allows management and operational personnel to become accustomed to 
new business methods gradually without traumatizing the system or 
personnel. 

The first supply depot distribution functions and personnel to 
transfer to DLA were those of the Naval Supply Center Oakland and the 
Sharpe Army Area Oriented Depot, which occurred in June 1990 along 
with the establishment of the Defense Distribution Region West (DDRW) 
Headquarters. These initial transfers along with the Defense 
Depot Tracy, all in the San Francisco Bay Area, formed the nucelus of 
the Bay Area Prototype (BAP) . The BAP is composed of the five supply 
depots in the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento area: two Army, one Navy, 
one Air Force, and one DLA. Due to their close proximity and 
capacity to handle large volumes of throughput the Defense Depot 
Tracy and Sharpe Army Area Oriented Depot were merged operationally 
to form the San Joaquin Primary Distribution Site for the western 
region. The Army and Air Force supply depot distribution functions 
were transferred to DLA in April 1991. The BAP was selected as the 
prototype area for the consolidation initiative because it provided 
the unique opportunity to deal with supply depots previously managed 
by four of the five DoD Components that were all located in close 
proximity. This enabled the consolidation initiative to gain 
valuable experience while minimizing the effects on the total 
distribution system. The BAP is also the area selected for 
prototyping the Defense Standard System which is discussed in Chapter 
4 of this report. 

In April 1991, the Eastern Distribution Regional Headquarters was 
established and the New Cumberland Anny Depot was transferred to DLA 
and merged with the Defense Depot Mechanicsburg to form the 
Susquehanna Primary Distribution Site for the eastern Region. In 
October 1991, the Central Distribution Regional Headquarters was 
established at the Defense Depot Memphis and the Red River Anny Depot 
distribution mission was transferred to DLA. Additionally, the 
distribution mission at the Ogden air Logistics Center was 
transferred to DLA and merged with the Defense Depot Ogden in October 
1991. As of the end of calendar year 1991, all three Regional 
Headquarters have been established and 13 of the 30 general supply 
depots are under DLA management. 



Planning for the remaining transfers is on track; nine Service 
general.supply distribution functions are planned for transfer in 
calendar year 1992 and the remaining eight by the end of June 1993.  
The current approved schedule for the transfer of the distribution 
functions at the remaining Service supply depots is show below. - 
Milestone Action Transfer Date 

Merge Cherry Point Distribution into DDRE Feb 92 

Merge Pensacola Distribution into DDRC Mar 92 

Merge Jacksonville Distribution into DDRC Apr 92 

Merge Warner Robins Distribution into DDRC Jun 92 

Merge San Antonio Distribution into DDRC Jul 92 

Merge Puget Sound Distribution into DDRW Aug 92 

Merge Oklahoma City Distribution into ODRC Auq 92 

Merge San Diego Distribution into DDRW Sep 92' 

Merge Charleston Distribution into DDRE Nov 92 

Merge Letterkenny Distribution into DDRE Feb 93 

Merge Corpus Christi Distribution into DDRC Feb 93 

Merge Tooele Distribution into DDRW Feb 93 

Merge Tobyhanna Distribution into DDRE Mar 93 

Merge Barstow Distribution into DDRW Mar 93 

Merge Albany Distribution into DDRC May 93 

Merge Anniston Distribution into DDRC Jun 93 

Merge Norfolk Distribution into DDRE Jun 93 

This chapter has provided a brief summary of the background of 
the depot consolidation initiative, its goal and objectives, what 
actions have occurred, and those that are planned. The next chapter 
provides an analysis of how well the objectives are being met. 
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CHAPTER 3 - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense decision to consolidate the 
management and operations of supply depots performing general 
distribution missions was predicated on an analysis that indicated 
that significant efficiencies could be obtained and mission 
performance could be maintained or improved. This chapter looks at 
the results obtained to-date. 

A. The Baseline 

The projected cumulative Fiscal Year 1991-1997 savings for the 
supply depot consolidation initiative for was $1.2 billion, with 
reoccurring annual savings of $167 million each year beyond 1997. 
The savings were projected using the Fiscal Year 1990 column of the 
Presidents Budget as of the end of September 1989. Approximately 70 
percent result from efficiencies that will allow the entire supply 
depot system to maintain performance while reducing personnel end 
strength by approximately 5,500. The projected savings, by year, are 
shown in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1 

PFUECTED SAVINGS AND END STFGNGTH REDUCTIONS 

SAVINGS (IN MILLIONS OF FY90 DOIUUtS) 
FY91 EY92 FY93 EY94 FY95 EY96 -97 

Yearly 35.7 90.8 251.4 258.1 248.1 167 -0 167.0 
Cumulative 35.7 126.5 377.9 636.0 884.1 1,05,1 1,218.1 

END STRENGHT 
FY91 M 9 2  EY93 FY94 EY95 -96 FY97 

Yearly 441 1,317 2,016 1,726 386 0.0 0.0 
Cumulative 441 1,758 3,774 5,114 5,500 5,500 5,500 

The preponderance of the savings during the period $837.7 million 
result from improved efficiencies of operations such as, reducing 
redundant item stockage, efficient facilities utilization, reducing 
the number of receiving and consolidation and containerization 
points, and reducing the overall management overhead through the 



management structure. The balance of the savings $381.1 result from 
reduced Military Construction (MILCON) requirements brought about by 
effective DoD-wide facilities utilization. The MILCON projected 
savings are being scrubbed since some facilities are in obvious need 
of investment in order for them to contribute to the total system 
efficiency. Additional benefits will be derived from reduced 
transportation costs (due to increased shipment consolidation) and 
deployment of the CIM distribution system; however, these savings are 
attributed to other Defense Management Report Decisions .(DMRD 915 and 
DMRD 925 respectively) and are therefore not part of this analysis. 

The baseline for performance evaluation is also September 1989. 
The key performance measures, their definitions and significance are 
described below. The baseline, pre-consolidation and 
post-consolidation values are analyzed in each of the regional 
sections. 

/'--\ ,: 
DLA needs t o  prepare these paragraphs : 

W e  have a large number o f  choices t ha t  can be made, w i t h  Y -  
regard t o  performance measures. 
I suggest tha t  w e  pick no more than five key  measures. 
W e  ought t o  i d e n t i f y  the  performance as  o f  September 1989, 
performance a t  t i m e  o f  t rans f e r  and our experience since the 
t rans f e r .  

The balance of this chapter is organized by Defense Distribution 
Region. Each region's section identifies the supply depots within 
the region, the net savings that occurred (both in terms of dollars 
and end strength), and an evaluation of the key performance measures. 

DLA w i l l  prepare a d r a f t  o f  the following Sections: 
Each section should provide a brief description of the 
region, f 01 1 owed by paragraphs on cost/savings,  personnel 
reductions, any near term ac t ions  t h a t  w i l l  give t h e  reader 
a warm fuzzy  fee l ing  about the future  o f  the consolidation 
e f f o r t .  
The regional writeups should be w i t h i n  6 pages in length 
t o t a l  (Sum o f  Sections B., C. , and D . ) The DDR sect ions  
don't need t o  be balanced in length,  i . e . ,  DDRW can be 
longer than others since it i s  where  we have the most 
experience. 
In  t h e  DDRW sect ion we'll want t o  t a l k  about Oakland and the 
fact  tha t  the s ign i f i can t  systems turbulence experienced 
w h i l e  attempting t o  bring up DDS caused performance t o  be 
degraded --- but  we don't w a n t  t o  ciwell on this or  over do 
i t .  



. May want t o  say something l i k e  the following with regard t o  
NSC O a k l a n d / D D S .  
W e  can include Appendices, but I'd pre fer  t o  avoid i t  if we 
can. Let ' s  not provide any more &ta i l  than we have t o .  

The efforts to obtain initial operating capability of the DDS at 
NSC Oakland required that Oakland undergo more hardware, software and 
communications changes within a six month period than most activities 
experience in six years. The Defense Distribution System design team 
encountered disparities between data and transaction structures used 
by modules of the systems being integrated into the Defense 
Distribution System. The problem revealed by the DDS effort is not in 
the context of communication among systems but rather in the context 
of communication among subsystem modules of one system being 
integrated with subsystem modules of another system. The several 
modules which make up the DDS were essentially sections of larger 
systems which were not required to use DLSS transactions internally. 

The difficulties in linking the several modules of the DDS stem 
from the differences in the inter-module communication processes used 
by the different Service and Agency systems from which the modules 
were taken. The most important lesson learned from the DDS 
development effort is that these interfaces can be developed and 
accomplished successfully, and that, while this issue presents a 
challenge, it certainly should not be seen as an insurmountable 
roadblock on the path to standard systems and integration of these 
systems. In fact the DDS experience has proven that these problems 
can be solved. 

B. Defense Distribution Region West 

C. Defense Distribution Region East 

D. Defense Distribution Region Central 

%s Paragraph should be a suuunary o f  the  cos t / savings  and 
performance experience t o  date ,  major act ions  that  DLA w i l l  be 
pursuing t o  abtain the ant ic ipated  sav ings / e f f i c i enc i e s .  

E. Summary and Expectations 
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CHAPTER 4 - INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

A. Introduction 

This chapter deals with the Defense Management Report (DMR) 
Corporate Information Management (CIM) initiative. The CIM is a 
concurrent initiative which complements other DMR initiatives 
including the supply depot consolidation initiative discussed in 
Chapter 2. Like supply depot consolidation, the basic goal of the 
CIM is to bring about greater economies and efficiencies in the 
information systems area by eliminating duplication and consolidating 
the information systems resources that support of a given functional 
area. This chapter discuses CIM in relationship to the logistics 
functional areas and specifically the distribution function. 

B. Current Environment 

The acquisition, management, movement, and maintenance of the DoD 
materiel inventory ($336 billion in on-hand assets of 5 million 
different items of supply) is the business of DoD logistics. To 
perform this business requires a monumental amount of information. 
Approximately 2.25 billion electronic transactions move through the 
DoD logistics system each year. Over 150,000 organizations (both 
internal DoD and external civil agencies, contractors, and foreign 
governments) generate, receive, and process logistics transactions 
within the DoD system. Large volume automatic data processing (ADP) 
capabilities are employed in the management of the DoD logistics 
information interchange. 

The movement away from manual control of the logistics process 
began in the 1950s driven by rapid technological evolution of 
military materiel. Numbers of items in the system increased as 
management of each item and relationships between items became more 
complex. The boundaries of logistics information automation were set 
by ADP capabilities of the 1950s and 1960s: limited capacity 
computers (by today's standards), fixed-size transactions 
(eighty-position Electronic Accounting Machine (EAM) formats), and 
constrained digital communications capabilities. These limitations 
restricted the logistics operational universes to the scale of the 
separate Military Services and Agencies and in many cases to 
subdivisions within the Services/Agencies. 



Logistics automated information systems of the 1980s were the 
evolutionary products of the systems concepts of the 1960s. Although 
the basic functions performed by the systems are the same in all 
~ervices/~gencies, variations in Service/~gency environments and 
operational doctrines combined with varying technological choices to 
result in differing hardware and software solutions. Each of the 
Services/Agencies responsible for large scale logistics functions 
operates a variety of major ADP processing systems. The Defense 
Logistics Standard Systems are the bridge that makes cross-Service/ 
Agency system transmission of logistics business information possible 
despite the differences in computer hardware and software. As stated 
previously, the processes employed to perform logistics functions are 
nearly identical regardless of the Service/Agency activity performing 
the function. This commonality of function and methods is driven by 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense policy and procedural 
issuances. 

C. Defense Logistics Standard Systems (DLSS) 

The DLSS are not a computer system, they are the mandatory 
standard procedures which specify codes, definitions, forms, 
transaction formats, timeframes, and performance standards that 
provide the standard business language for logistics functions. 

The importance of internal and cross-Service/Agency digital 
communications to the logistics process was recognized early in the 
period of initial automation. The largest and most enduring of the 
early standardization initiatives has been the Defense Logistics 
Standard Systems (DLSS) (originally called the Military Standard 
Systems (MILS)). Beginning in 1962 with the establishment of the 
Military Standard Requisitioning and Issue Procedures (MILSTRIP), 
which replaced 16 different requisitioning systems then in use, the 
DLSS have evolved to form the core of the functional processes in 
logistics and exchange of information between the computer systems of 
the activities performing those functions. A brief summary of the 
DLSS is provided below. 

MILSTRIP (Military Standard Requisitioning and Issue Procedures) 
- requisitioning, supply advice, supply status, materiel issue, 
and materiel returns and redistribution procedures. 

MILSTRAP (Military Standard Transaction Reporting and Accounting 
Procedures) - wholesale inventory balance segmentation, inventory 
balance information exchange, update of accountable and custodial 
records, interface of the supply system with the financial and 
procurement systems, logistics reassignments, DoD Small Arms 
Serial Number registration, Special Program Requirements, 
Logistics Asset Support Estimates, War Reserve Materiel 
Requirements, and the Physical Inventory Control Program. 



MILSTAMP (Military Standard Transportation and Movement 
Procedures) - procedures for the transportation and movement of 
materiel to, within, and beyond the Defense Transportation System 
(DTS), use of Transportation Account Codes (TACs) in charging for 
materiel movement through DTS. 

MILSBILLS (Military Standard Billing System) - procedures for 
interfund billing, adjustments, reimbursements, and accounting 
for sales of supply system materiel. 

MILSCAP (Military Standard Contract ~dministration Procedu-res) - 
procedures for automated contract data exchange, destination 
acceptance and contractor payment information, modifications, 
shipments, and contract closings. 

MILSPETS (Military Standard Petroleum System) - standard 
procedures governing the exchange of logistics information for 
bulk petroleum products. 

RODS (Reports of Discrepancy) - standard procedures for reporting 
and processing shipping and packaging discrepancies. 

MILSTEP (Military Supply and Transportation Evaluation 
Procedures) - standard procedures for reporting and measuring 
supply and transportation system performance through the total 
pipeline. 

DoDAAD (Department of Defense Activity Address Directory) - a 
standard address coding structure and information repository for 
all activities, government and commercial, involved in the DoD 
logistics process. 

MAPAD (Military Assistance Program Address Directory) - a 
standard address coding structure and information repository for 
all activities, government and commercial, involved in Foreign 
Military Sales (FMS) and Military Assistance Program (MAP) Grant 
Aid programs. 

LOGDESMAP (Logistics Data Element Standardization and Management 
Program) - procedures for the standardization and management of 
logistics data elements and related features including 
maintenance of an on-line standard data dictianary/directory - 
the Logistics Data Resource Management System (LOGDRMS) . 
DAAS (Defense Automatic Addressing System) - the central 
electronic message routing and value added data processing center 
serving most of the functional logistics processes. 

ILCS (International Logistics Communications System) - provides 
on-line communications and data processing capabilities with 



various foreign nations and contractors with 87 installations in 
35 different countries. 

Use of the DLSS is mandatory; therefore, the computer systems 
developed over the years by the DoD Services/Agencies transfer 
logistics business information back and forth irrespective of the - 

manufacturer of the computer hardware, the application language used, 
or the design activity that developed the application software. 

Logistics systems standardization must occur in four essential 
subdivisions: functional applications processing, communications, 
data/information structure rules, and the interface between human 
activities and information processing systems. The first subdivison 
is addressed by DoD level policy and procedural issuances, and the 
last three of these subdivisions are being addressed in varying 
degrees by three major ongoing initiatives: Electronic Data 
Interchange (EDI), Modernization of the Defense Logistics Standard 
Systems (MODELS), and Computer Aided Acquisition and Logistics 
Support (CALS) . 

ED1 and CALS address the issue of data/infomation structure 
rules. Using the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) X.12 
transaction standard, the DoD ED1 initiative offers a flexible but 
standard business transaction formatting structure applicable to many 
of the functional subdivisions of logistics. The CALS project is 
developing a similar set of standard structure rules and procedures 
applicable to technical data, primarily engineering and graphics 
data. Several applications of the ED1 structure are being pursued. 
The largest use of the ANSI X.12 transaction structure in DoD is the 
MODELS program. MODELS addresses three of the subdivisions requiring 
standardization: the X.12 syntax addresses data/information 
structure rules; the use of standard value-added communications 
gateways addresses the need for more standardization of 
comunications processes; the consolidation and redefinition of the 
DLSS procedures seeks to improve the interface between human 
activities and information processing systems. 

D. The Standardization Imperative 

While constant effort has been made to induce standardization 
among the various Service/Agency systems, and significant progress 
achieved, such as the DLSS, the speed of functional and technological 
changes, continually decreasing costs of computing power, priorities 
of the Department, and the nature of the budget process have made a 
concerted logistics information processing standardization effort 
difficult. Changes in these same factors have now made such a 
standardization effort absolutely essential. 



The flexibility and power of ADP and digital communications at 
continually decreasing costs shift the task of system design away 
from co-ncerns about technical limitations and toward the need for 
more coordinated definitions of functional requirements. Also, the 
ongoing readjustments in international political relationships have 
elevated the issues of economy ar23 efficiency in Defense operations 
to a much higher priority than has been true at any other time in the 
postwar era. Finally, the federal deficit has induced initiatives 
within the Department to manage the budget process in a manner more 
suited to seeking spending reductions than the previous, more rigid 
procedures would have allowed. 

E. Corporate Information ,Management 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established the DoD Corporate 
Information Management (CIM) initiative in October 1989. The 
Objectives of the program are: to identify and implement management 
efficiencies throughout the informations systems life cycle, 
eliminate duplication of effort in the development and maintenance of 
multiple informations systems designed to satisfy the same functional 
requirements, and ensure that informations systems provide timely 
support to functional policy directions. More specifically, this 
initiative will ensure the standardization, quality, and consistency 
of data from the Department's multiple information management systems 
and will determine standard functional requirements for meeting DoDfs 
management information needs. 

As stated previously in this chapter, logistics functions are 
highly dependent on information systems support. Each of the 
Service/Agency systems that has been developed to support logistics 
functions d&a good job of satisfying the functional requirements of 
the logistics functions it supports. The basic problem is that there 
are at least five different systems supporting each major functional 
area within the logistics arena. This condition is inefficient and 
unresponsive to management policy and procedural changes. A single 
policy change requires that new documentation (functional statements, 
system specifications, computer coding, and user instructions) be 
accomplished and implemented at least five times. The timeframes 
needed to accomplish these changes often differ by Service/Agency, 
limiting the DoD-wide implementation of the new business practice to 
the last system implementation. Multiple implementations also raise 
the risks that the change will be interpreted differently and 
therefore lack uniformity of application. The logistics CIM goal is 
to deploy a single standard system throughout the Department for each 
of the major logistics functional areas. The satisfaction of this 
goal will significantly reduce information system development and 
maintenance costs, and make the systems more responsive to management 
policy and procedural improvements. 



~istribution, which is comprised of the functions performed by 
supply depots, is one of the major logistics functional areas for 
which a standard CIM system will be deployed. 

The following sequence of events and decisions identifies the 
relationships that exist between the Defense Management Report 
Decision (DMRD) 902, the consolidation of supply depots; the Defense 
Distribution System (DDS); DMRD 925, the CIM initiative; and 
specifically the Distribution Standard System (DSS). 

The DDS emerged from the January 1990 initial exploratory work 
that the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) and the Navy teamed up on to 
modify DLA Warehousing and Shipping System (DWASP) and Navy 
Integrated Storage And Retrieval System (NISTARS) for workload 
planning, receiving, and shipping functions, while using NISTARS to 
perform core warehouse control functions. 

The initial effort gained greater significance with the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, April 12, 1990, DMRD 902 Supply Depot 
Consolidation decision. The Deputy Secretary of Defense stated that 
the first step in the process would be the consolidation of the 
supply distribution depots in the San Francisco ~a~/~acramento area, 
known as the Bay Area Prototype (BAP).  To complement the BAP 
consolidation and maximize the potential savings, the appropriate 
pieces of existing proven systems have been packaged to form the 
operational information system prototype now re.ferred to as DDS. 

The Plan for the Prototype of the Consolidation of Distribution 
Operations attached to the Deputy Secretary of Defense Supply Depot 
Consolidation decision memorandum of April 12, 1990, stated that one 
of the main.thrusts of the BAP is, "the identification and testing of 
uniform distribution software which will efficiently perfonn 
distribution operations, interact with DoD ICPs /Serv ice  systems and 
provide necessary support to unique installation operations. " The 
initial operation capability (IOC) of DDS was reached at the Oakland 
BAP site in May 1991, and in September 1991 for the Sharpe BAP site. 

In June 1990 the Senior Information Resources Management (IRM) 
Official issued guidelines on the selection of Interim Standard 
Systems (ISSs) in support of the CIM initiative. In response to a 
Senior IF34 Official request, the DASD (Logistics) chartered a 
Component Working Group (CWG) to analyze and recommend interim 
standard systems and executive agents, prepare funding requirements 
to implement standard logistics systems throughout DoD, and provide 
initial operating guidance to the executive agents. The CWG report, 
"Materiel Management & Distribution: Interim Systems and Executive 
Agent Selection," was completed in November 1990. The Senior IRM 



official acted on the CWG recommendations by designating Executive 
Agents in December 1990. 

In his memorandum designating Executive Agents for Interim 
Systems, the Senior IRM Official tasked the ~xecutive Agents to 
develop Concept and.Technica1 plans. The tasking clearly recognized 
that the CWG recommended ISS selections should be reviewed and 
revalidated by the responsible Executive Agent. The guidance stated 
that the Executive ~ ~ e n t  plans display succinctly how the 
recommendations were utilized a ~ &  if the recommendations were not 
accepted, document, sufficiently for audit purposes, the 
logic/reasons the recommendations were not used. , 

The Director, DLA was designated as the Executive Agent for the 
Distribution Standard System (DSS), and the CWG report recomrnendecf the 
Defense Distribution System (DDS) as the Interim Standard System. In 
accordance with the Senior IRM Official's guidance, DLA is conducting 
the required functional and technical evaluation of the CWG 
recommendation. The functional, technical, and business case 
analyses of the candidate systems are proceeding according to 
schedule, and the final decision on the DSS is planned for early 
1992. The DDS prototype is one of the candidate systems being 
considered as the Distribution Standard System. 

G. The Depot Consolidation & CIM Relationship 
The projected $1.2 billion savings through Fiscal Year 1997, 

result from the management and operational efficiencies re$& from 
the supply depot consolidation initiative. These savings accrue from 
having all of the Department's distribution persomel and facilities 
resources under a single manager allowing system-wide analyses and 
decisions to be made in order to make optimum use of all the 
resources. This is an evolutionary process, and the full potential 
of t h e  consol idat ion  i n i t a t i v e  w i l l  not  be achieved u n t i l  t h e  
consolidations are complete and all the distribution resources are 
under single management. 

The implwntation of the supply depot consolidation initative is 
based on a business oriented sequence of events: establishing each 
regional headquarters; transferring personnel and management 
responsibility; instituting phased procedural, operational, and 
systems changes site by site within the respective regions. The 
Distribution CIM is a concurrent and complementary intiative to the 
supply depot consolidation initiative. It will reduce information 
systems costs by eliminating the duplicative development and 
maintenance costs of the current multiple systems and be more 
responsive to policy and procedural changes. 



There are those that have had the misconception that the 
consolidation of distribution functions under a single manager is 
dependent upon, first, having the distibution CIM system in place. 
This is not the case, and has never been the Department's plan. Each 
of the Department's supply depots has an operationally proven 
information system supporting it. Each of these systems meets the 
requirements of the activity it supports, implements DoD policy and 
procedures, and communicates with all Inventory Control Point and 
customer information s y s t e m s v i a t h e D e f e n s e L o g i s t i c s  StandardSystems. 

The Department's implementation plan strategy is much the same as 
that followed in corporate mergers in the private sector: executing 
an orderly organizational merger, foilowed by the institution of a 
standard system for the entire organization. This approach allows 
personnel to first become delaminated to the new organizational 
structure and business methods without unduly traumatizing management 
and personnel with learning how to use a new information system. 
This approach has proven itself over and over again both in the 
private sector and within the Department. It allows the major 
benefits of consolidation or mergers to be obtained rather than 
holding those benefits hostage to a standard system deployment 
schedule. The supply depot consolidation has been proceeding 
according to schedule, transferring the Service distribution 
resources to the single manager while continuing to utilize the 
systems that are currently in place and operationally proven. This 
has allowed the single manager to maintain or improve distribution 
performance of the transferred supply depots, reduce the number of 
personnel, and begin the process of evolving to an optimal DoD-wide 
distribution system. 

The Department transferred the distribution functions at the five 
BAP sites to the DLA, leaving the existing systems in place. The 
close proximity of the distribution sites in the San Francisco Bay 
Area provided the unique opportunity to test out the potential to 
operate these sites as though they were one. In order to test cp~t* 
this concept fully, a common system was required. The DDS was 
developed for this purpose and originally tested first,operationally 
at the NSC Oakland site. During the first half of 1991, NSC Oakland 
absorbed more computer/communications hardware and software changes 
than most activities have to cope with in a six-year period. 
Consequently NSC Oakland is the only one of the seven Service Depots 
transferred to DLA, to date, that experienced a decline in 
performance. Due to the concerted efforts of DLA and the Navy the 
system is now working and performance is improving, However, it ' 

-. I peikC~~~ut clear1 y that coupling major management and systems changes 
within the same time period significantly increases the risks of 
performance degradation. 



SUPPLY DEPOT CONSOLIDATION 
REPORT TO CONGRESS 

CHAPTER 5 - 
I n  response t o  t h e  Pres ident ' s  request  f o r  management 

improvement, t h e  Secretary of Defense i n i t i a t e d  a Department-wide 
management review and documented t h e  f ind ing  i n  t h e  Defense 
Management Report (DMR).  An i n i t i a l  set of t h e s e  i n i t i a t i v e s  was 
incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  F i s c a l  Year 1991 Defense Budget Review i n  t h e  
form of  Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRDs) .  One of t h e s e  
i n i t i a t i v e s  was DMRD 902, t h e  decis ion  t o  s tudy t h e  consol ida t ion  of 
Defense supply depots  under a s i n g l e  manager. The supply depot 
conso l ida t ion  s tudy found t h a t  t h e  dup l i ca t ion  of d i s t r i b u t i o n  
management r e s u l t i n g  i n  t h e  fragmentation of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and 
c o n t r o l  of  resources  provided s i g n i f i c a n t  oppor tun i t i e s  f o r  
management and opera t ional  e f f i c i e n c i e s  through t h e  consol ida t ion  of 
supply depots  under a s i n g l e  manager. Therefore, on Apr i l  12, 1990, 
t h e  Deputy Secre ta ry  of Defense approved t h e  conso l ida t ion  of 
m a t e r i e l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  funct ions a t  defense supply depots .  This  
s i g n i f i c a n t  i n i t i a t i v e  w i l l  save t h e  Department an es t imated  $1.2 
b i l l i o n  over  t h e  per iod  1991 through 1997, and $167 m i l l i o n  every 
yea r  t h e r e a f t e r .  The savings w i l l  occur through more e f f i c i e n t  
opera t ions  whi le  preserving or improving performance l e v e l s .  

This  r e p o r t  s a t i s f i e s  t h e  requirement conta ined i n  t h e  National  
Defense Author iza t ion  A c t  For F i s c a l  Year 1992 (Publ ic  Law 102-190, 
Sect ion  313) r e q u i r i n g  an ana lys i s  of t h e  supply depot conso l ida t ions  
t h a t  occurred  through Calendar Year 1991 and documenting t h a t  the 
necessary  automatic  da ta  processing support is  i n  p l a c e  t o  support  
t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  e f f o r t .  

The primary goal  of t h e  supply depot conso l ida t ion  i n i t i a t i v e  is 
t o  p l a c e  a l l  t h e  supply depot resources  performing d i s t r i b u t i o n  
func t ions  under a s i n g l e  manager, t o  f a c i l i t a t e  opt imal  
Department-wide management and opera t iona l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  dec i s ions .  
The f u l l  p o t e n t i a l  of t h i s  i n i t i a t i v e  w i l l  no t  be achievable  u n t i l  
a l l  30 of t h e  supply depots i n  t h e  consol ida t ion  i n i t i a t i v e  a r e  under 
t h e  s i n g l e  management of t h e  DLA. A s  of t h e  d a t e  of  t h i s  r epor t ,  7 
Service  supply depots  have been t r a n s f e r e d  t o  DLA, t h e s e  along wi th  
t h e  6 depots  previous ly  managed by DLA account f o r  t h e  1 3  now under 
DLA management. The Department's bus iness  o r i e n t e d  approach and 
schedule cal ls  f o r  completing t h e  supply depot conso l ida t ion  
i n i t i a t i v e  i n  June 1993. 



The ilnplementation of the supply depot consolidation initative is 
based on ,a business oriented sequence of events: establishing each 
regional headquarters; transferring personnel and management 
responsibility; instituting phased procedural, operational, and 
systems changes site by site within the respective regions. The 
Department's implementation plan strategy is much the same as that 
followed in corporate mergers in the private sector: executing an 
orderly organizational merger, followed by the institution of a 
standard system for the entire organization. This approach allows 
personnel to first become delaminated to the new organizational 
structure and business methods without unduly traumatizing management 
and personnel with learning how to use a new information system. It 
allows the major benefits of consolidation or mergers to be obtained 
rather than holding those benefits ($1.2 billion in savings) hostage 
to a standard system deployment schedule. 

In addition to the consolidation of supply depots, the Department 
has another initiative underway, the Corporate Information Management 
(CIM) initiative. The computer system being developed under the CIM 
initiative to support activities performing distribution functions 
complements the management and operation supply depot consolidation 
initiative; however,it is not a prerequisite. The savings obtained 
through the fulfillment of the supply depot consolidation objectives 
are not dependent on the development and deployment of a standard 
computer system. The savings from the supply depot consolidation 
initiative result from elimination of the duplication in the 
management and operation of supply depots, while the CIM will reduce 
information systems costs by eliminating the duplicative development 
and maintenance costs of the current multiple computer systems and be 
more responsive to policy and procedural changes. 

The lack of dependency results from many years of effort to 
develop and institutionalize the Defense ~ogistics Standard Systems 
(DLLS). The DLSS specify the mandatory standard procedures which 
specify codes, definitions, forms, transaction formats, timeframes, 
and performance standards that provide the standard business language 
for logistics functions. Use of the DLSS is rnandatoryi/;rherefore, 
the computer systems developed over the years by the DoD 
Services/Agencies transfer logistics business information back and 
forth irrespective of the manufacturer of the computer hardware, the 
application language used, or the design activity that developed the 
application software. Each of the Department's supply depots has an 
operationally proven information system supporting it. Each of these 
systems meets the requirements of the activity it supports, 
implements DoD policy and procedures, and communicat-es with all 
Inventory Control Point and customer information systems via the 
Defense Logistics Standard Systems. 



The supply depot consolidation has been proceetling according to 
schedule,. transferring the Service distribution resources to the 
single manager while continuing to utilize the systems that are 
currently in place and operationally proven. This has allowed the 
single manager to maintain or improve distribution performance of the 
transferred supply depots; reduce the number of personnel by ****, 
save $**** million, and begin the process of evolving to an optimal 
DoD-wide distribution system. The only site that incurred any 
statistically significant performance degradation was the site that 
had to absorb significant information systems changes during the 
management and operations transition period. 

DLA is conducting We' a detailed functional, technical, and 
business case analysds of the systems that are candidates for 
selection and evolution to the CIM Distribution System. The analysis 
is proceeding according +LO schedule, and the final decision is 
planned for early 1992. The benefits of that will be derived from* 

b~oth the supply depot consolidation initiative and CIM Distribution 
System initiative will bring about significant long term economies 
and efficiencies to the Departmentp &owever, while they complement 
one another, each initiative stands on its own merits. The supply 
depot consolidation initiative is n&t dependent on the CIM 
distribution systemp how-'-ihe CIM Distribution system initiative 

f i  .'Jc ,r , 
is far more easily implemented at locations managed and operated by a 
/ s~ngle agency. 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
DEFEYSE MANAGEMENT REPORT DECISION 
SUBJECT: Consolidation Of Defense Supply Depots 

DOD COMPONENTS: Army, Navy, Air Force, DLA 

ISSUE: The Department in its efforts to reduce overhead costs 
cee?s  t o  r 9 v i s i t  t h e  tonrep: of 3 s i n g l e  2 q c t  system. 

Service Estimate 
Alternative Estimate 

(TOA, Dollars in Millions) 
FY 1990 FY 1991 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION: There are 33 supply depots in the DOD 
syxtem. Each of the four Services and DLA manage "their own" 
depots. A number of these depots are located within 50 miles of._ 
each other. A small number are within 10 miles of another depot. 

Consolidation of the management of all supply depots in a single 
Service or agency would result in significant reductions in: base 
and headquarters level overhead costs, systems developments costs; 

- and significantly better utilization of the existing capacity, with 
a resulting increase in efficiency. Significant savings in 
transportation costs would also be realized because of the ability 
to improve the consolidation of shipments. It is difficult to 
tell, but the Services DMR proposals may also include some of these 
sane savings. 

The opportunity to improve utilization will permit the closure of 
3 - 4  Depots in the near future, and provide the management structure 
to close others as the initiatives to reduce inventory are 
implemented. This action will also allow the deferral of a number 
of investments planned for the near future, and probably result in 
the terminatien of recent procurements by the Army. 

The Service depots should be transferred to the Defense Logistics 
Agency, This action would be consistent with the original purpose 
of establishment of that agency. The management infrastructure is 
in place, and because of the rotation of military officers through 
DLA, they are already familiar with the operation of the Service 
depots and the Service systems. 

A by-product of this decision would be a reduction of over 2,500 
military personnel. DLA is primarily a civilian manned operation, 
and should not require 2,300 military personnel, the strength level 
reflected in the budget submissions. It should be possible to 
reduce this  umber to 500 in FY 1991 and 100 by 1995. 

ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATE: Approve the consolidation of the management 
and operation of all DoD supply depots in the Defense Logist,ics 
Agency by  30 Se9ternber 1990. 

DECISION DEFERRED BY DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S 
DECISION HEHOR~!DUH DATED NOVEMBER 9 , 1989. Date 1 1 / 9  /89 
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DMRD Continuation Sheet 

DETAIL OF EVALUATION: There a r e  33 supply depots in t h e  DoD 
system. The supply depots handle uholesale and retail stocks under 
major supply  system commands DESCOM, NAVSUP, Marine Corps, AFLC and 
DLA. 

Hany studis5 ef t h e  POD Supply ?nd Pisf ribvtion Systeq h r v e  hcen 
made over the years and a review of these studies seems to confirm 
the need for a single supply systen. 

The Blue Ribbon Panel Report to President and Secretary of Defense 
dated 1 July 1970, found the following: 

"It is clear that significant military logistics - -__ 
i m p r o v e n e n ~ - c m ~ ~ c h i ~ ~ e ~ - ~ u g b c f f i i c i e n t  ? 
coordinated exploitation of new technologies in the- ------ - - 
areas of transportation, coluunications, automatic data 
processing (ADP) , and integrated Procurement 
Management. To date, however, the full potential of 
these new technologies has not been realized, nor will 
they be realized in long-range logistics prograns that 
are presently proposed by tho Military Services." 

From the wholesale Interservice Depot Support Study (YIDS) 1982 
prepared by the Logistics Systems Analysis Office. 

"We examined the wholesale distribution syster as an 
entity, identifying the relationships between nateriel 
managers, depots and customers and the resulting 

u 

distribution patterns. We observed a system which can 
only be characterized as sub-optimum. It is not a 
single systen but five seai-autonomous systems which ar6 
loosely connected by very broad DoD policy guidance. 
Although each component has attempted to optimize its 
own syster, there has not been a coordinated effort t o  
optimize the DoD System as an entity. 

The sub-optimal nature of the DoD System is apparent 
when system-wide characteristics are examined. For 
example, nearly 70 per cent of the tonnage shipped by 
all DoD depots i s  destine2 for customers or ports of 
embarkation whicli are located within SO miles of at 
least one of the distribution depots included in the 
WIDS study. 

Despite the proximity of customers to a depot, nearly 28 
of every 100 pounds are shipped an average of 1,550 
miles within CONUS tefore reaching the customer or p o r t  
of embarkation, and the typic21 customer receives 
material from 18 different depots. This condition is 
not related to a scarcity of depots or storag? space. 
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DMRD Continuation Sheet 
We found that 33 depots encompassed in the WIDS study 
had vacant attainable s t o r a g e -  space of 165 million cubic 
feet, which is greater than the total space occupied by 
any single component. 

The reason for this sub-optimization is that the five 
Compsnent systc~s do not 3 c t  i n  1~n i son ."  

ORGANIZATION OF THE DOD COMPONENT SYSTEMS 

AIR FORCE 
The Air Force ~ o ~ i s t i c s  Command (AFLC) operates a vertical supply 
systen in which each base, worldwide, is a customer, supplied 
directl.from wholesale activities located in the United States. --- ----*_ 
R ~ i t i o n i r 7 e c e ~ - a t t h m s a l t  l e v e L p x x d d e s l a 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p 3 ~ i 0 ~  
data and demand patterns and are not filtered through intervening 
control levels that aggregate many requisitions over long periods, 
thereby obscuring demand trends. The AFLC is responsible for the 
management and operation of the Air Force Supply System. Under the 
AFLC, the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs] each contain an ICP and 
a depot. Each ALC also has a large industrial compJex for the. 
maintenance and overhaul of assigned weapon systems and components. 
The Air Force System is based upon the concept of central 
management and control. Each Inventory Control Point (ICP) 
exercises absolute control over the items for which it has 
management responsibility. The ICPs as part of the ALC, has 
worldwide item responsibility for the weapons systems assigned to 
the ALC. The ICP is the point of entry for a11 requisitions on the 
wholesale system and makes the decision as to the manner of 
satisfying each requisition. For the most part, worldwide supply 
for an itea is performed out of the depot colocated with the ICP. 
The Air Force single point storage policy contrasts sharply with 
other components' distribution concepts which are, with =inor 
exceptions, based on multiple point stockage policies. 

ARXY - 
The Army Supply System, on the other hand, is not vertical, but 
horizontal. The Army Materiel Command operates five Materiel 
Readiness Commands (MRCs) and the Depot Systems Command (DESCOM). 
Each of the MRCs contains a Kational Inventory Control Point ( K I C F  
xithin its organizational structure. The NICPs have the overall 
supply management responsibility for the items of supply assigned 
to the Aray for management. DESCOM has the management 
responsibility for the Army depots performing storage and depot 
level maintenance activities. The Army system is tased on the 
Concept of central management and control. Each NICP exercises 
absolute control over the items for which i t  has management 
responsibility. The KICP determines how each customer's 
requisition will be satisfied and directs the appropriate depot 
issue t.he item. This process applies to all Army managed items 
irrespective of the identity of the customer or depot. The Army 
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has configured ~ t s  depot system so that assemblies, components o f  
equipment and repair parts are su plied primarily from three d e p o t s  
called Area Oriented Depots (AODs ! . Each is responsible for a 
geographic customer area. The AODs fill the vast majority, nearly 
95  per cent, of the wholesale requisitions for Army items. rhp. 

-AODs are c o n f i g u r e w e  r r ,  -e 
of n3J-r i t e ~ s  3s- +n fcThese major  itern 

rs 60 not- stock secondary items for general 
distribution,-k 90 days of usage for funded maintenance 
requirements. 

NAVY - 
Under NAVSUP there are two ICPs, Ships Parts Control Center (sPCC) 

--- -- ------ and Aviation Supply Office (ASO), which have overall supp!~ 
manzgement r e s p o n s ~ b i ~ t y - f m ~ w f y ~ L - l ~ f - - t h - - i t e r ~ ~ + ~ ~ ~ - d - f ~ ~ - - - - _  
the Navy for management. 

The Navy system is based upon a combination of both centralized and 
decentralized management control. Each ICP exercises control Over 
the items for which it has management responsibility, deciding what 
items to stock, where to stock them and how.much to stock.. The. 
Navy maintains its accountablbficords at the stock point rather 
than at the ICP. If the customer point-of-entry for requisitions 
i s  one of the wholesale stock points, the stock point is generally 
permitted to make a decentralized issue and report it to the ICP 
after the fact. For those customers who transmit requisitions 
directly to the ICP, or for requisitions which are referred to the 
ICP from a stock point, the TCP will determine which stock point 
will issue the item. 

The majority of Navy customers rre located or honeported in the 
local area of the Supply Centers and Air Stations. Norfolk and 
Oakland are the major CONUS points of support for overseas 
activities and fleet units when deployed. They account for over 
h a l f  of the total wholesale issues made by the eight Navy depots. 
Navy customers have assigned requisition channels which, for 
various classes of items, may lead to either stock points Or ICPs. 

W I N E  CORPS 
The M a ~ i n e  Corps (CMC) supply system is under the Deputy Chief of 
Staff IInstaliacions and Logistics). The Marine Corp has a single 
I C P  located in Albany, GA and i t  is responsible for the operation 
and technical direction of the Marine Corps three distribution 
facilities. The Marine Corps operates a two coast distribution 
system. Requisitions are processed through the ICP with the 
exception of aviation materiel which is managed and distributed by 
the Navy Aviation Supply Office. 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is organized into a 
Headquarters, Primary Level Field Activities and other subordinate 
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activities. DLA has S I X  commodity orlented Defense Supply Centers 
(DSCs) or Inventory Control Points ( I C P s )  and six depots, two are 
colocated with an ICP. Wholesale DLA stocks are stored in various 
Service storage activities as well as DLA depots. DLA operates a 
centralized requisitioning and accounting and billing system. All 
requisitions, worldwide, are transmitted to the appropriate DSC for 
processing. DLA presently m s i n t a i ~ 5  stock in six of its awn 
depots, two Army depots and seven Navy activities. 

The DLA depots use a standard ADP system. The Services use their 
own depot systems which interface with the DLA systea through the 
Military Standard Systems/Procedures, e.g., MILSTRIP, MILSTRAP, and 
others. 

- --- 
G iven these XmXarKtTe3-;1 t he-- bf)-rompanen t--nhdesale+iis tribu t.ion - 
systems may be characterized by one word - -  "different." They are 
different in concept, different in operation, different in 
structure and they operate quite independently of one another. 
With notable exceptions, neither work load, storage space, nor 
resources are shared across components. Each component has 
developed its o m  ADP systems, and integral procedures tailored.to 
its c o n c e p r  o f  operat ions. . 
AUTOMATED DATA SYSTEMS I N  THE DOD COMPONENT S Y S m  

One of the largest capital investnents the Department makes in the 
nansgeaent of its separate systems is in the area of ADP. Tha costs 
for the Central Design Activitieg ICDAs) that design, develop and 
maintain these five depot systems are: 

AIR FORCE - Stock Control 8 Distribution 
ARMY - Standard Depot System 6,203 7,394 
NAVY - Uniform ADP Processing System 8,388 1 1 , 4 5 5  
MARINE CORPS - MCLB, Albany Ga 10,676 10,764 
DLA - MOWASP/DWASP 6.598 6,813 

55,375.  60,637 

The recurring workyears for the CDAs are 830. The Department in 
its efforts to reduce overhead costs n e e m  revisit the conrept 
of a uniform DoD depot system. 

AUTOMATED STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS 

The largest investment in warehousing space, ADP equipment and 
computer driven Material Handling Equipment ( W E )  since World 
War 11 has been made by the Wilitary Services and DLA in the last 
few years. This can only be looked at as a lost opportunity for 
the DoD to have developed a uniform systea. Each Service and DLA 
designed by contract a site unique system. Each of the systems h a  
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problems interfacing with their Service depot processing sysiems 
designed by the CDAs. Each Military Service and DLA invested 
heavily in these systems in the last ten years. 

Currently the Sharpe Army Western Distribution Center is in the 
process of competing the software contract for their facility. The  
0 t i g i q ~ 1  c ~ ~ t r a c t ~ r  defaqlted a f t e r  t,h2 %II,C@N pcrtisr! wzs 
completed and the mechanized material equipment installed. In each 
of the Service/DLA systems the software interface has been the most 
serious problem. Each service designed man-to-material system with 
the exception of NAVY'S NISTARS which has both man-to-material and 
material-to-man. Although the systems concepts are similar and 
each service has had similar experiences with the software 

----- --i-nt&rface. noredcstion in cost - has been gained and each Service 
has reinvented the wheel: - - - - - -.- ----- - - --- 

This is especially true in the Army. The two Area Oriented 
Distribution Depots, (Sharpe and New Cumberland) awarded individual 
contracts to different construction contractors who subcontracted 
the computer systems on a site basis. Neither system is 
operational. The contracts were for the MILCON and computer driven 
material handling equipment (ME) systems and were approximately 
$150.0 million each. The MILCON and MHE has been installed, but i s  
not operational. They will either remain vacant or be run ranurlly 
until the software to run th8 Management Control Syster and the 
computer driven processing systems are delivered. The current 
anticipated delivery date is sometime in 1992. The software for 
the Army's three systems will be an additio The 
Army is currently planning to break ground 
storage and retrieval complex at Red River Army Depot ($133.0 
million). The contract was awarded to a different construction 
company, but the sane computer company. 

The additional capacity created by the three Army complexes greatly 
exceeds requirements in at least two depots (Sharpe and Red River). 
The Army's answer to this is that they will have to market their 
complexes to generate new work load to properly justify their 
existence. At the same time, DLA8s depots have greater work load 
and their mechanization has been within existing facilities and at 
a lower cost. DLA's d T a c y  handles fou? t u  the wipJc 
md of S h . a t ~ e  .Armr_Bepot with rotal=cnanlzation cost o 
$12.0 million. DLA cancelled the high rise storage complex that 
was scheduled for Tracy, when they realized the requirement could 
be met by transferring work load to Ogden, and that the experience 
of the Services in this area indicated that continuing to pursue 
this effort would not be economically sound. 

The investment by the Department in these systems in the last 10 
years exceeds $700.0 million. 
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OVERHEAD CONSOLIDATION 

There are 43,000 personnel in supply depots. The level of overhead 
carried by each installation could be decreased significantly if 
they were consolidated into one agency or service. The cluster 
opprsrch cscd in 5z:h the 3C1)!1% $=-?I* 2.6 t C c  W:DS Stzl-1 i ~ C i c - t z s  
that many depots are located within 50 miles of another depo:. 
Yet, each installation has a complete overhead staff including 
Personnel, Comptroller, Facilities Engineers, Administrative, 
Security, Maintenance, Motor pool, etc. Under one agency these 
staffs could easily be regionalized with a significant reduction in 
overhead personnel and no appreciable degradation in service. - - -- - - -- - - -- ---- - 
The principal objective of n i l i t a r y - T u i 1 Q I a m g m n t  ,+* - t~- - - -  
achieve the efficient, economical and practical operation of an 
integrated supply system to meet the needs of the Military 
Departments without duplicate or overlapping operations or 
functions. It could be questioned if, in fact, the Department is 
doing the best that can be done in t h i ~ ~ a r e a .  The annual cost of 
supply depot operations is approxiaat 1 won . --- 
Consolidation of the management and over ea unctions could reduce 
this by 20 per cent or roughly $350.0 million per year. - 
The storage capacity of the DoD depots is currently 78 per cent 
occupied. This would be acceptable if the total storage capacity 
of DoD were a coordinated effort. The Military Services and DLA 
have some depots that are saturated while other have excess 
capacity. In California, Sacranento Aray Depot and Sharpe Army 
Depot both have excess capacity as does the Navy at NSC Oakland (70 
per cent occupied) while the Air Force Base in Sacramento is at 9 1  
per cent occupied and DLA's Depot in Tracy is 96 per cent occupied. 
These activities are located within 70 miles a t  the furthest point 
and several are within 10 miles of another Service depot. This 
situation continues to cause MILCON funding which may be 
unnecessary because the Services and DLA depots are a11 separately 
managed. 
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PERCENTAGE 
OCCUPIED 

1 

69.37 
--r 

9 8 . 4 1  
a 

80.57 

94 .24  

97.93 . 

OCCUPIED 
CUBIC FEET 

5015 

14382 

17552 

26215 

12836 

t 

ACTIVITY 

Sacramento Army Depot 
h - -  
McClellan AFB 

L 

MCLB Barstow 
I 

NSC Oakland 

NSC San Diego 
r 

ATTAINABLE 
CUBIC FEET 

7229 -. JI-" 

14615 

21785 

2?818 

13107 

Defense-pet Trzcy- - 
I 

Sharpe  Army Depot 
I 

TOTAL CALIFORNIA 
I 

Letterkcnny Army Depot 

New Cumber land  

Tobyhannr Army Depot 
I 

SPCC Mechanicsburg 
I 

TOTAL PENNSYLVANIA 
L 

Tooele Army Depot 
I 

H i l l  A i r  Force Base 
I 

Defense Depot Ogden 
I 

TOTAL UTAH 
I 

K e l l y  A i r  Force Base 
I 

Red River 
b 

TOTAL TEXAS 
I 

Warner Robbins Center 

31378--- 

24919 

140851 

38975 

26562 

21428 

18712 

105677 

28261 

22095 

44642 

94998 

32230 

29118 

61348 

24969 

30054 ---. 195L78 -.--- - 
I 

17506 170.25 

I 

MCLB Albany 
I 

TOTAL GEORGIA 
I 

NSC Norfolk - 
KSC Cheatham 

123560 

26926 

238-79 

14299 

11998 

77102 

18837 

18508 

35618 

72963 

31198 

87 .72  

69.09 
, 

87.89 
I 

6 6 . 7 3  
I 

64.11 

72.96 

66.65 

8 3 . 7 7  
I 

7 9 . 7 9  

76.80 

96.80 

24489 

55687  

8 9 . 9 7  

92.80 

62 .05  

27157 124432 

84.10 

90 .77  

52126 

17290 

48378 

10730 

15584 

123946 

12368 1 7 9 . 3 6  

95.90 
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ACTIVITY 

- 

ATTAINABLE OCCUPIED PERCENTAGE 
CUBIC FEET I CUBIC FEET I OCCUPIED 1 

INSC Norfolk South 

1 DGSC Richmond 

l ~ i n k e r  Air Force Base 

1 Lexington Blue Grass 

~ N S C  Charleston 

JMCAS Cherry Point 

Anniston Army Depot 
Alabama 

1 ~ e f e n s e  Depot Memphis 
1 NSC Puget Sound 

-- -- - -- 

~ N S C  Pear Harbor - -  - 
I 

NOT NOT 
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE 

1 NSC Jacksonville FL 

~ N S C  Pensacola FL 

SUMMARY AND RECOWWENDATIONS 

Computer systems and warehousing complexes can no longer be 
designed and operated in isolation. They should be developed and 
employed in an environment of standardization and centralization : 
reduce time and costs. This will happen when there is 8 single 
integrated distribution system. To realize potential savings of 
$ 3 5 3 . 0  million per year consolidation of functions must take place 
Better utilization of storage capacity could reduce unnecessary 
MILCON in 1990-1993 by $230.0 million. 

The Defense Logistics Agency's mission is dedicated solely to t h e  
logistics support role and that makes it a reasonable choice to be 
the execurive manager for all supply depots. Further, the DLA 
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DWASP system was i n i t  i a l l y  designed t o  be t h e  DoD system a n d  i s  t h e  
newest b i n  frame supply system-in the Department. Rather than try 
to modify five separate systems to develop a hybrid system a 
decision to go with the DWASP system as the single DoD supply 
system will expedite the process of converting to Dne system. 

Conrolidatim cE West Coast S t p ~ t s  u ~ 2 r r  cce tgency involves 
annexing Sharpe Army Depot with Tracy Defense Depot in 1991. The 
new high rise complex will be better utilized due to the infusion 
o f  work load from DLA. The DLA DWASP system can run Sharpe on 
Tracy's current computer. In 1992 NSC Oakland should be moved to 
the Sharpe-Tracy Complex utilizing the new storage space and the 
n e w  subsistence warehouse being built for Tracy. The land value of 

-. . 
NSC Oakland is premium and the Port of Oakland has offered 

- ~- -$1001nt f - f - i -on- - for- i t~ - -us~ . -Defe~~e~  D o t  Tracy can service the 
fleet by utilizing the Alaaeda .Depot and transporting nattr+t+thg--- 
45-50 miles distance to Alameda. The third phase would be to 
combine the small supply function of Sacramento Army Depot with 
Sharpe and close the supply function at Sacramento Army Depot, 
combining that work load with the Sharpe-Tracy-NSC Oakland Complex. 
In 1993, the work load at Hc Clellan should be merged with the new 

---Complex and put their inventory from the DO33 system on DWASP. ' 

T h e  flexibility gained in storing material at the most convenient 
site with no artificial Service considerations, while eliminating 
duplicative overhead functions should make the projected savings 
achievable. 

The New Cumberland Army Depot has recently completed construction 
o n  a new high rise storage and retrieval system, but dots not have 
computer system to operate it. The complex contains 1.9 million 
square feet. A t  the same time the DLA depot at Hechanicsburg is 
saturated with work load and built a new high rise conplex that 
will be operational in June 1990. The New Cumberland Complex could 
utilize much of the same software that the Mechanicsburg Depot will 
be using including the same main frame ADP system for requisition 
processing rather than spending an additional $12.0 million for a 
software system that will not be delivered until 1992 leaving the 
complex empty and inoperable. Savings from consolidation of 
storage space and maximizing the combined work force are achievable 
since the depots arc only 10 miles apart. 

Hill Air Force Base and Ogden Defense Depot are located within 20 
miles and can be consolidated to maximize storage space utilizatior. 
and to reduce overhead costs. Hill is 83 per cent occupied and 
Ogden is 80 per cent occupied. The work load at Ogden can be 
shifted to other West Coast depots and the remaining can b e  
consolidated with Hill AFB. This will generate a savings of $ 8 . 0  
million. 
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Iri order to realize t h e s e  s a v i n g s ,  the following specific a c t i o n s  
a r e  recommended: 

Establish a joint transition team to develop a new 
requisition flow and a plan and schedule to execute the 
transfer of all supply depots to DLA not later than 
Scptembet 3 @ ,  1990. 

Personnel transfers should be completed by September 30, 
1990. 

The Army's Area Oriented Depots at Sharpe and New Cumberland 
should be merged with DLA depots at Tracy and Mechanicsburg 

- - -- 
and the inventory should be put on DLA's Depot Processing 

--- - - Systela. -- - - - __ _ .__ _ _ _ _  

Bay Area cluster depots (NSC Oakland and Sacramento Army 
Depot) should be transitioned to the Tracy-Sharpe Complex. 

Hill Air Force Base and the DLA Depot at Ogden should' be 
merged. McClellan Ait Force supply depot function should be 
merged with DLA Depot at Tracy. 

Early out authority should be given to reduce the impact of 
consolidation. 

A number of XILCON projects should be cancelled as soon as 
possible to prevent further duplication o f  effort. 

The MILCON for Defense Depot Tracy (546.8 million), New 
Cuaberland Army Depot ($14.0 million), and Defense Depot 
Mechrnicsburg ($40.0) should be cancelled. The MILCON 
contract for Red River Army Depot should be terminated 
($133.0 million). 

The software contract to develop a computer driven processing 
system for the Eastern and Western Distribution Centers 
should be cancelled ($12.0 million) and the DLA DWASP system 
should be implemented at these sites. 
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SERVICE ESTIMATE 

( $  in Millions) 
FY 1989 F Y  1990 FY 1 9 9 1  

Budget Authority 
O&M, ARMY 
OEM, N A W  
OEX, !J-h.RINE CCoPS 
O ~ M ,  AIR FORCE 
O&M, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
MILCON, ARMY 
MILCON. DEFENSE AGENCIES 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

TOTAL 
---- - 

{End Strength) - 

FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991- 
Civilian Personnel 

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 

TOTAL 

Military Personnel 
ARMY 
NAVY 
HARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 

TOTAL 

ALTERNATIVE 

Budget Authority 
O&M, ARMY 
O & W ,  NAVY 
O&M, MARINE CORPS 
O&M, AIR FORCE 
O&X,  DEFEGSE AGENCIES 
MILPERS ARMY 
MILPERS NAVY 
3ILPERS MARINE CORPS 
WILPERS AIR FORCE 
YILCON, A M Y  
MILCON, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARYY 

TOTAL 

(End Strength) 
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 

( $  in Millions) 
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 
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Civilian Personnel 
ARMY 
NAVY 
:GRISC CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 

TOTAL 

Wilitary Personnel . 
ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DEFENSE -AGENCIES 
TOTAL 

OUTYEAR IWACT: 
Budnet Authority 

O&M, ARMY 
O&M, NAVY -304.6 
O&M, MARINE CORPS - 6 5 . 3  
OEM, AIR FORCE -384.9 
OEM DEFENSE AGENCIES +1,081.0 
MILPERS ARVY -6.1 
MILPERS KAVY -13.1 
MILPERS MARINE CORPS -4.3 
MILPERS AIR FORCE -46.7 
MILCON, DEFENSE AGENCIES -46.5 
REALIGN FACILITIES -100.0 
TOTAL -316.3 

Civilian Personnel 
ARYY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 
TOTAL 

(End Strength) 
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1 9 9 1  

(End Strength) 
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 

(End Strength) 
FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20301 

April 12, 1990 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER - 

- -. GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL t 

DIiiECTOR OF OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
D IRECTOR OF ADMI NI STRAT ION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: supply Depot Consolidation 

This is in response to the Consolidation Study plan I received 
from the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
entitled "Defense Management Review Supply Depot Consolidation Study: 
Prototype of the Consolidation of Distribution Operations 
(27 March 1990) ." 

The consolidation of material distribution functions at defense 
supply depots, to improve overall performance and assist in 
controlling costs, is hereby approved. As a first step in tbis 
process, consolidation of the five supply depots in the San Francisco 
Bay Area will serve as a prototse and will be conducted in 
accordance with the Consolidation Study report referenced above. 
Planing for the consolidation cf rexaini~g defense material 
distribution functions will proceed iAmediately, and such further 
consolidation will proceed after the Bay Area Prototype has been 
implemented. 4 - 1 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
will issue such instructions as may be necessary to implement this 
menorandurn. Instructions to the Kilitary Deparments shall be issced 
through the Secretaries of the Military Depart~ents. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Lo~istics 
shall keep me informed on supply depot  consolid~tion and shall s-3-it 
a report to me through the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisitisn 



0 - not  l a t e r  than  October 15, 1990,  or. progress  i n  implementing this 
I memorandum. T h i s  report"wil1 include detailed plans f o r  add i t i ona l  

conso l i da t i ons  of mate r ia l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  functions and a concept p lan  
and t i m e  t a b l e  f o r  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of t h e  remaining defense d i s t r i b u t i o n  
func t ions .  



ASSISTANT S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S f  
WASHINGTON.  o C. z o J o I . a o o o  

A p r i l  13, 1990 

M E M O M D U M  FOR: SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTVENTS 
COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

SUBJECT: Supply Depot Consolidat.ion Plan 

/ 

On A p r i l  12,  1990, t h e  Deputy Secre ta ry  of Defense d i r e c t e d  t h e  
consol ida t ion ,  under t h e  Defense L o g i s t i c s  Agency (DLA), of defense  
m a t e r i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  funct ions  a t  DoD supply depots.  He a l s o  
approved implementation of t h e  a t t a c h e d  p lan  a s  a f i r s t  s t e p  i n  t h e  
consol ida t ion  e f f o r t .  

1 

Accordingly, t h e  Direc tor ,  DLA, is responsib le  f o r  planning and 
executing t h e  Prototype conso l ida t ion  t o  achieve t h e  ob jec t ives  of 
t h e  a t t ached  p lan .  The Direc tor ,  DLA, is  d i r e c t e d  t o  complete t h e  
d e t a i l e d  p lanning t o  suppor t  the "On S i t e  Implementation Concept, . 
Plan of Action and Milestones," i d e n t i f i e d  on page 7 of t h e  a t t ach& 
document. Direc tor ,  DLA, w i l l  i d e n t i f y  t o  t h e  Comptroller, Depart- 
ment of  Defense, t h e  resources  requi;kd t o  be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  DLA from 
t h e  Services  t o  execute the  ~ r o t o t ~ ~ ~ . '  involving t h e  mater ia l  d i s t r i -  
but ion  f u n c t i o n s  a t  Sharpe k r n y  Depot; Naval Supply Center, Oakland; 
Defense Depot Tracy; Sacramento Army Depot; and Sacranento Air 
Logis t i c s  Center .  The resources  a s s o c i a t e d  with Sharpe Army Depot 
and Naval Supply Center, Oakland w i l l  be t r a n s f e r r e d  not l a t e r  than  
J u l y  1, 1990. 

Sy October 1, 1990, DLA is d i r e c t e d  t o  submit d e t a i l e d  p lans  f o r  
t h e  conso l ida t ion  of m a t e r i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  funct ions  i n  t h e  Mechan- 
i c s b u r ~ ,  Pennsylvania, and Ogden,. Utah areas and a concept plan and 
time t a b l e  fc r  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of t h e  remaining mater ia l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
funct ions  a t  DoD supply depots .  On June 35, 1991, DLA w i l l  submit a 
r e p o r t  on t h e  l e s sons  l ea rned  from t h e  Prototype t o  include t h e  
software, conso l ida t ion  s t r a t e g i e s ,  o p t i ~ u r n  geographic areas of 
ccnsol ida t ion ,  e t c .  This  document w i l l  be reviewed by t h e  indepen- 
dent  proto type  evaluat ion  group and DLA w i l l  u s e  the  information from 
t h e  proto type  eva lua t ion  group i n  i ts  f u t u r e  planning. No l a t e r  t h a n  
CecernSer 31, 1991, DLA is d i r e c t e d  t o  provide an  update t o  t h e  
concept p lan  and time table f o r  the transfer of t h e  remaining defefise 
d i s t r i S u t i o n  funct ions  wi th  d e t a i l e d  p lans  f o r  those t r a n s f e r s  which 
w i l l  occur dur ing  calendar year 1 9 9 2 .  



, The Secretacies of the Military Departments are requested to 
support the planning and execution of all facets of the consolidatj 
of defense material distribution functions. This includes, but is 
not limited to, assisting DLA with all personnel and information 
required to complete both the planning and implementation of the 
Deputy Secretary's directive. The Comptroller, Department of 
Defense, is requested to o n l y  adjust DLA and Service resources afte 
review of the planning documents developed and submitted by Dm. 

- 
Colin McMillan 

CC: DEPSECDEF 
USD (A) 
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Purpose: To demonstrate the cost-effectiveness and readiness 
response of consolidated Inter-Service/Agency 
distribution operations in order to achieve improved 
performance and economies of scale. 

obi ect ives : 

(1) Demonstrate that consolidated operations can maintain 
or improve readiness and meet customer mission needs at reduced 
costs. 

( 2 )  Demonstrate that software and procedures can be 
implemented which will permit consolidated, effective and 
efficient distribution processes. 

(3) Demonstrate piability of pilot standard receipt, stow, 
issue and ship operations, which minimizespacking and shipping 
points. 

( 4 )  Utilize the best facilities of the prototype 
installations to accomplish effective use of storage space. 

( 5 )  . Obtain savings.from the consolidation of operations. 

( 6 )  Determine which traditional and planned A m y  Area 
Oriented Depot (AOD), Navy Naval Supply Center (NSC), Air Force 
Air Logistics Center (ALC), and Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 
distribution functions can be performed in the combined 
operation. 

Definition of Distribution: 

Distribution is defined as all actions involving the receipt of 
new procurement, redistributions and field returns; storage of 
materiel (includes care of materiel in storage/care of supplies 
in storage); issue materiel; consolidation and containerization 
of materiel; preservation, packaging, packing and marking; 
physical inventory; quality control; traffic management; other 
transportation services; unit materiel fielding end set 
assembly/disassembly; transshipment and minor repair: 

ScoDe of the Prototype: 

(1) Applies to all stocks above consumer level. 

(2) Excludes ammunition and bul& petroleum for the 
prototype. 

(3) Prototype installations include NSC Oakland, Sharpe Army 
Depot, Defense Depot Tracy, Sacramento Army Depot, and Sacramento 
ALC, to include remote storage sites. 

( 4 )  Applies as a minimum to distribution operations at 
Oakland, Tracy, Sharpe and the Sacramento depots. 
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The Services would still be responsible for their consumer 
stock, customer service, etc. For instance, in Oakland a 
SERVMART, a pier side purchase operation and a Customer Service 
operation would support the customer activities just as it does 
today; assisting all customers in expediting material release and 
shipment when and where required. (See annex B for functions 
included in the prototype and Service exclusions). 

criteria for Prototvpe: 

(1) Base Line Measures: The Prototype Director, the joint 
Service/Agency subgroup and the on-site implementation team.will 
develop the base line for before and after comparison. The data 
call for DMRD 902 will provide much of the facility/workload/ 
space and cost data. Current DoD performance standards and 
~ervicz standards wilJ be included as part of the base line, even 
though some Service standards may exceed the DoD standards. 
Common measures of performance and cost will be developed to 
provide a basis for measuring resulting performance and cost 
savings. Some of these data are: 

(a) Distribution Cost per line handled, fully burdened 
based on DoD unit cost criteria. (See annex C). 

(b) Actual performance measurements for issues, 
receipts, denial rate, location survey rate and customer 
delivery/wait time and transportation performance. MILSTEP and 
ICE reports for FY 89 will be source documents. (See annex D). 

(c) Storage space utilization including binnable, rack, 
and bulk storage. (See annex E). .. - 

(d) ~hrough~ut capacity on a one shift eight (8) hour 
five (5) day (1-8-5) basis'. Design throughput for automated 
facilities and actual for manual operations will be used. (See 
annex F) . 

(2) Criteria for a Successful Prototme: The following 
criteria will be used to determine if prototype is successful: 

(a) Svstems operations: Ability ta use the uniform 
software to operate the consolideted operation with no 
degradation and to implement within the timeframes of the Plan of 
Action and Milestones (POAM). 

(b) Cost Savinss: Achievement of expected cost benefits 
and economics of operation. Cost savings will be developed as 
part of the detailed implementation plan. (Reference Projected 
Cost/Savings for Defense Depot Consolidation annex G). 
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(2) Implementation 
FY 90 FY 91 FY 9 2  '* 

O&M .3m 6.5m 3.0m 
PDA - - 5.9m 
Total .3m 12.4m 3. Om 

Cost Savinqs: The expected return on the investment to 
consolidate depot activities and implement the Defense 
Distribution System (DDS) will be achieved through system 
uniformity and operational streamlining. Cost savings through 
reduced lzvels of overhead by having. common systems; operational 
efficiencies gained through efficient use of current facilities 
as well as converted/apgraded mechanization, centralized packing 
operations, increased shipment consolidation; and reduced . 
transportation costs,.is projected to generate an annual savings 
of $3 1.7 (M) after total implementation. 

Prototme Manaqement 

(1) DLA will be the Prototype Director responsible for 
planning and execution of the consolidated distribution operation 
of the bay area. The Prototype Director will be empowered with 
necessary authority and resources to carry out the prototype. DLA 
will chair a flag level review and coordination group. 

( 2 )  The Prototype Director will chair a joint functional 
prototype group to monitor the POAM; maintain HQ cognizance over 
on-site implementation; resolve policy and procedural problems; 
provide quarterly status to the flag level group; and maintain 
overall contro3 of the prototype, A subgroup will be responsible 
'for development, imprementation and coordination of software. 
Other subgroups will be established as required. 

(3) It is essential to have on-site knowledge as well as DLA 
command presence to provide for a successful prototype. The 
Commander of DDTC will be the on-site Director and Itdual hatted" 
as the Commander of the consolidated operations. 

(4) An implementation group, chaired by Cor,nander DDTC, will 
be established in the bay area, who will be responsible for 
developing the detailed implementation plan, resource 
requirement, organization, operational needs and execution. 

(5) The Prototype Director will coordinate the uniform de?ot 
system development efforts with the QoD Corporate Information 
Management Group. 
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PROTOTYPE OF DOD DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM (DDS) 
PLAN OF ACTION AND MILESTONES (POAM) 

JAN 90 Identify/Document ADP Software Concept to 
Support DDS 

17 JAN 90 DDS Flag Level Review + Coordination Group IPR 
24 JAN 90 Establish DDS Subgroup of DMRD 902 PAT 
29 JAN - 9 MAR 90 Draft Initial Concept PAPER/POAM 
FEB 90 - SEP 90 Scope Prototype 
7 FEB 90 Consolidation Executive Review Group (CERG) 

Guidance on Prototype Directors Lead Activity 
FEB 90 Estpblish prototype Director 
MAR 90 Gain Approval for DDS ADP Software Concept 
MAR 90 Determine MACRO - Level Resource Alignment for 

Prototype Site Operations (Including ADP 
Software) 

FEB 90 - MAY 90 Identify and Gather Baseline Prototype Data 
MAR 90 - SEP 90 Identify 6 Satisfy Environmental Requirements 

(Relating to Original Mission Realignments) 
MAR 90 Designate DSAC-H, Ogden, UT as lead CDA 

MAR 90 - MAY 90 Identify Interface Requirements with Navy and 
Amy CDAs 

MAR 90 - JUN 90 Draft on Site Implementation Concept POAM 
MAR 90 - SEP 90 Prototype Director Coordinate w/Services to 

Purge Excess and Outdated Stocks 
26-30 MFR 90 DDS Subgroup Meeting on West Coast - Kick-Off 
2 APR 90 Sewices Provi.de DDS Lezd Activity with 

' - .Interface Projections and Resource Requirements 
6 APR 90 DDS ADP Subgroup Automation Document Master 

Plan, POAM 
MAY - SEP 90 Identify and Document Initial Determination of 

Personnel Realignments Required for Prototype 
JUN 90 1st DDS Flag Level Review & Coordination Group 

I PR 
JUL 30 Direct ICPs to Realign Stockage Patterns to 

Optimize Stockage and Shipping Efficiency 

JUL 90 - SEP 90 Interface Testing of GNAS?/NISTARS in a 
Labortory Environment 

SEP 90 - Dec 90 Test DDS Interfaces with DLA, Navy, Army 
Systems 
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SUBJECT: Defense Distribution System (DDS) . 
* *  

1. PURPOSE: The approved prototype of Distribution Depot 
consolidation in the Bay Area of California requires system support 
which optimizes the opportunities for functional consolidaiion and 
streamlining to obtain maximum benefits from the prototype. A 
proposal has been developed' which will consist of interfacing 
modules of DoD componentst systems into a 'best-of-breed' system, in 
the time frames necessary to support the prototype. The purpose of 
this paper is to describe this proposal in sufficient detail to 
request and obtain approval to proceed with development and 
implementation and obtain requisite funding and authority to execute 
those tasks. 

2. BACKGROUND: During a series of briefings conducted by 
BGEN Phillips, USAF, HQ AFLC, the need for all DoD components to 
rapidly identify and keview existing distribution systems to 
identify a 'best-of-breed1 outcome became apparent. As an expansion 
of an existing DLA/Navy joint effort, a joint meeting involving all 
of the Components was held 18-26 January, 1990. All parties weYe 
invited to put their systems, functional requirements, unique 
applications, technical considerations, and development plans on the 
table. A travelling team representing all of the Components visited 
the four principal sites in the Bay Area, reviewing existing systems 
operations, facilities, and procedures, and spent a significant 
amount of time discussing potential site compatibilities and 
opportunities for functional consolidation and streamlining. The 
proposed system described in this paper is the result of this joint 
effort. 

- 3. FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTION: The Defense Distribution System will be 
comprised of .portions of existing Components1 systems. The 
receiving function will be supported by the existing. DLA DiJASP 
receiving system, enhanced by 'the issue from receiving functionality 
of the Air Force Stock Control and Distribution (SC&D) System. The 
functions of stow, pick, and process control will be supported by a 

the Navy NISTARS System, which will use a combination of hand-held 
mobile communication devices and fixed-station terminals tailored to ' 

the specific configuration of each distribution activity. The DDS 
will also interface with and control, as required, Autoxatee 
Materiels Handling Systems where they exist. The functicns of 
Materiel Release Order (MRO) control (i. e. shipment unit 
consolidation, geographic area scheduling, workload planning ant2 
workload pull) will be supported by DWASP, which will also Frovide 
fully automated shipping and transportation functions (shipnent 
planning, transportation unit consolidation, rating, routing, 
carrier selection, GBL preparation, small parcel costing and node 
selection, small parcel manifesting, etc..). WASP shippinq will 
also provide both an automated seavan planning application and a 



moni,tor human resource utilization in a near real time mode. The 
ADP operations manager is provided a modern CPU architecture 
with all the attendant tools and automated operations utilities, 
closely coupled with fully redundant nonstop minicomputers to drive 
critical control and user interface processes. Additionally, 
significant portions of the system can be regionally consolidated 
onto a single main frame host, with distributed processing provided 
in multiple locations' all supported by the same host. No better 
combination of user, manager, and operations tools can be provided 
anywhere in the commercial or government sectors to provide the 
desired level of support within the t h e  frames envisioned. 

To support the operation of the DDS in a Component's 
activity which performs functions other than those associated with 
and supported by the DDS, each Component will continue to operate 
their own system to support these ancillary functions. These 
'shell1 systems would provide the interfaces with customers, the 
maintenance community, other Component-unique systems, industry, and 
the military forces in the field. The physical distribution 
functions would be excised from these systems and replaced by 
interfaces to the DDS. Fortuitously, ' each Component's lsHellt 
system operates in the same ADP environment as DWASP, which will 
facilitate this process. In addition, this increases the 
opportunity fbr consolidated data center operations. Upon . 
successful implementation at each site, we would then investigate 
enhancing the functionality of the system prior to installation at 
SALC. Upon successful implementation at each site. (Naval Supply 
Center Oakland, Defense Depot Tracy and Sharpe Army Depot), we would 
then modify the system as required to permit installation at 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center with and integrated real-time 
interface with S C & D .  

5. .BUSINESS --CONSIDERATIONS: Business considerations associated 
with. development and implemectation of the DDS fall into three 
categories: estimated costs; use of contractual vehicles, and 
potential savings. Thsse three areas are described below: . 

A summary of the costs to accomplish the implementation of 
the DDS to support the Distribution Depot consolidation prototype in 
the Bay Area is shown below: 

AD? DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
( $  in millions) 

F Y 9 0  F Y 9 1  FY 92 

Cmtract services 
Ia~lementation 
Hardware/software 

ANNEX A 



Distribution Depot consolidation prototype would provide an 
existing, highly capable, government-owned system which demonstrably 
operates in varying, multi-service environments. Upon successful 
Completion of the prototype and prior to further development we will 
consider enhancements to DDS or alternatives which would better meet 
DOD needs. To maximize the CDA savings, the next logical step would 
be to standardize the host systems, then proceed with DoD-wide 
fielding. In addition, DoD-wide fielding would also provide a ccmmon 
functional and systems foundation upon which to build the 
CIM-developed system of the future. 

The ADP savings that come with the deployment of DDS are 
reduced costs for the development of the Services8 shell systens, 
reduced ADP operations costs due to data center consolidations, and 
reduced CDA personnel costs due to the maintenance of a single 
standard warehousing system. Here is what deployment DoD-wide would 
look like. ADP services would be provided from a few regional 
data processing centers ysing one large CPU configuration for PWASP 
and the shells and one large interlinked NISTARS configuration. 
Each operational warehousing activity would have its own 
communications node to access the data center and to connect to any 
off-campus wide area networks of interest, such as the ICPs, :DDN, 
Autodin, and industry. Further, each activity would have its own 
workstations and RF solution to support the management of the 
warehouses. Both the Navy's SPLICE (NISTARS) and SPAR contracts 
would be needed to support this deployment. The costs to support 
this deployment would be less than the development and deployment 

, costs the Services had planned for their Service-unique systens 
prior to the DMR as the following example shows. 

Prior to th3 DMR, the Navy had projected an annual cost to 
develop and deploy SPAR throughout the FYDP of roughly $85 to $95 
million a year. This presumed deployment to consolidated Navy datz 
\centers which minimized the costs or ADP operations for SPAR within 
the Navy. By tailoring SPAR to use DDS universally in lieu of SPAR 
physical distribution subsystems, the annual cost to develop and 
deploy SPAR can be reduced to roughly $50 million a yeqr. This 
reduced cost includes reducing CDA end strength in support of SPAR 
by the end of the FYDP to 40% of the current number. Further, the 
Navy found that be deploying SPAR to consolidated data centers, 
using one machine in lieu of several and by closing/scaling down 
data centers, it could save more than $100 million a year at full 
iiaplenentation. Savings in these same catesories are likely 
achievable in the other Services. The savings that result fron the 
reduced cost of developing and deploying SPAR and from deployins 
SPAR. D D S ,  as well as other Componentst Ishell1 systexs in 
consolidzted data centers would be partly offset by the Navy's fair 
share of the cost to deploy DDS in support of Navy activities. 
While this cost is yet to be determined it is prcbably not more thzn 



FUNCTIONS INCLUDED IN PROTOTYPE 
AND SERVICE EXCLUSIONS 

1. All distribution functions reflected in the paragraph on 
page 1 "Definition of Distributionn are included for all 
installations. Consumables and reparables are included. 

2. Exclusions (not firm; subject to change during 
development of detailed implementation plan): 

NAVY - NSC Oakland: Transshipments of materiel; customer 
service; technical services; pierside procurement; ordnance 
management and repair; SERVMART and ovnrhead functions (ADP 
operations, financial management, facilitizs management, 
inventory control, quality assurance, comptroller and 
planning functions) other than that portion in direct support 
of Distribution. 

AIR FORCE - 'sacramento Air Logistics Center: Functions in 
support of the inventory control point are excluded as is the 
air freight terminal operation, household goods, passenger 
operations, rail operations, mobility training, Pacer 
intergrate and transportation overhead. 

ARMY - Sharpe Army Depot: None. 

. . .DLA - Defense Depot Tracy ( DfYTC) : None. 

ANNEX B 





. ,  ARMY DSS ORDER SHIP TIME 
AVERAGE DAYS 

S U R F X E  S H I P M E N T S  ONLY - P R I O R I T Y  09-15 REQUISITIONS 

Prototype 
Goal Sharpe Goal 

KOREA 

ALASKA 

HAYAI I 

JAPAN 

OKINAWA 

FORSC3M-WGST 

1 

'REA 

nWiSKA 

HAWAII . 

JAPAN 

ARMY ALOC ORDER SHIP TIME 
AVERAGE DAYS 

. PRIORITY 09-15 REQUISITIONS 

Goal Sharpe 

2 8  2 1 . 4  

2 6  23.3 

25 21.1 

29 24.6 

Prototype 
Goal - 

2 8  

2 6  

2 5  

29  

Source: US Army Logistic Control Activity Evaluation 
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(SF FT in 000) 

Sharpe A r m y  D e p o t  

TOTAL S P A C E  USED FOR OPERATIONS: 3 , 2 9 6  

TOTAL S P A C E  FOR A I S L E S ,  STRUCTUAL LOSS & SUPPORT SPACE: 1 , 8 6 7  

STORAGE S P A C E  : 

AVAILABLE OCCUP ' D SF O C C P ' D  
CATEGORY SF C F  - SF - CF PERCENT 

TOTAL COVERED 
STORAGE 1,429 29,932 1,148 18,713 80.3 

T O T A L  OPEN 
STORAGE 2,952. N/A 918 7 , 3 4 4  31.1 

LOCATIONS : 
OPENINGS 

CATEGORY NUMBER OCCUPIED PERCENT 

BINS (WDC) * 
B I N S  (Other B l d g )  

TOTAL B I N S  

RACKS (WDC) 
RACKS ( O t h e r  B l d g )  

TOTAL RACKS 

TOTAL B I N S  & RACKS 

BULK COVERED: 

WDC N/A 33 N/A 
O U T S I D E  WDC N/A 2 6 , 4 7 0  N/A 
ROUGH & READY N/A 5,943 N/ A 
SIERRA DEPOT N/A 1 6  'N/A 

TOTAL BULK . N/A 32,462 N/A 

BULK OPEN: 

SHARPE N/A 1,462 
ROUGH & READY N/A 1 4  9 N/A 

N/A 

TOTAL OPEN N/A . 1,611 N/A 

* W e s t e r m  Distribution C e n t e r  (KDC) 



STORAGE SPACE UTILIZATION 
(SQ FT i n  000)  

Sacramento ALC 

TOTAL SPACE USED FOR OPERATIONS: 2 , 4 9 8  

TOTAL SPACE FOR A I S L E S ,  STRUCTUAL LOSS b SUPPORT SPACZ: 1 , 5 8 2  

STORAGE SPACE : 

CATEGORY 
(000) 

TOTAL COVERED 
STORAGE 

TOTAL OPEN 
STORAGE . 

LOCATIONS : 

CATEGORY 

B I N  

RACK 

B I N  & RACK TOTAL 

BULK (COVERED) 

AVAILABLE OCCUPIED 
S F  - CF - SF - CF - 

OPENINGS 
NUMBER OCCUPIED 

NOT AVAILABLE 

NOT AVAILABLE 

SF  OCCUP 
PERCENT 

PERCENT 

9 9 . 8  

9 9 . 9 6  

N'OT AVAILABLE . .99.63 



Sharpe Amy Depot 

THROUGHPUT CAPACITY (Lines) - 1-8-5: 
WDC(~) NON-MECH CCP ( 2  1 U M F ~  ( 3 1 TOTAL 

RECEIPTS . 780 12 0 900 

ISSUES 4.336 68 0 5,016 

TRANSSHIPMENTS 

TOTAL 5,116 800 2,984 68 8 .988  - 
ACTUAL THROUGHPUT (Lines) FY 89: 

WDC ( 4 NON-MECH ( 4 ) CCP (2 ) UMFP (3 1 TOTAL 

RECEIPTS 512- 44 566 

ISSUES .2,744 244 

TRANSSHIPMENTS 2,692 56 2,748 

NOTES : 

(1) Design capacity: assumes a fully-intergrated 
operating system in.the Western Distribution Center. 

( 2 )  Consolidation Containerization Point workload not 
included in regular receipt and issue workload. Lines 
transshipped are counted once, at'time of receipt. 

( 3 )  Unit  ater riel ~ielding Point workload is Force 
Modernization equipment and initial support package staging 
and shipment not included in regular receipt and issue totals 
above. 

(4) Estimated, had the WDC been in operation for all of 
FY 89; actual workflow ,(based on initizl operation starting 
in Mar 89): 

WDC NON-IECH 
Annual Daily Annual Daily 

Receipts ,076M 304 .063M 252 
Issues .411M 1,644 .336M 1,344 

(5) Does not include assembly/disassembly workload of 
4 6.1K pieces. 



i 
THROUGHPUT CAPACITY 

SACRAMENTO ALC 

AUTOMATED WAREHOUSING SYSTEM (Peak Workload i n  8 hr P e r i o d ) :  

i 
RECEIPTS : 2 , 0 8 5  
OFF BASE SHIPMENTS: 1 , 7 4 5 '  ' ! : 
ON BASE I S S U E S :  1 , 7 5 0  
MATERIAL CUSTODY: 1 , 4 1 0  

TOTAL TR.9NS.ACTIONS : 6,990 - 
(Average s y s t e m  response = 6 . 5  s e c o n d s )  

NON-AUTOMATED WAREHOUSE PROCESSING 

R E C E I P T S  - NOT AVAILABLE 
I S S U E S  - NOT AVAILABLE 
SHIPMENTS - NOT AVAILABLE 

TOTAL 

REWAREHOUS ING - NOT AVAILABLE 
INTERROGATIONS - NOT AVAILABLE 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

TRANSPORTATION: 

LOGAIR - 3 FLIGHTS/DAY (18  HR DAY) (COULD HANDLE 7 )  
TRUCKS - 8 TO 1 0  DAY (COULD HANDLE UP TO 1 5 )  



PROJECTED COSTS/SAVINGS FOR DEFENSE DEPCT C O N S O L I 3 A T I O ~ ~  

I .  PROCUREMENT D E F E N S E  A C O U I S I T I O N  COSTS (PDA) 

A .  Enhance receiving operati~ns at Sharpe Area Oriented 
Depot (AOD) . $r,500,000 

8. Improve packing operations in AOD. $2,000,000 

C. Additional High Rise Vehicles for AOD.' $1,300,000 

D. Install transporter floats at various locations. 
$ 500,000 

E. Purchase additional transporter trucks. 

11. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE F'UNDS 

A. Improve storage facilities through maintenance and 
repair. $4,000,000 

B. Install storage aids for enhanced cube utilization at 
the various sites. $2,000,000 

C. Training of workforce for trans&ion to Defense 
Distribution System operations. $ 500,000 

D. Rewarehousing/transportation costs. 

E. ADP equipment. Satellite teminals, cabling, etc. 
(Does not include software development.) $1,000,000 

F. Initial administrative costs, i.e., forms, letterhead, 
etc. $ 200,000 

G. Environmental ~ssessment 

111. ADP DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

A. Contract Services. 

. Implementation. 

C. Hardware/Software. 

T O T A L  C O N S O L I D A T I O N  C O S T S  



11. EXPECTED TRANSPORTATION CONSOLIDATTON SAVINGS 

, .  A. First and Second Destination transportation savings, 
$ G  million annually. 

B. Consolidated Consolidation Containerization Point (CCP) 
savings, one site, $1.5 million annually. 

Total Transportation savings, $7.5 Million Annually (can only be 
accomplished after the 2nd year of consolidation). 

111. COST AVOIDANCE AT VARIOUS SITES 

A. Military Construction (MILCON). 

1. DDTC - Operations Support Facility FY 93, 
$16,700,000. 

2. SHAD -.Hazardous Materiel Facility FY 93, $7,950,000. 

B. Procurement Defense Acquisition Savings (PDA). 

1. DDTC '- Operations Support Facility ~echanization 
FY 93, $10,343,000. 

2. DDTC - Mechanization for DLA Enhanced Distribution 
System FY 94, $1,500,000. 

SUMMARY 

Assuming DDTCts productivity rate can be obtained for the test 
operations, the following would occur: 

o DDTC Annual Receipts and Issues, 3,300,000 - 1562 Personnel 
Equivalents = 2112 lines per person. . . 

0 Workload: DDTC 3,300,000 
SHAD 886,000 
NSC-0  1,558,200 
SALC 1,617,800 

TOTAL 7,362,000 

Total workload 7,362,000 - DDTC annual lines per person 
2,112 = 3,485 required personnel. 



PROTOTYPE OF THE CONSOLIDATION OF DISTRIBUTION OPERATIONS 
OPTION ---- COSTS/SAVINQS 

( t  in Millions) 

DIRECT LABOR* FY 01 FY 82 FY 93 FY 94 FY 05 
Civilian Salaries & Benefits 65.6 79.2 75.3 75.3  7 5 . 3  

Civilian End Strength 2186 2640 2509 2509 2509 
Military Salaries & Benefits 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 

Military End Strength 42 42 42 4 2 4 2 
Contract Labop 6.7 6.7 6.7 6 . 7  6.7 

GENERAL & ADMINISTRATIVE LAEORs* 
Civilian Salaries & Benefits 25.5 30.8 29.3 29.3 29.3 

Civilian End Strength 851 1027 976 876 876 
Military Salaries lk Benefits - 9  -9 .9 .Q -9 

Milita~y End Strength 11 11 11 11 11 

DIRECT NON-LABOR COSTS 
Supplies 
Transportation 

INDIRECT NON-LABOR COSTS 38.8 40.2 36.5 36.5 36.5 

CAPITAL INVESTMEPI' COSTS 
Military Construction 0 0 -24.7 0 0 
Equipment (Procurement Funded) 18.2 0 -10.3 -1.3 0 

h'ET SAVINGS 
Obligational Authority 10.3 23.3 66.7 33.2 31.7 
Civilian End Strength 244 625 807 .807 807 
Military End Strength 0 0 0 0 .  0 

* Include8 only the cost of labor involved in the hands-on receipt, storage, issue 
and distribution of supplies (e.g., warehousemen, forklift operators, automated 
storage and retrieval system operators, end packepe. 

* 4  Includes other supply depot personnel ( e . g . ,  finance office, legal office, 
personnel office, security personnel, comaander, administrative staff, and 
supervisors). 

(See Pages G2-G5 for Savings Computation1 

ANNEX Q 



PROJECTED SAVIhGS AFTER CONSOLIDATION 
0 '  I 

I. PERSONNEL SAVINGS 

A. Assumptions. 

1. Early out authority will be provided and the expected 
rates of early out which will take place at Defense Depot Tracy 
(DDTC) also can be applied to the other installations. 

2. Actual attrition rates experienced at DDTC will hold 
true for other installations. 

3. Reductions-In-Force (RIF) which put people on the 
street will not take place. Use of RIF procedures for internal 
placements will be re-~ired. 

4 .  Temporary enployees comprise 9 percent of personnel 
population at DDTC and 18 percent in direct/8 percent in overhead 
or approximately 14 percent of personnel population at Naval 
Supply Center, Oakland (NSC-0) . 

6. Some hiring will be required at a small percentage 
factor of the attrition rate for high turnover positions, normally 
entry level. 

B. Total existing personnel population performing 
distribution functions as identified in Annex B is 4,292. 

1. Expected losses through early out authority, 17.5 
percent of DDTCts permanent population eligible, assuming 25% of 
those eligible would retire, applying the same formula to the 
overall populatibn, the results are as follows: 

First Year Retirements - 133 
Second Year Retirements - 44 

2. Attrition rate for remaining permanent workforce will 
average 7 percent annually. Reductions through attrition will be 
as follows: 

First Year Attrition - 204 
Second Year Attrition - 256 

3. Release of temporary workforce to reach personnel 
population goal of 3,485 within the first two years of test will 
reduce the total temporary workforce by approximately 74 percent, 
as follows: 

First Year Temporary Employees - 84 
Second Year Tenporary Employees - 84 

4. Total reductions through early outs, attrition, and 
release of temporary employees are 807- all to be achieved within 
first two years of test. 



RECAP 
DDS PROTOTYPE COST/SAVINGS ESTIMATE 

COST ($MI 
FY 90 91 92 93 94 95 TOTAL 

PDA 1.8 18.2 20.0 

O & M  1.8 11.0 4.9 17.7 

T O T A L  3 .6  29.2 4.9 37.7 

SAVINGS ($ML 

O & M  7.3 18.8 24.2 24.2 24.2 98.7 
Salary 

Transportation 1.5' 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 22.5 

CCP 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 ., 7.5 

MILCON 24.7 24.7 

PDA 10.3 1.5 11.8 

TOTAL 10.3 23.3 66.7 33.2 31.7 165.2 . . 

Net 5 Year Savings $127.5M' 
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DEFENSE MANAGEMENT REPORT DECISION 
~ U B J B C T :  Inpientation Plan for the Consolidation of Supply Depots 

DOD COMPONENTS: Army, Navy, Air Force, DLA 

w : To reflect savings in the FY 1992-1993 budget associated 
the implementation plan approved by the ASDCPBL). 

(Dollars in Million$] 
FY 1 9 9 1  FY 1992 FY 1993 

Service Estimate (Oblig. Auth.) - - - 
Alternative (Oblig. Auth) -35.8 -142.0 -263.3 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION: On November 18, 1990, the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense directed the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production 
and Logistics) to submit to the Deputy Secretary a report on the 
actions taken to implement the decision to consolidate supply 
depots made in the Deputy Secretary's memorandum of April 12, 1990. 
In addition, he asked the A S D ( P 8 L )  to develop, with the 
Comptroller, 8 record of the budget savings associated with the 
implementation plan for incorporation into the Department's 
FY 1992-1993 budget. 

On December 19, 1990, the ASD(P6L) approved the detailed plans for 
the consolidat ion, prepared by the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 
with Service participation, as required by the DBPSECDEP direction.  
The budget savings resultin from the plan, based on a conservative f estimate, are $1,298.3 mill on from FY 1991 thru PY 1997. The 
ASD(P6L) has informed the Military Departments and DLA that the 
FY 1992 consolidetion schedule will be developed and announced 
within the next  three to s i x  months. Pending these final 
decisions, this DMRD adjusts obligational authority based on the 
tentative consolidation schedule in the plan approved by the 
ASD(P1L). Further adjustments, if necessary, will be made after 
approval of the final consolidation schedule. 

ALTERNATIVE B TIWATB: Reduce obligational authority in the Defense 
Stock Fund byS$3S.8 million in FY 1991, $142.0 million in FY 1992, 
and $263.3 million in FY 1993 ,  The actual obllgational authority 
reductions will be token in PBD 426. . 
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gJmARY OF MJUSTWBNE 

SERVICE ESTIMATE 

SF, ARMY 
SF, NAVY 
SF, AIR PORCE 
SF, DEPENSB AGENCIES 
04M, MARINE CORPS 
MILCON, AIR PORCE 
MILCON, DEPENSB AGENCIES 

TOTAL 

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
A I R  FORCE 
DLA 
TOTAL 

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 
TOTAL 

Obli ationa 
7Dollar 

1/Budgat 
s in mill w 

179.9 
196,2 
354 .9  

5 8 * 0  

Authority 

Civilian Personnel (End Strength] 

FY 199Q FY 199I Y 1 I:-3 

Military Personnel (End Strength) 
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ALTBRNATIVE 

Oblinat ional/Budnet b t h o r i t y  
(Dollars in Millions) 

SF, ARMY 
SF. NAVY 
SF; AIR FORCB 
SF, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
A I R  FORCB 
DLA 
TOTAL 

C i v i l i a n  Personnel (End Strength) 

SF, ARMY 
SF, NAVY 
MILPBRS, MARINB CORPS 
SF,  A I R  FORCB 
SF, DLA 

TOTAL 

Military Personnel (End Strength)  
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(Dollars i n  Millions) 

SF, ARMY - 2 2 2 . 0  - 2 2 2 . 0  - 2 2 2 . 0  - 2 2 2 . 0  
SF, NAVY -186.7 -186.7 -186.7 - 1 8 6 . 7  
SF, AIR FORCB -197 .3  -197.3  
SF, DEFENSE AGENCIES + 239 .0  . 9 +w TOTAL (OA) -167.0 .. 

Civilian Personnel (End Strength)  

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCB 
DLA 

TOTAL 

Military Personnel (End S t r e n g t h )  

SF, ARMY 
SF, NAVY 
MILPERS, MARINE CORPS 
SF,  AIR FORCE 
SF, DLA 

TOTAL 
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DEFENSE MANAGEMENT REPORT DECISION 
SUBJECT: Implementation Plan for the Consolidation of Supply Depots 

DOD COMPONENTS: Army, Navy, Air Force, DLA 

ISSUE: What should the schedule be for consolidation of the DOD Supply 
Depots under DLA? What should the management structure be for the 
distribution organization? 

[TOA, Dollars in Millions) 
FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 

Service Estimate (Stock Fund Obligations) - - -260.0 
Alternative Estimate -43.0 -151.3 -152.3 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION: This DMRD: 

a. Directs the transfer of all Distribution Depots to DLA during 
F'L' -1991. 

b .  -4pproves funding of $75.0 million for implementation of an interim 
processing system (Defense Distribution System) for the Depots. 

c. Directs the transfer of Service Central Design Activities devoted to 
Depot systems to DLA by February 1, 1991. 

d. Directs the retention of the current Depot Commanders at the cluster 
areas for at least one year after consolidation. 

e. Disapproves the DLA proposal to create three regions. 
f. Direct the cancellation of a contract to evaluate the results of the 

depot consolidations. 

g .  Deletes Military Construction projects in the Service budgets 
estimated to cost $172.6 million. 

h. Reflects estimated savings of $1,771.5 million through FY 1997. 
i. Civilianizes all military billets except those designated as JCS 

required. 

ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATE: Approve the above actions; transfer obligational 
authority from the Services Stock Funds to the Defense Stock Fund based 
on the schedule above: reduce obligational authority in the Defense 
Stock Fund by $43.0 million in FY i991, $151.3 million in FY 1992, and 
$152.3 million in FY 1993; transfer $16.5 million from the CIM account 
to DLX Procurement account in FY 1991; Approve $37.5 million for the 
Defense Distribution System in FY 1992 and $21.0 million in FY 1993; 
reduce Mil Con by $172.6 million from FY 1990 through FY 1997. 

DECISION Date 
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DETAIL OF EVAIUATION: The decision of the Deputy Secretary on 
DMRD 902 in FY 1991 required a study of the proposed consolidation 
of Supply Depots. A s  a result of the subsequent study, the Deputy 
Secretary approved the consolidation of Supply Depots under DLA. 
DLA has developed an implementation plan which includes a concept 
of operations. In addition, DLA is in the process of developing an 
interim automated system - -  the Defense Distribution System (DDSJ-- 
which will give it some ability to merge the information systems of 
the formerly Service depots with the DLA system. 

Progress by the Services has not kept pace with the intent of the 
DEPSECDEF decision to consolidate supply depots. While DLA is 
right to involve the Services in the internal decision process, DLA 
actions to-date have been very conservative. As a result, the 
Department is not achieving the near-term savings that appear 
possible. Finally, DLA proposals to create a regional management 
appears to be a reshuffling of Service overhead functions that the 
DEPSECDEF desires to eliminate. This proposal will very costly 
and that will dilute the savings that could be achievable because 
of the reductions in the overhead organizations of the Services. 

To date, 3LA has taken over the Army depot at Sharpe, California 
and the Navy depot at Oakland, California. The only other 
consolidations scheduled for this year are the Army depot at New 
Cumberland, Pennsylvania in February, and the Air Force and Army 
depots in Sacramento, California in July. 

CONSOLIDATION SCHEDULE. The proposed DLA schedule for 
consolidation runs until June 1993. Studies done by DLA indicate 
significant reductions in overhead are possible from consolidation 
of those depots that are geographically close to each other. 
Planning is in process at those sites and there appears to be no 
reason why some transfers cannot begin to take place immediately. 
While a l l  of the benefits to be achieved by the consolidation will 
not take place until deployment of DDS l a t e r  i n  the y e a r ,  trimming 
of overhead can begin immediately. Each of the areas has 
identified significant overhead reductions. 

The table below displays the average cost in FY 1989 to process a 
line item (receipt or issue) in the Services and DLA depots: 

Army 
~ a v y  
Air Force 

TOTAL NON DLX DEPOTS $22.63 

DLA $13.10 
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As the table above indicates, significant savings are likely when 
DLA takes over the depots. In addition to the expectation of DLA 
reducing costs at the Service depots to the DLA level, there should 
be further savings because of the consolidation of overhead and the 
better utilization of overall DoD storage space.. 

The potential savings are so significant, the remaining Service 
depots should be transferred to DLA immediately, rather than over a 
three year period. This would permit DLA to fully concentrate on 
managing the systein, instead of spending an inordinate amount of 
time negotiating with the Services. Continued managenent by 
committee will cost the departmen: millions over the next few 
years. 

Every effort will be made to ensure that the implementation 
schedule above does not adversely impact personnel affected by this 
decision. 

The alternative would direct the transfer of all of the remaining 
depots to DLA in FY 1991, in accordance with the following 
schedule. 

This schedule may not provide adequate time for the transfer of all 
of the payroll records to the DLX system. If that is the case ,  the 
transfer should take place with DLX reimbursing the Services for 
their payroll costs until the records can be transferred. 

. 
Alternative Consolidation Schedule: 

Obtain concept approval 

Establish Defenso Distribution Depot Pa. (New 
Cumberland and Mechanicsburg, Pa.) 

r 

Merge Sacramento ALC Distribution and 
Sacramento Army Depot into Depot Tracy 

Establish Defense Distribution Depot Ogden 
(Hill ALC, Tooele and Ogden Depots) 

Transfer remaining Army distribution depots to 
DL A 

Transfer remaining Air Force distribution depots 
to DLA 

Transfer remaining Navy depots to DLA 
b 
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Oct 90 
I 

Dec 15, 90 

Feb 1, 91 

Mar 1, 91 

Apr 1, 91 

June 1, 9; 

Aug 91 
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DATA PROCESSING: In order to achieve the savings detailed later in 
this DMRD of over $1.8 billion a standard system must be developed 
that can be utilized across the 33 DoD depots. As previously 
indicated, DLA has identified the essential elements that would 
permit initial deployment of an interim system (DDS) by the end of 
FY 1991. The interim (until CIM produces a new system which should 
incorporate many aspects of the interim system) system includes the 
best features of the current DLA and Service systems. Programming 
of the Defense Distribution System (DDS) effort has been underway 
for a number of months, Deployment of DDS will require an 
investment of approximately $75 million in hardware, including some 
mainframes, workstations, and software, in addition to the cost of 
the in-house programming effort. 

The implementation of a single processing system is an essential 
ingredient in the creation of a DoD distribution system, and the 
realization of the savings described above in the functional area. 
However, it is likely that DLA will be able to amortize this $75 
million investment in its data processing operations. DLA plans to 
centralize depot processing a t  a new ADP building under 
construction at Ogden, Utah. This facility is scheduled to be 
completed in March 1991. 

It is a credit to the Department that an interim system can be 
brought on line so quickly. All of the Services have assisted DLA 
in the identification of the essential ingredients of their 
individual systems. Without their coopzration, the progress in 
implementing DDS would not be possible. It is now up to DLA to 
take over the responsibility for DDS and make sure that this effort 
has not been wasted. Since all of the depots are being transferred 
to DLA, and DDS has been identified as the interim system, those 
Service Central Design Activities (CDA1s) that work on Distribution 
systems should also be transferred immediately. These CDA's that 
are currently maintaining and improving individual Service systems 
for depots should be consolidated under the DLA Systems Automation 
Center (DSAC) to provide support for the DDS. The staffing of 
Central Design Activities supporting depots currently exceeds 800 
for the four services and DLA. 

The alternative assumes that DLA will phase this population down to 
approximately 200 over the next few years. It is expected that 
some of the personnel can be transferred to other functional CDA 
staffs at their current locations and that some can be relocated to 
meet other DLA CDA requirements. For example, DLA has a 
significant requirement for additional programmers for its material 
management system. Rather than hiring additional personnel, DLA 
cculd buy a significant amount of lead time in that area, by 
familiarizing this trained population with its material management 
system. 
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Based on the above, the Alternative directs the transfer of the 
Service depot CDA personnel to DLA, and approves the funding of the 
following amounts for DDS: 

APPROPRIATION 
(Dollars in Million) 

FY 1930 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 3,650 13,500 25,506 13,412 
DEFENSE STOCK FUND 2,000 3,000 11,992 7,616 

TOTALS 5,650 16,500 37,498 21,028 

TOTAL OVER 4 YEARS (FY 1990-1993) $75,026 

FY 1991 Procurement funding will be made available from the CIM 
transfer account, since DDS has been identified as an interim CIM 
system. FY 1992 procurement funding, although identified as 
Procurement, Defense Agencies in this document, is expected to be 
funded through the Stock Fund if the Capital Budgeting Alternative 
is approved in another DMRD. 

EVALUATION CONTRACT: The Assistant Secretary for Production and 
Logistics has $200,000 set aside for the Logistics Management 
Institute (LMI) to evaluate the Supply Consolidation effort. 
Ordinarily, an amount of this magnitude might not be worth 
mentioning in an effort of this magnitude, and certainly an effort 
cf this magnitude should be evaluated. However, if there is one 
area of the Department where baseline data and existing evaluation 
criteria already exist, it is this one. 

Depot Commanders already operate with OSD and Agency goals in 
timeliness and quality. Examples are the time it takes to make the 
different priority issues, inventory accuracy, denial rates 
(inability to make an issue because the stock cannot be found when 
the system says it is there), etc. Data is reported to 
headquarters monthly and to OSD quarterly. In addition, unit cost 
data is available for FY 1989 and FY 1990, and the system is in 
place to measure costs the same way in the future. 

The troubling aspect of the evaluation contract is the implication 
that some new criteria is to be used for evaluation, and that the 
consolidation effort will be evaluated on some other measures than 
what the local Commanders use in their day to day operations. 
Accordingly, the Alternative directs the cancellation of the 
evaluation contract with the Logistics Management Institute. L X I  
could be better utilized as an resource to assist DLA in looking at 
the local trouble spots that will inevitably develo~ during this 
period of change. LMI does have valuable expertise in c h i s  a r e a .  
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LOCAL MANAGEMENT: The following table displays the average cost in 
FY 1989 to process a receipt or shipment at the distribution depots 
that are geographically close to each other and will be under 
combined management: 

Defense Depot Tracy $15.20 
Sharpe Army Depot 42.91 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center 26.22 
Sacramento Army Depot 49.31 
NSC Oakland 18.92 

Defense Depot Ogden 12.30 
Ogden Air Logistics Center 18.28 
Toale Army Depot 30.30 

Defense Depot Mechanicsburg, Pa 11.73 
New Cumberland Army Depot, Pa 27.14 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pa 33.73 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa 3 5 . 5 3  

DLA has already taken over Sharpe and NSC Oakland and will take 
over the other Bay area and Pennsylvania depots in the near future. 
The consolidation of supply depots under DLA management is the most 
critical DMR initiative approved by DEPSECDEF to date. The smooth 
transition of this multibillion dollar operation is not only vital 
to the success of the DMR process, but crucial to the continued 
high level of support and readiness provided to field commanders. 
It is of the upmost importance to the Department and National 
Security that the most experienced personnel be assigned to 
coordinate the consolidation of supply depots under DLA. Since the 
DLA Depot Commanders currently in place have extensive knowledge of 
the DLA distribution system, it is prudent from a business 
standpoint and in the best interest of the Department that these 
Commanding Officers remain in place until one year after the 
transition of all depots (August 1992). 

The Alternative directs the retention of the existing DLA 
Commanders at the three cluster sites for at least one year after 
local consolidation. 

DLA MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE: DLA is planning on dividing all 33 
distribution depots into 3 regions, with a central staff managing 
each of the 3 regions. The three region concept envisions each 
area with a regional Commander and headquarters staff, and 
individual Site Commanders. The composition of the regions is as 
follows : 
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EASTERN REGION 

Defense Depot Richmond, Virginia (DDRV) 
Defense Depot Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania (DDMP) 
New Cumberland Army Depot, Pennsylvania (NCAD) 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania (TOAD) 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania (LEAD) 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia (NSC-N) 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina (NSC-C) 
Naval Supply Center, Jacksonville, Florida (NSC-J) 
Warner Robbins Air Logistics Center, Georgia (WR-ALC) 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, Georgia (MCLB-A) 
Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, North Carolina (MCAS-CP) 

CENTRAL REGION 

Defense Depot Columbus, Ohio (DDCO) 
Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) 
Red River Army Depot, Texas (RRAD) 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, Texas (CCAD) 
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama (ANAD) 
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, Florida (NSC-P) 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OK-ALC) 

WESTERN REGION 

Defense Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU) 
Defense Depot Tracy, California (DDTC) 
Sacramento Army Depot, California (SAAD) 
Sharpe Army Depot, California (SHAD) 
Toole Army Depot, Utah (TEAD) 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, California (NSC-0) 
Naval Supply Center Puget Sound, Washington (NSC-PSI 
Naval Supply Center San Diego, California (NSC-SD) 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center, California (SM-ALC) 
Ogden Air Logistics Center, Utah (OG-ALC) 
Harine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, California (NCLB-B) 

The logic for consolidating the staffs for depots in close 
geographic proximity was recognized in the original decis~on in 
order to reduce staff levels. If DLA establishes three Regional 
Headquarters for CONUS, with Region Commanders while retaining 
individual Site Commanders, this will result in management layering 
rather than elimination of duplicate staffs in cluster areas as 
envisioned by the original decision. One of the basic goals of the 
DMR is to sig~ificantly reduce management layering. The DLX plan 
seems to be going in a different direction. 
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The DLA plan is not sufficiently developed to determine the cost of 
creating the additional layer. However, the problem is not just 
the initial cost estimate. There is also a concern as to what the 
organization will look like in the future. Despite the best 
intentions of the current DLA leadership, management staffs have a 
history of growing. DLA already has a dedicated headquarters 
office with responsibility to provide policy, systems and 
management oversight of depots. While oversight of 25 
organizations may appear to present a span of control problem, the 
headquarters office does not have responsibility for day to day 
operation of the local activities. Similarly, storage policy, 
other than for within a cluster is a headquarters function, with 
individual decision made by the inventory manager. It is difficult 
to imagine what decisions a region headquarters at Tracy can make 
about a depot at San Diego that cannot be made at a single central 
site. 

The initial consolidation decision envisioned that efficiencies in 
the direct cost portion would result at complexes like Tracy- 
Sharpe, because they were close enough to be managed as if all of 
the darehouses were behind the same gate. It was envisioned that 
these clusters would be managed in the same manner t h a t  DLA had 
managed warehouses from Tracy that are located even further than 
Sharpe, in Stockton and Alameda. Instead, DLA has already 
installed a Regional Commander with five potential Site Commanders 
in the Bay area. The impact of this layering is already evident. 
Although there are savings being realized by the consolidation of 
overhead functions, the command arrangement achievement is already 
demonstrating that the potential savings envisioned in the 
alternative will be jeopardized by this arrangement. 

Based on the above, the alternative does not provide the resources, 
including the necessary 0-6--billets, to establish the regions or 
the site commanders offices. DLA qhould revise their plan to 
provide cluster depot complexes with a single Commander and staff 
and eliminate Site Commanders in favor of civilian Distribution 
Directors. Those depots that do not fit into the cluster concept, 
geographically, should remain as individual depots and report to 
the DLA Headquarters Distribution staff, for policy and guidance. 

DEPOT REALIGNMENTS AND CLOSURES: This DMRD covers the existing 33 
depots involved in the wholesale system. The workload and 
resources include the retail operations at those sites. The 
consolidation into geographic clusters will reduce the number of 
management areas to 25. It seems evident that the impact of 
reduced inventory because of reduced force levels, the inventory 
reduction plan, the gradual reliance on direct vendor delivery, and 
the increased capacity when the new facilities at Sharpe, New 
Cumberland, and Wechanicsburg can be fully utilized will result in 
excess capacity in the ?ear future. The Alternative assumes 
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closure of at least 5 of the 33 sites, as well as the need to 
utilize the leased space at Piketon, Ohio. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION: Because of the likelihood of excess 
capacity, the following construction projects should not be funded. 

MILCON REDUCTIONS: ( $  in millions) 

1990 ARMY NEW CUMBERLAND AD HAZARDOUS STORAGE $14.0 
1990 ARMY RED R I V E R  AD D I S T R I B U T I O N  CTR 39.0 
1990 A I R  FORCE ROBINS AFB L O G I S T I C S  COMPLEX 9 . 3  
1990 A I R  FORCE LACKLAND AFB L O G I S T I C S  COMPLEX 8.0 
1990 NAVY NORFOLK NSC GENERAL WAREHOUSE 6 . 2  

1991 A I R  FORCE H I L L  AFB DEPOT WAREHOUSE 1 6 . 0  
1991 DLA DEF CONSTRUCTION 

SUPPLY CENTER BULK STG WAREHOUSE 13.5 
1991 DLA DEFENSE DEPOT TWO GENERAL PURPOSE 

MECHANICSBURG WAREHOUSES 15.1 
1991 DLA DEF DEPOT MEMPHIS GEN PURPOSE WHSE 11.9 

1992 ARVY RED R I V E R  AD GEN PURPOSE WHSE 1.1 
1992 NAVY SAN DIEGO NSC GEN PURPOSE WHSE 8 . 6  
1992 NAVY PUGET SOUND NSC HAZARDOUS WHSE 12.5 

1993 ARMY RED R I V E R  AD HAZARDOUS WHSE 3.0 
1993 ARMY TOOLE AD HAZARDOUS WHSE 9.0 
1993 ARMY LETTERKENNY AD HAZARDOUS WHSE 5.4 

COST SAVIFIGS: Based on reductions in overhead in the clusters, 
elimination of duplicate or multiple storage locations for single 
stock numbers, savings in transportation resulting from 
consolidated shipments, visibility of all area shipments, and 
utilization of the DLA guaranteed traffic program, and maintenance 
of a single system rather than five separate depot s y s t e m s ,  it 
seems reasonable to assume that DLA should ultimately be able to 
operate the entire system at the same unit cost, in 1989 dollars 
that the Agency achieved in that year. 

The following display illustrates the magnitude of savings that can 
be achieved if each Service operated their depots at the DLA cost 
which is 50 percent of the Service Depot Cost. 

(Dollars in millions) 
FY 1 9 9 1  FY 1992 FY 1 9 9 3  

ARVY S F  BUDGET 
NAVY S F  BUDGET 
A I R  FORCE SF BUDGET 
DLX S F  BUDGET 

TOTAL 
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No. 9 0 2  

Accordingly, the alternative reflects that DLA will achieve that 
goal over a five year period. No additional savings have been 
calculated for the impact of base closures. Estimates of savings 
from those actions will be made in conjunction with the base 
closure process, i f  and when decisions are made to study the 
closure of supply depots. 

JCS JOINT STAFF BILLET REQUIREMENTS: DLA has demonstrated that it 
can accomplish the distribution mission primarily with a civilian 
workforce. Further, the cost of a civilian workforce is less than 
a military workforce; therefore as many military billets as 
possible should be converted to civilian positions. The 
alternative estimate recognizes a JCS identified requirenent of 
approximately 200 military billets be retained and designated as 
Joint Service billets. 

SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS 

SERVICE ESTIMATE 
(Dollars in millions) 

FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 
Obligational/Budget Authority 

SF, ARMY 303.2 296.0 286.0 
SF, NAVY 235.3 246.2 255.7 
SF ,MARINE CORPS 63.0 58.0 53.4 
SF, AIR FORCE 186.3 196.2 197.3 
SF, DEFENSE AGENCIES 313.5 354.9 370.1 
MILCON, ARMY 39.0 - - 
MILCON, DEFENSE AGENCIES 30.3 - - 
TOTAL 1,170.6 1,151.3 1,162.5 
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Civilian Personnel 
ARMY 

NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 

TOTAL 

Military Personnel 
ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 

TOTAL 

ALTERNATIVE 

B ~ d g e t  Authority 
SF, ARMY 
SF, NAVY 
SF, MARINE CORPS 
SF, AIR FORCE 
SF. DEFENSE AGENCIES 
MILPERS ARYY 
MILPERS NAVY 
MILPERS MARINE CORPS 
MILPERS AIR FORCE 
MILCON, ARMY 5 3 . 0  - 
MILCON; NAVY 6. L 
MILCON, A I R  FORCE 1 7 . 3  
MILCON, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
PROCUREHENT DEFENSE AGENCIES 

TOTAL -76.5 

Civilian Personnel 
ARVY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLX 

TOTAL 

( $  in Millions) 

(End Strength) 
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Military Personnel 
SF, ARMY 
SF, NAVY 
SF, MARINE CORPS 
SF, AIR FORCE 
SF, DLA 
TOTAL 

OUTYEAR IMPACT : 

SF, ARMY - 2 2 2 . 0  
SF,. NAVY -255.7 
SF, MARINE CORPS - 5 3 . 4  
SF, AIR FORCE - 1 9 7 . 3  
SF, DEFENSE AGENCIES + 571.9 
MILPERS ARMY - 7 . 0  
MILPERS NAVY - 1 4 . 7  
MILPERS MARINE CORPS - 4 . 9  
MILPERS AIR FORCE - 5 4 . 4  
NILCON, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

TOTAL - 2 3 7 . 5  

(End Strength) 
FY 1 9 9 1  FY 1992  FY i q q 3  

( $  IN MILLIONS) 
FY 1 9 9 5  FY 1996  FY 1 9 9 7  

Civilian Personnel 
(End Strength) 

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE - 4 , 9 0 4  
DLA 
TOTAL 

Military Personnel 
SF, ARVY - 1 9 6  
SF, NAVY - 3 10  
SF, U R I N E  CORPS - 1 4 1  
SF, AIR FORCE - 1 , 5 9 1  
SF; DLA 
TOTAL 

FOR QFFlCiAL USE ONLY 



I 

This Program Budget /Defense Management 
Report Decision document and attachments 
contain internal advice, recommendations, and 
sub'ective evaluations; its unauthorized release is 
pro k ibited. 

C l s s s i f i c a t  ion DNCU-T when w i t h  attachments. 
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FOR OFFlClAL USE ONLY 
DEFENSE MANAGEMENT REPORT DECISION 
SUBJECT: Implentation Plan t o r  the  Consolidation of Supply  Depots 

DOD W O N E N T S :  Army, Navy, Air Force, DLA 

EF : To re f l ec t  savings in the FY 1992-1993 budget associated 
the implenentation plan approved by the ASD(P&L) . 

Service Estimate (Oblig.. Auth.) 
Alternative (Oblig. Auth). 

 dollars in Millions) 
FY 1991 FY 2992 FY 1993 

SU)(WARY OF EVALUATION: On November 18, 1990, the Deputy Secretary 
o f  Defense directed the Assistant Secretary of Defense (P~oduction 
and Logistics) to submit to the Deputy Secretary a report on the 
a c t  ions taken t o  implament the decision to consolidate supply 
depots made in th= Deputy Secretary's memorandum of A p r i l  12, 199C. 
In addition, he asked the ASD(P8L) to develop, with the 
Comptroller, a record of the budget savings associated with the 
illtplementation plan for incorporation into  the Department's 
FY 1992-1993 budget. 

On Decenber 19, 1990, the ASD(P8L) approved the  detailed plans for 
the consolidrcion, prepared by the Defense Logistics A 1 ency (DLA) 
with Service participation, as required by the DEPSECO F direct ion. 
The budget ravings resulting from the plm, based on a conservstive 
estimate, are S1,jZS.I million from FY 1992 thru FY 1997. The 
ASD(P6LI has inforaed t h e  Military Departments and DLA that the 
FY 1992 consolidation schedule  will be developed and announced 
within the naxt :htae t o  s i x  aonths. Pending these final 
d e c i s i o n s ,  t h i s  DMRD adjusts obligationrl authority based on the 
tentative consolidation schedule i n  the plan approved by the 
ASDCP0L). Further adjustments, i f  necessary, w i l l  be nade a f t e r  
approval a f  the final consolidation schedule. 

: Reduce ob l iga t iona l  authori ty  in  the Defense 
million in FY 1991, $ 1 4 2 . 0  million in FY 1992, 

and $ 2 6 3 . 3  m i l l i o n  in FY 1993. 
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SU'WARY OF ADJUSTMENTS 

SBRVICE ESTIMATE 

SF, AWMY 
SF, NAVY 
SF, AIR FORCE 
SF, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
OCM, MAKINE CORPS 
MILCON, AIR FORCE 
MILCON, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

TOTAL 

ARMY 
NAW 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 
TOTAL 

ARVY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 
TOTAL 

Civilian Per 

 IT L i.](j 

No. 90; 

Obli ational/B~dget 
f~ollars in ni l1  

FY 1991 
303.2 
173.3 

w 
179.9 

186.3 ' 196.2 
313.5 354.9 
63.0 58.0 

Authority 

End Strength) 

Military Personnel (End Strength) 
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SF, ARXY 
SF, NAVY 
SF, AIR FORCE 
SF, DEFENSE AGENC 1 ES 

TOTAL (Oh) 

Civilian Personnel (End Strength) 

ARMY 
NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 
AIR FORCE 
DLA 

TOTAL 

Wilitary Personnel (End Strength) 

SF, ARMY 
SF, NAVY 
OtM, MARINE CORPS 
SF, AIR FORCE 
SF, DLA 

TOTAL 
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DMRD Continuation Sheet 
OUTYEAR IMPACT: 

(Dollars in ~illions) 
FY 1995 f y  1996 ;Y 1997 

SF, ARMY - 2 2 2 . 0  - 2 2 2  . o  - 2 2 2 1 0  - 2 2 2 . 0  
SF, NAVY -186.7 -186.7 -186 .7  -186.7 
SF, AIR FOKCE -197.3 - 197.3 
SF, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
TOTAL (OA) 

Civilian Personnol (End Strength) 

-4 ,340 - 4 , 3 4 0  - 4 , 3 4 0  ARMY -4 ,058 
-4 ,330  -4 ,330 -4 ,330  - 4 , 3 3 0  

NAVY -808  - 8 0 8  - 8 0 8  
MARINE CORPS - 8 0 8  

-4 ,904  0 4 , 9 0 4  - 4 , 9 0 4  AIR FORCE &8,911 
DLA 
TOTAL ? 

- j , 4 7 i  

Military 

SF, ARMY 
SF, NAW 
OBM, MARINE CORPS 
SF, AIR FORCB 
SF, DLA 

TOTAL 

Personnel (End Strength) 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
FACT SHEET 

/' YRD No. 902 

Subject: Implementation Plan for the Consolidation of Supply Depots 

SUMMARY OF IMPACT: 
FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97 

Initial Service Est -260.0 
DMRD Adjustment -151.3 -152.3 -237.5 -310.3 -383.1 -417.3 
current-service Est -260.0 

DMRD 902 contains four recommendations which, if implemented, 
would be exceedingly disruptive. The DMRD: (1) directs the transfer 
of all Distribution Depots to DLA during FY 91, (2) directs the 
retention of the current Depot Commanders at the cluster areas for at 
least one year after consolidation, (3) disapproves the DLA proposal to 
create three Regions, (4) civilianizes all military billets except 
those designated as Joint Chief of Staff required. 

ISSUES OF CONCEFW: 

(1). Consolidation Schedule: Acceleration of the Depot consolidation 
schedule is possible; however, there is little to be gained by 
disrupting the orderly schedule which was in the DLA Concept Plan. 
The ability to provide equal or superior service to the customer is a 

. key implementation requirement of this consolidation effort. The 
I' 
I 

2hedule proposed in the DMRD adds risk of system failure with no 
Jditional benefits. 

(2). Retain Current Depot Commanders: Selection of a DLA Depot 
Commander is the responsibility of DLA in coordination with the 
respective Service. Knowledge of the distribution business is a 
critical element in the selection of Depot Commanders. 

( 3 ) .  D ~ S ~ D P ~ O V ~  the DLA proposal to Create Three Reuions: The cluster 
concept would create an unmanagable "span of control" problem and 
inhibit the smooth transition from the Services to DLA. DLA's regional 
concept achieves economy of operation by consolidating both highly and 
moderately active material at primary sites, while slow and inactive 
material will be stored at the outlying sites. The migration of 
workload will reduce manpower requirements at the outlying sites while 
also consolidating support staff and overhead functions currently being 
performed at all of the 30 depots into three regions. When compared to 
today's overhead staffing requirements, the regional management 
structure does not add to the existing management layer and reduces 
staffing requirements by approximately 7,260 positions. 

(4). Civilianize All Military Billets Except Those Desiqnated As JCS 
Required: Military staffing in the consolidated DLA Depot system 
should be at no lower level than it is today. Currently, only 1/3 of 
the total DLA billets are joint coded. This is the result of a number 

f issues - Congressional limits on joint billets, availability of JSOs 
fill billets etc., and not a judgment on which of the total DLA 

military are important and vital in fulfilling our role as a combat 



support agency. Military manning is less than three percent of total 
DLA manning. The importance of a military staff in DLA is being 
relearned every day in Desert Shield. Coordination between wholesale 
logistics components and theatre logistics components is absolutely 

/ '  zssontial to effective, efficient, operational combat logistics 
support. 

Continue consolidation under the DLA concept plan. 
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DEFENSE MANAGEMENT REPORT DECISION t b c e / @ , ~ ~ ~ t  - . .  

D AT! i?o e > ~  ( ( y  "'3 +G 

DUE D. , 
I A 

12- ,r +L.L- CI-LC r r. d / ; A  L, 1 

DMRD* 902 SUBJECT: Implernentatlon Plan fo " --4 - ,,/ , - /  p -Lk-.CA/yr 
of supply Depots. -k , --. I i 

ROL!TING/COMMENTS: .- - /' 

DLA-0 DLA-Z 
1/7".5;1~& O k  

DLA-W 1 ;  4 
1 '  . DLA-M 

SUMMARY OF IMPACT ON DLA: This DMRD: 

1. Directs the transfer of all Distribution Depots to DLA during 
FY 91. 

2. Approves funding of $75.0 million for implementation of an 
interim processing system (Defense Distribution System) for the Depots. 

3. Directs the transfer of Service Central Deslgn Activities 
. - devcted to Depot systems to DLA by 1 February 1991. 

I 
J ,  

I \  4. Dlrects the retention of the current Depot Commanders at the 
cluster areas for at least 1 year after consolidation. 

5. Disapproves the DLA proposal to create three regions. 

6. Directs the cancellation of a contract to evaluate the results 
of the depot consolidatlons. 

7. Deietes Milita-y Construction projects in the Service budgets 
estimated to cost $172.6 million. 

3. Reflects estimated savings of $ 1 , 7 7 1 . 5  mliilon through FY 97 

3 .  Civilianizes ail military blllets except those designated as 
JCS -equired. 

OTHER COMMENTS : 

REZOMMSND PAXTI AL CO!JCTJHHE!?CE : 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 2230i-6100 

tN REPLY 

rrrrr TO DLA-C 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

1 3 NOV 1990 

SUBJECT: Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 902, 
Implementation Plan for the Consolidation of Supply 
Depots 

f 

CONSOLIDATION SCHEDULE. Transfer all Distribution Depots to DLA 
during FY 91. 

RESPONSE: Nonconcur. 

Azceleration of the Depot consolidation schedule is possible. 
However, there is little to be gained by disrupting the orderly 
schedule which was in the plan. 

DATA PROCESSING. 

1. Provide $75.0 million to fund implementation of the Depot 
interin processing systen - the Defense Distribution Spsten 
(DDS) 

RESPONSE: Concur. 

2 .  Transfer Service Central Design Activities (CDA) devoted 
to Depot systens to DLA by 1 Feb 91. 

R E S P O S S E :  P a r t i a l l y  C o n c 1 . r .  

Transfer of personnel working Depot sl-stens in Senvice  C D A s  tc 
t h e  Defense Logistics A g e n ~ y  ! ? L A )  on 1 re5 91 should pro \ - ide  
s c f f i c i e n t  resources to i ~ o r k  3DS ar,d t : ~  naintain the c u r - o n r  
s ? r \ * i c e  systens until DDS is In place. The actual number of 
personnel should be validated ];I- the Office of the Secretarl- of 
Defense (OSD) prior to transfer. As the current Service 
distribution systems are replaced by DDS, the CDA work force will 
be reduced. 

LOC-AL ?!ASAGEYEST. R e t a i n  current Z e p ~ t  Connanders at the cluster 
areas for at least 1 year after ccnsolidation. 

RESPOSSE: Sonconcur. 



DL.3 -C P.3GC 2 
SUBJECT: Defense Managthment Rcport  Decislon ( D Y R D )  9 0 2 ,  

1rnplerncntat:ion Plan f o r  the C o n s c - ) l i d a t i o r r  of Supply 
Depots 

Selection of a DLA Depot Commander is the responsibility of DLA 
in coordination with the respective Service. Just as in the 
business world, the prospective Commander's knowledge: of the 
distribution business is a critical element in his/her selection 
to command. Familiarity with DLA policies and procedures is an 
added benefit. For both Defense Distribution Region West and 
Ogden, that familiarity exists as both incumbent DLA Commanders 
will remain in place after consolidation. In Defense 
Distribution Region East (DDRE), the New Cumberland Director of 
Distribution will become the Conmanper when the consolidation is 
effected. Today, he is working closely with the DLA personnel at 
Mechanicsburg in charge of the Depot consolidation. A competent 
DLA-trained staff will assist him in implementing DLA policies 
and procedures. Additionally, the new DDRE Deputy Commander and 
Distribution Director are currently assigned to the DLA Depot at 
Mechanicsburg and will remain at DDRE for at least a year after 
consolidation. 

DLA MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE. Disapprove the DLA proposal to create 
three Regions. 

RESPONSE: Nonconcur. 

DLA's Regional management concept effectively establishes 3 
central Depots (primary sites) with 21 outlying warehouse loca- 
tions (spe~~alized or satellite sites). Economy of operation 
will be gained by consolidating both highly and moderately active 
material at the primary site, while slow and inactive material 
will be stored at the outlying sites. The subsequent migration 
of workload to the prinary sites will reduce manpower require- 
ments at the outlying sites. 

The major advantages accruing from the Regional concept are 
reduction of the DL4 Headquarters span of c o n t r o l  from 30 Depots 
to 3 Regi~ns and the consolidation of support staff and o\-erhead 
functicns currently bolng perfornc3 st a11 of t h e  3 0  3epct.s into 
3 Regiocs. These suppcrt staff a n d  overhead functions are not 
properly perforned by DL.4 Headquarters. The site Connznders are 
only responsible for day-to-day distribution operations and will 
ha\?e \-irtually no staff of their own. The consolidation of 
support staff and overhead functions will provide significant 
savlngs, i.e., a ten-fold reduction in the nunber cf Transporta- 
tion Officers, Civilian Personnel Officers, etc. This concept 
optinlzes the consolidation of these types of functions, w5lie 
continuing responsive support to the functional operating 
organizations. DLA Headquarters will still establish and control 
a l l  policy matters with the Regions acting to lnplenent and 
control e x c r u t  ion. 



DL,.\-c rJ~ci -  3 
S U B J E C T :  Defcnse !lanagcmcnt Repor t  Dcclslon (DgRD) 3 0 2 ,  

I ~ ~ l > l t ; r n e n t a t  lon Plan f o r  the Cansol l d a t  I o n  of Supply 
Depots  

In each case, the Regional Headquarters are colocated with 
primary sites. Just as consolidation of active material provides 
for more economical operations, consolidation of overhead staff 
functions at the Regional Headquarters allows for economy of 
scale savings. Each site will have a Commander responsible for 
warehouse operations. A small support detachment 'from the 
Regional Headquarters will be in place to accomplish those 
functions that can only be done on-site such as personnel 
training. When compared to today's overhead staffing require- 
ments, the Regional management structure does not add to the 
existing management layer and redudes staffing requirements by 
approximately 7,260 positions. 

The "cluster concept" advocated by DMR 902 does not recognize the 
span of control problems associated with a consolidation effort 
of this magnitude. DLA Headquarters makes policy and the field 
implements policy. The "cluster concept" changes those roles, 
which would require increases in Headquarters staff. Our role 
then would become implementers as well as policy makers. This 
may be possible after consolidation has taken place, but during 
the initial phase, we will need the management structure of the 
Region concept to expeditiously and efficiently consolidate the 
33 Depots. Upon completion, the cluster concept can be revisited 
if it appears that further savings can be achieved. 

DEPOT REALIGNMEKTS ASD CLOSURES. Cancel the contract to evaluate , 

the results of the Depot consolidations. 

RESPONSE: Concur. 

XILITARY CONSTRUCTION. Delete military construction projects in 
the Sen-ice bud9et.s estimated to cost $172.6 million. 

RESPONSE: Sonconcur.  

The 1990 Sew Cunberland A r ~ y  D e p t  hazard3us st~rage facility 
has been downsized to rsnplenent existing h a z a r d c u s  s t c rage  
facilities. It is not e s c - s s .  

COST SAVISGS. D?IR 902 estimated savings are $1,771.5 nillion 
through FY 97. 

RESPOSSE : C3nc:ir. 

JOIST CHIEFS OF STAFF (JCS) JOIKT STAFF BILLET REQUIREXESTS. 
Ci\-ilianize all military billets except those designated as JCS 
required. 

RESPOKSE: Sonconcur. 



SUFLIFCT : Dcf c ~ n s r  K a n a g c m e n t  R e ] , ( ,  t-t I 3 c . c .  l c i l o n  ( D Y R D )  q 0 2 ,  
Xmplemcnta t~on P l a n  fat- t h e  C o n s o l  ldation of S u p ~ t l y  
Depots 

Military staffing in the consolidated DLA Depot system should be 
at no lower level than it is today. Currently, only 1/3 of the 
total DLA billets are joint coded. This is the result of a 
number of issues - Congressional limits on joint billets, 
availability of JSOS to fill billets etc., and not a judgement on 
which of the total DLA military are important or needed. They 
are all important and vital in fulfilling our role as a combat 
support agency. Military manning is less than 3 percent of total 
DLA manning. The importance of a nilitary staff in DLA is being 
relearned everyday in Desert Shielq. Coordination between 
wholesale logistics components and theatre logistics components 
is absolutely essential to effective, efficient operational 
combat logistics support. 

1 Encl @&-, 
BRADY M. COLE 
RADM, SC, USN 
Deputy Director 



COORDINATIONS on !):IR3 NO. - -  901 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE CONSOLIDATION OF SUPPLY DEPOTS 

Non-Concurl 
Coordinatinq Official Concur Memo 

v 

L ;.; 'i 
JCS 

ARMY 

NAVY 

Other I I 

AIR FORCE 

Othet B R A D y n . c o L E . ~ x . s c . ~ s l i  
t~ -. n o f o n c p  1- 

Prin Dep Compt Coordinating 
Director(s) 

AS sPECIFI  I N  COVE>:: MEMURkUDLyT$F13s0vF 
I 

Director 

Prepared 8. Cundiff 
by X - .- -- --- . --- -.- 



COORDI NATIONS on :):1~3 NO. - -  002 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE CONSOLIDATION OF SUPPLY DEPOTS 

Coordinatinq Official 
Non-Concurl 

Concur Memo 

JCS 

NAVY I I 

i I 
ARMY 

AIR FORCE 

BRADY Fl. COLE, WX, SC, USK IS C O Y E R I X G  
Other r -  ~ P ~ P ~ C P  T ~ ~ C + - P  . . w- 

I 

i I 

Other I I 
Prin Dep Compt Coordinating 

Director($) 

DepCompt MS 

F1S Director 



COORDINATIONS on R NO. - -  Y O ?  

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE CONSOLIDATION OF SUPPLY DEPOTS 

Non-Concur/ !- 
Coordinatinq Official Concur Memo 

1 

JCS 

AIR FORCE 1 1 1 

ARMY 

NAVY 

Other 

1 

I 
1 
I 

Other 

Prin Dep Cofapt Coordinating 
Director(s) 

B W Y  ?!. COLE, RIW.\I, SC, LSS &C1, 
n ~ f ~ n s i a  T , W - C C  . . A " . ~ p p r . .  

r l S  Director 

AS sPECIFI  IN COVZR1:CG 
MEEIuRfiTmtF 13 SOY 93  

I 

Prepared B. Cundiff 
D Y 
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R E F E R  T O  
DLA-ZH 

DEFENSE LAICISTICS AGENCY 

Inter-Office Memorandum 

S:;BJECT: Defense Manaqernent Repor t  D e c i s i o ~ ~  ( DMRD) 902 ,  C o n s o l i d a t  i o n  of 
St lpply Depots 

DLA-Z concurs with the subject DMRD with the understanding that the 
$75,000,000 funding covers investment costs only. 

DLA FORM 11 1 
1 1 1 1  a 7  

PREVIOUS EDIT ION M A Y  BE 
USED U N T I L  EXHAUSTED 



MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL MCCAUSLAND 

SUBJECT: DMRD 902, Supply Depot Consolidation 

The DoD FY 1992-93 Budget Submission includes estimated DMR 
8 savings of over $70 billion in 1991-1997. A significant number 

of skeptics outside DoD say we will not achieve the savings, 
that it is just a numbers game. Because DLA has two of the more 
visible and more significant early items on their plate-- 
Contract Management and Depot Consolidations--the spotlight is 
on you even more than might be expected. If you don't succeed, 
the entire DMR package will be called into question. 
Information we have, and which we have passed on to Mr. Atwood, 
indicates that the DCMC effort is going very well, and that the 
savings estimates will probably be exceeded. 

However, there are some issues on supply depot consolida- 
tion that concern me. From here it looks like DLA is making 
decisions that might delay .or preclude achievement of the DMRD 
902 savings. Rather than waiting to write these concerns in a 
DMR where you have three days to respond, I thought I would give 
you an advance look at our concerns to see if we can resolve 
them before the budget process begins in earnest. 

In general, there seems to be a lack of a DLA vision of how 
DoD supply distribution should look in five, ten or fifteen 
years, and how to change the way we are doing things now to get 
us effectively to that vision. I must confess that I say that 
because of my own vision of the future distribution system with 
a reduced overhead and base structure, a reduced inventory, and 
a responsive transportation network. Also, it appears that DLA 
is embarking on a consolidation plan that is lacking in economic 
analysis. I am concerned that we are rcoving on decisions 
without adequate information and without an overall plan and 
strategy. Examples leading to my concerns are detailed below: 

LACK OF DATA ON THE REGION CONCEPT. I still have not seen any 
anaivsis that says multiple regions are the most effective or 
efficient way to-manage supply -depots. ~ave-other concepts been 
explored? Why are three regions better than one? I strongly 
support realizing significant savings by consolidating some 
overhead functions, but what can Tracy do for San Diego that 
cannot be done from a single location somewhere else in CONUS? 
What functions should be performed at region(s) vs functions at 
activities? How many personnel are required at' regions v s  at 
activities? What is the difference in the numbers if there is 
one region or three? What is the cost of three regions vs one? 



If the issue is span of control, where is the analysis to 
support that contention? 

LOCATION OF REGIONS. I have seen no economic analysis on why 
regions should be located at primary distribution sites. Why 
not locate region(s) at sites where there is significant DLA 
presence? It is axiomatic that single-function sites are more 
expensive than multi-function sitLs because the base support 
costs cannot be spread over a number of business areas. Thus, a 
long range vision should assume that as we reduce our storage 
requirements because of reductions in inventory, the single 
mission sites will be the most likely to close. 

With that vision in mind, we should be looking at locating the 
region(s) where there is already a large population, such as at 
Columbus or Richmond, or a Service installation. For example, 
if regions are justified, why place a region headquarters at a 
single-function site like Memphis? Why not at a multi-function 
site like Columbus? Or at an ALC, where the support 
infrastructure is in place. With no overall DLA vision, each 
program area seems to be going in its own direction. If a DIPEC 
maintenance site were to close, why Columbus, rather than a 
place like Rough and Ready, where there should be no other DLA 
presence? 

The point is that DLA shoul'd have a vision for its future, and 
that vision should influence the changes now taking place. 
DLAts strategy to reach that vision should include plans to move 
out of single-function sites to minimize overhead costs. An 
example related to 902 savings is that, given DoD decisions to 
downsize the Services and the accompanying cut back in materiel 
needs, we will have excess storage capacity. DLA should perform 
an analysis on reduction of stock levels. You should look at 
downsizing projections, associated decrease in storage needs, 
other changes affecting distribution, and plan for the most 
efficient long term solutions. We should decide now--by 
objective analysis--which depots should be closed over the long 
term and make decisions that lead LS effectively and 
economically to that end. 

STORAGE POLICY. To what degree are storage decisions supported 
by any analysis? Where is the data that supports storing 
materiel closest to the customer? The depot consolidation plan 
indicates that DLA is ignoring the Deputy Secretary's decision 
on storing closest to the vendor. The Deputy Secretary has 
highlighted this policy to the Congress; it will undoubtedly 
become the subject of an IG or GAO audit. The policy was based 
on previous DLAO and DLA studies. It also was the basis of 
DLA's submission to the last base closure commission. (I am 
aware it was the reason they did nct go along with 
recommendations made by one menber to close DLA depots.) Is 
there any recent analysis that refutes the DLAO and 3LP. studies? 



If DLA is not storing closest to the vendor, why not go with 
least cost? Why go with higher transportation costs? Without 
any indication of new data, it seems that DLA has reversed the 
Deputy Secretary's policy which was based on earlier DLA and 
DLAO studies. I would appreciate seeing the data and analysis 
that supports DLA changing the policy approved in the DMRD. TO 
what extent is cost (unit cost, transportation) taken into 
consideration in storage decisions and policy? What guidance is 
being issued on returns as to location? 

The DMRD embodied a previous DLA concept that modern 
transportation capability and the volatility and uncertainty of 

8 
demand dictated a change in storage policy. The customer 
shouldn't care where materiel is stored. When he does, he can 
use the retail system for the items that concern him. DLA has 
already demonstrated that customer requirements can be met f:om 
any location. The challenge is to meet those requirements in 
the most economic manner. 

INVESTMNT POLICY. What economic analysis supports investments? 
I am concerned that DLA is planning on making investments that 
will not pay for themselves. (We will be depreciating all 
investments.) Decisions should not be made on the basis of what 
already has been spent by the Services. What counts is the 
question of whether the additional funding brings a return on 
investment. If depot planseare subject to that question, it is 
not evident. 

Will investments in Sharpe and New Cumberland pay for 
themselves? DLA should examine the AOD concept before putting 
more money into them, and not continue these investments just 
because the Army spent money on them. Why spend $20 to 30 
million to make these activities responsive bin activities, if 
the result will not better the efficiency now bein.g realized in 
the depots now accomplishing the mission. 

Where is the analysis that supports not building an approved 
warehouse in Columbus? The military construction was requested 
when DLA had a stockage concept of closest to the vendor. Will 
the warehouse be built, or is DLA proposing to rescind the 
funds? 

SYSTEMS. There is a lack of clear accountability in developing 
the ADP systems(s) that will support depot consolidation. It is 
difficult to tell who is in charge. DLA should have the 
responsibility since you will be managing the depots, but 
responsibilities seem to be fragaented. An integration agency 
at a higher level is not needed and we plan on challenging that 
dilution of your responsibilities. It seems clear to me that 
executive agency guidance does not apply in this program. 

1 realize that you have to be responsive to your customers. 
Hawever, it seems to me that this does not apply to the internal 
operation of the depots and the system that is used. You should 



obviously take advantage of the talent and expertise of the 
Services, but there should be no doubt as to who is in charge 
and who is ultimately accountable. From my uninformed 
observation, decisions appear to be overly political rather than 
requirements-driven. This could lead to DLA implementing a 
rjstem that someone else decided on, even if those who have to 
make the system work know that it is not effective or efficient. 
If an objective evaluation from current hands-on experience has 
been made, it is not apparent. What might help is for DLA to 
request that all of the Distribution CDA assets of the Services 
be transferred to DLA, and merged (managerially, not necessarily 

# geographically) with DSAC Ogden. 

My final concern is that the emotion involved in thesc 
issues not be allowed to influence the objectivity of the 
required analysis. There are many individuals with very strong 
feelings on these subjects, including me, who are not operating 
with quantitative analysis. I implore you to ensure that the 
analytical groups be protected from the pressures of those of us 
with preconceived notions. 

I believe these examples give you an idea of our concerns. 
I do not believe that everything we do or write in OSD is 
ordained in heaven. However, it is incumbent on the DoD 
Components to present the case to the Deputy Secretary if they 
believe the information preSented to him was incorrect or that 
there is additional information which would result in a revised 
decision. The Department cannot operate under a laissez-faire 
arrangement that has the Deputy Secretary describing his 
decisions to Congress one way, and having the Components doing 
business another way. 

As you know, I have tremendous regard for the DLA people, 
and I know from personal experience how dedicated, professional, 
and capable they are individually and collectively. I recognize 
that this regard may have resulted in more demands, both 
quantitatively and qualitatively, being placed on DLA than the 
rest of the Department. However, I am convinced that the 
overall fiscal climate, as well as our responsibilities as 
public servants require us to take advantage of that capability. 

I hope this memorandum is helpful in achieving the goals 
that I am sure we both share. 

%m *& 
Donald B. Sh off 

Principal Deputy Comptroller 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

C A M E R O N  S T A T I O N  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V IRGINIA 22304-61 00 

DLA-LP 

2 7 JUN 1990 

I .  Authority: Deputy Secretary of Defense letter 12 April 1800, Subject: 
Supply Depot Consolidation. 

11. Purauant to cited autho~ity and effective 24 June 1BQO: 

A. The Defenae Depot Tracy, Tracy, Calilosnia, ie diaeatablished. 
- -- 

B. The Defense Distribution Region Uelrt (DDRW) ie established M a 
Defenae Logistiea Agency (DLA) Prira~y Level Field Activity, to provide 
operational control and direction to DLA Distribution Sites (DDS). The 
Colrandes, DDBW, rill report to the Deputy Directo~, DM. 

C. The Tracy Distribution Site (TDS) is established as a Distribution 
Site of DDRW. The dist~ibution function8 formerly perforred at DDTC will be 
eesuaed by TDS. The Director, TDS, will ~ e p o ~ t  to the Corander, DDRW. 

111. Administrative, secwity, and logfatical support for FDS rill be 
p~ovidcd by DDRW. 

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR: 

baaistant Director 
Policy and Plans 

DISTBIBUTIOU 
2 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS A G E N C Y  
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

CAME R O N  S T A T I O N  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V IRGINIA  22304-6100 

2 ,  . ,  r . ,  Q i  

DLA- LPO 

G E E R A L  ORDER 
.NO. 

/ 
11- Ql 

I. Authority: Deputy Sec~etary of Defense letter 12 April 1990, subject: 
Supply Depot Consolidation. 

11. Pursuant to cited authority and effective 14 April 1991: 
A .  The Defenee Depot Mechanicsburg [ D D M P ) ,  Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, 

is disestablished. 
B. The Defense Distribution Region East (DDRE) is established as a 

Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Primary Level Field Activity, to provide- - - 

operatfblrai -contFol and direction -to assigned DLA Diatribution Sites (DDS) . 
The Commander, DDRE, will repopt to the Directo~, DLA. 

C. The Distribution functione, and the permitted real estate and 
facilities at the Hew Cumberland Army Depot (ICAD) will be transferred to the 
Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Distribution Region East. 

D. The Susquehanna Distribution Site (DDRE-SDS) is established. It ie 
made up of storage facilities from the former DDMP and the formtr YCAD. The 
Commander, DDBE-SDS will repopt to the Commander, DDRE. 
111. Administrative, security, and logistical support all1 be provided by 
DDRE and through Interservice Suppo~t Agreements. 

BY ORDER ,OF THE DIRECTOR 

Po cy and Plans Y 
DXSTBIBUTIOY 

2 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D o U A R T E R S  

C A M E R O N  S T A T I O N  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V I R G I N I A  22304-61 00 

DLA-LP 

9 A p r i l  1992 
GENERAL ORDER 
NO. -- 38-92 

I. Authority: 
A. Aesistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) memorandum, 

27 February 1992, subject: Supply Depot Consolidation. 
B. Dm-D approval of DLA-L SSS, 6  arch 1992, subject: Naming Convention 

for Depots Consolidated under DW. 

11. Reference DLA General Order No. 42, 30 December 1963. 
- - - - - - -- - 

111. Pursuant to cited authority and effective 16 Xarch 1992, the Defense 
Depot Ogden, UT (DDOU), a primary level field activity (PLFA) of ie 
redesignated aa the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, UT (DIXIU). 

BY ORDER OF TfIE DIRECMR: 

0fici.de of Policy and Plan8 

DISTRIBUTION: 



mrr+ 
nrccn ro QENERAL ORDER - 

NUMBER 02-01 

DEFENSE 1.OGIS'fICS AGENCY 
L)LI I N!IL [)tLlnlRUTION R L O l O N  W L l i 1  

I' 0 I IOX v00001 

S l ( S C K T O N .  C A  O5?06 - 

8 1 JUL 1692' 

I .  Authority: C3enerol Orders 18, 17 and 18-00, 27 June 1000 and POD 
Memorandum, 12 April 1000, s u b j e a t :  Supply Depot Conaolidation; DoD 
Memorandum, 13 April 1890, subject: Supply Depot Consolidation Plan, 
DoD Memopandurn, 2 Mapah 1001, subject: Supply Depot Conaolidation, 

-ond--Dnb_Memopnndu~, P'I_Februa~y - 1092, subject: Acceleration of bMDR 
- 

802 Supply Depot Consolidation. - - -- - -  - -- -- - - -- 

11. Pureurnt to cited authority and alfeotlve 24 June lQQO, two 
dlatrlbutlon sitee m e  established - San Joaquin Site (DDRW-FBI . and 
Oakland St te (DDRW-FA) , under Defense Distribution Region West 
(DDRW) . Each Site Commander ie reaponeible f o p  t h e  accomplimhment-of- 
responribilfties for receipt, storage, physical inventories, location 
survey, care of materiel, packing, shipment of ass igned items, and 
asaembly of ittma and kits. 

A. The Oakland Site (DDRW-FA) in ertrbliahed with four divisions 
and one- o f f i c e  - Alamada Remote Distribution Division (DDRWcFAA), 
Pack1ng;~hipping Division (DDRW-.FAPI, Product Receipt & Evrluetion 
Diviaion (DDRW-FAR), Warehouainf'. Dlvlalon (DDRW-FAW), and Progbam 
Support~Office. 

B. The San Joaquin Site (PDRW-FBI lo osteblinhed with t h ~ o o  
dlvlaiona and one offlca - Packing & Shipping Dlviaion ( D D R W - F B P ) .  
Product Reeelpt & Evaluation Division (DDRW-FBR). Warehourlng 
Dlvislon (DDRW-FAWI . and Program Support Off ice (DDRW-FBS) . 

I. P u ~ s u a n t  to cited outhority ( p e r a g ~ o p h  I), and o f  fective 
A p ~ i l  1 0 9 1 ,  the Sacramento Remote Diatr:bution Diviulon (DDRW-FC) , 
establidhed under Dcf enoe Distribution Raglon W e n t  (DDRW) . 

P u r ~ u a n t  to cited a u t h o ~ i t y  and effectiva 21 A p r i l  1081. t h e  
Sacramento Specialized Diatribution Site ( D D R W - F D )  , located a t  
McClellan Air Foram Baa. la ea.tabllshed under Defense Distrlbution 
Region Wcet ( D D R W ) .  Each C o ~ n d e r / ~ n a g e r  i r  re8ponslble for  t h e  
rcaomplishtnent of respon8lbilitiea f o p  receipt, storage, physical 
inventories, location ourvey, cape o f  mata~lel, poekint, rhipment of 
aaaigned Items,  and amoombly of ittau and kits. 

A. The S a c ~ a m e n t o  Remote Distribution Divirion (DDRW-PC) 1s 
establiahtd a a  one dlvinion. 

B. The Sacrrmento.Specia1io.d Diatribution Site ( D D R W - F D I  in I 

eatnbliahed w i t h  four divieiono - Management Division (DDRW-FDM) . 
Packing & Shipping Division (DDRW-FDP), Product Reosipt & Evaluation 

t -  Divlrion ( D D R W - F D R )  , and Warehousing Diviaion (DDRW-FDW) . 



GENERAL ORDER 
NUMBER 92-30 

/ 

I V .  Authorj  ty! 0 c n e r ~ 1  Ordera 22, 23 and 2 4 - 8 2 ,  11 March 1 8 9 2 .  

V .  Pursuant to cited a u t h o r i t y  and offeative 16 March 1 8 0 2 ,  three 
nacondary field activity Depots are established under Deienae 
Di8tributlon Region West (DDRW). 

A .  The D t f e n o o  Distribution Depot B a r s t o w  (DDBC-D) is eatabliehed 
with t h ~ s e  divisiona and one office - Product Receipt and Evaluation 
Divie 1 on (DDBCZE), Warehouoing Division (DDBC-S) , Packing SI Shipping 
Diviaion (DDBC-T) , and P ~ o g r a m  Support Of ?. tee-  LDDBC-XI .  _ -  _ -  - 

- - 
". B. The Defense Distribution Depot Pugat Sound ( D D P W - D )  i 8  
estnbliahed with thpee divisions and one offiae - Product Receipt and 
Evaluation Divialon (DDPW-El, Warehousing Division (DDPWcS), Packing 
& Shipping Division (DDPW-TI , and Program Support Off ice (DDPW-X) . 
C. The Defense Dintrlbution Depot San Diego (DDDC-Dl ie 

established with five diviaiona and on0 office - Product Receipt & 
Evaluation Dfvision (DDDC-E), Warehousing bivia?on (DDDC-S), Packing 
81 Shipping Divialon (DDDC-TI, Long Beach Divinion (DDDC-Y), 
Inntallatton Services Division ( D D D C - W ) ,  and Progsam S u p p o ~ t  O f f i c e  
(DDDC-XI . 
VI. Autho~ity: DLA-L l e t t e ~ ,  0 April 1882 ,  subject: Naming 
Convention for Depot Consolidation undor DLA - LOOB. 

V l f .  Purauant to cited a u t h a ~ l t y  and effective 1 Octobor 1802, the 
f3llowing t r i t ea /de fenec  depot8 are ~enamcrd to establish uniformity: 

A. De?enee Distribution Dep0.t M c C l e l l ~ n  ( D D M C )  . 

9 .  Defenae Distribution Depot Oakland ( D D O C ) .  

C. Defonat D i o t ~ i b u t l o n  Depot Sacramento (DDDS). 

D. Deienee D i n t ~ i b u t i o n  Depot San Joaquln ( D D J C )  ( S h a r p e  F a c i l i t y  
and Tracy Faci 1 1  ty) . 

DISTRIBUTION 
A 

Director, Office of Planning 
and R e ~ o u ~ c e  Managanent 
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H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

C A M E R O N  S T A T I O N  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V I R G I N I A  22304 61 00 

GENE= ORDER 
NO. -- 23-92 

I .  Authority: 
A .  h s i e t a n t  Secretaxy o f  Defense (Production and Logistics) m r m d u m ,  

27 February 1992, subject: Supply Depot Consolidation. 
8. DLA-D approval of  Dm-L SSS. 6 Plarch 1992. subject: Iaming Ulnvention 

f o r  Depote Consolidated under DLA. 

11. Reference D U  General Order No. 42, 30 Decamber 1963. 
- - -- -- - - --- - - -- - - -  -- 

T I T -  Pursuant t o  c i t e d  authority and etfectirr 16 March 1992, t h e  Defense 
D W t  ogden, IDDOU), a primary level  f i e l d  a c t i v i t y  (PLPA) of D U ,  is 
r d e a i p n a t e d  as t h e  Defense Dis tr ibut ion  D e p o t  Ogden, UT (DDoU). 

BY ORDKR OF TBg DIRECTOR: 

offde of Pol i cy  plans 

DISTRIBUTION: 
2 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT 

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0600 

DAIM-BO ( 1 0 ~ )  

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ARMY BASING STUDY (LTC D. POIVELL) 

SUBJECT: DLA LANGUAGE FOR OGDEN, UTAH 

1. It has come to our attention that the Army Reserve requirement for an enclave at 
Ogden, Utah is greater than the 36,000 SF  identified in the DLA language (see enclosure). 
In fact, the 36,000 SF covers the Reserve Center and does not include current rnotor pool 
and hardstand requirements. Further, the Utah State National Guard is forwarding an 
requirement through NGB for land and facilities at Ogden. 

2. Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah is operated by DLA. However, the property 
is owned by the Army and only permited to DLA for use. Therefore, Army is concerned 
with any language that affects potential disposal of the property. 

3. Based on the above information and the desire to allow the Army the greatest 
flexibility to provide required encIaves, it is recommended that the Commission adjust 
the first sentence of the DLA language for Ogden, Utah to read as follows: 

"Close Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah, except for rni~lirnum essential 
land and facilities for a Reserve Component enclave." 

4. The BRACO DLA POC, Ms. Susan Bauer has discussed findings addressed in 
paragraph 1 above and recommendation in paragraph 2 with DLA POC Ms. Tina Dorris. 
Ms. Dorris has agreed to work issue with Commission. However, both agree that request 
for DLA to work with Commission to adjust language should come officially from 
TABS. 

5. Request TABS make official contact with DLA BRAC '95 analysis group and request 
their assistance supporting change to final language. 



- -- 
c o o  Q -- 

DAIM-BO ( l o ~ )  
SUBJECT: DLA LANGUAGE FOR OGDEN. UTAH 

6. The BRACO POC for this actions is Ms. Susan H. Bauer, X37557. 

;5z;-'/ 
K , v . -  

Enclosure DENNIS C. COCHRANE 
Colonel, EN 
Chief. Base Realignment 

and Closure Office 

CF: 
MAJ R. Greenwell 



Chapter 5 
Recornrncndations -- Definse Agencies 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $85.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
pcriod is a savings of $14.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$23.8 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of 
rhc costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $244.3 million. 

, . 
Lmpacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3,349 jobs (1,300 direct jobs and 2,049 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Memphis, Tennessee-Arkansas-Mississippi Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is 0.6 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to- 
2W1 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.5 percent of 
employment in the area. 

The Executive Group determined that receiving communities could absorb the 
additional forces, missions, and persome1 proposed, and concluded that environmental 
considerations do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU) 

Recommendation: Close Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah, except for a 36,000 
square foot cantonment for Army Reserve personnel. Material remaining at DDOU at the 
time of closure wiIl be relocated to optimum storage space within the DoD Distribution 
System. As a result of the closure of DDOU, all DLA activity wiLl cease at this location and 
DDOU will be excess to DLA needs. 

Justification: The Defense Distribution Depot Ogden is a Stand-Alone Depot that suppons 
the two large east and west coast depots and is used primarily for storage capability and local 
area domand. It is also the host for the Ogden complex. The decision to close the Ogden 
depot was based on declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FY 01 and on 
the need to reduce infrastructure within the ~gency .  

Ogden tied for third place out of the six Stand-None Depots in the military value 
analysis. The higher scores for the Susquehanna and San Joaquin distribution depots in this 
analysis removed them from further consideration for closure. The variance of ody 37 points 
out of a possible 1,000 between the third and sixth place depots in military value ranking for 
this category reinforced the importance of compliance with the DLA BRAC 95 Decision 
Rules and military judgment in the decision-making process. 

A further consideration was DLA's desire to minimize distribution infrastructure 
costs. CIosure of an entire installation will allow DLA to reduce infrastructure significantly 



DEFENSE LOClSTlCS AGENCY 
uCFIN8& Dlf r~ laUt lON REGION WLJT 

P 0 10t 340d11 
CTOCKTON, a* r 5 ~ r O l O l  

1 T'h ic  is r ?  cor,firm t h e  agreerr.or.t betweon Ell!. hFB and D;A 
to usc S i l l  k F 9  es  t h e  Locazlon for t h e  "SWZDS operaLion.  In 
3 d ~ p ~ r t  of the 1993 B.UC r e c ~ ~ o n d i r i ~ n s ,  the .br Farce  has 
o:ficlally ~ffercd Co =LA 661,639 GSF cf space at rhelr X f i l  AFa 
1 o z a ~ ' o n  D : s c . ~ s s l ~ n j  have born on~cinp bctwccn O u r  D3CLl 
Low.anCcr 6nq H ~ l l ' s  EXeCxzlve 5Frector 13tpazy Comian6wc). w-o 
ndc agrer.,) on the relocation of tkr 9ZFME3S operaricn to H111. 

i "P rwyact pvs:!aSlo a t  H i l l .  aa offereC 3y  c?e A ' ,  Fcrcc. :s 
c -ha: adesua=o 3 dccoxr.oeete thc' DEPFIE25 n . 1 ~ ~ 5  on. O G r  

a r i a l y s l s  ~ h o w e  thkc 17. ccnbinntron w i t h  already existing vacan t  
DLh &pace at H1;1, L-P would u t l l l z e  approxinatoly i87,003 GSF of 
the space t o L n 3  cffereL 5 Y  the A i r  Force f3r :ye D3SYSDS 
0perat;on. 
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--A 3- QtgC,, d-- b',Jbu -& L k i i  
UTAH NATIONAL GUARD 

UT-DPT-DDR 15 May 1995 

PEDXJEL3NDUPl kY)R Comarider, Ref  ense Distribution U e p o t  Ogdec , 5 0 0 
west 12th Street, Ogden, UT 84407- 510-L 

SUEZECT: Utah ~ational Ch;ird us? of DDO 

1. This is to notify you that the U t a h  National Guzrc i  ( E T N G j  is 
interested i n  reraining facilities aL DDOU for an arrno-ry azd 
Joir--t LaEguZgc Training Ceater {JLTC) - The ~ n c l o s e d  diagram 
provides a graphic description of the 8 3 . 5  zclres c l  i n t e n t .  

2. ED0 w o u l d  provide a excellent amlorf I~cation f 0 2 :  the U'YYG. 

The property concerned is colloczted next to the k ~ n y  Re-.er.ve 
Ceoter and n T C -  

3 .  The JLTC, as you know, provides intelligeccc svpp~)r t  to 
D e p a r t m a t  of Defense Agencies. I t s  c~ntinued operations is 
vital t~ this support and language training. 

4 ,  If you have any guestions or ~ e e d  fu r the r  assistance, p l e a ~ e  
contact Colonel Carter at DSH: 766-3763 or Lieutenant C o l o n e l  
Wilson at DSN: 766-3641. 

FOR TEE ADJWTAMT GENERAL: 

- -- - - - --- 

- - - -  - 

Encl PHILLIP 0 .  PERY 
COL, GS, UTARWC, 

-- Deputy Adjutant G e n e r a l  - - -- - - -- - - --- - 
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DLA BRAC95 DetailedAnalysis 

duplication and maximizing use of shared overhead. A contingent of human resource and 
.5nancial liaison personnel will remain in place to support DCMAOs and DPROs in the 
geographic area. 

Like the DCMDs, DCMC International is also responsible for operational control and 
management oversight of field activities performing contract management services. All of its 
field activities are located outside of CONUS. DCMCI was excluded from analysis with its 
peer group since the number of contracts, the dollar value of contracts, and the number of 
contractors would not permit an equitable comparison. 

The DCMCI mission could be performed from any locality. Various scenarios were analyzed 
with regard to DCMCI including merging it with one of the three DCMDs, splitting the 
fknction between the East and the West, merging it into a single large district, consolidating it 
with a DCMAO, and merging it with DCMC Headquarters. Military judgment determined 
that merging the DCMCI mission with DCMC Headquarters in the Washington, D.C. 
metropolitan area affords the opportunity to capitalize on management oversight and 
operationai control and maximize use of shared overhead with HQ DLA and DCMC. It also 
affords the opportunity to take advantage of the location's proximity to the State Department 
and the International support infrastructure in Washington, D.C. and surrounding areas. 

DCMD West 

The DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA 
The BRAC 93 Commission found it was cost effective for the DCMD West to move from 
leased space to DoD-owned property in Long Beach, CA. However, the President's Five- 
Point Revitalization Plan, which affords communities the opportunity to obtain installations 
without substantial compensation, has significantly impacted the Navy's ability to consummate 
the exchange of land at Long Beach. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard, which was another 
option, has been placed on the BRAC 95 list for closure The Navy and the Port 
A.uthority1City of Long Beach have not arrived at any agreement .vhich would identifi a site 
for the DCMD West. In order to attain the significant savings which will result by moving the 
organization into DoD space, the BKAC 93 recommendation should be revisedlexpanded to 
ircorporate purchase of an existing office building by the Navy on behalf c~f DLA. This is a 
redirect of the Commission's BRAC 93 recommendation. 



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) 
El Segundo, California 

Recommendation: This is a redirect of the following BRAC 93 Commission recommendation: 
"Relocate the Defense Contract Management District, El Segundo, California, to Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, California, or space obtained from exchange of land for space 
between the Navy and the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach." The current recommendation is 

I 

expanded to read: Relocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to Government property in the Los ,.,-: 
AngelesILong Beach area, or, (b) to space obtained from exchange of land between the Navy and T ' .  I 

Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building, whichever is the most -' 

cost-effective for DoD. 

a ,:,T: 
Justification: The Defense Contract Management District West is currently located in GSA- ~ . p .  , 

leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. The BRAC 93 Commission found it was cost : 

effective for DCMD West to move from leased space to DoD-owned property. The Navy has . 
been involved in exploratory discussions on behalf of DLA. However, the President's Five-Point . < 2 
Revitalization Plan, which affords communities the opportunity to obtain installations without 
substantial compensation, has significantly impacted the Navy's ability to consummate a land 
exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach. The Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard, another option, has been placed on the BRAC 95 list for closure. 

In order to attain the significant savings which will result by moving the organization into 
DoD space, the BRAC 93 recommendation is revisedlexpanded. This redirect eliminates the cost 
of a warehouse and reflects the requirement for reduced administrative space. This 
recommendation is consistent with the DCMC Concept of Operations and the DLA BRAC 95 
Decision Rules. 

Return on Investment: This is a redirect of a BRAC 93 recommendation. The total estimated 
one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $10.3 million. The net of all costs and 
savings during the implementation period is a savings of $10.9 million. Annual recurring 
savings after implementation are $4.2 million with a return on investment expected immediately. 
The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings ol'$5 1.2 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not result in a change in employment in the Los Angeles- 
Long Beach, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected jobs will 
remain in that area. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-200 1 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of employment in the area. 



Chapter 1 

Commission recommends the following: 
disestablish Defense Contract Management 
District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defense 
Contrac: Management District Northcentral 
(DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD 
Northeast, DCMD South, and DCMD West. .. 

Defense Contract Management 
District West 
El Segundo, California 

Category: Regional 
Mission:l'erform contract administration 

serviccs for DoD organizations and 
other 1J.S. Government agencies 

One-timc Cost: $ 12.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -5.1 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 4.4 million 
Payback: 9 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Relocate the Defense Contract Management Distnct 
West (DCMD West), El Segundo, California, to 
Long Bench Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, CA. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The DCMD West is currently located in GSA- 
leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. 
Significant savings will result by moving the 
organization from GSA space to a building on 
Government property at Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard, C,4. A number of available DoD prop- 
erties were considered as potential relocation 
sites. The Naval Shipyard was selected because 
it does not involve the payment of Personnel 
Change of Station (PCS) costs. This move may 
require new construction to provide a building 
to recei~e  the DCMD West. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found it was cost effective for 
DCMD West to move from leased spaced to 
DoD-ouned property. Further, DoD was con- 
sidering new construction at the Long Beach 

Naval Shipyard for DCMD West and the Com- . , 
mission found i t  questionable to  construct new 
facilities given the apparent abundance of avail- 
able buildings on DoD installations or other fed- 
erally owned buildings. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Coillmission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from firla1 criterion 2 .  
Therefore, the Commission reco~nmends the fol- 
lowing: relocate the Defense Contract Manage- 
ment District, El Segundo, California, to Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, California, 
or space obtained from exchange of land for 
space between the Navy and the Port Author- 
ity/City of Long Beach. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Defense Distribution Depots 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Charleston, South Carolina 

Catcgory: Distribution d(,llc>ts 
Mission: Receive, stor-c, and issue wllolcsalc 

and retail Cservicc O I Y ~ I C ~ )  n~(~ tc i~ iu I  in 
support 0 1  thc AfmcJ Forccs 

One-timc Cost: S 12.6 million 
Savings: 1994-13.99: S -3.4 million (&)st)  

Annual: 6 1.1 million 
Payback: 26 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Charles- 
ton, South Carolina (DDCS), and relocate ths ~ 

mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jackson- : 
ville, Florida (DDJF). Slow moving and/or inac- 
tive material remaining at DDCS at the time of ! 
the realignment will be relocated to availabi 
storage space within the DoD Distribution Syste 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The decision to realign DDCS was driver? '.). 
the Navy's decision to close se\.eral naval air:\-:- 
ties in Charleston, SC, el inmating 3DCS's 
customer base. The loss of customer base alo 
with sufficient storage space in the Don dis: 
bution system drove the disestablishment. I?D 
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costs for work stations and common office (p) GSA is rc:sl>onsible for reviewing an si1)ilit.y for thr  costs , 
equipment to  assist client agencies in devel- agency's dclineat.rd area t,o confirm that .  space is as follows: 
oping this information. OPhI may btr con- whcre appropriate, Lhrrc is maximun: use of (1) C;SA will pay for 

sulted by client agencies t o  obtain informa- existing Government.-controlled space and the expansion space 
tion related t o  relocation of personnel. t h a t  established boundaries provide competi- (2) The exrklnding a6 

N ~ ~ ~ :  q-he client agency be required to tion when acQUirinC. leased space. its t ~ l C ' ~ ~ I T ~ ~ u n i c a t i ~ :  
provide GSA a summary of i t s  analysis under (h) The presence of the  Federal Govern- requirernenz. 

paramaph (b). The summary should be of suf- merit in the National C a p i ~ t l  Region (NCR) (3)  When an expandir. 
ficient depth to  enable GSA t o  clearly under- is such tha t  the distribution of Federal in- able need for contiguo, 

stand the agency's mission aeeds and the stilllations will continuf~ t o  be a major influ- has to displace a neigh 

data developed for each economic factor, in- ence in the extent nnd character of develop panding a ~ e n c r  shall p 

cluding the source for t he  data. I t  should ment. These policies shall be applied in the costs. the displaced 

identify locations considered, s h t e  the level GSA National Capital Region on the most and replication of the 

of importance of each factor and the impact cost-effective basis, in conjunction with re- nrd alterations and 

of each.factor upon the conclusions drawn by gional policies established by the  National cations services". 

the  ryency in reaching i t s  location decision. Capital Planning Commission and consistent ic) Consolidation. ~t i> 

1f required by GSA, the  client agency shall with t h e  general Purposes of the National and GSA policy to cant 

provide more detailed documentation of i t s  Capital Planning Act of 1959 (66 Sta t .  781), as portunities for conso] 

evaluation for OhlB and Members of Con- amended. These policles shall guide the de- 
tiOnS into one location. 

velopment of strategic plans for the  housing economic analysis th; 

(c) GSA shall survey agencies. mission, 
of Federal agencies within the National C a p  cost effectiveness of , 

maximum extent prac 
housing. and location requirements in a com- Region. 

m,lnity and include these considerations in (i)  Consistent with the  policies cited in solidation shall be plar 
lease expiration in ord( 

community-based policies and plans, These parauaphs (a). (c). (d) and (e) above. the use 

plans shall provide for the location of feder- of buildings of historic architectural, or cul- mi~imUm and reduce 

ally-owned and leased facilities, and other tural significance within the meaning of sec- agencies. When an we 

interests in  real property pur- tion 105 of the Public Buildings Cooperative GSA-directed. GSA will 
&rations, above-sands 

chases, at locations which represent the best Use Act of 1976 (90 Sta t .  2 s 5 )  will be consid- 

ovepall value to the Government consistent ered as  alternative sources for meeting Fed- .' fnK costs and like telec 

era1 space needs. 
Ice. Consolidations inc] 

with agency requirements. multiple agency relocat- 
(d) Whenever practicable and cosr-effec- I ~ Y .  They may involve t 

federally owned or leas, 

-- 
tEffw~ve k & e r  : , 1 s; ,  

whlch the agency requires space. 
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unusable and requires t h a t  i t  be vacated. In 

ice. Consolidations include both single and a n  agency is displaced by construct ion ac- 
mu!tiple agency relocations t o  a single facil- t ivi t ies  in i t s  ass imed space result ing i-rom a 
ity. They may involve the  backfill of vacant  GSA repair a3d al terat ion project. GS.4 will 
federally owned or leased space, or t h e  con- be responsible for funding standard al ter-  
s:ruction or  acquisition of new federa:jy at ions,  replicatior. of exist ing above-itand- 
ov-zc.5 or  le=sed space t o  housc. one or  rr.c)re ard a1tera~ior.s. r,:vinc c o s x  and  like cclc- 
a;.--,-ies. \There zcencles moving to  slich communications S C X ~ C C .  

-- - - -- . 

M ? V F  Si:Li.ilii^: 

Ex>.ra:i-I 

., . ',.. :,," -. 1.. . . L  . :.ril??ecfu: !eve! 
' - . . -c:e> . . . - me LO budg- 2 Sail; Asstonmen: 

--- ' L q 3 ~ ! ~ L t i  u - : L ~  ;ibove-stand- 4 .  Dlsp~acec a? Age":, 

L:.L. i r . i i~ni : - iur . lc i i t~ons .  i Erpancn; kae-a- 
E. Displaced &am:> 

I!' Conso11aa:ionc 
, - . .. , .. . . .. . t ,,.ai,i. -r. expiring 

K ~ T E :  Agencies sha l l  be respor.-ible for support  t o  ass;sc ; , ~ ~ ~ : ; c i r s  In the  t.cchn;cjuc* \.Iced ~t i h ~  existing location 
x?cns!or. space. aC a new lo- funding all above-stanc:;~:.d a l te ra t ions  and of preparinc t~udc-!.: . . ; ;maicLs. 

telecornmunicacions 119: curreniiy proviaed 
..Ling Lhc existing zssiflmenG 'n their emstinc. lo~at:o: . .  5 101-17.207 Applications of socioeconomic 
.dqulrement. o r  by relocating 
ignment and co1lo:eting with 

considerations. 
( f )  P T P P L I T U ! : ~ ~ :  of agency hudprt estimotcs. 

GSA will g ,vr  sufficient advance When act ions :.: ,. : : c~;)oaecl 1.0 accon;[)!ish 
notice oi ]e r i~e  r?:pirntlon ,1&2+ months) to the  reassignmcr '  . .L.tli!z::t,ion of ~;>:ii.(. 

2 i l ~ ~  Liien: :ln>e to budget f'or the costs of t h r o u ~ h  Lhc r i . : ~ , ~  ' - I !  n:i csisLjzc n!ajor 
(..::;,:,?\.'.,.. ;..-:::, Potenil;.! mc,vc- c.,<.:. w.:: ;\:n:.:,+,. :echr.icc.! work forci l  : ! I .  
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101  18.lMJ Ijas~v r1011r.v 
!01  18 101 :lvciuls:tlrln 111; GS.4 
101 i b  102 ;\cc;ui~lc~on t11; or!!t,:, ; r K o r l c . I + . s  

:(11 i 8  ;0:3 :\Kt,nt Y , ,~>t>;~~\r:ti  :<,!: 

! { I ;  ; t i  : l k l  I ) , . l ( . ~ ~ , ! ~ , ~ l ;  1,: I,,;,>::;.. :,,1:>, j r , ; ,  

: h  ) I > \  ] ],l~:~::i::~~:;? ,111 : b , ,  :st, ~ 8 :  : t  I 

c:.:.cti :111 Lh01.1 Ly 
101 i8.10.1 2 C:i1cgor:c:~l sp;l\ t' tits;cp;it l0 : ,5  

101- 18.IM-3 Apency speclni ~111rLlOF.t~ P p C  t '  

dele~atiuns. 
101-18.105 Contingent fees a n d  related proctb- 

dure. 
101-18.106 Application or socloaconomlc con- 

siderations. 

Subport 101-18.2-Acquisition by Purchase 
or Condemnation 

301-18.200 I'urjwsr. 
101-18.201 Baslc acc~ulslLlon pullc's. 
101-18.202 Expenses incldrnral t.o transfer 
101-18.203 L,itigation txspcnscs 

Subpart 101-18.3-(Resewedl 

ALTIIORITI.: 40 U.S.C. 486(~); sec. 1-201(b). 
E.O. 12072. 43 FR 36869. 

SOURCE: 39 FR 23202. June 27. 1974. ul1leSS 
>thewise noted. 

5 101-18.000 Scope of part. 

This  p a r t  prescribes policies and pro- 
cedures governing a c q u i s i t ~ o n  of inter-  
+?sts in real property. 

158 FR 40592. J u l y  29. i9931 

$101-18.001 Authority. 

This  part implements  applicnb!p pro- 
\.lslonr of the Federal Prope::~ a::d P.d- 
:r.ir.:~::~:~:i v i  Ser\'lces Act of 1910. :ts 

L ..\.L 9 < 1 *': : ::;cxntit,ri. 65 Fiar 277 1.10 .' - 
, , t  !; I .  t>(-. .Xc: 0: AUKUS'L 27, i>j?&. 2.5 
, ..- '>n ( 3  , ? . ~ l . L . .  , t  (*.  49 S l a t ,  886 f 4 0  L-.S.C 304~1. 
: I , - ,  I>>:: . ,.rr,l:. Ru:;d!nrc .A,.: !I.Si,. .:> 
---.: .,.,, >(; ,  7>;;?, I> ,  fjt; :!.l<l, 7:: .y:> :.!(! , . 
.- c '  !,1!j-6151: :he I ' ' G ~ I ~ : ~  bi:;!~::>f2 

(':,o;~:,;~~::y~~ rat. -lAc.: 0: lp;i, fa):. 1, Ld.! 

i,.:.;. 40 St,&:. 2:flK: thy Un:forrn I?t.loc:i- 
::a:: r l ~ ~ i > i . ~ ; n ~ P  ~i17.d RPRI F'rc)r)~r:y A[ - 

a , . ? l s : r . i c ~ r ~  F'oil~,:es ricr c ~ f  1970. I ' u !  i 
: ;-&A 8.: S[.:i:. 1894: t h e  Frci~li':~: i;!'bn:: 
!'.,7!.,t, :-,.t.  ,:,, : .  !'1:i, I .  gL.57';. 6 2  S,i<tL 
; ] t i . ;  ,;[I t. ,d,C :,3]-53.5 , lhc, rl:lyiL: I ) t , v t . i -  

t.;l::;c:,: .+<.: ( 8 :  l!G2, :i:l~lYr><lY6, pub  
L. 92--419. 86 S t a t .  657 (42 LT.S.C. 312,;  
t h e  Fa:r I i o u s l n ~  A c t .  amended 
]',:ti i .  28.:. 82 St.at 81 (42 l. '.S.C, m, 

st>y. I ,  I ;.. . : . i : ;~r;lz;~t~on Pian XO. 18 ,; 
1:i:a. 1:; r.':1 .;:7;. 64 S t a t .  1270 140 U.S.C 
.+In nett, ;. i : \ v , , , l : t  lvc' Or'tit,r 1307'2. 13 FH 
:k#tB (40 l'..-;.C IIK) note) ;  and Oh!B cir. 
cu la r  A -  95 41 FR 2052). 

FFR .tn%!i.' i ' . :  \ 23. 1W31 

Subpor: , - 1  8.1 Acquisition by 
Lease 

soi'rcc,t: I*; ; . ' I <  405!,2. .lu:g 29. 1W3. unlea 
ot.herw~st~ n o r  i v ! .  

( a )  GS.4 will lease privately Owned 
land anti l>uilding space only when 
needs cannot  be sat isfactor i ly  met in  
Government-controlled space and: 

(1) Leasing proves t o  be more advan. 
tageous than  t h e  const~'uction of a new 
or a l t e r a t ~ o n  of a n  existing Federa] 
building; 

( 2 )  New const.ruction or  alteration is 
no t  warranted because requirements in  
t h e  communi tv  a r e  insufficient or in- 
definite in  scope or duration: o r  

(3) Completion of a new building 
within a reasonable t i m e  cannot  be en- 
sured. 

(b)  Available space i n  buildings under 
t h e  custody and control of the  United 
S t a t e s  Postal  Service (USPS) will be 
given prior i ty  consideration in fulfill- 
ing Federal agency space needs. 

(c )  Acquisition of space by lease will 
be on the  basis mos t  favorable to the 
Government. wi th  due consideration to 
maintenance and operational effi- 
ciency, and only a t  charpes consistent I 
with prevailing scales for corr,p:irablp 
fircilities in the  community.  

:ii I liciluisitiur! of sy1;1ct3 by iez.% ~ i ! :  
be by negotiation csvept where. thi 

I 
sealed bia proceiiare i?, ri.r;uire- h:: 2 
U . S . C .  253(a). Esccpr i;:: c:!:c:.\risi. prc,. 
vlcieii in 41  L1.S (' 2r~:<. :ill! LL::L? OF':. 

compeci~ ion  w:il :)r cincn;ncG amonF 1 
sui table  availat)!!. iuc:~tions rneetlnf 1 
minimum Governri,ez: :r.c~uireme:i'.s. 

( p i  n 'hen ac-rlt!ir.inp space i ~ y  ! C S e  i 
:he provisions o~ $ifi1-1'3.205 recardisc 
determinncion (1: rhe 1uc;~ticn of Fed: ! 

f a c l l j t i ~ s  P ~ : L ~ I  11.' .i:r.jctly ndher?; ; 
i 

: r .  I 

--- 

(f, Wht'n ac.crulr.1 nK h;)ii(.e i ~ y  le;tbt,. 
of Stkcst lo:: I Iota) c j f  th t ,  ' 

tlonnl Historic I'r(.sc~rv:~t lor! ~ c t .  of : 
(16 U.S.C'. 470,. ;~:!lt~:1<1t~ti. ~.c.&:;tr.:: 
t h e  use of h~st .~: . ic .  i):,.~;)<'r.tlct; t;l!;rl: 
B t r l ~ t l s  ~ ( i h t ' r ~ d  t o 

g101-18.101 Accluisition by (;SA. 
(a) GSA will ~x.r'fol.nl : i l l  ftlncti(,n: 

leasing building s ~ ; ~ c . c .  anii I ; L I I ~ I  I I 

dental th(?rr to ,  for  I ~ c t i t ~ ~ ~ i t l  : L K ? T l ~ i t ' s  . 
cept ns pI'0vi(if7~f i l l  t hls su t ~ ~ ) . ~ r t , .  
(b) 0ff ici ;~ls  o r  t . ~ ~ ~ p l o y c ~ ~  of' : ~ ) T , ~ I ! ,  

for which GSA w1:1 ;tcXcluirc lt.;i: 
space shall : ~ t  no t ime.  I I C ~ ~ U I ~ I ~  01. ; L I ,  

a space request, is su~~nl j t t . e t i  t o  GSA 
after a le;tsr agreornent i s  made. , 
?ectlY 01' indirect ly  c'ontitc't icssc, 
offerors, O r  PDtFnt.i:ll o f f ~ r o r s  f01. 

purpose of m:tkii~c: O I Y L I  or wr.ltt.cn sc 
resentation or' comlnit.nlcnt.s o r  aKI.1. 
ments with respect t.o t h e  t,crms of  ( #  

cupancJ' of pal't.iclll:tl' spnct?, tcnn;rnt, il 
provemt?nt,s, nl t,erat,ions ;tntl rep:! irs.  
p~yment .  for ovtv.t.irxr7 st:l~vic~es, i ~ n ; , '  
authorized t ~ y  tht, Director of t.ht. I;,. 
Estate Division In the, r.csponsihlc (;:, 

regional office o r  f:icilitg support  cc- 
ter. 

#101;18.102 Acquisition by other age: 
cles. 

(a) Acquisitions of leased space I .  
agencies possessing independent  s ta r  L 
tory au thor i ty  t o  acquire  such sp:~, 
are not subject  t o  GSA approval o r  a1 
thority. 
(b) Upon request.  GS.3 will perforn 

on a reimbursable basis, all fnnctio:: 
of leasing building space, and land ins, 
dental thereto,  for  Feder:~I agent!: 
Possessing independent leasing aucho. 
ity. 

( c )  GSA reserves t h e  r i r h t  t o  a c c t :  
Or reject reimbursabie  ieaalng servi 
requests on a case-by-case ~ : L S I S  

0 101-16.103 Agency cooperiction. 

The heads of. execut,ivr. acer:, , i  
shall: 

(a) Cooperst.e w i t h  ~ ~ n t i  assist :!it. .:: 

mnis t ra to r  of General  5 ervices in  LLL: 

r3'ing ou t  his responsibi l i t i rs  r e s w c .  
'ng office buildings and  space;  

(b) Take measures  t o  give GSA r,al.!: 
30tice of new or  c h a n g i n ~  space rr 
clulrernent:;: 

(c)  Seek t o  economize t h e i r  requi!: 
for space: and  
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t of 1972. as amended,  Pub. (0 When acquiring space by lease, the  (d)  Continuously review the i r  needs 
16 S t a t .  657 (42 U.S.C. 3122); provisions Of section 110(a) of the  Na- for space in and near  the  Distr ic t  of Co- 
Housing Act. :ts amended, tjonnl Historic Preservat ion Act of 1966 lumbia,  t ak ing  i n t o  account  t h e  fea- 
284. 82 S t a t .  81 (42 U.S.C. 3601 (16 U.S.C. 470). as amended.  regarding sibility of decentralizing services o r  ac-  
,organization P l m  No. 18 of Lhe use of historic properties shall be t ivi t ies  which can  be c:arried on else- 
3177, 64 Stat. 1270 (40 U.S.C. strictly adhered to.  where without exccssivc costs  o r  sig- 

3xecutive Order 12072. 43 FR nificant loss of efficiency. 
S.C. 490 note); a.nd OMB Cir- $101-18.101 Acquisition by GSA 
(41 FR 2052). (a) GSA wePerform all functions of # 101-18.104 Delegation of leasing au- 

leasing building space, and  land inci- thority. 
July 29. 19931 dental thereto. for Federal agencies ex- ( a )  Agencies a r e  authorized t,o per- 

cept as provided in th i s  subpart .  form for themselves all funct ions with 
101-1 8.1 Acquisition by (b) Officials o r  employees of agencies respect t o  the  acquisi t ion of leased 

Lease for which GS.4 will acquire leased space in  buildings and land incidental 
space shall at no t ime ,  before or a f te r  there to  when t h e  foliowing conditions 

s FR 40592. July 29. 1993. unless a space request is submit ted to  G S A  or a r e  met :  
,Led. after a lease agreement  is  made, di- ( I )  The  space m a y  be leased for no 

rectly o r  indirectly con tac i  lessors, ren ta l ,  o r  for a non1in;tl consideratior, 0 Basic policy. 
offerors, or p o t e n t ~ a l  offerors for the  of 51.00 per annum.  and shall be l imited 

will lease pri~yately owned purpose of m a k ~ n g  oral o r  1vr::te:: rc;- t o  t e r a s  no: t c  escrel? one ( 1 ;  ye:ir: 
building spacc only when resentation or corn.mitmen'La or Agree- (2) Author::- i:as bet?;: rei;ues:e2 ?.\- 

not be sat isfactor i ly  met  in ments with respect t o  t h e  ter=,c of o r -  a n  executive &Ken- and a sp?ciTlc dci- 
zr-controlled s p . ~ c e  and: cupancy of parr1cu1:-:- space. :;,r.ani :m- epat ion 11r~. 'r,l-ec rrr.n:cd !,y : re  ,.(: 

.ng proves t o  be more advan- provemento. a l ierat :ons and  ?,:pairs. or minist.rat.o:. (:f G t ' n ~ r a !  Servicrs :  

.a t h e  construct ion of a new Payment for oi.e:-tirnt2 sery~. lc(~s.  unlesi ( 3 ;  S care:-i.s:.:i.;il dr-:clr:itio:: !:LS ! i t - . . :  

:sn of a n  exir t ing Federal authorizec hy  :;;r. Dircc:~:. o: :he I;?-: rrznt.ed ?)y ::I?. .%~:m;n SL:.:;:~;:. (I: 0. : 

construct ion or  al terat ion is 
nred because requirements ic 
.uni ty a r e  insufficient or in- 
: scope or  durati.>n: or 
.pietion of a 7ew building 
-easonable t i m e  cannot  be en- 

:able space in  bcildings under 
:y and control ) f  t he  United 
,stal Service (CSPS) will be 
-,rit.y consideration in fulfill- 
21 agency space ~ e e d s .  bn a reimbursable basls. a!] functions Pr io r  approy,.&; of GSA ~l l i l l l  he ( i t ) -  
;isition of space by lease will 
- basis most  favorable to  the 

dict ion in the  a r e a  of the  proposed leas- 
ing act ion ;* show11 in $101-17.4ROl. ' 101-18.103 Agency cooperation. GSA's approval shai! be b.ased upon a 

-. 
;,- I p d ~ ,  <:I,: ,>: , ; !:y!.\v:5c P1.O- ment-owned or Ieastlil sp:~c.e available 

; I  .;.S.C. 253. L!!! a:ld open 
.o2 will he obt,:linr!i among 
available local Ions meeting 
:;nvi: .-.. . ,,men: :Y ;t!lrt,rnents. space delegarions is found at 5101- 

( b !  T h e  !)i?'~rtmt'r;Ls of riqricu!:ur~e. 
- .  1 ,;: t!.. ,c , , . ;L i.;,.,:: of ~ e d -  

:::es ahal i  be .ir-ictly adhered 

, - -  
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terms no: to  exceed f ~ v e  ( 5 1  y r a 3  
llst o f  u r b m  centers  follow^. 

1,:s.: I 1) L'kti .4~ (~t'S.:'b:l<> 

. 4 k r d e r n .  SII 
Brown Coi;:~ry 

A tii l 
J o n e s  C o u n t y  
T a y l o r  C o u n t y  

Akrun .  011: 
I ' o r h u r  Courity 
S u m m i t  Count.?. 

A laska :  
'I'he e n t l r c  S l a t e  

A1t)an.v. G.4. 
D o u a h e r t y  Coun ty .  

Albany.  11,: 
N'hiteside Coun ty .  

A lbany .  OK: 
L i n n  C o u n t y .  

Albany-Schenectady-Troy. NY: 
Albany  Coun ty .  
Rensse l ae r  Coun ty .  
S a r a t o u a  Coun ty .  
S c h e n e c t a d y  Coun ty .  

.4lbuquerquc. N ~ I :  
Be rna l i l l o  C o u n t y  

Alexandr i a .  LA: 
R a p i d e s  Pa r i sh .  

A l l en town-Be th lehem-Eas t ton ,  p.4 N.J: 
1,ehiuh C o u n t y .  PA.  
N o r t h a m p t o n  Coun ty .  1'.4 
War ren .  NJ .  

A l toona .  P A :  
B la i r  C o u n t y .  

Amar i l l o .  T X :  
P o t t e r  C o u n t y .  
R a n d a l l  C o u n t y .  

A n a h e i m - S a n t a  Ana-Garden Grove.  CA: 
O r a n g e  Coun ty .  

A n n  Arbor .  MI: 
Wash tenaw Coun ty .  

Ashevi l le .  NC: 
B u n c o m b e  C o u n t y .  

A thens .  GA: 
C l a r k e  Coun ty .  

A t l a n t a .  G.4: 
C l a y t o n  Coun ty .  
Cobb  C o u c t y  
D e  K a l b  C o u n t y .  
F u l  t o n  C o u n t y .  
G w i n n e t t  Count,; 

At!,?ntlc C I : ~ .  K.J 
At lant ic '  Coun :~ -  

.Auj iu~ta .  GA-PC 
R i c h m o n d  Cozr.:.. !;'. 
.41ken C o u n t y .  SC 

. i u c u s t a .  hIE.  
Kennebec  Coun-,.. 

Aus t in .  'IT: 
T r a v i s  C o u n t y .  

Bakersfie!d. C.4: 
K e r n  Councy.  

Ral  t i m o r e .  hlD: 

-I,r '>". .... . '  '.'.: ..> 
Carroi l  Cour.:y 
l lownrd Coun t>-  

Iiiiton Roilah. 1.A 
E:;L~: 13:~:On I{( d.-* l ,&;j>:,  

H:l: I .  Y C??t> k, \ l l  
(':~i>our! C o u n t >  

ti;1y (.1ty, 311. 
Hay CoucLy 

f3c,nun?nnt -1'orr ,4r!.hllr. 'i'S 
. Ic ' fer~on Cou:::y 
O r a n ~ c  Coun ty  

I ~ l l l i n ~ s .  317'. 
Yr l lnws tone  ( ' o~ :n f .y .  

Flinphnrnpt.on. SY - 1 ' ~ .  
Llroornt, Cour.ry, :;Y 
1 ' i o ~ a  Coun:.y. S Y  
Sua i luehanna  Coun ty .  I,.+. 

U i rmingham.  AL:  
Jefferson Coun ty .  

B i s m a r c k .  ND: 
Bur l e igh  Coun ty .  

Boise. ID: 
Ada  C o u n t y .  

Bos ton .  MA: 
Essex C o u n t y .  
h l iddlesex Coun ty .  
Nor fo lk  C o u n t y .  
I ' l smou th  Coun ty .  
Su f fo lk  C o u n t y .  

Hridpepor t .  CT: 
Fa i r f i e ld  C o u n t y .  
New Haven Coun ty .  

B r o c k t o n .  MA: 
Br i s to l  Coun ty .  
Norfolk  Coun ty .  
P l y m o u t h  Coun ty .  

Brownsville-Harlinpen-San E 
C a m e r o n  Coun ty .  

Buffalo. NY: 
E r i e  Coun ty .  
N i a g a r a  C o u n t y .  

B u r l i n g t o n ,  VT: 
C h i t t e n d e n  Coun ty .  

B u t t e ,  MT: 
S i l v e r  Row Coun ty .  

Calexico-El  Cen t ro .  CA: 
h p e r l a l  C o u r i ~ y  

Can ton .  OH: 
S t n r k  C o c n : ~  

C a s x r ,  K T .  
S a r r o n a  CouE:y 

Ceda r  Rzp:Cs, i~. 
22;. Counrr- 

Champaign-i;roan:. ,  I: 
C h s r . x i ~ c  Co:::r:- 

C h a r l e z z o ~ .  S C -  
3 o r k e l e y  Cocr..:. 
Cha r i e sco r ,  COL;::.: 

Char l e s ton .  \Yl: 
K a n a w h a  Counr:, 

C h a r l o t f e ,  NC: 
Mecklenburf i  C,j-rt:, 
C'nion Count.:.. 

Char lot tesvi l l t . .  \-.A. 

C.L.IPL.... ? 

m i l t o n  Walker Count.y. C o u n t y ,  (;A 'l'h 

Cbryenn". U"y' 
: Ifiranlle C o u n t y  

cbJCRC0. 11' 
cook Coan:? 
11" p a p ,  Co 11 I:! y 
Ran? C 'OI: ! ; !~  
Ijnke Counl.y 
McfIenry Cou rl l..v 

count .y .  
cjnclnnati .  Oli-KY IS 

c le rmon l  Count  v .  t rll 
j]flmilt~oll ~ o l ~ l l l ~ y ,  ( I l l  
vfarren C0urlt.y. 011 
Boon? Courlty. K Y  
campbell C ~ u r i t g ,  K Y  
Kenton Count.y. KY 
Dearborn Coun ty .  IN. 

c~eveland.  OH: 
Ct~ynhoua C o u n t y .  
Geaugn Coun ty .  
Lake Coun ty .  
Medina Coun ty .  

Cllnton. OK: 
Custer Coun 1.y. 

Cody. WY: 
Park Couilt,y 

Colorado Spr inps .  CO. 
El Paso  Coun t,y. 

Columbia. MO: 
Bonne Coun ty .  

Colu~nbia. SC: 
Lexington C o u n t y .  
Richland C o u n t y .  

Columbus. GA-AL: 
Cbat tahoochee C o u n t y ,  GA 
Muscogee C o u n t y ,  GA.  
Russell C o u n t y .  AI,. 

Columbus. OH: 
Delaware Coun ty .  
Franki in  Coun ty .  
Pickaway C o u n t y .  

Concord. NH: 





DEFNSE CONTACT MANAGMENT DISTRICT WEST, EL SEGUNDO, CA 

RECOMMENDATION--REDIRECT: 

1993 REC: 

Relocate the DCMD to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, LA, CA or space obtained from 
exchnage of land for space between the Navy and the Port AuthorityICity of' Long Beach. 

/ , > 

!' 

EXPAND THIS REC TO READ 
-1 * I  / 

I icJp, \ i , g (  

i \ 4  ,bJ i 1 

" 'J~"  ..) ; 8 ,\ ,,. i-, , 
1 ,  

,, \r'. 
I 1) l J  

Relocate the DCMD to 
r '  A' I", b' 1 

I .:\ , '{ ! ' \ 

% \  
I ' 

' , ' \ 
. i  I . l f J  

a. to Govt property in LAlLong Bearch area 2 I L /  L r 

b. to space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy and the Port r;' " J 

i 

AuthorityICity of Long Beach. 
I > 

c. to a purchased office building I \  

? '  , 
.Y ' ,  whichever is the most cost-effective for DOD. . I 

, b d '  

li 
4 3 

ISSUE: Is it legal to keep in the recommendation that they purchase a building 

DISCUSSION: 

1. If we close Long Beach, option "b" is not viable 

2. Although Base Closure Law delegates GSA authority in ridding itself of excess property 
to DOD, it does not discuss moves 

Moves are dictated by 41 C.F.R. 3 101 - 17.206 Move policy. 

The situations which cause an agency to move and the responsibliity for the relocaiton 
costs are indicated below. GSA is responsible for determining the most beneficial alternative 
course of action in each situation. 

DCMDW to move becuase now in DSA leased administrative space and want to move it 
to DOD owned property to save money. 
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prescribed by the President, except those bulldinga a ~ l d  
groundu which are otherwiise provided for bj law; and 
when it shall be made to appear to tho mid Adlnini~tra- 
tor of General Services, or to the officer under his direc- 
tion having irnnicdiate charge of said public. buildings 
and grounds, that any peryon or persons is ill unlawful 
occupation of ally pol-tion of said public Iands in the 
District of Cdlulnbia, i t  ahall be the duty of raid officer 
in charge thereof to notify the marshal of thcl District 
of Columbia it1 writing of such u~llawfiil occupiition, 
and the said marshal shall thereupon wuhc. the said 
t r e spwer  or trespnsseru to ba ejected from ~ n i d  lands, 
and fillall revtore possession of the sallle to i l ~ n  officer 
charged by lnw wi1.h the custody thereof. 

PIJBL1.C BUILIIINGS ACT OF 1949 

6 s ~ .  404. I'11s Administ.rdt,or of General Sen-ices, to- rou.8.c: :pa. 
gather with the United States Postal Service ~vhere his 
office is concerned, L aut,hor&d to accept on I~ehnlf of 
the Uhited Stales u~lconditioilsl gifts of real, personal, 
or othcr property in aid of any project or [unction 
within their respective jurisdictions. 
SBC. 405. The provisiotlv of section 601 of thc. Econn- 4~v . s .~ -  ~ s b  

tny Act, approvcil June 30, l!kiZ, a s  amended, nre 
hercb extended to aut,horize the Administrator of Gen- 
eral d ervices to furnish services in thc coritir~unt.al 
United States, on the b ~ i s  of full reimbursrrnent., a t  
the request of the Statc De artment, to any intcrna- 
tional body with which the 11it.ed States Covt:.rilment 
is affiliabd. 

8 
I 1 * * * 

SEC. 41.0. The Aclrniniatra t,or of Gener;il Services is .LO u s c :;:a= 

authorized, notwithst;inding any other provision of l ~ w ,  
to name, rename, or otherwise designate any building 
under the custody and co~it~rol of the Geuer:il Scrvicev 
Administration, regardless of whether i t  was 1~reviously 
named by statut.e. 

a 1 * * * 

Es Or,! No. 120'72. h1.1~. 16, 3978 1.13 F R ;36869, 3 I ' I . ']:  I 

H y  the: authotity vested in me err: Preuider~t of' the 
Uni'tcd States of America by Section 205h) of (.he Fed- 
eral Pruperty and Administrat.ive Services AcL of 1949, 

amended (40 U.S.C. 486ta)), and in order t.o ~:rre~c.:rihe 
appropriate policics and directives, not. inco~~sisteht 
with that  Act and olher npl~licable provisions ol' law. for 
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t . 1 ~  planning, acquisit.ion, utilization, and munagerrlent, 
of Federnl space ftlcilitios, it is hereby ordered as fol- 
lows: 
1-1. S cfce Acqubitic~rr. 

1-1fl. Federal facilities and Federal ume of s lace in 
urban a r e a  shall solve to strengthen the dalion's 
cities and to make them attractive places to live and 
work. Such Federal space shall conserve existing urban 
resources and encourage the development and redevel- 
opment of cities. 

1-102. Proceduree for n-1eet.ing spnce needs in urban 
areas shall give serious consideration to the impact a 
site selection will have on i~nyroving the social. econom- 
ic, environmental, 311d cultural conditions of the corn- 
n~unities in the urban area. 

1-103. Except whel-e such selection is vtherwise pro- 
hibited, the process for nicctil~g Federal space nerds in 
urban a r e a  shall give first consideration to a cerlt.rcll- 
izcd community business area and adjacent areas of 
similar character, including other specific areas which 
may be recommended by local officials. 

1-104. The process of meeting Federal space needs in 
urban areas yhall be co~lsistent with the olicies of this 
Order and shall include consideration o the following 
criteria: 

P 
(a) Co~npat.ihility of the 8it.e wit,h State, re@cjnsl, or 

local development,, redevelopment or conservation objec- 
tives. 

(b) Conforrr~ity with the activities and programs of 
other Federal agencies. 

(c) Impact on cconon~ic develop~neilt and employnient 
opportunities in the urban area, including the utiliza- 
tion of human, nat.ural, cultural, and community ro- 
so~irces. 

' (dl Avai1abilit.y of acleyi.iate low and moderate income 
housing for Federal err~yloyees and their families on a 
non-discriminatory basis. 

(el Availability of ndequate public transportation and 
parkin and accessibility to the public, 

1-lO!. Procedures for n~cotinp space needs in urban 
areas shall be consistent wibh the policies of this Order 
aild shall include consideration of the following alt, I rna- 
tives: 

(a) Availability of existing Federally controlled facili- 
ties. 

(3:) Utilization of buildings of historic, archit.ect.ura1, 
or cult.ura1 significance within the meaning of scction 
1115 of the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act or 1976 
(90 Stat. 2507, 40 U.S.C. 6123). 

(c! Acquisition or utilizat,ion of existing privately 
owned facilities. 

(d) Construction of new facilities. 
:e) 0pportunit.ies for locating cultural, educational. 

recreational, or cvm~nercial activities within tho pro- 
posed facility. 
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1-106. Site aelect.ion and space assi lments shall take 
FA, into account the mana(,.ernetlt llceds P or consolid~tioll of 

ngoncies or activities in common or  adjacent space in 
<.J* ... order to improve sd~rlinistrntion and management and 

effect economies. 
I-$. Adnrinistrc~tor of General Services. 

1-201. The Administrator of General Services shall 
develop prograais to implement the policiee of this 
Order. 
1-3. Gerreral PI-ovision.~. 

1-301. The heado of the ~ x e c u t i v e  agencies shall coop- 
erate with the Administrator, in implementing the poli- 
cies of t h i  Order and dlnll economize on their use of 
space. They sllnll envure that  the Administrat,or is 
even  early notice of new or  changing missions or orga- 
nizational renlignmcntu which affect space require- 
ments. 

1-302. Executive agrllcies which acquire or utilize 
Federally owned or leased space under authority other 
than the Federal Propert and Administrative Services 
Act of 1049, as amended: shall conform to the provi- 
oions of this Order to the extent they have the author- 
ity to do so. 
1-305, Execut.ive Order No. 11512 of February 27, 

1970 is revoked. 

c. 
August 16, 1978 JIMMY CARTER 

GOVERNMENT WORK SPACE MA.NAGEMENT 
REFORMS 

Ex. Ord. No. 12411,  MA^. 29, 1962 (48 F.R. 19391; 9 CFR). 

By the authority vested in me ;ts President by the 
Constitution and laws of the United States of America, 
including Section 488 of Title 40 of the United States 
Code, in order to institute funda~llcntal changes in the 
manner in which Federal work space is nlanaged to 
ensure ik efficient utilization, it is hereby ordered ay 
follows: 
SECTION 1. In order to make the Federal use of work 

space (including office space, warehousos and special 
pur. use space, whet.11sr federally owned, leased or con- 
trorolfed) and related lurnialliags ,snore effective in  sup. 
port of agency missions, minimize the acquivition of 
government resourcee, and reduce the adq~inistrative 
costs of the Federal government, the heads of all Feder- 
al Executive agencies shall: 

(a) Eht;zbl~h pro rams to reduce the amount of work 
space, used or he1 i , to  that amount which is essnntial 
for known agency missions; 
(b) Produce and maint.ain a total inventory of work 

spnce and related furnishings and declare excess to the 
Administrator of General Services all such holdings 
that, are not necessary to satisfy existing or known and 
verified planned programs; 



Document Separator 



' I FROM : 

Congress of the united Btatee 
Rou~e of ' R q r e ~ ~ l t o t i ~ e ~  

Washington. BQ- lo r l j - j ao j  

FAX COVER SHEET 

{ I  PHONE # :  - - . ..- - 
FAX # :  - 

F If" 
DOCUMENT REFERENCE: 

I L e i l c p  .- . .- --- . . n,, - .. , I,L[-.\ 1. , 4 $ -  ! 4 1- 

/" i We a r e  t r a n e r n i t t i n q  7 p!Agee, I . q ~ l ~ d . 4 ~  t h i s  cover s h e e t .  

\ /" 

I If you do not recei;@-ail of the pages,  please  inform: 
$ 
rl 

1 Sender:  

Phone : 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
A L E X A N D R I A ,  VIRGINIA 22304-6100  

( Honorable Robert A Borski 
' House of Represatatbaa 

t Wmhington, DC 205 15 

1 Dear Congressman Boraki: 

i I I share your con- for the DLA woricforce in Philaddphia. I am also deeply uoublcd by the 
inaccurate perceptions that characttrim the DLA BRAC ncommendation a rcxulting in n total 
loss ofjobs for the people of DISC. That will definitely not be the rcsult, nor has it ever been our 
intention. My M r e c e n t l y  met with your staff to clarify our BRAC recommendations and the 
potential impad on the Philadelphia workforce. I hope the informatjon contained in this Ictter 
meliomes your concerns and helps to fiutha cia@ our inttxrtions for the Yhladelphia 
workforce. You have my parsonal assurance that these loyal and .skilled men and womcn will not 
be forgotten or set aside in our planning. 

I 
Our concept of Lnventory Control Point QCP) operations separates tha management of wcepon 

/ system-type items and commercial items. Several optioar were aBdyLa4 with one of the highest 
pay-off options being the establishment of a single weapon system ICP in Columbus, 01-1 and a 
single commercial support ICP in Richmond, VA. This option was not chosen because o f  the 

1 inordinate risk associated with concentrating management of over 70% of the almost 4 million 
1 item we're responsible for in one I d o n .  instead we opted for a lcss risky, lower pay-off 

f alternative: the ra=ornmendation the Secrdary of Defense forwarded t o  the BR.AC Commission. 
That recommendation creates two weapon q s t m  support ICPs, one in Richmond VA and the 
other in Columbus OH, and a single troop and general support ICP in Philadelphia, PA. 
Philadelphia was sclected a3 our commercial center becaw, among other rhingy it  hay dwclopcd 
outstanding expertise in executing commercial practices and support arrangements o v a  the last 
five years. The result is a worst cam net loss of 385 military and civilian jobs in Philadelphia. 

5F 

/ Our ICP business is on a steep decline as military force structure is being radically cutback due to 

I 
I budyetary oonstr&nts. Both DPSC and DISC will shnnk in dze st approximateiy 4% p e r  year 

through 19-99. This reduction is simply a rdection of the dwindling workload and as such is 
totally unrelated to BRAC. In 1999 wc expect the Philadelphia workforces of both IIISC ~ n d  
DPSC to be about 1500 each; with the reduction being maid, to the rnaxjmum extent possible, 

) through workforce buyouts and normal retirement I attrition . 

Due to the enormity of the effort involved in implementing our recommendation we have always 

I- 
intended that the workload transfers be phased over several years We have also dcternlinad that - ,) 

we can gain some advantages by$-@ W e r r i n g  the general support - items to DISC bccuse 
A- -7 

- .  
- - 
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1 I r Honorable Robert A. Borski 

of operating and computa systan skdaritiea. Ahhough these items wiIl avcntually migrate to the 
I Troop and General Support ICP, the workload being tmndated into Philadelphia i s  expected to , 
[ generate approrjmately 1 100 job opportunities for tha DISC workforce in additton, the lCPs st 

-=r--- 
Richmond and Columbus wtll be -king to hire some of the inventory management and 
procurement p r o f ~ o n a l s  from DISC. The vacancies created by tho.% hchmond and Columbus 
job offws, coupIed with the vacancies created by anyone in DPSC who decidcs to rctirc or r e s l p  

rather t h  move &om South Philadelphia to North Philadelphia should provide job opportunltles 
I for many, $not d, of the remsining 300 to 400 DISC employees It also stands to r-n that 

the population of items managed by the Troop and General Support lCP, and thus the 
employment opportunity, will most likcty grow over h e  aj acquis~tion reform movw us f71rthcr 
and h h c r  away Born olilitaxy unique spcufications. 

I I am personally committed to taking care of our highly valued ICP workforce My recent 
experience with other DLA ICP consolidations muests that we will able to accon~modate all 
those ernployey desiring to tmmfer While the .situation is not u a d y  the same ar Philadelphia, 
the analogy is stdl valid. I intend to manage the peryomcl situation in Philadelphia m the same 
manner, concerned with, and sensitive to, the impact of BRAC decisions on all DLA ernployms 

I am avdable to answer any additional questions you may have. - 
q* ED ARD M. S 
Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
Director 



A p r i l  2 8 ,  1995 

BI-lgadler O e ~ a l  Roy E, Beauchamp, USA 
COCI~MM~U~ 
Defensa Industrial Supply C c m  
700 Robbins Avmua 
Pblladclphia, PA 191 1 1-5096 

Dear Oeneral Beauchamp, 

AS you know, the M e n s e  Dupartnranfs rtcotnrneodationv to du BRAC 
Cornmissiorl, whbh included DISC, have generated much justifiabla concern in 
your workforce, tho community, md in the media. That Inftial concerns and 

) quatlono by your wakforca w e ~ d  not able to be addressed imm~diatrly, Icadjng 
to mispcrceptiong md p a t  anxiety regarding thcir~obs and their future. I bcllevt 
that then3 is now aoo@ flm I n h a t i o n  avnllablc widoh we can confidently 
wrnmwicats to the workforce, with c u s m c c s  that I am pcrsmalfy c o m i r c e d  to 
tbcm. I also stand behind ttre rrotlons md projected results 1 have dclinastul In 
lctm to Congressman Barski, and now hhyor Rendell. 

Pleax ansum that every m c m k  of tha Df5C worMorce ban nc~ess t~ 1 

copy of MCA lottcr t~ mko bomc to their families. In addltlon, plaesc trnphaslw 
my wmrnitment rs statad in the e n c l o d  lctten to C'ongrersmba B m k i  and Uayor 

~ k c n d e i l  to first offer the DISC workform thosd posltiws rndc  avalleblo b y  the --; 
I rno~omcnt ofthc ~ o r n m e n t a l - ~ ~ f ~ I . ) I S ~ .  &n, sa the w ~ ~ ~ ~ e c r c t ~ l  l t c q r  

trimsition -___ to the T m p  and Gmcd S u p  Invengly Cor)-qol Fl_o!~t, the DISC I -__ _- _- 
w~rkforcc will be af ford4  the fKJt oppottunity to tranfiitlon to tho rcsuitlng . - 

sidons. M y  staffwill be dbvcloping an equ~table plan to accomplish this 

You have p s o n a l t y  done a superb job in cmrnlm~cat ing  with nrld laad~rrg 
your dedicared aad prdessimal workforce duriq t h ~ s  difficult period I know you 
will continue to keep tbc dialogue open, and ensun thm each employec has a c e s 3  
to the facts and nevi information as It 1s avnilablo. 

EUWAHL) M. STRAW 
Vice Admiral, SC, \ JSN 









- that  this exclusion does not apply to 
such reclassification actions that  will 
take effect after an agency has for- 
mally announced a reduction in force 
in the employee's competitive area and 
when the reduction in force will take 
effect within 180 days. This exception 
ends a t  the completion of the reduction 
in force. 

(4) The change of an employee from 
regular to substitute in the same pay 
level in the U.S. Postal Service field 
service. 

(5) The release from a competitive 
level of a National Guard technician 
under section 709 of title 32, United 
States Code. 

(6) Placement of an employee serving 
on an intermittent, part-time, on-call, 
or seasonal basis in a nonpay and 
nonduty status in accordance with con- 
ditions established a t  time of appoint- 
ment. 

# 361.205 Definitions. 
In this part: 
Annual Performance Rating of Record 

means an official performance rating 
under a performance appraisal system 
approved by OPM in accordance with 6 
U.S.C., chapter 43; or for an agency not 
eubject to  chapter 43. an official per- 
formance rating as provided for in  the 
agency's appraisal system. 

Competing employee means an em- 
ployee in tenure group I, II, or 111. 

Days means calendar days. 
Functfon means all or a clearly iden- 

tifiable segment of an agency's mission 
(including all integral parts of that 
mission), regardless of how i t  is per- 
formed. 

Local commuting area means the geo- 
graphic area that  usually constitutes 
one area for employment purposes. I t  
includes any population center (or two 
or more neighboring ones) and the sur- 
rounding localities in which people live 
and can reasonably be expected to trav- 
el back and forth dafly to their usual 
employment. 

Reorgantzation means the planned 
elimination, addition, or redistribution 
of mnctions or duties in an organiza- 
tion. 

Representative rate means the fourth 
-'-- nf the urade for a position subject 

5 CFR Ch. 1 (1-1-95 Edmon) 

or similar wage-determining procedure, 
and for other positions, the rate dee- 
ignated by the agency aa representa- 
tive of the position. 

Transfer of function means the trans- 
fer of the performance of a continuing 
functlon from one competitive area 
and its addition to one or more other 
competitive areas, except when the 
function involved is virtually identical 
to functions already being performed in 
the other competitive area@) affected; 
or the movement of the competitive 
area in which the function is performed 
to another commuting area. 
[51 FR 319. Jan. 3. 1986. as amended a t  68 FR 
&5%33. Dec. 15. 1R93J 

1361.204 Responsibility of agency. 

Each agency covered by this part is 
responsible for following and applying 
the regulations in this part when the 
agency determines that a reduction 
force is necessary. 

# 351.206 Authority of OPM. 
The Office of Personnel Management 

may establish further guidance and in- 
structions for the planning, prepara- 
tion, conduct, and review of reduction8 
in force through the Federal Personnel 
Manual system. OPM may examine an 
agency's preparations for reduction in 
force a t  any stage. When OPM finds 
that an agency's preparations are con- 
trary to the express provisions or to 
the spirit and intent of these regula- 
tions or that they would result in vio- 
lation of employee right8 or equities, 
OPM may require appropriate correc- 
tive action. 

Subpart C-Transfer of Function 

SOURCE: 52 FR 10024, Mar. 30, 1987, unleaa 
otherwise noted. 

#361.301 Applicability. 

This subpart i s  applicable when the 
work of one or more employees is 
moved from one competitive area to 
another as a transfer of function re- 
gardless of whether or not the move- 
ment is made under authority of a 

OMce of Personnel Management 

4 381.802 Transfer of employees. 
(a) Before a reduction in force ie 

made in connection with the transfer 
of any or all of the functions of a com- 
petitive area to  another continuing 
competitive area, each competing em- 
ployee in a position identified with the 
transferring function or functions shall 
be transferred to the continuinn com- 
petitive area without any change in 
the tenure of his or her employment. 

(b) An employee whose position is 
transferred under this eubpart solely 
for liquidation, and who is not identi- 
fled with an operating function specifi- 
cally authorized at the time of transfer 
to continue in operation more than 60 
days, is not a competing employee for 
other positions in the competitive area 
gaining the function. 

(c) Regardless of an employee's per- 
eonal preference, an employee haa no 
right to transfer with his or her func- 
tion, unless the alternative in the com- 
petitive area losing the function 1s sep- 
aration or demotion. 

(d) Except as permitted in paragraph 
(e) of this section, the losing competi- 
tive area must use the adverse action 
procedures found in 6 CFR part 762 if I t  
chooses to separate an employee who 
declines to transfer with his or her 
hnction. 

(e) The losing competitive area may, 
a t  it8 discretion, include employeee 
who decline to transfer with their func- 
tion aa part of a concurrent reduction 
in force. 

)851.8O!J Identiflcatlon of pooltion8 
with a transferring hurctlon. 

(a) The competitive area losing the 
hnction is responsible for identifying 
the positions of competing employeee 
with the transferring function. Two 
methods are provided to  identify em- 
ployees with the transferring function: 

(1) IdentificcrLloll Method One; and 
(3) Identification Method Two. 
(b) Identiflcation Method One must 

be used to identify each position to  
which i t  is applicable. Identiflcation 
Method Two is used only to identify 
positions to which Identification Meth- 
od One is not applicable. , , * A  . - -  .-  - - 

(1) The employee performs the hnc-  
tion during a t  least half of his or her 
work time; or 

(2) Regardless of the amount of time 
the emdoyee performe the function - . . - . - - - 

during cis or her work time, the func- 
tion performed by the employee in- 
cludes the duties controlling his or her 
grade or rate of pay. 

(dl Identiflcation Method Two is a p  
plicable to employees who perform the 
function during lese than half of their 
work time and are not otherwise cov- 
ered by Identification Method One. 
Under Identification Method Two, the 
losing competitive area must identify 
the number of positions it needed t o  
perform the transferring function. To 
determine which employees are identi- 
fled for tranefer, the loeing competitive 
area must establish a retention reg- 
ister in accordance with this part that  
includes the name of each competing 
employee who performed the function. 
Competing employees listed on the re- 
tention register are identified for 
transfer in the inverse order of their 
retention standing. If for any retention 
register this procedure would result in  
the separation or demotion by reduo- 
tion in force at the losing competitive 
area of any employee with higher re- 
tention standing, the losing competi- 
tive area must identify competing em- 
ployees on that  register for transfer in 
the order of their retention standing. 

(e)(l) The competitive area losing the 
function may permit other employeee 
+n vnll1ntaer for transfer with the func- "., .-.---. 
tion in place of employeee identified 
under Identiflcation Method One or 
Identification Method Two. However. 
the competitive area may permit these 
other employees to volunteer for trans- 
fer only if no competing employee who 
le identified for transfer under Identi- 
fication Method One or Identiflcation 
Method Two is  s e m r ~ t e d  or demoted 
solely because a volunteer transferred 
in place of him or her to the competi- 
tive area that is gaining the function. 

(2) If the total number of employeea 
who volunteer for transfer exceeds the 
total number of employeea required t o  
perform the functlon in the competi- 
tive area t h a t  fs gaining the functlon. 
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Thomas A. Glennon 
Career Entry Group 
Office of StafEng Policy and Operations 
Office of Personnel Management 
1900 E Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20415-0001 

Dear Mr. Glennon: 

I am writing for an opinion as to whether Office of Personnel Management regulations 
would classifL the scenario described below as a transfer of function, providing permanent 
employees the opportunity the right to move with their work, or as a transfer of workload that 
would not provide employees with any job rights. 

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

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

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



In order to accomplish the consolidation, DLA recommends moving general and support 
item work, which is done by approximately 292 people, fiom Columbus to DPSC in 
Philadelphia. DLA also recommends moving troop and general support work, which is done by 
approximately 695, people fiom Richmond to DPSC. DLA then recommends that the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC) in Philadelphia be disestablished and that the general and 
support work done by approximately 141 people at DISC move to DPSC and the weapons 
silpport work done by approximately 1141 people at DISC move to Richmond, Virginia. Once 
all this movement has taken place, DPSC will have work for approximately 2600 people. At that 
time, DPSC will have approximately 1500 permanent employees and so will have the 
opportunity to fill approximately 1 100 positions. DLA has classified these movements as 
workload transfers and have not provided employees with any rights to move with their job. 

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

d+abeth King 
Counsel Ld i 
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US OPli S t ~ f  P o l  

MODULE 4 (TRANSER OF FCTNCr'IOn, UNIT A ( R E Q ~ R E D  PROCEDURES), SECTION 1. 
OVERVIEW OF TRANSFER OF FUNCTION 

1. TRANSFER OF N N C n O N  REGULATIONS. OPM's transfer of function regulations are derived 
from the Veterans' Prcierence Act of 1944, tu the law is c6dXcd in Scction 3503 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

o OPM implements the law through regulations publislled in Subpart C of Part 351 of title 5, Code of 
Federal Regularions (i.e., 5 CFR Pan  351, Subpart C).  

2. PURPOSE OF THE TRANSFER OF FUNCTION REGULATIONS (see 4-A-9). The transfer of 
function regulations provide that nonternporary employees hiwive the right to move with their work if the 
alternative in the losing organizatinn (i-e., the lasing "Competitive Area") is separation o r  downgrading by 
reduction in force. 

o "COMPETITIVE AREA" is a reduction in force term that the apcrlcy establishes on thc basis of 
organization and geography (see 4-A-2-2). 

0 An employee has no right 10 transfer with t h e  function unless the alternative hl the losing competitive 
area is scpmtion or downgrading by reduction in form. 

o The losing competitive area may use adverse action procedures to separate any employee who chooses 
not to transfer with his or her function (see 4-A-9-2). 

o An agency may not wndoct 3 reduction in force solely to placl employees who chosc not to transfer 
with the  function to a dlffercnt lornl commuting arca (see 4-A-9-3). 

IJ An employee has no right to transfer with a termina~ed function, or with a function that that will cease 
within 60 days of transfer to a different competitive area (see 4-A-11). 

3. SUMMARY OF WIIEN A TRANSFER OF FtWCITION TAKES PLACE BECAUSE OF AN 
ORGANIZATIONAL CIlANGE (see 4-A-2-1-3). A "'TRANSFJZR OF FUNGITON" takes place when a 
function ceascs UI one competitive arca and rnove.9 to one or more other wmpetitive areas that do not 
perform t h c  function at the time of transfer. 

o The gaining competitive area may be in thc some or a different agency. 

o 7'he movement of work within a competitive arca is a "REORGANIZATION." 

4. SUMMARY OF WIIEN A TRANSFER OF FUNCXION TAKES PLACE BECAUSE OF THE 
RELOCATION OF AN ORGANIZATION (see 4-A-2-1-b). A 'TRANSFER OF FUNCIIOW' also 
takes place when the entire mrnpetitive arca moves to another local commuting area without any 
organizational change. 



5. IDENTIFICATION OF EMPLOYEES WITH A TRANSFERMWG F U N C n O N .  The losing 
competitive area is responsible for identifying e~nployces with a transferring function (see 4.A-4-1). 

(a) Tko procedures are used to identdy employees with a transferring function: 

( I )  "IDENTFICATION METHOD ONE"; and 

(2) "TDENTUFICATION METHOD TWO." 

(b) IDENTIFICATION MEXXOD ONE (see 4-A-7). Under Identification Method One, the losing 
cornpctitive area identifies an employee with a transferring fanction if: 

( I )  The cmpioyee performs the function durhig the majority of the employee's work time; or 

(2) Regardless of the amount of time that the  employee performs the function, the function includes the 
employee's grade-controlling duties ji.e., the transferring function would by itself support the employee's 
grade). 

(c) IDENTIFICATION METHOD 7WO (see 4-Ad). The losing competitive area uscs IdentiEication 
Method Two only to identrfy postinns and employees not covered by Identification Method One. 

o With Identdkation Method I b o ,  only the number of employees needed to perform the hnction in the 
losing competitive arca are identiiied for transfer. 

o To dctcrmine which cmployees are identified for transfer under Identification Method TWO, the losing 
competitive area uses retcntion registers that lists employees in the order of their 
respective rcdllction in forcc retention standing. 

o Identification Method Tho provides that the employee($) with the l~jwest retention are identified for 
transfer with the function except in a closure situation, when the employees with 
the highest retention standing arc identified far transfer. 

(c) At its discretion, the losing and the gaining competitive areas can agree that volunteers may transfer 
with the fundion, providcd that no employee who is identified for transfer is later separated or 
downgraded because of this decision (see 4-A-13). 

6. USE OF RIF lN TRANSFER OF FUNCTION (sec 4-A-9). If' the transfer ot' function results in a 
su r~ lus  of employees ui rhe gaining competitive area, all cmplayes who elected to transfer with the 
function compete under the reduction in force regulations for positions on equal terms with other 
employees in the gaining competitive arca. 

7. USE OF TRANSFER OF FUNCTION CANVASS LETTERS (see 4-A-12). When a transfer of 
function will resuit irl the employee moving to a dilfercnt local commuting area, the losing competitive 
area may choose to use a TRANSFER OF FUNCTION CANVASS LETTER to determine which 
employees wish to be considered for positiotis at t h e  new location. 



o A transfer of function canvass letter does not guaraniee an CmpEyee a at the new location, but 
simply asks the employee to state an interes~ UI transferring with the function. 

o If the employee chooses not to transfer with the function, the losing competitive area may separate the 
cmployee through adverse action procedures at the time the function nctudly transfer to the gaining 
competitive area. 

o An employee who chooses not to transfer with the function has no right to be in reduction in force 
competition for other positions in rhe losing competitive area 

0 An employee who initially chooses to transfer with the fullction may later rcoonsidcr and decline to 
transfer; howcvcr. an employee who declines to transicr with the function may not later change the 
declination to an acceptance of the offer to transfer. 

8. TRANSFER OF FWNCXON APPEAU (see 4-A-14)- An employee may nut file an appod to the 
Merit Systems Protection bsed solely on a transfer of function issue. 

o An employee who IS subsequently reached for a reduction ui force or advervc rhction may raise transfer 
of function as in issue in that appeal. 
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