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Dynamic Flight Simulator Recommendations 

Summary: The Dynamic Flight Simulator (DFS) at the Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft 
Division in Warminster, Pennsylvania has been recommended for closure by BRAC 95 for 
the purpose of transferring the facility to the public educational or commercial sectors, 
thus maintaining access on an as-needed basis. This device is a unique device that allows 
pilots to fly high performance tri-service fighter and attack aircraft including F18, F16 and 
ATF while experiencing the true accelerations of flight in a ground based simulator. It has 
recognized military value for training, research and testing of the pilot vehicle interface in 
this realistic and stressful environment. Requirements for the economy and safety of this 
approach exist now and are expanding. It will be impractical to operate this device under 
government ownership after the rest of the NAWCAD-Warminster base closes in 1996. 
There is additional potential for non-defense related uses of the device which can be 
expected to take several years to develop. It is recommended that interim incentives be 
provided to prospective commercial activities to ensure a successful transition of the DFS 
to the private sector and enable tri-service access to this capability in the future. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Report of March 1995 has recommended closure of the 
remaining facilities at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division in Warminster Pennsylvania. 
This includes the closure of the Human CentrifugeIDynamic Flight Simulator (DFS). The 
justification for this is to provide "the opportunity for the transfer of this facility to the public 
educational or commercial sectors, thus maintaining access on an as-needed basis." 

This facility is in continuous demand by the Navy and the DOD for test and evaluation of aircrew 
equipment and for related research. Areas of use include: crew systems equipment integration, 
the pilot vehicle interface, laser eye protection, controls and displays, information management, 
performance assessment and enhancements, aircraft I aircrew vulnerability & survivability, female 
aviators, chemical, biological and radiological protection, spatial disorientation, situational 
awareness and high-G tolerance training. 

There is no excess capacity for this type of testing in the United States. The only other research 
centrifuge of significance is at Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio Texas which is also closing 
as a result of BRAC 95. 

The results of BRAC 95 present potential gaps in meeting these requirements before privatization 
occurs. These gaps will allow critical technical skills to be lost causing even further disruptions to 
programs in process. BRAC attention is required to ensure seamless transition of this facility. 

The DFS is a unique national asset. The Dynamic Flight Simulator provides world-class high-G 
flight simulation capability for current and future fighter-attack cockpits. It has pioneered 
worldwide interest in the entire technology of centrifuge-based flight simulation which exists 
nowhere else. As a result there is strong international demand for similar capability. Simulation of 
cockpits and models exist for current and future aircraft including FIA-18, F-14A, F-14D, F-16, 
and the ATF. This allows safe, economical, and reproducible simulation of dangerous maneuvers 
which occur in both controlled and uncontrolled flight. Max-G turns, departures, flat spins and 
thrust vectoring can all be experienced in this device. 



The facility has been used to meet many air crew equipment RDT&E needs including those for 
the Combat Edge program which greatly enhanced aircrew function under high acceleration. It is 
also used for G-Tolerance Improvement Training (GTIP) where fleet pilots can train to increase 
their acceleration tolerance. Current improvements of this capability have increased the 
applicability to include terrain following, weapon deployment maneuvers, air combat maneuvering, 
and missile evasion. 

As shown in Table 1 the DFS has far more capability other United States acceleration facilities. 
The longer radius reduces disorienting effects. The high G-onset rate is needed for simulation of 
high performance aircraft. The dual controllable gimbals allow accurate orientations to be 
represented. The multiple cockpits with associated aircraft simulation software are necessary. 

The DFS at Warminster is the premier center of excellence / capability to most effectively meet 
both service requirements. 

Recommendations: 

Commercial opportunities for the DFS can be developed. Current DOD requirements already 
exist. Incentives are required during the interim until privatization becomes operational to ensure 
the interservice requirements are met without interruption. 

Characteristic 

Axis Controls* 2 - Active 2 - Limited 1 - Passive 2 - Active 1 - Passive 

NA WC AD - WPA FB - Brooks A FB, NAS NASA Ames 
DFS DES Holloman Lemoore 

A FB 

Radius 

G a n s e t  Rate 

Dynamic Flight I Ies 

No No No No 
Simulation ' 

1 5m (50 ft) 6m (20 ft) 6m (20 R) 7.6m (25 ft) 6m (20 fl) 

13 Glsec 1 Glsec 6 Glsec 6 Glsec 1 Glsec 

F14A,Fl4D, Very Low Brooks is on Dedicated to Very Low 
F18, ATF, Performance BRAC 95, G Tolerance Performance 
Generic Holloman is Training 
Fighter Dedicated to 

G Training 

Dynamic Flight Simulation requires 2 active gimbal axis controls, a responsive arm, and cockpit simulation 

Table 1 : Comparison of US Man-Rated Centrifuges 
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PRIMARY MISSION: PROVIDE 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES FOR 42,223 
BENEFICIARIES IN A 40 MILE RADIUS; 
PROVIDE PRIMARY & EMERGENT 
HEALTH CARE FOR 56,000 RESERVE 
PERSONNEL AND BENEFICIARIES. 



KENNER ACH MILITARY VALUE 

a FORT LEE IS A POWER PROJECTION PLATFORM WHICH SUPPORTS CONTINGENCY 
DEPLOYMENTS WORLDWIDE. 

KENNER ACH IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THAT PROCESS. 

SUPPORTS ARMY OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF AN EXPANDING FORCE FOR 
CONTINGENCY MISSIONS AND PROJECTED INCREASED STUDENT WORKLOADS IN FY 97. 

a SUSTAINS OPERATIONAL READINESS STRENGTH BY MAINTAINING THE HEALTH OF 
WORLDWIDE DEPLOYABLE FORCES. 

SUPPORTS JOINT, COMBINED, AND INTERNATIONAL WARFIGHTING FORCES OF ALL SERVICE 
COMPONENTS. 

LEAD AGENT FOR GATEWAY CARE INITIATIVE AND FUNCTIONS UNDER THE NEW MANAGED 
CARE INITIATIVE. 

SUPPORTS A POST WHICH HAS BEEN A RECEIVER INSTALLATION OF PREVIOUS BRAC 
DECISIONS. 





DOD BRAC ANNOUNCEMENT 

ON FEBRUARY 28th THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

ANNOUNCED KENNER ARMY COMMUNITY 

HOSPITAL AT FORT LEE WOULD REALIGN TO A 

CLINIC. THE INTENT WAS TO ELIMINATE EXCESS 

MEDICAL TREATMENT CAPACITY AT FORT LEE BY 

ELIMINATING INPATIENT SERVICES. INPATIENT 

CARE WOULD BE PROVIDED BY OTHER NEARBY 

MILITARY MEDICAL TREATMENT ACTIVITIES 

AND PRIVATE FACILITIES THROUGH CHAMPUS. 



/ Medical Activities ' 
Army 

Navy 

Air Force 
J 



Comparative Distances 
Fort Lee to Other Military Medical Facilities 

Walter Reed (155 Miles) 

Wright-Patterson (61 1 Miles) Ft. Belvoir (126 Miles) 

Ft. Knox (599 Miles) 
Ft. Eustis (62 Miles) 

angley AFB (75 Miles) 

h Naval (77 Miles) 

Seymour-Johnson (145 Miles) 





HEALTH SERVICE CONSIDERATIONS 

DOD HOSPITALS WERE EXCLUDED IN SAME CATCHMENT AREA FROM COMPUTATIONS AFFECTING THE 
HOSPITAL, PHYSICIAN, OR OPERATING BED RATIOS. REFERENCE APPENDIX C PAGES 33 - 34, REPORT TO 
THE BRAC 95 REVIEW GROUP DATED APRIL 15, 1994. 

TERMMATION OF INPATIENT CARE AT KENNER ACH ELIMINATES THE 40 MILE CATCHMENT AREA. UPON 
REALIGNMENT, APPROXIMATELY 75% OF THE CURRENT KENNER ACH CATCHMENT AREA WILL FALL 
OUTSIDE ANY REMAINING CATCHMENT AREA. 

ACCORDING TO THE OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (HEALTH AFFAIRS), THERE IS NO 
TITLE X SUPPORT FOR CATCHMENT AREAS FOR A MTF WHEN IIWATIENT SERVICES ARE ELIMINATED. 
THE PEOPLE USING THE FACILITY WOULD NOT REQUIRE A NON-AVAILABILITY STATEMENT TO USE A 
CIVILIAN HOSPITAL. THUS, THE CHAMPUS COST IS CLEARLY UNDERSTATED. 





PROJECTED IMPAC'r SHEET COMPARISONS 

THE KEUSER',R\IY C'0\1\1L XI1  Y IiOSP17 XL I\lPACT SHEET DOES h O T  HAVE THE FIRST 
T\\ 0 P*\R4GRriPMS LI'l-IICH .4DDRESS 

I IXCRE.4SED COST .SSOC'I..?ITED \I'ITH ELI\1IN..?ITIOTi OF IhP.4TlEKT SERVICES. 

SOTE. SEE THE FORT BEL\'OIR .AND FORT \.IEADE MPACT SHEETS PROVIDED 



MEDDAO, FOm LEE 
' EUMlNATlOH OF INPATIENT 8VNICE8 

PROJECTED IMPACT 

R'94 MTF 'PI"AT1EFU7 31S?CSmON6 (I) 2,585 

TOTAL 3iS.B 0 3 l d ~  TO C H A M P U ~  T9C 

COST OF W D I S ~ O ~ ! ~ O N ~  $9,fb1.993 

I -- TOTAL SCST 

I 

~ l s c a ~  m a  IS& 19 r i ~  BASPIHE ~l l i l  FOR c o r n  AW WOAKLW . ,  

41 CWMWS A!!b OTHER OU7'8lDEEQSn SHOW Mli INCRGV1- u ABCVE 
THE CURRLNT LNELS OF -66 U W  NOTED A% A "I'RANSFSR' 

(1) SOURCE: i 
W6-m TOTAL; JPD& F I W  mHPLCTE A9 OF 12-06-84 
WORKLOAD PY PT CA7 IPD9, N 94, &8 OF 1247-B4 
R CATiOTnLS DO NOTMATCh WKLD TOTALS D!JEXJ 1NCOK.?LETE RECCRIB 

BY CAT MEEET.  WED ON PERCncTXGC6 OFAVKL DATA 
I 

(2) 0 ~SPOSIT~~NS BY PATicM CATEDORY ESTIMATES A R E  
4 3 . ~ 5 1 1 i 3 / R E T I S U R V ~ ~ ; ~ H - ~ : 3 i L W 6 - 4  

! TOTAL r 81 8 ' t18.8) - 292 
INCOkPOiUTEB VUDATED T R U l O F F  FACTOR OF 1 DiSP P E R  2.8 IN MTF 

I .  



MEDDAC. FORT EELVOIR 
ELIt,~lNATlON OF INPATIENT SERVICES 

FZOJECTED l!JPACT 

1 EL!'.'IXATION CF IKPATIENT SESVICES AT FT SEL'JOIR \','ILL NOT ZESULT 
i?J A CEC'EASE If4 CGSTS. IT VJILL INCFEASE CCSTS. 

2. AF?ROXIMATELY 45-50?!3 OF Ti iE CURRENT r7 SELVOIR CATCHh4ENT AREA 
T?ANSFE?S TO \YRA!ACIh{GAFF,IC. 559'3 ViILL FALL OUTSICE ANY CATCHtXENT AREA. THIS 
r'ORTlC:.l ','.'ILL SECOME AN INCREASED CHAMPUS COST. 

5 .  Vt'E \'JILL TRANSFEft SOIAE EELVOIR INPATIENT COSTS TO COVER 
THE CCST CF FATIENTS SEEKING CARE AT OTfiEr? MIL MTFs 

2. ELih:1NATiGN GF iNPATIENT SEZVICES AT r'T SELVOiR WILL NOT RESULT 
IN A 10025 3ECREASE IN PERSONNEL SUPPORTING THE INPATIENT SERVICES. 
A PORi lCN CE THE iERSONNEL WILL T2ANSFEa WITH THE FUNCS TO PiiOVIDE - 
I HE INFATiENT CASE AT WRAMC. PERSONNEL WHO PROVIDE GOTH INIOUT PATIENT 
CARE CANNOT ALWAYS BE EFFICIENTLY SPLIT OUT, THEY MUST REMAIN. 

FY 94 li4Tt iN'ATIENT DISPOSITIONS (1) 7,247 

DlSP LEAVING MTF COSTED AT 1:1 
INCLUDES 50% DlAD 

DlSP LEAVING MTF COSTED AT 1:2.8 (2) 
iNCL. 5096 RET. DIRET, 8 SURV 

TOTAL DIS? GOING TO CHAMPUS 

PROJECTED COST EASED ON IdTF CHAMPUS RATE (3) 520.764.253 

FUNDING T,?ANSFER TO COMPENSATE 
FOR INPATIENT \YORKLOAD SHIFT ( 4 )  S9.745.000 

NOTES: - 
. - . - - - -  

- .  . . 5 --  -.: 
-AII CHAMPUS AND OTHER OUTSIDE COSTS SHOWN ARE INCREASES ABOVE. 
THE CURRENT LEVELS OF EXPENSE UNLESS NOTED AS A "TRANSFER" 

ALL AN.NIT!ONAL NOTES ARE SHOWN ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE ., . . -  ' 
. . - -  - -  - -  - .- 



NOTES. CONTINUED 

( 1 )  sc''=c:: 
:':CRKLCAD TOTAL: IPDS, FY 94 COIAPLETE AS OF 12-G6-S4 
;':O.=iKLCAD BY PT CAT; IPDS, FY 94, AS OF 12-07-94 
'T CAT TOTALS DO NOT MATCH VIIKLD TOTALS DUE TO INCOMPLETE GECOFDS 
TOTALS SY PT CAT ARE EST. EASED ON PERCENTAGES CF AVAIL DATA 

(2) DIS?CSITICNS 3Y PATIENT CATEGORY ESTIMATES AiiE: - -- 
7.z I .  = 1.071 : DIRETISURV = 1 ,I 70; OTH = 307; TOTAL = 2.548 

2.548 ' .50 = 1.273 ' (1:2.8) = 455 
ISCC==.'CRATES VALIDATED TRADEOFF FACTOR OF 1 DiS? i;E3 2.8 IN MTF 

( 3 )  FY $2 ;i SELVOIR CHAf4PUS ADM COST RATE LESS PSYCH INFLATED 1 0 . 4 ~ ' ~  
6130 ' 1.103 = 53.493.40 + DIS?.) - -.  

(4) INCLUSES 1OC)?S I1.2171 AD, 50% DIAD. 500/0 RETIDEPISVR DISPOSITIONS 



MEDDAC, FORT MEADE 
ELItdlNATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES 

FROJECTED IMPACT 

1. ELit.61::ATiCN CF INPATlEiJT SESVICES AT r7 tdEADE ;'{ILL NOT RESULT 
iN A C E C = E A S Z  !N COSTS. IT WILL INCREASE COSTS. 

3. A??ROXltAATELY E5-900/3 OF THE CURRENT E :.SEADE CATCHIXEtdT A 2 E A  
--, ----- 
I ; . . ~ N s , - = . - , 3  TO 'IPv'RAMC. 13-1 5% WILL FALL CUTSiDE ANY CATC;+I..iE?JT AREA. T3IS 
FORTIGN \':ILL 3ECOFdE AN INCREASED CHAMPUS COST. 

b. :';E WlLL T2ANSFEA FT MEADE INPATIENT COSTS TO \YRAI\{C TO COVE8 
THE CCST CF ?ATIENTS SEEKING CARE AT WRAtdC. 

'2. ELI1,41NATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES AT FT MEADE WlLL NOT RESULT 
IN A 100% CECSEASE IN PERSONNEL SUPPORTING THE INPATIENT SERVICES. 
A PO2TiCN C.= THE PERSONNEL WlLL TSANSFER WITH THE FUNDS TO PROVIDE 
THE INFATlfNT CARE AT WRAMC. PERSONNEL WHO PROVIDE EOTH INlOUT PATIENT 
CARE CANNOT ALWAYS SE EFFICIENTLY SPLIT OUT. THEY WlLL REMAIN. 

f Y  01 i!i?.?TlENT DIEBOSITIONS ( I )  3.793 

DlSP LEAVING !4TF COSTED AT 1:1 
INCLUDES 15=h DIAD; (1 ,l05'.15) 166 

DlSP LEAVING hlTF COSTED AT 1:2.8 (2) 
INCL. 15% RRET, DiRET, & SURV . 8 6 

TOTAL DlSP GOING TO CHAMPUS 252 

PROJECTED COST BASED ON MTF CHAMPUS RATE (3) S1,947.456 

FUNDING TaANSFER TO WRAMC TO COMPENSATE 
FOR INPATIENT IYORKLOAD SHIFT (4) S12.100.000 

. . 
. . 

NOTES: . . . . . .  . .  . ... . . .  - - - -  , .~ - .- . . . .  - -... - . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . .  .. - - . .  . - . ._ ._ _ . . .  .-- - - - -d 

- - - -  -+- - - . .-.. 
FISCAL YEAR ! 994 IS THE BASELINE YEAR FOR COSTS AND WORKLOAD ,. ;-. r -  -- , -- ---, . .- ,. , -.-$;t; --xi- 

'- * 'all . C H A M P ~ ~ A N ~ ' ~ T ~ ~ ' E R ~ O U T S ~ ~ ? C O S T S  SHOWN ARE INCREASES' ABOVE 
- -- - - .. -.- - - 

THE CURRENT LEVELS OF EXPENSE UNLESS NOTED AS A "TRANSFER" 



NOTES. CCNTINUED 

( 1 )  see=.::: 
't'iC=KLOAD TOTAL; IFDS, FY 94 COtv!PLETE AS OF 12-06-94 
't'q'C=KLOAD 3Y P i  CAT; IPDS, FY 94. AS OF 12-07-94 - - 
.- I CAT TOTALS GO NOT MATCH WKLD TOTALS GUE TO INCOfAPLETE R E C C R D S  
-p- 
. J  I .-LS 3 Y  2 T  CAT A3E EST. BASED ON PEZCENTAGES C.f AVAIL GATA 

(2) DISZCSIT:CNS 3 Y  PATIENT CATEGORY ESTlrAATES ARE: - -- - - - I .  = 620: DIRETISURV = 794; OTH = 187; TOTAL = 1,601 

1,601 ' . i 5  = 240 ' (1 12.8) = 86 
:UCC.?FORATES VALIDATED T2ADEOFF FACTOR OF 1 DISP PER 2.8 IN IATF 

(3) FY 5 2  ~7 !.1EADf CHAMPUS ADM COST RATE LESS PSYCH INFLATED 10.4C/~ 
;S7.C9O ' l . i 0 4  = 57,723 ' d DISP.) . - :=CU.iCE: FY 92 CHAMPUS SUMMARY REPORT] 

(3) INCLLCES 1 GOC/O [ I  ,0841 AD. 65% DIAD, 8% RETlDEPlSVR DISPOSITIONS 





Number Percent 

591 
477 
435 

13% - 21% 

TlON PROPOSED TO BRAC 58% 

245 58% 

ENT CARE REDUCTION 

REDUCTION IN L CAPABILITY 

ENCH MAR 





N MEASURES OF MERIT THAT 

ILITARY VALUE SUB-CATEGORIES 1-4 OF 

WAS ASSESSED BY THE JOINT 
WAS WEIGHTED TO PROVIDE A 

CH MEDICAL FACILITY. THIS WOULD 
MERICAL ORDER OF MERIT LIST. 

LUE VARIANCES 

S ID CONSOLIDATED DATA SHEET FUNCTIONAL 
ES 5.43 (47) 

T WORKING GROUP DATA SHEET FUNCTIONAL 
E 5.63 (53) 

ION BASED ON INCREASED ACTIVE DUTY 
MEMBERS OF ACTIVE DUTY POPULATION 

AL VALUE 5.91 (60) 

ROGRAMMING MODEL (DOD APPROVED) 







On the basis of the tistimony presented, the 
BRAC Commission should recommend 
retaining inpatient services at Kenner Army 
Community Hospital. 





MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION 



ANALYSIS OF KENNER ACH 



AIV.4Ll-SIS OF K E S S E R  .ARblY CO3Ihll!&ITY HOSPITAL 

.AX .O'.IIJ'LSIS B.4SED 05 ilESE.ZKCf-1 COYDL!C.J'ED ON 14ISTORIC.IIL D.4T.Z. INTERVIE\VS 
\ilT'rI SPECl.kLT1' HE.AL'Tl1 C.4RE PROL'IDERS. .AVD OTHER ST.4TlSTIC.4L hl.4TER1.4LS. 



ANAYLSJS 
of 

Kenner Amiy Community Hospital 

This is an independent anal).sis of Kerincr Xmly Coni~ntinity llospital based on restarch 
C O Z ~ L C ~ ? ~  on historical data, provided through inter\,ie\is \\.ith health care pro\.idrrs. and 
other r sx i i sh  materials.They appear in no special order or prioric. 

-- 
e i :?cis are o\.sr 90,000 beneficiaries scn  cd b> ~ c z n c r  rcprcscnting \'irgii~ia: 

South Western Virginia, Nonh Carolina, West Virginia: and Tennessee. . Thtre is no nearby militar); n~edical facility as alluded to in the Joint Cross 
Senice Group recommendations. The nest closest DOD Medic21 Treatment 
faciliq to the N'est of Ft. Let: is at \Yright-Pa~erson, Ohio or Ireland Ann? 
Hospital at Ft. Knox, Kentucky. 
A11 emergent active duty military patients (trauma, orthopedic, 
appendecto~nies, asthma, chest pain, urologic, etc.) \vould require care in a 
ci~:ilian medical activity using supplemental care dollars. 
Elective active duty operati\.e care could be referred to Ft. Eustis, Langley 
AF3, Sa\'al h4edical Center Portsniouth, or \i'altcr Reed Army Medical 
Center. Prcscntly there is a 3-6 month \j.ait fc?r c'Iecti\.e orthopedic care at the 
medical centers. There were 40 elective acti1.e duty orthopedic cases alone 
perfonned at Kenner in the last 90 days. 

Note: All of these active duty soldiers are on a 
very restrictive profile ~ v h ~ l e  awaiting care. 

Family menibtrs of acti\,e dub,  rctircd and their family members, and 
sun.i\ ors cost share on CHAhlPUS (Civilian Health and Lledical Program for 
Uniformed Senices). This cost share can be a major dollar burden on 
uniformed senvices personnel on a fixed income (se\.eral thousand dollars 
cnr;t shsrc in orthopedic cases) 
Kenner recaptured $870.000 in CHAh4PUS return dollars hi\! performing 
Endoscopy. and E3r. Nose. and Throat pediarric surge?. this past fiscal !,ear. 
These figures n.ers based on current physicizn and hospital fees in 
surrounding facilities . Conc~ltztion fees for surgcn ranse in the S100-$250 range per consult in  he 
ci\ llian colnmunity. Approximately 1!3-1,'2 of patients consulted at Kenner 
do not require surgenq. This is an added expense that should not be burdened 
on the patient. 
Surgep cases require a minimum of three separate visits pre-op. operation. 
and post-op l-is~ts all w7hich require the militav to pay TDY to the active duty 
sen.ice member. This does not take into account the training distracters 
which impact upon readiness when a family member is miles from the 
training installation. 



Negotiating fees with local hospital will be all but non-negotiable u.hen this 
s?.sten~ goes into effect. A ch0ic.e does not ~ ~ 1 s t  in  most cases based on 
a\.ailable services. 
Questions remain on availability of emcrgcnc! scn.ice \.chicles (anibulances), 
\\-here \vill this s e ~ i c e  come from and ~vhat is the a\,ailsbilit!- based on 
> y  -73 
;I ,c  ~ a s e d  demands? 
-, 

1 h e  nu~nber of Acute Cart: Hospitals in a carchmctnt area do not include other 
.\r;;~y, Na\y and Air Force hospitals in the 40 n ~ i l e  catch~nent area. This 
ci\ ss a false picture of nearby DOD facilities. Xddi~ioi~ally, the number of - 
a,~-.-- ,..,, !lospi~!s ~ v i t h  in t ! ~  area arc ;;GI i;c;r;;.r;:,i? ~ i ; ; i ~ c i i j  in iix data 

according to the definition in Appendix C (Glossaq) of the April 15: 1994 
Report to the BRAC Re\.ieiv Group. e.:. there are more than 8 acute care 
hospitals ivithin a 40 mile range from Delzl'itt Hospital at Ft. Bsl\:oir and 
more than 7 within a 30 mile range from hlcDonald Hospital at Ft. Eustis. 
The Combat Sexice Support military occupational specialties are made up of 
approximately 30°/o females. Ft. Lee as an initial en tv  training post for CSS 
specialties has a very large demand on OBGYN seniices for active duty 
soldiers. If these are referred off post it ~vill se\!erely impact on training with 
a corresponding decline in force readiness. 
Therz is no plan for lvhzt spccialties \vill remain at Ft. Lee in rhe proposed 
clinic arrangement. With the reduction in forces and the criticaliQ of certain 
medical specialties: OB GYN, Orthopedics, General Surgery, and Fanlily 
Practice it is assumed these primary specialties will be eliminated in the 
Health Clinic, thus resulting in increased CHjZi\PUS costs not provided for 
in this recommendation. 
The increased CHAMPUS costs of the Joint Cross Senrice Working Group 
only pertains to the inpatient sen-ices that \vould be transferred out at a cost 
of an additional S5,736,883 per ),ear. This figure needs to include the 
specialty consults that will no longer be provided. With in excess of 225,000 
outpatient visits some of ivhich included speciaip consults in OB GJW. 
Orthopedics and General Surgev there is an e\en sea ter  Suppltmcntal Carc 
cost from mission dollars for the Acti\le Duty soldier and CHAMPUS for all 
others. This should be added to the already funded S13  nill lion dollar 
CH.4hPUS costs of Ft. Lee. The result is clearly in excess of $20 million per 
annum. 
The 16 5 million dollar upipde  of the esisting facilit). froin 1995-97 for 
lifc'safity is not accounted for in the recurring costs. Additionally. there is a 
set aside for con\lersiort'reno\*ation of in excess of $1 65,000 to execute this 
scheme. (I would not d i g ; @  this operation \\ith the suo~estion - - of a plan). 
Ft. Lee hospital is a stand alone military facilitv in this region with no other 
nearby military facility within 59 road miles from post and even farther for 
beneficiaries in the \vestern portion of Virginia. 



. There are 52 DOD Community Hospitals \vith a lo~ver functional \,slue than 
Kenner \i.hich \\.ere not slated for realignment to a clinic, \i*ith the exception 
of t\vo facilities in which the Base or Post \4.as slated for closure.( Fort 
\.lcClellsn and Reese AFB) . I ls .  \1art Ha~nilton of DOD Health Care Affairs \i.irh responsibilit)~ f'or rhr: 
C21chnlent Area Directory stated there is no 'l'lltle X support for  catchment 
areas once do~i.nsized to a clinic. The peoplr: \i-ould be able to use any 
licilitj., thas 111e cost for CHAhlPUS is clearly understated. 

e S-I ings 2:e O\ ers?3:cc? i:; :he COBRA model sincc all ci\ ilians arc cohicJ iit 
9 5 , 9 9 8  dollars regardless of pay scale. The only \yay the sa\.ings 111ould be 
as stated is ~vith a cornplete closure of an installation. . Military personnel are counted as sa\.ings in the Amly COBRA lnodel nith 
no corresponding decrease in the force structure end strength, thus overstared. 



CONSTRUCTION FACT SHEET 



KENSER S E W  COKSTRUCTION FACT SHEET 

LESSER IS CCRRESTLY. USDERGOING .4N .APPROPRI.ATED Si 5 5 \lILLION UPGR.4DE. 
PRICIX TO 1\1PLE1IE\'T,ITICJN OF THE REALIGK\IENT .ACT109 O\'EK 8 S 0 0  O F  THE ORIGIN.4L 

COXTR.ACT PRICE LULL BE OBLIGATED. 



LIFE SAFETY AND MECHANICAL SYSTEMS UPGRADE OF 
KENNER ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 

FACT SHEET 

(CURRENT AS OF 5 APRIL 1995) 

CURRENT WORKING ESTIMATE (CWE): $15,304,839 

CONTRACTOR BID: $1 3,851,000 

ORIGINAL CONTRACT AMOUNT: $1 3,851,000 

CURRENT CONTRACT AMOUNT: $13,988,549 
(!NCLUDES ALL MODIFICATIONS) 

SCOPE 

NEVd CONSTRUCTION (sq. it.): 4,300 

SAFETY UPGRADE (sq. ft.): 135,779 

CONTRACT AWARD DATE: 31 MAY 1994 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR: BELL CONSTRUCTORS, ROCHESTER, NY 

ARCHITECTURAL FIRM: VANSANT AND GUSLER, INC 

NOTICE TO PROCEED: 20 JUNE 1994 

CONSTRUCTION START DATE: 18 AUGUST 1994 

CONTRACT PERFORMANCE PERIOD: 1333 CALENDAR DAYS 

PROJECTED CONTRACT PERFORrvZANCE PERIOD: 961 CALENDAR DAYS 



LIFE S A F E N  AND MECHANICAL SYSTEMS UPGRADE OF 
KENNER ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 

FACT SHEET 

(CONTINUED) 

BENEFiCIAL OCCUPANCY DATES 

C^V:!T?&CT SCKEGULED: 12 FEGRUARY 7998 

CCNTMCTOR PROJECTED COr4iPLETiON: 5 FEBRUARY 1997 

PHASE 1 COMPLETE: 28 JULY 1995 

PHASE 2 COMPLETE: 30 MAY 1996 

PHASE 3 COMPLETE: 5 FEBRUARY 1997 

PERCENT COMPLETE 

ACTUAL: 27% 

SCHEDULED: 27% 

EARNINGS TO DATE: $4,381,116 

RETAINAGE: $1 14,000 

PERCENT OF ORIGINAL CONTRACT PRICE COMPLETED BY PHASE 

...................... PHASE 1 (28 JULY 1995) 50.3% 

........ PHASE 2A (31 DECEMBER 1995) 70.40h 

....................... PHASE 2 (30 MAY 1996) 88.5% 

PHASE 3 (5 FEBRUARY 1997) ............. 100% 

CONTRACTOR'S PROJECTED SCHEDULE: 

DAYS BEHIND: 0 

DAYS AHEAD: 0 



1 9 9 4  CHAMPUS HEALTH CARE SUMMARY 



1991 CHAJIPUS HEALTH CARE SI!'XIJURY 

THE REPORT SU.\Z\4.ARIZES COST .AND LSE D.4T.A FOR .A 12 I O N T H  PERIOD. INP.ATIENT 
COSTS TOTALED IN EXCESS OF $ 5  hflLLION .kYD OC?'f'.A'JIE4'T COSTS IN EXCESS OF 

S3\1!LLION LII'I'H THE C.4TCHIZEN.I' :4KE.:l 1N EFFECT 
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1 
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l IR085-007 (OIlRJ6Q ) 
RUN DATE: 0 7  APR 1995  CHAMPUS IIEALTII CAR SUIIMARY OY PRIEIARY DIAGIIOSIS 

BASE0 Otl CAIIE REC$IVEO FROM JAN 1994  Tll l lU UEC 179'+ PAGE: 04  @ RUN TII4E : 16:  4 1  : 55 122 - KEtJtIER Al l  FT LEE, VA COLLECTION PERIOD : 1 5  ttOt4TlIS 
t-lODE: 7UpDEtlE Z I P  

UllDUPLICATED ~ * * - - * * * + * * * * * * * * ~ N ~ ~ ~ M * ~ M ~ M * * ~ ~ * ~ ~ M * * * * * * * ~ * ~ N ~ * ~  CATEGORY OF CARE * ~ * * + M * * ~ M ~ ~ * M M ~ ~ ~ ~ M ~ M * ~ ~ ~ ~ M ~ ~ N M N M M H M M N M N ~ N M M M W M M M N W M S W  

NOT USED ODSTETnICS GYIIECOLOGY 0PIITIIAl.tlOLOGY !$![$11 ~II!~:I,A~ @ I INPATIENT IIOSPITAL SEIIVICES Urtu(;s IILU A l l (  CS 

PI SI'ONSOR 0 2 9 5  1 6  0 
3 20 

7 
1 0  

0 I 
0 

0 0 
1 3  

0 
0 

f 3 3 2 
12 

0 6 5  
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
'I 5 

3 
$02 0 

1 5  
0.00 2.10 2 .01  7 9 
0 .00  2 .  l C t  0 .  r 2  0 .10  0 .00  0 . 5 2  

5 . 2 7  
0 31,759 0 .00  

113351310  0 
0 2 

0 "$& 12: Ti :i% 21100 150,133 0 
56  ,542 

0 553 1 0 0  36 01; 1 493  4 5 1  113 9 1 1  16 14'15 
0.00 llf 06.41  11 61.00 1 6 . c o i . l  0 7 2  9 9 1  
0 .00  666.10  897.24 1127.62 0.00 0 .00  3 ,764.73  715.77  

11 INPATIENT PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

USERDENEFICIARIES 
DEPIIT OF ACT D U N  SI'ONSOR 0 5 3 9  0 4  0 

603  
4 3 

1 9  
0 2 0 0 

173  
60  

0 
R T I  EE 

6 3 

0 6 3 0 3 1 9  '1 1 0 
5 0  DIP~IP OF RET OR DEC SPONSOR 

NUMBElI OF V I S I T S  0 7 1 1  1 u 8 
3 4 

0 8  
0 1 3  2,767 0 ( #~~~"G8~E~~NE~fS$Z;SSlillVICES 

36 
0 
0 

t 
3'1 9 

8 753 : 6(1 ,350 281078 1 3 0  1248 73 TOTAL PATIEN? COST 60,907 20 1287 15,234 30,301 8 461213 
TOTAL GOVT AND PATIENT COST 0 818,901 64,665 43,312 160,629 

0 
3,193 

49,406 I11 TOTAL INPATIENT SERVICES '' '. USER D N E F I C I  RIES 
D t l f  OF A C f  D U N  SI'ONfOR 0 

0 
612  

R ~ L R E E  5 9  7 43 2 0 0 2 
0 

0 0 
6 5 

0 6 4 22 0 6 1 DEPNr OF RET OR DEC SPOtGOR 
0 0 

2 TOTA G V RNPENT COSr 
T O T A ~  P ~ T ~ E N ~  cosr 0 0 

7 

0 
102,759 TOTAL GOVT AND PATIEKT COST 0 17,630 AV GOV COST It A0 ISSIOEl 

A V ~  GOJ COST FER DAY 0.00 0.00 o 122  3 9 7  
0.00 

0 .00  I V  OUTPATIENT PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1;558 :  48 
. USER DENEFICI RIES 

DEPIJT OF ACQ DUN SPONSOR o 
0 i3 1143939 1,100 (1 75 1,725 359  

1 0 0  2 2 7  R I EE 0 0 6 5 1 5  oE6tdP o F  RET OR DEc SPONSOR 0 323 
3'1 

NUIIBEII OF V I S I T S  0 1. 63 
875 

IIBER OF NON-VISIT SERVICES 0 23 V 
1 Ir! 

0 2 5  237  
0 1 1 3 2 1  5; , 4 2 2  '150,191 2!:16?2 
0 7 30 6 3 

21293  

0 2 255 273 026  1(12~!:! 200,057 
666 200 

20;!:2tS 
AVG GOVr COST PER V I S I T  0 .00  92% 57Y 

fZ:sl:z 
1,3zi .00 1 2 f .  99  l l l . ( t o  53 .13  6.00 '19 3 0 7  

136.r16 
.. 

V OlfTPATIENT CARE COST SllARED AS IIlPATIEICT 

USER RENEFICIARIES 
DEPI~T OF ACT D U ~ Y  S I ~ O ~ ~ S O R  o 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 u 0 0 

0 
RETIREE 

0 
0 0 

0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 OE NT OF RTT on DEC s ~ o t i ~ o n  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 T O T A ~  GOVERNI~ENT COSr 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 TOTAL PATIENT COST 
0 0 0 u 0 0 TOTAL GOVT AND IlATIEtdT COST 

0 0 0 0 
0 
0 V I  TOTAL INPATIENT A1lU 0UI.PATICIJr CAIII-: 

( USER I1 N E r I C I  RIES 
UEPEl! 01: A C ~  OUrY SPOtlSOR 0 5 4  0 11056  5 1 0  0 

613 fo7i 1,170 
5 0  1 

1,725 
515 

200  RETIREE 
DEPIJT OF RET OR DEC SPOtlSOR 0 5(1 2 0 

2 
6 (I 

6 0 0  
0 1 0 7  

132  
553  

32 1 
TOTAL GOVERNIIENT COST 1p280 r267  2'12 0 2 5  0 9 5  

$3  
1311657  11923,756 6 3 9  12  1 3 0  TOTAL PATIENT COST 0 139:570 0 0 1 1 9 t  3'161603 

282;867 135 ,575  TOTAL GOVT AIID PATIENT COST o 1 3 % 1 Z 8 2  3 0 1  603  219 653 2 320  359  922 5 7 9  ! 
NOTE: REFER TO PAGE 1 ISPECIFICATIOI~S PAGE I OF TIIIS R ~ P O I ~  FOR CLARIFICATION OF TIIE DATA HI~ICH A P I ~ ~ A I ~ s  w TIIIS REbORT. ~f ?:$6Z 



l lR085 .  I Ol lRJ64  I 
RUN O A 7 t :  0 7  APR 1 9 9 5  Cl{Al.lPUS IiEALTII CARE SUEIIIARY DY IIRIIIAI(Y I ) IAGI lOSIS 
RUN T IME:  1 4 : 4 4 : 5 5  UASED OIJ CAllE RECEIVED FIlOEI J A I I  199(1 TIII(U UEC 1 9 9 4  

1 2 2  - KEI.IIJER A l l  F r  LEE, VA 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ % ~ ~ ~ ~ * * n ~ * ~ ~ n m ~ ~ * n w n n n n n n n n m m n m n m m  CATEGOIIy OF CARE - sUR,-ERy mmmn.+xx...... 

. .. .. 7, - - 
EAR FIOSE GENERAL 

AND f l l R 0 ~ 1 .  SUItGEl1Y 
IIEURO- 

I I N P A T I E N T  I IOSPITAL  SERVICES sUllGERY ORTIIOPEDICS --- 

9 
0 3: 1 (t 
1 

2 6 
6 f 1 0  

1 P 10 ( v  
(1 5 15 

1 0  
1 6 2  

7 6  
1.10 21 3 
0 . or* 0 0 2  1 0 . 0 0  

u 4 4  
0.1') 

1'1 70  Z' t0  I ? 6  96,460 
0 . 5 0  

1   UP^ 6tt 0(1 8 1 0 0  1 5 6 3  
3 3 6 1 4  

21 ,302  
1 1 7  0'42 

3 0  , 9 7 0  
1 ,B ld f lB  s./zd.co 6,436. 7 2 1 7  3 5 3  

U00 .06  0 3 2 . 0 0  5 9 5 . k  6 1 9 3 ) . ~ 4  O(16.77 
I1 ' I N P A T I E N T  PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

USER B E N E F I C I A R I E S  
DEPNT OF ACT DUTY SPOEISOR 3 6  

2 (t 
171 

R E T I  EE 0 1 
3 8  

7 
1 0 7  

6 
6 

3 1 0 2 9 DEI'N? OF RET OR DEC SPOIISOR 
6 0 2 3  2 1 NUIIBER OF V I S I T S  5 9 

3 6  
1 0 8  0 2 

5 9  
NUMBER OF NOI4-VISIT 'ERVICES 
TOTAL GoVERI~MENT COSY 11 1 0 3 5  63,6278 7 1  TOTAL PATIENT COST 2 1 0 0 6  2'1 r 0 7 4  

KO7 
6 6  192U 2 2 1 1 0 1  4 3 1 3 3 0  

TOTAL GOVT AtJD PATIE I IT  COST 1 3  10~11 1 3 0  1 5 4 5  4 6 , 1 9 5  (16 10ct5 
9 0 1 1 7 5  111 TOTAL I N P A T I E N T  SCRVICES 

3 0 
2 6 

6 
TOTAL GOVERNEIENT COS1' 6 
TOTAL P A T I E t I r  COST 26 104't 
TOTAL GOVT AN0 PATIE I IT  COST '4 1032  
AVG GOVT COST PER AUt I ISSION 3 0  0 6 
AVG GOVT COST PER DAY , 627 .75  .09!.kI 

I V  OUTPATIE t f f  PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

USER BENEFICIARIES 
D PNT OF ACT DUTY SPONSOR f 

114f16 
R T I  EE 
D ~ 1 4 3  OF RET OR DEC SPONSOR PZ? 

NUllBER OF V I S I T S  4U6 
U IBER OF NOI4-VISIT SERVICES 2 ,070  

?O\AL G o v E n w E N T  COST 5 , 3 9 5  
TOTAL PATIEtJT COSr 23'*,025 
TOTAL GOVT At40 PATIENT COST l l ( t ~ 2 1 3  
AVG COVT COST PEI1 V I S I T  3'1!,22g 

OI.>L 

V OUTPATIENT CARE COST SIIAIlED AS lNIIATIEt.(T 
USER I I E N E F I C I  R I E S  

D E P E ~ T  UF AC? DUTY SPONSOR 0 
RETIREE 0 
OEPtlT OF RET OR DEC SPONSOR 0 

TOTAL GOVERI4ElENT COST 0 
TOTAL PATIENT COST 0 
TOTAL G O V ~  ANO PATIENT COST o 

U 

V I  TOTAL I N P A T I E N T  AND OUTPATIENT CARE - 
USER D E N E F I C I q R I E S  

o E P t l r  OF ACI w r y  SI~ONSOR 1 t r159  
u 3 ? 1 r 2 0 6  

't(lU 
203 

2 6  
1 ,f!i7 

RETIREE l t 1 5  
190 7 1 

105  
OE N OF RET OR OEC SPOIISOR (100 6 0 0  1 0 7  32'1 

T ~ T A E  EovERNuENr COST 260 .067  2 0 1 ~ 5 6 6  0 5 0  
TOTAL PATIENT COST 110 12Ct5 

79,310 :074':?36" 6 6 6  1 3 7 2  
TOT+L GOVT AND PATIE'NT COST 3 1 8  3 1 4  1 1 0 0  876 5 0 6 1 2 2 1  

2 6 3  9 2 1  1 1 7 2  6 1 3  NOTE- REFER TO PAGE 1 ( S P E C I F I C A T I O I I S  PAGE ) 'OF THIS  I ~ ~ P O P ~  FOR CLAIIIFI~AI~~~ OF 
YI~ICI, 

COLLECTION PER1 

i*m)o(uu*wnuunwmmmn*nmxn*um 

PAGE: 05 
OD: 15 EIOIITIIS 

IItKJUPLICATCO 
nnr*mwnmnnmn* 

CRAtID TOTAL 
FOIt ALL 

C A I  I iGOIIIES 



FUNCTIONAL VALUE DIFFERENCES 



FI:NCTIONAL VALI'E DIFFEREYCES 

Tl iEXE .-\RE THREE SEP.4RATE FLKCTION.AI~ \':lL.CES USED FOR .4S:\LYSIS OF KENSER 
13OSPITXL 

JOINT \VORKING GROL'P D.4T.A SI!EET F\ '  5 63  

RECO\IPJI-ATION B 4SED OW T\CRF 4SED I C T I \ T  
DUTY .?LI;D ACTIVE DUTY F42flLY 2IE\lBERS FY 05 

BEAEFICIARY POPLZATION FV 5 91 
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CATCHMENT AREA DIRECTORY PREFACE 



CATCHRIENT AREA DIRECTORY PREFACE 

THE DIRECTORY OUTLINES GEOGRAPHIC .=.AS .4ROUbD US 1XP.ATIENT FACILITIES 
TZiS DETE!Z\ZISES \17HETHER .A NOS.A\'.4ILABIL1T\' STATEXIENT STATEXIENT IS 

!<EQC':?.EI) 7'EE LOSS OF INP-I\TIEyT SER\-ICES ELI\IIS.lTES JXE TITLE 4: SL-PPORT FOR 
THE CATCH\?EI\IT .ARE.\ 



CCD KACH H LEE 

A ct:t?~r??,t crea i s  ? n  j ikn:i f i  a b l ?  $oo$rzph<c ares  ssrroundirtg a 

UnSforneC Se rv i ce  zedf c a ?  :rsztixfit f ? c i  l i t y .  The K3SS C ~ t ~ h m p p t  Ars; 

J l i t e c i o r v  - ilS e c d  P~;erto R i c o  I n n a t i ~ n i  : C A D I J S  c ; e f i n e s  geopreph ic  a r e a s  

a r ~ u n d  US :n;?tient fzciliti~s w h i c h  zre z p p l i c z b l e  t o  h f a l  t h  c z r e  deliver-y 

o r p a n i z a ? i o n s .  The cztchment zr f z  d e f i n i t i o n s  Ere used  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  a 
n o n r u a i i ~ 3 i I 5 r : f  sLatemcnt ( K A S )  {s r e q u i r e d  f o r  a benef ic iary  znd a re  a l s o  

i n t e n d e d  t o  s?:-e E S  ; t o o ?  t o  c r ~ z n i z a t i o n s  a n d  systems s n c h  ~ s :  t he  

m i l i t a r y  n e C i ~ t i  C e p ~ r t n e n t i ;  i n ?  C i v i l  i e n  H e a l t h  a n d  Medical  2ragrzm of t h e  

Uni f orned Szrv f  ces (CHW,FUS: : t h e  Defense Enroi  1 n e n t  E l i  si b i  1 i +y R e p o r t i n g  

System (3EEGS!; t he  HHSS Resource  A n a l y s i s  2nd 27ertnfng System (PAPS); and  the 

DoD H e a i i h  F z c i l  i ty P l a n n i n g  3 r o c e s s .  T h e  Csichrnent Area D i r e c t o r y  i n  n o  way 

attempts 10 de f i ne  purposes, p r c c e d u r e s  . o r  pol i c y .  T h e  p r o c e d u r e s  f a r  
ap~1Scat:cn c f  r h e  c a t c h n e n t  a rea  d e f i n i t i o n s  z,re d e t e r m i n e d  j y  t h e  O f f i ce  o f  

t h e  A s s i s t e n t  Secretzry cf Erfense f o r  iiecith A f f a i r s  ( O A S D i 3 A ) )  i n d  t he  
S e r v i c e  a e d l c a l  d e p a r A a e n t s  and may v a r y  a c c o r d i n g l y .  2zse c l o s u r e  and 

r e a l  ignneni af fect  t h e  i s s u a n c e  of NASs due  t o  r e d e f i n i t i o n  o f  catchment a r e a s  

r e s u l t i f ?  5-cl c!?=nges i n  f a c i l i i y  stetus. 
-. 
i n i s  Gi'rectory deS: nes cetchmer;t arezs f o r  107 m i  1 i - i z r y  i n p a t i  ~ n t  

medice l  trez:~e?t  f a c i i i t i e s  Ioczted i n  t k e  Unit56 S t a t e s  a n d  ? u v r t o  F!ico. 
Each c t : t5~er , t  5ff3 i s  d~scr-i5?d 5s  E S e t  07 f i v e - G i g i t  z i p  c:des u h i c h  hsve  

p o p u l e t f o n  c e n t e r s  w i t h i n  40 miles of the c e n t e r  o f  the z i p  code of the  
facili~y. Tk?s? z i ?  codes a r e  zss igned  s t ~ t ~ s  codes whych te'lect w h e t h e r  a 

- .  zi,? c3dz fs  ir. a ta ' ;ch~e:lr  a rea  3ve r l zg  c r  fs s e p e r i t e d  f r z n  rze  ~ a c ; i i ' t y  by a 

;eogr;pP,ic 3 r r r i  e r .  

A s ~ ? ? ~ ? : z n t a r y  doctinen: is  ;vailable uh ich  presen ts  a c r o s s  l i s t i n g  o f  

the i n f o r r , a i i o n  prov ided  i n  thjs D i r e c t o r y .  The 

Direct  o T V  Z i D Ca5~t  Crzss Refe rence  ICAD7TP) c ~ n r z i n s  a sorted : i s t i n g  cf f i v e -  
d i g i t  z i p  c ~ d ? s  Inc luded  i n  t h o  C s t c h m e n t  A r e ?  i l i r e c t o r v  - 1!S 2nd P c e r t o  R i c o  

J n n a t i e n i .  For f j c h  z i p  code. a list c f  z l l  :;cilities w i t b i n  4 2  iniles i s  
p r o v i d e d .  



CCI) K4CH FT LEE 

?ROCE33?ES F32 UPCXTES, PUBLICATION DATES. EFFECTXVE CATES AN9 R E V I S I O N S  

The Cz:cr,~er,: Area Di r ~ c i o r y  w i l l  normz7 l y be pub1 ished e n n u z l  i y End 

u ? d a t ~ , d  q c c r t e r l y .  i n  t h e  e v t n t  t h a t  th2r2 zr? very f e i ~  r ip  c c d ~  changes i n  a 

given ye;:. ;z;s r:;:;ssnzn; i ~ p d ~ t ~ s  r - 3 ~  b~ x=il?d scd the  m e n u ? l s  w i l l  n o t  be 

pub1 i shed  s~,:i l i!-,e f97 1 owing ye;r. 

nor t  o= ::? cp5s te  infcrzat7cn wtll 3e chtcqes i n  z;p co:es ~ s d e  by the 

P o s t a l  S e r v i s ~  :r.< G l l  5e h t n d l e d  d i r e c t 7 y  >y t h ?  Defens? Medical Systems 

Support Cen;?r (3b',SSC). Requests f o r  mzking zf  p c o d e  ch2nges 9zsed o n  p o l  icy  

c3nsLCeretiz:s 2:s: 5~ a ~ p r o v e d  by the Df f i ce  o f  t h t  f i s s i s t a n t  Sec te ta ry  of 

G~fense  ( i ~ a ' i 5  Affz i rs  1 ( 9 e a l t h  Services Cperaif o n s l  OASCIHAI (HSO) 30 days 
befor? t h z  t r t t  sf t h e  p j S l  ication of the  u?d?te in which the information will 

appedr .  
iJr,Csr turr rz ;  procedures. ~pdcitcs become e f f e c t i v e  2s stated i n  t h e  

c o v ~ :  nei??ri?dc?. There i s  usczlly an approximato 90 bzy l z g  Deiwe2n t h e  

requzst f ~ r  mediczl treetnent f a c i l i t y  (MTF) and zip code stetus changes ;nd 

the e f f e c t i v e    ate f o r  those c h a n s ~ s  as p~3lished 7n the Directcry. There i s  
a n  o n g o i n s  initierive t o  reduce this  t ime  i c g .  

The :iae <isparity S e t w e e n  requested d a t e  f o r  MTF and z f p  code s t c t v s  

changes an3 th2 D i r ~ c t o r y  e f f e c t f v e  d m  requires the cont inuing issuance of 

NASs by MTFs cn t i l  t h e  Di rec to r y  effect ive d a t e .  We have r e ~ i r s s t e d  t n e t  BR4C 

o f f f c i a l s  p r o v i d e  idvznce  i n f c r n a t i o n  t o  us on base closure end  rea i i gnnen t .  

T h i s  w i l l  perrnic 2 m r e  t i m e l y  i n c l u s i t n  i n  The 3i rec to ry  ~ n d  r ~ d c c t  t h e  
rolvne o f  N L S  'ssurnces f o l l o w i n g  NfF  or z i p  code s t a tu s  change.  

To rz:uest rezoval or  a d d i t i o n  o f  i y  codes t o  a r i i i l i t a~y  MTF ca t chnea t  
e rez .  use t t e  e ~ c i o s e d  Form iwhich c a n  bs reproduced loca l ly )  a n d  f o l l o w  t h e  

instrcct:;:; ~ 7 ,  t:? f e rn .  A ? e t t s r  w i i l  be sent t o  yac zcknowledging receipt  
af yoLr ;eques: an5 u h t n e r  i t  i s  z p p r o v t 6  c r  d?s~p$roued.  O c e s t 7 o n s  

concerning ihfs? t rrangernenis. or r eqves t s  t o  z d d  Comn;nds to  t h e  mailin9 
1:st.  sh32?3  be z$dresse$ t o  the Of f i ce  o f  tne A s s i s t s n t  Sectetzry of D e f e n s e  

{ H e a l t h  Affairs)  ( S t a l t h  Servic? : . n ~ l  ysi s and Kf~surem~n5 (ZSX&?-:; 1 (Autovon 
264-1Sia cr Coru;srcla1 703-755-1918).  



CATCHMENT AREA BENEFICIARY POPULATION 



CATCHlIENT BEA'EFICIARY POPL'L.4TIOK 

THE FORT LEE POI'LLIZTION INCREASED FROhl 14.800 TO 1 8,548 -2CTIVE DUTY ,.2.l'D 
F .i\:ILY '\lE\fBERS SER\'ED IX FY 95 AS REFLECTED IN THE BEXEFICI.;UII' POPUL.ATION 

D.4T.4 SKEET. 
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CATCHHEW1 BENEFICIARY P U U U T I O W  

F i s c a l  Year 1995 
-------=----~-----=---==========-_-____ ------------, 

WEDCEU/HEDDAC P o p l a t i o n  = A c t i v e  Depe-dents Re t i red  Dependents Surv i vo rs  T o t a l  
I npa t ien t  + &:Lying C l i n i c s  Duty o f  Act ive o f  Ret irecl  

Duty 

For t  S i 1 L HECDAC 16,776 21,930 7,602 11,343 2,049 59,650 
Repo l&  XCH, I v t i e n t  16,499 21,443 6,551 10,1F8 1,811 56,502 
h4D, u U l e s t e r ,  AHC 27 67 516 5L9 &3 1,267 
Pine B l u f f  hrsenal,  AHC 27 i 72 535 5 Fb 150 1,542 
For t  Chaffee, THC 113 226 No other  categor ies  t r e a t e d  339 

For t  Stewart HEDDAC 19,072 31,005 5,745 8,792 1,299 65,913 
Uinq ACH, ! ~ ~ t i ~ t  :9,Oi2 31,005 5,745 8,792 1,299 65,913 

\ 

For t  Wainwright HEDDAC 10,579 12,859 1,297 2,140 152 26,967 

Bassett ACH, I r p a t i e n t  7,924 8,997 1,297 2,140 152 20,530 
For t  Greety, hHC ' 5  (411) (448) (109) (140) ( 8 )  (7,116) 

Fo r t  R i~kz rkson ,  THC 2.575 3,863 No o the r  categor ies  t r e a t e d  6,438 

For t  Oevers (see Vesr Po in t )  
Cut ler,  XHC 

Nat ick  Lab, AHC 

For t  Eus t i s  UiDDhC 10,052 19,107 6,944 10,260 1,587 47,950 
McDonaid ACH, 1n ;a t i en t  10,052 19,107 6,9U 10,260 1,567 47,950 

For t  Huachuca UEDDAC . . 7,314 13.200 4,751 6,914 774 32,953 
B l i s s  Am, Irgtimt 6,973 11,636 3,988 6,046 643 29,286 

Yma, AH: 34 1 1,564 763 868 131 3,667 . 

L7,m - ' lqmj -. F p c t - L u ~ A C  ""- * - - - -  a 9 . n ~  "- 11,870 r 2,092 4 2 . 2 ~ 3 ~  

K&r ACW; Inpatient ' 7  7,323 10,735 9,371 11,458 1,WT L 0 , m  

For t  P i c t e t t ,  AnC 105 303 342 412 95 1,257 
USA For Sci Tech Ctr,  AHC 35 47 Yo other  categor ies  t r e a t e d  82 

For t  UcC!e l !z~ 5 ,4 i l  7,939 5,576 7,313 1,ZU 27,&83 
Noble ACH, l n p t i e n t  5 ,L i l  7,939 5,576 7,313 1,244 27,483 

For t  neade ~ D A C  15,909 29,716 17,630 22,299 3,897 89,641 

Kinbrou;S X t H ,  1 ~ : i e n t  10,874 i9,924 8,267 11,619 2,096 52,740 
C a r l i s l e  Barracks, AHC 74 5 1,555 1,233 1,618 245 5,396 
For t  1njia~:ca G ~ D ,  AHC 

. ---- 603 . . .  1,172 .1,339 --. .. 1,320 _ -,a3 . 4,672 
~ e t t e r k e m y  AD, AHC 196 517 8 1  1 , O D t  138 2,696 

-- - Wev C u r k r l a d  M; AHC - .. - - 835 1,398 2,138 - 2,173 =-. 1 492. -- 7,1)36.- - 
" " c FoFt Rif~;;,-A"C;r;--; -- 

1,2= --'' 2,397 1,540' '*2b1,976 
,.. 5s:.;-'.+:< 

7,cTj 
ToW'%arna.AD, AHC -. . . 319 . - 378 834 - . 918 . - 169 - ;' 2,618 
For t  Det r ick ,  AHC 1,109 2,375 1,478 1,871 23 7 7,010 



POWER PROJECTION PLATFORM 



PO\I'ER PROJECTION PLATFORJI 

U X X E R  . \R\lL'  CO\IJICKITY HOSPITAL ELTPPORTS .4 POWER PROJECTION PLATFORM 
L'SED TO ENECCTE \YORLD\I'IDE DEPLOYJIENTS ,4KD \10I31LI%.;IT10N 





EASE OF DEPLOYMENT 





PLATFORM!! 



ARMY OPERATIONAL BLUEPRINT 



ARhIk' OPERATIONS BLUEPRIXT 

THE .AR\Ij' OPEK:IJ'IO.U,AL ULI'EPRINT AS DESCRIBED IN VOLUA4E Ill, .4RhlY ANALYSIS 
.\%I3 R E C O \ t ~ I E ~ D . 4 T I O K S  TO BRAC COY~hllSSlON, PAGE 43, PROJECTS .\RllY .ACCESSIOI\'S 

TO ISCRE.ASE 15 FY 97 FROAl 70,000 TO 90.000 RESL.LThJG IN A SIGNIFICAKTLY HIGHER 
ST[-DEYT \YORIiLO:lD FOR XIT (FORT LEE) AKD OTHER SCH001-S (FORT I<EE). 



(6J Maintain the capability to support "logistics over the shore" training. 

(Z) Mzintain a training capacity sized to support the peacetime operational and sustainrnent 
needs of the force (both active and reserve). 

(8J Provide adequate training airspace and facilities to support rotary wing pilot training. 

(9J Provide adequate facilities to establish and support a single ROTC Summer Camp. 

(d) Operational Blueprint. 

The ongoing reshaping of the force and concurrent drawdown affects the workload on training 
installations. However, not all trends indicate a decrease in student woricloads. For example, 
beg;Mi~g in 1997, Army accessions are projected to increase from 70,000 to 90,000 per year. 
This increzse in accessions will result in sigmfjcantly higher student workloads in Basic Combat 
Training Advanced Individual Training, and many other related schools. .4dditionally, the 
continued growth of joint and combined force warfighting doctrine will increase the training 
requirement at selected training schools. As a result of these and other fluctuations in student 
workload, little excess facility capacity will be created. Changes in the training base workload 
are often the result of influences beyond the control of the training community (i.e., international 
environment, personnel policy decisions, new courses resulting from technological developments, 
etc.). Such chznges do not afford the training schools time or resources to construct additional 
training capacity. Therefore, infrastructure savings in this category must result from the 
relocation of an existing institution, not its inactivation. . 

. . . . . . 

As the Army approaches "steady state," opportunities will, however, exist to consolidate 
hnct iondy similar training schools on fewer, high capacity, modernized installations: Such 
consolidation is intended to facilitate the integration of leader development, functional training, 
doctrine writing, and combat development for branches that support a common battlefield 
operating system. 

From an operational standpoint, certain consolidations initially suggest themselves. Finally, 
consolidate basic combat training at fewer locations consistent with the projected training 
workload. 

School consolidation should allow closure of installations. However, training schools are 
facility intensive, making such consolidation extremely expensive, as no installation is currently 
structured to receive another institution without significant new construction. Additionally, 
training school relocation creates tremendous turmoil throughout the force. When combined with 
the trauma of the drawdown, the continuity and readiness of the h y  could be threatened by an 
overly .- - aggressive . -. _. _ _ _ . I _ _ _ . . . C . .  restructuring of training schools. \ $ M e  the temptation exists to redesign the 
entire schod system 2t once, the Amy c@o/-yitktand the finzncidznd destabilizing effects . of - - .  
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KENNER ACI3 MILITARY VALUE 

SUPPORTS FORCE READINESS FOR ALL SERVICES ON AN 
ADVANCED INDIVIDUAL TRAINING POST. 

PROVIDES HEALTI-I MAINTENANCE FOR A CRITICAL 
BATTLEFIELD OPERATIONS SYSTEM - THE SOLDIER, SAILOR, 
AIRMAN, OR MARINE TRAINING AT FORT LEE. 

SUPPORTS THE TOTAL FORCE ACTIVE, RESERVE, NATIONAL 
GUARD, FAMILY MEMBERS OF ALL COMPONENTS. 

PROVIDES A FACILITY WITI-I THE HIGI-IEST OF LIFE SAFETY 
STANDARDS AS ACCREDITED BY JCAFIO. CURRENT 
RENOVATIONS AT 16.8 MILLION DOLLARS. 

SUPPORTS A POST WI-IICN I-IAS BEEN A RECEIVER INSTALLATION 
ON PREVIOUS BRAC DECISIONS. 

REDUCES TRAINING DISTMCTERS FOR AIT SOLDlERS WITH 
FULL SERVICE CARE ON THE. INSTALLATION. 





PRIMARY MISSION: PROVIDE 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES FOR 42,223 
BENEFICIARIES IN A 40 MILE RADIUS; 
PROVIDE PRIMARY & EMERGENT 
HEALTH CARE FOR 56,W RESERVE 



ADVANCE PARTY IN JUNE 95 - OPERATIONAL OCT 95 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

SPECIALTY SERVICES CURRENTLY PROVIDED WILL REMAIN IN CLINIC. 

A MEDICAL I-IOLDING CAPABILITY WILL BE PROVIDED TO ACCOMMODATE 
SOLDIERS LIVING IN BARRACKS WHEN NOT REQUIRING IN EXCESS OF 72 HOURS 
BED REST. 

BENCHMARK MODEL WILL HAVE BEEN TESTED AND VALIDATED PRIOR TO A 
NOS I'ITAL CONVERTING. 

BASOPS WILL BE RESOURCED FOR ADDITIONAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH 
TRANSPORTING ACTIVE DUTY SOLDIERS TO APPOINTh4ENTS OFF POST. 

TDY COSTS WILL BE RESOURCED FOR ACTIVE SOLDIERS TRAVELING OUTSIDE THE 
CATCHMENT AREA TO RECEIVE TREATMENT AT TI-E NEAREST MILITARY FACILITY. 

PROVIDE OVERHEAD TO ACCOMPLISI-I INCREASED ADMINIS'TRATIVE FUNCTIONS 
ASSOCIATED WITH LOGISTICS, MANAGED CARE, PA1'IENT ADMINISTRATION, 
PREVEN'fIVE MEDICINE, SAFETY, INFORMATION MANAGEMENT, ETC. 



MARGINAL SAVINGS AT BEST 

REALISTICALLY WILL INCREASE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COSTS. 

CE-IAMPUS AND SUPPLEMENTAL CAJXE COSTS WILL INCREASE TWOFOLD. 

@ BENEFICIARIES IN WEST VIRGINIA AND NORTH CAROLINA WILL ADD INCREASED 
COSTS NOT PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED IN MODEL. 

INCREASED TEMIPORARY DUTY COSTS FROM UNIT MISSION FUNDS TO REIMBURSE 
SOLDIERS ITOR TRAVEL TO TREATMENT. 

INCREASED MISSION COSTS FOR TRANSPOR'TING SOLDIERS TO CIVILIAN 
PROVIIIERS OFF POST. 



COMPARISON OF KENNER ACH TO OTHER FACILITIES 
INAPPROPRIATE BECAUSE: 

0 NO POST WITH AN AIT MISSION IS I-IAVING A I-IOSPITAL REALIGNED. 

60 DOD I-IOSPITALS WITI-I A LOWER FUNCTIONAL VALUE NOT REALIGNED. 

ACCESS TO NEAREST DOD TREATMENT FACILITY IS OVER 1 I-IOUR DRIVE TIME IN 
- GOOD WEATHER. 

NEXT NEAREST DOD FACILITIES TO TI-IE WEST OF FORT LEE FOR BENEFICIARIES IN 
THAT AREA ARE FORT KNOX, KENTUCKY OR WRIGI-IT-PATTERSON, OHIO. 

NEXT NEAREST DOD FACILITY TO TI-IE SOUTH IS SEYMOUR JOHNSON N B ,  NORTH 
CAROLrNA 

NEXT DOD FACILITY TO TI-IE NORTI? IS FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA. 

NO I-IOSPITAI, I-IAS CONVERI'ED USING TI-IE BENCIIMARK MODEL. 



TRAINING DISTRACTERS FOR AIT SOLDIERS SENT OFF POST FOR 'TREATMENT. 

INCREASED ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN FOR COMPANY COMMANDERS IN TRACKING 
SOLDIERS SENT OFF POST 1'0 CIVILIAN PROVIDERS. 

, ARMY ACCESSIONS PROJECTED TO INCREASE FROM 70K TO 90K IN 1996. 

CORRESPONDING INCREASES IN DAILY STUDENT WORKLOAD AT TRAINING POSTS 
SUCI-I AS FORT LEE. 

INCREASE OF 200 USMC PERSONNEL AT FORT LEE BASED ON RECENT ITRO 
DECISION, BEGINNING OCTOBER 1995. 

ACCESS STANDARDS DEVELOPED BY TRI-CARE ARE EXCEEDED IN MOST CASES. 

BI5NCI-1MARK MODEL DOES NO?' ASSESS PROVIDER AND SUPPORT SITE FACTOR. 

?, TI-IERE IS NO SUPER CI,INIC MOD13, IN EXISTENCE. 



PROPER HUSBANDING OF DOD RESOURCES NOT PROVIDED FOR IN 
THIS DECISION BY THE JOINT WORKING GROUP 

THERE ARE SIXTY HOSPITALS WITH A LOWER FUNCTIONAL 
VALUE THAN KENNER ACI-I. 

KENNER ACI-I SUPPORTS A I-IIGH RISK TRAINING MISSION 
(i.e., DOD AIRBORNE FIELD SERVICES AND TI-IE PETROLEUM 
TRAINING DEPARTMENTS). 



SUMMARY 

THE DOD DECISION TO REDUCE KENNER ACI-I TO A CLINIC SI-IOULD BE 
RECONSIDERED ON 'THE BASIS OF TI-IE FOLLOWING: 

MILITARY VALUE 

a TI-IE TRUE MILITARY VALUE OF IENNER ACM HAS NOT BEEN 
CALCULATED OR CONSIDERED IN THE DECISION PROCESS. 

27,000 TRAINEES AND STUDENTS WILL TRANSIT FORT LEE 
THIS YEAR (4,000 OVER PREVIOUS FISCAL YEAR). 

a AIT AND ADVANCED TRAINING REQUIRE MEDICAL SUPPORT. 
NO OTI-IER TRAINING SCHOOL INSTALLATIONS (13) ARE TO BE 
REDUCED. 

am INTENSIVE PT; RANGE FIRING; POL TRAINING; PARACHUTE 
JUMPING; AIR DROP ALL REQUIRE SUPPORT IN EXCESS OF THE 
PROPOSED "BENCI-IMARK" CLINIC. 





a SAVINGS WILL NOT BE ACHIEVED 

ao IF A "SUPER CLINIC" IS DEVELOPED TO PROVIDE FOR 
MEDICAL SUPPORT CURRENTLY PROVIDED - LESS INPATIENT 
CARE - DESIRED SAVINGS IN PERSONNEL COSTS WILL NOT BE 
ACHIEVED. 

a q DOD /ARMY HAS NOT CALCULATED A COST COMPARISON OF 
I<ENNERt S INPATIENT COST VS. COMPARABLE CHAMPUS COSTS 
FOR THE PAST 3 YEARS (REQUESTED). 

no DOD 1 ARMY HAS NOT CALCULATED T I E  CURRENT COSTS OF 
. CONTINUING TO PROVIDE CURRENT SERVICES (BENCHMARK ' 

MODEL). 

nn DOD / ARMY HAS NOT CALCULATED THE CURRENT COSTS TO 
THE GOVERNMENT AND RECIPIENTS OF ACQUIRING CURRENT 
SERVICES THRU OTI-IER SOURCES (CI-IAMPUS AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL CARE). 





FCSCTIOS.II, V.AL,TJE DIFFERESCES 

THERE .2RE THREE SEP.Q.ATF, FLxCTI@?;.AI. l'=U.LTS USED FOR .AKALYSIS OF TGXIFR 
HOSPIT-AL. 

JOIST Ih'ORKISG GROLT D.4TA SHEET F\- 3 63 
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THE FORT LEE POPLL.4TIOS r\-CRE.ASED FRO1 1 1 -1.500 TO 1 S.i-1S .ACTI\F: DLTS .k\B FA? IXY 
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UTCHMENT BENEFICIARY PORlUTlON 

F i s c a l  Year 15% 

MEDCEN/MEDDAC P o p l l a t i o n  = A c t i v e  D e p d e n t s  R e t i r e d  Dependents Su rv i vo rs  T o t a l  

I n p a t i e n t  + O u t l y i n g  C l i n i c s  Duty  o f  Ac t i ve  o f  R e t i r e d  

Duty 

F o r t  S i l l  MEDDAC 16,726 . 21,930 7,602 11,343 2,049 59,650 
Reynclds ACH, I n p t i e n t  16,LW 21,443 6,551 10,159 1,811 56,502 

AM), &lester ,  AHC 2 7 87 516 549 88 1,267 
P ine S t u f f  Arsenal, AHC 87 1 74 535 5 96 150 1,542 
Fo r t  Chaffee, TnC 113 226 No o the r  ca tego r i es  t r e a t e d  339 

Fo r t  Stewart HEDDAC 79,072 31,005 5,745 8,792 1,299 65,913 
U ~ M  ACH, I n p a t i e n t  19,072 31,005 5,745 8.792 1,2W 65,913 

Fo r t  L 'a inur ight  MEDDAC 10,519 12.859 1,297 2,140 152 26,967 
Bassett  ACH, I n p a t i e n t  7,944 8,997 1,297 2,140 152 20,530 

Fo r t  Greely, AHC '6 (411) (448) (109) (140) (8) (1,116) 

Fo r t  Richardson, TflC 2,575 3,863 No o the r  ca tego r i es  t r e a t e d  6,438 

Fo r t  Devens (see West P o i n t )  

Cut le r ,  AHC 

Na t i ck  Lab, AHC 

Fo r t  E u s t i s  MEDDAC 10,052 i9,107 6,944 10,260 1,587 47,950 
McDonald ACH, I n p a t i e n t  10,052 19,107 6,944 10,260 1,587 47,950 

Fo r t  Huachuca MEDDAC 7,314 13,200 4,751 6,914 774 32,953 
B l i s s  ACH, I n p a t i e n t  6.973 11,636 3,988 6,046 643 29,286 
Y u n a ,  AHC 34 1 1,554 763 358 131 3,667 

F o r t  Leavmworth UEDDAC 6,026 11,881 9,302 10,668 1,651 39,528 
H w o n  AHC, I n p a t i e n t  6,026 11,881 9,302 10,668 1,651'. 39,528 

--."-..-------..-"---.--em-- -. 
SLS-NEWAC - a;: :. 7,463 ' 11;s $9,7l3  11,870 P 2,092 42,2ZS 

Kenner ACH, I n p a t i e n t  *7  7,323 10,735 9,371 11,458 1,997 40,884 
For t  P i cke t t ,  AHC 105 303 342 412 95 1,257 
USA For Sc i  Tech C t r ,  AHC 3 5 47 No o ther  ca tegor ies  t r e a t e d  82 

F o r t  H c t l e l l a n  5,411 7,939 5,576 7,313 1,244 27,483 
Noble ACH, I n p a t i e n t  5,411 7,939 5,576 7,313 1,244 27,483 

F o r t  Ueace KECDAC 

K i d r o u g h  ACH, I n p a t i e n t  

C a r l i s l e  Barracks, AHC 

F o r t  l d i a n t o m ' G a p ,  AHC 

Let terkenny AD, AHC 

New CqJrbertad  h ~ ,  .AHC 

F o r t  R i t ch ie ,  AHC 

Tobyhen?a AD, AHC 

F o r t  Det r ick ,  AHC 
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CATCHMENT BENEFICIARY WQOUTIOW 

F isca l  Year 1955 

*Notes: 

1. O a k l a  AHC w s  prev ious ly  included t n  For t  Ord HEDDAC inpat ient  catdmrent 

p o p r l a t i p .  Won i t  i s  an ou t l y ing  c l i n i c .  

2. P r ~ i d i o  o f  Honterey AHC uas prev ious ly  inc1d.d in For t  Ord HEDDAC inpa t ien t  

c a t c h m u -  population. Nou i t  i s  an ou t l y ing  c l i n i c .  

3. GC - Bene f i c ia ry  data does no t  r e f l e c t  a t rue c-t due t o  overtapping 

catchment areas. 

4. P a m  - Gorgas ACH i s  responsible f o r  providing medical care f o r  9,288 c i v i  1 ians. 

5.  B e l v o i r  - O e u i t t  Dependent o f  Act ive Duty category does not r e f l e c t  a trwe count 

due t o  o v e r l a m i n g  catchment areas. 

6. Alaska - Ft. Greely popr la t ion  i s  included a t  Bassett T 7.\ Lee - Ach in is te rs  the D i r e c t  Health Care Contract fo r  965 k n e f i c i a r i e s  in 

Char lo t tesv i  1 Le, VA. u' 
8. West P o i n t  - Cutler,  F t  Devens, THC downgraded f r u n  an AHC. Due t o  close soon. 

9. Nat ick  Lab AHC uas prev ious ly  included in Fort Devens MEDDAC inpat ient  catchment 

population. Nw i t  i s  an ou t l y ing  c l i n i c .  

10. D m  - P o p l a t i o n  i s  f o r  a 40 m i l e  radius. Guthrie AHC does no t  provide 

inpa t ien t  care inhouse krt mnages inpa t ien t  services in  the catchment area. 

De f in i t i ons :  

INPATIENT CATCHMENT populat ion areas are def ined as sets o f  z ip codes having centro ids 

w i t h i n  40 m i l t s  o f  t h e  r i p  code o f  the US m i l i t a r y  hosp i ta l  with ru les  f o r  unique 
a l l o c a t i o n  o f  the  bene f i c ia r ies  in  zip codes w i t h i n  40 miles o f  more than one h o p i t a l .  

OUTLYING CLINICS are  those c l i n i c s  outside o f  the 40 m i l e  radius o f  the parent MTF. 

The c a t c b m t  area f o r  the ou t l y ing  c l i n i c s  i s  20 miles instead o f  40. . 

ACH - ' A m y  CarrPnity Hospi ta l  

AHC - A m y  Health C l i n i c  
WEDDAC - Medical Activity 
HEDCEN - Hedical Center 

a 

OHC - Ocarpational Health C l i n i c  

lHC - Troop nedica l  C l i n i c  '' 
AD - Anny Depot 



-1RlIY OPERATIOSS RI,Z-EPRIST 

THE .=I\ IS OPERATTOY-AL BLT-m~n-T AS DESCRIBED r\- I'OLLT E m. mr\. .AY.ALSSIS .A\D 
RECO\r\lE\D.I\TIOSS TO BR.AC CO\13ffSSIO\T. P.4GE 43. PRO-ECTS .=\IT .ACCESSIC)SS TO 

JSCREXSE IS F S  97 FRO11 70,000 TO 90.000 RESL-LTISG A- X SIG\TFIC.&YTLS HIGHER STI_TDEST 
:J'ORKLO?rD FOR .UT (FORT LEE) .k\D OTHER SCHOOLS (FORT LEE) 



(6) 1l.intai.n the capability to suppon "logistics over the shore" training. 

( I )  hhintain a training capacity sized to support the peacetime operational and sustainment 
needs 'bf the force (both active and resente). 

(5)  Provide adequate training airspace and facilities to support rotary wing pilot trainins. 

(9) Pro\ide adequate facilities to establish md support a single ROTC Summer Camp - 
(d) Operational Blueprint. 

The ongoing reshaping of the force uld concurrent drawdown affects the workload on tralnlnc 
installations However, not all trends indicate a decrease in student worklozds For example, 
beginnins in 1997, h y  accessions are projected to increase from 70,000 to 9 0 , m e r  peag 

----- -- -- - -- ___- -_ -- -. -_ 
This increase in accessions will result in significantly hi&<&&nt workloads in Basic Combat 
Training Advanced Individual Trainins, and many other related schoo1s.i Additionally, the 
continued grov.~h ofjoint and combined force warfighting doctrine will increase rhe trainins 
requirement zt selected training schools. As a result of these and other fluctuations in student 
workload, little excess facility capacity will be created. Changes in the trainins base workload 
are often the result of influences beyond the control of the training community (i.e., international 
environment, personnel policy decisions, new courses resulting fiom technological developments, 
etc.) Such changes do not afford the training schools time or resources to construct zdditionzl 
training capacity. Therefore, infrastmcture savings in this category must result from the 
relocation of vl existing institution, not its inactivation. 

As the . h y  approaches "steady state," opportunities will, however, exist to consolidate 
hnctionally similar training schools on fewer, high capacity, modernized installations. Such 
consolidation is intended to facilitate the integration of leader development, fbnctional traininy, 
doctrine writing, and combat development for branches that suppon a common battlefield 
operating system. 

From an operational standpoint, certain consolidations initially suggest themselves. Finally, 
consolidate basic combat training at fewer locations consistent with the projected training 
workload. 

School consolidation should allow closure of installations.   ow ever, training schools are 
facility intensive, making such consolidation extremely expensive, as no installation is currently 
structured to receive anorher institution without si-&cant new construction. Additionally, 
training school relocation creates tremendous turmoil throughout the force. When combined with 
the trauma of the drawdoun, the continuity and readiness of the . m y  could be threatened by an 
overly apgressivf: restructuring of training schools. While the temptation exists to redesign the 
entire school system at once, the PLsmy cannot withstand the financial and destabilizing effects of . 



PROJECTED IlIPACT SHEET COlIP.ARISOSS 

THE I;;F;\\TR ,ARYfY COY CLlT-T\7TI' HOSPIT.AL nIP.ACT SHEET DOES TOT KATZ THE FIRST TU'O 
P?LR.AGRtZPHS NWCH .ADDRESS. 

1 r\-CRE-ASED COST .ASSOCLATED RTTH ELnlIS.ATIO?; OF r\P-ATEST SERLTCES 

3 ELNlS.ATIO'\- OF T?;P.ATIE\-T SER\?CES UILL TOT RESTIT K .A 1 iJiro o DECREASE 
n- PER SO\lFL STT'PORTISG THE r\P.ATE\-T SERLTCES 

TOTE SEE THE FORT REL\'OlR .&\D FORT \E.ADE lXP.ACT SHEETS PROLlDED 



N 94 MTF IN?ATIEM 31SPCSlTlONB (1) 2,585 

DISP LEAVlSQ MTF COsTEb AT 1 :1 
OEPNPF Ab 

D18P LEAVIHQ MTP CQWED AT 1;28 (2) 
1SCL em, DIRET, 8URV, a 07H 

TOTAL DiS? 001hh TO CHAMPUS 

P R a g C f  ED CO B U D  ON MMfF INPT DRds (3) 

ACTIVE! DVW 0 .d~  8 a T  TO OUTSIDE 8 W R M  (O) 
! 

COST OF AD DIS~O~!?~ONS 
i 

NOES: 1 I 

FISCAL W R  10% 13 THE B I s E U N E Y U I I  FOR COWS AND WORKLOAD 
An CHAMPUS A V ~  OTHER OUTSIDE COSlY SHOWN A& INGRUB& ABOVE 
mE CURR~NT LNELS OF 5 ~ ~ ~ 8 6  U H ~ E ~ S  NOTED AB A ~ A N S F E R ~  

(7) souRcw t 
. . M)R@AD TOT& IPDB, FYOI COMPLETE A3 OF 1248-U , 

WORKLOAD PY PT CAT; IPDS, FY 94, AS OF 12-01-R4 
, .  PT CAT7 OTALS DO HOT MATOH WKLB mTALS DUE TO iHCOMPWE RECORba 

BY PT CAT ARE.CPT, BASED ON PERCENTAGE8 OF AVAIL EAT4 
I 

(2) 0 fSPO8lTlONS BY PATENT CATE06RY ESTfMATEQ AR& 
R 3 .  a $1 1; WRETISURV r 446; OTH 57; D i m 6 1  4 

! rOTAL.r811'[1~,8)-292 
IHCORPOUT~B VALIDATED TRMLOFF FACTOR OF 1 DiSP Pm 2.8 IN MTF 

I 

(5) BASED CN N 02 ACTUAL WF DROUDRU GOST INFLATED m n w (r o.cn). 
F2624 ' 1 ,I W = 62?87.110 # DISP.) 

. . . i 
< .  

1 

I 
7 l . S  

I 
i 



MEDDAC. FORT BELVOIR 
ELIMINATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES 

PROJECTED IMPACT 

1. 'EL~~~IINATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES AT FT BELVOIR WlLL NOT RESULT 
IN A DECREASE IN COSTS. IT WlLL INCREASE COSTS. 

a. APPROXIMATELY 45-50% OF THE CURRENT FT BELVOIR CATCHMENT AREA 
TRANSFE=S TO WRAMCIMGAFMC. 50% WlLL FALL OUTSIDE ANY CATCHMENT AREA. THIS 
FORTIC:.i ;':ILL SECOME AN INCREASED CHAMPUS COST. 

b. WE WlLL TRANSFER SOME FT BELVOIR INPATIENT COSTS TO COVER 
THE CCST C f  PATIENTS SEEKING CARE AT OTHER MIL MTFs 

2: ELIMINATION O F  INPATIENT SERVICES AT FT BELVOIR WlLL NOT RESULT 
IN A 1 0C?4 DECREASE IN PERSONNEL SUPPORTING THE INPATIENT SERVICES. 
A PORTION OF THE PERSONNEL WlLL TRANSFER WITH THE FUNDS TO PROVIDE 
THE INPATIENT CARE AT WRAMC. PERSONNEL WHO PROVIDE BOTH INIOUT PATIENT 
CARE CANNOT ALWAYS BE EFFICIENTLY SPLIT OUT, THEY MUST REMAIN. 

FY 94 IATF iNPATlENT DISPOSITIONS (1) 7,247 

DlSP LEAVING MTF COSTED AT 1:1 
INCLUDES 50% DlAD 

DlSP LEAVING MTF COSTED AT 1:2.8 (2) 
INCL. 50% RET, DIRET, & SURV 

TOTAL DlSP GOING TO CHAMPUS 2,187 

PROJECTED COST BASED ON MTF CHAMPUS RATE (3) S20,764.253 

FUNDING TRANSFER TO COMPENSATE 
FOR INPATIENT WORKLOAD SHIFT (4) S9,745,000 

NOTES: 

AII CHAMPUS AND OTHER OUTSIDE COSTS SHOWN ARE INCREASES ABOVE 
THE CCFiFiENT LEVELS OF EXPENSE UNLESS NOTED AS A "TRANSFER" 

ALL ANNlTlONAL NOTES ARE SHOWN ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE 



NOTES. CONTINUED 

( I )  SOUSCE: 
i'JORKLOAD TOTAL: IPDS, FY 94 COMPLETE AS OF 12-06-94 
'vVORKLOAD BY PT CAT: IPDS, FY 94, AS OF 12-07-94 
FT CAT TOTALS DO NOT MATCH WKLD TOTALS DUE TO INCOMPLETE RECORDS 
TOTALS BY PT CAT ARE EST. BASED ON PERCENTAGES OF AVAIL DATA 

(2)  DlSPCSlTlONS BY PATIENT CATEGORY ESTIMATES ARE: 
T - -=T, = 1,071 ; DIRETISURV = 1,170; OTH = 307; TOTAL = 2.548 

2,548 ' .SO = 1,274 ' (1 :2.8) = 455 
!NCORPORATES VALIDATED TRADEOFF FACTOR OF 1 DISP PER 2.8 IN MTF 

(3)  FY 22 5 SELVOIR CHAMPUS ADM COST RATE LESS PSYCH INFLATED 10.4% 
~~S8.600 ' 7.104 = S9,494.40 ' W @IS?.) 

(4) INCLUFES 100?/0 11,2171 AD, 50% DIAD, 50% RETIDEPISVR DISPOSITIONS 



MEDDAC, FORT MEADE 
ELIMINATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES 

PROJECTED IMPACT 

1 .-ELIMINATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES AT FT MEADE WILL NOT RESULT 
IN A DECKEASE IN COSTS. IT WILL INCREASE COSTS. 

a. APPROXIMATELY 85-90% OF THE CURRENT FT MEADE CATCHMENT AREA 
TZANSFE3S TO WRAMC. 10-15% WILL FALL OUTSIDE ANY CATCHMENT AREA. THIS 
PORTION WILL BECOME AN INCREASED CHAMPUS COST. 

b. WE WILL TRANSFER FT MEADE INPATIENT COSTS TO WRAMC TO COVER 
THE CCST CF PATIENTS SEEKING CARE AT WRAMC. 

2. ELIMINATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES AT FT MEADE WlLL NOT RESULT 
IN A 100Vo DECREASE IN PERSONNEL SUPPORTING THE INPATIENT SERVICES. 
A PORTlCN OF THE PERSONNEL WlLL TRANSFER WITH THE FUNDS TO PROVIDE 
THE INPATIENT CARE AT WRAMC. PERSONNEL WHO PROVIDE BOTH INIOUT PATIENT 
CARE CANNOT ALWAYS BE EFFICIENTLY SPLIT OUT. THEY WlLL REMAIN. 

DlSP LEAVING MTF COSTED AT 1 :I 
INCLUDES 15% DIAD; (1,105'.15) 

DlSP LEAVING MTF COSTED AT 1 :2.8 (2) 
INCL. 15% RET, DIRET, & SURV 

TOTAL DlSP GOING TO CHAMPUS 252 

PROJECTED COST BASED ON MTF CHAMPUS RATE (3) S1,947,456 

FUNDING TRANSFER TO WRAMC TO COMPENSATE 
FOR INPATIENT WORKLOAD SHIFT (4) S12,100,000 

NOTES: 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 IS THE BASELINE YEAR FOR COSTS AND WORKLOAD 
All CHAMPUS AND OTHER OUTSIDE COSTS SHOWN ARE INCREASES ABOVE 
THE CURRENT LEVELS OF EXPENSE UNLESS NOTED AS A "TRANSFER" 

ALL ADDITIONAL NOTES ARE ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE 



NOTES. CONTINUED 

( 1 )  SOCaZE:  
'iVOSKLOAD TOTAL; IPDS, FY 94 COMPLETE AS OF 12-06-94 
IVORKLOAD BY PT CAT; IPDS, FY 94, AS OF 12-07-94 
?T CAT TOTALS DO NOT MATCH WKLD TOTALS DUE TO INCOMPLETE RECORDS 
TOTALS BY 2 T  CAT ARE EST. BASED ON PERCENTAGES OF AVAIL DATA 

(2) DIS=SS;TICNS BY PATIENT CATEGORY ESTIMATES ARE: - -- 
r\= I .  = 620: DIRETISURV = 794; OTH = 187; TOTAL = 1,601 

1,601 ' .15 = 240 ' (1 :2.8) = 86 
INCCSPORATES VALIDATED TRADEOFF FACTOR OF 1 DISP PER 2.8 IN MTF 

(3) FY 02 =T !AEADE CHAMPUS ADM COST RATE LESS PSYCH INFLATED 10.4% 
(S7.000 ' 1.1 04 = 57,728 ' # DISP.) 
jSOUfiCE: FY 92 CHAMPUS SUMMARY REPORT] 

(4) INCLUDES 100C/o (1,0841 AD, 85% DIAD, 85% RETIDEPISVR DISPOSITIONS 



ACCESS STASD-ARDS 

ThZ T n E L Y  .ACCESS STA\D.*DS PRO\TDED FOR THE. POtdCT i i1TnELh.S FOR 
I\IPLE\IETT?SG \I.ZY.AGED CARE REFOR\4S A- \m,IT.aRY HE.AT>TH SERITCES S17STE1\4S. DATE 

FEBRL-*ART 1 S. 199-1, P.AGES 13-14. .ARE TOT OBT.AK?LBLE -AT FORT LEE IS YIOST C-4SES 

TOTE. !,LAP OF CI\TLI?\- C.UE PRO\DERS 147TH 5 Im,E REGS FROYf FCRT LEE. 



1 

Access Standards 

Another responsibility of the lead agent is to ensure timely zccess to health care 

senvices for dl ~ i i i t u y  plm participants. Before offering m y  enrollment option to DoD 

beneficizT;es, the lead zgent and h4TF commanders within the region, must ensure that the 

capabilities of the m i l i t q  hlTF plus the TRTCARE civilian provider network will meet the 

Emergency md urgent c u e  services shall be available md zccessible within 

the senice uea, 24 hours a day, seven-days a week. 

d"%The ;+- drive time of the military health plan enrgllee should not genenlly 

exccsd 30 ninuies from home to the site of primary care delivery. 

Scn-~t,zi!25l!i :y of providers in the arm may justify longer  el time. 

-Thc dr1t.c timc to obtain specialty w e ,  except in cases of  Specizlized 

Trcz!n~ttn[ Services, should normally not exceed one-hour. If  a longer drive 

I i E C  i s  rcqcircd based on availability of specizlists, the beneficivy will be 

informcd of rhcse circumstances. 

Ffaximum wait rimcs for primary w e  appointments are as follows: 

- : f ; ~ ~ r r  1t.c.rkv.f;~r o ~ r l l  visir (health maintenance and prevention--non-urgent) 

- . O C C  \\.['ci-l;~r u rorrrine \.isit (intervention required, but non-urgent); and 

- -occ  L~u!. j;)r LICUIC illness ccre ( u l y  intenention required--urgent). 
/7 

IIOHY 1 ~ r ,  u heal~hcare provider wing pro[essional srcndardr; and clinical 

j!tJ<,tyr:r. ,?lo! drr~rn;ine more uppropriare up~oinrmcnrs based on ihe needs of [he 

h c n c f i i i ~ n .  s . 



1 . I hizximum wait times for specialty care appointments will be: 

--four weeksfor a r0ucn.e visit; and 

-one day for urgenr care. 

f i e  rppropriare wait rime for specialiy care appoinmenrs shall be determined 

by the pr;'mary care manager making fhe referral, based on rhe mrure of care required, 

bur; in gerdral, shall be no longer rhan four we&. 

Summary 

To c a y  out these responsibilities, the lead agent will work cooperatively whh each of 

the rcgionrl milituy hlTFs (including free standing clinics) in accomplishing the goal of 

mximizing the most effective use of the direct care system. Knowledge of the regional 

a ,p3~1t) .  for the provision of direct care services will enable the l a d  agent to develop regional 

pol~c~cs for r c i~ rn l s .  non-ava~lability statement issuance, and specizlized treatment services. 

Thc Kcpio~sl Hc'alth Scniccs Plan will then be enhanced by the TRICARE Support contract 

tha! u.111 bo!h complcmcnt hwllh senices provided by the direct c u e  system, and provide 

addi~~onsl sup;un to the iai111~1es and l a d  agent as required. Howerler, before awarding any 

TKlCAHli S u p m  conirxt. ~ h c  DoD will perform economic and other analyses required by 

Idu t t r  i T Z ; I !  I ~ J I  ~ h c  ccb\:\ ol fhc contract do not exceed current costs of standard 

i Such i c n ~ f i ~ a ~ r o n  will take inro account my impact on the cost of health care in  

rhc d ~ r r ~ r  u r c  s!-srcm atrnbutible to the TRICARE Support contract. 

T;:c success of thc TRICXRE Program relies to a great extent on inter-Service 

ccrqxration and the administrarive skills l a d  agents can bring to bear in the development and 

crciutioil of [he regional health service plans. ihus,  the TRICARE program will foster 



KENNER AH 



THE .AR~IJ-  RECO~EADXTIOS A-B .~~STTFICATJC)K n- I.OI,LIE m. .A\-,AI~YSTS .GD 
RECO\f\IEAD ATIOXS TO THE BRXC COY @.llSSIOS. ~SCORRECTL'-1' STATES TSPXTIETT '?.ARE 
14'OLTD BE PR O\a>ED BY OTHER YE.ARF3I' \ lEDIc.AI. .ACTI\?TTES .k\D PRT\'.ATE F ACILITES 

THERE .ARE S O  ?;E.ARBY YIILIT.4RY YED1C.U. ACTII7TIES THE CLOSEST OAF IS 59 \ilLES 
.4\D -4K .APPROXIMATE DRI\'E T n E  OF C)SE HOLR .&\m .A RALF O S  ,A GOOD D.AY ALL BLT 

TITO OF TEE PRIVATE FACILITIES .-\RE O\FR O\F HALF HOLX DRI\'E TC\E 

TOTE \LAP OF HEZLLTH SER17CE CPERATIOS .=EX PRO\rIDED HEREIS .2\D CII'TLI-2X C X E  
PRO\?DERS IL4P T.AB Q 



. , ,  Fort Lee, VA 

1. Recommendation: Realign Fon Lee, by reducing Kemer h y  Community Hospital to a 
clinic. Eliminate inpatient sewice;. 

2. Justification: This recommendation, suggested by the Joint Cross-Senice Group on 
Sfedical Treztment, eliminates excess medical treatment capacity at Fon Lee. VA by eliminating 
inpatient senices at Kenner Xrmy Community Hospital. Inpatient care would be provided by -. 
other nearby military medical activites5nd private facilities throuch Civilian Health and hledical - 
~ r o ~ r & o f  the Uniformed Senices (CKU\PUS).  

, 

3. Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 52 
million. The net of all costs and sa~.ings during the implementation period is a savings of 516 
million. ,h-tnual recunins savings after implementation are S3 million v,ith a return on 
in\.estment expected in i )err. The net present \.slue of the costs and sawrings over 20 years is a 
sa\-ings of Sj 1 million. 

4. Impacts: .Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 321 jobs (205 direct jobs and 116 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Richmond-Petersburg, VA Metropolitan Statistical k e a ,  which represents 0.1 
percent of the zrea's employment. There are no h o r w  environmental impediments at the 
realigning or receiving installations. 
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QUESTIONS FROB3 CONGRESSAWN SISISKY, VIRGmIA 
FORT LEE (KEhYER ARMY COMMUNITY AOSPlTAL) 

1. What services will be reduced or eliminated? 

Inpatient services will be eliminated. Emergency room senices wiil most likely be 
redesignated as an Acute Care Clinic. Current planning may result in development of a 
"Super Clinic" which will keep the same physician specialty mix uith a s m e  day surgery 
capability. 

2. What serviced population will be affected? 

AJ! of the active duty, family fiernbeis of active duty, retirees a d  farrily members of 
retirees uithin the current cornmunjty hospital's catchment area will be affected depending 
upon their duty status and medical condition. 

3. Where will the impacted population receive service in the future? 

The population that now receives care at Kenner will receive the same care in locd 
hospitds, McGuire V.4 MedicaI Center, and other hospitals in the Tidewater Tncare area. 
Active duty uill be treated under the supplemental care program, their dependents, 
retirees, and family members, rhat are under age 65, will receive care under the 
CHkMPUS program. Retirees and their family members who are over 65 will receive 
care under the 'Medicare program. 

46 What will be the impact on Kenner civilian employees? 

The recommendation will result in the elimination of 106 civilian empl~yees. 

5. What will be the impact on regional health a r e  providers? 

The impact on re,gionaI healthcare providers will be minimal. There is sufficient excess 
capacity within the region to easily absorb the number inpatients seen at Kenner. 

*f 

.,;Q.What are the estimated costs of continuing to provide current services at  
Kenner? 

- Specific costs related to hospital operations and maintenance will be provided as soon as 
avaiIable. 

,-<7icwhat arc the estimated costs to the government and the recipients of acquiring ... 
current services from other sources? 

Specific costs related to the government for acquiring current senices from other sources 
will be provided as soon as available. 
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8. What portions of Kenner Hospital will be upgraded under existing renovation 
contracts? At what cost? Which portions will be impacted by planned downsizing? 

There is only one onsoing renovation contract upgrading Kenner Hospital which affects 
both inpatient and outpatient areas. The project primarily upgrades the electrical, 
mechanical and Ere protection systems, and modifies the physic4 pIant to meet Life Safety 
Codes throughout. It also upgrzdes and expands the laboratorq., the pharmacy, and the 
physicd therapy capabilities, all of which would continue to operate on an outpatient 
basis. 

Tne current total contract, hnded by FY 91 and 92 Defense Medical .Military r/ 

Constmction Appropriations, is S15.6 million. / C  # c j  

The ongoing contract will not be affected by the downsizing initiative. The majority of the 
areas being affected by the renovation project \<ill continue to be utilized as the hospital 
downsizes. 

9. Should management attempt to modify these renovation contracts? What are 
the potential dollar savings versus future use of the facility -- active or mothball? 

Mznzgement at all levels began considering the impact of the proposed downsizing on this 
contract upon reIease of BRAC list. The construction effort is presently 25% complete, 
and the contractor is proceeding at a rapid pace. The majority of the work was required 
to modernize the building systems, and its safety aspects, regardless of the ultimate use of 
Kenner. Stopping or delaying work for redesign would yield very little savings and couId 
result in increased costs. 
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* ONLY DOD RIGGER COURSE 

* CONDUCTS 5 ITRO COURSES FOR ARMY. AIR 
FORCE, NAW, & MARINE CORPS 

* DROP ZONES CONSISTING OF 1,060,000 
SQUARE YARDS 

1,349 PERSONNEL TRAINED DURING Fy 94 

$5.0 MILLION IN FACILITIES 

* 126,661 SQUARE FEET OF ADMlN TRAINING 
SITES WITH 27 LABS AND 10 CLdSSROOUS 

~&T/23;&.@? 
MISSION - PROVIDE ALL DOD TRAINING FOR PARACHUTE RIGGERS, &fl/L&j 
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UNIQUE CAPABILITIES 

-ONLY DOD ENVIRONMENTALLY 
APPROVED 'J'RAINING INLAND PETROLE 
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MORTUARY AFFAIRS CENTER I 

+ ONLY DOD MORTUARY AFFAIRS CENTER 
/SCHOOL 

+ ONLY ACTIVE DUTY COMPANY FOR I 
I MORTUARY AFFAIRS , 1 
I + 398 PERSONNEL TRAINED ANNUALLY 1 

+ 11,660 SQ FT IN TRAINING CLASSROOMS I + 287,500 SQ FT MOCK TRNG SITE WITH 1 ACTUAL AIRCRAFT & VEHICLES 

INTEGRATOR FOR THE CENTER DROVlDES ALL 
MORTUARY AFFAIRS .. IA-- JNG, DEVELOPS,,. ... JOCTRINE, 
TRAINING, AND TRAINING SUPPORT PRODUCTS. SERVES AS A DOD 
FOCAL POINT FOR HANDLING DECEASED U.S. FORCES AND PROVIDES 
EXPERTISE IN MASS FATALITY IDISASTER RESPONSE. 
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TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONNEL 565 
CHAMPUS FUNDING $12,973,000 FY 94. 
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U.S. ARMY COMBINED ARMS SUPPORT COlMMAND 
FORT LEE, VIRGINIA 23 80 1 

BACKGROUND 

LOCATION: Fort Lee is located in Central Virginia, 25 niiles southeast of Richmond. Fort Lee is 
in the Petcrsburg-Richmo~id Metropolitan Statistical Area, to include the surrounding counties of 
Prince George, Dinwiddie and Chesterfield; and the cities of FIopewell, Petersburg and Colonial 
Heights. 

FILSTORY: The installation, activated in 19 17, served as a state mobilizatioti camp. After World 
War I, Camp Lee became a game preserve. In October 1940, tlie War Department ordered 
construction of another Camp Lcc on the earlier site to serve as a Replacement Training Center. 
By tlic end of 194 I, Canip Lcc was tlic ccntcr of botll basic and advanced training of Quartcrrnastcr 
personnel. In 1946 the War Department announced it would retain Canip Lee as a center for 
Quartcrrnaster Training. Onicial recognition of its permanent status was obtaincd in 1950 and the 
post was designated as Fort Ice. In 1962, tlie post became a Class One military installation and 
honic of tlie Quartermaster Corps. In July 1973 it canie under the control of tlie U.S. Army 
Training and Doctrine Conlmand (TRADOC). In 1989 tlie U.S. Army Logistics Center assumed 
command of the installation. In 1990 the U.S. Army Logistics Center was renamed the U.S. Army 
Combined Arms Sul~port Command (CASCObI) and was tlcsignated a hlajor Subordinate 
Conimand of TRADOC. 

CURRENT kIISSION: Fort Lcc is tlic home of tlle U.S. Army Combined Arms Support 
Coinnland (CASCOM) tvl~ich provides co~nniand arid support to tlle Garrison, tlie Quartcrrnastcr 
School, the U.S. Army Logistics Management College, and the otlier combat service support (CSS) 
scliools sitcd at other installations. Various deployable Forces Command units, including tlie 49th 
Quartcrrnaster Group (tlic only pctrolcum group of its kind on active duty with 1 1  Reserve 
Battalions and one active Battalion, the 240th Quartermaster Battalion), are also sited at Fort Lee. 
Fort Lee is home to tlie Defense Comnlissary Agency (DeCA), U.S. Anliy Information Systcrns 
Sofwarc Development Center-Lee (SDC-L) and 26 other tenants; it  supports two satellites and 15 
Rcscrvc Centers. Fort Lec is tile Army's center for logistics and operates the CSS Battle Lab. All 
quartermaster and the majority of all logistics training is accomplislied here. The Secretary of the 
,Army approved consolidation of all CASCOM subordinate scl~ools' non-teaching functions (combat 
and training dcvelopments, and evaluation and standardization) at Fort Lce. Tliis reorganization 
makes Fort Lee the TRADOC focal point for all future logistics initiatives. 

.4PPROVED FOR RELEASE BY FT LEE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER, 
4 OCTOBER 1994 
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UNIQUE INSTALLATION CHARACTERISTICS 

w 
JOINT SYNERGY: Undcr tlic Army's concept o f a  ccntcr l'or logistics it is csscntinl to I la~~e 
CASCOAI, QMC&S, and ALMC, a joint professional training scllool, collocated at Fort Lcc. 
Collocation of SDC-L is critical in the STAMIS combat developments process. BRAC 1 
consolidated all 92Y (fbrnierly 76Y) supply specialist and 94I3 food scrvice specialist training at 
Fort Lee. BRAC 91 combined TRAC-I-Iarrison with TRAC-Lee whicli providcs joint scrviccs 
analyscs in logistics lethality and vulncrability. The Quartcrmastcr Scllool is the joint scr.viccs 
trainer for paracliute rigging, airdrop load inspectors and bath and fabric rcpair; all scrviccs 
integrator for mo~tuary affairs and only DoD activity with mission tcaclling capability; joint trai~lcr 
for Arniy, Marine Corps and Naval Oficcr fuels and petroleuni training with all Naval Reservc 
Fuels Units to begin this FY; joint service trainer for all combat-critical tasks for water purification 
and distribution; and erective 1 Oct 95 will train Marine Corps entry level food service training and 
Four remaining subsistence and food service courses will niove from Camp Lejeunc, KC to Lee. 
DcCA escrciscs colnniand and control of scvcn rcgional headquarters and 326 com~nissarics 
worldwide. 300th Area Support Group (RC) at Gcrow--logistic conlmancl and control of 
subordiriatc units located in a 12,000 mile geographical area. 

TJNIQUE FACILITIES: BRAC I consolidation resulted in construction of food scrvicc training 
facility; 4.500 advanccd individual training (AIT) annual studcnt capacity--training labs and "live" 
dining facility. Quarterniaster School has the only DOD cnvironlncntally approved pipeline facility 
for joint services training in combat critical tasks of inland petroleum distribution and fixed 
pctrolcuni facility opns. The Defense Lo~istics Agency (DLA) identified Fort Lee as only U.S. site 
with adequate fucls training ficilities. Fort Lce has one of tlle few certified petrolcunl testing labs 
to test fuels (quality/ usability) for National Guard, Resc~ve Component, and military services. 
Appomattox River/Bailey's Creek environmentally sanctioned watcr training facilities are 
constructed on a commercial water source to siniulate conditions encountered in a combat 
enviroiirrient (small natural and large watcr). CASCOM is Army's principal agency for 
development/operations of CSS conlmand post exercise (CPX) training simulations. Battle 
Siniulation Center (BSC) is a secure facility capablc of connecting via encrypted lines to major 
clcfcnsc training exercises worldwide; focal point for state-of-the-art sirnillations that supl~ort 
Active and Reserve forces logistics training. DOD's Satellite Education Network (SEN) at 

b 



UNIQUE INSTALLATION CI-IARACTERISTICS (CONT'D) 

w 
ALMC interacts with all cxisting networks; only "Gatcway" in  DOD connccling all systeuis; o~ily 
DOD or commercial site in the world which can broadcast in all modes to reach maximum DOD 
users in VTC, digital or analog. 

UNIQUE LOCATION: Fort Lee's transportation networklstrategic Mobility Capability includes: 
(ALR) - Richmond International Airport, 35 niiles, and Langley, AFB, 52 niiles; (RAIL) - on-post 
rail hcad for direct loading of vchiclcs and cquipmcnt, Norfolk Southern rail yard, 7 miles, and 
/\MTIW< rail station, 7 milcs, for passenger movements; (WATER) - the water ports of the city OF 
Ilichmond, 20 miles, and Newport News, 85 miles; (HIGHWAY) - Interstates 1-95 and 1-85, 4 
niilcs, 1-295 one ~nile and 1-04, 20 miles. Fort Lee is also near enough to the port of Norfolk and 
Langley, AFB to act as a staging area for Strategic Dcploymcnt via both air and sea. Because of 
1;or-t Lee's accessibility, it has the most modern retail fuel dispensin~ facility in the Aniiy. The 
facility is fully automated and utilizes the latest state-of-the-art environmental leak dctection 
system. This gives Fort Lee strategic mobility capability to fuel both individual vehicles and 
convoys traveling the east coast and bulk fuel for equipment moving through the area in convoy to 
any destination. 



TENANT MISSIONS 

V 
U.S : l r ~ i i \  I 'roc~~rc~iic~it Rcscarcli and A~ial?.sis Officc (AI'RAO) 

U1idc1- tlic command of tlic Assistant Sccrctan of thc i-\r~iiy (Rcscarcli and Dcvclopmcnt and 
Acquisition) (ASARDA) and tlic U.S. Army Contractin!: Support Agcncy, tlic APRAO coriducts 
p~ocurcmcnt rcscarcli studies lcading to tlic i~iiprovcmcnt of Ar~iiy procurcnicnt managcmcnt mid 
dcvclops and tcsts ncw procurcnicnt conccpts and tcciiniqucs. APRAO providcs consultation scrviccs 
on procurclncnt and proc~~rcnicnt infor~i~atio~i programs to Ar~iiy contracting ngcncics. It also scrvcs as 
tlic ASARDA functional propoIicnt for Dcpartnic~lt of tlic Ar~iiy procurcmcnt i~iforniation i~iitiativcs 
and as proponent agcnt for assigncd i~iforomiation initiatives, with fil~ictional rcsponsibilit!. for dcsign, 
dcvclop~ncnt, tcst, dcplo! nicnt, implcmcntation and maititcnancc of assigncd infortnation systciiis. 

U.S. Artiiv Crin~inal In\;cstication Coriimand (CID) 

Tlic Fort Lcc Rcsidclit Agcnc!!, Third Rcgion. U.S. Amiy CID Office is rcspo~isiblc for tlic conduct 
and control of all scrious fcloriy investigations in ~~l i ic l i  thc Ar~iiy lias an intcrcst. within cc~itral and 
soutli~~~cstcrn Virsinia. including Fort Lcc, Fort Pickctt. Radford Arsenal and sc\,cral outl>.ing Ar~iiy 
sup],or-t clclllcllts. 

i\rm\~ Audit Aqcnc\. Soutlicastcrn Rccioli - Fort Lcc Ficld Officc 

w AAA has a ficld office locatcd at Fort Lcc that comcs undcr tlic A M  Soutlicastcm Rcgion locatcd iri 

tlalio\.cr. ILlar\.land. Tlic AAA Fort Lcc Ficld Officc pcrfornis objcctivc and indcpcndcnt audit 
scrvlccs as tl~rcctctl by tlic~r licad(lunrtcrs. Otlicr ficltl oficcs oftlic Soutlicastcrn Rcgion arc at Ft 
Bclvoir. VA. Ft Monroe. VA. Fa!~cttcvtllc, NC. Snvan~iali, GI\; and Atlanta. GA. 

Fort Lcc Cornmissan. 

Tlic commissary providcs six da!.s-a-\\.cck opcralion at Fort Lcc and fivc days-a-\vcck at thc Dcfc~~sc 
Gc~lcral Supl~ly Ccntcr (Bcll~vood), stocking a largc sclcction of all t!.pcs of food arid liousclloid 
SLII)IJI~CS. 

h 

Rcadincss Group - Lcc (RG-LEE) 

I<G-LEE is a U.S. Arniy Forccs Command unit having thc ~iiission of providing training assistancc to 
cnliancc tlic rcadincss of tlic Arniy National Guard and thc U.S. Army Rcscrvc units throughout 
Virginia. Tlic Group is a subordinate clcriicnt of First U.S. Arniy, Fort Mcadc, hlaryland. Tllc main 
thrust of tlic RG cffort is to providc onsitc assista~icc to infantry, ficld artillcry, air dcfcnsc. cnginccr 
and conibat scrvicc support unils. Wlicn dircctcd, foniis ~i iobi l i~~t ion assistancc tcams to support 
nlobilizatioll station coin~i~andcrs in asscssi~lg and validating Rcscrvc Conll~oiicnl units. Conimandcr, 
RG Lcc scrvcs as tlic Dcfcnsc Coordinating Oficcr for thc Statc of Virginia in tllc cvcnt of natural 
disastcrs. 



Wcnvons Svstcms Manaqcr for Clothing and Scrviccs, U.S. Ariiiv Aviation and Troop Command 

Part of thc U.S. Army Troop Support Cottimaod, St. Lolris, MO, its worldwide mission cnconipasscs 
managc~iicnt assista~icc visits to 130 Army military clothing salcs storcs, 77 ccntral issuc facilitics. 33 
laundry and dry clcaning facilitics and technical assistance visits to 126 Activc Aniiy, Arniy Rcscnrc 
and National Guard units with a field laundry and bath mission. 

Dcfcnsc Priulinr! Scrvicc Dctachmcnt Officc Fort Lcc (DPS-LEE) 

DPS-LEE produccs or procurcs all printing scrviccs and providcs administrative support arid control of 
all assigncd programs, scrviccs and fi~nctions. Scopc of support is l~rovidcd to tlic installatioii, Dcfcnsc 
Gcncral Supply Ccntcr, 80th Division arid thc JAG Scllool. DoD dcsignatcd tlic Sccrctary of tlic Navy 
as a singlc Iiianagcr for all DoD printing. 

Mcdical Dcoartmcnt Activity (MEDDAC) 

Kcnncr Aniiy Community I-lospitnl. n subordi~iatc unit of the U.S. Arrny I-lcaltli Scrviccs Com~nand, 
Fort Sam Mousto~i, TX is tlic main llcaltli cnrc co~iipo~icnt of h4EDDAC which also opcratcs licaltli 
clinics at Fort Pickctt. tlic Dcfcnsc Gcncral Supply Cc~itcr in Richmond. Forcign Scicncc Tccl~nology 
Ccntcr in Cliarlottcsvillc. and ad~iii~iistcrs a contract for outpaticnt scrviccs for thc Judgc Adr.ocatc 
Gcncral Scl~ool in Cl~nrlottcs\.illc. Tlic hIEDD/IC licnltli scrviccs nrcn cncompnsscs a 67-counly arca 
in tlic Virgi~lia Comnlon\vcaltIi tllnt inclutlcs so~iic 90,000 bcncficinrics. 

U.S. Ar~n\: Dcntnl rIcti\.it\. (DENTAC) 

Tllc Dc~ital Activity consists of t\vo trcatnlcnt facilitics on Fort Lcc and satcllitc facilitics at Fort 
Pickctt arid thc Dcfc~~sc Gcncral Supl~ly Ccntcr. Tlic Hospital Dental Clinic, a four-cl~air trcntmc~~t 
facility locatcd in tlic Kcnncr Army Conln~u~iity I-losl~ilnl outpaticnt wing, providcs conlplctc oral and 
masillofacial surgcy care to all autllorizcd bc~icficinrics. 7'llc Bull Dc~ital Clinic is staffcd for 
complctc gcncral dc~iristr?? cnrc (cscludinl: braccs) to activc duty soldicrs and spacc available gcncral 
dcntistr-y cnrc (cscluding braccs, capsl and brid~cs and root canals) to falllily mcmbcrs of activc duty 
scrvicc mcmbcrs. 

% 

U.S. Armv Ccntcr for Public Works (CI'W) 

Providcs functio~lal prol~oncnt rcspo~isibilitics sill)l)ort to thc dcvclol~~nc~lt of aulomatcd Standard t\rnly 
Rilanagcmcnt Inforniation Systc~iis (STAMIS) ill  srrpport of installations DEH/DPW organizatio~~s 
\vorldwidc. Systcms includc tlic Intcgratcd Facilitics Systcln - Minilhlicro (IFS-M) which scrvcs as an 
installation's data basc of rccord for rcal propcrty from \vllich data is fcd to DA HQ's systcms. Data 
from thc HQ's systcnis arc uscd in B M C  studics, stationing studics, basc structures, ctc. 



Dcfcnsc Financc and Accountinq Oficc 

DFAO co~iics undcr the Dcfc~isc Financc and Accounti~ig Scrvicc (DFAS) and providcs finance a~id  
accounting scrvicc to Fort Lcc i~nits. tenant activitics: tlic U.S. Paying Fiscal OfEcc (USP170 - 
National Guard in Ricll~liond) and thc Judgc Advocatc Gcncral School in Cliarlottcsvillc. 

U.S. Armv Information S\.stcms Sofi~varc Dcvclop~ncnt Ccntcr 
LCC (SDC-L) 

SDC-L's mission is to plan. direct, and control Ilic dcsig~i. dcvclol~nicnt. tcst, a~id cstcnsio~i ncti\~ilics 
associatcd with assigned Standard Army Managcnicnt Information Syslcnls (STAMIS). It is 
rcspo~lsiblc for thrcc functional typcs of STAMIS. Eig,llty pcrccnt of SDC-L cffort supports rctail 
logistics, and twcnty pcrccnt supports facilitics cnginccring. commissarl\. and food managcmcnt 
systcnis. SDC-L intcrfaccs witli for~r fi~~ictional proponent agcncics, tllc first tl~rcc of\\.hich arc also 
locatctl at Fort Lcc: thc USA Coml~inctl Arnis Sr~ly>oi't Conininnd. Llic Dcfcnsc Commissar\ i\gclicy 
for subsistcncc, tlic Engineering and I-lousing Sul~porl Ccnlcr for real propcrt!. ~nanagc~iicnt, and llic 
Militan. District of Washington for aviation rcsorlrccs scl~cduling. 

U.S. Ar~nv Ol~cratio~ls Tcst and Evaluatioi~ (TECO-LEE) 

Providcs liaison bct\vccn U.S. Anny Operational Tcst and Evaluatio~i Command (OPTEC) and 
CASCOhI (CASCOM combat dcvclopmc~its rclatcd dircctoratcs. CSS Battlc Lab, PhI-ILOGS and 
logistics oricntcd TRADOC Schools), opcralional tcst and evaluation assista~lcc and cspcrtisc to 
CASCOM, and s~~ppor t  to OPTEC subordinatc clcmcnts ~vliilc at Lcc. 

Conlbat Dc~~clo~~nicnt  Enci~iccring Rcqion Officc and Fort Lcc Field Officc 

Providcs comprchcnsivc crlginccring. scientific and tccllnical scrviccs in support of TRADOC conlbat 
dcvclol~cr propoiicnts. Tlic Fort Lcc Ficlcl Officc is collocated \\.it11 Lhc Regional Officc and is 1 0Or%, 
dcdicntcd to tlic CiISCOhl combat dcvclopcr nccds. 

Pcrsonncl Mnnaccmcrit S u ~ ~ r ~ o r t  Officc - Lcc (PkISO) 
k 

Tlic PMSO-Lcc provides civilian pcrsonncl support scrviccs to tllc majority of appropriated and 
nonappropriatcd activitics at Fort Lcc. Tlic PMSO co~lics i~ndcr tlic Pcliinsula Civilian Pcrsonncl 
Support Activity (PCPSA). 

Arca En~inccr, Ccntral Virginia, Norfolk District. Corus of Engi~lccrs 

Providcs construction scrvicc and contract administration for construction at Fort Pickctt (MCA, 
OMA, and MCAR), Dcfcnsc Gcncral Supply Ccntcr (DLA), City of Ricli~nond (Civil Works) and Fort 
Lcc (MCA, OMA, and NAF). 





Dcfcnsc I~lvcsticativc Scrvicc 

Tlic Dcfcnsc Tnvcstigativc Scrvicc day officc at Fort Lcc comcs undcr tlic Dcfcnsc Trivcstigativc Ficld 
Oflicc in Iticll~nond. I'licy arc rcsponsiblc for conducli~ig sccurily backgrou~id i~lvcsligatio~~s to ~)coplc 
bcing proccsscd for acccss to classificd infomiation. 

Proicct Manaqcr. Intcqratcd Losistics Svstcnis (PM-ILOGS) 

Tlic niission of PM ILOGS is to dircct, coordiuatc, rcport and cvaluatc all f~~nctional, progranimatic, 
and technical aspccts of assigncd standard Anny logistics systcms. Thcsc systcnis includc tllc 
functional arcas of ammunition, subsistcncc, maintcnancc, supply, transportation and propcrty 
accountability. OPM ILOGS has an indircct inipact on conlbat rcadincss, as tlic automated systems 
managcd havc a dircct impact on combat rcadincss. Thcsc systc~ns opcratc in combat units to niallagc 
amniunition and rcpair parts supply activities, transportation asscts, maintcnancc activities and otllcr 
critical conibat scrvicc support operations. Tllc Projcct Managcr Oficc is rcsponsiblc for tlic design. 
dcvclopmc~lt, tcsting, ficlding and l~fc cyclc sofhvarc support planni~ig for thcsc autonlatcd systclns. 

Dcfcnsc Co~n~nissanl Aqcncy 1-lcadauartcrs (DcCA) 

DcCA is tllc rcccntly cstal~lislicd (May 1990) joint-scnicc organizalioii tliat manages thc worldwide 

w s~~stcm of Dcpartmcnt of Dcfcnsc co~nmissarics. DcCA's mission is to providc an cfficicnt and 
cffcctivc ~vorldwidc systcm of con~missarics for thc rcsalc of groccrics and houscl~old supplics at tllc 
lo\vcst practical pricc, consistcnt \\.it11 quality, to comniissay customcrs. DcCA cscrciscs comnlnntl 
and control of 7 Rcgion Hcadquartcrs located in Ft hlcadc, MD; Liltlc Crcck, VA; Maslvcll AFBl AL: 
I<clly AFD, TX; MCAS El Toro. CA; Ft Lc~vis, \VA and Kapun, Gcrmany. Cornmissarics n.orld\vidc 
total 326. 

Gcro\v Rcscrvc Ccntcr 

Gcrow Rcscrvc Ccntcr ~ v i t l i  an adnii~listrativc staff of 2 1 is onc of scvcral USAR ccntcrs and facilities 
belonging to tlic 3 10th Thcatcr Anny Arca Co~~~niand: Ilcadqual-tcrcd at Fort Bclvoir+VA. Gcrow 
scrvcs four units: tllc 300th Arca Support Group, tlic 377111 Chc~iiical Company, thc 1074th RTV, and 
2d Battalion, 80th Training Division and consists of a total of 500 assigned rcscrvists. 

T M D O C  Analvsis Coninland - Fort Lcc (TMC-LEE) 

TRAC-LEE is part of TRADOC's Analysis Conl~nand (TMC)  with licadquartcrs at Fort 
Lcavc~lworth, Kansas. TRAC-LEE is a scparatc anal!.tical orga~lizatio~l that provides logistics 
analytical and computcr modclin~simulatio~~ support for TRADOC, tllc Combincd Anns Command 
(CAC), and thc Combincd Arlils Support Co~n~iiand (CASCOM) and its subordinate scl~ools. 



U.S. Arniv Trail Dcfcnsc Scnricc 

w Tlic Trail Dcfcnsc Scrviccs providcs a filll mngc of dcfc~lsc rclatcd scrviccs. lo includc Articlc 15 
counseling and rcprcsclltalion bcrorc courls-martial and various atl~nillistrntivc boartls. 

U.S. Arn~v Conlmunitv and Fa~nilv Support Ccntcr - Culinarv Activitics Training Sitc (USACRFSC- 
CATS) 

Thc Culinary Activitics Traini~ig Sitc (CATS) co~iducts food & bcvcragc training for Dcpart~ricnt of 
Dcfcnsc I-\gcncics undcr agrccnicnt ~vith tliosc agcncics. Thc purposc of tlic training is to providc 
improvcd food. bcvcragc and cntcrtai~lmcnt products and scrviccs to Army and otllcr DOD pcrsonncl in 
t l~c  ficld. 

Total Army School S\.stc~ii (TASS)/Rccionnl Coorrlinating Elc~ncnt (RCE) 

The mission of TASS is Lo "cstablisli a cohcsivc at~d cficicnt Total Artily School Systcni of firlly 
accrcditcd and irllcgratcd AC (activc conlponcnt)/ARNG (Anny National Gund)/USAR (US .-\-\nn!. 
Ilcscrvc) schools that providcs standard individual traitling for soldicrs of tlic Total Arniy." Each 
rcgion inciudcs sckool brigades tliat ovcrscc instruction in Lcadcrship, Officcr Education, Hcallh 
Scnliccs, Combat Amms, Combat Support, and Conlbat Scrvicc Support. 



. r S  * U8.S. ARMY COMBINED AFIJlS SUPPORT COMMAND & FORT LEE 

- / 

FORT LEE, VIRGINIA - 
27  January 1995 

POST POPULATION 

Military 
(Officers) 
(Enlisted) 

Family Members 
(On Post) 
(Off Post) 

Civilian Employees 
NAF Employees 
AAFES Employees 
Commissary Employees 
Contractor Employees 
Retired Personnel: 

(Survivors & Family Members) 
Students (Avg Daily Load) 

(QEIC&S ) 
( &P,IC ) 
(REP Trainees) 
(JAG School) 
( :*IF, D DAC ) 

Reserve Training (Avg >Ian Months) 

FTMANCIAL (Annual) 

PIilitary Payroll (Net ) 
Civilian 2ayroil (Net) 
NA? Payroll (Net) 
M F E S  Payroll (Net) 
Commissary Payroll 
Commissary Sales (Gross) 
-4AFZS Sales (Gross) 
Transportation & Travel 
MAF Local Purchases 
Rental and Utilities 
Supplies/Zquipment 
Fixed Assets - Land, - - 

Bldg, Equip, Etc. 
CY 94 Major Construction Army Projects 
Completed 

CY 95 Major Construction Army Projects 
Completions Projected 

Stock Fund -  inventor:^ 
Stock Fund - Net Sales 
Contractual Services 

(PMILOGS - 338 Contractor Manyears) 
(DCL - 7 0  Contractor Manyears) 
(C-3SCOM - 2 4  Contractor Planyears) 
(Small Business) 
(Small Business - Disadvantaged) 
(Small Business - Woman Owned) 

*Ld!emo entries are provided as additional infornation; do not 
add to total Contractor Services. 

* * F Y L  9-1 



- - TENANT AND SUPPORTED ACTIVITIES 

Department of the Navy, Defense Printing Svc Detachment Br Ofc 
Weapons Systems Manager for Clothing & Service w U.S. Army Audit Agency, East Central Region, Ft Lee, FID Ofc 
U.S. Army Medical Department Activity 
U.S. Army Dental Activity 
Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) 
U.S. Army Information Systems Software Development Center Lee (DCL) 
Defense Investigative Servic? 
Fort Lee Commissary 
USACIDC, Fort Lee Resident Agency - 3D MP Group 
U.S. Army Readiness Group Lee 
Gerow U.S. Army Reserve Center 
USAR 80th ~ivision (Tng) 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Norfolk Area Engineer 
The Judge Advocate General School, U.S. Army 
U.S. Army Procurement Research and Analysis Office (APRAO) 
TRADOC Analysis Command (TRAC)-Lee 
Project Manager Intecjrated Logistics Systems (PM-ILOGS) 
Trial Defense Service (TDS) 
U.S. Army Operations Test and Evaluation (TECO) 
Defense Finance Accounting Services (DFAS) 
Personnel Mana'gement Support Office 
USA Center for Public 5iorks 
Project Manager Ammunition Logistics ( PMN~PlOLOG) 
U.S. Army Force Integration Support Agency (USAFISA) 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 

TRAINING 

ALMC FY 94 Graduates (Zesident) 8,385 
ALMC FY 95 Projected Students 15,847 
QN School FY 94 Trainees (Graduates) 17,183 
QM School FY 95 Projected Trainees 21,156 
Reserve Component Annual Tng (Individuals) 2,136 
USAR & AZNG (Individuals) 12,169 
All Other (Individuzls) 3,609 

TWINING SUPPORT F-4CILITIES 

Training Facilities 
Rancjes 

FACILITIES 

Active Buildings 
Inactive Buildings 
Troo? Housing Spaces 
Family Housing Units 
Occupancy Rate 

Pavzd Roads - Niles 
Unpaved Roads - Miles 

wLand - Acres 



ACRONYMS 

'ilrr M A  
AAFES 
AC 
ACES 
ACOE 
ADDN 
AFB 
AT; 13 
AGCYIAGY 
AIT 
ALMC 
AMEDD 
AMSC 
ANCOC 
APG 
AR 
AUTO 
AVG 
AVLOG 
BEV 
BLDG(S) 
BN 
BNCOC 
CASCOM 
CATS 
CD 
CEN 
CG 
CHAMPUS 
CHAPC&S 
CIDC 
CINC 
CIV 
CLOAC 
CLOTH 
COMM 

Au Conditionfiig 
Anny Audit Agency 
Anny & Air Force Excl~ange System 
Active Cornpollent 
Aniiy Center of Excellence - Subsistence 
Ar~ny Communities of Excellc~ice 
Addition 
Air Force Base 
Anny Family Housing 
Agency 
Advanced Individual Training 
Anny Logistics Manage~nent Collcge 
Army Medical Depart~iient 
Army Maiiage~nent Staff Collcge 
Advanced Noricoin~nissiorled Officer Course 
Aberdeen Provi~lg Ground 
Anny Regulatio~l 
Automation/Ai~to~~~ated 
Average 
Aviatioii Logistics 
Beverage 
Building(s) 
Battalioil 
Basic Noncon~niissioned OSficei- Coili-se 
Coriibi~ied A I I ~ S  Support Co~n~lland 
Culinary Activities Training Site 
Co~iibat Developlnents 
Central 
Comlna~iding Ge~ieral 5 

Civilian Health and Medical Progra~n for the Uniformed Services 
Chaplain Center & Scliool 
Cri~nil~al Investigation Divisiol~ Coln~na~ld 
Co~nlna~ider in Chief 
Civiliali 
Coinbilled Logistics Officer Advanced Course 
Clotliing 
Co~nlnissary 



ACRONYMS (CONT'D) 

- '" CON ST 
CSS 

DAU 
DALVIA 
DBOF 
DCG 
DeCA 
DEF 
DENTAC 
DET 
DFAS 
DIST 
DMS 
DOD 
DOL 
ENG 
ENGR 
EP A 
EXEC 

Wv FAC 
FD 
FLD 
FY 
GRP 
I-IAZMAT 
IMA 
INVEST 
IRP 
I RR 
ISC 
ITRO 
JAG 
JCALS 
JROTC 
JTF 

Constnlctior~ 
Combat Service Support 
Cclitcr 
Dcpartlncnt or tllc At-111y 
Dcfe~lse Acqilisition University 
Defense Acquisition Worltforce Improvement Act 
Defense Business Operations Fu~lds 
Deputy Co~nmanding Gelleral 
Defensc Commissa~y Agericy 
Dcfcnse 
Dental Activity 
Detaclunent 
Defense Finance and Accountillg Scrvicc 
District 
Data Management System 
Department of Defense 
Directorate of Logistics 
Engineer 
EngincerIEngineeri~~g 
Environmental Protection Act 
Executive 
Facility 
Food 
Field 
17iscal Year 
Group 
FIazardous Materials 
Individual Mobilizatioli Aug~ne~itee/Iiifo~~nation Mission Arca 
Investigate 
Installation Restoratioll Prograin • 

Individual Ready Reservist 
Information Systems Cotnmand 
I~lterservice Training Review Orgallizatioll 
Judge Advocate General 
Joint Co~nputer Aided Acqirisition and Logistics Support 
Jurlior Reserve Oficer Training Corps 
Joint Task Force 



9 (r ACRONYMS (CONT'D) 
.u 

LOG 
MCA 
MDW 
MEDDAC 
MGR 
M IF 
MIL 
MLCON 
MSL 
NAE 
NG 
ODs 
OFC 
OMMC&S 
OPS 
ORDC&S 
OSD 
P&W 
PMILOGS 
PMSO 
PROC 
PTF 
PWD 
PX 
QM 
QMC&S 
R&A 
RCE 
REG 
REORG 
RES 
RG-LEE 
SCH 
SECARMY 
SECDEF 
SJA 
SMPT 

Logistics 
Military Coiistn~ction h n y  
Military District of Washington 
Medical Activity 
Manager 
Milita~y in the Field 
Military 
Military Const~-uctio~~ 
Missile 
Norfolk Area Engineer 
National Guard 
Operation Desert Stonn 
Office 
Ordnance Missile and Munitions Center and School 
Opes a t '  lolls 
Ordnance Ceriter Q; Scllool 
Office of the Secreta~y of Defe~ise 
Petrolcinn and Water 
Project Manager Integrated Logistics System 
Personnel Managemelit Si~ppoi-t Office 
Procilremen t 
Petroleum Traini~ig Facility 
Pctroleunl& Watcr Depar-11ncnt 
Post Exchange 
Quastcnnaster 
Quar-tennaster Center and Scliool 
Research and A~ialysis 
Regional Coordinating Ele~nent 
Region/Regional 
Reorganization 
Reserve 
Readiness Group-Lee 
Sc1100l 
Secretary of the Anny 
Secretary of Defense 
Staff Judge Advocate 
School of Militaty Packaging Tecl i~~olo~y 



ACRONYMS (CONT'D) 

* ' - *  SPT 
SROTC 
SSC - STAMlS 
SVC(S) 
SWA 
SYS 
T&E 
TAG 
TASS 
TCC 
TECH 
TNGITRNG 
TRAC-LEE 
TRANS 
TRANSCScS 
UN 
USA 
USAC&FSC 
USAISSDCL 
USAR 

(r(v, USMC 
USN 
UST 
WPNS 

Support 
Seilior Reserve Officer T i - a i r ~ ~ g  Corps 
Soldier Support Center 
Standard A m y  Management In fom~ation System 
Sesvice(s) 
Southwest Asia 
Systein(s) 
Test and Evaluation 
Troop Action Guidance 
Total Anny School System 
Tra~ls~lllssioil Coiltrol Code 
Teclllloloby 
Training 
TRADOC Analysis Co~nlna~id-Lee 
Trailsportat ion 
Transportatio~l Center 'k School 
United ~a t io i l s  
U.S. Anny 
U.S. Army Com~nunity and Family Support Center 
U.S. Anny Irif01-mation Systems Software Development Ce~iter Lee 
U .S . Anny Reserve 
U.S. IvIarine Corps 
U.S. Navy 
Undergroiuid Storage Tank 
Weapoi~s 





BRAC Impact on Kenner Army 
Community Hospital 

CPT Pete Marks 



MCXO - LOG 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 April 1995 

SUBJECT: Logistics Division 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Logistics Division functions and 
missions that will have to be continued even if the staff to 
support these functions will be pctentially cut or eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts: 

a. Facility Management Branch: 

(1) Building maintenance under $25K is managed under a 
direct funding program valued at 401K annually. - 

e 

(2) Linen Management Section ensures sterile linen 
products for all clinical procedures. Linen is 
picked up and cleaned daily by installation contract 
200K. 

(3) The Minor Construction Program coordinates the 
repair and replacement of real property. Currently 
a 3,000K program has been coordinated for the next 
five years. 

(4) Kenner's Housekeeping functions are being conducted 
by utilizing a civilian contractor. The Federal 
Acquisition Regulation requires that the Government 
provides for a quality assessment evaluator to 
ensure contract compliance. Annual value of stated 
contract is 500K. 

(5) The BRAC TDA eliminates all the personnel required 
to perform the above stated functions. 

b. Property Management Branch: e 

(1) Kenner currently maintains a Property Book valued at 
11,400K and performs regulatory requirements to 
comply with Army regulations. 

(2) In the last fiscal year, the Property Book Officer 
coordinated for 700K worth of nonreimbursable 
equipment. This Lateral Transfer Program markedly 
reduced capital expense procurement needs of the 
hospital. 

(3) The Property Management Branch processed more than 
800K worth of nonmedical supply requisitions. 
30K worth of property to installation activities. 



(4) The Property Branch transferred 30K worth of 
property to installation activities. 

(5) The Materiel Distribution Section processed 3,000 
requests for office supplies and medical items. 

c. Bio-Medical Maintenance Branch: 

(1) The loss of skilled work force on hand will increase 
civilian contract costs by 300K annually. 

(2) The external support Kenner provides to clinics, 
Federal Correctional Institution and military 
examining stations would be eliminated. 

+ 

d., Materiel Branch: 

(1) The Stock Fund provides a 24 hour response 
capability to support deploying forces and natural 
disasters. The dollar Value in FY94 112K. 

(2) The Stock Fund serves as a screening entity to 
ensure contract compliance and adequate shelf-life. 
In FY94 this function ssved the hospital and 
installation customers r66K. 

(3) The Stock Fund is the only legal authority that can 
accept the turn-ins of medical supply and equipment 
from all customers including Reserve and National 
Guard Units. In FY94 over $1,00OK was transferred 
to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
utilizing the Stock Fund. 

(4) Not only does BRAC eliminate the staffing required 
to complete the above programs, it eliminates both 
the Medical Quality Control Program and the Precious 
Metals Recovery Program, both of which are r 
regulatory requirements. 

CHRIS A. WODARZ 
lLT, MS 
C, Logistics Division 
(804) 734-49434 



MCXO-MCD 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 April 1995 

SUBJECT: Managed Care Division 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Managed Care ~iviSi0n functions and mission 
that will have to continue regardless of realignment of the MEDDAC. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. The managed care mission will not go away despite the fact the 
hospital is reduced to a clinic. The demands of the public will increase, but 
the staff to support it will be diminished in the realignment. 

b. The following duties will continue: 
- 

(1) Manages the civilian Health and Medical Program of the 
uniformed Services (CHAMPUS), including nonavailability statements. 

(2) Provides information services on medical care available in 
o t h ~ r  health care facilities and on health benefits available through the 
Veterans ~dministration (VA) and other Governmental agencies. 

(3) Reviews requests for civilian supplemental care and open 
allotment for compliance with regulatory requirements prior to command 
approval. 

(4) Develops and maintains data and information regarding the 
clinical capabilities within the MTF and the civilian community. 

( 5 )  ~dentifies clinical areas within the HTF which would benefit 
from the implementation of a Military Civilian Health Services Partnership 
Agreement, VA/DoD Sharing Agreements, Direct Health Care Provider Program 
(DBCPP), or other initiatives which maximize the use of the MTF resources. 

(6) ~esponsible for development of statements of work for 
contract purposes and agreements which support the DHCPP and Partnership 
Program. 

(7) Responsible for monitoring supplemental care and open 
allotment expenditures and identifies cost effective civilian alternatives for 
supplemental care program use. e 

( 8 )  Responeible for negotiating agreements and contracts to 
support the DHCPP, Partnership Program, Supplemental care Program, and VA/DoD 
sharing Program. 

(9) coordinates with the CHAMPUS Fiscal Intermediary, Office of 
the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (oCHAMPUS), 
and the Managed Care Division, MEDCOM, -EW?-for CHAMPUS policy guidance, 
reimbursement policies and practices, special program status, and benefits 
changes. 

(10)   is semi nates information to beneficiaries and providers 
regarding the CHAMPUS and MTF capabilities and policies. 

(11) Operates the Health Care Finder program which provides 
information and referral services to beneficiaries and providers concerning 

. 

the availability and location of medical services within the MTF catchment 
area. 



MXCO-MCD 
SUBJECT: Managed Care Division 

(12) Provides information to beneficiaries and providers 
concerning health benefits programs available. These include but are not 
limited 50 CHAMPUS, MEDICARE, MEDICAID, Veterans medical benefits, civilian 
community health resources, and services provided- 
by charity and state agencies within the catchment area. 

(13) Conducts continuous monitoring of the health care resources 
within the catchment area, including the military community, in order to 
provide current information regarding the availability and affordability of 
services to beneficiaries and the MTF. 

(14) Issues nonavailability statements (NAS) and maintains the 
automated NAS issuance system in Defense ~ligibility Enrollment Reporting 
System (DEERS). 

- 
(15) Provides information to :he commander concerning the numbers 

and reasdns for issuance of nonavailability statements within the MTF. 
Provides information to beneficiaries and providers regarding the requirements 
for a nonavailability statement. 

(16) Identifies opportunities and develops detailed plans for the 
use of CHAMPUS funds for other than the C W U S  Claims Program. 

(17) Develops and maintains a utilization management system to 
monitor the progress of services provided under Partnership Agreements and 
other CEIAMPUS initiatives such as Alternate Use of CHAMPUS Funds Projects. 

(18) Various databases utilized such as Medical Analysis Support 
system (HASS), CHAMPUS Maximum Allowable Charge (CMAC), and Army standard 
Information Management System (ASIMS). 

3 .  This MTF is approximately 80 miles away from any other military hospital, 
therefore, our beneficiaries in the tri-city area and in the western part of 
Virginia and North Carolina will lose a resource from which to obtain 
information and assistance. Our division's function is not dependent upon 
inpatient capability within the MTF, since we are responsible for the 
coordinating of medical care not available in the direct care system. 

MARISE H. BIDGOOD 
Chief, Managed care Divisidn 
(804) 734-944019436 

Enc 1 





MANAGEDCAREWORKLOAD 

BENEFICIARIES COUNSELED: 

TELEPHONIC CONTACTS: 

CORRESPONDENCE PROCESSED: 8690 

ELIGIBILITY INQUIRIES: 5232 

AD & SUP CARE CLAIMS: 5227 

NONAVAILABILITY STATEMENTS: 1389 

HEALTHCARE FINDER SCHEDULING: 590 

OUTREACH ACTIVITIES: 24 

MOUs NEGOTIATED: 
a 

10 

EMPLOYEES: 

* THROUGH FEBRUARY 





ACTIVE DUTY OB INITIATIVE 
DISCOUNTED PROVIDER NFTWORK 

FIVE CIVILIAN OB PROVIDERS: 20% DISCOUNT 

NUMBER OF CASES: 92 

ACTUAL DELIVERIES: 36 

DISCOUNTED REIMBURSEMENT: $34,081 

COST WITHOUT DISCOUNT: $97,200 

SAVINGS REALIZED: $63,119 



PSYCHIATRIC IN ITIATIVE 

MODE: HEALTH CARE FINDER AND PARTICIPATING PROVIDER 
MOUs 

IMPLEMENTATION: FY 94 

PARTICIPANTS: 2 ACUTE CARE PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITALS 
42 PROVIDERS 

TERMS: 20% DISCOUNT PER DIEM 
20% DISCOUNT PROFESSIONAL PROVIDER 

NUMBER OF PATIENTS: 486 

NUMBER OF SERVICES: 2867 

SAVINGS: $1 05,568 

SOURCE: HCFIPPP FISCAL INTERMEDIARY EOBS 



PSYCHIATRIC IN ITIATIVE 
FY 95 THROUGH FEBRUARY 

MODE: HEALTH CARE FINDER AND PARTICIPATING PROVIDER 
MOUs 

IMPLEMENTATION: FY 94 

PARTICIPANTS: 2 ACUTE CARE PSYCH IATRlC HOSPITALS 
42 PROVIDERS 

TERMS: 20% DISCOUNT PER DIEM 
20% DISCOUNT PROFESSIONAL PROVIDER 

NUMBER OF PATIENTS: 461 

NUMBER OF SERVICES: 5461 

SAVINGS: $1 18,729- 

SOURCE: HCFIPPP FISCAL INTERMEDIARY EOBS 



FUTURE PSYCHIATRIC INITIATIVES 

PARTICIPANTS: TWO CHAMPUS APPROVED PARTIAL HOSPlTALlZATl ON 
FACILITIES. 

TERMS: 15% DISCOUNT FROM FULL DAY RATE 
20% DISCOUNT PROFESSIONAL PROVIDERS 
NEGOTIATING WITH 10 ADDITIONAL PROFESSIONAL 
PROVIDERS FOR ENLARGEMENT OF NETWORK. 

GOAL: UTILIZING PARTIALVS INPATIENTGENERATESA SAVING 
TO THE GOVERNMENT OF $220.00 PER DIEM AND A LESSER 
COST SHARE TO THE PATIENT. 



ONAS SURGICAL INITIATIVES 
(CHAMPUS RECAPTURE) 

PROCEDURES PERFORMED: 359 

IN HOUSE COST: 

CHAMPUS COST: 

COST AVOIDANCE: 









UTILIZATION OF VA HOSPITAL 
CT SCANS AND MRl's 
VA CIV FACILITY COST SAVING 

VA/DOD COST SHARING AGREEMENT 
FY 94 

CT SCAN (1 24) 

MRl (147) 

TOTAL (27!) 1 36,959 
* 



MCXO-PAD 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 April 1995 

SUBJECT: Patient Administration Division 

1. Purpose: To delineate the Patient Administration Division 
functions and missions that must e..ist when Kenner Army Community 
Hospital (KACH) is reduced to a health clinic. The Chief, 
Patient Administration Division Office is responsible for most- 
administrative aspects of patient care in a clinic command. 
These responsibilities include: 

a. Eligibility For Care - Patient Administration Division 
is responsible for ensuring that appropriate mechanisms are 
establ5shed to verify eligibility for care. 

b. Evacuation/Medical Regulating - Patient ~dministration 
Division is responsible for integrating and coordinating all 
ground and aeromedical (MEDEVAC) evacuation support to ensure 
that patients arrive at the required civilian or military 
treatment facilities capable of providing the highest quality and 
most cost effective care. 

c. Line of Duty Determinations - Initiates Line of Duty 
determinations as necessary IAW AR 600-8-1 for active duty, all 
National Guard personnel and all injury cases for USAR personnel 
and sends to unit commander. 

d. Absent Sick - Administrative responsibility for Army 
members hospitalized in a nonmilitary hospital. 

e. DD Form 7A (Report of Treatment Furnished Pay Patients) - 
This must be prepared and submitted to MEDCOM for all Foreign 
Military, Coast Guard and their dependents who receive outpatient 
care. The forms are required in order to obtain reimbursfment 
for medical care furnished in accordance with law, regulption, or 
agreement. 

f. Release of Medical Information - Replies to insurance 
companies requesting medical information for application as well 
as disability claims. During FY 94, $2,592.75 was collected from 
applications for insurance. In addition, this position is 
responsible for copying reccrds for all military personnel 
retiring or separating as well as family members who will no 
longer be entitled to care in the military arena. This position 
will process all claims under Workmen's Compensation that are on 
an outpatient basis. 
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2. Three branches of Patient Administration Division that are 
affected by the Base Realignment Base Closure (BRAC) 
recommendations are: 

a. P:'YSICAL EVALUATION BOATD LIAISON OFFICER (PEBLO) - The 
PEBLO initiates Medical Evaluation Boards (MEB), Physical 
Evaluation Boards (PEB), and performs management of military 
personnel who are on the Temporary Disability Retired List 
(TDRL). In addition to personnel assigned to Fort Lee, the 
actions accomplished by the PEBLO has a significant impact on the 
lives of soldiers and their family members in a catchment area 
that epkompasses 67 counties and 3 cities in Virginia, and 3 
counties in West Virginia. At any given time the PEBLO has 
approximately 60 PEB cases in progress. Approximately 40 TDRL 
cases are processed by the PEB monthly. Each month, the PEBLO 
responds to an average of 40 telephonic and/or written requests 
for assistance from Commanders and/or Tech Sergeants. The PEBLO 
performs duties and responsibilities as the Decedent Affairs 
Officer (DAO) and accomplishes expedited "imminent" death MEBD 
Proceedings on active duty personnel within the catchment area. 

b. THIRD PARTY COLLECTION PROGRAM - The Consolidated Omnibus 
Reconciliation Act (COBRA) of 1986 established the legal 
requirement that mandate Third Party Collection Programs at U.S. 
military hospitals to bill health insurance carriers for the cost 
of inpatient and outpatient medical care furnished to retirees 
and dependents covered by health insurance policies. 

The mission to collect third party insurance will exist when 
Kenner is reduced to a clinic. Clinics that were affected by the 
Base Realignment and Closure commission and are successful in 
their billing are: Aberdeen Proving Grounds, MD; Carlisle, 
Barracks, PA; Fort Ben Harrison, IN; Presidio of Monterrey; and 
Fort Ord. 

Third Party Collections Program exceeded its goal for FY 94. 
Outpatient billing generated $127,321.70. The following data is 
collections by clinic: 

Outpatient Clinic $ 51,215.99 
Family Practice Clinic $ 10,491.35 
Ophthalmology $ 3,002.06 
Gyn Clinic $ 9,782.69 
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Internal Medicine $ 17,871.89 
Audiology $ 317.00 
Emergency Room $ 19,675.54 
Orthopedic Clinic $ 1,997.15 
Pediatric 2linic $ 8,366.35 
Surgical Clinic $ 4,349.92 
Pharmacy S 552.06 

TOTAL : $127,321.70 

Funds e r e  used to purchase equipment and/or furnishing to 
enhancb health care for the following clinics/services: 

Troop Medical Clinic - Furniture Package 
Orthopedic Clinic - Furniture Package 
Pathology - Furniture Package 
Community Mental Health/Psych Service - Furniture Package 
Physical Therapy - Furniture Package 
Ophthalmology - Furniture Package 
Operating Room - Furniture Package 
Outpatient Clinic - Furniture Package 
Pathology - Analog Timer 
Pathology - Polarizer/Analyzer 
Pathology - Drying Oven 
Pathology - Vortex Mixer 
Medical Clinic - Protective Sheaths 

c. MEDICAL RECORDS ADMINISTRATION BRANCH - Three positions 
under the Medical Records Branch affected by the reduction of the 
hospital that are pertinent to the operation of the health clinic 
are : 

(1) Statistical Assistant - Compilation, analysis, 
computation, and preparation of statistical data is a requirement 
that continues to exist in a clinic command. Workload statistics 
produced from the Medical Summary Report is used to evaluate the 
operation of the clinic. Data from the MED 302 and recurring 
output reports can be used by the clinic commander and staff, as 
well as higher headquarters, for - 

oo utilization review 

oo analysis of clinic services 
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oo presentation and analysis of trends 

oo resource management 

oo facilities planning 

oo planning for future programs 

Recurring output reports and studies are produced from Medical 
Summary Report data to satisfy requirements of various 
headquarters agencies. Reports which are prepared for individual 
clinics'include monthly, weekly or yearly workload which can be 
brokenadown by provider, category of patients, age, service , 
etc. All clinics are audited at least once a year to ensure 
workload is properly documented. 

(2) Medical Records Technician - The Third Party 
Liability Claims (TORT) investigates potential claims involving 
military, retirees as well as family members involved in auto 
accidents and/or other injuries not necessarily the fault of the 
member. Although some cases are admissions, the majority of the 
care is rendered on a outpatient basis. Discontinuation of this 
mission will have a financial impact upon the clinic. During FY 
94, $56,365.69 was collected and deposited into the Medical 
Treatment Facility account. 

(3) Transcriptionist - The medical records technician 
types radiographic reports for the Department of Radiology, 
medical board narrative summaries and TDRLs for the PEBLO. If 
same day surgery remains a function of the clinic, the 
requirement to transcribe operative repo-ts will exist. 

CPT, MS 
Chief, Patient Administration 
Division 
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SUBJECT: Community Health Nursing 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Community Health Nursing 
functions and missions that will have to be continued even if the 
staff is cut or eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. Mission is to promote, preserve, and restore the health 
of active duty and retired military personnel, their dependents, 
and DA civilians. Key focus is community health and prevention 
of diseases, illnesses, and injuries. 

b. With reduced staff, the following functions will have 
to be continued: 

(1) Administrator of HIV/AIDS Program. 
(2) Health education classes on preventable illnesses, 

diseases, and injuries. 
(3) Health education classes for pregnant soldiers. 
(4) HIV Lookback program. 
(5) HIV Liaison/Counselor for HIV positive personnel. 
(6) Epidemiologist for tracking diseases/illnesses and 

providing contract tracing required by federal and state law. 
(7) Communicable Disease Manager to interview 

identified patients and report to MEDCOM via Medical Surveillance 
System. 

(8) Management of the Childhood Lead Level Program. 
(9) Deployment and redeployment briefings, screening, 

and surveillance to include providing malaria chemoprophylaxls. 
(10) Manager of Sexually Transmitted Disease program. 
(11) Trainer for the mandatory maternal fitness 

sessions three times a week. 
(12) Health Risk Appraisals for more than 43,00'0 

potential enrollees in TRICARE. 
(13) Family counseling for health issues regarding 

communicable diseases. 
(14) Manager to coordinate public health resources. 
(15) Coordinator to contact blood donors with abnormal 

blood results, arrange retest, assess risks, provide counseling. 
(16) Manager of Hepatjtis C Registry to cov > S P ~ ,  

assess, reevaluate those who test positive for HepC. 

MAJ Roger Pinneke 
Chief, Preventive Medicine 
(804) 765-2250 
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SUBJECT: Utilization/Case Management 

1. Purpose. To delineate tht ~tilization/Case Management 
functions and missions that will have to be continued even 
if the staff to support these functions will be potentially 
cut or eliminated. 

2 .  Points of major interest and facts. 

a. The Utilization/Case Management function will not go away 
despite,the fact the hospital is reduced to a clinic. The staff 
to supp,ort it will be diminished along with the reorganization. 

b. The following t ~ s k s  will have to be continued: 

(1) Utilization review of records (inside and outside) 
for medical necessity, level of care, length of stay, quality of 
care, and timeliness of discharge planninglcase management. 

(2) Case management (inside and outside). 

( 3 )  Identification of problems with healthcare access/ 
utilization in military and civilian sectors, recommendations to 
overcome, and evaluation to prevent reoccurrence. 

( 4 )  Assistance in accessing available resources in M!CF 
and community. Educating caregivers on post re: community re- 
sources and educating outside caregivers re: Ft. Lee resources 
and how to access. 

(5) Maintenance of statistics and analysis of utili- 
zation of MTF resources. 

e 

(6) Contract officer representative for Coastal Contract 
Physicians for emergency room. 

(7) CHAMPUS Internal Partnership claims review. 

( 8 )  Providing of medical necessity information for 
psychiatric Non-availability Statements. 

(9) Review of DD 2161's (Referral for Civilian Medical 
Care) by Interqual and CHAMPUS criteria for medical necessity and 
to determine covered services. 



(10) Report of daily MEDDAC employees, (civilian and 
military), injured and seen in the ER to the safety officer. 

c Outside cost savings from onsite psychiatric utilization 
review and case management at MOU hospitals Feb 94-Mar 95 is 
estimated at $255,582. 

d. Through psychiatric case management, inpatient CHAMPUS 
costs by one family of over $200,000 '.n FY 93, were reduced to 
< $60,000 in FY 94 and $0 in FY 95.. 

e. ~nside cost savings from utilization review of KACH 
records Feb 94-Feb 95 was $103,783. 

f. Decrease in Coastal Contract Physician hours in the ER on 
Fridays fgom Sept 94-Mar 95 has resulted in a savings of $22,757. 

g. Through medical case management, $5,350 in administration 
of home IV antibiotics was saved on one case. 

h. Numerous other interventions have resulted in cost 
savings, but exact figures are not available. It is difficult 
to measure the impact of education of health care providers by 
the utilization managers on proper utilization of resources and 
case management. 

Derenda F. Lovelace 
Utilization Manager 
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SUBJECT: Safety Management 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Safety Management functions and 
missions that will have to be continued even if the staff to 
support these functions will be potentially cut or eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. Safety manages both MEDDAC and DENTAC safety programs. 
Hospital and dental activities both have unique safety hazards 
that base safety personnel are not trained or qualified to 
address. Hospital safety managers must have a basic knowledge of 
industrial safety to handle warehouse operations, 
construction/renovation, and ongoing contractor work in the 
facility, along with "business occupancy safety", electrical 
safety specific to hospitals and operating rooms, anesthetic 
gases, hazardous materials unique to the clinical setting, blood- 
borne pathogens, exposure control plans, TB standards, and lab 
safety. Knowledge of JCAHO, CAP, AHA, FDA, ABA standards and 
NFPA regulations are required. 

b. The Fort Pickett Safety Officer is not trained or 
qualified to assist by providing safety services to medical and 
dental clinics located there. DGSC medical and dental clinics 
will have the same problem. 

c. Safety assists Fort Eustis by covering the veterinary 
services buildings and staff at Fort Lee. Alternatively, Fort 
Eustis or Walter Reed Hospital would have to hire additional 
staff to perform this function. 

d. The Joint Commission for Accreditation of Healthcare 
Organizations (JCAHO) requires a qualified Safety Manage*. Work 
performed requires immediate response and on-site invest-igation 
during mishaps, hazardous material spill control, electrical 
emergencies, and on-the-spot coordination with maintenance and 
contractors. 

e. Participation in the Department of Motor Vehicles Child 
Safety Seat and Virginia Safe Kids Coalition Child Safety Seat 
campaigns which provide both military, DA civilian, and indigent 
persons in the community infant and child car seats, free of 
charge. 

f. During the major construction that is ongoing at the 
hospital, Safety intervenes on behalf of patients, government 
employees and property when the contractors violate OSHA and 
JCAHO regulations. 



g. Requirements for Safety Management, Life Safety 
Management, Hazard Communication Program, Environmental Program, 
and Utilities Management will not decrease if Kenner becomes a 
clinic. 

SUSAN B. CAMPBELL 
MEDDAC/DENTAC Safety Manager 
( 8 0 4 )  734-9445 
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SUBJECT: Information Management Division 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Information Management functions 
and missions that will have to be continued even if the staff to 
support these functions will be potentially cut or eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. The automation mission will not go away despite the fact 
the hospital is reduced to a clinic. The staff to support it 
will be diminished along with the reorganization. . 

b. The following tasks will have to be continued: 

Mail room management. 
Forms and publications management. 
Records management. 
Automation support and systems management. 
Correspondence and distribution control. 
Telephone requests/billing. 
Congressionals, FOIAs, Privacy Act Management. 
Duty rosters - narcotics drug inventory. 
Awards ceremonies. 
Headquarters regulation maintenance. 
Weekly bulletin. 
Field printing requests. 
Marketing. 
Message pick-up, printing, distribution. 

c. Nine computer-based servers are scheduled to be brought 
on line at Kenner, including: CHCS, MHCMIS, NMHIS, OA LAN, 
DMLSS, DBSS, DMIS, ADS, and DMEIRS. A system's administrator must 
be on staff to run these programs. 

d. The remaining staff will need to be supported by a mail 
room. Maintenance of Army regulations continues. Forms and 
publications will have to be ordered, filled, and delivered, 

e. Billing for pin code use will continue and a staff member 
distributes the bills and checks each bill for abuse. 

f. Separation, suspensing, staffing and distributing of the 
mail will have to be performed before it reaches Headquarters. 

g. Staffing of suspenses .to action officers is imperative 
for correspondence control. 

CPT Peter V. Marks 
C, Information Management 
(804) 734-9477/9505 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Resource Management Division 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Resource Management Division's 
functions and missions that will have to be continued even if the 
staff to support these functioqs rlill be potentially cut or 
eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts: 

a. Fund Distribution/Certification ($42M): 

Midyear/annual budget submissions to HSSA/MEDCOM. 
Quarterly Joint Reviews of NonStock Fund Orders & 
Pa ables (NSFObP) between DAO & MEDDAC. 
Un f iquidated Obligations reconcillatlons with DAO. 
Input of all obligations to DAO through DCAS system. 
Computes/requests budget allotment from HSSA/MEDCOM. 
Verification & certification of all OMA/OMD funds. 
Requests Army Management Structure APCs from CASCOM; 
maintains & u dates structure as required. 
Prepares all gudget statistics for MEDDAC, DENTAC, 
HSSA, MEDCOM, and other agencies as requested. 
Continuous monitoring of commitments/obl~gatlons to 
preclude over obligations in all programs. 
Prepares MEDDACs regulations pertaining to fund 
control. 
Certifies actual cutting of checks electronically 
through DAO ASIMS system on various bills received. 
Maintains DCAS commitment blotters as required by DAO 
on all commitment and obligations. 
Issues allotments to MEDDAC/DENTAC customers 
pertaining to TDY, supply and equipment programs; 
reconciles & monitors to ensure full and effective 
utilization of funds. 
Issues Military Interdepartmental Purchase Requests 
(MIPR) to other activities; issues documentation to 
DAO to collect MIPR reimbursements. 
Submits Funding Allowance Documents (FAD) and 
obligation documentation to DAO. 
Monthly initiation to DAO of the Military ~epsonnel 
Expense Data Schedule. 

b. Review and Analysis: 

of MEDDAC monthly and quarterly Review & 

of CASCOMs Quarterly Review & Analysis. 
of budget trends & statistics for R&As. 
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c. Medical Expense and Performance Reporting System (MEPRS): 

Management of the automated systems inherent to MEPRS. 
Management of the Expense Assignment System (EAS). 
Management of the U?ifcrm Chart-of Accounts Personnel 
Utilization System (UCAPERS) which records workload, 
expenses & manpower utilization. 

MEPRs SOP for use b MEDDAC/DENTAC customers. I workload reports uti izing DATASCAN. 
reconciliation and transmission of MEPRS to 

higher HQs . 
(7) Fre uent liaison with personnel to verify data 

col ? ection procedures. 
( 8 )  Collection & actual input of data for UCAPERS. 

b 

d. Economic Analysis/~eace Time & MOB TDA: 

(1) Develop, research, and prepare economic analyses in 
support of Productivity, Improvement Enhancement 
initiatives. 

(2) Management of Commercial Activities (CA), Defense 
Regional Interservice Support (DRIS), Memorandum of 
Agreements and other external agreements. 
Conduction of manpower utilization surveys. 
Preparation, input and maintenance of Peace Time and 
Mobilization TDAs. 

(5) Management of Internal Control Program. 

LARRY D. STALLINGS 
MAJ, MS 
Chief, Resource Management 
Div- sion 

( 8 0 4 )  7 3 4 - 9 4 0 2  
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INFORMATIO~~ PAPER 

SUBJECT: PLANS, TRAINING, MOBILIZATION AND SECURITY DIVISION 

1. PURPOSE: To delineate the Plans, Training, Mobilization and 
Security Division functions and missions that will have to be 
continul?d -ven if the staff to   up port these functions will be 
potentially cut or eliminated. 

2. POINTS OF MAJOR INTEREST AND FACTS: 

a. The division is currently authorized 5 personnel (3 
military/2 civilians). The proposal is for the division to lose 
all of its slots with the exception of one slot. The lost slots 
are fof C, PTM&S; NCOIC, PTM&S; Plans, Operations, and Security 
Specialist; and Administrative Assistant (secretary). The one 
remaining slot would be for the Training NCO. 

b. The following tasks will have to continue: 

(1) Plans (Disaster, Emergency, Mobilization, 
Contingency): developed, coordinated, updated, published to 
support Fort Pickett, Fort Lee, MEDDAC, MEDCOM, NAHSSA 

(2) Reports (Historical, Training, Unit Status, 
Mobilization, Security, SITREP, SIR) 

(3) Coordinate/execute unit centralized training, MEDDAC 
PROFIS training, WARTRACE unit training, reserve component 
training (unit/individual) 

(4) Provide Hospital Security (Physical Security, 
Information Security, Information Systems Security, Personnel) 

(5) Coordinate/provide medical support installatipn 
level (peacetime, mobilization, disaster, annual training) 

( 6 )  Perform as Federal Coordinating Center for National 
Disaster Medical System for Central Virginia 

(7) Coordinate/provide medical support for Installation 
Soldier Readiness Processing, DNA Collection, Preventive Medicine 
Support, Medical Threat Briefs, P.edical Supplies/EquipA~,enc 

(8) Provide post level medical records screening for 
security clearances 

( 9 )  Maintain Personnel Security Liasion with 
installation and/or WRAMC Personnel Security Manager 

(10) Maintain Custodian for Classified Documents 
Repository (maintain accountabiity, classify, declassify etc.) 
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SUBJECT: Clinical Support Division 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Clinical Support Division 
functions and missions that will have to be continued even if the 
staff to support these functions will be potentially cut or 
eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. The support mission of the clinics increases with the 
addition of same-day surgery and the elimination of inpatient 
care. 

b. The following responsibilities continue or are added: 

(1) Outpatient records management 
(2) Management and supervision of 17 clerical staff 
(3) Patient Appointment System management 
(4) Prompt Care contract management 
(5) Coastal Government Services Emergency Room contract 

management 
(6) TDY management for non-medical attendants 
(7) Patient Representative and Complaint Department 

management 
(8) Desert Storm Illness management 
(9) Joint Commission for the Accreditation of Health 

Care Organization Ambulatory Care Accreditation Planning, 
organizing 

(10) Organization of the Health Care Consumer Committee 
meeting 

(11) Publish daily on-call rosters 
(12) Management of Information Desk 
(13) Management of the MOS/Medical Retention Board 
(14) Performance Improvement within the clinics in' 

regards to process analysis and patient satisfaction surveys 
(15) Case-management becomes more important in managing 

inpatients in the community hospitals 
(16) Assist providers with CHAMPUS recapture initiatives 

which reduce costs - 
(17) Generate reports and monitor provider productivity 

at the local level 
(18) Plan and coordinate school physicals in 

Charlottesville and at Fort Lee 
(19) Participate in the planning and support of mi-.dical 

readiness through the SRP and Disaster Planning 
(20) Inspection of three outlying clinics 

c. The MITEL Automatic Call Distribution and Telephone 
System is scheduled for implementation in June and will require 
continuous management. 
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d. The CHCS Patient Appointment System module requires 
implementation July-September 1995 and will require continuous 
management. 

CPT Patrick J. Sauer 
C, Clinical Support ~ivision 
(804) 734-9296 
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SUBSECT: Nutrition Care Division 

1. Purpose. To delineate the Nutrition Care Division's mission and services 
t h a t  will need to be continued despite poss!ble ckxJnsizing/elhhation of 
staf £ 0  

2 .  Points of na jor interest and facts. 

a. Nutrition Care Division can be divided into three parts: Food 
Service, C l i n i c a l  D i e t e t i c s ,  and Camunity Nutrition. The mission of feeding 
patients staff will t3mtlnu . . ' e i f  Same D3y Suqery remains. Our m i s s h  of 
pmndmg carprehensive nutritional services thrmgh dietary counseling and 
mrtrition education thmqhmt the camunity will remain constarrt and possibly 
increase due to the focus on preventive d i n e  and the institution of CCIPM. 
The staff to suppnrt cxlr mission will be eliminated along w i t h  the 
reorganizatim. 

b. The follawing services will need to be provided: 

(1) Pctive I)uty Weight Control support in b w i t h  AR 600- 
9 . 

( 2 )  lhering blood cholesterol ducation thmgh dietary 
inkmention for patients diagnosed w i t h  hyper . . 

(3) D i e t a r y  guidelines fcx diehetic patients and f z  
. 

counseling far  diet ccnplhxx. 
(4)  Weight control education fa r  retirees, dependents, and uther 

beneficiaries . 
( 5 )  Dietary assessttent and education for patients who are at high 

nutritional risk (renal, camer, cirrhosis, etc.). 
( 6 )  Prenatal nutrition education for AD soldiers. 
( 7 )  Camuni ty  nutritian education to prancrte nutrition as 

w v e  medicine. 
(8) U n i t  classes on amiciing the Weight Control Program. ' 
(9) Post Child Care Facility h q e c t i o n  and d e w  of arinudl 

menu. 
(10) Feeding patients and staff of the Superclinic. 

c. Patients identified as having nutrition education needs vmild med 
tobeseenelsewhere. M m e y f r m t h i x d p r t y ~ w w l d b e l o s t .  

d. Sam Day Surgery patients will medto be fed. Marry t.jnrpn, patients 
present w i t h  special dietary m, such as, diabetk diet, renal diet, pureed 
food, etc.. Specialized diets cannut be prepared by any uther DinkLg E'acility 
on post. Also, AD soldiers on the holding ward d d  need to be fed. 

Dmnm T.%LINXI 
ILT, SP 
Chief, Nutrition Care Division 
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SUBJECT: Nursing  ducati ion and Staff Development 

1. Purpose: To delineate the Nursing Education and Staff 
Development functions and missions that will have to be continued 
even if the staff to support these functions will be potentially 
cut or eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts: 

a. The education mission will not go away even if the 
hospital is reduced to a clinic. The Army and the various states 
require-continuing education for physicians, registered nurses, 
nurse pyactitioners, and licensed practical nurses. Nursing 
education provides a minimum of 20 contact hours of continuing 
education credit for nurses each year in house, as well as 
monitoring and maintaining the education budget for the 
Department of Nursing. 

b. The mandatory requirements of both the Army and the 
Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations 
will have to continue and the records of these will need to be 
maintained in a central location. At present all Department of 
Nursing records are kept by Nursing Education and Staff 
Development. We also verify and keep a record of all licenses 
for the Department of Nursing. 

c. ~ursing Education provides all American Heart 
Association Basic Life Support instructor and instructor-trainer 
courses for Fort Lee, under the auspices of the Military Training 
Network. We also conduct all Basic Life Support classes for the 
entire hospital staff in order to maintain competency. In 
addition, we provide all of the Advanced Cardiac Life Support 
courses and the Advanced Cardiac Life Support instructor courses 
for those individuals who require these skills. 

d. We provide Emergency Medical Technician (EMT) courses 
and EMT refresher courses on an as needed basis. 

e. We provide Combat Life Saver courses for all of the 
units on Fort Lee. 

f. Nursing Education provides orientation for all new staff 
members in the Department of Nursing. 

g. We are the point of contact for all personnel who are 
applying for higher education and for preparation of Nurse Corps 
career status packets, such as Voluntary Indefinite or Regular 
Army* 



h. The Reserve Officer Training Corps Summer Nurse Training 
Program will no longer be able to use this facility for training 
future Army Nurse Corps officers which would have a detrimental 
effect on training. 

i. MEDCOM programs for sustainment of military occupational 
specialty skills would suffer because we would not have the 
instructors available to complete this training. 

j. Audio visual support and maintenance would suffer if 
this department would be eliminated. 

k. Reports to Nurse Corps Branch and the Health Service 
Support Area would still need to be completed and sent on time. 

l.% The ordering and maintenance of training aids would need 
to be eaken on as an additional duty for another department. 

Paulette A. Hutchins 
Major, Nurse Corps 
Chief, Nursing Education 
and Staff Development 



MCXO - RXS 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 April 1 9 9 5  

SUBJECT: Pharmacy Service 

1. Purpose: To delineate the Pharmacy Service functions and 
missions that will have to be continued even if the staff to 
support tnese functions will be potentially cut or eliminated. 

2 .  Points of major interest and facts: 

a. Pharmacy staff will be reduced by 40%, from 20 to 1 2  
people. 

i 

b., Pharmacy will provide only outpatient prescription 
services to all categories of eligible beneficiaries. 

c. Outpatient prescription workload will not decrease. 

d. Pharmacy will operate Monday through Friday, 40 hours per 
week, and will be closed on weekends and holidays. 

e. Provide personnel to operate the Troop Medical Clinic 
Pharmacy and Post Exchange Pharmacy Refill Pickup Point at Fort 
Lee. (The two positions are not authorized on the TDA). 

f. Multiple refill options. (Patients presently have five 
options to refill their prescriptions. This must be reduced to 
one option - the automated refill system). 

g. Prepacking and labeling medications for dispensing from 
the Emergency Room, EENT Clinic, Pediatric Clinic, Defense 
General Supply Center (DGSC) Health Clinic, Fort Pickett Health 
Clinic and Prompt Care Health Clinic in Charlottesville. 

h. Courier services between the Pharmacy and the DGSC Health 
Clinic, Fort Pickett Health Clinic and Prompt Care Health Clinic 
in Charlottesville. (The courier services bring locked boxes to 
the Pharmacy for processing. These boxes contain new and refill 
prescriptions for patients, and bulk drug orders for resupplying 
the clinics. This courier system is provided as a convenience to 
support our patients and military units in remote locations). 

i. Full-time pharmacoeconomic/cost-containment analyses. 
(The Pharmacoeconomic Pharmacist works closely with the 
Pharmacoeconomic Center at Fort Sam Houston, TX, and provides 
guidance to the Command about medication-related fiscal issues). 

j. Compounding creams, ointments, solutions, suspensions and 
other specially formulated preparations for patient and/or clinic 
use. 



k. Conducting staff assistance visits to supported outlying 
activities (DGSC Health Clinic, Fort Pickett Health Clinic and 
Prompt Care Health Clinic in Charlottesville). 

1. Providing on-call personnel for after-hours Pharmacy 
coverage. 

m. Supporting non-Pharmacy details, training and other 
duties. 

n. Conducting in-services for Pharmacy and hospital 
personnel. 

o. OBRA 90-mandated patient counseling will be adversely 
af fected. 

- 
3. Qmlity of care issues will occur, such as increased 
medication errors due to fewer people processing the same or 
greater number of prescriptions, staff morale, efficiency and 
productivity will suffer, and there will be a corresponding 
increase in the use of sick leave, mistakes, etc. The hospital 
and U.S. Government will be at a greater risk for potentially 
compensable events, and patient waiting time and complaints for 
prescriptions will increase. 

VICKI L. MORSE 
CPT, MS 
Chief, Pharmacy Service 



MCXO - RAD 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 Apr 95 

SUBJECT: Radiology Department 

1. Purpose: To delineate the Radiology functions and missions 
that will have to be continued even if the staff to support these 
functions will be potentially cut or eliminated. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. The Department of Radiology performed 21,220 
examinations in 1994. Of these, 97.4% were outpatients and only 
2.6% were inpatients. The mission or workload of the department 
will not significantly change if the inpatient slice is 
elimiq&ted. In fact, workload and types of procedures performed 
has consistently increased over the last 18 months. 

b. The American College of Radiology recommends a 
radioiogist read no more than 10,000-12,000 exams/year. Further 
increase in workload would increase the risk of incorrect 
interpretation and, therefore, risk to the patient. Obviously, 
this places Kenner at higher risk of litigation. The average 
MEDDAC radiologist performs and interprets 12,000-14,000 
exams/year. The present workload would be 50% greater if there 
was only one provider. It is essential to maintain two staff 
radiologists. The cost of hiring 1/2 of a radiologist or sending 
surplus films to be read on the outside would not be 
significantly different than maintaining an additional 
radiologist. However, in the absence of a second provider, 
quality of patient care would be adversely affected. If only one 
provider was on staff, vacation and conference days (up to 40 
days/year) would cost the facility $40,00O/year ($1000/day) . 
With two radiologists on staff, exam waiting times for routine 
aamography, fluoroscopy, and ultrasound have been decreased to 
less than two weeks. 

0 

c. The mammography technician has specialty training, in 
that they must be a registered X-ray technician and also a 
registered mammographer. These are requirements for mammography 
accreditation. Kenner presently performs 250 mammograms/month. 
This number has increased since the mammography technician was 
hired in Oct 94. Cost of sending mammograms to the outside would 
cost a minimum of $100/exam or $25,000/month. 

d. Ultrasound requires a technician with special training. 
Kenner performs approximately 180 exams/month. Cost of sending 
ultrasounds out would be a minimum of $150/exam or $27,000 month. 

e. The civilian diagnostic radiology technician works a 
night shift between 4 p.m. and midnight. Consideration must also 
be given to the Troop Medical Clinic. There has been discussion 
about placing a technician at this site if X-ray equipment is 



installed. This would not be feasible with proposed staffing 
cutbacks. An additional two positions for diagnostic technicians 
have not been filled for some time and do not seem necessary for 
efficient department function. 

f. Receptionist is essenti2.1 to the efficient operation of 
the department, responsible f 3 r  scheduling, entering workload in 
the database, explaining exam procedures and bowel preps to 
patients, answering phones and keeping patient flow efficient. 
Receptionist is also involved in third party billing. If 
position eliminated, an additional technician would be required. 

g. Fileroom clerk maintains order of patient X-ray files, 
breaks down reports (copy 1 to X-ray jacket, copy 2 to physician, 
copy 3 to Outpatient Records) and maintains records of film 
location when patients sign them out. Elimination of this 
positfon would require an additional technician. 

h. Night hours would require the civilian position to 
remain in place. If there were weekend hours, an additional 
military technician would be required. 

i. Radiology and the Laboratory are the foundation of any 
health organization. They are money makers or money savers, 
depending on the institution's perspective. Only minimal 
staffing cuts would be acceptable to continue to meet needs of 
our population in a safe and efficient manner. A decrease in 
staff would force the department to limit access to radiologic 
studies. Sending patients to the private sector for these 
examinations would be a significant expense to the federal 
government. 

MAJ Stephen M. Elksnis, MD 
Chief, Dept of Radiology 
(804) 734-9121 

e 



MCXO-LAB 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 April 1995 

SUBJECT: Department of Pathology 

1. Purpose. To outline the impact of the proposed TDA on the 
Department of Pathology. 

2. Points of major interest and facts. 

a. The proposed 0296 TDA provides for 15-b personnel in the 
Department of Pathology. This is a 45 percent cut in personnel. 
The present authorization is 29 personnel. 

b. Sixteen personnel will not be able to maintain the 
current workload or turn around time. This provides for only a 
skeleton crew to man the laboratory. Should any person be sick, 
take leave, attend meetings/training, perform admin/clerical 
work, then that section would shut down. This would jeopardize 
patient care. 

c. The lab will not be able to provide 24 hour or weekend 
coverage. At best we could provide a 2nd shift 5 days a week. 
Should that person be sick/take leave, there would be no coverage 
to the emergency room. This severely jeopardizes patient care. 

d. The lab would no longer be able to provide Soldier 
Readines Processing support to post. Currently we draw Hies and 
collect DNA specimens. A minimum crew of 4 - 6 personnel is 
required f or this mission. 

e. The lab currently provides a lab tech to the Troop 
Medical Clinic. The main laboratory takes priority should this 
tech be unavailable. We would not be able to fill that poeition 
should the assigned tech be sick or take leave. 

f. At our current strength we can take on the additional 
workload anticipated by a co-located VA clinic. With reduced 
personnel, we will be unable to accept these patients. We would 
not have adequate staff to either draw these patients or run the 
tests. 

g. The percentage of workload created by inpatients is 
approximately 5 percent. Therefore, the loss of inpatient 
services by the hospital will have a negligible effect on the 
laboratory. 

h. The only real change to the laboratory will be deletion 
of 3rd shift. The workload attributed to third shift is minimal. 



MCXO-LAB 
SUBJECT: Department of Pathology 

Therefore the laboratory can maintain its current coverage with 
a absolute minimum of 25 personnel (includes tech at TMC). 

CPT, MS 
Laboratory Manager 



MCXO- IAO 

INFORMATION PAPER 

4 April 1995 

SUBJECT: Internal Review and Audic Compliance Office. 

PURPOSE: To delineate the Internal Review and Audit Compliance 
(IRACO) functions which will be lost if the "Super Clinic" 
organizational concept is implemented. 

1. The Auditor currently provides the following services: 

a. professional audit services which fosters good stewardship 
and enhances operational readiness by providing an objective 
evaluation of operations, financial records, and management 
controls. 

b. Trouble-shooting capability to quickly review a situation 
and provide timely advice to any level within the organization. 

c. Audit followup for recommendations contained in reports 
prepared by the U.S. Army Audit Agency (USAAA). 

d. Audit liaison expertise in dealing with visits by the 
General Accounting Office (GAO), DOD-IG, and audits conducted by 
the USAAA. 

2. The loss of the Auditor would deprive the organization of the 
capability to identify potential savings by locating and 
identifying fraud, waste and mismanagement. This capability is 
particularly important in a reorganized activity.when an 
effective and efficient management structure, including necessary 
internal controls, is being implemented. 

3. The "reinventing government" process which is currently being 
introduced eliminates many of the management controls whlch have 
been developed to ensure the Commander that the resources 
entrusted to him are being properly managed. The loss of internal 
audit will deprive the Commander of the objective information 
needed to properly evaluate the condition of the remaining 
controls, and to provide effective measures to protect against 
waste and fraud. 

4 .  The capability to provide effective audit liaison and 
compliance functions. The Federal Managers' Financial Integrity 
Act of 1982 (FMFIA) and the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990 
(CFO Act) requires prompt resolution of audit findings by 
responsible managers and followup by personnel qualified as 
auditors in accordance with the GAO Audit Standards. 



The Auditor also provides valuable assistance during audit or 
inspection visits by reviewing tentative findings and 
recommendations to ensure that they are accurate, then assists 
management officials in preparing a response which presents the 
command's position in the best possible manner. 

John E. Sutton 
Chief, Internal Review and 
Audit Compliance Office 

( 8 0 4 )  734-9524 
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KENNER AH 
DOD ELIGIBLE BENEFICIARIES 



Our Customers 
Beneficiaries of All Categories 

- Richmond MSA, VA & NC 

Fort Lee Activities 
- QMC&S, CASCOM, DeCA, 
- 23d QM Bde, Reserves & Tenants 

Fort Pickett 

Charlottesville 

DGSC 



ain 
military readiness and preparedness to 
support the entire spectrum of worldwide 
militarv operations. To provide primary 



Comparative Distances 
Ft Lee to Other Military Medical Facilities 

Walter Reed (1 55 Miles) 

Portsmouth Naval (77 Miles) 



Mission 
ReadinessITraining 

DNA Collection 

HIV Testing 

National Disaster Medical System 
Federal Coordinating Center 



Mission 

Post Level Training 
Combat Life Saver Course 
Preventive Medicine 
Social Work Service Training 
Nutrition Classes 
Field Sanitation Course 

Basic First Aid Support 
Log Warrior Exercise 
Airborne Operations 
Post Celebrations 
Mobilization Exercises 



Mission 
Community Involvement 

WRAMC Shuttle Bus 

S pea- ke-r's B u reau 

Southside Area Health Education Center 

Career Days 

Disaster Planning 

Occupational Health 



Mission 
Community Involvement 

Health Care Consumer Committee 

Health Promotion P-rograms 

Externs 

Special Events 
- Health Fairs 
- Retiree Days 
- Well Women'sIMen's Days 



Mission 

Patient Care 



On the Horizon 



The Composite Health Care System 

What is CHCS? 
ltegrated modules consisting of: 
Patient Administration (PAD) 
Patient Appointment & Scheduling (PA 
Managed Care Program Software (MC 
Radiology (RAD) 
Pharmacy (PHR) 
Laboratory (LAB) 
Dietetics (DTS) 
Nursing (NSG) 
Outpatient Clinical Services 
Inpatient Clinical Services 
Electronic Mail 



CHCS Interface Capabilities 
VOICE 

DICTATION 
SYSTEM 

MEPRS 

DEERS 1 

ENHANCE 
PHARMACY 

REFILL BAKER 
CELLS 

ENCODER 
GROUPER 

PATIENT 
MONITORING 
EQUIPMENT 

AUTOMATED 

INSTRUMENTS 

J TRI 
FOOD 

MEDICAL 
LOGISTICS 



3 Questions. 



BRAC Impact on Kenner Army 
Community Hospital 

CPT Pete Marks 



Purpose 

To delineate how the BRAC decision 
will effect Kenner Army Hospital, as 
well as, Fort Lee and the surrounding 
area. 



Agenda 

1. Current Workload 
2. BRAC Announcement / Intent 
3. Impact of BRAC Decision 

A. Removal of inpatient services 
B. Downsize from MEDDAC to clinic 
C. Implementation of benchmark model 

4. Total Personnel Losses 
5. Conclusions 



Current Workload 



- 

KENNER AH 
DOD ELIGIBLE BENEFICIARIES 



Beneficiary Population 
Total: 42,223 (40 mile radius) 

AD Dependents 
26.3% 

A- 

Retired, 
23.0% 

Active Duty 
17.7% 

I Survivors 
1- 

5.0Yo 

Retired Dependents 
28.1 Yo 



Beneficiary Population 
Total: 27,452 (Non-Catchment Area) 

" . 
Others 
81.5% 

Dependants 
11.6% 

' /  Active 

I 6.9% 



Definitions 
Inpatient and Outpatient 

Inpatient: A patient who remains overnight 
in the facility because of an acute injury or 
illness. Their status must be constantly 
monitored to ensure their safety. 

Outpatient: A patient whose injury or 
illness does not require constant monitoring. 
They can normally care for themselves at 
their home. 



Patients by Type FY 94 
Total patients: 215,533 

Outpatient - 
98.8% 

.- Inpatient 
1.2Yo 



Inpatient 1 Outpatient Costs FY 94 
Total: 19.5 Million 

Outpatient 
68.2% 



FY94 Beneficiary Categories 

/ 

AD Dep 
21.1% 

Outpatient 
Active Duty 

49.9% 

i Other 
4.2 % 

Inpatient 
Active Duty 

51.8% 

I- Other 
1.7% 

Ret & Dep 
24.8% 

AD Dep 
17.10/0 Ret & Dep 

29.4% 



Daily Clinic Visits 
Total Patients: 800 

Social Work 
11 

PT 
66 

Psychiatry 
20 

Pediatrics 
109 

\ 

/ 

MED Clinic 

OPC 

,/ 
128 

I 

EENT 
57 

TMC 
95 



Champus Costs 

Kenner Army Community Hospital 
spent 18 million dollars on both 
CHAMPUS and Supplemental Care 
billing in FY 94. These dollars are spent 
in the local economy procuring health 
care for our patients. 



Renovation Project 

Currently, Kenner is undergoing a 16+ 
million dollar hospital renovation 
project. The announcement will not 
have an effect on the ongoing work. The 
project is 25% complete, and 3.5 million 
dollars have already been obligated. 



BRAC Announcement I Intent 



BRAC Announcement 1 Intent 

On February 28th the Department of 
Defense identified Kenner Army 
Community Hospital to reconfigure into 
a clinic. The intent was to eliminate 
inpatient services when there are ample 
local facilities to absorb the small 
amount of inpatients Kenner supports. 



BRAC Announcement I Intent 
(continued) 

DoD has authorized 5.7 million dollars 
as additional CHAMPUS / 
Supplemental Care funds 



Impact of BRAC 
Three Aspects: 

t Loss of inpatient services 
Downsize from MEDDAC to Clinic 
Implementation of benchmark model 



Loss of Inpatient Services 



Loss of Inpatient Services 
What it means... 

No overnight facilities 
Procedures that require overnight stays 
will be diverted to local facilities: 

Most orthopedic surgery 
Cataract surgery 
Acute Pneumonia 
Etc ... 



Downsize from MEDDAC to 
Clinic 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
What it Means ... . The "Super-clinic" 

Reductions in administrative services 
Difficult to measure 
Majority of requirements for 
administrative and ancillary support 
remain 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Admin Personnel Eliminated 

P r e s e n t  

OProposed 

Admin Staff - 35% cut 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Logistics 
Facilities Management 
Property Management 
Material Distribution 
Medical Maintenance 
Medical Warehouse 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Patient Administration 
Third Party Collection 
Medical Evaluation Boards 
Follow-up care instructions 

Health Promotion 
Community Health 
Occupational Health 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Utilization Management 
Case Management 
Record Review 
Patient and Facility Data Analysis 

Safety 
Hospital Specific 
JCAHO 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Information Management 
Systems Management 
Records Management 
Forms and Publications 

Resource Management 
Fund distribution, certification 
Economic Analysis 
Review and Analysis 
MEPRS / UCAPERS 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Plans, Training, Mobilization,& 
Security 

National Disaster Medical System 
Coordinator 
Mobilization/Disaster Planning 
HospitalIPersonnel Security 
Training 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Clinical Support Division 
Clinic Administration 
Clinic Standardization 
Patient Relations 

Nutrition Care 
Dietary Counselling 
Preparation of Special Diets 
Kenner's Dining Facility 



From MEDDAC to Clinic 
Community Services that are Affected 

Nursing Education Department 
Combat Lifesaver Program 
ACLS 1 BCLS 



Implementation of Benchmark 
Model 



Benchmark Model 
What it means... 

Staffing model based on historical patient 
data with site unique factors added 
Clinic staffs are developed using the 
results of the study 
Clinic efficiency is emphasized 
Fort Lee and Fort Meade are the first 
posts to have the benchmarking model 
applied 



Benchmark Model 
What Happens to Kenner Services ... 

Clinics that lose 
staffk* 

Present Proposed Present Proposed 
Provider Provider Support Staff Support Staff 

Primary Care 

Pathology 

Surgery 

Pharmacy 

Community 
Health 

** If said efficiency is not achieved these clinics could cause additional 
CHAMPUS costs. 



Benchmark Model 
What happens to Kenner services ... 

Physical 1 

Clinics 
that gain 

staff 

Therapy 

Present Proposed 
Present Proposed Support Support 

Provider Provider Staff Staff 



Total Personnel Reductions 



Staff Reductions 
Total Staff: 451 ** 

A u t h o r i z e d  
OProposed 

Officers Enlisted Civilian Total 
**Reflects authorized personnel only. Kenner employs 35 personnel over the 
authorized amount. 



Staff Percentages 
Total Staff: 451 



3 Questions. 





White Paper 

Task Name: Joint Automatic Test Equipment Activities (ATE) 

NAWCAD Lakehurst POC: 
Steve Roman, Support EquipmenVAircraft Launch & Recovery, Code 4.8.2 

A/C Support Equipment/ATE~TPS/Hardware/Software, Code 4.8.3 
William Molloy, Support EquipmenVATE, Code 4.8.3.1 
Mukund Modi, Support EquipmenVATEICASS, Code 4.8.3.2 

CECOM Fort Monmouth POC: 
Richard Pribyl, Head of Logistics & Maintenance Directorate 
Larry Nolan, Weapons System Support Division Chief 
Michael Cuozzo, TPS Branch Chief 

Overview: 

For the US military, automatic test equipment (ATE) is the cornerstone of support 
equipment for complex systems. While traditional ATE was designed to be unique to a 
given weapon system, the services have migrated to standardized ATE systems that will 
support fi~ture "fi~ctory lo ficld" arcliitectures, maximizing wcapons system avail;tbility 
and minimizing logistics requirements. 

The Navy has implen~ented the concept of a centralized test and integration facility (TIF) 
for Government and industry in which ATE are shared among multiple users. Carrying 
this concept one step further, tile Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division (NAWC 
AD) Lakehurst and the Army Communications and Electronics Command (CECOM) at 
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey have joined together in an effort to share personnel, 
technological expertise, and ATE facilities as the first step in the creation of a joint 
service maintenance facility. 

Background: 

As early as 1993, Congress issued a directive to the Secretary of Defense to develop a 
DoD-wide ATE policy requiring commonality in  standards among the services. As a 
result of this directive, oflload and acquisition of TPSs are to utilize either the 
Consolidated Automated Support System (CASS) or Integrated Family of Test 
Equipment (IFTE) testers whenever possible. At the same time, many new ATE and 
maintenance support programs are being directed to look at tri-service solutions for near- 
term deployment. 

NAWC AD Lakehurst currently supports several programs sponsored by the Naval Air 
Systems Command (NAVAIR) and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) that 
are defining the future test system standards and architectures for a tri-service 
maintenance environment. Programs such as Automatic Test System (ATS), A Broad 



' 
transportability and reuse of technical data 

identifying products and additional services for ATE integration and test 
joint TPS tool development (System Synthesis Model) 
enhanced integration with end users (depot, flight operations) 

maximizing cross-service ATE effectiveness 
utilizing an ArmyMavylIndustry team approach to develop an organiclindustry 

support structure in a joint environment 

,4 possible long-term goal is to create a joint IFTEICASS maintenance facility for 
technology evaluation, test and integration. This facility would support both current and 
future TPS needs, architectures and system evolution resulting from current DoD 
ATSIABBET and JAST efforts, as well as CASS and IFTE pre-planned product 
improvement (P3I) enhancements. This joint technology and expertise could then be 
transferred to other ATE support facilities. 

Benefits to be derived from a full-scale implementation include:: 

substantial reduction in DoD maintenance costs for all services through consolidation 

maintenancelenhancement of the current technology posture for IFTEICASS TPS 
development (technology facilitation) 

providing a platform for complementary programs (technology transition) 

expansion of the potential customer base and technology transfer opportunities for 
both CASS and IFTE systems: 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
National Aeronautics Space Administration (NASA) 

cost avoidance by elimination of service specific facility 



Based Environment for Test (ABBET) and the Joint Advanced Strike ~ e c h n o l o ~ ~  (JAST) 
programs will require test,evaluation, and integration facilities as products and services 
are delivered. The effort has been initiated to develop a joint ATE support equipment and 
Test Program Set (TPS) capability with the Army at the CECOM Fort Monmouth that 
could provide this test and integration platform needed for such future efforts. 

Efforts to promote joint ATE hardware, software, and TPS activities between the Army 
TPS Center at CECOM, Ft. Monmouth (Logistics and Maintenance Directorate) and the 
Navy ATE Software Center at NAWCAD Lakehurst (Support EquipmenVAircraft 
Launch and Recovery competency) began in January, 1994. As part of their overall 
business strategy, both the TPS Center at CECOM and the ATE Sofiware Center at 
Lakehurst were seeking to upgrade and expand their level of operations. The Army early 
on expressed interest in the Navy LASAR licensing agreement with Teradyne, and in the 
Navy Test Integration Facility (TIF) concept. 

The following sequence of events have resulted in the development of a draft 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) being drawn up between these two ATE centers to 
share technology, resources and personnel wherever economically or strategically 
feasible. 

January, 1994 CECOM TPS Center strategic planning meetinglinitial Navy 
joint effort discussed. 

February, 1994 Presentation of Navy concept for Right to Copy (RTC) licensing 
and TlFs at CECOM 

July, 1994 Presentation of Army TPS capability/business structure at 
Lakehurst PDO; Army vision of joint ATE environment 

January, 1995 Lakehurst presentation of CASS ATE environment, TPS 
development and support, LASAR V6 Right To Copy (RTC) 
licensing, training, and support activities 
tour of Lakehurst ATE facilities 

February,l995 Creation of a draft Memorandum of Agreement (in progress); 
Tour of Army TPS Center facilities 
Presentation of Navy ATS executive agent by NAWCADLKE 

Objectives: 

The primary objective is to provide a vehicle for accomplishing technology and personnel 
sharing between two DoD facilities that both operate ATE/TPS Centers for the purpose of 
DoD maintenance support. This will be accomplished by: 

enhancing existing ATE/TPS design and development processes 
enhancing current level of complementary services 

TPS developmenVquality improvements 
identifying software engineering and technology transfer opportunities 

data compatibility 





DoD ATS R&D PROGRAM PLAN 

FOR IT95 

prepared 
by 

ATS R&D IPT 
for 

ATS Executive Agent Office 
approved 

by 
ATS Management Board 

October 1994 



l'lie 1.o1e of electronics in the perlornlance of all major Ilol) weapon syste~lis has becorne 
illci~Cil~illgly illlp~l.lillll OVCI. 1 1 1 ~  1)iIsl S C V C S ~ I I  (lcciltlcs. 11 Ilils I , C ~ I I  lllc go;ll 0 1 '  lllc I ) O l l  10 give it's 
people the clualitative edge essential to s~~ccessfi~lly fighting i111d winning a war, and this has been 
:rchievetl I,y contin~~irl develop~nent ilrl(l i ~ l lp le~ l~e~ l t i~ t io~~  of new elcctro~lic Iecli~iologies in new and 
existing weiipon syslcllls. 'I'llc tcsl i111tl rcpirir of tllcsc clcclr.onic syslclns is csscntial li)r ~~riri~itirining 
the seadiness of the armetl services, proviciing the conli~lt~al ~.eplenishnnent of the sysleln components 
required in peacetime and in war. With the increasing importance and sopllisticntion of weapon 
eleclrorlics, Irowevc~., [lie coir~l)lexity 01' reouiring wcitl)ou syste~~ls 11as increi~sccl proportioni~lly. 

To adtlress the requirements for testing weapon system electronics, the Doll has spent about 
$50 Billion over the past 12 years in the acquisition anti support of Auro~ni~tic Test Systerns (ATS). 
It  is ~w(?jecle(l that spending o n  Ihe i~cquisition and sl~pport of ArfS will continue, as new rest 
requirements emerge, existing lest syslems 1)econie ol,solele, and lesl lecllnology matures. It is 
c l i ~ ~ i a l  t11i1t t l~e I h l )  cl~all u rlew coillse in  lull~llirig 11s test ~cq~li~eiilents I,y b~ryrng smiu-ter, 1111ougll 
the 1i)srering ol' ~ccllnologies iind processes wllicll will enal,le i l  lo red~rce t l~e cost of test. 

'I'lle 1>111-~ose of Illis docllrllent is to outline a progralil of tievelopmcnt and investment 
desigried lo sed~rce 111e cost of lesl Sor the Ilol). 111 1 1 1 ~  pi~sl, i t  I I ~ I S  I)eell ~0111111011 l'or ~ l l e  acqtrisi:ion 
of ArrS to be 1)used on criteria spccii'ic to one weupon systelll or service. In [lie current environment 
o f  1,tldgcl rcsls;rints irlltl li~liilccl i'esollrces, i l  is n o  Iollger I'ei~sil>lc l'or A'fS lo I)e tleveloped or 
irccl~~i~.ctI will~o~it li11;irrg ;I I,r.oi~(l l)c~.sl)cclivc 01' I I I C  I )oI ) Icsli~ig ircccls. 1 )cvclol)i~~g A'I'S cor i~i~io~~i~l ty  
between weapons systenls ancl services by 1lle itlentificirtion 01' colllltlon Iliu-dwwe, software and 
inlh1.1niiIion S I ; I I ~ C ~ ~ I I . ~ S  is c~.i~icirl li)~. rlli~int;~ining rc:rtliness williin I ,~~t lgc~ : ~ n t l  scliedt~le constr;iinls. 

I t  is also no longer feasible for the DoD lo de\lelop ~111cl maintain most of il's test solutions 
in ii form unicjt~e lo Ilie militiu-y. 'I'he A'I'S ant1 lesl softwi~e tool ind~~stry is ~naturing, iinti 
developing :I n111nhe1. o f  tecllnologies tllat can nd(l1.e~~ DoD test reqirir.enlenls. To firrther mature the 
illtli~st~.y, i l  is i l l  t l~e 1~01)'s iiitel-esl lo cl'cirtc: l ) i ~ i I i l ~ i ' ~ l l i l ) ~  will1 irldt~slry to tlevelop tlie ~ti11ldi1i.d~ 
ncetled to i~d(lress rn11111irl test rcil~~ii.elnellls. This position was secognizetl in t l~e I-ecent Secretary 
of l)clbnsc 111cl11o or] sl)ccil'ici~liorrs it11tl sIi~iltlii~.cl~, wl~ic:ll sl)~cil'ici~lly secl~~ires t11c development of 
~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ e r s l ~ i ~ ~ s  wit11 intl~istry l o r  Ilrc:  clevelol)me~it of 11oil-gover1i11le111 stancliu.cls. 'I'lle only way in 
wliic:ll tile services c;111 sigriil'ic;~~~lly 1.ct111ce llre cost of lesl is lo p;~rticipule i l l  the tlevelopnlent of 
stirntli~rds i ~ l l t l  Iools usetl I,y I,oIll Ille Ilol) and indlislry. 'l'llis will irllow llle cost of tool and hardw:~re 
devclol,nle~lt to he il~llo~.ti~ecl i~cross tllc test rniu-ket, us vclltlors collqxte 101. nliukct shilre. By playing 
a significant role in tlie development of tliese tools :111(1 stnnd;~rds, [lie Iloll can ensure that its needs 
are ir~comodated in the development of coniprehensive, integrateti and inter-operahle test soli~tions. 



3.0 BACKGROUND 

In the development of any weapon system, it is the Program Manager's responsibility to 
provide the system on time and within budget. Any risks which could impact cost and schedule are 
minimized, including the development of test equipment for the system. As a result, weapon systems 
typically are delivered with ATS that has been designed or selected for that weapon system. While 
this optimized the solution for the program manager, on a service or DoD level this adds another 
complex piece of support equipment and software to the inventory which can only be used for that 
application. This problem is compounded by the proprietary nature of these test solutions; the DoD 
is often unable to expand use of the test system to meet other requirements. Proprietary hardware 
and software locks the user to the providing contractor for support and upgrades, usually at a 
significant cost. The answer to this situation is the standardization of hardware and software 
architectures, to allow the creation of open and flexible systems. 

There has been considerable effort and interest over the past 10 years in moving tow;irds 
stnndnrcl Auto~n;~tic 'l'est Systellls wiiliin tl~e Doll, in order to avoid the expense o f  ATS tailored to 
one weapon system (i.e., IFTE, CASS, and MATE). This interest is magnified by the current 
budgetary trend, where manpower, money and resources are quickly being scaled back. These 
approaches help in reducing the hardware and management expenses through more efficient use of 
resources. They also help to some extent in reducing software support costs, by eliminating the 
multitude of operating systems and test languages used by the many different ATS systems in the 
inventory. Even with st;rnd;rrd h;~rdware nrchitectt~res, however, the cost of  alltomatic test is 
unacceptably high. 

One reason the cost of test remains high is due to the difficulty in scaling back software 
support. Whether a service fields one of a particular weapon system or five, the software required 
to support that system remains the same and requires tlie same number of  programmers. Unless the 
means by which test software is developed is significantly changed, little savings can be obtained 
in software support when a system is downsized. Another cost driver is the duplication in test and 
tester development and acquisition processes between the Air Force, Army, Navy, and commercial 
industry. Test requirements common to the services are fulfilled using different test platforms, test 
development environments, data requirements, etc. Pooling test requirements between the services 
would provide greater purchasing power in the test industry, and prevent duplicate expenditures on 
the development of similar technologies. Finally, the economies of re-hosting existing TPSs to other 
platforms due to obsolescence or non-supportability drive up the cost of test. Typically, the large 
cost of re-hosting causes organizations to acquire new ATS for re-host platforms, to maximize the 
life of the re-hosted test programs. If re-hosting costs could be cut, it would be more practical to re- 
host to A'I'S already in the DoD inventory, increasing the el'liciency by which we use those resources. 



As a consequence of the increasingly urgent need to reduce the cost of automatic test, new 
test technologies and methods are being evaluated and supported by the DoD. Software 
methodologies such as object-oriented programming and software interface standardization promise 
to enable reuse of test programs and information automation of test development and transportability 
of test programs between multiple testers. Standard interfaces and services in the development of 
test software, applications, and test platforms will enable the DoD to purchase and integrate 
commercial test equipment and software tools from various vendors, and integrate them into more 
capiible and flexible test systems. 

The government has recently emphasized the use of commercial off-the-shelf hardware and 
software, and the implementation of commercial standards in system acquisition and development. 
It is now government policy (SecDef memo - Specifications and Standards) to work with industry 
in developing the standards needed to address government requirements. By focusing a DoD R&D 
effort on the maturation of standards that benefit both government and industry, the tools generated 
to work within those standards benefit all parties. In participating in the development of these 
technologies and standards with industry, the DoD will act as a catalyst for the advancement of test 
in the manufacturing arena, reducing time to market for new products and enhancing industry's 
efficiency and competitiveness. This fosters the development of open hardware and software 
systems addressing government as well as industry requirements and encouraging greater 
competition for government and industry market share based on cost, quality and capability. The 
expanded marketplace then drives the improvement and growth of new tools and capabilities, 
reducing the expense of the government investing in creating its own tools. 

4.0 NEED 

The DoD needs driving the pursuit of ATS R&D activities revolve around two related 
problen~s; high costs and dwindling budgets. These problems are impacting the readiness of the 
D o n  at the same time that the sophistication of weapon system electronics is increasing and the 
technology embedded in the DoD ATS inventory is falling behind in meeting test requirements. To  
meet those needs, the DoD must work together with industry to forge a common solution to the high 
cost of test, participating in thc production of standiu-ds and tools necessary lo create an integrated 
and efficient test environment. Specifically the DoD need to: 

a. Reduce the cost of creating test by defining standard hardware and software 
interfaces used by ATS and test tools. Standard hardware interfaces would allow the 
simplification and reuse of test adapters used to connect test equipment to the items 
being tested. In addition, they would allow greater use of open test systems, in which 
instrumentation made by different commercial vendors can be easily interchanged. 
Standard software interfaces would allow the application of software test tools from 
different vendors in a single flexible test environment to be readily adaptable to 
changing test requirements. This approach would allow existing test systems to 
integrate new technologies and meet new test requirements without compelling the 
acquisition of entirely new ATS. 



b. Reduce the cost of test by evolving a test prograni~ning approacli tliat promotes code 
and informiition ~-e~rse. If test inli)rmiition i i ~ l t l  iippliciitions iire ciip~~~recl in a manner 
Ilia1 allows rcllse iri lcsti~ig reliit~d I'1111clions or ccj~~il)~iicnt, [lie ti~iie re(ll~ire(l to 
develop new tests can be cut dramalically. 'I'his technology, combined witli an 
efficient tileans of storing and nianipulating test code and information, would provide 
the test developer with "power tools" needed to construct tests for the increasingly 
sophisticated elect~.onics used today. Re~~siil>le test cocle and information would then 
~i i~ ike  {lie develop~iielit ol'new tests air investment illsicad of : i ~ i  expense. 

c. Maximize utili~iition o f  existing lest assets, by fcicilitati~~g tlevelopment of a test 
e~ivironment that is independent of the tesler i t  ~.esicies on .  l'liis woultl allow 011s 
existing invest~~icnt in A'I'S to contir~ul: to provitle 1rsel111 ciip;rhiiiIy. 

(1. Provide a test environment that is tolerani of changes in AI'S configllration. As the 
1)oI) l'ollows llrc Ir'c~itl 01' cxlcnclirig llic lili: ol' existirig weiipon syslcms tliror~gli 
modifications and l~pgrades, tlie test eql~ipment used to support that system must be 
u~>griided to 111eet the evolving test retl~rirer~~ents. 'I'r;iditi~niilly, test progrnlals 1i:id 
heen ei~sily ill~l)iictecl by s ~ ~ c l i  cliii~ige~, res~llling in a rleetl to 111otliSy all [lie test 
sofiwiiie when (lie hi11tlwii1.e is cliangecl. 'I'PS irnm~rnity lo conl'iguration changes can 
hc: ex1c:ntletl lo iillow co1111)lele cliiillgl~~ in A'I'S ~ ) l i i t l i ) l . l i ~  \vliile ~nininlizing llie 
i~~l>i ic t  lo (lie lest ~of t \~ i i re ,  iillowi~~g ii~igri~tion of lcsl soflware lo new testers as 
neetled. 'I'l~is also irllows llie sl~iiring of  lest capal)ililies Ixtwcen t l~e services when 
conlriion ecluil)~iie~it aritl lest recluiren~erils exist. 

e. Eliliiinate the d~~plication in investments in test technologies between the services, 
by creiiting iI collipreliclisi\~e ii1)l)roiicIl 10 XI'S K & l )  [hill ineels tcst needs for eii~li 
of tlie services. This includes provitling ii process ['or integl-ating common test 
rccl~~irc~~icnls, sl~iir-int: ilic r.cs\~lts 01' i~ivcs~~iicr~ts  iri A'I'S 125(1), i r~ ic l  1,roviding tlie 
colnl>inetl pu~.clii~sing power- ol' the scrvices lo drive clown iicq~~isilion costs. 

f. l'ursue the econornic heneli~s to he giiincd by ~i)llowing rile intent o f  the Secretury of 
D e e  i i i o  o S c i l i c ~ i i s  I S ~ I I I I S .  'I'lie leiilning of government ;incl 

intluslry i l l  tlie tlevelol)nienL of stii~~(liir(ls III i i t  work lo tlie benefit of holh ncliieves 
two things; a recluc~ion i n  cosl of test Sol- indi~siry r.esl~lting in increaseti 
co~npetitiveness, and tile amortiz~ilion of  llie cost o f  software tools i~cross the 
rniirkerpliice, so t l ~ i ~ t  iml)r.ovc~irerits of tlic tools i11.e driven by 111ar.l;ct pressures rather 
tliall DoL) expentlitures. 



5.0 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

This ATS R&D program has three distinct technical challenges to implement an open 
architecture: 

1. Converge ATS functional interfaces 
2. Define next generation test software environment 
3. Develop ATS Do11 modernization processes 

5.1 Converge ATS Functional Interfaces 

This effort will clcfine a new gcncration of nlodular, scalable A'I'S interfitces and switches 
that can be used in the narrow low-cost applications of the factoty, as well as the broad based ATS 
neetleci for repair. Interface convergence will support using low cost adapters that interface between 
the  nit under test and the A'I'S ~hroughout the tested items life cycle. 

5.1.1 ATS Family Interface Capability and Next Generation Modular Interface Specification 

The purpose of this effort is to develop a pnrametric/pin information matrix of joint service 
ATS (CASS, IFTE, etc) and a superior set of tester interface specifications specifically structured 
to accomplish ATS convergence and TPS tnunsportahility across all DOD services and levels of 
testing (design through field maintenance). Identify commonality goals and a phased, evolutionary 
approach to eliminating the differences in interfaces among DoD ATS permitting interoperability. 

5.1.2 TPS Interoperability Siippart Tools 

This task focuses upon obstacles that impede the transportability of Test Program Sets (TPSs) 
across test platforms. The main objective of this task is to provide a methodology to manage 
resources more efficiently. This methodology would enable the rehosting of TPSs from one test 
platform to another in an economical manner. There are two parts to the accomplishment of this 
objective. The first part is short in nature and provides a methodology to transport TPSs between 
I C S ~  S Y S ~ C I I I S  ill~~ll(~i11g IIlC 1h)l) ~~ i1111 i~y  01' 1C~iCl.s. ' 1 ' 1 1 ~  IOllgCr l ~ i l l ~ ~  1i)ctls~s I I l ~ O l l  ~~'CilIillg C ~ I ~ I I I ~ C I ' C ~ ~ I ~  

stantl;rrtls lhi~t fi~cilil;~te rchosl with minimal reiluire~nenls. 



5.2 Define Next Generation Test Software Environment 

'I'liis new environ~nent will be designed to support dil'l'erences between Sitetory and repair 
operations. This effort will develop and evolve the next generation test software environment, 
defined by appropriate tools and standards. The environment will: ( 1 )  enable the single, consistent 
capture and re-application of product definition and test information throughout the life cycle; (2) 
provide meclianis~iis for accluiring test i~ifoniiation concu~.rently with I J I . ~ ~ L I C I  design; (3) define 
mi~nulircl~~ri~~g go-pal11 test to Ix applietl tlireclly to rcpi~il-ccrtific:rlion. Also, this environment will 
have to be designed to si1pp01-t use of mi~ltiple languages for prograniming individual components, 
thereby eliminating a barrier to commercial applications. The U.S. commercial manufacturing test 
intl~lsl1.y litis i~ldic:~lccl strong S I I ~ I ~ X ) I . ~  for tlcvclop~iicnt o f  u joint Don-com~licrcinl environment 
which can be applied to commercial high volume manufacture as well as DoD unique manufacture. 

5.2.1 CAE Ilesign Inte~.fi~ce Specificittion 

This task focuses upon developing interfaces that can be standardized to allow Computer 
Aided Engineering (CAE) design data that defines the physical and functional characteristics of the 
Unit Under Test (UUT), to be incorporated into a test environment. The end objective of this effort 
is to have standardized specifications for the electronic exchange of data at the interface between the 
test domain and the design domain. The specification of these interfaces will enable industry to 
create or ~iiodify tools ~ilirximizing the iitlIomaIed transfer of infc)lmatiori between tlie design and test 
domitins. Capturing and using this information will reduce the cost of test development and 
maintenance wliile improving tlie cl~~ality of tests by retiucing the duplication of prodi~ct design data. 

This tusk foc~lses on rieveloping a slanciarcl approach to using tester indepenclent test 
specifications anci encapsulated test objects for applications that deter.mine test strategy. This results 
in reusable tests that are more flexible, providing better ~ 1 ~ l i l l i t ~  of testing anti reduced cost of test 
program rehost. The end ol~jective of this effort is to define standard interfaces to aid automated test 
strategy development including augmented testability annlysis, detinition of a standard interfitce for 
tester i~iclependent test strategy gene~,ators, recl~~ire~iients for cncal~sulated test ot~jects, investigation 
of auto~llateti tools for generating test procedures from test requirement specifications, ant1 
standartlized maintenance data formats and interfiices. 
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5.2.3 Language Concepts, Definition, and Standardization 

The purpose of this effort is to eliminate the proliferation of test languages in the DoD and 
Industry, to develop a long term solution for controlling the growth of this test language, and to 
fulfill the systems engineering task for the next generation test environment portion of the ATS R&D 
plan. Develop standard test languages to explicitly represent test requirements, test specifications, 
and test procedure interfaces for both commercial and DoD needs. Develop language syntax and 
semantics to improve portability. Model language on the use of virtual instruments. 

5.2.4 Test Practices and Libraries 

The purpose of this project is to improve the processes and products of the test software 
con~munity by promoting reuse of software entities. Software reuse in the process domain will be 
applicable to applicable to software engineering-intensive systems for the life cycle of test software 
and will result in earlier identification and improved management of test development technical risk, 
shortened system development and maintenance time, and increased productivity. Software reuse 
in the product domain will provide higher quality and reliability of engineering-intensive systems 
test information and programs. The overall objective is to identify, specify, and prototype standard 
test practices for making measurements associated with test requirements and formulate the practices 
into reusable modules that can be stored and retrieved from standard libraries. 

5.3 Develop ATS DoD Modernization Processes 

DoD has unique test requirements for which test stimulus and measurement devices (e.g., 
electro-optics and millimeter wave) would not be expected to be available in the commercial market. 
This effort will develop and evolve the DoD's modernization processes for ATS by defining a 
standard way of defining test requirements and developing tools to aide in the decision making 
process about these test requirements. Also, this effort will define the processes for defining 
stantlard test methods and acquiring test resources that the DoD doesn't currently possess. 

5.3.1 Evolving Test Requirements 

Upgraded weapon system performance places new requirements on automatic testing and 
.diagnostics. Significant drivers of new test requirements that will be included in this research are: 
(1) all up missile rounds, (2) missile guidance systems based on radar, acoustic, EO, inertial, and 
GPS, (3) digital speed and pin count, (4) TPS real time test control sequencing, (5) test standard bus 
interlice IEEB 1 149.1, 1 149.5, ..., (6) general bus interfirces, (7) noise nieasurcments, (8) extended 
RF frequency ranges, and (9) EO apertures. There is a lack of convenient methods and tools to help 
analyze ATS capabilities to meet testing needs. The acuteness of this problem is increasing as new 
test requirements are introduced. Create a database that documents and links weapon missions, 
performance envelope, and test requirements at all levels. Provide a capability to assess the 
compatibility of existing ATS to meet a wide range of testing requirements. 
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5.3.2 Test Metllods Specifications 

Evolving test requirements will necessitate new lest methods; for example, measurement of 
phase noise in ultra sensitive infra red detectors. Identify where new testing methods have been 
gencl-aletl due lo new tcst rccluircmen~s. Investigi~te the tesling (lornoin lo clcierminc alternatives for 
performing new test methods. Prototype, evaluate, and write specifications for new test methods. 
Provide specifications for new test methods to commercial ATS equipmentlsystem manufacturing 
and vendors for development of new ATS hardware or software. 

5.3.3 Test Resource Development and Demonstration 

DoD weapon system programs will be characterized by a few new starts but more numerous 
weapon system performiince improvement programs. Upgraded weapon system performance places 
new requirements on automatic testing and diagnostics. Commercially available and unique DoD 
test resources will suffer obsolescence while at the same time new test requirements will evolve. 
Lead time necessary for ATS equipment vendors to develop and make more capable test resources 
will increase. To translate new test requirement envelopes into specifications for new or 
modifications to DoD unique or commercially available test resources. 

5.3.4 Tools for Analysis of ATSs and UUTs 

UUT design or modification affects whether or not a designated ATS can perform necessary 
tests. A number of ATS models (e.g., CASS SSM) assesses test coverage and through-put 
performance capabilities for each potential UUT that might be tested in the future. Develop and 
establish methods for concurrent analysis of UUT design and impact upon designated ATS test 
envelope. 

6.0 APPROACH 

6.1 Programmatic 

This program will be a 6.3 RRrD effort that will be budgeted as part of the EAO. The EAO 
will be responsible for this program and get guidance on the direction of this program from the AMB 
and OSD. The EAO ATS li&D program manager will be responsible for producing, justifying, and 
securing the POA&M on a yearly basis. The EAO will be responsible for approving (with guidance 
from the AMB) and authorizing funding to the individual services for execution of this program on 
a yearly basis. For FY95 and FY96 existing service contracts will be used for contract support on 
this program. For FY97 and subsequent years the ATS RStD program manager will suppply a new 
contract vehicle for contractor support and prototype efforts. 



Each service will have a project manager and technical leader that will be responsible for the 
overall management and systems engineering for all of the R&D program tasks being executed in 
their service. Each task will have a lead service that will be responsible for the technical and 
management leadership. The lead service will have co-leaders from the other services to ensure that 
their services requirements are being fulfilled by this task. The co-leaders will also be responsible 
for the execution of their portion of the work being performed on this task. Each task of the R&D 
program has a detailed master plan with a WBS that will be used by the task team to execute this 
effort. These detailed plans are in attachment (A) of this master plan. 
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TO DESCRIBE AND EXPLAIN THE MILITARY VALUE OF 
NAWCAD LAKEHURST AND THE BRAC SCENARIO. 
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M1SSI:ON STATEMENT AND TECHNICAL FUNCTIONS 

LOCA.TION/ENVIRONMENT, FACILITIES AND OTHER CAPABILITIES 

MANPOWER 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AWARDS 

FINANCIAL 

SCENARIO DESCRIPTION 



MISSION STATEMENT 
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TECHNICAL FUNCTIONS 



NAWCAD LAKEHURST MISSION t) t 
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LAKEHURST 

TO CONDUCT PROGRAMS OF TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT, 
ENGINEERING, DEVELOPMENTAL EVALUATION AND VERIFICATION, 
SYSTEMS INTEGRATION, LIMITED MANUFACTURING, 
PROCUREMENT, INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT MANAGEMENT, 
AND FLEET ENGINEERING SUPPORT FOR AIRCRAFT PLATFORM 
INTERFACE (API) SYSTEMS INCLUDING: 

TERMINAL GUIDANCE 
RECOVERY 
HANDLING 
PROPULSION SUPPORT 
AVIONICS SUPPORT 
SERVICING AND MAINTENANCE 
AIRCRAFT/WEAPONS/SHIP COMPATIBILITY 
TAKEOFF 
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I LATFORM r-ITERFACE 

E sperts 

AkcrdIY D/v/s/on , 
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER 

LA KEHURST 

Terminal Guidance 

Recovery 

Handling 

Propulsion Support 

Avionic Support 

Servicing and 
Maintenance 

Aircraft/Weapons/ 
Ship Compatibility 

Takeoff 



LAKEHURST 

FULL SPECTRUM LIFE-CYCLE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
SUPPORT EQUIPMENT AND AIRCRAFT LAUNCH AND 
RECOVERY EQUIPMENT 

SYSTEMS INTEGRATOR FOR AIRCRAFT PLATFORM 
INTERFACE EQUIPMENT AND PROCESSES 
PRIME CONTRACTOR FOR AIRCRAFT LAUNCH AND 
RECOVERY EQUIPMENT 
SOLE SUPPLIER OF SELECTED FLIGHT CRITICAL ALRE 
ITEMS 

LriKEHURST IS THE' CRITICAL LINK BETWEEN THE AIR 
NiIVY AND THE SEA NAVY. WITHOUT THIS LINK THERE IS 
i7VO IV'A VAL A VIA TION. 



MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS t 
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M-29 USMC EXPEDITIONARY AIRFIELD ARRESTING GEAR 

MK7 MOD 4 ARRESTING GEAR FOR CVN 76 

V/STOL OPTICAL LANDING SYSTEM 

ELECTROMAGNETIC LAUNCHER SYSTEM 

A/S32P-25 SHIPBOARD FIRE TRUCK 

AIRCRAFT GENERATOR TEST STAND 

UKM-7 TELEMETRIC TEST SET 



CVN 74/75/76 GOVERNMENT FURNISHED EQUIPMENT 

RECOVERY ASSIST, SECURING, AND TRAVERSING SYSTEM (RAST) 

NAVY ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAMPOLLUTION PREVENTION 
(NELPPP) 

F/A- 18 FOREIGN MILITARY SALES SUPPORT EQUIF'MENT 

UNIVERSAL JET AIR START UNIT 

STANDARD ENGINE TEST SYSTEM 

INTEGRATED SHIPBOARD INFORMATION SYSTEM 

AVIATION DATA MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL SYSTEM 
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IN-SERVICE ENGINEERING 

LAKEHURST 

227 DEDICATED PERSONNEL PROVIDING FLEET SUPPORT FOR ALRE AND SE 
WORLDWIDE 
- SENT TECH REP TEAM TO CV 67 IN PERSIAN GULF DURING DESERT STORM TO 

CHANGE CATAPULT LAUNCH VALVE 
- SENT TEST TEAM TO CV63 TO RESOLVE CATAPULT STEAM LEAKAGE 
- INSTALLED A TURBOJETFAN ENGINE TEST SYSTEM AT NAF ATSUGI JAPAN 
- SENT TECH REP TO TROUBLESHOOT CRASH CRANE ABOARD USS 

WASPIESSEX 

QUALITY SERVICE TO THE FLEET RECOGNIZED BY "ATTABOYS" FROM SHIPS 
COMMANDING OFF'ICERS AND FLEET COMMANDERS 
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NAWCAD LAKEHURST 

JET BLAST 
DEFLECTOR 

SITE 

OUTDOOR ENGINE I JET CAR 
TEST SITE TRACK SITE 

(NAWCAD TRENTON) A 

k .llC-13 MOD 0 MAXFIELD AIRFIELD 
TC-13 MOD 2 MANUFACTURING 
CATAPULTS PROTOTYPING 

I FACILITY 
12,000 F 1. dEDICATED 
TEST RUNWAY AND 

ELEVATED RUNWAYARRESTED 
gd FIXED LANDING SITE 

PLATFORM 

ENGINEERING 
BUILDINGS 



UNIQUE FACILITIES n e t 
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REPLACEMENT 
VALUE 

IN-GROUND CATAPULTS (TC- 13 MOD 0, TC-13 MOD 2) $120.5M 

RUNWAY ARRESTED LANDING SITE (MK7 MOD 2, MK7 MOD 3) $28.5M 

DEDICATED TEST RUNWAY $17.7M 

ELEVATED FIXED PLATFORM WITH RECOVERY ASSIST, 

SECURING, AND TRAVERSING INSTALLED $4.2M 

OUTDOOR ENGINE TEST SITE (NAWCADTRN) $4.6M 

JET BLAST DEFLECTOR SITE $3.3M 

JET CAR TRACKS (3) $24.5M 

ENGINEERING LABS $14.1M 

MANUFACTURINGIPROTOTYPING COMPLEX $198M 
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LOCAL AREA NETWORK 

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS WIDE AREA NETWORK 

VIDEO TELECONFERENCING CENTER 

COMPUTER AIDED ENGINEERING 
MOBILIZATION POTENTIAL 

AUTOMATIC TEST EQUIPMENT SOFTWARE FACILITY 

DATA HANDLING CENTER 
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MANPOWER 

THE WORLD'S AIRCRAFT PLATFORM INTERFACE 
EXPERTS RESIDE AT NAVY LAKEHURST. AN AWARD 
WINNING WORKFORCE DEDICATED TO COST EFFECTIVE, 
RELIABLE, TECHNICALLY SUPERIOR SUPPORT TO 
NAVAL AVIATION. 



LAKEHURST 

* INCLUDES 1 11 OFF-SITE REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMAND 

NAWCAD 

TENANTS 

NON-APPROPRIATED FUNDED 

CONTRACTOR ON-SITE 

RESERVISTS 

TOTAL 

ON BOARD 21 APRIL 1995 

MIL CIV TOT 

239 1957 2196* 

173 362 535 

82 82 

293 293 

88 88 

500 2694 3194 
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NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL TRAINING CENTER DETACHMENT 
U.S. ARMY CECOM ELECTRONICS INTEGRATION DIRECTORATE/AIRBORNE 
ENGINEERING EVALUATION SUPPORT ACTIVITY 

NAVAL MOBILE CONSTRUCTION BAmALION 21 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER AIRCRAFT DIVISION TRENTON 

NAVAL FACILITlES COMMAND NORTHERN DIVISION PHILADELPHIA 

NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND NAVTELCOMCEN 
DEFENSE PRINTING SERVICE BRANCH OFFICE 

COMMISSARY 

NAVAL INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE 

PERSONNEL SUPPORT DETACHMENT 

NAVAL DENTAL CLINIC 

NAVAL MEDICAL CLINIC 

DEFENSE REUTILIZATION AND MARKETING OFFICE 

DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

OCEAN COUNTY VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL SCHOOL 



LAKEHURST 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

AND 

AWARDS 
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LARGEST EMPLOYER IN OCEAN COUNTY 

ADOPT-A-SCHOOL PROGRAM 

CAREER TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 

UNITED WAY EXECUTIVE 
SEA SCOUTS 

MULTIPLE MUTUAL AID AGREEMENTS WITH LOCAL 
COMMUNITIES 

VOCATIONAL INDUSTRIAL CLUBS OF AMERICA 

RESEARCH METHODS IN ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
SCIENCE 



AWARDS 

LAKEHURST 

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROTOTYPE (QIP) AWARD 

DEFENSE STANDARDIZATION PROGRAM OUTSTANDING 
PERFORMANCE AWARD 

DOD ENVIRONMENTAL SHOWCASE INSTALLATION AWARD 

SECNAV ENERGY CONSERVATION AWARD 

NAVY CHIEF OF INFORMATION (CHINFO) MERIT AWARD - FIRST 
PLACE 

OSD GOLD NUGGET AWARD 

EPA STRATOSPHERIC OZONE AWARD 

SILVER GULL AWARD 



FINANCIAL 
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FY94 ACTUAL 

DIRECT CITE 
$412.6M 

REIMBURSABLE 
$205.3111 

TOTAL = $617.9M 

FY95 PROJECTED 

DIRECT CITE 
$4 12.2M 

REIMBURSABLE 
$226.3M 

TOTAL = $638.5M 



* ONE TIME RATE INCREASE DUE TO AOR RECOUPMENT 
* DUE TO HEADQUARTERS SEPO RESPONSIBILITIES BEING 

DECENTRALIZED AND TRANSITIONED TO NAWCADLKE 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

REIMBURSABLE 

DIRECT CITE 

TOTALS 

FY91 

179.2 

123.1 

302.3 

FY92 

167.3 

119.8 

287.1 

FY93 

219.1* 

348.0** 

567.1 

FY94 

205.3 

412.6 

617.9 

FY95 

226.3 

412.2 

638.5 
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LtKEHURST IS THE CRITICAL LINK BETIVEEN THE AIR 
N,4 VY AND THE SEA NAVY. IVTTHOUT THIS LINK THERE IS 
NO Xi4 VAL A VIA TION. 
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SCENARIO DESCRIPTION 



LAKEHURST 

LAKEHURST 

CURRENT 3083 * 

POST-BRAC 542 

LOSSES - 2541 

PATUXENT RIVER 

SUPPORT 
EQUIPMENT 
AND OTHER 

465 

FORCE 
DRAW DOWN JACKSONVILLE 

343 TENANTS/RESERVISTS MANUE' I..------ *, 

RELOCATED 
--Am. 

I YKU r OTYPING 
nn I 

TENANTS AND 
CONTRACTORS TBD 

J I 7V I 

* DOES NOT INCLUDE 111 OFF-SITE REPRESENTATIVES 



- Retained Complex on East Side of Lakehurst 

--. ---- 
$ r u l E  7 2 Engineering and Support 
? Buildings 
1---- --- --- . __ -_-. 

f 
t 

ALREl Manufacturing/Prototyping 
in these buildings moves to 

Jacksonville 
, --- --- - 

Historic Hanger One a 

NAlTC School 
moves to Pensocola 

1 ~ n g i n k c l  

I and 
) Support Facility - *-- 
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UNIQUE FACILITIES AND WORLD CLASS PEOPLE MAKE 
NAVY LAKEHURST THE CRITICAL LINK BETWEEN THE 
AIR NAVY AND THE SEA NAVY. WITHOUT THIS LINK 
THERE IS NO NAVAL AVIATION. 
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Prototype Manufacturing Department 



WELCOME to  the Prototype Manufacturing Department 
of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Lakehurst (NAWCADLKE). 

We are an integrated, flexible engineering and 
prototype manufacturing facility. We perform 
manufacturlng engineering and produce prototypes. We 
are part of an Integrated Product Team that is 
collocated with the Navy's Aircraft Launch and Recovery 
Equipment design engineers and the Navy's air launch 
test capability. Two-hundred fourteen dedica ted 
manufacturlng engineers, technicians, highly trained and 
specially skilled artisans, and a skilled management 
team provide prototypes and test articles, procurement 
data packages and fleet equipment (service) changes, 
Engineering Investigations, correction of defective 
(contractor default) assemblies, and act as a last source 
of supply and repair for Fleet critical items. 

This tour g"ide will help you understand the different stations at which the tour will stop. 

Working in  close cooperation with our prototype customers in  the engineering and test departments, we provide 
producibility engineering and other manufacturing related engineering services. Employing computer aided 
design programs, we are able to assist in  the design of parts and assemblies. Conversion programs allow us to 
convert computer aided designs directly to command codes (tool paths) for our computer numerical controlled 
machine tools. 



Torque release couplings are an integral element of the carrier arresting system. During operations, a failed 
coupling resulted in the loss of an F-14. In response to this Fleet emergency, the Prototype Department 
provided modified units until new couplings were designed, prototyped, and tested at NAWCADLKE. As a result 
of our rapid response, Fleet readiness was maintained. 

Power cylinders, a principal element of aircraft carrier catapults, weigh 4400 Ibs. and are 21" in diameter by 
12 feet long.The contractor making the current lot of 452 cylinders defaulted. To enable the CVN-75 Carrier to 
be completed on schedule, we are completing 56 of the cylinders recovered from the defaulted contractor. . 



Improvements to arresting engines,. the "shock absorbers" which catch landing aircraft, are produced and 
integrated into the arresting engines at the Prototype Manufacturlng Department. 

Low Loss Launch Valves release the steam into the catapult power cylinders. After a thorough inspection and 
engineering evaluation by both Engineering and Prototype Manufacturing engineers, Low Loss Launch Valves are 
overhauled and returned for fleet use. Design and Manufacturlng engineers evaluate the repair procedure and 
results to assure functionality of the overhauled valve. Acceptance tests are performed both at Prototype 
Manufacturing and Test Departments. We are the Navy's last source of repair for this critical item. 



c 
After a catapult shot, these engines retract the launch shuttle and the "spearn which travels in  the power 
cylinders. The Prototype Manufacturing Department works with the collocated engineering and test groups to 
develop, integrate and test design changes, integrate service changes, and recover hardware produced by 
defaulting contractors. 

Jet Blast Deflectors, like the one in use in the picture above, are manufactured at NAWCADLKE. We have 
developed and incorporated design changes into the units, provided technical guidance to contractors for out- 
sourced items, we have produced them to meet ship installation dates, and we are the last source of supply for 
these items which are essential to Fleet operations and readiness. 

~ l n f l l a h t e f u ~ ~ e t m r n  T m c t  Stand - 

The Marine lnflight Refueling System test stand pictured below is another example of a system designed, 

prototyped, and tested by the NAWCADLKE Engineering, Prototype Manufacturing, and Test Team. This test 
stand creates a new capability to test refueling systems prior to installation on KC-130 aircraft. 



The quality assurance team uses a wide range of inspection and test equipment and methods to verify products 
produced at the Prototype Manufacturing Department. In addition, they participate in Fleet Engineering 
investigations and inspect products delivered from defaulting contractors. 

The Metal Fabrication shop provides the ability to cut, bend, press, shear, and punch metals ranging from light 
weight sheet stock to heavy plates. We have the capability to shear 3/4" plate and plasma cut up to 12 
inches of steel with a one-sixteenth inch tolerance. 

The Prototype Manufacturing Department Weld Shops can join a wide range of dissimilar metals using rod, 
MIC, and TIC welding machines. Items from light weight sheet to the filling of voids in heavy steel castings 
are welded. - 
State of the art computer numerical control machine tools provide the capability to repeatedly produce precision 
machined parts. Our broad based capability can machine cut small subassembly parts from blocks of metal and 
we can machine large castings to precise tolerances. 

A recent NAWCADLKE Team concurrent engineering system designers, producibility engineers, and prototype 
manufacturers is developing an improved fresnei lens glide slope data system which will have better 
stabilization and better environmental resistance. Two operational prototypes are being made using both 
internal manufacturing and contractor supplied components. 



Large, conventional grinding, mliling, drilling, borlng, and cutting machines provide the capacity to form both 
large and small items without the program development time associated with CNC equipment. 

Using specially configured presses, cross deck pendants, like one being caught below, are one of the critlcal 
items manufactured a t  NAWCADLKE. The Prototype Manufacturing Department produces specially manufactured 
terminals which are swaged to  the end of commercially produced wire rope. Since the test methods for 
product verification are destructive (see below), these items are manufactured using strict process controls. 

The Prototype Manufacturing Department maintains a locally manufactured test cell for continually verifying the 
Cross Deck Pendant manufacturing process. Small test assemblies are made using the same process as the 
final assemblies. These test cables are then pulled until failure to  validate the manufacturing process and test 
the cable strength and durability. After cabie failure, any withdrawal of the cable from the swaged terminal 
ends is measured. 

A second unique, locally manufactured test cell is used by the Prototype Manufacturing Department to assure 
the quality of the purchase cables which we manufacture. Purchase cables are the cable which connects the 
Cross Deck Pendant cabie to the Arresting Engine. 



We maintain a series of electric and gas furnaces which provide the capability to harden and soften metals. 
Our electric furnaces can either harden, anneal (soften) or temper metals. In addition, our gas furnaces can 
anneal, temper, carburize and case hard metals. Everything from small items of only a few inches in length to 
six foot long Jet Blast Deflector components can be heat treated. 

A collocated grit (sand) blasting capability allows us to remove the scale caused during heat treatment, strip 
paints, and prepare surfaces for painting. One of our blast medias is baking soda, an environmentally friendly 
blast media. 

20- A h c n f f r  Test S W  
A new test stand, designed at NAWCADLKE, is being prototyped and tested at the Prototype Manufacturing 
Department. Currently generators must be installed on the aircraft for test. This stand provides hydraulic and 
air cooling, generator controls, and a load bank to measure performance. It Is compatable with all aircraft 
generators. 

2lLmkLm 
A new water jet cutting system k belng installed and tested. Using computer controls, this system allows us to 
cut complex shapes out of a wide range of materials, including aluminum, steel, and foam. It is capable of 
cutting these shapes out of steel stock which is up to six inches thick. 

The RotoQrpe Ma~dactrrimg Tear 
8 NAWCADLKE 9504-21 

4-2795 
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Lakehurst 
makes bid to 
avoid closing 

By  rig LaBan . 
INQUIRER CORRESPONDENT 

LAKEHURST - The deafening roar 
of Lakehurst's naval jets made the 
concrete tremble beneath Commis- 
sioner A1 Cornella's feet. The fighter 
planes - an F-14 and an F-18 - were 
catapulted into a perfect blue sky in 
his honor, as plumes of steam es- 
caped from giant underground 
valves. 

There were demonstrations and 
ceremony everv- 
where -~ornel ia  

Officials went during his 
gave a visit to the Lake 

hurst Naval Air 
'lJr 'O a Engineering Sta- 
member of tion yesterday, 

his every move 
the shadowed by a 
closure contingent of mil- 

panel. itary and New Jer- 
sey politicos. And . . 
when he arrived 

at the end of his tour, more than 500 
members of the the surrounding 
community were there to greet him 
with patriotic banners and a ragtime 
band: 

It was an impressive show. But it 
remains to be seen whether it will be 
enough to save the base from closure 
durin'g the current round of military 
base cuts. - 

Cornella is one of eight commis- 
sioners on the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC), which is empowered to de- 
cide the fate of 146 domestic military 
bases that have been recommended 

For The Inquirer I DAVID M. WARP 

This F-18 jet was part of a demons.tration yesterday at Lakehurst for Al Cornella of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissio, 

for cutbacks or closure. and sent to bases in Florida and group that the BRAC process was saved and that there is a case to 
Lakehurst is the only Navy facility Maryland. In all, its closure would necessary because the reduction in made, nothing would make me h: 

that designs, tests, manufactures and cost as much as $70 million to the military infrastructure over the last pier," he said. "Believe me." 
repairs landing and take-off equip- local economy and an estimated 4,100 decade has lagged far behind cuts in His visits yesterday to Lakehurst 
men1 for aircraft carriers all in one military and civilian jobs, said U.S. personnel and the budget. Ocean County, and later to tl 
place. The facility is scheduled to be Rep. Chris Smith. Even so, he gave the group a ray of Army's Fort Dix, which is slated fol 
dismantled, its departments divided Cornella told the community hope. "If I feel that this base can be See LAKEHURST on 52 



Lakehurst makes effort to avoid closing 
LAKEHURST from S 1 

reduction in staff, were a prelude 
to a hearing o n  the  bases that will 
be held i n  New York City tomorrow 
aboard the  U.S.S. Intrepid. On Tues- 
day, Cornella visited the  Bayonne 
Military Ocean Terminal,  which 
has also been recommended for 
closure. 

Smith was optimistic that new cost 
estimates for closing 1,akehurst. 
which were provided last week by 
the bas2 commander to UIZAC, will 
convince the commissioners that dis- 
mantling the base makes no finan- 
cial sense. The recent figures esti- 
mate the total cost to be about $190 
Inillion, he said, abont 593 million 
more than originally stated by the 
Navy. 

"We are  going to examine these 
costs to make sure that they're accu- 
rate," said Cornella. "We will place a 
great emphasis on that in our final 
deliberations." 

Tomorrow's hearing will culmi- 
nate two months of preparations at 
Lakehurst - with frantic number- 
crunching and reconnaissance visits 
to rival bases - in an effort to prove 
that the  Department of Defense 
made a mistake when it named the 
base for closure in  late February. 

In the two previous rounds of cut- 
backs, i n  1991 and 1993, only 15 per- 
cent of all recommendations were 
reversed. If Lakehurst's proponents 
succeed in fending off closure, the 
commission would name new bases 
to be considered for closure on June  
10. 

The commission will conduct de- 
liberations in the last two weeks of 
June before making a final recom- - mendation to President Clinton. If 
Clinton approves the list, Congress 
will vote on it by this fall. 

In addition to their financial argu- 
ments, Smith and 1,akehurst consult- 
ant  Mike IIagy insist that splitting up 
the facility could result in dangerous 

Steam from a catapault launcher rises before a crowd of officials who toured the Lakehurst Naval Air 
Engineering Station yesterday. Lakehurst is slated to be shut down in the next round of base closings. 

delays i n  repairing arid retooling 
launch and landing equipment. Yes- 
terday they previewed a video - also 
to be shown tomorrow - that shows 
a plane plummeting into the sea af- 
ter a catapi~lt failure. 

"I feel \-rry, very strongly that we 
~9:!!d :YJ! cxr men and  women i n  
danger by dimantling a system that 
works." said IIagy, who was a Navy 
pilot frorn 1974 to 1991. "This is a 

carrier aviation story right i n  the 
Pinelands." 

Ron Vaccaro, who writes computer 
software for testing equipment at  the 
base, agreed that delays in  repairing 
equipment could result from disman- 
tling of the base and could have 
serious consequences for the  fleet. 

"When you're out in  the middle of 
the Indian Ocean and they need 
something i n  a hurry, no one can 

turn it around as fast as Lakehurst," 
he said. "We work together well 
here." 

Like many other employees at the 
base, however, Vaccaro, who will be 
transferred to Maryland if the rec- 
ommendations a r e  implemented. has 
other reasons for not wanting Lake- 
hurst to close. 

"I married a local girl," he said. 
"And we don't want to go." 
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Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

We have conducted an in-depth review of the facts concerning the U.S. Navy's 
recommendation to realign the Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, N.J. We are gravely 
concerned about the recommendation's impact on the national security, particularly with regard 
to Naval carrier aviation and operations. We have two major concerns: 

w Lakehurst is the only facilitv of  its kind in the world. Lakehurst provides our only 
capability for developing, manufacturing and testing aircraft carrier catapult and arresting gear. 
In December, 1994, the Navy conceded this fact and abandoned its plan to completely close 
Lakehurst. Instead, the Navy now proposes to tear apart aspects of the Lakehurst mission and 
relocate some of the tandem work in Maryland and Florida. The present co-location of these 
functions, called "concurrent engineering ", has provided the fleet with a 99.999998% success 
rate in more than 2 million aircraft launch and recoveries. If the Navy's recommendation to 
dismantle these functions is implemented, this success rate will undoubtedly suffer. At a mere 
one-half percent decrease in quality, the Navy would lose seven aircraft a day, or shut down 
carrier operations. 

The Naw 's process for arrivinn at the Lakehurst recommendation and its supportinn data 
is ~uestionable. In January 1995, we presented the Secretary of the Navy with concerns about 
the completeness and integrity of the data used to support and justify the Lakehurst realignment 
scenario. Our investigation revealed that the Navy's data collection and certification process 
omitted tenant costs, military construction costs, and operational reoccuring costs. In their April 
15 th report, the General Accounting Office calls these omissions "cost exclusions". 
Additionally, with regard to Lakehurst, the GAO echoed our concerns and stated: "we believe 
the [BRAC] Commission should more thoroughly examine the basis for cost exclusions. . . " Our 
analysis shows that when the full costs are calculated, the proposed Lakehurst scenario is 
counterproductive and antithetical to the BRAC objectives to save money and enhance military 

'il) 
readiness. 



Mr. Alan Dixon w May 5, 1995 
Page Two 

Over the past several weeks, our community group, Save Lakehurst Base, has provided 
the BRAC staff with in-depth data supporting our analysis. The enclosed report represents an 
overview of our findings and conclusions. Included are questions for the BRAC's query to the 
U.S. Navy. We strongly urge that these questions be fully answered to the Commissioners' 
satisfaction before decisions are reached regarding the disposition of the Lakehurst base. 

We believe wholeheartedly that the proposal to realign Lakehurst jeopardizes our military 
readiness and national security. We are grateful for the BRAC process and for the public 
hearings which offer us the opportunity to provide you with the facts and data we have 
uncovered. We are confident that you and your fellow commissioners will find the complete 
facts and full data analysis helpful and enlightening as you deliberate on your final 
recommendation to the President. 

Sincerely, 

CHRISTOPHER H. SMITI-~ 
Member of Congress 

BILL BRADLEY w 

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator 
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Section 2: 

Lakehurst Realiqnment Scenario 

Backeround: In Attachment X-7. page X-25 of its March 1995 report to the Department 
of Defense (DoD), the Secretary of the Naky described the scenario for closing the Naval A r  
Engineering Station (NAES) at Lakehurst, New Jersey, and the realignment of the Naval A r  
b7arfare Center Aircrafi Division (NAWCAD) Lakehurst While the recommendation was cited 
as "closure," the scenario actually depicted a realignment action for selected Aircraft Launch and 
Recovery Equipment (.&RE) functions at the technical center For background information, the 
Na\?.'s recommendation follov~s 

Recommendation: Close the Naval A r  Engineering Station at Lakehurst, Neu Jersey 
and the Na\.al .h r  U'arfare Center, Arcraft Division, Lakehurst, Nem Jersey, except transfer In 
place certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center. Arcraft Division. Patuvent 
Rn.er. Illaqland Relocate other functions and associated personnel and equipment to the Naval 
. h r  M'arfare Center, Arcraft Division. Patuvent a v e r ,  Maryland and the Naval A\.iation Depot. 
Jackson\rille. Florida Relocate the Xaval .Air Technical Traininy Center Detachment. Lakehurst. 
to Na\.al lZlr Station. Pensacola. Florida Relocate Naval Mobile Construction Battalion 2 I .  the 
C S .&-my Airborne Engineering Evaluation Support Branch. and the Defense Reutilization and 
l larket~ng Ofice to other government-ouned spaces 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of 
the DON budget through FY 2001 Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine. because these activities are supported through customer orders Howe\.er, the level of 
forces and of the budset are reliable indicators of sharp declines in the technical center workload 
through FY 2001. which leads to a recognition of escess capacity in these activities This escess 
and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation of 
activities wherever practicable The closure and realignment of this activity permits the 
ellmination of the command and support structure of this activity and the consolidation of its most 
critical hnctions at a major technical center, allowing synergism with its parent command and 
more hlly utilizing available capabilities at major depot activities This recommendation retains at 
Lakehurst only those facilities and personnel essential to conducting catapult and arresting gear 
testing and fleet support 

Return on Investment: According to the Na~y ' s  Base Structure E\.aluation Committee 
(BSEC) the total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $96 9 million 
The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of $5 million 

% ~ % % z ~ o ~ c c a t ~  Page -3 
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investment expected in three years The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
w is a savings of $358 7 million 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 4126 jobs (1 763 direct jobs and 
2362 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Monmouth-Ocean, New Jersey PMSA 
economic area, which is 1.0 percent of the economic area employment. The cumulative economic 
impact of all BRAC-95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic are 
over the 1994-to-200 1 period could result in a maximum potential increase equal to 1 . 1  percent of 
the employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community 
infrastructure impact at any receiving installation 

Environmental Impact: The closure of KAWCAD Lakehurst will have a 
generally positive impact on the environment because of the relocation of appropriate functions 
and personnel out of an area that is in severe non-attainment for ozone NAWC Patuxent River is 
currently in attainment for CO, and the additional functions and personnel are not expected to 
significantly affect this status Each of the gaining sites have sufficient capacity in their respective 
utilitv infrastructure to handle the additional personnel There is no adverse impact on 
threatenedlendangered species. sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural/historical resources 
occasioned by this recommendation 

Page 4 
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Section 3: 

Lakehurst: Carrier Aviation in Jeopardy 

BR4C Hearing 

A thorough investigation of the Navy's recommendation for closing Navy Lakehurst was 
conducted by the community from December 22, 1994 to May 1, 1995 The investigation 
resulted in the community's recommendation to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission to remove N a ~ y  Lakehurst from the closure list The community's recommendation 
was presented to the BRAC Commission in open hearing on Friday, May 5, 1995, aboard the 
Intrepid Sea. Air and Space Museum, New York City Harbor 

Representing the community with oral testimony were Congressman Christopher Smith. 
IR-NJ). and Commander Michael Hag);, US N a y  (Ret ) Senator Bill Bradley (D-NJ), Senator 
Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) and Congressman Jim Saxton (R-NJ), were active supporters of the 
community's investigation and remained involved throughout the process Their written testimony 
has been submitted separately for the record Rear Admiral Richard Friichtenicht, US N a ~ y .  
r Ret ). former Lakehurst Commanding Oficer, and Lieutenant Commander Arthur Lindbery. US 
Nai?, (Ret ), Chairman of Save Lakehurst Base Committee, were sworn witnesses to provide 

w additional information if necessary 

.4n addendum to this report contains the testimony of Congressman Christopher Smith 
and Commander Michael Hayy (Ret ) To aid the Commissioners and the public with 
understanding Lakehurst's mission and critical support to Naval Aviation and our national 
security. the community produced a videotape. which was presented at the Ma\. 5 hearing The 
l~ideotape. which focuses on the potential consequences of implementing the N a \ ~ ' s  
recommendation for Lakehurst, is a part of the permanent record 

The main points of the videotape have been outlined for this report 

Videotape: 

LAKEHURST: CARRIER AVIATION IN JEOPARDJ' 

Lakehurst Videotape Presentation 

Highlights of the videotape presented on Friday, May 5, 1995, in open hearins before the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission aboard the Intrepid Sea, .4ir and Space Museum. 
Xeu York City Harbor 

'Q) 

Page 5 
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Ilqls, 
I Aircraft carriers are in business for one reason the launching and recovering of high- 

performance combat aircraft, 

Lakehurst provides the aircraft launch and recovery equipment and support equipment, 
without Lakehurst aircraft carriers cannot operate; 

h Lakehurst is the only facility of its kind in the world; 

7 The type of support is for single-point failure of flight critical components; "flight critical " 
means the potential for loss of aircraft and crew; 

7 The Navy tried to close Lakehurst but failed; testing functions cannot be replicated 
without huge costs and loss of essential productivity; 

7 Failing complete closure, the Navy intends to split apart the engineering and manufacturing 
hnctions and send them to Maryland and Florida, 

7 N a ~ y  says it would cost $97 million to realign Lakehurst with a 3-year payback, independent 
review says costs will exceed $200 million and require more than 5 1 -years to payback. 

7 GAO has reviewed the N a ~ y ' s  decision process and data in regard to Lakehurst, says BR4C 
should "closely examine" Lakehurst's data and cost figures, 

QD, 
7 Lakehurst uses concurrent engineering to deliver the highest quality service to the fleet. 

pri~zate companies use concurrent engineering because it saves 30% on product life cycle 
costs, DoD is requiring the services to pursue concurrent engineering. yet Naiy wants to 
break apart Lakehurst's highly successhl system, 

7 Since test equipment must remain at Lakehurst, why is the Naby persisting in splitting apart 
the engineering and manufacturing functions, 

7 Sailor on busy carrier deck explains why arresting gear is critical to safety, 

7 Senior Naky civilian manager says sending manufacturing to JAX is "not a brilliant option". 
yet Nacy proposes to do just that; 

7 Costs and turnaround times on equipment due to shipping, personnel travel and TDY costs 
would soar from $33,000 to some $1 8 million annually, 

Response time to the fleet will suffer because historic losses in personnel rehsing to 
relocate means ALRE and SE engineers and manufacturing artisans will not move, 

Why is the N a ~ y  insisting on moving manufacturing to N.4DEP Jacksonville. instead of a 

'II 
shipyard or other heavy manufacturing activity, 
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WV 7 Navy has three depots with 38% overcapacity, are they' attempting to backfill this excess 
with Lakehurst's operation, 

The Lakehurst questions have a profound impact on national security; during the last 5 
years more than 2 million successhl carrier aircraft launch and recoveries, Lakehurst 
equipment has delivered a stunning 99.999998% quality rate to the Fleet; 

7 Decrease quality to just 99.44% and the Navy could lose 7 aircraft a day, an unacceptable 
loss of aircrafi would require the Navy to shut down carrier operations until the new 
system created by this scenario could be fixed-- no matter what it costs; 

7 US cannot afford to lose its carrier capabilities- its an open opportunity for aggression 
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Section 4: 

Lakehurst Scenario: Data Discrepancies 

Introduction 

Public Law 10 1-5 10 states that each military service will, " .  . . provide a fair process that 
will result in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States." 
The Save Lakehurst Base Committee reviewed the process used by the U.S. Navy to reach the 
recommendation for closure Our investigation revealed a pattern of inaccurate, incomplete and 
in some cases. manipulated data collection This pattern clearly calls into question the Nacy's 
compliance ivith Public Law 101-510's requirement for a "fair" process Each of these 
irregularities is supported by auditable documentation 

The Neu Jersey Congressional delegation informed the Secretary of the Naby about the 
data irregularities in January, 1995 The Na\y maintained its position that no irregularities could 
be found in its process in regard to Lakehurst, and that the Lakehurst data was essentially correct 
Houe\er. the General Accounting Ofice report to the BRAC Commission on April 15. 1995. 
questioned the Naby's process for determining its final recommendations for Lakehurst, as well as 

w the validity of the data collected and the estimated return on the investment The N a c ~ ' s  
recommendation for Lakehurst is based on this questionable data 

The Lakehurst Scenario Discrepancies section of the Commissioners Report outlines the 
indi~.idual data discrepancies A more detailed explanation and supporting documentation for each 
discrepancy has been provided to the BRAC staff in Volumes I and I1 of the Chronolopy of Data 
Discrepancies 

Explanation of Chronolom of Data Discrepancies 

The two-volume Chronology of Data Discrepancies document provides a chronology of 
irregularities discovered in the data used by the Department of the Naky Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) in making its recommendation to the Secretary of the Navy to 
close the Naval .Air Engineering Station at Lakehurst, New Jersey and realign the missions of the 
Kaval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst 

The discrepancies discovered by the community indicate the Navy: 

31 Underestimated Lakehurst unquestionable military value, 

J Underestimated the Lakehurst scenario's financial return on investment, 

J Underestimated the Lakehurst scenario's economic and environmental impacts. 
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The chronology provide the following information for each discrepancy: 

I Identification: The identification number assigned to the discrepancy; 

'r Summary: A description of the event or decision causing the discrepancy, 

Scenario Impact: Quantification of the discrepancy's impact on costs; 

I Documentation: The auditable supporting documents 

The data discrepancies are identified as follows: 

Discrepancy # 1: Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation. 

d Discrepancy # 2: Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) Production 
Manufacturing and Prototype, 

7 Discrepancy # 3: .4lrcraft Support Equipment (SE). 

Discrepancy # 4: Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) Prototype Manufacturing. 

2 Discrepancy # 5: Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) Benefits of 
Concurrent Engineeriny, 

Z' Discrepancy # 6: Department of the Navy Technical Center Military L'alue Matrix. 

Discrepancy # 7: Army krborne Engineering Evaluation Support Branch 
(.&4EESB), 

J Discrepancy # 8: Naval Air Technical Training Center (NATTC). 

2 Discrepancy # 9: Defense Reutilization and Marketing Ofice (DRMO). 

Z Discrepancy # lo:  Kaval Mobile Construction Battalion 2 1 (NMCB-2 l ) ,  

Discrepancy #I I: Kaval Aviation Engineering Support Unit (NAESU), 

Z Discrepancy #12: KAV.4IRSYSCOM PMA-25 1 and PM.4-260, 

Z Discrepancy #13: Navy Lakehurst. National Historic District, 

J Discrepancy #14: Naval .4ir Engineering Station (NAES) Benefits of Joint Use 
Opportunities, and 

J Discrepancy #IS: Kaval A r  Engineering Station (KXES) Benefits of Public/Pri\.ate 
Ventures 
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Discrepancy # 1: Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) 
Research, Development, Test & Evaluation (RDT&E) 

Summary: 

Insufficient and incorrect certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting costs incurred in the 
realignment of the Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) Research, Development. 
Test and Evaluation (RDTtkE) functions at the Naval Air Engineering Station (NAES), 
Lakehurst, New Jersey. The BSEC then further reduced initial cost estimates and minimized 
recurring cost data 

Scenario Impact: 

On 01 FEB 95, the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, certified in his data response to the 
Na\yls Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) that Scenario 33-20-0 162- 123 was economically 
feasible. militarily prudent and based on accurate data In his Executive Summav. 
CO3fXAVAIRSYSCOM states 

".YA U.T LAKEH L'RS'T'S MI.S'SIOAhr I.WCL LrDE.S' FULL LIFE CYCLE ENGINEERAYG A.VD 
TECH-VIC4L SLiPPORT OFAIRCRAFT LACrNCH, RECOIERY, A.KD SL'PPORT 

EQC'IP.%IE.YT USED ABOARD NA VAL -4 IRCRA FT CARRIERS: AIR CAPABLE SHIPS', 
A AIPHIBIO C!S' SHIPS') AND MARIFE EXPEDITIO.VAR Y AIRFIELDS. 

R:4 WC LAKEHL'RS'T I.S' THE OiVL Y FACILITY IIl' EITHER GOVERll).IEEYT OR 
PRIVA TE LVD U.S' TR Y TH,4 T HAS A CORE A IRCRA F T LA U.WCH AND RECO VER I' 

CAPABILITY. TO S,4 TLYF Y THE PRE I'IOL~.S'L Y STA TED REQC'IREREIIE.VT, 
THE LT..F M W REQCT1RE.F THIS CORE CAPABILITY TO BE MAI.KTAI-XED. " 

This realignment proposal, the so-called "fencing scenario," recognizes the exceptional 
strategic importance; unparalleled military value. and enormous financial and environmental costs 
in relocating the ALRE RDT&E Some 500 military and civilian personnel would remain behind 
to operate the facilities 

In fact, these core Arcraft Launch and Recovery equipment (.4LRE) functions are 
geopl.crph~ccrI/~ tleJ to their present location at the New Jersey base, except transfer in place 
certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircrafi Division, Patusent 
River, Maryland 
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Based on certified data provided bv COMNAVAIRSYSCOM to the Navv BSEC: 

MILCON Requirement: 
Personnel Costs: 
Overhead Costs: 
Moving Costs: 
Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $73,196,000 

In fact, the certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM underestimated the 
military construction (MILCON) costs required in this "fencing" scenario 

Based on data ~rov ided  to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

MILCON Requirement: 
Personnel Costs. 
Overhead Costs 
Moving Costs 
Environmental Mitigation Costs: 
One-time Unique Costs: 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $92,352,682 

The Sa \y  projects a one-time savings in this scenario of $1,664,825 The actual total 
one-time cost that would be incurred by the U S Government will exceed $93.000.000 in order 
to maintain the same capabilities currently on-line at NAES Lakehurst 

Of the 542 civilian and military personnel remaining at Lakehurst, only 102 uould be 
provided for the necessary basekeeper support functions required of the ALRE RDT&E sites 
The actual requirement is 160 personnel to ensure proper support for security. fire protection. 
supply. public works, environmental and other basekeeper hnctions 

Finally. significant recurring costs will be incurred each year for the travel, production 
loss and inherent product-cycle delays in dismantling the Navy's ALRE team 

Documentation: 

J Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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w Discrepancy # 2: Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) 
Production Manufacturing and Prototype 

Summary: 

Insufficient and incorrect certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting costs incurred in the 
relocation for the ,&rcraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) Production Manufacturing 
and Prototype functions from Hangars 2 and 3, Naval Air Engineering Station (NAES), 
Lakehurst, New Jersey to Naval Air Depot, (NADEP) Jacksonville, Florida The BSEC then 
hrther reduced initial cost estimates and minimized recurring cost data, providing incorrect data 
to the Secretary of the Navy 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed relocation of the .Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) 
Prototype and Manufacturing functions from NAES Lakehurst to NADEP Jacksonville would 
adversely impact flight critical items for carrier operations, as well as incur significant initial and 

mv recurring costs The Naby does not project any savings to the U S Government in the execution 
of this relocation action 

The BSEC reported to the Secretary of the Navy a one-time cost of $1.641.000 to 
complete the relocation of Production Manufacturing and Prototyping, and recurring costs of only 
S327.000 per year The BSEC did agree with COM3.4VAIRSYSCOM's position that there will 
be no savings to the government realized as a result of this realignment action Actual data 
submissions by COhCiAVAIRSYSCOM refute this cost projection 

Based on certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM to the Navy BSEC: 

One-time Unique Costs 
One-time Moving Costs. 
MILCON Requirement 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $26,551,000 

In fact, the facilities requirements for Production Manufacturing and Prototyping clearly 
exceed any capabilities currently possessed by NADEP Jacksonville The certified data provided 
by COMKAVAIRSYSCOM underestimated the military construction (MILCON) costs required 
in this relocation scenario In addition, the time required for this process increases Lakehurst's 
present 12-month cycle per Low Loss Launch Valves (LLLV's are a critical component of 

w catapults) by an additional five months Since the N a ~ y  has not maintained a single "in stock" 
valve during the past five years, the Jacksonville scenario requires the purchase of 5 - 8 additional 

%?%%A- Page 12 



May 5,1995 

w LLLV's, at a cost of $558,000 per valve, in order to prevent unacceptable reductions in fleet 
carrier readiness The actual initial costs required to maintain the same capabilities currently 
on-line at NAES Lakehurst would be: 

Based on data vrovided to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

One-time Unique Costs: (Electrical & Foundation Preparation) $ 6,000,000 
One-time Unique Costs: (Minimum of 5 additional LLLV's) $ 2,790,000 
One-time Moving Costs: '$1 5,550,000 
MILCON Requirement : $10,790,000 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $35,040,000 

.Although the A L E  manufacturing fknctions would be located in Florida, the ALRE 
Research. Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) functions would remain at Lakehurst, 
New Jersey This situation would incur significant delays in the rework and test procedures for 
.%RE support of carrier aviation These delays would affect aircraft catapults, arresting gear, 
emergency barricades, etc In addition, this relocation scenario will incur significant costs in lost 
productivity time, and will deprive the Fleet of critical industrial capabilities during the months 
in~ol\.ed in the tear-down, packing, shipping and reassembling of manufacturing machinery and 
equipment 

Based on certified data provided by CO3INAVAIRSYSCOM to the Navy BSEC: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 
ALRE Components shipping costs (JAX to Lakehurst). $ 140.000 
Recurring Costs for Travel & TDY: $ 1,180,000 
Lakehurst Engineering & Tech Sewices Contract (29 Workyears) $ 2,610,000 
Lakehurst Support Senices Contract (145 Workyears). $ 8,700.000 

.4nnual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: $12,630,000 

The certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM underestimated the annual 
recurring costs required in this relocation scenario As an example, analysis of the proposed 
process for reworking Low Loss Launch Valves (LLLV) critical to aircraft catapult launchers 
would begin in Jacksonville, Florida After reworking, the LLLV's would be shipped to 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, for necessary testing, and if rework were required, necessitate the 
components return to Florida for a repeat of the cycle With the requirement for on-site 
engineering support, personnel travel time, component shipping time and related costs for each 
12,000 pound LLLV the proposed scenario demands significant initial and recurring costs not 
currently present in maintaining the fknction at NAES Lakehurst 

w In addition, the time required for this process increases Lakehurst's present ]'-month 
cycle per LLLi' by an additional five months This will increase the present annual rework costs 
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w by $1 89,000 per valve The costs of packing, interstate freight charges and personnel travel1TDY 
costs adds a $59,000 cost per valve Using current rework levels of 5 LLLV shipments per year, 
the annul recurring costs for reworking LLLV's would exceed $3,185,000 Similar projections 
can be made for cross-deck pendants and prototype components packing, interstate freight 
charges and personnel travel/TDY costs 

Based on data ~rov ided  to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 
> Travel and TDY Costs: 
I Engineering and Technical Services Contract: 
I Rework for five launch valves (LLLV's) per year 
I Support Services Contract 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: $16,295,000 

The BSEC eliminated or reduced these costs in order to protect NADEP Jacksonville 
from firther BRAC deliberations and potential closure Joint Scenario d l  02 and x 102A 
demonstrated the viability of a Jacksonville Regional Maintenance Activity ( R I A )  The second 
scenario, k102A, envisioned the closure of NADEP Jacksonville, with several of its maintenance wf finctions remaining as part of the M A  This scenario estimated a one-time cost of $9,100.000, 
an immediate return on investment, an annual steady-sate savings of $37,300.000, and a 20-vear 
savings of olrer $500,000,000 

In its deliberations on 13 JAN 95, the BSEC stated that KADEP Jacksonville " u a s  
removed from consideration for the following reasons 

"Although the concept is crn ongoing DON initiative, the RMA is in the rle~~elopntent phase, 
consetluent[r this analysis based on rkrtrr that cioes not nzeet DoS's stantiartis for BRAC". 

and 

"NAllEP Jackson~~ille litas identified as a receiving site that enabled the closure of a major 
technical center. " 

Note the BSEC's projected savings in the realignment scenario for Lakehurst projects 
annual savings of $37,200,000 This savings is the "smoke and mirror-image" of the real savings 
of $37,300,000 anticipated from the creation of the Regional Maintenance Activity proposed by 
the Joint Cross-Sewice Group in its Scenario #102A If Lakehurst is being used by the N a y  to 
thwart the justified closure of NADEP Jacksonville, then the savings "lost" to the U S 

w Government must be included in the annual recurring costs of the Lakehurst scenario 
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Based on data provided bv the Joint Cross-Service Group to the Navv BSEC: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 
I Travel and TDY Costs $ 1,180,000 
I Engineering and Technical Services Contract $ 2,610,000 
r Rework for five launch valves (LLLV's) per year $ 3,185,000 
I Support Services Contract $ 8,700,000 
I "Lost Savings" to U S Government $3 7,300,000 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: $53,595,000 

Documentation: 

Pro\rided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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91 Discrepancy # 3: Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) 

Summary: 

Insufficient and incorrect certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting costs incurred in the 
relocation for the Support Equipment (SE) functions from Naval A r  Engineering Station 
(NAES), Lakehurst, New Jersey to Naval Air Station Patuxent River, Maryland, and to Naval h r  
Depot, (NADEP) Jacksonville, Florida. The BSEC then further reduced initial cost estimates and 
minimized recurring cost data, providing incorrect data to the Secretary of the Navy 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed relocation of the Support Equipment (SE) functions from NAES Lakehurst 
to 5.4s Patuxent River and N.4DEP Jacksonville would adversely impact flight critical items for 
carrier operations in the areas of aircraft handling, servicing and maintenance. avionics support 
and propulsion support It would also incur significant initial and recurring costs 

Based on certified data provided bv COMNAVAIRSYSCOM to the Navv BSEC: 

I MILCOX Requirement. 
I One-time Unique Costs 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $2 1,906.000 

.4nnualized Recurring Costs: 
I Recurring Costs for 0 & M 
.I Recurring Costs for Military personnel 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: 

The certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM underestimated the annual 
recurring costs required in this relocation scenario Although the Support Equipment fbnctions 
would be located in Maryland, the Test hnctions (i e - Electro-Magnetic Interference and 
Environmental) would remain at Lakehurst, New Jersey This situation would incur significant 
costs in lost productivity due to travel to and from the test sites These delays would have affect 
carrier aircraft readiness 

w 
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Based on data provided to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

7 Engineering and Technical Services Contract (60 WorkYears): $1 1,6 10,000 
A Recurring Costs for 0 & M. $ 2,568,000 
A Recurring Costs for Military personnel: $ 99,000 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: $14,277,000 

It is of particular concern that the aircraft SE production manufacturing and prototyping 
functions have been ignored in this scenario. Only the ALRE functions are supported in the 
relocation to NADEP Jacksonville, Florida The inability to prototype, manufacture and rework 
critical SE items would seriously impact Naval Aviation 

Documentation: 

7' Provided to the 199; BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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w Discrepancy # 4: Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) Prototyping 

Summary: 

Insufficient certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting costs incurred in the relocation of Support 
Equipment (SE) functions from Naval Air Engineering Station (NAES), Lakehurst, New Jersey to 
Naval Air Station (NAS), Patuxent River, Maryland; and the relocation of Prototype functions to 
Naval Air Depot, (NADEP) Jacksonville, Florida The cost data provided to the BSEC were 
limited to PLlrcrafi launch and Recovery equipment (ALRE) Prototyping and production 
manufacturing, and did not include costs required to conduct SE Prototype Manufacturing. 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed relocation of the Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) functions from N.*S 
Lakehurst to NAS Patuxent River completely overlooks the requirement to provide prototype 
manufacturing capabilities necessary to test and validate SE design The scenario states "The 
ALRE prototype and manufacturing fbnction is relocated to N.4DEP Jacksonville in Jacksonville. 
Florida " In Fiscal Year 1995, SE prototype manufacturing represented 34% of the v Xlanufacturing Technology Department's workload The 55 41 SE workyears essentially equal 
the 54 93 ALRE workyears proposed for relocation to NADEP Jacksonville 

The costs associated with this scenario do not include addjtlonal travel and temporan du t~ .  
(TDY) expenses for SE engineers required to travel from Maryland to Florida and Ye\* Jersey to 
resolve technical problems with the prototyping efforts Of greater concern, it would appear that 
the Na\y mill  lose its SE prototype capability This loss would adversely impact flight critical 
items for carrier operations including aircraft handling, sen-ice, maintenance, a\ ionics and 
propulsion support 

These SE prototyping efforts are inherent government functions and cannot be outsourced 
to private contractors Prototyping work differs from production manufacturing performed b!. 
aviation depots and commercial contractors in its emphasis on innovation and flexibility (versus 
adherence to delivery and cost schedules) in attempting to validate newly developed designs 
Attempts to combine depot production manufacturing with prototyping efforts will incur 
significant production line downtime and delivery schedule delays 

Under the existing Integrated Program Team (IPT) concept, all team members are within 
walking distance of the facilities at Lakehurst This team is responsible for the life cycle 
management of all Naly SE from requirements definition, design, development. prototype 
manufacture and integrated loyistics support This reduces life cycle costs as much as 30'0 The 

'IY Lakehurst operation has proven successfbl by focusing on core capabilities while outsourcing 
non-critical fbnctions 
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w The certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM underestimated the annual 
recurring costs required in this relocation scenario Although the Support Equipment hnctions 
would be located in Maryland, the RDT&E hnctions would remain in New Jersey while 
prototype would relocate to Florida This situation would incur significant delays'in the test and 
engineering procedures for support of carrier aviation. 

Based on certified data provided bv COMNAVAIRSYSCOM to the Navv BSEC: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 

I SE Prototype Manufacturing Labor (50 WorkYears). 
SE Engineers TDY from NAS Patuxent - 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: 

Documentation: 

Z Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on .4pril 28, 1995 
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Qv Discrepancy # 5: Aircraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) 
and Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) Benefits of 
Concurrent Engineering 

Summary: 

Inadequate certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting costs incurred in the closure of the Naval 
Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey and the realignment of missions at the Naval h r  
Warfare Center Arcraft Division Lakehurst No consideration for the recurring costs of 
dismantling the present Concurrent Engineering operations at Lakehurst that support Aircraft 
Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) and Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) 

Scenario Impact: 

Much has been written about the .sy~~crgi.sni gained in collocating all fknctions relating to 
the lZlrcraft Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) and Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) at 
Lakehurst Unfortunately, the Department of the Naky made no effort to quantiQ or explore the 

w impact of dismantling the present-day operations at Lakehurst In stripping away its Prototype. 
Production Manufacturing and Aircraft Support Equipment Engineering hnctions, the remaining 
ALRE Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDTgiE) fbnctions will be seriously 
impacted This invaluable capability is as critical to Naval Aviation as the .4LRE RDTkE 
in-ground catapults and arresting engines at Lakehurst 

In dismantling the business of . 4 L E  and Arcraft SE now collocated at Lakehurst. the 
N a ~ y  mill relinquish its world-class industrial benchmark of Concurrent Engineering As defined 
by the Defense Systems Management College 

"Con current Engineering is a systematic approach to the integratetl, concurrent design of 
products and their relatedprocesses, including manufacture and support This approach is 
intentled to cttuse the cle~~elopers, fronr the outset, to consider all elements of the product life 

cycle.from conception through disposal, inclutling quality, cost, schedule, and user 
requirenzents. " 

American leaders of industry are recognizing the economic benefits and adopting the 
concepts of Concurrent Engineering. Recent users of concurrent engineering include Boeing 
Arcraft. Bell Helicopter, General Electric and Allison. Their reported savings exceed 30% of the 
anticipated project costs Savings are realized due to the collocation of pro-iect engineers. 
Research. Prototype Development, Test, Evaluation and Production Manufacturing 

w The proposed decision to dismantle the Concurrent Engineering operations at Lakehurst 
cannot be justified as a "sound business decision " The Navy is on record as recognizing there are 
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w no savings The Navy knowingly and deliberately eliminated significant initial and recurring costs 
from certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM In relocating the Aircraft Support 
Equipment (SE) functions from Lakehurst to Naval Air Station Patuxent River, Maryland, 
one-time initial costs of $21,906,000 and annual recurring costs of $14,277,00 are projected. In 
the relocation of the Prototyping and Production Manufacturing functions to Naval Air Depot, 
Jacksonville, Florida over $35,000,000 in initial costs, and $16,000,000 in annual recurring costs, 
were eliminated from certified data 

The resultant loss in benefits predicted in this realignment action would dismay any 
private sector business leader: 

X Increased cycle times due to: 
J increases in development time; 
J increases in materials and component lead times; and 
J increases in engineering change impacts 

X Increased costs due to: 
J increases in delays awaiting progress inspections, 
J increases in field failures and warranty costs, 

increases in scrap, rework and repair costs, and 
J increases in bid and proposal costs per project 

X Decreased product quality: 
J Quality measurement is based on successfbl launches and recoveries of aircraft. 
J In past 5 years, 2,000,000 catapult assisted take-offs and arrested landings. 
J Loss of 4 aircraft during past 5 years due to an .URE failure equates to a 

performance factor of 99 999998% reliability 

Based on  certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM to the N a ~ y ' s  BSEC, the 
actual one-time cost for the realignment of Arcraft Support Equipment. Prototyping and 
Production Manufacturing Functions from the Naval Air Engineering Station. Lakehurst. New 
Jersey will exceed $56,000,000 

Based on data provided to the Save the Lakehurst Base Committee, the projected increase 
in ALRE and Aircraft SE production life-cycle costs following the dismantling of the Concurrent 
Engineering operations at the Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey will exceed 
30% of the current annual workload costs This 30% increase will apply to all ALRE and Aircrafi 
SE hnctions including the Prototyping, Production Manufacturing, Research, Development. Test 
and Evaluation functions 

Documentation: 
w 

J Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28. 1995 
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Discrepancy # 6: Department of the Navy: Technical Center 
Military Value Matrix 

Summary: 

Incorrect assumptions made by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) based 
on inadequate information provided by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM These inaccuracies 
resulted in a 14th place ranking for the Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey, in 
the Department of the Navy's 1995 Military Value Matrix for Technical Centers 

Scenario Impact: 

During the BRAC-93 process, the Naval A r  Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey, 
was assigned a Military Value ranking of 6 among the Naby's Technical Centers The 14th place 
ranking of Lakehurst's military facilities in the Naby's 1995 Military Value Matrix for Technical 
Centers is incorrect 

During the BSEC's deliberations of 8 SEP 94. the Technical Centers' "Militar). Value 
M'eighting Factors" were recomputed The following "Que Seq" questions from the 1995 
blilitan- Value Matrix dated 30 KO\.' 94 are challenged for the negative response of "zero militac 
value." should be reassigned a value of " 1 ." and their weighting factors added to the militan. value 
of the Lakehurst facility 

Question : IVeight: Statement: Data Call: 

Includes fill-spectrum life cycle responsibility # l 3  
Includes systems integration responsibility ~5 & *I-3 
Includes support to formal training of naval forces k l  & g5 
Includes joint/lead service assignments ~ 1 3  
Include a min 100 in-house WY's in Def Systems #l. $5. & k 13 
Include a min 100 in-house WY's in Gen Mission ic4, k5,  & k 13 
Include a min 100 in-house WY's in DevIDev Supt k5, & # I  2 
Gen Mssn Supt of DON in-house tech WY's is =>5%#3, & # 13 
RDT&E of DON in-house tech WY's is =>5% k5 
Acquisition of DON in-house tech WY's is =>5?0 #5 
Lifetime Supt of DON in-house tech WY's is =>5% #5 
Technical functions are performed for surface ships k 1. X-5, & # l3  

* More than 1,000 acres available for expansion ks, #12 g: $13 
Site maintains facilities for contingencies k3, #5, & #I2  
Location natural features essential to facilitv mission $5 ,  S 12 & ;: 1-3 
Location provides favorable weather conditions #i I3 
Directly impact Naval Force training (20-39 WJ"s) $3 
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Note. (*) Requires question number 76 to be reevaluated and assigned a "OM vice " 1"  

If the criteria were equally applied to all technical facilities under consideration, then 
Lakehurst's scores for the above items would be similar to those of other field activities within 
NAVAIRSYSCOM In every case, a comparison of the values assigned demonstrates the 
inequity in the process used by the Navy's BSEC In fact, either the values for Lakehurst should 
be raised, or the values for other NAVAIR field activities be zeroized, (e g - Patuxent River, 
Jacksonville, China Lake, et al) 

Using the weighted factors identified above, the military value for the Lakehurst facility 
would be increased by 9.507 This would increase Lakehurst's military value to 44 45, and 
enhancing its ranking among the Naky's Technical Centers from 14th to 7th place. A reasonable 
expectation based on its 1993 ranking of 6th place among Technical Centers. 

Documentation: 

Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28. 1995 
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Discrepancy # 7: Army Airborne Engineering Evaluation Support 
Branch (AAEESB) 

Summary: 

Insufficient certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting cost of relocation for the Army Airborne 
Engineering Evaluation Support Branch (AAEESB) from the Naval A r  Engineering Station, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey to an "Unknown Army Base" in New Jersey. Initial costs estimated at 
zero Minimal recurring costs for military personnel support and base operations support included 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed closing of NAES Lakehurst requires the U S Army to relocate its Army 
Airborne Engineering Evaluation Support Branch to another aviation-capable facility On 19 
DEC 93, the Office of the Chief of Staff. Department of the Army (DA) pro~rided to the Navy's 
Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) its response to a data call in regard to AAEEB The 
.Army's stated desire was to retain its air operations at Lakehurst, however, for the purposes of the 
Na\y's data call the Army Chief of Staff provided estimated initial costs of relocating the unit to 
Fort Belvoir. Virginia It is the D.4's position that no excess facilities exist for this unit within the 
Nen Jersey area No personnel moving costs were included 

Based on certified data provided bv V.S. Armv's Chief of Staff to the Navy BS-AT: 

One-Time >loving Costs of 150 short tons of equipment 
MILCON Requirements 

7 A r  Maintenance ( A r  Ops) 22.000 sq ft 
I Administrative 3,100 sq ft 
I RDT&E 25,000 sq fi 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $1 1,525,000 

Based on data provided to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

Recurring Annual Costs 
h Base Operations Support (BOS). 
I Military Personnel Housing Allowance 

Recurring annual cost incurred by liS Government: 
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It is the official position of the U S. Army to maintain CECOM's Army Airborne 
Engineering Evaluation Support Branch at NAES Lakehurst if possible. In the event the 
realignment scenario is reversed by the BRAC Commission, CECOM has expressed interest in 
expanding its current level of aviation-activities at the Lakehurst facility. 

Documentation: 

Z Provided to the 1995 BR4C Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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Wf Discrepancy #8: Naval Air Technical Training Center (NATTC) 

Summary: 

Insufficient and incorrect certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting cost of relocation for 
the Naval A r  Technical Training Center (NATTC) from Hangar 1, Naval Air Engineering 
Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey to Naval A r  Station Pensacola, Florida. BSEC then hrther 
eliminated all remaining costs, allowing only $199,000 for "Personal Support Equipment " 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed closing of NAES Lakehurst provides the final rationale for the Saval 
Education and Training Command to relocate the Aircraft Launch and Recoven Equipment 
(.4LRE) from NAES Lakehurst to NAS Pensacola No initial costs, beyond that of partial 
shippins of some training materials were included in the one-time cost estimate 

Based on certified data ~rovided bv NATTC to COMNAVAIRSYSCOM: 

Disassembly. packaging and reinstalling of TC-13 Catapult $ 6,463,000 
Disassembly, packaging and reinstalling of Mk-7 Arresting Gear $ 2,734.000 
Disassembly, packaging and reinstalling of VLA Equipment $ 1,048,000 
Disassembly. packaging and reinstalling of 1 1 F 12 Simulator $ 1,048,000 
One-Time Moving Costs of .%RE Training Materials S 271.000 
!blILCON Requirements $17,054.000 
Disassembly and disposal of remaining ALRE training equipment $ 4,591,000 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $33,2 10,000 

Based on certified data ~rovided bv NATTC to COMNAVAIRSYSCOM: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 
I RPMA and BOS: 
Y Housing Allowance: 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: 
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The Navy's BSEC disallowed "lost productivity" costs, stating that "judicious 
management" of existing resources would eliminate this expense incurred in closing or relocating 
any military functions. Unfortunately, during the planned shutdown and relocation of NATTC 
Lakehurst, this area of important Fleet training will cease, causing disruptions in Fleet personnel 
assignments and creati'ng the potential for personnel to report to their carriers untrained. In this 
case, there is no other place in which to receive this specialized training except in the real-world 
of carrier operations If real-world experiences were a sufficient, practical and safe option, the 
Navy would have disestablished NATTC years ago. In fact, it does not intend to close NATTC, 
merely move its highly successfbl current operation at Lakehurst to a new location at a cost of 
$33.2 10,000 

The Naky does not project any savings to the U S Government in relocating NATTC 
from N.ES Lakehurst to N.4S Pensacola In fact, the Navy's decision to maintain its Arcraft 
Launch and Recovery Equipment at Lakehurst provides an obvious training asset to the men and 
\+omen preparing to use this equipment aboard Fleet aircraft carriers Should the decision to 
close NAES be overturned by the BRAC Commission. NATTC should remain an integral pan of 
Na\y Lakehurst 

Documentation: 

2' Provided to the 1995 BR4C Commission Staff on April 28. 1995 
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W Discrepancy # 9: Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
(DRMO) 

Summary: 

Insufficient certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting cost of relocation for the Defense 
Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) from the Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst. 
New Jersey to "Base X-2," New Jersey Initial costs estimated at zero for assumed relocation to 
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed closing of NAES Lakehurst requires the Defense Logistics Agency to 
relocate its Defense Reutilization and Marketing Ofice to another DoD facility On 19 DEC 94, 
the Najy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) deliberated on the initial costs for 
relocating this tenant activity The following excerpt is germane 

'Crr 
"IVIILCO~Y is proposetl at McGuire AFB to house the Defense Reutilization and Rlarketing 
Officer ((SIC) personnel present!^ at Lakehurst. Since it is not DoA"s responsihili~ to build 

narl.faci/ities. for these personnel, 
the BSEC clirected that MILCOAV nt McGuire he elir?tintite(l. " 

The Defense Logistics Agency has expressed its desire to retain its property disposal 
operations at Lakehurst In their response to the Navy position, the DLA repudiated the 
relocation to McGuire due to the extensive storage and land requirements of the present 
operation The DLA position is that no excess facilities exist for this unit within the New Jersey 
area 

This relocation will require significant construction expense (MILCON), major disruption 
in the existing operation incurring significant productivity loss, the shipping of heavy equipment 
and personnel relocation costs Estimates for heavy equipment and inventory tonnage are 
unknown until relocation site is chosen A11 construction figures assume relocation within New 
Jersey 
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Based on data provided by DRMO to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

One-Time Moving Costs of equipment. 
One-Time Relocation Costs for personnel. 
MILCON Requirements. 

+ Covered Storage: 70,560 sq. ft  
+ Administrative: 3,100 sq. ft  
+ MaterialPOVIStaging Area: 33,000 sq ft  
I In-ground Truck Scales: 
I Security Fencing. 

Totai one-time cost incurred by US Government if relocated intact: $16,925,500 

Documentation: 

Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on .April 28, 1995 
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Discrepancy # 10: Naval Mobile Construction Battalion 21 
(NMCB-21) 

Summary: 

Insufficient certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting cost of relocation for the Naval Mobile 
Construction Battalion 21 (NMCB-21) from the Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, Neu 
Jersey to "Base X-1," New Jersey The BSEC estimated the initial costs at "zero" for this tenant 
relocation 

Scenario Impact: 

The proposed closing of NAES Lakehurst requires the relocation of the Naval Mobile 
Construction Battalion 21 (NMCB-21) to another DoD facility COMNAVAIRSYSCOil1 noted 
in his 0 I FEB 95 certified data response to the Nacy's BSEC 

" TE;I:A.VT (hMCB-2 1 ) WAS UiVA BL E TO PRO 171ZlE CO.KL$TRUCTIOR' COSTS, 
CO.VT OF MO I'I.NG MIS'.$IO.IL' EQUIPMEYT, AND OTHER DI.5'P0.5'ITIOAV.5' SI,I'CE 

UL TIMA TE GAINING B,4SE 
WAS.WTR.WOU%: " 

On 27 M.4R 95, the Commanding Officer of NMCB-2 1 provided his certified response to 
the data call requested by the Commanding Officer, Naval Air Engineering Station. Lakehurst. 
New Jersey The following excerpt is germane 

"The.follo~c,ing cost estinzate is bused on the assunzption that iYYMCB-21 will occupj* the 
authorized space 

allotted for a Battalion (26,000 SF) at Fort Dh, R:e,cy Jersqv. " 

Based on certified data ~rovided by CO, NMCB-21 to CO, NAES Lakehurst: 

MILCON Requirements $ 693.250 
Partial Payment on Inter-Service Support Agreement with Ft Dix $ 150,000 
One-Time Moving Costs of Materials $ 18,000 
Movement of Heaky Construction Equipment $ 5,000 

w Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: $ 867,250 
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Based on certified data ~rovided bv CO, NMCB-21 to CO, NAES Lakehurst: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 
'T Inter-Service Support Agreement with Ft. Dix: $ 195,000 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: $ 195,000 

The Commanding Officer of NMCB-21 has expressed his desire to retain the current 
operations at Lakehurst, even if the facility is closed His proposal to have a stand-alone, fenced 
compound with its own entrance gate and access road to was disapproved as too expensive an 
alternative by the N a ~ y ' s  BSEC 

Documentation: 

J Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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w Discrepancy # 11: Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit 
(NAESU) 

Summary: 

The Secretary of the Navy has proposed the closure of the Naval Aviation Engineering 
Support Unit (NAESU), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania The remaining necessary functions; 
personnel and equipment are to be relocated to California and consolidated with the Naval 
Aviation Depot, North Island, California, at a proposed one-time cost of $2,500,000. 

Scenario Impact: 

The 1991 Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) Commission approved the closure of 
the Philadelphia Naval Base and Station The Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit 
(N.CSU), a tenant activity of the base, was required to relocate by the end of Fiscal Year 1995 

.Mer re\'iew, the Nacy elected to reunite NAESU, once a department of the Naval &r 
Engineering Center, Philadelphia, with its former parent Command-- the Naval Air Engineering 
Station now located in Lakehurst, New Jersey NAESU was assigned Military Construction 

'(111 (MILCON) Project P-232, "Engineering Management Facility," with Fiscal Year 1993 
programming utilizing Base Closure Account Funds 

The Commander, Naval Air Systems Command (NAV.4IRSYSCOM). disagreed with this 
decision A study team was chartered to "specifically reiriew the four logistics Expense Operating 
Budget (EOB) activities, of which NAESU is one " The study resulted in a recommendation to 
combine N.4ESU with another of the EOB activities in Fiscal Year 1996 This decision 
effecti~ely blocked the BR4C hnding of MILCON Project P-232 

Naiy and Department of Defense analysis and revieu during BRAC-93 reaffirmed the 
N a ~ y ' s  original decision to relocate NAESU to Lakehurst as approved following the BRAC-91 
decisions Once again, the decision to move to Lakehurst was thwarted by the Commander. 
KA\'.;URSYSCOM The recommendation to close NAESU Philadelphia, yet retain it's functions 
by relocating to California, has been submitted to the BRAC-95 Commission 

NAESU is now being considered for relocation to the Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) 
San Diego, California The continued delays and indecision demonstrated throughout this 
scenario, circumventing DON and DoD decisions reached over three BRAC Commissions, is a 
direct result of the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM having squandered N.4ESU's opportunities 
to rejoin its natural parent Command at N a ~ y  Lakehurst 
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w In the Navy's "Report of BSEC Deliberations on 9 February 1995," the following rationale 
for relocating NAESU from Philadelphia to San Diego 

"In looking at AS0 Philadelphia, DON determined that two of its tenants, 
NAESU and NAT,SF) 

could economically be relocated to NADEP North Island to 
consume exces.~ capacity at that site. 

Though not reflected in the COBRA analysis, the movement of NAESU and NATSF 
shoullproduce savings for the DLA which moves into usable spaces at the A S 0  compountL " 

This statement depicts the "shell game" played by the Navy as it seeks "smoke and mirror" 
savings for the 1995 round of closures and realignments From no other source (except its own 
deliberations) would the BSEC tolerate or accept the phrase "Though not reflected in the 
COBRA analysis . (this movement) should produce savings." This relocation is not based on the 
realities of military value, initial costs or everyday common sense 

In the DoD Report to the BRAC Commission, Attachment X-14 on page X-41 discusses 
the rationale for relocating NAESU from Philadelphia to San Diego 

w' 
I 1  Closure o f  this.facili5 eliminates excess capacity within the technical center subcategory 

by using a~)ailable capcrciq at .;1DEP Xorth Island 
and achieves the synergy-front having the cira~cvings and ntanua1.s collocated ~ipitk 

an in-senice maintenance activiq at a majorfleet concentration. " 

In fact the actual savings and resulting synergy that could be achieved would best occur if 
the NAESU were returned to its original parent Command at Lakehurst Based on existing data 
provided by COhlXAVAIRSYSCOM, the total one-time cost incurred in N.4ESI; relocation to 
Lakehurst would be $ 1,400,000 Based on data in the DoD Base Closure And Realignment 
Report to the Commission, the total one-time cost incurred in NAESU relocation to San Diego 
would be $ 2,500,000 If Lakehurst were to remain intact, NAESU could return to its nearby 
original military unit with less cost and fewer losses in experienced personnel 

Savings to US Government if NAESU relocates to Lakehurst: 

Documentation: 

J Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28. 1995 
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PMA-260 and PMA-251 

Summary: 

The 1993 Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) Commission approved the realignment 
of the Naval Air Warfare System Headquarters The majority of the Headquarters Staff functions 
were to be relocated to Naval h r  Station, Patuxent Rver,  Maryland Selected Staff functions, 
including Program Managers (PMA's) were ordered to join their Field Activities to realize the 
synergism inherent in collocation with their primary support team members Two of these 
Headquarters Staff functions were directed to relocate to the Naval Air Engineering Station. 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, by the end of Fiscal Year 1995 

Scenario Impact: 

The .&rcrafi Launch and Recovery Equipment (.4LRE) Program Manager. PMA-25 1. is 
responsible for the Product Focused life Cycle management of . 4 L E  systems This includes the 
definition. development, test and evaluation, acquisition, life cycle support. and readiness 
impro\.ements of A L E  systems The Program Manager provides customer support to all classes 
of aiiation, air-capable and amphibious ships These services include the entire spectrum of 

w technical support as provided by the Naval A r  Warfare Center Arcraft Division located at 
Lakehurst. Neu Jersey Working together as an Integrated Program Team (IPT), the potential 
synergism of co-locating the PMA with its primary field activity was identified in early 1988 

The scope of the Aviation Support Equipment (SE) Program manager, PM.A-260. consists 
of research, engineering, design, development, test and evaluation, acquisition. production. 
logistics support, life cycle management, upgrade, transition, and disposal of Common Support 
Equipment (CSE) While responsibility for integrating the Naky's total SE program lies uith 
PXIA-260, primary acqu~s~tion responsibility for Peculiar Support Equipment (PSE). applicable to 

a single aeapon system, lies with the appropriate weapon system Program Executive Ofticer 
(PEO) 

The benefits of Concurrent Engineering, discussed in Discrepancy #5, clearly 
demonstrates the validity of the Naky's prior decisions on co-locating PMA-25 1 and PMA-260 
with their Integrated Program Teams at NAES Lakehurst. The 1993 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission (BRAC) agreed with the Navy's recommendations, and approved the 
relocation of these Headquarters Staff functions to Lakehurst. 

Acting independently and without proper authority, the Commander, Naval Air Systems 
Command elected to relocate PMA-251 and PMA-260 to the Naval Air Station, Patuxent hver .  
Maqrland The Military Construction (MILCON) expense of this decision are hidden in the 
o\.erall Headquarters relocation costs at Naval Air Station Patuxent River, Maqland The lost 
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productivity gains in collocating the program managers with their field activities was not 
considered 

Documentation: 

Z Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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Discrepancy # 13: Navy Lakehurst: National Historic District 

Summary: 

Insufficient certified data provided to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, in reporting the initial costs of necessary restorations 
and the recurring costs to the government of maintaining the National Historic District located 
aboard the Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey. 

Scenario Impact: 

In Attachment X-7, page X-25 of its March 1995 report to the Department of Defense 
(DoD). the Secretan. of the Navy described the scenario for closing the Naval A r  Engineering 
Station ( N E S )  at ~akehurst .  New Jersey, and the realignment of the Naval A r  Warfare Center 
.4ircrafr Di\.ision (NL4WC.4D) Lakehurst In evaluating the scenario's economic impact, the 
Secretarq of the ?;a\). stated 

t f  There is no atlverse inzpact on threatene(Ven(1nngered species, sensiti~te habitats and 
~vetlantls, 

or cultural/historical resources occtrsionerl by this recommentlation. " 

Evidently, the Secretary was not aware of the Cultural Resources Sun.ey (CRS) 
conducted for the Naval A r  Engineering Station (IVAES) at Lakehurst. Neu Jerse? The CRS 
mas carried out by Baystate Environmental Consultants at the direction of the Northern Division. 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Lester, Pennsylvania 

In accordance with Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation .Act of 1966, 

Executi~e Order 11593, and OPNAVINST 5090 lA, "Environmental Resources Program 
Ylanual." N U S  Lakehurst is required to consider the effects of its current and h ture  operations 
on cultural resources contained within the Station According to this report, "The buildings at 
NAES Lakehurst define a lighter-than-air (LTA) Historic District that is potentially eligible for 
inclusion in the National register of Historic Places " 

In addition, known archaeological sites aboard the Station include an eighteenth-centun 
road, a mid-nineteenth-century dwelling, a sawmill, facilities related to the Russian Imperial Army 
and the United States Army Proving Grounds, and the German dirigible Hindenburg crash site 
Notwithstanding the preliminary evaluations of NAES Lakehurst, the archeological resources may 
include both historic and prehistoric sites 

The so-called "fenced" scenario proposed by the Navy will require extenske 

iqy environmental clean-up of the areas o~it.vid~> the proposed security fencing For example. it is 
estimated that the required clean-up of the unexpended ordnance left behind by the Russian 
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mf Imperial Army and the United States Army during the Station's use as an ordnance proving 
grounds will exceed $20,000,000 The required clean-up of the Production manufacturing and 
Prototyping buildings, required ufrer they are shut-down and machinery relocated to Naval Air 
Depot Jacksonville, Florida will exceed $8,000,000 

The LTA Historic District encompasses 112 buildings and structures and the Hindenburg 
crash site. This area includes the internationally recognized "Air Dock One," also known as 
Hangar 1 .  This national historic landmark is one of the world's largest man-made structures. The 
E a y  has neither requested or received agreement from the National Park Service or any other 
agency to accept responsibility for the maintenance of this structure In fact the Navy has no plan 
to address any of these issues, and is willing to address them after the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) Commission makes its ruling on the Lakehurst scenario. 

Based on data provided to the Committee to Save Lakehurst Base: 

One-Time clean-up costs of unexpended ordnance. 
One-Time clean-up costs of Industrial facilities 
One-Time Moving Costs of ALRE inventories from Hangar One 
One-Time Environmental Impact Study for NAES Lakehurst 

Total one-time cost incurred by US Government: 

Annualized Recurring Costs: 

7 Hangar One Operations Br Maintenance. 
A Security. Admission and Tour Personnel 

Annual Recurring cost incurred by US Government: 

Documentation: 

Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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.IqYr Discrepancy # 14: Naval Air Engineering Station (NAES) Benefits 
of Joint Use Opportunities 

Summary: 

Improper guidance provided to the Commanding Officer, Naval Air Engineering Station, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, forbidding his participation in a 
joint-use study for the New Jersey region. Incorrect assertions made by COMIL'AVAIRSYSCOM 
as to restrictions placed upon joint-use studies during the Base Realignment and Closure process 

Scenario Impact: 

In early 1993, Congress issued a directive to the Secretary of Defense to seek Department 
of Defense (DoD) opportunities for Joint Cross-Service use of common facilities and services 
The 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission encouraged the military service 
Chiefs to vigorously pursue these joint-use opportunities whenever practicable 

In support of the 1995 BRAC process. the Secretary of Defense initiated four Joint 
Cross-Senrice Group studies in the following commonality areas 

Z Depot hlaintenance 

J Undergraduate Pilot Training 

J Medical 

2 Labs, Test and Evaluation 

On April 4, 1995, the Heads of each of the DoD Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSG) 
provided testimony to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. It should be noted that 
the JCSG recommended two scenarios that would directly affect NAES Lakehurst. 

The first recommendation centers on the creation of a Regional Maintenance Activity 
(RMA) at Jacksonville, Florida. This long-overdue initiative would save the government millions 
of dollars annually by eliminating redundant capabilities and consolidating five administrative and 
command support staffs throughout the Jacksonville region. 

JCSG Scenario lt102A recommended the closure of Naval Air Depot (N.4DEP) 
Jacksonville, retaining several of its maintenance functions on-site as part of the RM.4 This 
scenario estimated a one-time cost of $9,100,000, an immediate return on investment. an annual 
steady-sate savings of $37,300,000, and a 20-year savings of over $500.000.000 
CO!t4.INA\'AIRSY SCOM and the Na~ql's Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) remo\,ed 
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NADEP Jacksonville from fUrther JCSG consideration by "trading" its real savings for the "smoke 
w and mirrors" savings of NAES Lakehurst The 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

should approve the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group's recommendation to close NADEP 
Jacksonville and create a Regional Maintenance Activity 

The second JCSG recommendation centers on the consolidation of the Navy and Air 
Force Test and Evaluation of high- performance jet aircraft. This scenario has run afoul of 
COMNAVAIRSYSCOM's plan for the explosive and unnecessary growth of the Naval A r  
Station at Patuxent River, Maryland. This facility has gained activities throughout the BRAC 
process without military purpose or financial justification. 

NAES Lakehurst should not have its highly-successfU1 and DoD-approved Concurrent 
Engineering operations dismantled and shipped to NAS Patuxent River, merely to continue the 
unprogrammed and unnecessary growth of a facility whose continued operation as a Test and 
Evaluation site for jet aircraft is questionable at best The 1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission should approve the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group's recommendation to 
consolidate the Nay 's  and Air Force's jet Test and Evaluation operations at a more suitable site 
A study of the sa\.ings in eliminating redundant capabilities and. unnecessary command and 
support hnctions will reveal the validity of this JCSG recommendation 

The BRAC Commission should recommend to the Secretary of the Naky to immediately 
remove the arbitrary and unjustified restrictions placed upon the Commanding Oficer, KAES 

w Lakehurst against participating in joint-use regional studies The potential savings in joint-use 
opportunities with Fort Dis and McGuire Air Force base should be vigorously pursued as per the 
direction of the DoD 

Other offers of relocating forces to the Lakehurst facility, made by the Nen Jerse~, .Air 
National Guard (NJAXG). should be encouraged and completed without hrther interference from 
COII3Air.URSYSCOM Finally, the Lakehurst-Army Communications and Electronics 
Command (CECOR.1) proposal to create a joint Army-Navy maintenance facility at N.4ES 
Lakehurst for Joint Automatic Test Equipment (ATE) should be approved and established as a 
model ofjoint use at the grass roots of our military services 

Documentation: 

Z Provided to the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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Qlv Discrepancy # 15: Naval Air Engineering Station (NAES) Benefits 
of Public/Private Ventures 

Summary: 

Inadequate guidance and support provided t o  the Commanding Officer, Naval Air 
Engineering Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey, by the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM N o  
consideration for the economic benefits of pursuing partnerships with industry and the local 
community in PublicIPrivate Ventures (PIPV) 

Scenario Impact: 

Lakehurst has successhlly pursued and realized a publiclprivate partnership with the 
Ocean County Vocational School In 1994, the school's Career and Technical institute (CTI) 
established its operations in a beautifully restored section of Historic Hangar One The resulting 
partnership between the public and private sectors has been measurable in terms of economic 
benefit t o  both participants CTI has achieved significant long-term savings in its annual facilities 
and utilities costs The Naky has a viable tenant that maintains its facilities in mint condition. 
while pro~~iding a source of low-cost training support in General Aviation and Computer Aided w Design ( C . 0 )  education 

NIZES Lakehurst boasts one o f  the Navy's highest production to  overhead ratios o f  6 1% 
As the Naky reduces its aircraft carrier fleet to twel~re active duty carriers, the planned downsizing 
of the military and civilian personnel of Lakehurst continues As a result, one area of potential 
public/private partnerships is the Production Manufacturing and Prototyping functions at NAES 
Lakehurst With unique and critical machines required to  support the Naky's carriers. 
opportunities exist for civilian contractors to use these incredible machines at a reimbursement to 

the Naky 

This potential to  further reduce the overhead costs of NAES Lakehurst, while presening 
its unique machinery and artisan personnel is an opportunity to  be vigorously pursued by the 
Kacy Interest expressed by the Philadelphia Industrial Development Corporation to  explore 
possible partnerships with its development o f  the recently closed Naval Base and Shipyard ar 
Philadelphia are ongoing An NAES Lakehurst "White Paper" provides the foundation for future 
publiclprivate enterprises, if the Lakehurst facility is removed from the 1995 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission's final list o f  military activities 

Documentation: 

J Provided to  the 1995 BRAC Commission Staff on April 28, 1995 
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Section 5: 

Lakehurst Scenario: Financial Overview 

BACKGROUND 

The 8 final selection criteria employed by the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
are a major consideration when closing or realigning any military base Necessarily, the integrity 
of the process for obtaining the data, and therefore the viability of the cost estimates, is critical to 
achieving the desired return on investment The Navy's process and the data generated was called 
into question and reported to the Secretary of the Navy by New Jersey's Congressional delegation 
on February 3. 1995 The General Accounting Ofice's (G.40) April 15, 1995 report to the 
BRAC echoes the delegation's concerns about the Nacy's process 

Throughout the summer and fall of 1994, the N a y  issued "data calls" on various closure 
scenarios for Lakehurst The responses were required to contain data that was "certified" through 
the responding activity's chain of command Theoretically, once the baseline data was generated 
at Lakehurst, the information was forwarded back through the chain of command for review. 
where it received its final certification by the Commander, Naval A r  Systems Command Once 
certified. the data was analyzed by the Navy's Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT), then 
submitted for consideration by the Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) for final 
determination 

On February 1 ,  1995 the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM, submitted his final certified 
data response to the Nacy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) for Scenario 
k3-20-0 162- 123. This final submission was identified as "Option Package N.4WC Lakehurst 
Data Call 13 " In this scenario, the Navy proposed to maintain the Aircraft Launch and Recove?. 
Equipment (ALRE) testing facility at Lakehurst. The Support Equipment Engineering hnc t ion  

would move to Patuxent kve r ;  Maryland, and the Prototype and Production Manufacturing 
hnctions would move to Jacksonville, Florida. The NAVAIRSYSCOhl submission of Februan. 
1 ,  1995 provides the basis for the following financial analysis. 

On February 20, 1995, the last known COBRA (version 5 08) Realignment Report for 
Scenario #3-20-0162-123 was generated This report forms the basis for the Na\3r's final 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense Scenario #3-20-0 162- 123 was developed after 
previous data calls proved that the Navy could not close Lakehurst because its functions could 
not be replicated without enormous financial, environmental and lost productivity costs 

An independent review of the data revealed substantial differences in the 
NA\'iURSYSCOM certified costs and the costs presented to the Department of Defense by the 
BSEC Further review and independent data collection conducted for comparison purposes 

w revealed an even greater difference in costs 
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w The following data provides the actual one-time costs incurred in the Lakehurst 
Realignment Scenario The information was obtained from the following sources 

Z Certified data provided to Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM by the Commanding 
Oflicer, Naval Air Engineering Station, Lakehurst, NJ.; 

IZ Certified data provided to the Navy's Base Structure Analysis Team by Commander, 
NAVAIRSY SCOM, 

Z Information obtained from the transcribed reports of the Navy's Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee's Deliberations; and 

7 Information provided to the Save Lakehurst Committee by Military and Civilian 
emplo!.ees of the Department of Defense 

PROJECTED ONE-TIME SCENARIO COSTS 

A 

Total One-Time Cost Incurred by tT.S. Government: 

w 
Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data: $ 96,943,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data: $ 162,274,000 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 218,613,750 

PROJECTED RECLJRRIIVG SCENARIO COSTS 

Annual Recurring Costs to IT.S. Government Beginning 1999: 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data: $ 4,622,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data: $ 12,630,000 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 30,394,000 
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'1111 PROJECTED RECURRING SCENARIO SAVINGS 

PROJECTED NET PRESENT VALUE 

- 

Annual Recurring Savings to U.S. Government Beginning 1999: 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data $ 37,200,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data $ 11,610,000 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 8,000,000 

rr 

PROJECTED RETURN ON INVESTMENT FOR SCENARIO 

i 

Return O n  Investment for U.S. Government 

~ 
I Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data 2002 ( 3 Years) 
I 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data 2029 (30 Years) 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: 2050 (51 Years) 

Net Present Value in 20 Years: 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data (-) $358,000,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data $ 58,735 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 104,359 
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Section 6: 

Lakehurst Scenario: questions for the Navy 

The following questions have been developed for the Commissioners' consideration and 
for submission to the Navy for response. The nature of these questions should provide insight 
into the depth of our investigation, as well as to the types of irregularities noted in the Navy's 
process and subsequent data analysis. 

1. Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst Tenants: 

Lakehurst Tenants: Documented and certified evidence, openly shared with the N a q  
and made available to the General Accounting Ofice, clearly demonstrates the Ka~y ' s  BSEC 
knowingly eliminated and denied the need to include the costs of relocating Lakehurst's tenants as 
a result of the closure action Quoting the Na~y's  BSEC during its deliberations of December 19. 
1991 

"Since it is not Do.Vt.~ responsibility to builrl nav  facilities for these personnel, 
the BSEC clirected that MILC(IR' (for Lakehurst's tenants) be elintinaterl. " 

w These include the Army hrborne Engineering Evaluation Support Branch (,kAEESB). 
the Defense Logistics Agency's Defense Reutilization and Marketing Ofice (DRMO), and the 
Nal.al llobile Construction Battalion Twenty One (hWCB-2 1 )  

AAEESB: Why did the Navy estimate a zero cost for the relocation of the .Army 
Airborne Engineering Evaluation Support Branch (.4.AEESB) when it had certified data from the 
Department of the Army's Office of the Chief of Staff This information, dated December, 1991. 
expressed the Army's desire to remain place at Navy Lakehurst, however if required to  relocate 
the operation it provided an estimate of $1 1,525,000 

DRMO: Why did the Navy estimate a zero cost for the relocation of the Defense 
Logistics Agency's Defense Reutilization and Marketing Ofice (DRMO) when it had been 
provided data from the DRMO's Director7 This information, dated December, 1994, expressed 
DRhlO's desire to remain place at Navy Lakehurst, however if required to reconstruct its current 
operations it provided an estimate of $16,925,500 

NMCB-21: Why did the Navy estimate a zero cost for the relocation of the Naval hilobile 
Construction Battalion Twenty-One (NMCB-2 1 )  when it had been provided certified data from 
its Commanding Oficer7 This information expressed the Command's desire to remain place at 
K a ~ y  Lakehurst, however if required to reconstruct its current operations it provided an estimate 
of $867.250 
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NATTC: Even the costs for relocating the Navy's one-of-a-kind training devices, as well 
as the costs for necessary construction, for the Navy's own Naval Air Technical Training Center 
(NATTC) were effectively eliminated, quoting a cost of only $199,000. The actual estimates for 
the relocation of the activity exceeds $33,000,000. The Navy states its facilities at NAS 
Pensacola have the excess capacity to eliminate the requirement for $17,000,000 in military 
construction. Even so, why is the Navy standing by its estimate of $199,000 for the relocation of 
NATTC, when relocating the training equipment alone will exceed $1 6,000,0009 

2. Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Jacksonville: 

Joint-Use Facilities: The Joint Cross-Services Group has proposed the establishment of 
business-oriented joint-use activities for Depots, Laboratories, Research & Development, Medical 
Senices and Under-Graduate Pilot training. Why, when many Fortune 500 Companies have 
learned the value and viability of "Hub and Spoke" operations does the Naky continue to resist 
consolidating its redundant and costly hnctions with those of its sister services" 

Joint Cross-Services Group Scenario(s): Scenarios # 102 and k 102A proposed the 
creation of a Jacksonville Regional Maintenance Activity (RMA) Scenario ~ 1 0 2 ,  calling for the 
closure of NADEP Jacksonville. was rejected by the Navy as too costly an alternative Scenario 
g102.4, proposed to the Joint Cross-Services Group by the Navy, called for the closure of 
N.ADEP Jacksonville. but recommended the retention of four major sub-system repair capabilities 

'111 at Jackson\.ille as a part of the RMA This alternative boasted a one-time cost of only 
$9,000.000, a one-year return on investment and an annual savings of $37,000,000 

The Naky stated it could not accomplish Scenario 7Y102.4, because NADEP Jacksonville's 
continued existence facilitated the " closure of a major technical center (Lakehurst) " Na~y 
Lakehurst is not closing, the costs of moving a small detachment from Lakehurst to Jacksonville 
will cost over $26.000.000 and incur annual recurring costs exceeding $14,000,000 Why is the 
Nab? sacrificing its "golden nugget" of aircraft carrier support operations at Lakehurst to  save 
N.4DEP Jackson\lille3 

Inadequate NADEP Facilities: The Naky BSEC estimated $1,500,000 in relocation 
costs for moving the Prototyping and Production Manufacturing functions from Lakehurst to 
Jacksonville The facilities identified at Jacksonville are too small, the ceilings too low and the 
foundations inadequate to support the necessary machinery and crane operations proposed for 
relocation Why are inadequate facilities proposed to substitute for the world-class operations 
currently at Lakehurst? Why does the Naky persist in trying to just@ the $1,500,000 relocation 
cost in the face of documented, certified data indicating the requirement for over $26,000,0007 

NADEP Over-Capacity: There are three NADEP's, one (San Diego) on the West Coast 
and two (Jacksonville and Cherry Point) on the East Coast. With an acknowledged over-capacity 
of 38%. why isn't the Naky closing one of the two East Coast NADEP's? 
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3. Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) at Lakehurst: 

Travel and TDY: What are the projected annual recurring costs for TDY and travel for 
SE engineers from NAS PAX to Lakehurst and to Jacksonville and return? 

SE Prototyping: The proposed relocation of the Aircraft Support Equipment (SE) 
hnctions from NAES Lakehurst to NAS Patuxent River completely overlooks the requirement to 
provide prototype manufacturing capabilities necessary to test and validate SE design. In FY-95, 
SE prototype manufacturing represented 34% of the Manufacturing Technology Department's 
workload. The 55.41 SE workyears essentially equal the 54.93 ALRE workyears proposed for 
relocation to N.4DEP Jacksonville 

I In relocating SE to NAS PAX, did NAVAIR intentionally eliminate its 
capacity to conduct SE prototyping9 

I Is the SE Prototyping considered inherent government functions, or does 
NA4\'.41R intend to outsource these workyears to private contractors3 If so. what are the 
estimated costs for this outsourcing9 

4. Concurrent Engineering at Lakehurst: 

Lost Productivity Costs: What are the estimated lost productivity costs incurred during 
the break-up of the Lakehurst .MAE Concurrent Engineering system9 

What period of time does the N a ~ y  estimate to be required to tear-doun. 
package. ship. unpack and rebuild the ALRE Prototype and Production Manufacturing machinery 
in its move from Lakehurst to Jacksonville9 

Concurrent Engineering: Concurrent Engineering has demonstrated a savings of some 
30% over the product's life cycle costs Why does NAVAIR recommend the dismantling of the 
ALRE Concurrent Engineering system at Lakehurst? 

5. Technical Centers Military Value Matrix: 

Matrix Weighting: Did the N a ~ y  evenly and equitably apply the weighting criteria used 
in the Technical Centers Military Value Matrix to all NAVAIR activities?" 

7 "If so, how do you explain the values for Questions k 1 ,  4, I 1, 17, 2 5 ,  27. 3 1 .  
14, 48. 19. 50, 54, 77, 100, 143, 146, and 202 for Lakehurst were zero, despite contradicton 

w evidence clearly documented in the 13 Lakehurst data calls9" 
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w 7 "If the values for these areas are zero for Lakehurst due to 'interpretation,' why 
are the values for other NAVAIR field activities (e g - Patuxent River, Jacksonville, China Lake, 
et al) not interpreted in the same manner3" 

6. Naval Air Station Patuxent River, Maryland: 

Technical Centers Military Value Matrix: 

Questions 57-60: Please describe specifically what percent of NAS PAX 
administrative and laboratory space is adequate, which percentage is inadequate, and what 
percentage(s) fall into other categories (please name) If your answer varies from the Technical 
Centers Military Values Matrix, please explain that variance. 

Question 63. Please describe specifically what amount of money (between 
$500.000 and $5,000,000) is needed to correct inadequacies at NAS PAX, and describe how 
those hnds  would be spent If your answer varies from the Technical Centers Military Values 
Matrix. please explain that variance 

Questions 66-68. Please confirm that less than 10,000 square feet of existing 
government owned space andlor zero square feet of government owned space is available for 

w expansion at NAS PAX, and give the exact number of such square footage (if any) available for 
expansion If your answer varies from the Technical Centers Military Values Matrix, please 
explain that variance 

I Questions 69-71 Please confirm that less than 10,000 square feet of existing 
yovernment owned space can be constructed for expansion at N.4S PAX, and give the exact 
number of such square footage available for expansion If your answer varies from the Technical 
Centers Ylilitary Values Matrix, please explain that variance 

I Questions 72-74 Please confirm that expansion opportunities can suppon less 
than 50 additional personnel and/or zero additional persons at NAS PAAX, and give the exact 
number of persons that could be supported If your answer varies from the Technical Centers 
Military Values Matrix, please explain that variance 

I Questions 75-77 Please confirm that less than 250 unimproved and 
unencumbered acres are available for expansion at NAS PAX, and give the exact number of such 
acres If your answer varies from the Technical Centers Military Values Matrix, please explain 
that variance 

I Questions 80-82 Please confirm that less than 10 acres with roads and 
utilities are available for expansion at NAS PAX, and give the exact number of such acres If 
your answer varies from the Technical Centers Military Values Matrix, please explain that 

W variance 
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w I With regard to the column in the Technical Centers Workload Capacity Data 
Table on personnel expansion potential, please confirm that the number of expansion personnel 
that NAS PAX can currently absorb and support is zero additional persons If your answer varies 
from the Technical Centers Military Values Matrix, please explain that variance 

Proposed Movement of NAVAIR activities to NAS PAX: 

I With respect to the positions expected to be lost from any Warminster. 
Trenton, Lakehurst, Indianapolis and NAVAIR Headquarters functions, how many of these 
civilian positions are expected to be relocated to PAX9 Please break this number down by 
military and civilian positions and by the year in which the positions are to be added at PAX7 

I With respect to the Budgeted Workyears for Technical Centers for Warminster 
facilities. how many of these workyears are expected to be relocated to P.4X3 Please break this 
ansner down by the years in which the workyears are to be added at PAY, and please carry the 
ansMer fom.ard as many years as necessary to complete the realignment. (i e , beyond 1997 if 
necessary)' 

I With respect to P.4X MILCOK costs, please describe in detail all ongoing or 
planned MILCON at PAX attributable to the movement of positions, equipment, etc from all 

w NA\'.AIR. NAWC and any other government activities9 Please breakdown these costs by 
indiiidual building or facility involved, describing the nature of the construction in~~olved 

I With respect to "Personnel" costs. please describe in detail all personnel costs 
attributable to mo\.ement of positions. equipment. etc from all NAL7.41R. NAWC and any other 
cro\,ernment acti\.ities3 - 

7 With respect to "Overhead" costs, please describe in detail all overhead costs 
attributable t o  movement o f  positions. equipment. etc from all NAL'AIR, NAWC and any other 
government activities3 

I With respect to "Moving" costs, please describe in detail all moving costs 
attributable to movement of positions, equipment, etc from all NAVAIR. NAWC and any other 
government activities7 

I With respect to "Other" costs, please describe in detail all moving costs 
attributable to movement of positions, equipment, etc from all NAVAIR, NAWC and any other 
government activities? 

I Please list the current number of employees at PAX, breaking the number 
d0u.n both by militaylcivilian and technical/administrative/other categories 

w 7 Please list the h ture  number of emplovees that would be located at P.4.N. 
assuming that all past and proposed BRAC recommendations are to be implemented Please 
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break down this number both by military/civilian and technical/administrative/other categories, for w each year until those recommendations are hlly implemented 

b Please list the total number of square feet of useable space at PAX, breaking 
this number down into technical/administrative/other categories. 

I Please list the total amount of Military Construction that would be located at 
PAX, assuming that all past and proposed BRAC recommendations are to be implemented Please 
break down this number into technical/administrative/other categories, stating the year each 
MILCON is expected to be completed 

+ Please list the total number of square feet of useable space that would be 
located at PAX, assuming that all past and proposed BRAC recommendations are to be 
implemented. breaking this number down into technical/administrative/other categories 

r Please list the name, address, telephone number, and ranldposition of all 
indi1,iduals answering these questions 

7. Relocation of Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit Philadelphia: 

7 Why has COMNAVAIRSYSCOXI rehsed the direction provided by the N a ~ y  

w and the two previous Base Realignment and Closure Commissions to relocate the Naval Aviation 
Engineering Support Unit (NAESU), Philadelphia, to NAES Lakehurst9 

T Please describe specifically what are the estimated costs for the relocation of 
N.4ESU to N.4DEP San Diego9 

I Please describe specifically (Buildins # and square feet) what existing spaces 
are in excess at N.4DEP San Diego9 

I Please describe specifically what existing spaces at NADEP San Diego will be 
used for the relocation of the NAESU without construction or renovation costs? 

8. Relocation of Program Managers Activities PMA-251 and PMA-260: 

Why was the decision to relocate PMA-251 and PMA-260 to Lakehurst 
changed in favor of NAS PAX? 

T Please describe specifically the estimated costs for the relocation of PMA-25 1 
and PMA-260 to 3 . 4 s  PAX9 
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T Please describe specifically (Building numbers and square footage) what 
existing spaces at NAS PAX are in excess that afford the relocation of the PMA's without 
construction or renovation costs9 

9. The Request for Regional Joint-Use Studies: 

T What specific portion of Public Law 101-5 10 (the Base Realignment and 
Closure Act) forbids participation by Navy Activity Commanders in regional joint-use studies9 

> Are you aware that in the CDRFORSCOM Unclassified Message DTG 
2815032 NOV 94 the participation of Fort Dix, McGuire Air Force Base and NAWCAD 
Lakehurst was solicited for a regional joint-use study? 

T Please explain why the Commander, NAVAIRSYSCOM specifically forbid the 
CO. NAWC.4D Lakehurst in participating in this joint-use study for the New Jersey region 

T What is the NAVAIRSYSCOM's position on the joint-use concepts directed by 
the Secretary of Defense, in particular-- the Joint Service-Group's recommendation for a Regional 
Maintenance Activity at Jacksonville, Florida9 

10. Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst 

Carrier Support: 

I The time required to dismantle, pack, ship and reassemble the current 
Production Manufacturing system at Lakehurst and relocate it to N.4DEP Jacksonville nil1 
require an additional five to eight Low Loss Launch Valves (LLLV's are a critical component of 
catapults) Since the Navy has not maintained a single "in stock" valve during the past five years. 
the Jackson\.ille scenario requires the purchase of 5 - 8 additional LLLV's, at a cost of $558,000 
per val1.e. in order to prevent unacceptable reductions in fleet carrier readiness What are the 
Nay ' s  plans, and which contractor has been identified to meet this critical component shortfall7 

False Savings: 

I The BSEC's projected savings in the realignment scenario for Lakehurst 
projects annual savings of $37,200,000 This savings is the "smoke and mirror-image" of the real 
savings of $37,300,000 anticipated from the creation of the Regional Maintenance Activity 
proposed by the Joint Cross-Service Group in its Scenario #102A If Lakehurst is being used by 
the Naky to thwart the justified closure of NADEP Jacksonville, will the BRAC Commission 
allow the savings "lost" to the U S Government to be included in the annual recurring costs of the 

w Lakehurst scenario9 
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Support Equipment (SE): 

+ The certified data provided by COMNAVAIRSYSCOM underestimated the 
annual recurring costs required in this relocation scenario. Although the Support Equipment 
functions would be located in Maryland, the Test functions (i.e.- Electro-Magnetic Interference 
and Environmental) would remain at Lakehurst, New Jersey. Will the BRAC Commission allow 
the significant costs in lost productivity due to travel to and from the test sites to be included in 
the costs of this scenario? 

Support Equipment (SE) Prototyping: 

7 It is of particular concern that the aircraft SE production manufacturing and 
prototyping functions have been ignored in this scenario Only the ALRE functions are supported 
in the relocation to NADEP Jacksonville, Florida. The inability to prototype, manufacture and 
rework critical SE items would seriously impact Naval Aviation. What is the Navy's plan to 
reestablish this capability, after it is dismantled at NAES Lakehurst? Is this another "hidden" 
hlILCON for future expansion at NAS Patuxent River, Maryland7 

Concurrent Engineering: 

w 
7 Concurrent Engineering is a systematic approach to the integrated. concurrent 

design of products and their related processes, including manufacture and support This approach 
is intended to cause the developers, from the outset, to consider all elements of the product life 
cycle from conception through disposal, including quality, cost. schedule, and user requirements 
What is the Naly's answer to the projected 30% increase in costs due to the dismantling of this 
system'' 

3lilitar-y Value: 

I During the BRAC-93 process, the Naval A r  Engineering Station, Lakehurst. 
h'ew Jersey, was assigned a Military Value ranking of 6 among the Navy's Technical Centers 
The 14th place ranking of Lakehurst's military facilities in the Navy's 1995 Military Value Matrix 
for Technical Centers is incorrect Based upon honest answers to the Military Value questions. 
Lakehurst would be ranked 7th among the Navy's Technical Centers 

Why has the Navy so blatantly ignored the correct responses to these 
questions7 If the criteria were equally applied to all technical facilities under consideration, then 
Lakehurst's scores for the above items would be similar to those of other field activities within 
h AVAIRSYSCOM In every case, a comparison of the values assigned demonstrates the 
inequity in the process used by the Navy's BSEC In fact, either the values for Lakehurst should 
be raised. or the values for other NAVAIR field activities be zeroized. (e g - Patuxent River. 
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w Jacksonville, China Lake, et al) What is the Navy's response to this allegation of incorrect 
ranking7 

Environmental Impact: 

k In Attachment X-7, page X-25 of its March 1995 report to the Department of 
Defense (DoD), the Secretary of the Navy described the scenario for closing the Naval Air 
Engineering Station (NAES) at Lakehurst, New Jersey, and the realignment of the Naval Air 
Warfare Center Aircraft Division (NAWCAD) Lakehurst. In evaluating the scenario's economic 
impact, the Secretary of the Navy stated "There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered 
species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural/historical resources occasioned by this 
recommendation." Was the Secretary unaware of the Cultural Resources Survey (CRS) 
conducted for the Naval .Air Engineering Station (NAES) at Lakehurst, New Jersey? 

7 Did the Na\ry not know that the CRS was carried out by Baystate 
Environmental Consultants at the direction of the Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, Lester, Pennsylvania" 

Historical District: 

w 
7 In accordance with Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 

1966. Executive Order 1 1  593. and OPNAVINST 5090 1A. "Environmental Resources Program 
Manual." N.4ES Lakehurst is required to consider the effects of its current and fbture operations 
on cultural resources contained within the Station According to this report. "The buildings at 
N . C S  Lakehurst define a lighter-than-air (LTA) Historic District that is potentially eligible for 
inclusion in the National register of Historic Places " In addition, known archaeological sites 
aboard the Station include an eighteenth-century road, a mid-nineteenth-century dwelling. a 
sawmill. facilities related to the Russian Imperial Army and the United States Army Pro~.ing 
Grounds, and the German dirigible Hindenburg crash site What is the Naky's position in regard 
to the Lakehurst historical district'' 

Pinelands: 

The so-called "fenced" scenario proposed by the Navy will require extensive 
environmental clean-up of the areas outsrdc the proposed security fencing For example, it is 
estimated that the required clean-up of the unexpended ordnance left behind by the Russian 
Imperial Army and the United States Army during the Station's use as an ordnance proving 
grounds will exceed $20,000,000 What is the Navy's response to this allegation7 
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Section 7: 

Points of Contact 

Yaval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst 

Commanding Officer 
Executive Director 
Director of Manufacturing 
Base Executive Director 
Rase Public Works 

Capt Leroy Farr 908-323-2380 
Tom Brennan 908-323-2335 
Richard Headley 908-323-2394 
Martin Borowsko 908-323-2369 
Charles Mink 908-323-260 1 

Tenant Commands at NAES Lakehurst 

Ua\.al Air Technical Training Detachment (NATTC) 
Officer-in-Charge LCDR David Kennedy 908-323-7359 

4rmy Airborne Engineering Evaluation Support Branch (AAEESB) 

w Commanding Oficer Lt Col Orlando Spalding 908-323-2 1 12 

Defense Reutilization Br Marketing Ofice (DRMO) 
Deputy Director Ms Joanne Reitemeyer 908-323-2755 

Yacal Mobile Construction Battalion 2 1 (NMCB-2 1 )  
Commanding Oficer CDR Douglas Ault. CEC 8 14-23 7-8 10-3 

Ocean County Vocational-Technical School Career & Technical Institute (CTI) 
Principal George Samson, Jr 908-65 7-4000 

Naval Air Engineering Suvport Unit Philadelvhia 

Technical Director Oscar Semora 

N a ~ a l  Facilities Command 

Northern Di\.ision Historic Landmarks Tina Deiniger, P E 
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New Jersey Con~ressional Staff w 
Senator Bill Bradley 

Director of Projects 
Deputy State Director 

Senator Frank R Lautenberg 
Legislative Assistant 
District Director of Projects 

Congressman H. James Saxton 
Legislative Assistant 
District Director 

Congressman Christopher H. Smith 
Chief of Staff 
District Director 

Laurel Mackin 202-224-3224 
Maggie Smith 609-983-4 143 

Eugene Tadie 202-224-4744 
Andrea Edwards 609-757-5353 

William Berl 2021225-4765 
Sandy Condit 609126 1-5800 

Mary Noonan 202-225-3 765 
Loretta Charbonneau 908- 3 50-2300 

State of New Jersey BRAC Consultants 

Verner. Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson and Hand w BRAC Consultative Support Barry Rhodes 202-37 1-6277 
BRAC Consultative Support Matthew Behrmann 202-37 1-622 1 
BR4C Consultative Support Tobias Messitt 202-3 7 1-624 1 

Save the Lakehurst Base Committee 

Chair Arthur Lindberg 908-255-802 1 

Vice Chair Korm Wolff 908-270-52 1 1 
FinancialILegal George Gilmore 908-240-6000 
Ocean County Freeholder Director John Kelly 908-929-2003 
Ocean County Freeholder Deputy Director James Lacey 908-929-2004 
Borough of Lakehurst Administrator Robert Morris 908-657-4 14 1 
Business Coordinator Emil Kaunitz, Jr 908-341-101 1 

Save the Lakehurst Base Committee BRAC Consultants 

hWM ,Associates 
Technical Consultant Michael Hagy 2 15-829-0063 
Technical Consultant Mary Hagy 2 15-829-0063 
.4udiolVideo Technical Support William Muehlenhard 2 15-829-0063 
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Section 8: 

Glossary of Acronyms 

AAEESB 
ALRE 
MI 
A S 0  
ATE 
ATS 
BOS 
BRAC Co~nmission 
BSAT 
BSEC 
CALASSES 
C APT 
CASS 
CDR 
CECOM 
CINCLANT 
CINCLANTFLT 
CINCPAC 
CINCPACFLT 
CNO 
COBRA 
COlm.~\~.AIRSYSCOhl 
COMSAVSEASYSCOM 
CSE 
DA 
DBOF 
DLA 
DoD 
DON 
DRMO 
EFP 
EMALS 
EOB 

Army Arborne Engneering Evaluation Support Branch 
Arcraft Launch and Recovery Equipment 
Arcraft Platform Interface 
Aviation Supply Ofice 
Automatic Test Equipment 
Automatic Test System 
Base Operations Support 
Base Realignment And Closure Comrnissicltl 
Base Structure Analysis Team (Navy) 
Base Structure Evaluatiorl Cormnittee (Naty) 
Carrier Arcraft Launch & Support Systems Equipment Simulator 
Captain (Pay Grade 0-6) 
Consolidated Automated Support System 
Comnander (Commanding Officer; or Pay Grade 0-5)  
(Army) Co~mnunications and Electronics Command 
Connmander-in-Chief Atlantic 
Commander-in-Chief Atlantic Fleet 
Commander-in-Chief Pacific 
Commander-in-Chief Pacific Fleet 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Costing Of Base Realigunent (Computer model) 
Commander, Naval h r  Systems Commancl 
Commander, Naval Sea Systems Cormnantl 
Common Support Equipment (multi-aircraft use) 
Department of the Army 
Defense Base Operations Fund 
Defense Logstics Agency 
Department of Defense 
Department of the Naky 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Ofic'e 
Elevated Fixed Platfonn (Full-sized ship's landing zone) 
Electromagnetic .4ircrafi Launch System (non-steam catapult) 
Expense Operating Budget (Logistic activi~~ies) 
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w FAA 
GAO 
GSE 
HQ 
JAST 
JAX 
JCSG 
LCDR 
LLLV 
LZ 
MHM Associates 
MILCON 
MOA 
NAEC Philadelphia 
NAEC Lakehurst 
NAES Lakehurst 
NAE SU Philadelphia 
NADEP 

w N a ~ y  IG 
NAS 
NASA 
NATTC 
NAVAIRSY SCOM 
NAVSEASYSCOM 
NAWC 
NAWCAD 
NAWCADLKE 
NAWCHQ 
NCMA 
NETC 
NIS 
NMCB-2 1 
O&M 
PAX 
PMA 
PCS 

w POL 
RDTBrE 

Federal Aviation Administration 
General Accounting Office 
Ground Support Equipment (for aircraft servicing) 
Headquarters 
Joint Advanced Strike Teclmology 
Jacksonville, Florida 
Joint Cross-Service Group 
Lieutenant Commander (Pay Grade 0-4) 
Low Loss Launch Valve (Critical component of catapults) 
Landing Zone 
Managers Helping Managers (Philadelphia Consultants) 
Military Construction 
Me~norandu~n Of Agreement 
Naval A r  Engneering Center (now NAES Lakehurst) 
Naval A r  Engmeering Center (now NAES Lakehurst) 
Naval A r  Engneering Station, Lakehurst 
Naval Alr Engneering Support Unit, Philadelphia 
Naval Aviation Depot (Aviation repair facilities) 
Navy Inspector General 
Naval A r  Station (also Naval Audit Senrice) 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Naval h r  Teclmical Training Center 
Naval A r  Systems Command 
Naval Sea Systems Cormnand 
Naval A r  Warfare Center 
Naval A r  Warfare Center Arcraft Division 
Naval A r  Warfare Center Arcraft Division Lakehurst 
Naval A r  Warfare Center Headquarters 
Navy Civilian Managers Association 
Naval Education and Training Command 
Naval Investigative Service 
Naval ~ o b i l e  Construction Battalion Twenty-One 
Operations and Maintenance 
Patuxent River, Maryland 
Program Management Activity 
Permanent Change of Station (Personnel moving costs) 
Petroleum, Oil and Lubricants 
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 
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w ROI 

SE 
SECDEF 
SECNAV 
TIF 
TPS 
UIC 
VTC 

Return On Investment 
Support Equipment (for aircraft servicing) 
Secretary of Defense 
Secretary of the Navy 
Test and Integration Facility 
Test Program Set 
Unit Identification Code 
Video Teleconference Center 
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Addendum 

Testimony 

Before the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

Aboard the Intrepid Sea, Air and Space Museum 

New York City Harbor 
May 5,1995 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, 

Aircraft carriers and the planes that fly off of them remain our most 

useful, potent, flexible and cost effective means of projecting military power 

around the world. Navy Lakehurst with its over 3000 employees has proven to 

3 be indispensable -- the lynchpin -- to successful carrier aviation and the 

projection of U.S. military might. 

As Chairman of both the International Operations and Human Rights 

Committee and the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, I am 

acutely aware that, notwithstanding the demise of the Berlin Wall and the initial 

euphoria over the breakup of the Soviet Union, the world grows more volatile, 

more uncertain and more dangerous by the day. 

Only the most naive observer could conclude that peace is iit hand. 

Much of the world today is a cauldron of ethnic animosity, resurgent 

communism and religious extremism. Numerous post-Cold War democracies 

are at risk or in serious turmoil. 
IQY, 

The genocide in Bosnia, the slaughter in Chechnya and Rwanda, 
@ PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



pervasive instability in the Middle East, Iran and Iraq's tenacious quest to w 
procure weapons of mass destruction and delivery vehicles, and escalating 

threats posed by North Korea and the People's Republic of China, underscore 

the significant post-Cold War threats to U.S. security, regional sta,bility and 

peace. 

Since 1945, aircraft carriers, which today number 12 with 13 airwings, 

with a replacement price tag of $82 billion, have been deployed to crisis spots 

more than 200 times. 

It is my judgment that the probability is exceedingly high -- a near 

certainty -- that U.S. naval airpower will again be summoned to avert, mitigate 

or solve a crisis somewhere in the world. It's not a matter of if, but when and 

0 where. 

The Pentagon's recommendation to radically realign the missions of 

Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts carrier aviation at risk, especially in 

the short term, and will cost two to three times more than the Pentagon 

suggests. 

Navy Lakehurst is a unique, one-of-its-kind, world-class facility whose 

primary function is to ensure that aircraft safely launch and recover from the 

deck of a carrier or other platform and that support equipment assist in the 

service of planes, parts and ordnance at sea. 

The long and distinguished record of Navy Lakehurst in technology 

development, engineering, developmental evaluation and verification, systems 



w integration, prototype, and manufacturing of Air Launch and Recovery 

Equipment (ALRE) and Support Equipment (SE) is nothing short of 

breathtaking . 

The collocation of the means of development, manufacturing and testing 

of aircraft carrier catapult and arresting gear and support equipme:nt works 

extremely well! Why break it up? 

In almost every instance at sea, our planes launch as advertised. Our 

aircraft are recovered without incident. If a glitch is found in design of a flight 

critical item, who does the Fleet call? Navy Lakehurst. There, at Lakehurst, 

the requisite problem solvers are immediately available in close proximity to 

one another to design it, manufacture it, to fix it without delay -- whatever "it" 

turns out to be. 

The DOD scenario says relocate the prototype manufacturing of ALRE to 

the Navy Depot in Jacksonville, Florida, and the SE to Patuxent River, 

Maryland. Artificially separating the testing and evaluation capabilities -- the 

big catapults and arresting gear -- from the prototype manufacturing function 

defies logic. It's unnatural. In a crisis situation, it could mean delays -- costly 

delays -- that put a mission in jeopardy. 

Delays, whether measured in hours or days, during a crisis,, could 

quickly put the lives of our pilots, crews and sailors at risk. Any delays are 

likely to mean a degradation of mission competence and safety. And I defy 

anyone to make the case that flight readiness and safety are im~roved or even 



w remain the same when design and manufacture of flight critical prlototyped 

items are separated from the test and evaluation function. 

Can tearing apart a textbook case of concurrent engineering that has 

proven itself, over and over, be justified to save some money? 

I think not. 

But, incredibly, the DOD scenario doesn't save money, it will actually 

cost taxpayers more for many decades. 

With all due respect, the DOD alleged cost savings are bogus. 

w The actual cost of realignment is likely to be between two to three times 

higher than what the DOD said it would be. That's not a minor rniscalculation 

but a gross error. If someone working for me on my Committee costed out a 

program or scenario so shoddily, I'd fire him for the good of the order. 

Thankfully, GAO, too, has misgivings about the numbers and specifically 

asked you and your fellow Commissioners to "more thoroughly examine the 

basis for the cost exclusions associated with 

scenarios in the technical centers.. ." Lakehurst is singled out by iname. 

Simply put, the DOD recommendation estimates the one time cost of 

realignment at just under $97 million. 

The certified data from Admiral William Bowes, Commandler of Naval 



w Air Systems Command, put the cost at $162 million. The SAVE Lakehurst 

Committee data calculates the cost at $218 million. And, a fourth set of figures 

released this week by the Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts the price 

tag to implement the scenario at between $269 and $289 million. If anything is 

clear, it's that the costs are spiralling upward, not in the direction of savings. 

Thus, the return on investment isn't three years as DOD says but more 

like half a century. 

What the Pentagon did to arrive at its phony $97 million figure was to 

disallow huge documented costs of moving ALRE and SE multi-ton machines to 

Jacksonville and Patuxent respectively, disregard recurring costs olf shipping 

prototyped items to Lakehurst for testing, and understate military lconstruction 

y costs at all the bases. 

The Department of Defense said, for example, that the Nav'al Air 

Technical Training Center (NATTC) could move to Pensacola for a song and a 

dance -- $199,000. That's ridiculous. MILCON alone to house the giant mock 

carrier simulator exceeds $9 million. Moreover, the DOD figures; show no 

costs associated with moving the enormous simulator to Florida. 

Here's another example. 

The Pentagon has told you nothing about the one time moving costs of 

ALRE machines to Jacksonville. They acknowledge a mere $1.5 million for 

machine foundations and electric services. The Commander of Naval Air 

Systems Command Admiral William Bowes, on the other hand, has certified 



w that if the scenario is imposed, 123 ALRE machines will have to be sent 

packing to Jacksonville at a whopping cost of $15.5 million. And that's 

assuming they have a place to put them and that some of the older one-of-a- 

kind machines don't break en route. 

The pattern of unreliable cost estimates repeats itself over aind over in the 

DOD data. Check it out! 

I've visited each of the potential receiving stations. Unlike Lakehurst, 

the Naval Depot in Jacksonville has excess capacity -- lots of it. :But not the 

type of capacity needed to absorb the special Lakehurst mission. 'That would 

require yet another costly MILCON. 

* Let me note that both of my older brothers are pilots -- Tom, as it 

happens, flew A-7 fighter bombers off the U.S.S. Enterprise in the 70s. He 

made numerous successful launches and recoveries. I didn't know it then, but 

the safety of my brother's life and hundreds like him was assured because of 

the competence and professionalism of the team at Navy Lakehurst. 

The DOD recommendation should be reversed. 



CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
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NAVAIRSYSCOM 

SAVE LAKEHURST 
COMMITTEE 

NAWC LAKEHURST 

NAVY 
IMPLEMENTATION 
BUDGET CALL 
(4/10/95) 

One-me Costs 

$97,000,000 

$162,300,000 
+NADEP JAX MILCON 
+ 123 ALRE Machines Relocation 
+Additional Lakehurst MILCON 

$218,600,000 
+Tenant Relocations 
+NAS Pensacola MILCON 
+55 Workyean SE Prototype 
+Additional NAS Patuxent MILCON 

$269,000,000- 
$289,000,000 
+Tenant Relocations 
+ NAS Pensacola MILCON 
+Additional Lakehurst MILCON 

Payback 

3 Years 
(2002) 

30 Years 
(2029) 

51 Years 
(2050) 

51+ Years 
(2???) 
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Testimony 
Before the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

Lakehurst, New Jersey 

Commander Michael R. Hagy, USN (Ret.) 

Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. As I listened to Congressman Smith and I watched 
the videotape, I once again felt the enormity of the Lakehurst decision As a Naval Aviator, I am 
hlly aware of the potential consequences of the Lakehurst recommendation 

Please understand that I do not stand before you as an individual representing my personal 
or professional views, or even those of the community From the beginning it w,as clear that those 
of us here today represent thousands of Navy men and women, present and fiture, who will be 
affected by the decisions about Navy Lakehurst They are the people who, if the Na~y ' s  
recommendation is implemented, will make your decision work. no matter what the costs 

Of course the Navy would never knowingly accept the loss of a single aircraft due to 

w failures in aircraft launch and recovery equipment Yet these failures do occur Today. due to 
aircraft launch and recovery equipment. we have lost four aircraft in more than two million 
launches You saw the figures in the videotape Four losses in t u o  million represents a 
99 999998'?0 success rate 

If the Xa~y ' s  recommendation is implemented. the potr/r~itrl for loss of' aircraft and their 
aircre~vs will rise. If we persist in moving forward with a questionable decision, then we are 
kno\vingly accepting the consequences. I suggest that we know the potentia.1 for losses now 
And we can prevent those losses. 

For you see, if we choose to split up the unparalleled capabilities currently in place at 
Lakehurst, the quality of the support for carrier aviation will suffer But not f0.r Ions The NaLy 
cannot tolerate a reduction in capability to launch, recover and service combat aircraft at sea If 
something does go wrong, it will be fixed-- no matter what it costs 

I would like you to meet the people of Navy Lakehurst Hundreds of thlem are here today 
with us in this hearing room They are the engineers, artisans and support people, military and 
civilian, who know only too well the importance of the work they do for Naval Aviation They 
are the people who deliver the critical flight equipment that launches, recovers and supports 
aircraft at sea They support the pilots, plane captains, aircrewmen, ordnance loaders. catapult 
and arresting gear operators, service crews and others who operate and support Naval aviation at 
sea They are here today to represent the interests of these Naby people. and 1:o be blunt-- their 

rl) very 1il.e~ 

Commander Hagy 1 
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w' Today we have and will continue to offer you insight on the military value of the 
concurrent engineering operation that exists today at Lakehurst In the Lakehurst case, the Navy 
itself has demonstrated that the base is unique Throughout the summer and fall of 1994 and on 
into the winter of 1995, the Navy collected data to support a closure decision Finally, 
reluctantly, they determined they could not close Lakehurst because they coultl not replicate the 
testing facility without investing hundreds of millions of dollars and incurring unacceptable lost 
productivity costs during transition 

We've been attempting to figure out why, after the Navy determined that Lakehurst was 
too valuable to close, that they doggedly pursued realignment Here's a fascinating fact about 
Lakehurst At a time when government is reengineering itself, collapsing operations and trying to 
improve efficiency and quality, Lakehurst is so progressive that the Navy didn't recognize the gold 
mine it has From every angle we approached the Lakehurst recommendation, the plan to realign 
did not make sense at best, and presented a potential disaster at worst The disaster can be 
a\.erted .Ml me must do is understand the value--both in financial and in perfclrmance terms-- of 
something called "concurrent engineering " 

Concurrent Engineering is a deceptively simple concept The organization co-locates its 
engineers. prototype artisans, manufacturers and support personnel all in one place The return 
on investment--both in financial and performance measurements--is impressive 

w By integrating the team in one location, the life-cycle costs for products can be reduced by 
-30' o over production models You've seen that Lakehurst delivers at a 99 999()9g0 o success rate 
Such a successful operation isn't built overnight You may already know that ILakehurst mon the 
Federal Quality Institute's 1993 President's Quality Award The Presidential Alxard for Quality is 
the Federal Government's equivalent of the prestigious Malcolm Baldrige National Quality 
Award Lakehurst has been a model of concurrent engineering for the past 20 years The Yak>, 
proposes to tear it apart in a fraction of that time 

Let me now focus our discussion to the practical affects of concurrent engineering Let's 
get down to real-world examples of what makes Lakehurst so important Lr.s 11  rx1.st.s toLjLq. to the 
aircraft carrier Fleet Perhaps that will help in determining what Lakehurst should look like in the 
h ture  In that hture,  as defined by the Navy, the existing carrier fleet will remain a viable force 
through the year 2025 

I flew hundreds of missions as a Naval Flight Instructor. Instructors feel no single greater 
responsibility than the safety of his or her student. This low-tech, inoffensive-looking piece of 
metal is my first real-world story 

The large nut you see before you is a commercial-grade, cast-metal piece that a shipyard 
substituted for the higher grade component demanded by the experts at Lakehurst The piece fits 

w into the hydraulic lines of a Low Loss Launch Valve, a 12,000 pound critical control piece that 

Commander Hagy - 7 



May 5,1995 

w channels the steam to launch an aircraft off the carrier deck. That substituted nu.t failed during the 
launch of a Navy T-2C trainer jet. The instructor lived. The pilot was killed. 

I'll take you through the sequence of events that occurs when such a tragedy hits 

Today, as in the past, the first reaction to an aircraft loss from a carrier is to cease 
launching aircraft. The Commander's second action is to get all the planes still in the air safely 
down. The next step is simple. Call Navy Lakehurst and begin the process of conducting an 
Engineering Investigation into the mishap. A special team of investigators, known as the NAWC 
Lakehurst Carrier Field Service Unit, launches from Norfolk, Virginia and races to the carrier 
wherever she is located. 

Meanwhile, normally within a matter of hours, a concurrent engineering "Tiger Team" of 
Lakehurst civilian and military professionals-- engineers, artisans, support personnel-- form to 
analyze the mishap. Their job is to quickly determine a solution that provides the Navy the ability 
to resume launching aircraft from its carriers. 

In this case, two actions were necessary The first was to inspect all the hydraulic line 
union nuts to ensure that no other substitutions had been made The second was to reengineer the 
nut with a stronger, machined piece of steel The Lakehurst team responded with lightening 
speed to redesign, prototype and test this new configuration Within 48 hours, the new nut had 
been introduced into the Fleet supply system Because the nut has a unique configuration, it has 

w no commercially produced substitute Few commercial companies possess the capability to  
respond so quickly or effectively 

In 1991, Lakehurst's ability to respond prevented a crisis in the hours before Desert 
Storm. This little piece of metal nearly brought naval aviation's role in the deserts of Kuwait and 
Iraq to a standstill. The cast metal fitting you see is for the pilot's gas mask. The problem was, the 
cast metal fitting was found to be defective. All 540 naval pilots were at high risk and could not 
go into combat in a biological warfare environment 

No commercial company could produce these fittings in time for our Navy to safely fly in 
a potentially hostile chemical or biological environment. The Navy turned to  the experts at 
Lakehurst. An emergency "Tiger Team" was formed to try and develop a "work-around" for this 
critical flight component. They succeeded. In nine days, 540 new gas mask components were 
delivered and installed in our Navy's aircraft. 

An interesting side-bar to this story is that the Lakehurst experts saved the government 
$125,000. Most importantly, however, this concurrent engineering capability provided a safe 
breathing environment for our combat pilots. Looking back, we know the contributions played by 
Naval Aviators in the early stages of the war. We now know that Lakehurst's concurrent 
engineering played a key role in their safe deployment. 

Commander Hagy 
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w My last story is more personal I want to tell you about my closest and best friend still 
serving in our Navy today Ted is the epitome of an F-14 pilot Confident, capable and 
somewhat cocky, his life nearly ended for the sake of a defective weld on this piece of equipment 

I've heard Ted tell his story many times. How his aircraft seemed to jerk to a stop as the 
tailhook caught the arresting wire. How his aircraft did not completely come to rest, but rolled 
off the side of the aircraft carrier. How his ejection sequence pulled him out cbf the cockpit of a 
perfectly operational F-14 Tomcat, worth an estimated $50 million dollars, and saved his life 

You already know what the Navy did next. Stop launching aircraft, get those still in the 
air safely down somewhere, anywhere. Inspect the failed component on all carriers throughout 
the Fleet And of course, call Navy Lakehurst. 

Within hours the full impact of the Engineering Investigation were apparent to the Navy 
This torque release coupling device, manufactured by a private company, failed at this weld point 
Further investigation revealed these couplings were installed on all aircraft carrier arresting 
engines and throughout the N a ~ y ' s  supply system Our Navy's ability to recover aircraft was nom 
at extreme risk. because the weld was judged to be discrepant and subject to unpredictable failure 

Literally working around the clock, the Lakehurst concurrent engineering team reworked 
eve? torque release coupling in the Fleet and throughout its supply systern To prevent a 
recurrence of this mishap, the Lakehurst team then designed, prototypecl and tested this 

w replacement coupling Manufactured from a single piece of sturdy metal, it is an incredible 
demonstration of the term "flight critical" support 

These pieces of metal are not high-tech It doesn't take a rocket scientist to see they are 
literally the nuts and bolts that any commercial activity could produce-- if they were free to 
operate on a 24-hour basis, without requests for proposals, bid rooms and contracts And of 
course. if they possessed the incredible synergy of the aircraft platform interface experts 
co-located today at Navy Lakehurst 

We've talked about the value of Lakehurst's contribution to life, propertq and national 
security E o w  let's talk about the Navy's financial analysis on Lakehurst We k . n o ~  that you, the 
members of the 1995 Commission, must determine opportunities for real savings Let us assure 
you they will not be found in the Lakehurst recommendation Your Staff has been provided three 
sets of financial analysis 

The numbers outIined in the next five tables are dramatic. First we listed the Naky's 
estimated costs that were provided to the Secretary of Defense. Second on the list are the Nacy's 
certified numbers from the Commander, Naval Air Systems Command to the Navy's Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee. Finally, we've listed our own estimates, w'hich include many 
costs that. on the way up the chain, were "zeroized", or deleted altogether 

w Here are those numbers They are summarized in this report in Section 5 

Commander Hagy 4 



- -  

May 5,1995 

PROJECTED ONE-TIME SCENARIO COSTS 
Total One-Time Cost Incurred by U.S. Government 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data: !E 96,943,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data: $ 162,274,000 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $218,613,750 

PROJECTED RECURRING SCENARIO COST$ 
.Annual Recurring Costs to U S .  Government Beginning 1999 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data: $ 4,622,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data: $ 12,630,000 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 30,394,000 

PROJECTED RECURRING SCENARIO SAI7IIVGS 
Annual Recurring Savings to US.  Government Beginning 1999 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data 3; 37,200,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data $ 11,610,000 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 8,000,000 

PROJECTED NET PRESENT VALUE 
Net Present Value in 20 Years 

I 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data (-) $358,000,000 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data $ 58,735 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: $ 104,359 
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PROJECTED RETURN ON INVESTMENT FOR SCENARIO 

Return On Investment for U.S. Government 

Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee Data 2002 ( 3  Years) 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Certified Data 2029 (30 Years) 

Save Lakehurst Base Committee Data: 2050 (51 Years) 
- 

We hope you are now asking the most important question about the Na\rq.'s 
recommendation for Lakehurst WHY? Like any other impartial person who has heard our case. 
we hope you will want these questions answered before final decisions are made about 
Lakehurst 

I Why would the Naby recommend realigning a one-of-a-kind facility with such 
unparalleled military value7 

w v Why would the Secretary of Defense, with a clear mandate to centralize and downsize. 
support an action that clearly decentralizes and escalates costs7 

v And why would you. the impartial members of this Commission, not overrule the 
Secretary of Defense and remove Lakehurst from this recommend closure action3 

In the past 25 years, 1'1.e flown many, many missions for the United States Naky My 
adult years have been dedicated to serving our Naky and our country Nom, as a private citizen, 
this is my final mission for Naval Aviation 

In all the hours, in all the weeks, in all the months I've spent analyzing the Lakehurst 
recommendation, I stand before you and say without equivocation: This does not make sense 
Implement this recommendation and Naky people will become casualties. Our multi-billion dollar 
investments will suffer The American public will pay outrageous tax dollars to fix a system that 
now delivers an unprecedented level of quality You can avert these consequences I urge you. 
with all the honesty of a Naval Aviator and an American citizen, take Lakehurst off the list Let 
this facility continue to meet the demands of naval aviation in the years to come 

Thank you for giving our community this opportunity. If there are any questions, we 
would like to take this opportunity answer them 

Commander Hagy 



Document Separator 



* NAWCIAD Lakehurst's Manufacturing and 
Prototype (P&M) Department is Slated to 
be Reduced and Moved to NADEP 
Jacksonville, Leaving Engineering and 
Testing at Lakehurst 

Move Slated Only for ALRE P&M -- They 
Forgot P&M of Support Equipment 



* Reduce Cost of Excessive Overhead -- 
Hence Save Money 

* NADEP Jacksonville Repairs Engines -- 
They can Support the ALRE P&M Work 



* The Navy Examined and Rejected the "Shut 
Down Lakehurst and Do the Work at a More 
Affordable Location" Concept -- TOO 
COSTLY 

* They Did NOT Examine Any Alternative 
Methods to Reduce Cost of Manufacturing 







* Reduces Risk (Brings More Extended Family Skillnalent 
to Solve Problems) 

* Reduces Costs (Distributes Overhead) 

* Provides Flexible Base for Future Uncertainties 

* Produces a Win-Win-Win Situation (Navy - Y-12 - Industry) 



Defense Manufacturing Council @ ~ c )  
Priorities and Integrated Approach 

to 
OSDIService Oversight 

March 7, 1995 

R. Noel Longue~.nare 
-Pa uS.ffr9-1-7 

Outline 

C P 

DMC objectives I - C f " m  
Top level strategy 

DMC Offsite and follow-up 

, What we can do - - now 
Expectations from this conference 
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Defense Manufacturing Objectives 

Scope: 
Big "M" ~nanufacfuri~lg ... includes all the technical and 

business processes involved in developing, producing, 
and supporting a weapon system 

Objectives: 
Encourage modern ~nar~ufacturing processes, methods, and 

systems to obtain cost reduction and shorter cycle times 
for enlerging and ongoing programs 

Accelerate accluisition reform needed to enable the revised 
manufacturing approaches 

Assure a continued tech~iological edge 
Establish a self-sustaining mechanism for change 

(1 I c ( s 1  (2 

-Eawe~+ Serial DoD Processes Are Slow and Cosltly 

1 

Fixed requirements Design not constrained Special components Specialized support 
by cost Dedicated Unique spares/no 

production commonality 

Mnni~facturing processes Manufacturing processes Changes1 Reduced reliability/ 
not developed not matured rework maintainability 

Unique DoD 
solutions 

Reporting1 Costly support 
oversigllt infrastructure 

Cost Driver Targets for Modern Manufacturing i I 



Objective New Process 
Cost Driven, Tailored Review & Oversight, Modern Manufacturing 

Cost driven 
Tradeable requirements 
Demonstrated 

Mnriufacturing 
Processes 

Coninlercial processes 
Integrated tearn 
S&T focus on processes 

nntl cost 

EM D/ 
Production 

Integrated 
Program 

Front-End 

I ACTDS 

Operations ",.I w 

I I 
Cost/performance trades Self contained diagnostics 
Design for 6 0  quality Electronic Suppo~t Systems - 
Shared production facilities CALSIEDI 
Rcduced reporting and Cornlnon facilities 

oversight Con~mercial support 
Co~nmercial processes Spares at production prices 
Continued cost rcduction Total asset visibility 

incentives 

Emerging S trategy/Recommendations 

IPPD focus on cost reduction 
- Combine business and engineering manufacturing strategies 
- Must hatre OSD and Service champions 
- Need mot-e focus on front-end -- requirements and planning 

"Pilots" as clrnngc agents 
- Every program is a potential "pilot" 
- Self-sustaining mechanism for innovation and proliferation 

PEOs/PMs as key in~plelnentcrs 
- Need sharing process/lessons learned, benchmarks 
- Proliferate through Materiel Commands 
- Support and education 
- lnlplement on every program 



DMC Offsite 
18-19 November 94 

Extensive representatio~l of the OSD & Service acquisition 
leadership 

Four primary tonics: (reference conference read-aheads) 

- Process 111a turation/be~~cIln~arIting 

- Pilots as an agent of cllange 
- Cost as an independent variable 
- Cost-related incentives 

Offsite Summary: Some Paradigm Shifts 

A Shift from Regulatior~nforcement to Incentives - should be applied 
across the board 

A Shift from Product Focus to Greater Emphasis on Front-End 
Manufacturing Tecl~nology, Manufacturability and 
Supportability 

A shift from Performance Focus to a Balanced Approach achieved . 
through trades using "cost of performance" as a pri~nary decision 
parameter 

A rapid Shift from the Classic Acquisition Approach to tailored, 
innovative, streamli~ied programs using "Pilot-like" ~necllanism as 
agents of change 

A shift from Pentagor1 clccisions made in Organizntio~~al Isolation to 
integrated team action thru an Institr~tionalizcd IPT hpproach 

t 



Proposed Integrated Approach to Oversight 

Desired Change in HQs Staff Role 

Ol~jcctivc: Significant cost and cyclc ti111e rccluction througl.1 
innovation and enabling policies 

Currelit pcrccption: HQ implements fu~ictiorial ovcrsiglit responsibility 
w/o resp,onsibility for end-product 

Dcsircd role: Enable process irl~proveri~ent incorporating 
innovation and sl~ared responsibility 

Elements of solution: New Roles: 
"Integrated Team" to identify early issues and 

tradeoffs 
Focus on process improvcmcnt, not process: 

"delense" 
Focus on tradeoffs to nleet cost targets 



Potential Changes to DAB Oversight 

Delete many nlilestolle review ducuinents while 
maintaining Infom~ation needed for oversight 

Tailor remaining docunlents 

Use of COEA to support analysis of cost as an itidependent 
variable 

Use IPTs to help plan for reviews, identify and 
resolve issues early 

Take a fresh loolc at existing review requirernetits --- update 
to confor~n wit11 above 

The SBIRS Streamlining Story 
Usual New 

*Review Process 360 Days 60 Days 

*Doclimentation More than 1000 pages 36 pages 
-- Multiple 

Documents 
-- Single Acquisition 

and Management 
Plan 

*RFP NILSPEC Perforrriance Based 

We Plan to Adapt and Use This Frortz Now 012 



Cost I<eduction 
Targets 

New Cost Challenge 
How to Factor i11 Process b~zprovements? 

Focus to Reduce % Total Cost 
Cost Potentially Affccted 

Inlicrcnt cost of clcsigri I~cqiriremcnts, dcsigri 
a 1011 siinplific 1' 

hlilSpcc parts and 
proccsscs 

Coinrncrcial parts and 
proccsscs 

Rcworkllatc cl~aiigcs I'roccss ~~iatiirity 
15arly dcsigtl itcralions (11'1'1)) 

Eli~iiirintc ririiclric Doll Corrir~icrcinl rcporti~ig, 
I)usi~~css accounting 

rccluircriic~its 

Potential Acquisition Cost Reductions 

Source Focus Potc~llial IZeducr tions 
011 "Systems;"  

CostJRequirements tradeoffs Continued tradeoffs tllrough 30-50 % 
to get best value EMD, "cost :IS an independent 

variable" 

RIotlcrn m:ln~lfacturi~lgg IPI'D cnginccring, flcxil)le 20-30 % 
~ n c t l ~ o d s  tii:i~lufacturing, 60 quality 

Recluce DoD-unique Oversigllt, reporting 15-30% 
business requirements and 
ovcrsigli t 

Commercial processes and Parts, components, some 10-20% 
proclucts end-i tems 

Cost Reductions of Over 50% Are Within Our Reach I 



Self Sustaining Process for Change 

I~ivolve Evcryolle i n  Processes or "Pilot-Like" Psojects 
..--.-- -...--.-------* .-.- -------..-,- 

6 6  3 Some I ilot-Lilte" Changes to Oilgoi~lg Weapon 
System Programs 

Use cost as the driving priority 

Apply IPPD in modifications and P31 

Convert to corn~ilercial parts and processes 
Reduce oversigllt, reporting, unique requirements 

Reduce sustaining engineering 

Il~crcase reliability 
Use "near paperless contractirlg" (e.g., JAST) 

Apply Contractor and Government integrated databases 
(CITIS) 

Etc. 

Need Strearnlined Contract Vehicles and Incentives, 
of VECP 

- . -- --..&--..-----LA *-.- _._-"",._^L'-W._" - - .- *-. .U.I*..̂ -I-..Y.." I.-- - 



What We CanDo - - NOW! 
Set aggressive cost goals (30 - 50% below previous); 

- Institute Trade-off Process 

Iriipletnent IPPD for cost reduction 

- Integrated OSDIService team 

- Government~ContracLor team --- process emphasis 
Ensure process triaiuriiy prior to EMD 
Apply iriccritivcs 
Usc on ALL progr:uiis --- Ncw, Upgrades, Retrofit 

1 We cart do itlost of wlrat needs to be done NOW I I I tlu-olrgh PEO/PM Irtrrovatiort, Waivers, nrtd SAE backil~g 11 

Role of X3EOs/1'Ms 
& SYSCOM Mailagers 

PEOs 
Sporisor i~inovation, streanili~iirig and risk taking (for cost reduction) 

Excliaiige expcrietices rapidly -- within and outside sector 

Aclvocate and support process cliange on All Prorrrariis 

Get your SAE backir~g 

PMs 
Innovate and take risks (for streamlining & cost reduction) 

Institute and support process change 
Master the ne\v iriclustrial processes (e.g., IPPD) 

We lteed to I~tstitutioizalize This 
on ALL o f  Yoza* Progi*arnzs 

L- . - - - -  .̂.-̂_ -__ ----,--. . .-..---.. .irr^.r.LI.--.--^^-.--.--- - 



To get buy-in on DMC objectives and strategy at 
the PEOISYSCOM leadership level 

To find out what impediments are l~illderiog you in 
executing these objectives 

To "jump start" a self-sustaining process for 
change via this co~lfererlce 



DMC CONFERENCE (svMm.nv  w horn 7- 
Dr. Perry 's Messnge 

Dotvn sizing o f  operational mi l i tary  near completion. 

t\cquisition o f  new tcmlrorarily being s:~crificcd for readiness ... actluisition account wi l l  go u p  i n  '97 

\Vo~.~.ictl about halancctl b u t l ~ c t  a r ~ l e n d ~ ~ ~ c n t  m c ~ ~ t a l i t y  ... Dcfensc is at least h n l f o f a l l  I:etlcral 
tliscrctionary sl~ent l ing ... tvllcre clsc can t lwy take the funcling? 

Dots nsizing ant1 base clsoing savings are programed ..... rrrrrsf 111nrC.e ncrrrrisiriorr reforrrr nrrd IPDT w c m  

D M C  CONFERENCE IXECOMMENDATIONS 

"OSI) is r isk avoiclac~ce ~~ersonificd. tlon't elpect tllerll to milkc any tlccisions ..... keep al l  (IIC 

~ l c r i ~ i o l l s  111 t l t r  s r r t  irr Irvcl"  

Funcling for i~lnovation, up-front efforts is the first to go i n  nny huclget drill. 
Type o f  efforts nntl culture change discussed at this conference w i l l  take years 
I n  tleclining clefcnsc market, IJoD cannot expect industry to funtl a l l  challgcs 

"No nl:lttcr n l l a t  j o u  (lo or  clon't do ir l  DE:hIIVAL ..... budget decisions are made i n  isol:~tinll 
Comptroller nllcl Pt\&E types havc to he brought on boartl and give tltesc re form cffo!rtc 

pr ior i ty  along tvith other bil ls 

h lakc financial types par t  o f  the lPTs ? (yes we must vs. 110 .... they can't change their spots 
Eliminate n~i~tclless clollar threshnltls - eml)owcr your I'hls 

Rlake sure there is a real reason for any OSD level decisiorl rather than prepnri~ng to 

spe~l t l  moncy 



DMC CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS 
DifJTcirlties I~~rplel~retttirtg IPD Ts 

D o D  hierarchical  structure rcwart ls intl ivit luals .... not teams 

Detlicatcd, in the PO t y l ~ c s  a rc  rc~varclct l  ant1 trusted over n la t r ix  support  specialists 

I'rrsonncl. rt a l l  Icvcls, t lo not stay i n  POs l n ~ l g  c r ~ o u g l ~  to scc IPDT strntcgics t l ~ r o t r g l ~  

L a c k  o f  hletr ics ..... Lack  o f  t ra in ing i n  II'UI' 

In t lus t ry  at t i tude "this too w i l l  pass" 

Bu t  inclustry is being forcctl into I P U T s  to survive do~~ns iz ing ,  and to keep vinblc sup l~ l i c r s  

h lus t  c o n v i ~ ~ c c  o~v rs ig l r f  !~.prs ictlrn rrse clteck lists that t l lcp I lavc not been tloing this for  ye:lrs 

I )c l~ lny  ovc rs ip l~ t  pcrsonncl tu ficltl, make tltis ty l lc o f  support pa r t  o f  t l l c i r  cva l t~at ion 

I ) \ I C '  i t i i t iat ivrs s l t r l ~  as " I~octtsr t l  I'ilots" :~n t l  "('ost :IS :III in t l r l )ent l r~ t t  v a r i : ~ l ~ l r "  t lcrt l to IIC cxl~ l :~ i t t r t l  

1)MC CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS 
INSIGIJT IfS. OVERSIGIIT 

1),\11 must Ijcconlc p a r t  o f  Inicgrniccl Procluct I ) cvc lo l~n~cn t  .l'cnms 

h l t ~ s t  get away f r o m  a rb i t ra ry  personal o r  functional requirements i l la t  collectively 
~ ~ n l ) a l a n c c  :I Phls progrnn l  

OSI), 1)tI l t ant1 other oversigllt fullctions ~ i l u s t  I~ccume facilitators... cxl~cr icncct l  11co11lc 

\\I)o b r i n g  knowledge and mct l~ot ls  to t l ic  P h l  l o  lrelp Irittr work iris prohlertrs 

A l l  o r  the abuve np11lic.s to Service staffs ant1 i n d c l ~ c n t l e ~ ~ t  functional organizations 

Assistance can be provided without compromising independent assessmellt ro le ( in  fact, 

rea l  i l isigl lt enhances i t )  

Functionals must understanding Phl's ef forts to balance p rog ram 



DMC CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATlONS 
Slrorrld we have arroflrer Cnrtferertce 

Involvc more  Program hlanagers 

Cross ta lk  bchveen Phls  and P h l s  in di f ferent services& sectors beneficial b y  i tsc l f  

Involve Ph ls  who nccdlhavc thc opportuni ty to cmploy I P D T  approach 

l l a v c  meeting cvery 6 months 

Involve more  L)AU 11rincil1als and fi~l:lncial types .....g et their  real  t ime rcrc t ion to iclers 

U r ing  i n  it ldustry! 

I )V~CI~SC 1111(i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ i ~  rCll~c 



lkvclop inrgratrd 1'01c111ial 111ain i o e ~ ~ s  o i  11' I' . . SB I S - hlolz AI'I. 'I SlitQli. 
team appmaclt to in~l~lcn~cnlat ion & cos~/pcrlor~nancc lradc (~50525) Jll(X3, PA&E 
mission needs. cosl study Icnn~(Io includc JCS. I3A&E. 

/I I ) c l r ~ ~ s c  h l a ~ ~ ~ ~ r i ~ c t ~ ~ r l ~ ~  IIIICII -- Act1t111 SIIIIIIII~~Y - . I (as o l  2/17/95) 
I 

I - #  = lncenlivcs; C-# = Cosl; P-# = Prcxcss Maturation; A-# = Pilols * - I'(I Iic addtcsscd at PEOISYSCOM tlonlcrcnce 

goals . . . ~ o ~ ~ p ~ r o l l c r )  
C-2 SCI initial cost I ~ r h ~ d c  SIIIII~ A'lI)s and AC I Ds, cunccpl Navy SAG SAl i  llrl' 

~oals~liuacts on all ~ l ~ a s c .  DIV. and IIIII~S. 111ilial lccdl~ack ill Dan Porter 

NO.  
1-1 

1-2 

1-3 

l k w  pro~ramsln~ods 14 III~III~IS. 1 (602-2852) 1 
Slarl wit11 JAS I' s ~ ~ d  scleclctl otl~crs. 
Aclion I'lan i n  3 ~nontl~s. 

programs: 
hlission clSectivcncss 

(602-2852) 
$ally cnst goals s c t l i ~ ~ g  Navy SAG OSI)- C'AlCi. 

DanPortcr S A E I I T  

A c l l o n  
Request I' ;O/l'hl 
inp111 h r  ikvcnlory n f  
incentive pnctices 
Establisl~ "Incentives 
Pracliccs" iu ago~da 
im a1 PBO 
Conference 

Co~nptlc and 
con~rn~~nicatc contnct 

(602-21152) 
Systc~n costlpcrlon~~a~sc tratlcs Navy SAE OSD. CAIG. 

Dan Puncr SAI? 1111' 
602-2852) 

~ i a ~ n ~ l n c t u r i ~ ~ ~  k OSD. CAl t i .  

incelltivcs invcnlory 

bevelop list of 

(Incorporate inlo 1-1) 

discussion 

/corn~n~~nicatc 
nlanagcnlctll 

of 

Pct lormancc 

I ) c s c r i p t i o ~ ~  
Prcparc a . (A&' ') or 'U 'D(A ") 
~uqacst tn%k ~~III!IIIII~!~, ::o~~gI$c 
SAEs, lo  sl~arc t l~c i r  cxpcricnccs. 
Establisl~ "lnccntivcs Practices" as a 
disc~~ssion i1c111 at t l~c  h1;11cl1 IIEO 
conlcrencc and considcr a r c c u r ~ i ~ ~ g  cvcnt 
at buU~ PEO and PM conlcrcnccs lo  
"s l~owcn.~"  inccntivcs lllal rcducc cosl. 
C o ~ ~ ~ i ~ i l c  i ~ ~ v c n t o ~  y a11d ~~IIIIIIIIII~~~~~ it via 
existing PM tools s ~ ~ c l ~  as Air 170rcc 
A P M I  and Navy JAM utilities; ul~datc 
periodically. 
I<equc.<.ct t l~e  I'EUs/llhls. I l ~ r o u g l ~  h e  
S A B ,  lo suhtnil candidates lor t l ~ e  "Top 
Ten' list of bureaucratic irnpcdi~ncnts. 

USD(A&'I) discussion will1 Co~~~ptr t r i lc r  
re viability IIC kccping part of cosl 
rcduct i t~~a ill tlw program fur risk 
incentivcs 
Colalog and co~~~o~c~n icn tc  III;III;I~CIIICIII 

i ~ ~ c c ~ ~ l i v c s  all11 atvnrds availnlilc to SA14. 
1'110s. all11 Accluisilio~~ C o r n ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ t l e r s  lo  
~ ~ ~ o t i v a t c  a c ~ l ~ ~ i s i t i o ~ ~  wo~k fo~cc .  
l~~corpora~cd i l l lo 1-1 and 1-3. 
I'rcpn~e I'Ms "1)ill of l(igl~ts" lor 
USD(Ak'l') sig~ratttrc. Ol~tain 
clarification T1ot11 USU(A)Il'UUSll(AtVI') 
:III~ s~~pgcstions lor  i~~corporation into 
"Dill n l  I1igl1ts" r ro~n  PM c o n ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ n i t y  

IJeles 
I S - k c - 0 4  

3 1 - k c - 9 4  

30-JIIII-95 

OID1t 
O S ( ; ) A 
Jc$nz$I!mn 

( ~ 7 0 0 5  1) 
OASD(ES)IA 
John G o o d n ~ n ~ ~  

(~70051) 

OASl)[LY)lA 
l o l ~ n  Gootl~nun 

: S t a l ~ ~ s  

Con~plctcd 

C o r ~ ~ p l c r d  

15-kc -94  

Ot~going 

I(cqrest: 
I&-94 

CIIIIIIIIUII~~~IC 
30-Jun-95 
28-l:cb-')5 

O C l t  
AEs. 

%$XMC 

I'L)USD(A&I'). 
IIMC.DSMC 

Ill', SAlis, 
AFAMI'M. JAM 

(x7oU51) 

OASD[U)IA 
John Goodrnan 

(~70051) 

OASD(L!)IA 
Jol~n G o o d ~ n a ~ ~  

(x7iJo5 1) 

OASL'(ti!!)IA 
JUIIII G o o t l ~ ~ ~ n n  

(x7lMlS I) 

IXr, Al'l 
IN ll l ickstc i~~ 

(~50218) 

0 

Q~mplc~cd 

E; ' l i lk ing 
I'apcr 

C o ~ ~ ~ p l c t c d  

I<ctl~~cst 
C o ~ ~ ~ p l c l c d  

- 
I)ri~lt  lo  PM's 

s i ~ n c d  0111 

I l l  1/95 

I'M. A111ty 

San~c as 1-1 

U S A I ) ,  I 
API. Arniy 

Dl', IJ&I1, SAlis. 
I X M C  

USll(h&'I'). 
I'IlUSl)(Ak'l') 
SAEs. IIEOs. 
i)SMC 



IPPDllPT 
lMano 

Ongoing 

4 

Stand alone 
lE4lP not 
nyr~i red 

' IUD 

24-Feb-95 

'1 UD 

24-lth-YS 

Same as 1-3 

' 1'- I 

P-2 

1'-3 

1'-4 

1'-5 

I - l kc -94  

'IUD 
Program 

Specific Event 
Based 

7 1 - J a 1 1 - ~ 5  

31 Mar-95 

Ncxl:Mar-95 
I l r n  

Senliannuall 
I ~ ~ r ~ n c d ~ a t c l ~ ~  

IAW SAE 
scl~cdules 

IJUUSI)(A&'I') S A k  

I-Mar-95 
Oilgoing 

1'-6 

1'-7 

DUSl 

Co~~nplctcd 

- 

-- 
Phi 

/rrficle 
In~cl~incnt 

4 

L 

01- 
Rcvicw onc 
Scrvicc per 

DMC 
Mecling 

Ongoing 

USD(Ak'1) 

DUSD(Alt) 

imJSm 

OUSV(AI<) 

I'I)USD(A& 1') 
hIut7.-(~50525) 

4rnySAE. 
Col OCIS 

(~56153) 
AI; - 7 
Navy - 7 
S f i  

USl)(A& I ) pul~l isl~. 11y Icttcr to IIIC c r ~ t i ~ c  
acclt~isitiun co~n~~nln i ty ,  Itis c~n l~ l~as is  OII 

trying idcas to i~nprovc our practices and 
h e n  passing on t l ~ e  lessons learned. 
L?tablisl~ n~ctrics lor ~~~clnitoring UIC 
i ~ ~ r p l c ~ ~ ~ c n t a ~ i u n  01 cl~angcs To I)c done 
ill consollance with t l ~ c  n~cr~ ics  wol king 
group establisl~ed lo  devise n~ctrics lor 
fomcall a roved Pilot Pro rams. 
d t t  I I I ~ ~ ~ Z ~ I I C ,  Scfvicc 
newslcltcrs. and Acquisition I~ullclins 
oul l i~l ing t l ~ c  inlent o f  our clforfs lo  
pron~ulgatc Ute resulu o l  "pilot" elforts 
in acquisition i~nprove~ncnt tl~rougl~out 
d ~ c  Acquisition Co111111unity 
h t a h l i s l ~  lcssons lcar~lcd data base, 
providing =I nlrstract o f  i~~i l iat ivc. l l ~ e  
circun~sta~~ccs or l l ~ e  program . successes. 
and l'(X rvr adi l i t io~~al ~IIIUIIII~I~UII. 
I'ake adva~~tage of v ~ ~ g o i ~ ~ g  c l f v ~ l s  within 
DUSD(AR) 
I lo ld regular I ' l iOsyt~~potia - 1'601 
MA'ICOMlSYSCOhf Cdls III kick c ~ l r t l ~ c  
ro ram 01 usin I'ilots as cl~an e s enls 

a ~ a i l ~ n g  r a n  in a 
wit11 IIIC IIII~IIISII~III~ c s ~ i ~ l ~ l i s l ~ c d  it) 
USD(A(Yt1')'s Icllcr. UIC vision l o  hc 
announced at UIC first PEO sy~nposiu~n 
and ood acquisition ractice. 
~ t a r f S A 6  planned " r~ds l~uws. "  
incorporating Ule actions generated u ~ ~ d e r  
this initiative as one of t l~c  topics 

A- I 

A-2 

A-3 

Endorx use of llrl's 

Use proccss mctrics 

hlake training an 
acquisition workforce 
priority 

Expand t~x of 
hencl~r~~arking 
processes - 
( Incorpnte into P-2) 

lncenlivim 
c o n ~ x l o r s  

D.Alll 

Al; I'EWI'A - 
BGen Cl~ildrcss 

(x794tM)) 

U.AE'ICD - 
Dr. McMicl~ncl 

(x780RO) 

AI: I'liU/l'A - 
IIGCII C l ~ i l ~ l ~ c s s  

OASD(UYIA 
John Goodnlan 

(x7lMl5 1) 

I'I)USl)(A& I ) 

Dr. Ken Uscar 
(274-YSGO) 

.Tn-s 

S A k  

DkIC (wit11 I D A  
s u l i l ~ ~ l ) .  DSMC 

Actl~~isi l ion 
UOIIIIIIIIII~~Y 

USD(A& I) lc~tcr 

b tab l i s l~  n~ctrics 

htic1c.s in  I7~ogra~n  ' 

Manager Magazine, 
Service Newslelters, 
and Acquisition 

DUD sl~ould c~~dorsc tllc use of 11'1's lor  
all progranls and extend l l~c i r  use lo,t l~c 
OSD and Service slalfs 
Use process n~etrics to Illcasurc and 
improve program and process 
prfortr1,u1cc 

f ra in i l~g  in d ~ c  el lwtivc opcratio~~ of 
ItTs, training in  acl~icving proccss 
~ n a l ~ ~ r i t y ,  c0t1ti11~31 upgrading of 
professional skills, etc. 
6xl1and usc c ~ f  benc l~~~~ark ing  p ~ ~ ~ e s s c s  
inc l~~t l ing t l ~ c  CX~I;IIIS~II~I o l  I,Al ;IIIO otl~cr 
"lean" activities 

I~~cent iv i rc  con~actors to mature t l~eir 
m;lnufacturit~g prnccsxs. Review l l ~ e  
canceled "I~~dustrial blodcrnimtion 
ltt~provernent Program" to idcntily and 
apply tl~osc parts o l  llte progranl Illat were 
l~cnelicial. (I'art o f  1- 1. 1-2. 1-3.1-4) 

Ucvclop hcst 111cl11ods 
approx l~  for 
alfordahility and 
~nanuiactu~ing 
process n~atc~rity 
Screen 6.3 
recl~nology Programs 

Mr. Malticc 
U l l ~ c r  Services' 
Aviation PEOs - 
MGcn Irhy('1) 
Totn Eden- 
NAVAIR 
I'residc~~t. DAU-  
Mr. Crcan 

(845-6733) 

Ot l~cr  Sc~viccs' 
Aviation I1E0s - 
hlCicn I111y(l) 
Tom Eden- 
NAVAIR 
Sa~ttc as 1-3 

Duflclins 

ssons Lcnrncd Date 

- 
I\-5 1'1iU s y ~ ~ ~ l ~ o \ i a  

x a o r  ~ ' ~ I ~ J I I S  

I ' l~iltrsol~hy 

m m  l loadsl~ows 

- 

I)evelop a11 approacl~ t o c ~ ~ a l ~ l c  Ilrogratll 
Inanagcrs to i~~corporalc llrc bcsl ~ n c U ~ d s  
Tor acl~icving aflortlal~ility ant1 
III~IIII~IC~III~II~ 11111ccss 1113t11rity ~II ltl:l's 

Screen 6.3 'l'ccl~nology Progran~s lo  
detcn~~ine w l ~ i c l ~  s l~o t~ ld  hc h~ndcd to 
~ n i k e  ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ u f a c t u r i ~ ~ g  alfordnbility an 
csplicit c~ltjrctivc 





IMPLEMENTING rk-cq ? 
PECS AND STANDARDS 

REFORM 

MAJOR TASKINGS 

Establish Performance-Oriented 
Solicitation Process NLT Dec 1994 

Implement Document Improvement Process 
- "Fix" 62 mgt and mfg standards NLT June 1906 

- "Fix" all specs and stds ASAP 

Create Irreversible Cultural Change 

SOLICITATION PROCESS 
I ... b .  A , , . ,  I,,. I , :  . I ! < . . . I 

RFP Performance 
RFP Guidance 

Process 

Develop (JI Review 
Performance RFPs 

Develop Common 
Walver Process 

Waiver I 
Process 

Assign Waiver 
Responslblllty 

RequesVGrant 
Waivers 

SvclAgcy 
HQTRS 

Buying 
Comfnands 



DOCUMENT IMPROVEMENT PROCESS 
L ~ ~ L I I ~ ~ o L I ~ ~ , & ~ J ~ , - ~ ~ ~  t & ,; , ., , , ,  . I $ - ,, I, ,, ,,.v,. .i h . * o a  & A b , . b ' W  *I,'WAJ, 

Establlsh 
Prlorltles 8 
Schedule 

Planning 
Establish 
Decislon 
Crlterla 

Establlsh 
Common Revlew 
Technlque 

Review 
Documents 

Execution Prloritlze 

Document "Fix" 

"FIX" 
Documents 

SvclAgcy Buylng 
HQTRS Commands -I- 

Preparlng 
Activlti~es 
-- 

Long Term Program 

f r 7 7 T 7  
Standards 

r 
Handbook 

Design Specifications Descriptions 



Where Are We Now? 



BRIEF FOR 

PEOISYSCOM COMMANDER 
TRANSITIONAL CONFERENCE 

7 MARCH 1995 

AUTOMATED ACQUISITION INFORMATION (AAI) 
PROCESS ACTION TEAM (PAT) 

ACQUISITION INFORMATlON 
(AAI) GOALS - 1 

h h  

1. AAI processes will provide timely and effective 
sharing and flow of information. 

2. A streamlined automated tracking, monitoring and 
reporting information process exists that is integrated 
with program management planning and execution tools. 

3. A "library" (e.g., inventory, index, catalog) of acquisitiot 
tools and information will be accessible to all. 

4. Training and support on AAI systems will be fully 
institutio~~alized. 



I ACQUISITION DESKBOOK INPUTS & OUTPUTS I 

Inputs Outputs I 
1 -  . - -- .- - 

, - - 

JOINT FUNCTIONAL TEAM (JFT) 

- Members assigned by and responsible to SAEIAE 

- Individual JFT members responsible for servicelagency 
specific information 

- JFT chaired by Acquisition Prograin Integration (API) 
representative to recorninend joint opportunities 



IDENTIFYING JOINT OPPORTUNITIES 

DESKBOOK JOINT INFORMATION PROCESS 

API 

A R  

< AIR FORCE 2 
ARMY > 
N A V Y  

<MARINE CORPS 2 

IJSMC: 

@TI l l iR AGliN 

JFT - Joint Functional Team 
USRlC - UeLnsc Sptcm M n n a p n r n l  College I 

I 
I 
1 
rt-- 
I 

PROGRAM OFFICE 
I 
I 

.JOINT FUNCTIONAL TEAM REVIEW BOARD 

Recorttmterzdatiorz 
for 

Joint 

DAE 

AR 

SAE 

AE 

OTHER 
QUAICI.EIILY 
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ATTRIBUTES FOR 1 
- Single Logical Database for all programs (ACAT I - ACAT IV 

- Standard Data Dictionary 

- Database Structure is under configuration control 

- Accessible by all authorized DoD acquisition components; 

- Aggregate database is classified 
Individual physical databases may be u~iclassified 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR THE / RERRPnING SYSTEM A 1 
Critical Action Team 
rcnchcs agreement on 

standnrd set o f  oversight 
in lbrlii:it ion 

Executive Agent develops 
prototype data base and 

information retrieval system 

Co~iiponents integrate Data Dictionary 
Autolllated Status Reporting Data Base Structure 

Systeni illto Progrnln Protolypc Syslenis 

bln~ingc~~icti t  atid planning 

The Joint Functional Team reviews 
potential revisions to the Data dictionary 
based upon results o f  prototype testing 

Tools 
Continuos Collliguration Control 



TOOLS CATALOG PM 

Requirements 

l~cveloprne~~t 

DLlSKI300K Desk ~ o o k  

. - r  t .  . _  1.. . 

1 

TRAINING SUPPORT FOR AAI 

- Develop Revised Course Curriculum for DAU 
- Target: A11 Course 
- Message: New Way of Doing Business 

- Field Training Package available - Oct 95 

- Pilot Training Prograin (30 students) Dec 95 

- Imbed within All Courses, at all levels by Mar 96 

- Publicize thru PM Foruln, Brochures, Demos, Conferences 



JDAM - AN EXPERIMENT IN REFORM 
TERRY R. LITTLE 
SPD 
8 MAR 95 

OVERVIEW 

BACKGROUND - WHAT'S A JDAM? 

MANUFACTURING DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE 

ACQUISITION REFORM PILOT PROGRAM 

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 



JDAM PROGRAM SCHEDULE 



MANUFACTURING DEVELOPMENT 
INITIATIVE (MDI) 

BROAD BASED INITIATIVE TO ENHANCE AFFORDABILITY 
AND QUALITY 

TECHNICAL AND BUSINESS ASPECTS 

JDAM IS PILOT PROGRAM 

MDI HAS MAJOR SECONDARY EFFECTS 

SMOOTHES PRODUCTION TRANSITION 

IMPROVES DEVELOPMENT HARDWARE 

PHASE I DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

CONTRACT AWARD DOWNSELECT 

REQUIREMENTS 
TRADES 

PRELIMINARY 
DESIGN 

PROCESS 

PERFORMANCE 
VERIFICATION 



AVERAGE UNIT PRODUCTION PRICE 
(AUPP) 

PRICE FOR THAT PART OF PRODUCTION COST WITHIN 
CONTRACTOR CONTROL 

INCLUDES ECPs, UNAMORTIZED TOOLINGITEST 
EQUIPMENT, LONG LEAD, WARRANTY, etc 

CALCULATED BY DIVIDING ADJUSTED CONTRACT COST 
BY NUMBER OF UNITS (INSIDE-THE-BELTWAY COST) 

CONTRACTOR-PROPOSED AS PART OF SYSTEM 
SPECIFICATION (i.e., REQUIREMENT) 

PRICE BECOMES AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE DURING 
DESIGN PHASE 7 

REQUIREMENTS TRADES 
AN EXAMPLE CASE 

$25 Power Transistor 

• $1 5 Power Transistor 

2500 in-lb 
Stall Torque 
Requirement 

Power Transistor 

Commercial Parl: 

$20.95 Savings 24 X 74,000 Systems = $37.2 Million 
Transistor System 

Savings: 
:?my *CO"'YIV(.'Cl a ?  



EFFECTS OF MDI ON JDAM UNlT COST 

200 J 

UNIT 
COST 180- 

(SKI 
160- 

140- 
BUSINESS AS USUAL 

120- 

100- 

80 - 

60 - 

40 - 

CUMULATIVE UNITS 

ACQUISITION REFORM 

PILOT PROGRAM 



WHY PROCUREMENT REFORM 

SOME PERSONAL ANECDOTES 

3 YEARS FROM JDAM REQUIREMENT TO CONTRACT AWARD 

DAB DOCUMENTATION - 6 FEET HIGH, 10,000 MANHOURS TO 
PREPARE 

2 MONTH OSD REVIEW OF RFP ($10M COST TO BIDDERS) 

JDAM RFP = 1000 PLUS PAGES 

48 BRIEFINGS TO SENIOR STAFF (1993) 

JDAM PROPOSALS - 5,000 PAGES PER CONTRACTOR 

BUYERlSELLER 
RELATIONSHIPS 

DOD AND COMMERCIAL 
PRACTICE COMPARISON 

DoD HISTORICAL COMMERCIAL 

BUYER SPECIFICATION 

BUYER-IN PROCESS 
OVERSIGHT 

PRIMARY AWARD 
CRITERIA 

DATA AND 
REPORTING 

BASIC FOR 
NEGOTIATION 

ADVERSARIAL, 
OPPORTUNISTIC 

COLLABORATIVE, 
LONG TERM 

DETAILED "HOW-10s" END ITEM PERFORMANCE 

LOTS (WITH FLOW DOWN) LITTLE (WITHOUT 
FLOW DOWN) 

PROMISES AND 
LOWEST COST 

EXTENSIVE AND 
FORMAL 

PAST PERFORMANCE 
AND BEST VALUE 

MINIMAL, BY EXCEPTION 
AND INFORMAL 

COSTS PRICE 



GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT TEAM 

PARKINSON'S LAW APPLIES 

"THE AMOUNT OF WORK EXPANDS TO OCCUPY THE NUMBER OF 
PEOPLE ALLOTTED TO DO IT" 

JDAM MANAGEMENT TEAM IS ONE HALF NOMINAL 

FURTHER DOWNSIZING AFTER DOWNSELECT (TOUGH PROBLEM) 

EXPECT SUBSTANTIAL COST BENEFITS - DIRECT AND INDIRECT 

NEED TO RE-ENGINEER GOVERNMENT ROLE 

WORK INTERFACES 
CONTINUING 

FACILITATE 

EVALUATE 7 SPORADIC 

STAFF TO CONTINUING ROLE - TEMPORARILY SUPPLEMENT FOR 
SPORADIC ROLE 

INTEGRATED PRODUCT TEAMS (IPTs) 

GOVT-CONTRACTOR COLLABORATIVE ARRANGEMENT 

GOVT TEAM MEMBERS 

WORK THE INTERFACES WlTH GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS 

HAVE DELEGATED DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY 

IDENTIFY AND DESTROY BARRIERS TO GETTING PRODUCT 
BETTER, CHEAPER AND/OR FASTER 

PARTICIPATE IN DAY-TO-DAY DECISION-MAKING WlTH 
CONTRACTOR 

ADVOCATE FOR THE CONTRACTOR GOALS 

ARE ACCOUNTABLE FOR PERFORMANCE AS TEAM MEMBERS 

OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITY 



LEAN CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS 

STATEMENTS OF WORK - NOW 

EMD - SEVEN PAGES 

LOW RATE PRODUCTION - ONE PAGE 

NO MIL-STDs, MIL-SPECS OR "HOW-TOs" 

REDUCED CDRLs BY TWO THIRDS SINCE CONTRACT AWARD 

EXTENDED WARRANTY CONCEPT 

LIFETIME (20 YEAR) REPAIR WARRANTY INCLUDED IN 
PRODUCTION PRICE 

UNQUALIFIED: "IF IT BREAKS WE'LL FIX IT" 

PRICE AT SPEC RELIABILITY VALUE 



REGION A ("CARROTS") 

PRICE PROPOSAL ONLY 

NO COMPETITION GUARANTEE AT PRIME OR SUB LEVEL 

CONTRACTOR CONFIGURATION CONTROL 

3% AWARD FEE FOR QUALITY, DELIVERY TIMELINESS 

NO IN-PLANT GOVERNMENT OVERSIGHT (EXCLUDING A 

FINAL ACCEPTANCE AUTHORITY) 

REGION B ("STICKS") 

FULL COST AND PRICING DATA REQUIRED WITH PROPOSAL 

CONTRACTOR QUALIFIES SECOND SOURCE, PAYS 
LIQUIDATED DAMAGES FOR ANY DELAY 

CONFIGURATION CONTROL REVERTS TO GOVERNMENT 

CONTRACTOR SUPPLIES TECH DATA FOR ORGANIC DEPOT 
(NO COST TO GOVT) 

NO PROVISIONS FOR AWARD FEE 

GOVERNMENT RESERVES RIGHT FOR IN-PLANT OVERSIGHT 



OTHER INITIATIVES 

FLAT PROGRAM OFFICE ORGANIZATION 

DUAL HATS 

DE-FUNCTIONALIZATION 

PAY-FOR-PERFORMANCE 

LIMITED FLOW DOWN TO SUBCONTRACTORS 

MILESTONE BILLING 

SOME PERSONAL VIEWS 

"PROCUREMENT REFORM" IS MORE ABOUT RESTORING TRUST AND 
INNOVATION THAN ABOUT CHANGING REGULATIONS OR STATUTES 

"COMMERCIAL" IS MORE ABOUT BEING FLEXIBLE AND DOING WHAT 
MAKES SENSE THAN ABOUT HAVING A UNIVERSAL PROCESS 
TEMPLATE 

' ENORMOUS RESISTANCE TO ACQUISITION REFORM REMAINS 
WITHIN DOD AND THE DEFENSE INDUSTRY 

CHANGE "LEVERS" A MUST TO FORCE CULTURAL CHANGE 

MAJOR MANPOWER REDUCTIONS 

OUTSIDE RE-ENGINEERING 

' ELEVATING PAST PERFORMANCE AS DOMINANT SELECTION 
CRITERION FOR CONTRACTORS 

' CARROTS AND STICKS FOR INDIVIDUALS 



SUMMARY 

STREAMLINING IS A CONTINUING, CHALLENGING 

PROCESS DEMANDING INNOVATION AND NO 

SMALL MEASURE OF PERSISTENCE 



Lean Defense Aircraft 
Model Framework 

Lean Aircraft Initiative 

Massachusetts Institute o f  Technology 

December 7, 1994 
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PATH TO LEAN: Enablers 
Supplier involvement in design. 

I .  Define new lean enterprise paradigm. 

2. Instill concept of new enterprise In company from top to bottom. Ensure long 
term corporate management support. Continually reconfirm lean concepts 
through training, readings. and upper management actions. I f  successful all 
in company will share the new paradigm and vislon. 

3. Develop internal information system to give real time data on all aspects of 
company. Use as few and as simple a set of metrics as possible which reveal 
how effectively operations support enterprise and customers' needs. 

4. Gain p'artnership with employees to eliminate waste and to improve all 
processes. Reduce variability wherever possible. 

5. Make all process flows visible: be able to describe and simulate entire 
process. Reduce process flow time while leveling input demands and 
balancing flow output to product cycle time. 

6. Work with intemal and external suppliers to reduce inventory in all areas. 

7. Develop understanding of process capabilities and factor this in design of 
new products. Simultaneously develop concept, process and product. 

8. Support and encourage continuous improvement. 

PRINCIPLES OF LEAN MANUFACTURING: 

Ultimate Goals: 

Competitiveness 
Profitability 
Customer satisfadion 

Major Goals: 

Perfect first time quality 
Zero waste 
Continuous improvement 
Flexible to changes 

Desired Outcome: 

Low product cost 
Improved product quality 
High productivity 
Efficrency at lower scale of production to include small lot size and process 
flex~bllity 
Rap~d development. concept-to-fielding cycle 
Product mix diversity 

Supplier responsible for design. 
Establishment of long term supplier relationships. 
Certiflcatlon of suppliers. 
Long term commitment on both sides. 
Risk sharing. 

LEAN DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT: 

Features 
Design weighs performance with ability to manufacture including 

ease ot assembly, test and maintenance/supporl while balancing cost. 
Simultaneous development of manufacturing processes. products and 

production tools to minimize lag between completion of design and start of 
production and to provide up front feedback on impact of design options. 
Feature based design that shows the key characteristics of the design so 

that manufacturing can plan for a capable process relative to the key 
characteristics. 
Use simplest solutlon to set of requirements. 
Performance, producibility and cost subject to design trades. 
Hardware-software codesign with simultaneous design of hardware and 

software solutions. 
Design in robustness to process variability. 
Minimal change traffic. 
lnvolvement of floor level production workers, suppliers and 

customers. 
Customer and supplier involved in  requirements definition, an 

interactive process with design development including allowance for changes 
in requirements. 
Reliance on supplier to perform detail engineering for components. 

Enablers 
Effective leader of the team whose job is to champion the produd concept 

throughout development and production. 
' Tightly knit team assembled from functional departments used to facilitate 
commun~cation between diverse functional groups for the duration of the 
project. Low rate of personnel turnover in team. Involvement of intemal 
manutacturing, suppliers and customers on the team. 
Communication among team members to solve problems and resolve 

critical design tradeoffs as early as posslble in the life of the project. 
Common design database available to all designers. suppliers and 

manufacturing organizations. 



LEAN FACTORY OPERATIONS 

Features 
Elimination of all non-value added activities and rnln~rnal floor space 
requirements. 
Minimal inventory of parts and work in process. 
Optimized process flow characterized by mlnlmum number of steps. 
mlnlmum dlstance between process steps, levellng of lnput demands and 
balanctng flow output to product cycle tlme all resulting tn reduclng flow time 

Process variability understood with key processes under active control 
performing with known capabilities. Minimal use of inspection to ensure 
conformance. 
Minimal use of tooling characterized by parts that fit w~thout shims. 
adjustment or trim. Tooling in use flex~bie for multiple tasks. 
Functional tiers of suppliers using performance rather than detail design 
spec~ficat~ons. 
Production teams respons~ble for a set of assembly steps and continuous 
improvement. 
Dynamic production control (scheduling) and tracking. 
Few supervisory and overhead personnel. 
System for detecting defects that quickly traces every problem, once 

discovered. to its ultimate cause. Negligtble scrap, rework and repair 
ev~dent. Rapid decision cycle for dispos~t~on of defective parts. 

Problems fixed systematlcally as soon as they occur (stopping 
production line if necessaly). striving for zero defects. 

* Integration and feedback between manufacturing and product 
designldevelopment. 
Flexible manufacturing organization that allows: 

Small lot sizes 
Product mixfdivenity 
Response to changes 
Efficiency at smaller scales of production 

Enablers 
Quick setup and flexible tools. 
Establishment of manufacturing cells followed by linking different cells. 
Reduction of work in process (WIP) inventory to the point where a pull 

flow system can be established. . ... use o i  sirnuiation io opr~mize rne iiow rnrougn a process or planr. 
Use of statistical process control on key des~gn charactenstics or cntlcal 

processes. 
Reduce process variability and strlve tor hlgh process capablllty. 

' Devise ways to perform rapid in process inspection using simple 
devices that prevent installation of defective or lrnproperly oriented pans. 
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mwDmncnL 

I C I o u r w o r k m k l n ~ p m a s d e d . w e c ~ l l i m u d ~ n v n y t h e ~  
litanare. T h u r e p o r c i r t h e a d d t o f t h t s u r v e y ~  AMmghAirForrc 
l e a n l ~ ~ ~ f m m r t r w o r k L t v t m n e d r * i t h t t r i r n m y . m u c  
the survey as an ind@mt product with the potend  fa brad rppkb3iV 
in public a g a d a  From mar work a\ *m lo&-. we lcuncd that it takes 
much effort to apply the principles dcvclopd here to pubnJu poky emhat8 

W r r A i x F o r r c ~  l lutsd. justui tpmvided~dsluhgpointfor  
AirForcrkMLogrr~io.thnsurnyirapctedt0~eIwmitrfyuvful 
startmg p m t  m otha public policy con- 

The surv y should interest anyme studying new brainar pnctLs and seeking 
to undmnnd how to apply thac p c h a s  in new settin* b *&. i! .be 

h p c a e a r a ~ c o f o r d a m t h c d i v a r n n p ~ ~ t t u t p r i t n a f r m u  
have hud. suggesting that many of these eqmjmena stwe a great deal in 



~ v r r t h e ~ t m ~ , a n w - g m ~ t p M d i ~ h r ~ t h a t k t h e  
of mru pxoductim Fimu employhy chL nm paradigm d y  on an 

inmtrd set of prindpfs ud impkmmring pnaroa. Fmt. to g* mw 
pmduar to market +yY thry mQpQ w k  mearch m d  dmlopment. 
e~~gimnng,  da ign  pmducha md distribution kcard to respond q d y  to 
shifting d d ,  they aim at produang mull bt h. wih mhurmi xtup  
tima--rprrtiEclmownuLmprodu~ Third.tomktcvayrrpcctof 
pmductim more visible. they 4 with Iora. more qdi6cd suppliers md 
inwlve them in every phuc of production from product dmiopmcnt on 

FiruUy, they d e l e g . ~  much p k r  open- mpmsibility to thasc who 
daign md mmuhchm the @vet 

71upurposcofthirrrpartir0rucmmDennverurvyofthelirmturrm 
duaibe and rmlyrc rhb new mrmgrmmt paradigm By providing a 
-&forladdsrvaympliclanrbjccLthercponwil lscrvt u 
araorrrabrgovemmentmrmgrnandanyonclrcinterestcdinth~v 
pncljca t h t  ur duping mu~ufachumg Md vrvirc industria throughart the 
world 

synthaLc the uprian of mmy r x n v t i ~  and -gar Further, some of 
this liluahm h p a  the hc in in d k s s h  of the nm management 
paradigm oaour +i a litcnnm rrvirw brings out the compluity of the 

3 
pnctira and h e  diffamt rnF m which the ruthon evaluate their impacts. 

Thb report rrcognirs the limitlrioru of a litenhare t h t  cuncmmm on 
impiemarhtim mxesa ntha thtn fiilura. appem b i d  toward kga 
firms, ohm la& methodologid rigor, and may ovastate the adoptim of the 

pnarra m N~OIP id& Nevmkk. m intepting study such a thi~ 

m y  have substanid value. Muse it prowla evidence that some complnia in 

some indumia have m x p u e d  their o p n b n u  in ways that dramatidy 
improve the +ty of thctr products. the speed with which they d a ~ g n  and 
~-tdar?urr hcm. anci ik cac savmgs hey pur on to them wtomen. 

Fundarn~ntd Psincip!~ Underlying New Management 
Paradigm 

Althou~themucsby~hichc~mpmiadoptthenvmuvgm~t~ 
vary gutty,  the u d d y i n g  principla d then opntimr ur rrmulubly 
uniform and simpk Two m h  dab the - p e n t  p n c c l a  of the 
newparadigm ( 1 ) ~ n ~ b d b D t h e n w i v l l d p r o r p l n y  
of the firm and (2) the Iirm is a rystrnr a/in-t pmcruer t h t  prod- 
pnxiucnandraviaa~~anar*  

S a t i e n g  the Grctmnrr 

Shrfymg the w w  depndr on 6rst idmEipr~g the diffamt clummen who 
p o r r n ~ y m d t h e ~ p m d u c L I m d x r v i c a  Fmroandothirby 
dcvelopingvrvrannhgaht.LLowthcmmugmcntthermrtmtok 
u rved ,by~gthencusroma*dbyanrm~tmgon .c r iv i tLJrh t  
pmndeacamptltindvmnge. B y ~ g m u h m , f P m r r m d ~  
producattvtmcctthedif facntncdrofthedif famtpurrd~trh 

&ty ~ u u g u n m t - m ~ )  m ktvlf of the wtoma would prob.bly 
r s h u c a u r t h e ~ ~ a w t d @ d i r a t e d b D l h r t a r b  

The Finn as a System of Interdependent PIDcesses 

Mostacrintieinafumucperfornvduputofortoftturrtyprdplmoa: 

manufacturing prrrara that tnnrform p h y s d  *. dishibuth pmossa 
lhathuvponmdmmrhov~.udbrtsmarpmcata(n&aa 
accounhg, orda pmcasmg, md h- rrxwrra) that m on rhcrronic papr. 
o r s p o h  infomutim 

c ---- - - L A - -  - - -  . . Iv .Y.Yf i~~~ ,,A U l ~  ~XU- - h c i i o r u i  dcpurmmts hgthms cycie 
-6 k y d  the a'thhm d to -pbh d of a -'a v d u ~ d d c d  
m k  Moreover. muuging such proc6sa k difficull d y ,  md almost 
wvoidablv ineffidmr F i  rhrt addms thae problmu by synchmnmng 
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one to produaon m a u l  is Goldntt's b y  of GNmmn. which 

focula Knt finding the relltivcly few bo- (C0N-t) subprocasa 

that limit the tluuughput opacity of m m b  rhop. The t h q s  m g  poinu 
M itl a n p a  an dmhfpg and rrl*vmg bonlawdu d a n  m g  cost 
aonnmnng ~ m n s  to nuke than morr rrlmnt for-gmg prPducrim On 
theothatund.itdmmtcmphrinhhrknfiak~gMedfmmclim~~.tin~ 
w u k  md m d u h g  vanability h nmbonLKk 7 or from k l h l g  and 

anpowcrmg w o r k  

Flexibility. The dnnutic duct ion in xhrp 6w urd m d . ~ n t r m g  cyde 
~a~~unn+fknum&&donmomflodblmotprmking 

pmduca m da. but ~ t u n u z i n g  than to a degree ma before fusible. 
~l thou* inwsting m Ilaibility can be custly, the guidelines o u t W  in this 
~ a v b k ~ m . c i r L v c q u m n m r m c r r u a m t h c i r a b i l i y t o m p o n d t o  
v u k b k d m u n d  Thesemunrrscuy&tivclymodatcosaanduttkstlge 
formorrrophbdcrtedhrmrrinvarmenb,Nmudcdicltdrmnuf~g& 

f ~ r ~ ~ r o d u c L I t h r t & u p h ~ o f r r a l a m d r m i n ~ g y r m c ~ l e ,  
f u t - r r r p a ~ .  job rhDp apacity to meet for i tam with Iowa, but more variable. 
d d  

Failure to link organht iau and technology u behind the p r o b b  most 
orgdiuzahau h v e  m mtegntmg nw system into the carting stnrcture 

S u d  infomutim system dnclopmrna I& Otis Elevator's ONLINE .nd 

Spomon have a clear i d u  at th oubtl of what a u m ~ ~ t d  informarion 
y l a m u c a n d o t o n v l c c t h e ~ r i o n m o r r p r o d d ~ ~  

Modamzing a sysmn offen s i p i k m t  kncfrn that justify the inv6enmr . E V ~  what *@cd solutiau M aggrwive. they M well within 

proven technology. 

For tha+ and companbk fkmr. infomarion sysmns are mbgnl to their 
b r u i n a r s m e p a  Thyhaveshhdthirammbanhomsyscmuto 
i n f o m u m  from technology to ttu usa to which the technology can be put. At 
the same tam, automaeon gives rise 0 two puadoxa that result kern the 

availability of &up, powaful technology. Thc &st is that the more powerful 
the h e h g y ,  the more haan it d m  whm LoLtd within the orguuntsm 

Shipping ard Distn'bution 

L.un pruduchon prauppara a network that links suppk ,  produces, and 
c u r i r n , k c r u r + d + t l a h a v e m k 3 r i p p c d a n ~ m t u d r i @  
vhedvk htegnted mlqwatiolr d discributionsy3tlmr are the 

ccmmnimnt of produ&a providing shaagrc mapom that a u b k  fitam to 
crhmz-e cwrnmrr xmu, cut dirnibvfion coats. md d u c e  the carrying costs of 

Integrated md Autonuted Dttrihtion 'Ihe move towad integrabcd 
h q m n w n  md distdmrion hrr two pmc@ futwrs uni6ed dithibution 
networks and comm-tiom mong  ord- pmrrnink muhaurhrg .  and 
d i s o i b u m  Fkmr w chcharic data mtadung (EDI) to autormn 
muupmu rrporm\g and n p u d - m u m g  mfonrvhon. a m p t  m w u u  fmm 
suppka, m s m d u d  fomua ud pay them electmmdly, and trackshipment 
status md l a o m  They can use ED1 and comparable systems to gam contrul 
o v a  cusa and p a m  kvmg m negomrmg wlth camm They uc also usrng 
wazehouur, w h m  they w them at dl. mom mcclligmtly. By means of 
spplL2Cdhd~uemd~.wurhorrrcmuuguscanlnckallikmsand 
maMIlLhmdimg cqurpmmt thueby avotdmg the l-g, put away, and 
p~chng found m ku advanced halaba 

Manngment Accounting 

Currmt a m r i n g  system pmvide mnkading mforrrutim about inmrul c ~ s u  

of the hrm beause the tndi thd allcution of indirra to dirat product asu 
can l u d  to wmng ruasnsls of hut costs. The new v m ~ t i n g  a p p d  
which is m outgrowth of lean p m d e s  view d ryr*mu u mtrgrahd wholes 
i S ~ c r i ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ k b n a k e n d o w n m d ~ t n c c d t o  
pupofpmd~.ndsupport.ctivitkr Activity-bucdcoatingrmbitusier 
to idmtafy f y i v e  twnucu. mowm whose c~rmrmption vuia by product 
type. and mourcs whm d d  pattam do not corrapard to tnditiarul 
docabon m e u u r u  It also poina to oppommrbs for hvrruing profih it -. 

iuslifies new pmdunion systaru by & k i n g  how ud why thy M pmfitable 
and by quanhfymg rhdr W t s .  By rmnvclmg the case of pmducing an itun, 
it enables a e c u t i ~  to decide where to focus their kwestmmts. 

Organirntional Design, Human Resources. and Managmmt 

Several human raot~ra polides support p- daig md e&mm h 
efficimff of the misigned p- 
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TO TEST SITE 

ARMY CECOM 

LARGEST FREE STANDING 
SINGLE ARCH STRUCTURES IN 
THE WORLD - 305,000 SQ FT EA 

MANUFACTUREIPROTOTYPE 

CONCURRENT' ENGINEERING 
MANUFACTURE ENVIRONMENTAL TEST LAB 

CATAPULT LAUNCH VALVES CARRIER OPS ANALYSIS ROOM 
CROSS-DECK PENDANTS 
CABLE CYCLE TESTING JET BLAST DEFLECTOR PANELS 

ARRESTING GEAR ENGINES 
'IC TEST STAND IN-FLIGHT REFUELING TEST STAND 

86,000 SQ FT 

\ HELO GROUND HANDLING WHEELS 
/ 130,000 SQ FT . 

LOGISTICS SUPPORT AND 
IN-SERVICE ENGINEERING 
43,000 SQ FT 
370 ENGINEERS, TECHNICIANS, 
LOGISTICIANS AND SUPPORT 
PERSONNEL \ 

PROPOSED LAB 

- 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT NATIONAL HISTORIC MONUMENT - 
ALRE AND SE ENGINEERING 31 0,000 SQ FT 

AND ACQUISITION SUPPORT 
101,000 SQ FT 

HOME OF OCEAN COUNTY 

620 ENGINEERS, TECHNICIANS 
CAREER AND TECHNICAL 

AND SUPPORT PERSONNEL INSTITUTE (CTI) 

NAES LAKEHURS 

HOME OF NATTC CALASSES 
DB = DRIVE BY 



JET CAR TRACK SlTE 
, . 

m 0  3 ACTIVE 1-1112 MILE TRACKS 

WIRE ROPE ACCEPTANCE _ - 
BARRACADE TEST 
ARRESTING GEAR EVALUATION 
AND VERIFICATION 

MAXFIELD \ AIRFIELD 

IN-GROUND 
SHIPBOARD MK7 JET BLAST 

DEFLECTOR TEST 
ARRESTING GEAR SITE \ 

1"-1-111 
E-28 LAND BASED 
ARRESTING GEAR 

RUNWAY ARRESTED 
LANDING SlTE (RALS) 

ROLL-IN OR FLY-IN 
ARRESTMENTS 

TC-13 MOD 0 
CATAPULT 
(DEADLOAD LAUNCH) 

ELEVATED FIXED 
PLATFORM WITH 
RECOVERY ASSIST, 
SECURING, AND 
TRAVERSING (RAST) 
SYSTEM INSTALLED 

\\ J 
\' 

TG13 MOD 2 
LOW PRESSURE 
CATAPULT 
(AIRCRAFT LAUNCH) 

FROM ENGINEERING1 
SUPPORT COMPLEX 


