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GOOD MORNING, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN AND WELCOME.

THIS IS THE THIRD OF FOUR HEARINGS HELD YESTERDAY AND TODAY

AT WHICH THE COMMISSION IS HEARING FROM AND QUESTIONING THE
SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS, THEIR CHIEFS OF STAFF AND
THE DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES REGARDING PROPOSED BASE CLOSURES

AND REALIGNMENTS THAT AFFECT THEIR SERVICE OR AGENCY.

WE ARE PLEASED TO HAVE WITH US THE HONORABLE TOGO D. WEST, JR., THE
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY; GENERAL GORDON D. SULLIVAN, THE CHIEF OF
STAFF OF THE ARMY; THE HONORABLE ROBERT M. WALKER. ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR INSTALLATIONS, LOGISTICS AND
ENVIRONMENT; AND BRIGADIER GENERAL JAMES E. SHANE, JR., DIRECTOR OF

MANAGEMENT OF THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF.

BEFORE WE BEGIN WITH SECRETARY WEST’S OPENING STATEMENT, LET ME SAY
THAT IN 1993, AS PART OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1994, THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT WAS AMENDED
TO REQUIRE THAT ALL TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COMMISSION AT A PUBLIC

HEARING BE PRESENTED UNDER OATH.



~ AS ARESULT, ALL OF THE WITNESSES WHO APPEAR BEFORE THE COMMISSION

THIS YEAR MUST BE SWORN IN BEFORE TESTIFYING.

_ SECRETARY WEST, GENERAL SULLIVAN, MR. WALKER AND GENERAL SHANE,

WQULD YOU PLEASE RISE AND RAISE YOUR RIGHT HAND.
DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU ARE ABOUT
TO GIVE TO THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
SHALL BEE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH?

THANK YOU.

SECRETARY WEST, YOU MAY BEGIN.







STATEMENT BY
THE HONORABLE TOGO D. WEST, JR
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
- BEFORE THE |
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
MARCH 7, 1995
WASHINGTON, D.C.

INTRODUCTION

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission.
General Sullivan and | appreciate the opportunity to discuss the Army's
latest closure and realignment recommendations and we hope that our
comments assist you in the extremely important business that you
undertake.

Much has changed since the first Commission convened back in
1988, under the auspices of the Secretary of Defense. Restructuring our
bases is just one of many important steps taken to adapt to changes in the
global strategic environment and develop America's Army of the 21st
century. For instance, since that first Commission, we have:

. reduced personnel by over 450,000 soldiers and civilians

. decreased the active component from 18 to 10 divisions

. restructured the Army National Guard from 10 to 8
divisions

. accelerated withdrawal of 145 battalion equivalents from
Europe

. reduced war reserve stockpiles from 19 to 5 modern sites

. removed all Army nuclear weapons from Europe and
began destruction of all stockpiles; and

. closed 77 installations in the U.S. and over 500 overseas;
more than half of all DoD base closures have been Army
bases




Approving these recommendations expands upon these changes
and makes it possible for the Army to move into the 21st century
unburdened by excess infrastructure. Paying for installations no longer
needed has an unacceptable price - decreased readiness. The nation
cannot afford this price, if its Army is to remain capable of doing whatever
America asks, whether providing nation assistance in Haiti, conducting
peace operations in Somalia or winning a major regional conflict in
Southwest Asia.

Today's strategic environment demands different capabilities and
infrastructure. Our installations perform a crucial role in power projection
and have become the launching platforms for America's Army to carry out
its responsibilities in serving this nation. Hence, we must take care not to
jeopardize our ability to respond in the future. We cannot close installations
that may later be essential. Many installations are precious national
resources that deserve to be protected. Closing installations that might be
needed in the future or which might have to be replaced at great cost is
senseless. In our military judgment, using our best projections, there are
no additional installations that should close. Nevertheless, it is important
that an acceptable procedure exists to make further changes, if necessary.
Therefore, | encourage the Commission to consider the failures of base
closure attempts prior to the BRAC process as you prepare
recommendations for future base closures.

Closing and realigning installations has been a major component of
the Army's efforts to reshape itself for the better part of a cdlecade.
Overseas, we are closing 7 of every 10 sites as evidence of the shift from
a forward deployed force to one relying upon forward presence. In the
U.S., the Army has made great progress in previous BRAC rounds, closing
83 installations and realigning numerous others. There is much more to
do. We cannot afford to let this final opportunity to restructure installations
for the Army of the 21st century slip through our grasp without making
some aggressive, bold choices.




SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Before | describe our 1995 process and recommendations, | must
convey one thought. As we considered our 1995 recommendations, we
discovered that the 1988, 1991 and 1993 BRAC actions affected those
installations that were somewhat easier to close or realign. Every single
1995 recommendation was extremely difficult from the perspective of both
our mission and our people.

The Army began preparing for this final round of the BRAC process
1 1/2 years ago. A staff of 20 analysts visited over 70 installations,
collected volumes of data and investigated numerous options for closure
and realignment. To provide an operational context for planning and
analysis, we developed a stationing strategy which, derived from the
National Military Strategy, developed guidelines to govern the stationing of
forces and influence the types of installations needed for the future. This
operational blueprint described parameters for eliminating excess
infrastructure without jeopardizing future requirements. We followed the
Department of Defense's selection criteria by devising and applying a set
of quantitative measures to evaluate and compare installations, their
assets, their value and their importance. A staff of 7 auditors checked and
double-checked our calculations. Over 100,000 man hours -- more than
60 man years -- of effort were expended before arriving at our
recommendations.

The Army recommends closing or realigning 44 installations and
sites. These choices were difficult, but absolutely necessary. Our latest
proposals surpass all of the Army's previous BRAC efforts in the U.S.
combined. By following a strategy of minimizing cost and maximizing
savings, we estimate spending only one-third of what is being spent to
implement three previous rounds (88, 91 & 93). Our proposed closures
and realignments will enable us to save more than $700 million annually.
That is 17% more than is presently being realized from all closures and
realignments to date. We plan to reinvest these savings to maintain
balanced programs in the areas of equipment modernization, quality of life
and training - important components of current and future readiness.
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Our proposals reduce infrastructure and overhead significantly:

. We are downsizing and reducing two maintenance depots with
excess capacity;

. We are closing or realigning five major training installations and
capitalizing upon the efficiencies of collocating three schools;

. We are closing three ammunition storage sites in accordance with a
major restructuring plan;

. We are taking advantage of commercial ports on the eastern
seaboard, enabling us to close a major port facility; and

. We are vacating several high cost leases and eliminating fifteen

smaller sites that are not required.

We have profited from DoD's cross service examination across the
Military Departments. The Joint Cross Service Groups support our depot
and medical center recommendations.

Once again we seek to consolidate training for engineers, chemical
specialists and military police to enhance training and reduce costs. This
is the Army's and DoD's third attempt to accomplish this important
undertaking. | recognize this has been an area of contention in the past. |
would ask you to note the recommendation to close Fort McClellan
received support from three successive Secretaries of Defense, two
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, three Secretaries of the Army,
spanning two different Administrations. | ask the Commission's careful
consideration of this and all other recommendations.

CONCLUSION

Each successive Commission has helped us transform the Army to
the demands of the 21st century. Without the BRAC process, we would be
less effective in reshaping our infrastructure and reengineering our ways of
doing business more efficiently. This is a collaborative effort and we look
forward to working with the Commission in the months ahead. | am
confident you will find our process consistent with all legal requirements
and designed to produce the best recommendations possible. Throughout,
our work has been rigorous and objective.




Let me emphasize that a decision to close or realign an installation is
not just a business matter driven by bottom lines and cost analysis. This
affects the lives and livelihoods of many men and women who have given
years of dedicated service to the Army and the Nation. We ask much of
our employees and families who are affected by these difficult decisions.
The surrounding communities, who have supported our soldiers and
civilian personnel, also suffer greatly by these decisions. Therefore, we
pledge to help them to move on to new opportunities and find other ways
to continue contributing to America. We also pledge to work closely with
these good neighbors by continuing the 5 Point Program that President
Clinton initiated in 1993 to expedite the process to find ways to use and
develop the property the Army is returning.

The recommendations we have made have been difficult, but we
believe they are the right choices for the Army and for the nation. The
result will help to ensure that the Army is trained and ready to fight, to
serve the nation at home and abroad.

Mr. Chairman, GEN Sullivan and | will be happy to answer your
questions.
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GENERAL

Secretary West: Did the Office of the Secretary of Defense remove or add

any installation closures or realignments from your recommendations to the
Secretary?

If so, will you please elaborate on the specifics?

Secretary West: Did anyone in the administration instruct you not to place
any specific installations on your list to the Secretary of recommended
closures and realignments?

If so, which ones and for what reasons?

Secretary West: Did the Office of the Secretary of Defense instruct your
Service to place or not to place any specific installations for closure or
realignment on your listed recommendations to the Secretary?

If so, will you please elaborate on the specifics?

Secretarv West: Will your service have excess capacity in any major
categories or installation groupings if the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendations are accepted by this commission? Please elaborate.

Secretary West: Did you or the Office of the Secretary of Defense remove
any installations from the recommendations solely for reasons of
environmental or economic impact? Please elaborate.

Secretary West: Given the limitations on the base closure process by current
Title 10 restrictions and the fact that excess capacity will more than likely
remain after this last and final round under the current Base Closure Law,
what method would you recommend for consideration in future base closure
efforts?




e ————L) ) PR U N A

7. Secretary West: Have you provided to the commission all of the information
that you used in your decision-making process?

If not, would you please provide it within the next five days?

8. Secretarv West: Some communities have expressed concern about
inconsistent levels of cooperation from base commanders in preparing their

rebuttals to the DoD proposals.

What guidance did the Army give its base commanders regarding cooperation
with local communities during the BRAC process?

t2
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JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUPS/ARMY

Secretary West: The 1993 Commission recommended that DoD look at
cross-service issues in greater detail.

How did the Army consider/incorporate recommendations from the Joint
Cross-Service working groups? How was this coordinated with other
services?

Secretary West: Did anyone in the Office of the Secretary of Defense require
the Army to include any of the alternatives of the Joint Cross-Service Groups
in its recommendations? Please specify.

Secretary West: The 1993 Commission rejected the Department’s
recommendations to close Letterkenny Army Depot and directed that the
tactical missile maintenance workload previously conducted at 9 different
DoD depots be consolidated at Letterkenny.

What workload has already been transferred ?
What is the schedule for transferring the remaining workload?

How much has already been obligated in support of the missile maintenance
consolidation plan at Letterkenny?

Has the Army re-evaluated the cost/benefit ratio of the missile maintenance
consolidation plan at Letterkenny? If so, please comment on the results of
the updated analysis.

Secretary West: The Joint Cross Service Group on Depot Maintenance
suggested that air launched missile maintenance be consolidated at Hill Air
Force Base; ground launched missile maintenance work be consolidated at
Anniston Army Depot and the Marine Corps Hawk missile workload be
accomplished at Barstow.

Why did the Army reject the cross-service team proposal and instead
consolidate all missile work at Tobyhanna Army Depot?

(3]
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General Sullivan: The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group
recommended that the Army withdraw its proposal to mcve the Test
Battalion from Fort Hunter-Liggett to Fort Bliss. They were concerned about
the loss of unique test capability at Fort Hunter-Liggett and the lack of an
adequate test environment at Fort Bliss.

How did the Army address the specific concerns raised by the Joint Cross-
Service Group?

General Sulljvan: The Army’s report to the Commission states that the
undergraduate pilot training joint cross-service group suggested that the
Navy transfer its undergraduate helicopter pilot training to Fort Rucker.

Do you believe Navy helicopter pilots can be trained at Fort Rucker?

In your evaluation, why did the Navy did not endorse this alternative?
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GENERAL ARMY ISSUES

General Sullivan: Did the Army defer any installation categories or
individual installations from consideration? If so, please explain why.

Secretarv West: From Cold War levels to the end of Fiscai Year 1996, the
Army will have reduced its force structure by approximate’y 37% worldwide.

How much has the Army reduced its installation infrastructure?
If there is significant difference, please explain your rationale.

Secretary West: Reuse of facilities that DoD disposes of is critically
important to the community. It is an Army responsibility to ensure that the
facility is reusable and to coordinate with or assist agencies. or groups that
desire to assume control of disposed facilities.

Did the Army consider reuse in development of its recommendations to the
Commission?

Were any bases removec from consideration because of prcjected reuse
problems?
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MANEUVER

General Sullivan: Assuming that all of your recommendations are

implemented, if the six ground maneuver brigades in Germany and Korea
were to redeploy to the Continental United States in the next 2 years, will you
have adequate space at the remaining installations to accommodate all of

them?

General Sullivan: There are eleven maneuver installations in the United
States. One of those installations has two division headquarters and five
divisional brigades. With the current stationing of the ten divisions, it
appears that there is an excess of two maneuver installations.

Did the Army consider closing any maneuver installations?

General Sullivan: The Army’s report to the Commission s:ates that
maneuver installations must have the capacity to station 19 mechanized
brigades and 13 light brigades. Current capacity is 15 mechanized brigades
and 14 light brigades.

Since current capacity for light brigades is greater than required, why didn’t
the Army recommend the closure of an installation such as Fort Richardson
which has the capacity for one light brigade and no capabil:ty to
accommodate additional brigades even with construction?

General Sullivan: Forts Riley, Drum, Richardson, and Wainwright scored
lowest on the Army’s military value assessment among maneuver
installations. None of them was recommended for closure.

Does the Army’s requirement to be able to accommodate the 10-division
Army within the continental U.S. effectively prohibit ever closing a
maneuver installation?
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General Sullivan: The Army’s report to the Commission states that high
costs associated with closure was a reason for keeping Forts Drum,

Richardson, and Riley open.
Please identify those costs.
How long was the payback period?

General Sullivan: In reorganizing the 6th Infantry Division (Light) to a light
infantry brigade task force, it appears that the modified table of organization
& equipment (MTO&E) strength in Alaska has been reduced by 4,500
military.

Why is it not possible to consolidate activities in Alaska at either Fort
Richardson or Fort Wainwright?

General Sullivan: Are you aware of the Air Force’s proposal to extend the
runway at Fort Drum while closing Griffiss Air Force Base?

Will the proposed runway extension be sufficient to accommodate all of Fort
Drum’s air mobility and support needs?

Is the Army willing to assume the cost of operation of that runway and
airfield facility?

Secretary West: Did the Army consider closing Fort Drum, relocating the
10th Mountain Division to excess space on another maneuver installation,

and saving the $51 million cost of extending Fort Drum’s runway?
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10.

11.

General Sullivan: The Army announced significant restructuring late last
vear, which affected Forts Bliss, Lewis, Riley and Carson, among others.

Was the desire to maintain the existing maneuver base structure a factor in
that restructuring?

Was OSD consulted in advance regarding possible effects of the restructuring
on the BRAC process?

What guidance did OSD give regarding the Army realignment’s effect on
bases?

Genera] Sullivan: Why is the Army moving the 3rd Armored Cavalry
Regiment from Fort Bliss to Fort Carson and retaining one brigade there
instead of keeping the 3rd at Fort Bliss, moving the brigade elsewhere, and
closing Fort Carson?

General Sullivan: With the removal of one brigade from the 25th Infantry
Division in Hawaii, will there be any partial closure of Schofield Barracks?
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MAJOR TRAINING AREAS

General Sullivan: This chart shows the 1993 and 1995 military value
rankings for major training areas.

Please explain why the Army now ranks Fort Chaffee as tenth out of ten
among your Major Training Area installations when it was fifth of ten in

1993.

What caused Forts Dix and A.P. Hill to rise so significantly in rank?

Why is Fort Dix being significantly realigned when it is third in military
value?

General Sullivan: Do your recommendations leave both Active and Reserve
Component forces adequate remaining Major Training Areas?

Secretary West: In the Army’s recommendation on Fort Chaffee, it states
that it “...intends to license required land and facilities to the Army National

Guard”.

What does that mean? All of the 72,000 acres? Which of the more than
1,200 buildings?

General Sullivan: Fort Chaffee served as a major refugee center during crises
requiring rapid relief when thousands of Southeast Asian and Cuban people
fled to our shores.

Should a future contingency occur on such a scale, what other Army
installation could replace Fort Chaffee if it is closed?
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Secretary West: Fort Indiantown Gap is centrally located to the largest
concentration of Reserve Component forces in the northeastern United
States, and supporters contend this proximity has significantly contributed to
saving taxpayer dollars due to less travel time to and from its training

facilities.

Did your staff adequately study these cost savings and how they might off-set
any savings from closing the post?

General Sullivan: I understand that the air to ground range at Fort
Indiantown Gap is one of only fifteen in the country, and required three
years of coordination to obtain.

What is the impact on Army and Air National Guard flight training if the
active duty personnel who operate and schedule the Air-to-Ground Range
depart?

Secretarv West: You recommended that Fort Pickett be closed because it
“focused primarily on reserve component training support.” Yet you decided
to leave open Fort A.P. Hill, which is not far from Pickett, “due to the annual
training requirements of the reserve component.”

Why was opposite logic used on two similar and closely-located bases?

General] Sullivan: The three installations recommended for realignment
(Forts Dix, Greely, and Hunter-Liggett) will no longer have even an Active
Component garrison under your proposal.

How is this different from closure?
General Sullivan: Which of the ten Major Training Areas in the Continental

United States were seriously considered for being relinquished to the Army
Reserve or National Guard for operation and administration?

10
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FORT McCLELLAN

Secretary West: The Army has again recommended relocating the Chemical
School from Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Responding to a similar
request, the 1993 Commission recommended that the Army “pursue all of the
required permits and certification for the new site prior to the 1995 Base
Closure process.”

Has the Army received these permits?
Is the Army pursuing these permits?

In the absence of such permits, do you believe your recommendation is in
keeping with the spirit, if not the letter, of the 1993 Commission’s
recommendation? ‘

If the permits are not available before the Commission’s deliberation hearing,
or this Commission rejects the Army’s recommendation ccncerning Fort
McClellan, is there another installation in the Training School category that
should be closed to reduce excess capacity in this category?

Secretary West: In testimony before this Commission, Deputy Secretary of
Defense John Deutch said that environmental permitting “is a process that the
Army has got to go through before we would be ...willing to close Fort
McClellan.”

Given the time constraints on closures established in law, how long can you
afford to wait for those permits?

By whatever measure you choose to use, at what point would the difficulty of
obtaining permits and moving the Chemical School and the Chemical

Defense Training Facility outweigh leaving them in place?

General Sullivan: Why does the Army need to continue operation of the
Chemical Defense Training Facility?

Can’t that training be simulated without using live agents?

11




General Sullivan: In recommending the closure of Fort McClellan, what
weight did the Army give to the effects of the move on the prospective
chemical demilitarization facility at the Anniston Army Depot? What do you
consider those effects to be?

12
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COMMAND, CONTROL & ADMINISTRATION

Secretary West: How does the recommendation to close Fort Ritchie affect
the Army’s support to area requirements of the National Command

Authority?

Given the importance of Fort Ritchie’s support to the National Command
Authority, what alternatives to closing Fort Ritchie did you examine, and
why did you eventually choose the “close Fort Ritchie option?”

Secretary West: The 1993 Commission requested a full evaluation of the
unexploded ordnance situation at Fort Monroe, Virginia.

What is the status of that study?

Has the Army developed a cleanup cost for Fort Monroe? What is that
figure?

Did the Army’s consideration of Fort Monroe take into account the
environmental cleanup costs of that site? If so, why?

General Sullivan: Now that the end state force structure has been decided
and the Army is nearing the end of the drawdown, did you consider closing
Fort Monroe and moving Training and Doctrine Commanc elsewhere?

General Sullivan: During BRAC 93, the Army Basing Study recommended
that Forces Command develop alternatives for relocating units on Fort
Gillem to Fort McPherson or other locations.

Did Forces Command act on the recommendation?

If yes, how did the results impact your decision to keep Fort Gillem open?




General Sullivan: The recommendations pertaining to Fort Hamilton, Fort
Totten, and the Selfridge Army Garrison result primarily in the closure of
family housing.

Why are savings realized if the Army must now pay basic allowance for

quarters and variable housing allowances to soldiers who were occupying
those family housing units?

14
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MEDICAL

Secretarv West: The Army is recommending the closure of Fitzsimons Army
Medical Center in Aurora, Colorado.

What will happen to Fitzsimons Army Medical Center’s role as a lead agent
and referral center for a 13-state region?

How is the cost of expanding one or more other DOD hospitals’ capacity to
assume this role reflected in the cost/benefit evaluation of closing
Fitzsimons?

Secretary West: The Army plans regarding Fitzsimons incicate that some of
that facility’s workload will be moved to Evans Army Community Hospital
at Fort Carson and to the Air Force Academy hospital, both about 75 miles
away in Colorado Springs.

Are those two hospitals able to absorb the increased workload?

ecretarv West: In recommending the closure of Fitzsimons and the
realignments of the hospitals on Forts Meade and Lee, did the Army consider
the medical needs of the active duty personnel and their family members
remaining in the area of the hospital to be closed?
What about retirees, survivors, and their family members?
Do you have any estimate of how much in additional costs beneficiaries in

those areas will pay out of pocket following the closure and realignment of
those hospitals?

15




General Sullivan: Even though not specifically stated, it is assumed that the
Army is recommending the closure of Noble Army Hospital at Fort
McClellan along with the closure of that base. However, the Army presence
at the nearby Anniston Ammunition Depot is slated to grow, and that facility

does not have a hospital.

Did the Army consider the potential benefits of keeping some medical
capacity at Fort McClellan to meet the needs of the remaining military
presence in the area?

Secretary West: Does the closure of Noble Army Hospital impact on the
capability of Anniston Army Depot to perform its chemica. demilitarization
mission?

Secretary West: In 1993 the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs)
recommended the realignment of Patterson Army Hospital at Fort
Monmouth, New Jersey, to a clinic. This list does not mention Patterson
Army Hospital.

Did the Army consider the closure of Patterson Army Hospital?
How is the situation different this year than it was in 19937
Secretary West: What are the opportunities to achieve such economies

beyond the recommended closings of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center and

Noble Army Hospital at Fort McClellan and the downsizing of the hospitals
at Fort Lee, Virginia, and Fort Meade, Maryland?

16
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DEPOTS

Secretary West: How did the Army incorporate recommendations from the
Depot Joint Cross-Service Working Group on interservicing/consolidating of

depot activities?

General Sullivan: Your analysis of military value for the four Army depots
ranked Tobyhanna first, Anniston second, Red River third, and Letterkenny
fourth. In your recommendations to the Commission, you recommend
closure of Red River and realignment of Letterkenny.

Did you consider closing all four depots? If not, which depots did you
exclude? For what reasons did you exclude them?

Did you consider moving production lines from Anniston to Red River? If
not, why?

General Sullivan: What military attributes about Tobyhanna and Anniston
Army Depots were so compelling that they were removed from
consideration?

Secretary West: The Navy has recommended realignment of Naval Air
Station Corpus Christi. Corpus Christi Army Depot is a ter.ant there, and
relies on the Navy airfield for helicopter flight operations.

Does the realignment of Naval Air Station Corpus Christi to a Naval Air
Facility impact on Army plans for Corpus Christi Army Depot? If yes, how?

Secretary West: The Air Force claims that it is more cost-e“fective to
downsize all of their depots than close any. Did the Army consider this
option?

17




Secretary West: In the Army’s report to this Commission, comments on the
alternatives presented by the Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot
Maintenance pertain only to alternatives that result in losses to Army depots.

Are there any gains from other Services at Army depots as a result of the
Joint Cross-Service Group recommendations?

If yes, do these impact on your depot analyses or recommendations?

General Sullivan: If your recommendations are fully implemented, will the
Army depot structure retain excess capacity which could be used for
workload from other services?

18
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PROVING GROUNDS

Genperal Sullivan: Inthe 1993 Army recommendation, the Army considered
closure or realignment of Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. Ultimately it was
excluded due to its unique capability to conduct chemical or biological
testing. The 1995 recommendation calls for realignment of Dugway “by
relocating the smoke and obscurant mission to Yuma Proving Ground,
Arizona, and some elements of chemical/biological research to Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland.”

What has occurred to offset the unique capabilities Dugway possessed in
19957

Is the capability to conduct chemical or biological testing ‘o remain at
Dugway after realignment?

Is this recommendation in line with your primary stationing requirement
which is, ‘to maintain adequate acreage, range capacity, and facilities to
support the Army testing program’?

How will the Army support Dugway’s open-air testing program following
this realignment?

Secretary West: The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group
questioned the Army’s proposal to realign Dugway Proving Ground and
ieccommended that the Army withdraw this proposal.

How did the Army address the specific concerns raised by the Test and
Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group regarding the uniqueness of Dugway,
the risks of moving research effort, and costs to duplicate existing
capabilities at Dugway?
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AMMUNITION STORAGE

General Sullivan: You recommend realigning the Sierra Army Depot by
removing its conventional ammunition storage and destruction missions.

Where will these missions be performed?

INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES

Secretary West: The Army’s recommendation to close the Detroit Army
Tank Plant and Stratford Army Engine Plant represent the closure of facilities
designed for production of critical items (M1 tanks, tank and aircraft
engines). Production of these items must require highly technical, if not one
of a kind, equipment.

Does the closure of either the Detroit Army Tank Plant or Stratford Army
Engine Plant facilities leave the Army without necessary facilities,
equipment, skills, or industrial capability to meet mobilization requirements?

How many contractor personnel at each site are affected by the
recommendations?

Secretary West: Why does your analysis of Detroit Army Tank Plant and
Stratford Army Engine Plant shows no loss of jobs a result of these closures?




)

v

PORTS

Secretary West: The Army owns and operates three military ports in the US.
As this chart shows, Sunny Point, North Carolina was ranked the highest in
military value; Bayonne, New Jersey second; and Oakland, California third.

Please explain why you decided to recommend the closure of Military Ocean
Terminal Bayonne, but disapproved the closure of Oakland Army Base.

General Sullivan: Given the emphasis on (and synergy from) interservice
operations, what is the Army’s requirement for continuing to own and
operate military ports?

General Sullivan: Sunny Point was retained because it is the sole
ammunition terminal in the Army inventory. U.S. Navy port facilities
accommodate USN and USMC bulk ammunition requirements.

Please explain why a single Service could not accommodate Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps bulk ammunition shipping requirements.

ECONOMIC IMPACT
Genera] Sullivan: In its report, the Navy stated that it decided independently
to avoid recommending closures in California due to the number of job losses

already occurring there.

Did the Army establish any independent criteria for assessing economic
impact?

If so, did that change the ranking of any Army base?
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Secretary West: OSD policy guidance directed that “...environmental
restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure
calculations.” The policy further states that “...unique contamination
problems requiring environmental restoration will be considered as a
potential limitation on near-term community reuse.”

Were any installations not recommended for closure or realignment due to
unique contamination problems?

Secretary West: Funding in support of environmental clean-up of BRAC 88
installations expires at the end of Fiscal Year 1995.

Is expiration of funding a potential problem?

What is the estimated cost of uncompleted BRAC 88 environmental clean-up
actions?

How do you intend to continue to fund required clean-up activities?

Secretary West: As the Army made its closure and realignment decisions,
what role did environmental compliance play in your analysis?

I'or example, did environmental limitations on a base’s expansion potential
play a major role in the analysis?

Were bases in Clean Air Act or other non-attainment areas viewed differently
from those in attainment areas?
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LEASES

General Sullivan: In 1991, the Commission approved the merger of Aviation
Systems Command and Troop Support Command.

Please explain why the Army is disestablishing a command created just a few
years ago.

Please explain what has changed that now makes relocating Aviation-Troop
Command financially attractive.

Secretary West: The Army studied the offices of the Military Traffic
Management Command in Virginia under the lease category. The Army
report stated that “analysis was discontinued because realignment was not
financially advantageous.”

What alternatives did the Army find to be not financially advantageous?

Secretarv West: The BRAC 93 Commission recommended that the Services
review current leases to determine whether or not excess gcvernment-owned
administrative space could be used instead of leased office space.

Did the Army review all of its leased facilities in an effort to get them into
government-owned facilities?

What was the dollar threshold for the leases the Army reviewed?

Secretary West: We have received copies of two letters from the Army to the
other Services requesting retention of facilities on bases recommended for
closure in the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to this Commission.
In one, the Army requests portions of the Naval Air Reserve Center, Olathe,
Kansas; in the other Army requests portions of Brooks Air Force Base,
Texas.

Were these two issues discussed during the DOD joint review process? If
not, why not?
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Mr. Secretary: Actions like these two letters are exactly what the Business
Executives for National Security highlighted in their study concerning
implementation of previous BRAC recommendations.

Do you think that the Commission should change the Brooks Air Force Base
and Naval Reserve Training Center recommendations to reflect establishment

of reserve component enclaves?

COSTS AND SAVINGS

Secretary West: Many installations studied for closure were ultimately
deferred “because it was not found to be financially advantageous.”

What were your minimum financial criteria for considering a base for
closure?

Secretary West: A DoD press release on 6 February 1995 credits the first
three rounds with closure of 70 bases and projected savings of $6.6 billion
over their 6-year implementation periods (FY 90-99) and $4.5 billion
annually after implementation.

Is the Army experiencing costs to close installations within or above the
amount funded?

How have you incorporated this knowledge into estimates for this round?

Secretary West: Is the Army changing any of its execution procedures to
accelerate realization of, or increase, savings from base closings?

Secretary West: Despite Congressional & GAO recommendations, costs of
closures to other affected federal agencies is excluded from installation cost
considerations on the rationale of high cost-vs.-low benefit of gathering and
quantifying data.

Can you suggest a cost-effective alternative that addresses Congressional
concern?




COMMODITY

General Sullivan: The Air Force has proposed moving functions from the
Rome Labs in New York to the Army’s Fort Monmouth, New Jersey.

Is there sufficient capacity at Fort Monmouth to accommodate the proposed
move?

Did you incorporate the effects of this Air Force move when ranking Fort
Monmouth against other commodity installations?
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QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF CONGRESS




QUESTIONS FROM REP. JAMES V. HANSEN, 1ST DISTRICT, UTAH

Secretary West: Are you aware that during the previous two rounds of base
closures, the then Secretaries of the Army removed Dugway Proving Ground,
Utah, from any further consideration under the BRAC process because of its
unique military value and characterized Dugway as an irreplaceable national
security asset? What has changed in the last three years to precipitate your
recommendation to this commission?

The Army is proposing to move Dugway’s Smoke and Obscurant mission to
Yuma Proving Ground. Are you aware that Yuma does not possess the
environmental permits from the State of Arizona required 1o permit open-air
testing of this magnitude? If these permits cannot be obtained what are your
plans for this important testing?

Are you also aware that Dugway already possesses these permits as well as
well as all permits required for the open-air release of live chemical agent as
required in other realignment proposals?




QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR DALE BUMPERS, ARKANSAS

The Army recommends closing Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, “except minimum

!\)

essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component training as an
enclave.” The Army intends to license required land and facilities to the

Army National Guard.

Has the Army identified which of Fort Chaffee’s 70,000 acres and 1,000
buildings would be licensed to the National Guard, and which would be
returned to the public for development?

As aresult of the 1991 Base Closure process, Fort Chaffee has been
dedicated primarily to the training of Reserve Component units and
individuals. Was the Reserve Component involved in the decision to close
Fort Chaffee?

How much will it cost the Army National Guard to operate the licensed
portions of Fort Chaffee? Does the Army intend to provide the National
Guard with the required funds?

The Army says that the annual recurring savings of closing Fort Chaffee will
be §13 million. How can that be, since the base’s total FY 1995 operating
budget is only $9.7 million?

Does the Army’s $13 million projected annual savings consider the costs of

continuing to operate the Fort Chaffee “enclave” and the extra travel costs
involved for reserve component units that will now have to travel longer

distances to places such as Fort Polk or Fort Sill?

In BRAC 93, Fort Chaffee ranked #5 among 10 Major Training Areas. In
BRAC 95, Chaffee was ranked last among those same 10 Major Training
Areas. What factors caused Chaffee’s ranking to drop so much in just two
vears?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. ROSCOE BARTLETT, MARYLAND

What are the exact costs (and savings) associated with the proposed
relocating of the Information Systems Engineering Command (CONUS)
from Fort Ritchie to Fort Huachuca, Arizona? At the present time, figures
show that 73 percent of the important telecommunications responsibilities
fulfilled by ISEC is performed on the east coast. 1 am deeply troubled by a
proposed change of station for this high-tech unit and the increased
expenditures ties to meeting its mission from the west. Tell me --
specifically -- upon what basis this particular move is justiiied and what
savings will be realized as a result.

The Army’s recommendations state that the National Military Command
Center (referred to as Alternate Joint Communications Site R) will be able to
maintain its operational support even with the removal of those units from
Fort Ritchie which currently have the task of supporting Site R. Given the
unique and unpredictable geographic/weather/logistical demands of the
region in which Site R and Fort Ritchie are located, how can a significant
change in locations for crucial support units be justified and still maintain the
operations readiness of Site R in both peacetime and crisis?

In my estimation, the missions of both the garrison (Fort Ritchie) and its
tenants have become more demanding and exacting as a result of earlier
BRAC action and increasing global tension and threats to our national
security. The ability of the military to respond swiftly and adequately to
crisis is clearly in jeopardy as a result of the recommendations in the Army’s
report. Please tell me how our total force requirements will be met with the
reallocations and closures (involving Fort Ritchie) contained in the Army’s
report to the Commission. 1 am unconvinced that the military value will be
enhanced as a result of the changes suggested.
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It is a fact that designated potential receiving locations are not prepared to
house and accommodate incoming units. Of primary concern to the Army in
its criteria for site selection is the ability of existing and receiving locations
to mobilize units, manpower and operations to meet any contingency. Fort
Ritchie has historically proven that its mission is unique ard that it can meet
the Army’s requirements at minimal cost. What benefits can you cite which
justify relocating units from Fort Ritchie to sites which are not prepared to
accept them?

The U.S. Army has recently invested nearly $2 million in construction of an
armory at Fort Ritchie. In addition, $2.6 million has been invested in the
construction of a new post exchange at Fort Ritchie. Construction of a
newly-dedicated commissary at the post will total $4.6 million. The post fire
station will cost $1.6 million and the restoration of the Fort’s lake, dam, and
spillway will cost taxpayers $3.7 million. The Army’s efforts to
economically justify closing Fort Ritchie do not measure up to the reality of
the investments made to keep the base in operation. The investments made
in the facility make Fort Ritchie more likely to meet the Army’s goals, not
less. I assume that the Army’s expenditures of millions of dollars of public
funds for capital improvements at Fort Ritchie were made to keep the post
open in operation. Please assure me that such is the case and intent.

In accordance with the jointness criteria, Fort Ritchie now hosts a joint
organization (DISA). Was that important factor considered as part of the
Army’s evaluation?

Did the Army ever consider the conversion of 1111th Signel Battalion and
the MPs to civilian space to avoid excessive construction costs for support
facilities (ie., housing, dining) at Fort Detrick?

Was any consideration given to contracting out or having civilian security

systems replace Fort Ritchie MPs? This would save transportation costs
from Fort Detrick to Site R.

30
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10.

11.

13.

14.

Was consideration given to realigning the organizations based at Fort Ritchie
to other locations closer the Fort Ritchie -- such as ISEC to Letterkenny
Army Depot or TAO (sic) to SITE R, or moving the 1108th Signal Brigade to
Site R? Such a realignment could meet both the Army’s goals, utilize Fort
Ritchie’s assets and save expenses.

What consideration has been given to realigning Fort Ritchie (ie, the
garrison) to become a subpost of Fort Meade?

What consideration was given to using Fort Ritchie to support DISA
Headquarters, thereby meeting DISA goals, consolidating resources and
getting personnel out of leased facilities. This action would be consistent
with future total force requirements.

What consideration has been given to Fort Ritchie being assigned to GSA
and the property subsequently being leased back to the current tenants?

Did the Army coordinate--to an degree whatsoever-- with DISA to determine
the cost of moving the Network Management Center?

With regard to environmental concerns: was consideration given to

significant impact of additional personnel on Fort Huachuca’s water supply
system (which is critically short)?
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- QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF CONGRESS
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. JAMES V. HANSEN, UTAH

Secretary West: Are you aware that during the previous two rounds of base
closures, the then Secretaries of the Army removed Dugway Proving Ground,
Utah, from any further consideration under the BRAC process because of its
unique military value and characterized Dugway as an irreplaczable national
security asset? What has changed in the last three years to precipitate your
recommendation to this commission?

The Army is proposing to move Dugway’s Smoke and Obscurant mission to
Yuma Proving Ground. Are you aware that Yuma does not possess the
environmental permits from the State of Arizona required to permit open-air
testing of this magnitude? If these permits cannot be obtained what are your
plans for this important testing?

Are you also aware that Dugway already possesses these permits as well as
all permits required for the open-air release of live chemical agent as required
in other realignment proposals?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR DALE BUMPERS, ARKANSAS

The Army recommends closing Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, “except minimum

e

essential buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component training as an
enclave.” The Army intends to license required land and facilities to the
Army National Guard.

Has the Army identified which of Fort Chaffee’s 70,000 acres and 1,000
buildings would be licensed to the National Guard, and which would be
returned to the public for development?

As a result of the 1991 Base Closure process, Fort Chaffee has been
dedicated primarily to the training of Reserve Component units and
individuals. Was the Reserve Component involved in the decision to close
Fort Chaffee? '

How much will it cost the Army National Guard to operate the licensed
portions of Fort Chaffee? Does the Army intend to provide the National
Guard with the required funds?

The Army says that the annual recurring savings of closing Fort Chaffee will
be $13 million. How can that be, since the base’s total FY 1995 operating
budget is only $9.7 million?

Does the Army’s $13 million projected annual savings consider the costs of
continuing to operate the Fort Chaffee “enclave” and the extra travel costs
involved for reserve component units that will now have to travel longer
distances to places such as Fort Polk or Fort Sill?

In BRAC 93, Fort Chaffee ranked #5 among 10 Major Training Areas. In
BRAC 95, Chaffee was ranked last among those same 10 Major Training
Areas. What factors caused Chaffee’s ranking to drop so much in just two
years?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. ROSCOE BARTLETT, MARYLAND

What are the exact costs (and savings) associated with the proposed
relocating of the Information Systems Engineering Command (CONUS)
from Fort Ritchie to Fort Huachuca, Arizona? At the present time, figures
show that 73 percent of the important telecommunications responsibilities
fulfilled by ISEC is performed on the east coast. I am deeply troubled by a
proposed change of station for this high-tech unit and the incrzased
expenditures ties to meeting its mission from the west. Tell me --
specifically -- upon what basis this particular move is justified and what
savings will be realized as a result.

The Army’s recommendations state that the National Military Command
Center (referred to as Alternate Joint Communications Site R) will be able to
maintain its operational support even with the removal of those units from
Fort Ritchie which currently have the task of supporting Site R. Given the
unique and unpredictable geographic/weather/logistical demands of the
region in which Site R and Fort Ritchie are located, how can a significant
change in locations for crucial support units be justified and still maintain the
operations readiness of Site R in both peacetime and crisis?

In my estimation, the missions of both the garrison (Fort Ritchie) and its
tenants have become more demanding and exacting as a result of earlier
BRAC action and increasing global tension ané threats to our national
security. The ability of the military to respond swiftly and adequately to
crisis is clearly in jeopardy as a result of the recommendations in the Army’s
report. Please tell me how our total force requirements will be met with the
relocations and closures (involving Fort Ritchie) contained in the Army’s
report to the Commission. I am unconvinced that the military value will be
enhanced as a result of the changes suggested.
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It is a fact that designated potential receiving locations are not prepared to
house and accommodate incoming units. Of primary concern to the Army in
its criteria for site selection is the ability of existing and receiving locations
to mobilize units, manpower and operations to meet any contingency. Fort
Ritchie has historically proven that its mission is unique and that it can meet
the Army’s requirements at minimal cost. What benefits can you cite which
justify relocating units from Fort Ritchie to sites which are not prepared to
accept them?

The U.S. Army has recently invested nearly $2 million in corstruction of an
armory at Fort Ritchie. In addition, $2.6 million has been invested in the
construction of a new post exchange at Fort Ritchie. Construction of a
newly-dedicated commissary at the post will total $4.6 million. The post fire
station will cost $1.6 million and the restoration of the Fort’s lake, dam, and
spillway will cost taxpayers $3.7 million. The Army’s efforts to
economically justify closing Fort Ritchie do not measure up to the reality of
the investments made to keep the base in operation. The investments made
in the facility make Fort Ritchie more likely to meet the Army’s goals, not
less. I assume that the Army’s expenditures of millions of dollars of public
funds for capital improvements at Fort Ritchie were made to keep the post
open in operation. Please assure me that such is the case and intent.

In accordance with the jointness criteria, Fort Ritchie now hosts a joint
organization (DISA). Was that important factor considered as part of the
Army’s evaluation?

Did the Army ever consider the conversion of 1111th Signal Battalion and
the MPs to civilian space to avoid excessive construction costs for support
facilities (ie., housing, dining) at Fort Detrick?

Was any consideration given to contracting out or having civilian security
systems replace Fort Ritchie MPs? This would save transportation costs
from Fort Detrick to Site R.
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Was consideration given to realigning the organizations based at Fort Ritchie
to other locations closer to Fort Ritchie -- such as ISEC to Letterkenny Army
Depot or TAO (sic) to Site R, or moving the 1108th Signal Brigade to Site R?
Such a realignment could meet both the Army’s goals, utilize Fort Ritchie’s

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

assets and save expenses.

What consideration has been given to realigning Fort Ritchie (ie, the
garrison) to become a subpost of Fort Meade?

What consideration was given to using Fort Ritchie to support DISA
Headquarters, thereby meeting DISA goals, consolidating resources and
getting personnel out of leased facilities? This action would be consistent
with future total force requirements.

What consideration has been given to Fort Ritchie being assigned to GSA
and the property subsequently being leased back to the currert tenants?

Did the Army coordinate -- to any degree whatsoever -- with DISA to
determine the cost of moving the Network Management Center?

With regard to environmental concerns: was consideration given to
significant impact of additional personnel on Fort Huachuca’s water supply
system (which is critically short)?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. GLEN BROWDER, ALABAMA
-/
With respect to the relocation of the live chemical agent training facility from Fort
McClellan, would you advise as follows:

1. What contacts has the Army or OSD had with the Governor of Missouri or
his staff concerning environmental permits for this facility?

2. Have you applied for any permits?
3. If so, what permits have you applied for? When?

4. What office or organization in the Army is responsible for ottaining these
permits?

5. Are the applications public and if so, how can the public obtain them?

6. Have you requested or do you expect to request or obtain any waivers with
- respect to these permits?

7.  Since you are requesting permits before we have taken action on your
recommendation, when do you plan to undertake the environmental review
required by the National Environmental Policy Act?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. JIM CHAPMAN, TEXAS

Was the combined military value and cost of closure of the co-located
facilities of Red River Army Depot, Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant,
Defense Logistics Agency distribution depot (DDRT), and their tenants
considered in the overall evaluation as requested of the Army, Defense
Logistics Agency, and Department of Defense by the community?

In developing workload realignment options, did the Army modify the
receiving depots capacity to account for the impact of changes in production
mix on depot capacity and will the Army have sufficient depot maintenance
capacity with only one tracked vehicle depot to meet its core maintenance
workload requirements and hence its readiness requirements?

The Army, unlike the Air Force, has claimed savings for the workload
reductions due to downsizing. Does this not falsely represent and overstate
the BRAC savings and distort the analysis?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR JOHN WARNER, VIRGINIA

Secretary West, in making the decision to close Fort Pickett, Virginia, did the
Army consult with the leadership of the other services and federal agencies
who currently train at Fort Pickett, for input concerning the value to them of
the installation?

Secretary West, when the Army ran its COBRA analysis for Fort Pickett, did
you factor in the additional costs to the Army associated with Reserve
Component units, who are quartered relatively near to and have regularly
trained at Fort Pickett in the past, having to travel further to accomplish
annual training periods and, in some cases, weekend training densities?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. JERRY F. COSTELLO, ILLINOIS

Given the active force down-sizing and greater reliance on the Reserve
components, wouldn’t it make sense to use the Price Support Center, which
is so ideally located, as a major reserve force support base?

The Army has said they must close the military family housing at Price
because of the ATCOM move, yet only 17% of that housing is occupied by
ATCOM personnel and there is a waiting list of over one year. Why do the
soldiers in the commands at St. Louis not deserve equal housing
consideration? ‘

The Army has said that Price will close “except for a small reserve enclave
and storage area.” What consideration was given to the activities of the
Navy, Air Force, and Defense Logistics Agency? Why aren’t the costs of
relocating those activities included in the cost data supplied by the Army?

The Army does not mention the DLA Strategic Stockpile material at the Price
Support Center in their narrative. What disposition will be made of the more

than 700,000 tons of material there, and at what cost? Why isr’t that cost
reflected in the Army’s analysis?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR SPENCER ABRAHAM, MICHIGAN

Mr. Secretary, your report states there is no job loss associated with closing
the Detroit Army Tank Plant. However, General Dynamics currently
manufactures M1 tank gun mounts in the Tank Plant. I understand the
Army’s reasoning was since the General Dynamics contract expires in 1997,
and the Army has six years to complete the facility disposal, the job loss
would come from an end to the contract, and not from the closing of the Tank
Plant. Is the baseline reason to close the Tank Plant: to cease gun mount
production by General Dynamics?

— If yes: I further understand Rock Island Depot in Illinois is the only other.
manufacturer of M1 tank gun mounts. Why are you ending a contract with a
civilian contractor when the only other source of production is a government
arsenal? Given that this does not fall within the traditional arsenal

production area of barrels, why are you ceasmg private production for
government owned facilities?

— If no: Are you then anticipating renewing the production contract with
General Dynamics?

— If no again: Why are you ceasing gun mount production with the private
firm of General Dynamics when the only other organization producing these
parts issin the Army arsenal at Rock Island, Illinois? Isn’t current DoD
policy to utilize private contractors over public producers whenever possible?
What savings are derived from closing the Tank Plant that warrant abrogating

this major policy directive?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. RICHARD GEPHARDT, MISSOURI
-/
Regarding ATCOM:

1. The Army’s analysis of commodity oriented installations indicates that it
performed exhaustive analyses based on the selection criteria and force
structure plan as dictated by the BRAC law. Did the Army perform similar
analyses of leased facilities? If so, please provide these analyses.

2. In 1993, the Army determined that “the high relocation costs make
- realignment or closure (of ATCOM) impractical and prohibitively
expensive.” Has there been a change in circumstance in the last two years
that makes relocation more affordable? Please provide details.

3. A 1991 Defense Management Report found that merging the Aviation
Command and the Troop Support Command into ATCOM would result in
management and cost efficiencies. What change has led to the conclusion
that, rather than consolidation, breaking ATCOM into four new entities is

w more efficient? If so, please provide these analyses.
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATORS PAUL S. SARBANES AND BARBARA A.

w

MIKULSKI AND REPS. ROSCOE G. BARTLETT AND ROBERT L.
EHRLICH, JR.,, MARYLAND

How were the cross-service capabilities of the Defense Inforrnation Systems
Agency’s Command assessed as part of the Army’s evaluation and final
decision to recommend Ft. Ritchie for closure?

Did the Army coordinate directly with DISA to determine the cost of moving
the Network Management Center?

Did the DOD take into account Fort Huachuca’s critical water shortage as
part of its recommendation to send a significant number of additional
personnel there?

How were the additional costs of having the Information Systems
Engineering Command (CONUS) service East Coast clients factored into the
long-term cost of the proposal to move these functions to Fort Huachuca?

Has any consideration been given to assigning Fort Ritchie to GSA so the
property could be subsequently be leased back to current tenants or to an
expanded DISA presence?

‘What consideration was given to the Defense Information Systems Agency’s
current use of Ft. Ritchie, cost of relocating, and to their potertial for locating
their Western Hemisphere headquarters at this site?

Regarding US Army Publications Distribution Center, Middle River, MD:

1.

What is the justification for the following statement in the DOD’s submission
to BRAC: “The consolidation eliminates a manual operation in Baltimore in
favor of an automated facility at St. Louis and creates efficiencies in the
overall distribution process?” Please specify criteria and methodology for
determining a manual vs. automated operation, and the “efficiencies” that
are expected.

12
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How is “efficiency” calculated when comparing the Baltimore and St. Louis
facilities? Did comparative figures for the two facilities include average
weight shipped per month per employee or throughput times for loose issue,
resupply or initial distribution?

In evaluating where to consolidate, did the Army examine the effect of
Desert Shield/Desert Storm on order processing times?

Was the potential reduced lease cost at Baltimore included in the cost
analysis?

In repeated studies and comments, the Army has cited the automation
technology and capabilities of the PDC, Middle River. On what basis did the
Army label this site a “ manual operation” in its submission to BRAC?

Did the Army include increased shipping costs from St. Louis to the East
Coast and to foreign destinations when calculating cost savings?

Did the Army examine savings potentials that could be achieved by returning
initial distribution of stock to the Centers which is currently being performed
by contracted printers?

Was the entire US Army Publications and Printing Command, including
headquarters, considered for consolidation?

Was there any examination of consolidating other service distribution centers

with the Army’s?
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QUESTIONS FROM REP. GEORGE W. GEKAS, PENNSYLVANIA

1. Considering the unique training facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap, including the

artillery range, the Tank Table VIII qualification range, Muir Army Airfield
with the largest Reserve Component helicopter training facility in the United
States, the 44,000 square feet aircraft maintenance hangar with aviation fuel
storage capacity of 100,000 gallons, and the air-to-ground bombing and
gunnery range (one of only 15 in the United States), how did the Department of
Defense or the Department of the Army arrive at the conclusion that “Fort
Indiantown Gap is low in military value compared to other major training area
installations”, especially considering that Fort Dix, Fort A.P. Hill and Fort
Drum do not have these same unique facilities and are not geographically
located near the largest concentration of Reserve Component units in the
northeastern United States, as is Fort Indiantown Gap?

. The Army’s report states that “Annual training for Reserve Component units

which now use Fort Indiantown Gap can be conducted at other installations in
the region, including Fort Dix, Fort A.P. Hill, and Fort Drum.” Has any study
been done to make sure that these other facilities actually have the training
facilities equal to the facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap, or sufficient for the
needs of these units, such as Tank Table VIII qualification ranges? And, do
these other facilities have training time available in their schedules to
accommodate the needs of our training units? Additionally, has the DoD
investigated the costs of transport and equipment associated with using other
training sites?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR CARL LEVIN, MICHIGAN

Why didn’t the Army study the costs of alternatives to the Detroit Tank Plant
as part of the BRAC process?

Does the Army have plans for completing elsewhere the work now done at
the Detroit Plant? If not, why not?

Did the Army consider the cost to move any machining equipment from the
Detroit Plant, where would it go and how much would the move cost?

Who will provide the engineering support for the gun mounts production
now provided by General Dynamics at the Tank Plant, and what will be the
cost?

Why was the consideration of such potential costs put off uncil after the
Army made the closure recommendation, instead of being examined as part
of the Total Army Basing Study, and factored into the COBRA analysis?

When it is clear that real people will lose their jobs if the closure is
implemented, how can the Army say the recommendation “will not affect any
jobs”?

The recommendation to close the Detroit Tank Plant postulates a closing cost
of about $1 million. What is the basis of this estimate, and what component
costs were included?

The recommendation to close the Detroit Tank Plant postulates a net savings
during the implementation period (FY 96-2001) of about $8 million. What is
the basis for this savings estimate?

Are the costs associated with moving the work from Detroit Army Tank Plant

to other locations included in the estimated closing costs and net savings, and
if not, why not?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATORS CHRISTOPHER DODD AND JOSEPH L
L1 4 LIEBERMAN AND REPRESENTATIVES ROSA DELAURO AND
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, CONNECTICUT

1. Congressional language in Fiscal Year 1994 directed the Department of the
Army to convene a Blue Ribbon Panel to examine the tank sngine industrial
base. In response to that request, the Defense Science Board’s Tank Engine
Industrial Base Task Force recommended keeping open the Stratford Army
Engine Plant (SAEP) in order to maintain a “critical mass” of support
engineering and logistics capability at SAEP for an extended period.

2.  OnFebruary 14, 1995, Secretary Decker, in a response to Senators Dodd and
Lieberman, stated that the Army planned on spending $47.5 million as part of
a three-year tank engine industrial base program. This program would retain
engineering expertise, essential recuperator parts production, and a minimal
capacity for new engine assembly and testing at SAEP.

Why, less than a two weeks after this letter was written, did the Army
recommend closing this facility?

How does this decision affect the directed preservation of the tank engine
industrial base?

- 3. What are the implications for implementation of the Blue Ritbon Panel
Report without SAEP?

4. What specific alternatives has the Department of the Army outlined to meet
all requirements of the Panel’s recommendation given the closure of SAEP?

5. Why were the more than 1,500 workers at SAEP not considered in this
evaluation? Closing SAEP will result in sizable job loss and significant
economic impact on the region.

6. If workforce impact was not a consideration, are not Government-Owned,

Contractor-Operated (GOCO) facilities automatically placed at a distinct
disadvantage during the Army BRACC process?
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GOOD AFTERNOON, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN AND WELCOME.

THIS IS THE LAST OF FOUR HEARINGS HELD YESTERDAY AND TODAY BY THE
COMMISSION. YESTERDAY AND THIS MORNING, WE HAVE HEARD FROM AND
HAVE QUESTIONED THE SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS, AND
THEIR CHIEFS OF STAFF REGARDING PROPOSED BASE CLOSURES AND

REALIGNMENTS THAT AFFECT THEIR BRANCH OF SERVICE.

THIS AFTERNOON, WE ARE PLEASED TO HAVE WITH US OFFICIALS OF TWO
DEFENSE AGENCIES WHICH HAVE INSTALLATIONS INCLUDED ON THE

SECRETARY’S LIST OF CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS.

THEY ARE AIR FORCE MAJOR GENERAL LAWRENCE P. FARRELL. JR., PRINCIPAL
DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY AND MR. JOHN F.

DONNELLY, DIRECTOR OF THE DEFENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE.




-’

BEFORE WE BEGIN WITH OPENING STATEMENTS, LET ME SAY THAT IN 1993, AS
PART OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994,
THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT WAS AMENDED TO REQUIRE THAT
ALL TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COMMISSION AT A PUBLIC HEARING BE
PRESENTED UNDER OATH. AS A RESULT, ALL OF THE WITNESSES WHO APPEAR

BEFORE THE COMMISSION THIS YEAR MUST BE SWORN IN BEFORE TESTIFYING.

GENERAL FARRELL AND MR. DONNELLY, WOULD YOU PLEASE RISE AND RAISE

YOUR RIGHT HANDS?

DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU ARE ABOUT

TO GIVE TO THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

SHALL BEE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH?

THANK YOU.

GENERAL FARRELL, YOU MAY BEGIN.







Defense Investigative Service
Base Realignment and Closure Commission Hearing Testimony
March 7, 1995

Introduction

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. I am John F.
Donnelly, Director of the Defense Investigative Service.

Mission Description

The principal mission of DIS is to conduct personnel security investigations for the
military departments, defense agencies, and industry. These investigations are used
by our customers for security clearances and other trustworthiness determinations.
Our other major mission is to oversee industrial facilities to ensure the protection
of classified defense information and material. We do this with 3,000 employees,
most of whom are located in the U.S.

Purpose of Testimony

The reason for my testimony today is to discuss DIS’ single BRAC recom-
mendation -- to redirect a 1988 BRAC decision for a major DIS component to
remain at Ft. Holabird, Maryland -- a position with which we agreed at the time.
Since 1988, however, the deterioration of the building has accelerated, making
relocation essential.

The DIS activity at Ft. Holabird, which is located in Dundalk, a suburb of
Baltimore, is the Investigations Control and Automation Directorate. It is
organized as a Personnel Investigations Center, a National Computer Center, and
an Office of Support Services. This facility is the heart and nerve center of DIS
for controlling and directing all DoD personnel security investigations world-wide.
It provides automation support for the entire agency as well as other DoD and
certain non-DoD agencies. It is also the repository for almost 3 million DIS




investigative files.

We have a work force of 458 civilian employees at this activity. They receive and
process nearly 775,000 personnel security investigations each year, respond to
nearly 206,000 requests for investigative files a year, and provide automation
services in support of our mission. They are presently housed in a Korean War era
building located on a seven acre site owned by the Army. That parcel of land is
what is left of Fort Holabird, which was almost completely converted to a
commercial business park in the mid-1970’s. In 1988 the only other DoD activity
at Ft. Holabird, the Army Crime Records Center, was realigned. DIS is the only
remaining activity.

Recommendation

We are recommending this facility for realignment under BRAC ’95 to a smaller,
modern building to be constructed on Ft. George G. Meade, Maryland, an existing

Army installation.

Rationale

Our recommendation is based on the rapidly deteriorating condition of the existing
building. In the last three years, for example, we spent over $319,000 for major
repairs to the facility. These costs were in addition to the $400,000 we pay the
Army each year under the annual Interservice Support Agreement to maintain the
building. We also employ a full-time maintenance staff for this location.

We’ve experienced many serious problems with the building. For example,
frequent air conditioning outages during hot summer weather have caused us to
dismiss employees on several occasions. We expect these outages to continue
because of the age and condition of the air conditioning system. We’ve also had
to call the fire department because of a hazardous condition caused by electrical
failure. A leaky roof, rusted water pipes that break, and foul emissions from a
nearby yeast plant add to the problems.

Late last year, the Army Corps of Engineers completed an engineering study of
the building. The study revealed the existing building fails to meet many code



requirements and contains potential health hazards such as asbestos, lead paint, and
PCB’s. The Engineers’ study concluded that it would cost us approximately $9.1
million to renovate the building.

If we renovate, it will stir up environmental problems. And we would still have
an old building with the same limitations it has now. We would also be left with
excess space we will not need. Renovation would also cause a major disruption to
operations because we would have to move to a temporary facility to allow for
complete renovation. We would then have to move back. If we realign instead of
renovate, the Army would be free to dispose of the property.

In addition to the worsening condition of the building, we are faced with a reduced
force structure which will decrease 42 % based on the projected end-strength by the
year 2000. Taking this into account, the existing building will contain more space
than we require.

Business Case

The analysis which I am going to describe for you shows that the best alternative
is a smaller building, constructed on available land at Ft. Meade, Maryland that
is designed for our future requirements and space needs. That is our proposal to
the Commission.

The cost to construct a smaller building is almost the same as it would be to
renovate the existing building. The cost of a new modern facility is $9.4 million
versus $9.1 million to renovate the old building. The return on investment with
this proposal is only 6 years.

If implemented, our proposal would support the objectives of the BRAC process
in several ways:

o It would eliminate the excessive costs required to continually repair a worn
out building.

o It would eliminate excess building space that is expensive to maintain.

o It would allow the Army to close and dispose of the remaining seven acres




of Ft. Holabird, which are located in an existing commercial industrial park
zoned for light industry.

O It would permit the elimination of eleven guards and maintenance personnel
who are required at the present facility.

o It would solve air quality and other environmental problems for our work
force.

o Most importantly, it would contribute to military readiness by minimizing
disruption of the DoD personnel security clearance program.

While we have applied the BRAC criteria to analyze our realignment, that method
has limitations with an agency such as DIS, as we are the only defense agency
chartered to process personnel security investigations. We provice a unique service
to the entire defense community and 22 other departments and agencies who
participate in the Defense Industrial Security Program.

In our case, we believe relocation outside of the Baltimore-Washington corridor
would significantly disrupt our operations for at least two years and would
ultimately impact on military readiness caused by delays in completing our
investigations. I say this because of our unique function. We would lose a
significant number of our case analysts, who direct and control investigations--and
it takes a minimum of two years to hire and train replacements. Except in a case
of a realignment within the Baltimore-Washington corridor, we would have to
duplicate most of our functions during the two-year implementation period.

There is also an unrecognized cost to the rest of the defense community to
consider when security clearances are delayed. In a 1981 GAO report to Congress,
the cost of a single day’s delay in security clearance processing was $43 for an
"industrial” security clearance and $21 for a "military" clearance. Last year the
Joint Security Commission reported that the figure had risen to $250 per day of
delay. Using the Commission figure, the daily cost of a move-related disruption
for this facility, when applied to the approximately 36,000 industrial investigations
that are pending on an average day, amounts to 82% of our proposal, in a single
day. The COBRA model does not provide for this expense which would be
dispersed throughout the entire defense community.




BRAC Process

I would now like to address some of the specific factors concerning the process we
followed to arrive at our proposal.

As we began collecting data for the BRAC °95 process, we looked very closely at
the process other defense agencies had followed in prior years. We formed a
BRAC Executive Group and a BRAC Working Group to perform the required
analyses. The DoDIG reviewed the DIS data collection process and validated the
data collected to support our BRAC recommendation to the 1995 Commission.

Of the required selection criteria, we performed a military value analysis and
applied the COBRA model to determine return on investment for several scenarios.
These scenarios were to lease space in an existing building, renovate the existing
building, or construct a new, smaller building on Ft. Meade. The latter alternative
proved to be one that makes the most sense.

The DIS BRAC Working Group followed the impact analysis and found that there
was very little negative impact (economic or otherwise) on the relocation site.
Among the studies conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers was an
environmental survey, which disclosed no environmental costs resulting from this
alignment, although $739,370 would be necessary if we renovated.

We propose construction on the smaller facility beginning in FY 1996 with
relocation in FY 1998, well within the six-year window for BRAC actions.

Using the COBRA model, it was determined that the total one-time cost to carry
out this recommendation is $11 million. During the two-year implementation
period, the net cost will be $0.7 million. But after that, the annual recurring
savings are $0.5 million, with a return on investment, according to the COBRA
model, in 6 years. The net savings over 20 years is $4 million reduced to present
value.

The Commission has requested that I address the relationship between our
recommendation to construct a smaller new facility on available land at Ft. Meade,
and the activity’s projected personnel levels. As I stated earlier these will decrease
by 42% due to increased automation. These future force levels and our current




building problems together necessitate realigning to a modern facility such as we
have recommended, for a closer fit between our future reduc=d work force and
space requirements.

The Commission indicated it also wants to know the role of the Joint Cross Service
Groups in developing our single recommendation. Since we are not dealing with
an issue that lends itself to cross-service consideration, the Groups did not
participate in our recommendation. DIS is the sole provider of the services we
perform for the defense community, and these services cannot be further
consolidated. '

Conclusion

In summary we are asking the Commission to consider our proposal to relocate
this important facility to a new and smaller building on Ft. Meade. The analysis
we performed, using BRAC selection criteria, shows this recommendation supports
the BRAC objectives to reduce costs and eliminate unnecessary space. Our
recommendation will not disrupt military readiness and warfighting capabilities.
Furthermore, our proposal will enable the Army to close Ft. Holabird completely
and dispose of the property.

Thank you for allowing me to testify today. Do you have any questions?
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Access to underground crawl space housing water supply lines
and first floor HVAC lines.
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Decaying concrete

steps at

front entrance to the building.
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Opening Testimony for DLA BRAC 95

Good afternoon. My name is Major General Lawrence P. Farrell and [
am the Principal Deputy Director for the Defense Logistics Agency at
Cameron Station in Alexandria, Virginia. [ also served as the Chairman for
the DLA BRAC Executive Group for the complete duration of this round of
the base closure and realignment process.

I would like to first refresh you on DLA's mission, then walk you
through DLA's BRAC 95 approach, outline our recommendations, and finally
present you with an overall summary of DLA's actions.

DLA is a combat support agency providing worldwide logistics support
and related services throughout the Department of Defense in the areas of
contract management, distribution management, and inventory management.
The Agency's goal is to be the provider of choice, around the clock, around
the world, providing logistics readiness at reduced cost thus enabling weapon
systems acquisition at reduced cost. To that end, we have implemented many
innovative business practices, such as direct vendor delivery, business
process engineering, electronic commerce/electronic data interchange which
will reduce lead-time and the cost of our services to our customers.

The DLA approach to BRAC 95 was consistent with the Public Law,
the Force Structure Plan, the DoD Selection Cnteria and OSD policy
guidance. Our step-by-step process outlined on this chart lead us to make
recommendations which are fully consistent with our DLA Strategic Plan, our
Concepts of Operations for our major business areas, and the Force Structure
Plan. Military judgment was exercised at each step in the process.




DLA cross-walked the DoD Selection Criteria which were developed
for the Military Services to Measures of Ment which allowed us to fully
address the Military Value of our activities. We used nussion scope, mission
surtability, operational efficiencies and expandability as our measures of
merit. Using a point system, activities within a category were evaluated in
each of these areas and point totals were used to determine the relative
Military Value. DLA also performed a Military Value analysis for the six
Installations that we manage for BRAC 95. Incidentally, this was an analysis
which we did not perform in the BRAC 93 round. It was a valuable tool as
we exercised our Military judgment.

Using a variety of inputs that included the DoD Force Structure Plan,
Military Value and Excess Capacity analyses, Risk Assessments, and
internally developed BRAC decision rules, we applied our Military Judgment
to identify feasible closure and realignment alternatives. We costed out these
alternatives, came up with recommendations, examined economic,
environmental and community impacts, and made our final decisions. The
Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems model, identified here, 1s
another analysis tool that DLA utilized in BRAC 95 to cost out depot
configurations based on transportation and infrastructure costs.

DLA maintained an objective, impartial approach to our analysis
process. We contracted with the Navy's Public Works Center Norfolk to
conduct an independent assessment of all of our facilities. The DoD
Inspector General worked closely with us through every step of our process.
They validated our BRAC data as well as our internal analytical processes.
" They attended all of our Executive Group and decision meetings. The GAO,
in their role as independent oversight, analyzed our decision-making process
in great detail. They also participated in our Executive Group and decision

meetings. -




As previously mentioned, the DLA BRAC Executive Group developed
a set of decision rules. These rules guided each of our decisions. Adherence
to them was monitored continuously. Our basic objectives were to close
mstallations and optimize costs and shared overhead where we elected to

stay.

Contract Management, Distribution Depors, and Inventory
Management categories of activities impacted by DLA's recommendations.

There are three Defense Contract Management Districts located in
Boston, Massachusetts; Atlanta, Georgia; and El Segundo, California, which
are responsible for management oversight of the contract administration
workload within their geographic districts.  The Defense Contract
Management Command International located in Dayton, Ohio, oversees
contract administration operations outside of the Continental United States.
These organizations are responsible for centering contract management
oversight within largest contractor concentrations, promoting uniform
application of DoD contract administration policy and resource planning.

-~

Our recommendations were based on the workload projections
reflected on this chart.  Procurement dollars in 1990--$136 billion. The
Agency projects a reduction to $78 billion by the year 2001. Thisis a
43 -percent reduction since 1990. As the Department continues to downsize,
DLA is projecting a 31 percent reduction in active contracts [463,000 in
1990 to 318,000 in 2001}, leading to a 51 percent reduction in the number of
contract administration offices, and a 42 percent reduction in personnel.

Based on the statistics we showed you on the previous chart, we
determined that there was excess capacity within this category. Looking at
the risks associated with any changes, we made the decision that we still
needed two districts and that realigning the Defense Contract Management




Command Intemnational was feasible. The concentration of workload is
reflected on the map in the lower right corner of this chart. Note the high
concentration of workload in the Northeastern United States and California.

The DLA recommendation to close the Defense Contract Management
District South in Atlanta was based on the high concentration of workload in
the Northeast and the high dollar value of weapon systems contracts which
are being managed in the Los Angeles basin. We deterined that an east to
west split of workload made more sense than a north to south split due to the
workload concentration on both the East and West coasts and the time zones.

The Defense Contract Management Command International
realignment to Fort Belvoir, Virginia, where it will be merged with the
Defense Contract Management Command Headquarters, will allow us to take
advantage of the location's proximity to the State Department and the
international support infrastructure in Washington, D.C. and the surrounding

areas.

DLA 1s also recommending the redirect of the Defense Contract
Management District West decision in BRAC 93 to allow us to buy a
building in Long Beach; California. DLA has explored the feasibility of
moving to a Military installation in the Los Angeles Basin area but we have
been unsuccessful. Our analysis indicates that the purchase of a building will
result in annual savings of $4.2 million.

Our recommendations will result in a net present value savings of
$165.7 million over twenty years and a steady state savings of $13.4 million
starting in the year 2000. A total of 348 personnel will be realigned or
redirected as a result of these actions and 136 personnel will be eliminated. -

These are the 23 Depots we reviewed in our BRAC 95 process. DLA
is currently operating four additional Depots located at Charleston, Pensacola,
Tooele, and Oakland; however, they were selected for closure in the BRAC
93 process. We did not reconsider these depots during this round of BRAC.




The DLA Distribution Depots receive, store, and issue wholesale and
retail materiel in support of DLA and the Military Services. DLA has two
types of depots. Those we have identified as stand-alone depots which are in
the shaded boxes on this chart.

These depots are “Stand-Alone” in the sense that they are not located
with maintenance or fleet support. They distribute a wide range of material to
customers in many locations. The remaining depots are collocated depots.
These depots are collocated with a major maintenance or fleet customer who
1s their primary customer. They also provide normal distribution services to
other regional customers and some limited worldwide support for specialized
Military Service-managed items.

As a combat support agency, DLA must be ready to respond to
mobilization requirements for both wartime and peacetime opeérations. The
distribution system must be able to support two Major Regional Conflicts.
Our Concept of Operations requires that we remain collocated where we have
a major maintenance or fleet customer. DLA will store material in close
proximity to customers where demand patterns dictate. We optimize
transportation costs between vendors, depots, and customers. We plan to
optimize use of the remaining storage while reducing overall system costs.
Hazardous material, subsistence, and other specialized commodities will be
stored in the minimum number of depots where specialized storage is

available.

As reflected on this chart, DLA's physical storage capacity exceeds our
current and projected storage space requirements. BRAC 95 provides DLA
with the opportunity, on a large scale, to save taxpayer dollars by downsizing
to our requirement. By 2001, DLA projects a requirement of 452 million
attainable cubic feet. As I will explain in subsequent charts, any deficit
realized through our BRAC 95 recommendations will be eliminated by
uttlizing excess capacity offered by the Services wherc we already have
distribution depots.




Through the force structure drawdown and DLA's initiatives, including
optimizing storage space, shifting workload to the private sector, and
incentivizing the customer to buy smarter, DLA projects that storage capacity
requirements will be reduced by 43 percent by the year 2001. A 52 percent
reduction in workload due to reduced inventory requirements and a
55 percent reduction in personnel who support that workload are projected.

Storage capacity or cube is the constraint within DLA relative to how
much we can close. We must size our distribution system to meet our
customers’ requirements. At the end of FY 94, DLA had 618 million
attainable cubic feet of storage space while our requirement is at 519 million
attainable cubic feet. Our Storage Management Plan which identifies
increases to storage requirements such as Army stocks currently stored at
Sennaca and Sierra Deports, which are closing in BRAC 95, European
returns and decreases resulting from Service and DLA [nventory Reductions
place our requirement for the year 2001. DLA closures in BRAC 95 reduce
storage capacity by 114 mullion attainable cubic feet resulting in capacity of
431 million attainable cubic feet. A shortfall of 21 million attainable cubic
feet is projected. As indicated earlier, DLA plans to use cross Service
transfers, if necessary, at collocated depot locations to make up any deficit in

storage capacity.

Throughput capacity is not a constraint. DLA measures its throughput
by bin, bulk open storage, and bulk covered storage. Even after
implementation of our BRAC 95 recommendations, DLA will still have

excess throughput capacity.

The Army recommended closure of two of its maintenance depots at
Letterkenny, Pennsylvania and Red River, Texas. Following our Concept of
Operations, DLA made the decision that closure of the maintenance activities
at these locations eliminated the need for a DLA presence there. Since the
Agency did not need the storage capacity, the Agency recommended the
closure of the DLA Distribution Depots at Letterkenny and Red River.




This dectsion still left the Agency with excess storage capacity. Since
our Concept states that we will remain at locations where maintenance and
fleet customers require dedicated support, no further closures in the
collocated category were feasible.

The Agency then examined our Stand-Alone Depots, their Military
Value, Installation Military Value, depot throughput and storage capacity,
and results of a Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems (SAILS)
model analysis. '

Our Concept of Operations requires two primary distribution depots,
one on the East Coast and one on the West Coast to support both wartime
and peacetime contingency operations. The two Depots at San Joaquin,
California and Susquehanna, Pennsylvania are both large storage depots
which are facilitized for high throughput capacity. They both ranked over
250 points higher than the other Stand-Alone Depots in our Military Value
analysis. They ranked second and fourth in the Installation Military Value
analysis. Both maintain Air Line of Communication and Containerization
Consolidation Point capabilities which are essential to support two Major
Regional Conflicts. They are located near military water and aerial ports of
embarkation for shipping materiel to a war zone--wherever that might be.
Both of these depots were removed from further analysis.

~3-

After following the Service maintenance depot closures, the Agency
still has an excess of over 60 million attainable cubic feet of storage capacity.

Four Stand-Alone Depots remained for review.

The Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio, ranked lowest in the
Stand-Alone Military Value analysis. However, the Columbus installation on
which the depot is located ranked number one. Closure of this depot on an
installation where DLA and many other Defense tenants are housed would
not result in a base closure. While the Agency does not need the throughput
capacity of the depot, the storage capacity could be used o store war reserve
and slow-moving stocks. This would allow the Agency to dramatically
reduce staffing at this location (from approximately 500 down to 50




personnel) while retamning the storage capacity. Therefore, we chose to
realign the Depot rather than consider it for closure.

The Defense Distribution Depot Riclimond, Virginia, was also
removed from further analysis. While 1t ranked fifth in the Stand-Alone
Depot Military Value analysis, the Richmond installation on which it is
housed ranked third. As with the Columbus Depot, a closure of the
Richmond Depot would not result in a base closure. Additionally, the
Richmond Depot serves as a backup to our Depot located at Norfolk,
Virginia, which supports the single largest fleet concentration within the
United States. The Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems
(SAILS) model favors Richmond as a storage and throughput site. Based on
the results of an independent facilities inspection, this installation is the best
maintained in the Agency. |

Two depots remained in the Stand-Alone category--the Distribution
Depot at Memphis, Tennessee and the Distribution Depot at Ogden, Utah.
Both of these depots tied for third place in our Military Value analysis, but -
the difference between third and sixth place was only 37 points. Both depots
are on installations with tenants with a smaller population and number of
significant missions resulting in their ranking lowest in our Installation
Military Value analysis. Each depot closure will also result in a base closure.

DLA's final recommendations in our depot category are to close the
collocated depots at Letterkenny, Pennsylvania and Red River, Texas, as a
follow-on to the Army's maintenance closures at those locations. Close the
two Stand-Alone Distribution Depots located at Memphis, Tennessee and
Ogden, Utah, both of which will result in base closures. Our final
recommendation to realign the Distribution Depot at Columbus, Ohio, will
allow us to take advantage of the depot’s storage capacity for war reserve and
slow-moving stocks while dramatically reducing staffing at this location.

These recommendations will result in a Net Present Value savings of
$874.4 million over twenty years and a steady state savings of $87.9 million,
starting in the year 2001. As a direct result of these BRAC
recommendations, 3,148 positions will be realigned and 1,748 positions will

be eliminated.




DLA estimates that $58 million in MILCON will be required to
implement these recommendations. Approximately $35 million of this cost is
for the construction of hardstand for vehicle storage at our Distribution Depot
in Anniston, Alabama. Additionally, there are costs included for the
renovation of office space and hazardous materiel storage space associated
with the closure of our Distnbution Depots in Ogden, Memphis and the
realignment of Columbus.

The five DLA Inventory Control Points (ICPs) manage over 80 percent
of DoD’s consumable items. Consumable items, other than fuel, fall into two
broad groups: Troop and General Support items and Weapon System items.
Because of the unique nature of the Fuels commodity, the Defense Fuel
Supply Center (DFSC) was removed from consideration. Since the Defense
Personnel Support Center (DPSC) is the primary troop support item manager,
it was considered only as a receiver.

Because of the nature of the commodities within the Troop and General
Support and the Weapon System group, each requires a different leveland
intensity of management. Our Concept of Operations focuses our efforts
accordingly.

Force Structure reductions have a direct effect on supply management
workload. Fewer Service members and less Service investment in major
weapons systems reduce demand for consumable items. The Agency is also
aggressively pursuing better and smarter ways of doing business, leveraging
technology, reducing inventory, and relying more on commercial acquisition
practices, particularly for Troop and General Support items.

We project a 14 percent reduction in sales between 1992 and the year
2001. Inventory value projections reflect a 43 percent reduction. This does
not include the projected receipt of $6.5 billion in consumble item transfer



between 1992 and 2001. A 32 percent reduction in personnel is projected
during this same time period.

DLA analyzed a number of options to achieve more concentrated
management of Troop and General Support and Weapon System items. As
we proceeded with the analysis, several things became obvious. We would
not close Columbus, which primanly manages weapon system items. The
Defense Personnel Support Center in Philadelphia has unique experience in
* managing troop support items, and already manages only Troop and General

Support items.

Our analysis of capacity and of the rnisk inherent in singling-up
management of the vast number of Weapon System items led us to conclude
that two Weapon System ICPs were necessary and appropriate. Richmond is
our best installation, and the Distribution Depot there will remain open.
Therefore, we concluded that disestablishing the Defense Industrial Supply
Center in Philadelphia was in the best interest of DLA.

Disestablishing DISC-and realigning Federal Supply Classes to achieve
two Weapon System ICPs and one Troop and General Support ICP support
the Supply Management Concept of Operations, at an acceptable level of
mission risk, and an immediate return on investment.

This recommendation will result in a net present value savings of
* $236.5 million over twenty years and a steady state savings of $18.4 million
starting in the year 2001. As a direct reult of this recommendation, 335
positions will be realigned and 408 positions will be eliminated.

Disestablishing DISC and delaying the relocation of DPSC to the
Aviation Supply Office installation allows us to realize a cost avoidance by
not renovating more warehouse space than necessary.

10



Assuming no economic recovery, the nct 1mpact of our
recommendations is a maximum potential loss of 2,296 direct jobs.

DLA’s recommendations conform to our Concept of Operations and
reflect DoD Force Structure drawdowns. Implementing DLA’s
recommendations will reduce infrastructure costs, appropriately match the
Agency’s capacity with its workload, and posture DLA to best meet our
customer’s requirements at reduced cost.

If DLA’s recommendations are accepted, the Department of Defense
will realize a $1.3 billion net present value savings over 20 years, and a
steady state savings of $120 million each year.
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.Y e Provider of choice Distribution Depots
fi @ih‘h&m * Around the Clock - Around the World
N e ® Providing readiness at reduced cost and
Inventory helping offset service programmatic cuts

M [ 4
anagement * By leveraging our corporate resources

against global logistics targets, and

e Finding savings through teams, business
L.E/D \ practices, and technology breakthroughs
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" Recom men’f’ Jation

DCMD Regional Headqu

ose: DCMDS, Realign DCMCI
Redirect: DCMDW
Period: 1996 === 1999

Personnel

Realigned/ Redirected: 348
Eliminated: 136

MILCON: $5.37M*
Savings ($M)

NPV (1996 - 2016): -1657M
Steady State: 134AM (FY 00)
ROI year: Immediate

*Does Not Include $11.0M Cost Avoidance in FY96
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STORAGE
~CAPACITY

s ‘ | "452‘
43% REDUCTION

INCENTIVIZE::CUSTOMER 'ro BUY SMARTER

'WORKLOAD 1
THROUGHPUT - |




1994 emmmesmmel) 2001 (POST BRAC)
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ACTIVITY MILITARY VALUE
1. DDJC 822
2. DDSP 759
3. DDMT 505
4. DDOU 505
5. DDRV 481
6. DDCO 468

1. Closed Depots Linked to Service Closures ‘
-- Review CONOPs/Decision Rules
-- Remaining Collocated Depots Preserved

INSTALLATION MILITARY VALUE

1. Columbus

2. New Cumberiand
3. Richmond

4. Tracy/Sharpe

5. Ogden

6. Memphis

- Clear Distinction in Military Value Rankings

- East and West Coast PDS's

- Facilitized for High Throughput

- Largest Storage Capacity

- Designated ALOC & CCP Locations

767
681
649
623
611
559

DEPOT CAPACITY

DDJC
DDSP
DDMT
DDOU
DDCO
DDRV

77.8M (ACF)
69.6
34.0
31.8
28.6
27.3

812001




. Four depots left for review

storage vice closure
- Minimal depot staff remains

. Still have ~ 60M ACF excess projected, can close two

additional stand-alone depots

DDRYV removed from consideration
- DDRYV third ranked DLA installation

_Would not result in a closure

- Major backup for fleet support in Norfolk
- Optimizes annual system cost in SAILS model
- Best depot facility condition in DLA

-

. Convert DDCO to war reserve/slow moving

ANNUAL SYSTEM COSTS
SAILS RESULTS, CLOSE:
DDMT + DDOU = $251M
DDMT + DDRV = 261
DDOU + DDRV = 256

Conclusion: Close two installations




Close: Letterkenny, Ogden, Red River, Memphis
Realign: Columbus OGOEN

Period: 1996== 2000 EL'

Personnel /

| Realigned: 3148 ‘
Eliminated: 1748 %’h

MILCON: $58.0M
Savings ($M)

coluMBus  LETTERKENNY |-
NPV (1996 - 2016): -8744M

HE MEMPHIS
RéD RIVER
Steady State: 87.9M (FY 01) ¢

ROI: 2001 (1yr) Reduce Capacity to Requirement

¢ Support customer decisions

* Max use of existing underutilized capacity




Defense
Construction

Supply Center Defense Industrial
Supply Center

Defense Personnel
Suppoart Center

Defense Fuels
Supply Center

p efense General
Supply Center

TWO COMMODITY TYPES MANAGED

- Weapons System

Long Leadtime

Specialized Tooling

Not Available Commercially
Tighter Performance Specifications

Troop & General

Short Leadtime

Higher Volume

Streamlined Acquisition Process
Readily Available Commercially

161001



Vendors

Démand

'EC/EDI

LR —

BETTER, FASTER, CHEAPER

| TWO COMMODITY TYPES MANAGED

Troop & General Weapons System

Short Leadtime ' Long Leadtime

Higher Volume Specialized Tooling

Streamlined Acquisition Process Not Available Commercially
Readily Available Commercially Tighter Performance Specifications

" 862001
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Item Management posture
- Mission risk dictates 2 Weapons System ICP's, 1 T&G

b
2. Military value removes DCSC from consideration

3. Installation military value strongly supports
keeping Richmond installation open

4. Decision: Close DISC
Single up T&G at DPSC
Split Weapon System Management
between DGSC and DCSC

. HARDWAREICP
_ MILITARY VALUE RESULTS

' pesc 740
DGSC 567
DISC 531

" INSTALLATION MILITARY VALUE

1. Columbus . 767
2, New Cumberland 681

3. Richmond - 649
4. Tracy\Sharpe 623
- 5. Odgen 611

-6. Memphis 559

912001
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Stockton
+504 i

Ogden
-1113

/
Los Angeles
+22

Battle Creek Boston

\

97 Columbus &/ +21

-723
«fw ‘L New Cumberland
: "r:' +386
‘ ‘ e chambersburg

+52

Texarkana
- 821

” /1\: Philadelphia \
’ji Fort Bel\;oir

Richmond
+359

Memphis
-1300
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DISTRIBUTION

23 Depots 18 Depots
11 Sites > ;5 Sites

SUPPLY
5 Inventory Control Points ' eesemssm——) 4 |[CPs
CONTRACT MANAGEMENT | |

3 DiStriCES e ———————— - 2 DCMDs 33% |
1 Command 0 Commands Rlili¥s

THE BOTTOM LINE:

Meeting Customer Readiness and Weapon
Systems Acquisition Requirements at Reduced Cost

A Reduction of 22% in Replacement Value of DIA
Infrastructure Reviewed, a 4% Reduction in Current Workforce.
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Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN HAROLD FORD, TENNESSEE

17. After Desert Storm, the DLA undertook a study of its depots’ performance,
“An Assessment of Container and Rail handling Capabilities at DLA Depots”, 30
January 1991.

What were the results of that report, and were they used in the evaluation
process?

Why was this report not taken into account?

18.  Was the impact a base closure would have on economically disadvantaged
communities considered by DLA when they assessed the economic impact of their
recommendations?

Did DLA compare the overall unemployment rate of the community in
relation to the unemployment rate of the rest of the state and surronding areas?

Do you believe the Commission should use this comparison as a criteria in
its decision making process?

11



BRAC 95 COMMISSION
QUBSTIONS FOR DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

1. Why does data reflected in the COBRA model drastically
deviate from data submitted by the installation, specifically thor
costas assoclatod with movement of wholesale/retail assets {n
storage at the Defenae Digtribution Depot Red River to the
Defense Distribution depots at Anniston and San Joaquin and to
dapot *X*?

2. Defense Logistio Agency’s basis for anulysis for co-located
depots was "when a military service determ.ned that a maintenance
depot was sgsurplus to their needs, Defanse Logiltica Agenay would

consider closing co-located distribution functions."™ The logie

waas two fold:

Firat, the maintenance depot is by far the biggest customer and
primary reason for Defense Logistics Agency presence. Question:
8inca Defense Distribution Depot Red River supports the
Haintenance function at Red River Army Depot and Port Hocd at
equal pézcantages of overall workload, how does Defunse Logistics
Agency jumtify categorizing support to Red River maintenance as
being by far Defense Distribution Depct Red River‘a bigges:

custcmer when eighty percent of the customars arae off baas?

Second, completae aloaure of the facilities infrastructure
generateg the best economic retura to Depactment ¢f Defensae.

Question: Since Army recommendsg leaving taie ammunition mission,




w

(-

School of Engineering and Logistics, and rubber products facility
open at Red River and since the operatlon will require base
operations support, Red River maintenance, sewaga, water plant
maintenance, rail orew support, and power station maintenanca,
how does just changing the command to Lone Star Army Ammunition

Plant reduce the infrasgtructure costs for Departmant of Defense?

3. Was the combined military value and cout of closura cf the
co-located facilities of Red Ri;ér Army Depot, Lome Stax. Army
Ammunition Plant, Defense Logisgtics Agency distribution depct
(DDRT), and their tenants condidered in tho overall evaluation aas

requested of the Army, Defense Logistics Agency, and Department

of Defense by the cammunity?

B e o




4 7. Supply support for contingency operations by doctrine* depend upon

w strategic airlift. Where is the assessment of strategic airlift
capability in this analysis? Is it given the appropriate amount of
weaight compared to administrative criteria?

* Army Field Manual FM 100-5 Chap 12

8. The DLA ranked stand-alone depots for military value. Both the DoD
and BRAC use military value as the most important selection criteria.
Among stand-alone depots, DDMT was ranked third in military value
and recommended for closure. However, DLA chose to maintain
Richmond and Columbus, which ranked 3th and 6th. [f military value
is regarded so highly, why did DLA completely disregard it with
respect to stand-alone depots?

g. Defense Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT) ranked third behind Defense

Distribution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) and Defense Distribution

Depot Susquehanna (DDSP). Both DDJC and DDSP are not single

entities as DDMT is. DDJC includes two depots (Tracy, CA and the
Sharpe Army Depot). DDSP includes the DLA Mechanicsburg Depot

and the New Cumberland Army Depot. In fact the Mechanicsburg

Depot and the New Cumberland Depots are 11 miles apart. Fcr what
reasons were they lumped together, and how did this effect their
individual military value scores?

/ 10. DDMT has far superior access to transportation systems (highways,
rail systems, airports etc.). Despite this superiority, DDMT only
' scored third in the mission suitability section of the military value

test. How much weight does this crucial distribution factor carry in
the test?

11. DDMT has far superior access to commercial transportation modes
and the Department of Defense has recently contracted with the
Federal Express Corporation for a premium transportation service
where "critical” material can be delivered at maximum speed. Were
these factors taken into consideration when rating DDMT?

12, "Direct vendor delivery"” was used in the DLA Detailed Analysis as a reason
DDMT (and other depots) would see a decline in the need for
warehousing and distributing materials. The dulk of DDMT's
distribution materials are food supples, clotning and medical
supplies. How much will "direct vendor delivery"” have on these
particular materials?

DDMT specializes in the assembly of B3-rations so that fieid
commanders receive one containerized saipment which includes all
necessary materiais Tor oa meal (food. szalt, water, utensils, oty for
their particular sive Jorce. Will "direct vendor deliveries” replace
“his systemn?

R NN v
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Defense Logistics Agency
GENERAL

1. Major General Farrell, did the Office of the Secretary of Defense remove or

add any installation closures or realignments from your recommendations to the
Secretary?

If so, will you please elaborate on the specifics?

2. Major General Farrell, did anyone in the administration instruct you not to
place any specific installations on your list to the Secretary of recommended

closures and realignments?
If so, which ones and for what reasons?

3. Major General Farrell, did the Office of the Secretary of Defense instruct your
Service to place or not to place any specific installations for closure or
realignment on your listed recommendations to the Secretary?

If so, will you please elaborate on the specifics?

4. Major General Farrell, will the Defense Logistics Agency have excess capacity
in any major categories or installation groupings if the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendations are accepted by this commission? Please elaborate.

5. Major General Farrell, did you or the Office of the Secretary of Defense
remove any installations from the recommendations solely for reasons of
environmental or economic impact? Please elaborate.

6. Major General Farrell, given the limitations on the base closure process by
current Title 10 restrictions and the fact that excess capacity will more than likely
remain after this last and final round under the current Base Closure Law, what
method would you recommend for consideration in future base closure efforts?

7. Major General Farrell, have you provided to the commission all of the
information that you used in your decision-making process? If not, would you
please provide it within the next five days?




Defense Logistics Agency
PROCESS

1.  Maj Gen Farrell, could you please explain the overall philosophy the
Defense Logistics Agency used this year to decide which of its facilities would be

closed or realigned.

What specific factors did you consider when closing or realigning a Defense
Logistics Agency facility?

2. Maj Gen Farrell, what determines military value, and what were the points
within the military value calculations which differentiated one installation from
another?

3. Maj Gen Farrell, how much of your decisions were dependent upon the
service’s decisions?

Were there any service concerns which were raised which caused you some
difficulty? If so, what were they and how were they resolved?

Were all possible options considered? Were there any installations
excluded from consideration? If so, why?

4. Maj Gen Farrell, for all of the Defense Logistics Agency’s closure and
realignment decisions, what will be the total one time costs and steady state
savings?

On average, at what year will you begin to break-even? Were there other
options which would have yielded more savings? If so, why didn’t you select
those options?




Defense Logistics Agency
PROCESS, continued

5.  Maj Gen Farrell, if all of the recommended closures and realignments are
completed, what is the decrease in Defense Logistics Agency personnel by
number and cost?

What percentage reduction does this represent?
6.  Maj Gen Farrell, do any of your recommendations result in construction
cost avoidance’s for construction or modifications authorized by the 1991

Commission?

What are those costs and which installations are affected?
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Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS

BACKGROUND:

The Defense Distribution Depots store and distribute the consumable items
managed by the Inventorv Control Points. The Department of Defense report
recommends that two stand-alone Defense Distribution Depots be closed--the
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee and the Deferise Distribution
Depot, Ogden, Utah with its materials being relocated to other storage space
within the Department of Defense Distribution System. This action will result in
1300 direct job losses at Memphis and 1113 direct job losses ar Ogden. The
report also recommends that two follow-on depots be closed--Defense
Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA and Defense Distribution Depot Red River,
TX. This action will result in 378 direct job losses at Letterkenny and 821 direct
job losses at Red River.

1. Maj Gen Farrell, what percentage of your overall distribution depot
capacity will be reduced by the recommended closures/realignments?

Will there be enough capacity in the remaining distribution depot system to
accommodate the inventories that need to be moved from the proposed closed
depots during the transition period?

Does this leave you with enough depot capacity to meet any unforeseen
future operational needs?

2. Maj Gen Farrell, will the Defense Logistics Agency still have excess depot
capacity if all of the recommended closures and realignments are implemented?

If so, why were more facilities not recommended for closure?




Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

3. Maj Gen Farrell, arecent U. S. General Accounting Office report on
inventory reduction indicates that the Department of Defense has about 130

million item cube of material that should be excessed.

Could you have closed more depots in this round of BRAC if those
inventory reductions were to occur?

4, Maj Gen Farrell, has the transfer of consumable items from the services to
the Defense Logistics Agency been completed?

If not, when will this be completed, and how did you factor this into your
depot capacity requirements?

5. Maj Gen Farrell, if the excess capacity available to the Defense Logistics
Agency through the services was considered, and all the Defense Logistics
Agency closure and realignment recommendations are completed, what effect will
there be on your capacity requirements if the Commission adds other service
maintenance depots to the closure list?
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Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

6. Maj Gen Farrell, in 1993 the Defense Logistics Agency stated that there was
no need for additional distribution space on the west coast. In fact, I’m told that
this year the complex computer model you used for analyzing inventory storage
locations also did not support any additional storage requirement on the west

coast.

In a recent letter to James Klugh, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Logistics, Vice Admiral Straw stated that the Defense Logistics Agency views any
offer of additional space “solely as an insurance hedge” and that “any offers of
space to DLA should carry no weight in the determination of whether a base/depot

remains open”.

On the other hand, at last weeks March 1st hearing, Secretary of Defense Perry
stated: “The Defense Logistics Agency was able to this time take into use the
logistics facilities capacity available in the Air Force, I believe, especially at
McClellan, so that they were able to do some downsizing in the Defense Logistics
Agency and make use of Air Force logistics capacity”.

I’m told that the Air Force offered the Defense Logistics Agency storage space in
the neighborhood of 11 million Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF).

There seems to be some inconsistency here. On one hand your agency indicated
that no further requirement exists on the west coast for additional storage capacity.
On the other hand, the Secretary of Defense stated that one reascon for downsizing
rather than closing a major west coast installation was to support the Defense
Logistics Agency with additional storage.

General, your recommendation is to close the distribution depot at Ogden. If the
recommendation is accepted by this Commission, does the Defense Logistics
Agency intend to use any additional storage space other than that which is
presently in use by the agency on the west coast?

If so, where and for how long will you require this additional storage?




Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

Did the computer model you used for inventory location (SAILS - Strategic
Analysis of Inventory Logistics Systems) in fact indicate that no new storage
facilities were required on the west coast?

Did you in any way alter the initial recommendation of the model? If so,
how and why?

The Air Force Logistics Center policy is to down size in place rather than
close. On the west coast, a large Defense Logistics Agency presence would help
justify retention of an installation.

At any time, was there an agreement made with any Air Force or any other
individual, internal or external to the Department of Defense, which would assure
a continued Defense Logistics Agency presence at any Air Logistics Center.

7.  Maj Gen Farrell, the Defense Logistics Agency is reducing the need to store
inventories at defense depots through direct vendor delivery and prime vendor
programs.

Were future increases in direct and prime vendor deliveries considered
when the Defense Logistic Agency’s capacity requirements wers determined?

If so, what percentage of inventory reductions were attributed to
direct/prime vendor delivery?

If this was not considered, why not?

8. Maj Gen Farrell, to what extent did you consider privatizing Defense
Logistic Agency functions and/or activities?
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Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

13. Maj Gen Farrell, the Memphis community has stated that the Defense
Logistics Agency has been transferring workload from Memphis to other Defense

Depots.
Is this contention accurate?

If so, was the Memphis Depot adversely affected in the military value
calculation?

14  Maj Gen Farre]l, the 1993 BRAC directed that DoD’s tactical missile
maintenance work be consolidated at Letterkenny.

In light of this, has the Letterkenny Defense Distribution Depot made any
infrastructure changes to accommodate the increased workload?

If so, what changes were made, and what were the costs to make these
changes?

How much of the Defense Distribution Depot’s workload would be directly
related to the missile maintenance work versus other customers?

What is presently being stored at the depot?




Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

15.  Maj Gen Farrell, only 12% of the Red River Defense Distribution Depot’s
mission relates to the direct support of the Red River Army Depot.

Did you consider keeping the Red River Defense Distribution Depot open in
spite of the Army’s decision to close its depot, given that over 85% of its mission
is to support other customers?

If so, what consideration was this given?

What costs would there be to the Defense Logistics Agency to maintain the
depot versus what it costs them now?

QUESTION FROM SENATOR DAVID PRYOR, ARKANSAS

16. Maj Gen Farrell, the Department of the Army was requested to consider the
cost of moving the Defense Logistics Agency activity at the Red River Army
Depot in its analysis of total closure costs. The community has estimated the cost
to be in excess of $300 million for such a move.

Is this estimate consistent with the costs calculated by the Defense Logistics
Agency?

10




Defense Logistics Agency
DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS, continued

0. Maj Gen Farrell, I am aware that the Defense Logistic Agency is testing a
premium services delivery program with FedEx. This program allows the
Defense Logistic Agency to store high turnover items at a FedEx facility.

What impact could this have on future depot storage capacity requirements
if the program is successful?

10.  Maj Gen Farrell, your Richmond and Columbus Depots rated lowest in their
category of military value analysis. Yet you are recommending the closure of
your Memphis and Ogden Depots.

Why didn’t you close the Richmond and Columbus Depots?
11. Maj Gen Farrell, what went into the military value analysis decision to close
the defense distribution depots at Memphis, Tennessee and Ogden, Utah?

What economic factors were considered?

What other options were considered, and why were these options rejected?

What will your total capacity reduction be as a result of closing these two
depots?

What percentage of your total capacity does this represent?
How will the present mission requirements of these depots be handled?
12. Maj Gen Farrell, in your decision to close the Memphis Defense

Distribution Depot, how much what weight was given to its central location and
excellent access to all types of transportation?




Defense Logistics Agency
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS

Background:

The Inventory Control Points, which there are presently five, manage
DoD’s consumable items, such as spare parts, food, clothing, medical, and
general supplies. The Department of Defense report recommends that one
Inventory Control Point be disestablished--the Defense Industrial Supply Center
(Philadelphia, PA)--with its mission being distributed to two of the remaining
Inventory Control Points--Defense Construction Supply Center (Columbus, OH)
and Defense General Supply Center (Richmond, VA). This action will result in
385 direct job losses at Philadelphia and 335 job gains at Richmond.

1. Maj Gen Farrell, you are recommending a major change in operations at
your Inventory Control Points.

Why did you decide to realign your workload by troop and general support
and weapon system items?

Why are you proposing only two weapon system inventory control points?

2. Maj Gen Farrell, you are recommending disestablishing one Inventory
Control Point, the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) in Philadelphia, and
distributing the management of its weapon system-related items to the Inventory
Control Points at Richmond (Defense General Supply Center [DGSC)) and
Columbus (Defense Construction Supply Center [DCSC]).

Why was the Defense Industrial Supply Center chosen as the Inventory
Control Point to be disestablished as opposed to the Defense General Supply
Center or the Defense Construction Supply Center?

What military value analysis was done?

What is your risk to having only two weapon system-related items
Inventory Control Points?

12




Defense Logistics Agency
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS, continued

3. Maj Gen Farrell, The Navy contends that significant synergy exists between
the Naval Aviation Supply Office and the Defense Industrial Supply Center and
that these two organizations should remain collocated.

Did you evaluate the lost synergy between these two organizations?
What economic factors were considered?

What other realignment options were considered, and why were those
options rejected?

4.  Maj Gen Farrell, in 1993 you wanted to move two Inventory Control Points-
-Defense Personnel Support Center and Defense Industrial Supply Center--out of
Philadelphia and relocate them into new construction in New Cumberland, PA.
The 1993 Commission decision resulted in both organizations remaining in
Philadelphia. In 1995 you want to split the two organizations.

What changed between 1993 and 1995 to alter the Defense Logistic Agency
recommendation?

5. Maj Gen Farrell, according to your data, your decision to disestablish the

Defense Industrial Supply Center will result in a direct loss of only 385 jobs.
Currently, there are approximately 1800 civilian employees in this organization.

Will the remaining 1400 jobs be absorbed into the Defense Personnel
Support Center (DPSC), which will remain in Philadelphia?

If so, will the increase in the number of line items to be handled at the
Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) require an increase ir. the current
workforce by 1400 employees?

If not, what will happen to these 1400 employees?

If theses jobs are scheduled to be eliminated, why are they not included in
your economic impact analysis?

13




Defense Logistics Agency
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS, continued

6. Maj Gen Farrell, how can an increase of only 335 jobs at the Defense
General Supply Center in Richmond, VA and no increase in jobs at the Defense
Construction Supply Center in Columbus, OH accommodate the: relocation of the
workload currently being done at the Defense Industrial Supply Center?

7.  Maj Gen Farrell, an additional 200,000 to 400,000 consumable items are
scheduled to be transferred to the Defense Logistics Agency from the services in
1995.

What is the mix of these items between weapon system and troop and
general support?

Are more item transfers planned in the coming years?

With your planned reduction in inventory control points, will you have
enough capacity to handle the additional workload? If so, how?

If not, did you consider keeping the Defense Industrial Supply Center open
to accommodate the increased workload?

14
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Defense Logistics Agency
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS, continued

8. Maj Gen Farrell, during BRAC 1993, to accommodate the additional
personnel (approximately 3,000) coming to the Aviation Supply Office compound
from the Defense Personnel Support Center, it was estimated that there would be
approximately $46 million in renovation costs.

Do you still plan to accommodate approximately the same number of
employees at this installation?

If so, are building renovations still needed? What are these costs?
If not, why are building renovations not needed?

If total renovation will not be necessary is there a construction cost
avoidance if this recommendation is approved?

Did you delay making any extensive renovations at the Aviation Supply
Office compound and delay moving the Defense Personnel Support Center to the
compound in order to make your current recommendation and thus avoid
construction costs?

15




Defense Logistics Agency
CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS

BACKGROUND:

The Defense Contract Management Districts provide command and control,
operational support, and management oversight for 90 Defense Contract
Management Area Operations and Defense Plant Representative Offices located
throughout the United States. There are presently three Defensz Contract
Management District Offices. There used to be five. BRAC 1993 approved the
disestablishment of two of these offices. The 1995 Department of Defense report
recommends that one (Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta,
GA) of the three remaining offices also be disestablished with its mission being
relocated to the Defense Contract Management District Northeast in Boston, MA
and the Defense Contract Management District in El Segundo, CA. This action
will result in 169 direct job losses in Georgia and 20 job gains in the two
remaining locations.

1. Maj Gen Farrell, would you describe the analysis which resulted in the
decision to close the Defense Contract Management District South in Georgia as
opposed to the one in Massachusetts or California?

2. Maj Gen Farrell, the Department of Defense report which addresses the
Defense Logistics Agency recommendations states that having only two Defense
Contract Management District offices presents only ‘a moderate risk’.

What do you mean by ‘a moderate risk’?
3. Maj Gen Farrell, the Department of Defense report also states that as a
result of the drawdown, you expect a decline in the number of Area Operations

Offices and Plant Representative Offices.

About how many offices do you expect to be eliminated in the future?

16
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Defense Logistics Agency
CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS, continued

4. Maj Gen Farrell, could the remaining two Defense Contract Management
District offices handle a further increase in workload should the military system
go through a build up without a substantial increase in personnel?

If so, how would this be handled?

If not, how many people would have to be hired at these “wo locations, and

would the additional personnel require the need to obtain additional workspace?

5. Maj Gen Farrell, you recommended the closure of your Contract
Management District in Georgia, but I note in your analysis thar the Contract
Management District in California aiso ranked low in military value.

Did you consider closing the Western District?

If so, what would be the costs and savings of closing this district versus the
one in Georgia?

-If not, why was this option not evaluated?

17
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Defense Logistics Agency
CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS, continued

6. Maj Gen Farrell, the 1993 BRAC authorized the Defense Contract
Management District West to move from leased space in El Segundo to “Long
Beach Naval Shipyard, California, or space obtained from exchange or land for
space between the Navy and the Port Authority/City of Long Beach area.” You
now want, through a redirect action, to expand the options to include

“to a purchased office building, whichever is the most cost-effective for DoD.”

Have you obtained cost estimates for the purchase of an office building?

How long do you anticipate waiting until a decision is made to move to
Department of Defense property or to buy?

If you can’t get into a government building, would it be cheaper to stay in
leased space?

If so, would it be cheaper to remain at your current location?
Can the District Office be located anywhere in the west coast area?

If so, have you or will you look at existing military installations with excess
capacity in both California and neighboring states?

18
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Defense Logistics Agency
ECONOMIC/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. Maj Gen Farrell, to what extent did you analyze the cumulative economic
impact of DLA closure/realignment decisions?

How did you define cumulative economic impact?

Did the cumulative economic impact analysis cause you to alter your
decision to close or realign any facility?

2. Maj Gen Farrell, are there any environmental concerns or hazards at these
locations?

w'

If so, what are they, and what is the cost of resolving them?

19




Defense Investigative Service
BACKGROUND

DOD Recommendation:

Relocate the Defense Investigative Service (DIS), Investigations Control and
Automation Directorate (IC&AD) from Fort Holabird, Maryland, to a new facility
to be built on Fort Meade, Maryland, 18 miles away. This proposal is a redirect
from the recommendations of the 1988 Base Closure Commission. Once the
Defense Investigative Service (DIS) vacates the building on Fort Holabird, the base
will be vacant.

Impact:

This recommendation will not result in a change in employment in the
Baltimore area because all affected jobs will remain in that area. 425 personnel will
relocate if the recommendation is approved.

Justification:

The Defense Investigative Service (DIS) is located in a Korean War era
building. The building is in disrepair has cost over $319,000 in repairs since fiscal
year 1991 in addition to the annual cost of approximately $400,000. A recent Corps
of Engineers building analysis indicated that the cost to bring the building up to code
and to correct the environmental deficiencies would cost Defense Investigative
Service (DIS) approximately $9.1 million. A military construction project on Fort
Meade is estimated by the Corps of Engineers to cost $9.4 million.
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Defense Investigative Service
PROCESS

1. Mr. Donnelly, the 1988 Commission stated that the Defense Investigative
Service (DIS) Investigations Control and Automation Directorate (IC&AD) was
adequately housed at Fort Holabird and should remain there.

Could you please explain to the Commission why you are requesting a
change from that decision?

2. Mr. Donnelly, what specific factors did you consider in your decision to
move the Investigations Control and Automation Directorate (IC&AD)?

3. Mr. Donnelly, were all possible options considered in the decision to move
the Investigations Control and Automation Directorate (IC&AD)?

If so, what other options were considered, and what were the one time costs,
steady state savings and break-even years for these options?

If not, why were other options not considered?

4.  Mr. Donnelly, if the recommended realignment is completed, will this result
in any decrease in Defense Investigative Service (DIS) personnel?

5. Mr. Donnelly, what, if any, is the cumulative economic impact of moving the
facility from its present location?

How did you define cumulative economic impact




Defense Investigative Service
COSTS

1.  Mr. Donnelly, do you plan to renovate existing facilities at Fort Meade or
construct a new building? What are the one time costs associated with moving the

facility to Fort Meade?

What are your current operating costs at Fort Holabird?
What are your operating cost estimates at Fort Meade?
2. Mr. Donnelly, your detailed analysis only addresses three options: renovating

your existing building; leasing space in the Baltimore area; and constructing a
building on Fort Meade.

Are there existing facilities at Fort Meade that could be renovated to meet
your needs instead of building a new facility?

If not, are there existing facilities at other Department of Defense locations
that could be renovated, which would result in a lower cost than constructing a new
building? If so, why were these locations not considered?

3. Mr. Donnelly, when will steady state savings occur if this move is approved?

4, Mr. Donnelly, according to the analysis of your decision to move from Fort
Holabird, the Investigations Control and Automation Directorate (IC&AD) is in the
process of upgrading the agency’s automation system thus decreasing the number of
employees by 38% by the year 2001.

Did you account for this decrease in your construction cost estimates?




Defense Investigative Service

COSTS, Continued
‘ g - .
5.  Mr. Donnelly, once the facility is closed, will Department of Defense be able
to sell the land?
If so, what amount do you feel Department of Defense will be able to achieve
from the sale of the land?
Has this estimate been obtained from an independent appraiser?
L
w




Defense Investigative Service
MILITARY VALUE

1. Mr. Donnelly, what went into the military value analysis decision to move the
facility?

2. Mr Donnelly, the Defense Investigative Service (DIS) military value
analysis states that while the current facility is not essential, the geographical area is

essential.

Why is the current geographical area essential?

Defense Investigative Service
ENVIRONMENT

1. Mr. Donnelly, are there any environmental hazards at your current location?

If so, what are they and what is the cost of resolving them?

Have these environmental hazards been documented?
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JUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED FOR CONGRESSMAN HAROLD FORD IN WRITING

\ T4

FOR THE RECORD OF THE MARCH 7 BRAC HEARING

Did the logistic planners for each branch of the service do their own
evalution of DLA's concept of support, or merely accept DLA's
recommendation?

How will the DLA's recommendatiuons impact the premium service
project at DDMT with Federal Express? What was behind the project
if it was felt the location of DDMT was & detriment to supply support

instead of an asset?

Did the SAILS model take into account the increasing wage bases in
each industrial area in which the Depots are located? Does it assess
the impact on a federal installation’a ability to attract and retain
quality workforce in the fufture? Does it assess the surroundong
community's industrial wage base to project future hiring trends?
Which year's labor rates were used in the SAILS model?

Memphis Harrisburg, PA*

1891 10.41 10.67
1892 10.42 11.18
1993 10.55 11.52

11994 10.88 11.92

L US Department of Labor, State and Area Employment, Annual averages

Strategic Logistics Doctrine* emphasizes the importance of the
nation's industria] base to the support of our armed forces abroad.
Yet, the capacity of the surroundong industrial community to
support surge requirements in the area of warehousing, personnel,
equipment support (Memphis was able to hire 1000 additional skilled
material handlers within three weeks for Desert Storm) has not been
factored in. Have interruptions due to weather, strikes,
transportation bottlenecks been taken into account? How many days
in the last three years have operations been impaired by adverse
weather?

* Army Field Manual 100-5, 1993

5.

Supply support for contingency operations by doctrine* depend upon
strategic airlift. Where is the assessment of strategic airlift
capability in this analysis? Is it given the appropriate amoun: of
weight compared to administrative criteria?

* Army Field Manual FM 100-3 Chap 12

6.

gy

The DLA renked stand-alone depots for military value. Both the DoD
and BRAC use military value as the most imporiant selection criteria.
Among stand-alone depots, DDMT was ranked third in military value
and recommended for clocsure. However, DLA chose to maintain
Richmond and Columbus, which ranked 5th and 6th. If military value
is regarded so highly, why did DLA completely disregard it with
respect to stand -alone depots?

R—




15.

16.

19.

20.

Mnjor General Lawrence P. Farrell, Jr., USAF wrote to Congressmnan
Harold Ford that "When we coupled the results of the statutorily
prescribed BRAC analysis with the military judgement of our most
senior logistics management experts, we determined it is in the best
interests of the Department of Defense that DDMT be
disestablished." And again, "You and your constituents can be
assured that this call was based upon a fair, objective, anc well
documented review of the facts coupled with our best military
judgement regarding the overall status of the United States’ military
logistics system."

Who are the senior logistics management experts and what cid they
base their judgements upon?

How many days per year are the Mechanicsburg and New Cumberland
Depots closed due to weather conditions? How many days per year is
DDMT closed due to weather conditions?

(DDMT did not close due to weather conditions in 1994)

How many days or hours per year is the Harrisburg airport closed
per year? How many days or hours per year is the Memphis
International Airport closed per year? (Memphis International
Alrport is closed for an average of less than four hours per year)

How far are the Mechanicsburg and the New Cumberland Depots from
a major airport?

How far are the Mechanicsburg and New Cumberland Depots [rom a
major interstate highway? How many lanes does the road which
accesses the highway have?

What activities in the last three years, have been withdrawn from
Memphis that would have becn of value to them, when assessment for

‘military vailue was done? (Examples, Defense Industrial Plan:.

Equipment Center (DIPEC) and Defense Distribution Region Central
both were tenant activities at DDMT moved within this time frame.

Why was the Central Region moved from Memphis to New Cumberland?
What prompted this move as it relates to military value?

Wav was Defense Industrin. Plant Equipment Center {DIPEC) moved
from YMemphis to Richmond, “A?

Since the purpose of assessing military vaiue within the DLA BRAC
analvsis was to assess vaiue added for military purposes. then why
was an organization tnat comsisted of a non-militury Tunction given
peints under this system?

[l has been swted that 125 inbs would be made availuble in Naw
Comieriand and nostUens s are moving [t S area Srom oiher

1 iy .- e . < e v . . .1 e S
WeATIONS was guiven cuo o Howe =D e any o consiceration
oo N Vehs N T N P S NIIY
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27.

It has been stated that DDMT was one of the most efficient
organizations within DLA for on time processing of Material Release
Orders (MRO's) and their capability to mobilize a large temporary
workforce on short notice (i.e. Desert Storm/Shield, Somalia, etc.)
If this is a true statement, then what consideration was given to this
under your BRAC analysis. if any?

In a military environment why is New Cumberland and ‘fracy given
debarkation value for moving troops, equipment and supplies by
water, when today's wars are of a short duration (a few days or
weeks)? Airlift is the only means of meeting these timetables as was
the situation with Desert Storm and Somalia.

What consideration was given to large airlift capabilities by the TN
Air National Guard located 2 miles from DDMT? This resource was
used in Desert Storm, Somalia support and Panams.

Coastal Depots only provide limited jump-~-off points to Europe and
Asia. What about more likely contingencies in South America, where
the USA must provide support without allied help? Doesn't a military
depot in the center of the country (DDMT) make more sense for
logistical support.







DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

February 6, 1995

Honorable Togo D. West, Jr.
Secretary of the Army

The Pentagon, Room 3E718
Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Next month the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin a series
of hearings on the Defense Department’s recommendations to close or realign military
installations in the United States. I would like to invite you, General Sullivan, and other
appropriate members of your staff to present the Department of the Army’s 1995 closure and
realignment recommendations to the Commission on Tuesday, March 7, 1995.

Your testimony should summarize the process used by the Army to develop its closure
and realignment recommendations; the implementation schedule, the costs and the expected
savings from your recommendations; and the relationship between your recommendations and
the Army’s current and projected force structure and training requirements. Given the interest
of past Commissions in the issue of consolidating common functions across the military
services, your testimony should also address the role that the Joint Cress Service Groups
played in the development of the Army’s recommendations, and highlight your specific
proposals in this area.

This hearing will be the first opportunity for the Commission and members of the
public to hear the details of the Army’s 1995 closure and realignment recommendations. You
should anticipate specific questions from the Commission about each of the closure and
realignment recommendations which you are proposing.

As you know, the 1995 round of base closings is the final round authorized under the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. In light of this fact, I intend for this
Commission to recommend to the Defense Department and the Congress a process for the
closure and realignment of military bases in the future. I hope you and General Sullivan will
give the Commission your views on this important question.

The hearing will be held in Room 345 of the Cannon House Office Building at 9:00
a.m. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff at least
two working days prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions, they should contact
Mr. Ed Brown of the Commission staff.




I look forward to your testimony.

Sincerely,




BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

February 6, 1995

Honorable Joshua Gotbaum

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security)
The Pentagon, Room 3E808

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Secretary Gotbaum:

Next month the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin a series
of hearings on the Defense Department’s recommendations to close or realign military
installations in the United States. I would appreciate your assistance in informing all of the
Directors of Defense Agencies affected by the closure and realignment recommendations that
the Commission would like them to present their closure and reahgnmc nt recommendations to
the Commission on Tuesday, March 7, 1995.

The testimony of the Defense Agency Directors should summarize the process used by
their Agency to develop its closure and reahgnment recommendations; the implementation
schedule, the costs, and the expected savings from their recommendations; and the relationship
between their recommendations and their Agency’s current and projected personnel levels and
missions. Directors’ testimony should also describe the role that Joint Cross Service Groups
played in the development of their Agency’s recommendations to consclidate common - -
functions across the military services and highlight any specific proposals in this area.

This hearing will be the first opportunity for the Commission and members of the
public to hear the details of the Defense Agencies’ closure and realignment recommendations.
The Defense Agency witnesses should anticipate specific questions from the Commission about
each of the closure and realignment recommendations which they are proposing.

The hearing will be held in Room 106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building at 1:30
p.m. Each witness should provide 100 copies of their opening statement to the Commission
staff at least two working days prior to the hearing. If any of the Defense Agency Directors
have any questions, they should contact Mr. Bob Cook of the Commission staff.
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Thank you for your assistance in this matter. [ look forward to the testimony of the
Defense Agency representatives.

Sincerely,
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Deparment of Defense
1995 List of Military Installations
Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment

Part I: Major Base Closures

Army

Fort McClellan, Alabama

Fort Chafee, Arkansas

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado
Price Support Center, Illinois

Fort Ritchie, Maryland

Selfridge Army Garrison, Michigan
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey
Seneca Army Depot, New York

Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania

Red River Army Depot, Texas

Fort Pickett, Virginia

Navy

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California

Ship Repair Facilify, Guam

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster, Pennsylvania

Air Force

North Highlands Air Guard Station, California
Ontario IAP Air Guard Station, California

Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York

Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York
Springfield-Beckley MAP, Air Guard Station, Ohio
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Greater Pittsburgh [AP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas

Brooks Air Force Base, Texas

Reese Air Force Base, Texas

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee
Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah

Part II: Major Base Realignments

Army

Fort Greely, Alaska

Fort Hunter Liggett, California

Sierra Army Depot, California

Fort Army Depot, California

Fort Meade, Maryland

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan

Fort Dix, New Jersey

Fort Hamilton, New York

Charles E. Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah

Fort Lee, Virginia

Navy

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida

Naval Activities, Guam

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, Washington
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Air Force

McClellan Air Force Base, California
Onizuka Air Station, California

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida

Robins Air Force Base, Georgia
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas

Hill Air Force Base, Utah

Part III: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Reahgnments,
Disestablishments or Relocations

Army

Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, California

East Fort Baker, California

Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut

Big Coppert Key, Florida

Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland

Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland
Hingham Cohasset, Massachusetts

Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts

Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missouri

Fort Missoula, Montana

Camp Kilmer, New Jersey

Caven Point Reserve Center, New Jersey

Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey

Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York

Fort Totten, New York

Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, North Carolina
Information Systems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia
Camp Bonneville, Washington

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA), West Virginia




Navy

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering West Coast
Division, San Diego, California

Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, California

Naval Personnel Research and Development Center, San Diego, California -

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN, Long Beach, California

Naval Underwater Warfare Center-Newport Division, New London Detachment, New London,
Connecticut

Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando, Florida

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana

Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland

Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, Mississippi

Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Divisior. Detachment,
Warminster, Pennsylvania

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering East Coast
Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia

Naval Information Systems Management Center, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Management Systems Support Office, Chesapeake, Virginia

Navy/Marine Reserve Activities
Naval Reserve Centers at:

Huntsville, Alabama
Stockton, California

Santa Ana, Irvine, California
Pomona, California
Cadillac, Michigan

Staten Island, New York
Laredo, Texas

Sheboygan, Wisconsin

Naval Air Reserve Center at:

Olathe, Kansas




A4

Naval Reserve Readiness Commands at:

New Orleans, Louisiana (Region 10)
Charleston, South Carolina (Region 7)

Air Force

Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, California
Real-Time Digitally controlled Analyzer Processor Activity, Buffalo, New York
Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta, Georgia
Defense Contract Management Command International, Dayton, Ohio
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Defense Industrial Supply Center Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas

Defense Investigative Service

-

Investigations Control and Automation Directorate, Fort Holabird, Maryland

Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC Recommendations

Army

Army Bio-Medical Research Laboratory, Fort Detrick, Maryland



Navy

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California

Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, California

Naval Training Station, San Diego, California

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida

Naval Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam

Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Office of Naval Research, Arlington, Virginia

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Recruiting Command, Washington, D.C.

Naval Security Group Command Detachment Potomac, Washington, D.C.

Air Force

Williams AFB, Arizona

Lowry AFB, Colorado

Homestead AFB, Florida (301st Rescue Squadron)

Homestead AFB, Florida (726th Air Control Squadron)

MacDill AFB, Florida

Griffiss AFB, New York (Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) D1v1510n)
Griffiss AFB, New York (485th Engineering Installation Group)

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California
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For over 30 years, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has been an
integral part of our Nation’s military defense. We have been a full
partner with the Services in helping to bring about the end of the Cold
War. We have also provided crucial relief to victims of natural disas-
ters and humanitarian aid to those in need. We have seen starving peo-
ple fed, the homeless sheltered, and the oppressed freed. We have
been in a unique position to serve our country and have distinguished
ourselves at every opportunity.

Today we are presented with new opportunities for distinguished
service. Our success is, as in the past, guaranteed by our own efforts -
our creativity - our dedication to excellence. We are redefining the
benchmark for logistics services for the Department of Defense and the
Federal Government. As the first Department of Defense agency to
serve as a Pilot for the Government Performance and Results Act of
1993, we are shaping performance planning and budgeting policy for
the Department as well as the rest of the Federal Government. As a
leader in the National Performance Review (NPR) and the Defense
Performance Review (DPR), we are in the forefront of creating and pursuing innovative ways to cut red tape, put
customers first, empower employees to get results, and get back to basics. I believe DLA’s focus on results, im-
plementation of imaginative strategies, and willingness to take risks were instrumental in my being given the
unique privilege to serve as the leader of the DPR for the next 2 years.

To guide our efforts we have produced the broad Corporate Plan you see here. This Plan, coupled with the Per-
formance Plans for our business segments, is the Agency’s strategic road map to the 21st century. We will track
our progress through our Corporate Executive Information System and support initiatives to secure the excellence
we seek by planning, programming, and budgeting for those resources needed to ensure success.

This Corporate Plan embodies the tenets of management that will make us successful. We must always make
our customers highly visible in every aspect of our performance. We must be very clear in our commitments and
hold ourselves and others accountable in achievement of our goals - goals that make us reach beyond what is
comfortable. We will take risks to achieve logistics excellence and return even greater value to our customers.

4 Saw—

EDWARD M. STRAW
Vice Admiral, SC, USN
Director
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MISSION

_combat support age onsible for
worldwide logistics support throughout
the Department of Defense. The
primary focus of the Agency is to
support the warfighter in time of war
and in peace, and to provide relief
efforts during times of national

emergency.
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VISION

® Providing logistics readiness and
enabling weapon systems acquisition
at reduced cost.

resources against global logistics
targets, and

® ® Finding savings through teams,
improved business practices, and
technological breakthroughs.

|
|
@@ By leveraging our corporate
|
|
|
|

_/
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Guiding Principles for

Achieving Logistics Excellence |

1 We are close to our customers and .
able to measure how well we meet thelr

2. We are the quallty prov1der of
choice -- the benchmark for others

3. We continuously succeed at domg ’
it better, faster, cheaper.
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GOAL #1 - Put customers first |

|

GOAL #2 - Improve the process of delivering
logistics suppo

GOAL #3 - Empower employees to get results

systems acquisition requirements at
reduced cost




' GOAL #1 - Put Customers First

® Focus on the warfighters’ and other customers’ special
needs.

@ Ensure our operating practices are responsive to
customer needs through benchmarking our processes.

@ Establish open communication channels with all
customers.

® Team with customers (that is, become their partner).

[ 10 THE DLA TEAM THIS MEANS:

® KNOW THE CUSTOMER - Understand your
customers --- who they are and what they need.

® TALK TO YOUR CUSTOMER - Communicate often
with customers and solicit their feedback to improve
your service to them. (Exchange ideas, issues, problems,
and solutions with each other.)

® THINK PARTNERSHIP - Work together --- and treat
your customer as you would like to be treated.

® PUT THE CUSTOMER FIRST - Never forget that
customer needs are our number one priority.




- GOAL #2 - Improve the process of
delivering logistics support

® Continually improve basic logistics practices by adopting
"World Class'' commercial and Government processes.

® Promote technological advancements in every part of the
logistics process. Make full use of Electronic Commerce/
Electronic Data Interchange.

® Determine and assess the true cost of doing business. Use
Activity Based Costing.

® Develop and use measures that show the performance of our
logistics systems and their responsiveness to customer needs.

® WORK SMART - Streamline your work methods and focus
on critical functions.

® THINK TECHNOLOGY - Seek opportunities to apply
advanced technology that improves customer support.

® IMPROVE PROCESSES - Focus on improving the way we
do our job.

® MEASURE PERFORMANCE - Become personally involved
in developing and using performance measures in your area
of responsibility.




GOL #3 . Empower employees

/ to get results

HOW:

® Foster an environment where people and their
individual differences and contributions are valued.

@® Use teaming arrangements to achieve synergy and to
eliminate functional barriers.

® Use management practices that empower everyone.
Focus on training, partnering with unions, and use of
both individual and team recognition.

@ Assure an environment that recognizes and harnesses
individual contributions in meeting customers’ needs.

(70 THE DLA TEAM THIS MEANS:

® JOIN IN - Participate in and promote use of teams.
Create a sense of community in DLA.

® GET INVOLVED - Expand your horizons. Capitalize
on opportunities for greater challenges.

® UNDERSTAND EMPOWERMENT - Look for ways to
advance your innovative ideas. Share information.

® SUPPORT EACH OTHER - Treat everyone with trust
and respect. Enhance each person’s ability to develop
his or her talents. Help people reach their potential.




® Rightsize by having the right people -- in the right
place -- at the right time.

® Work with industry to improve performance on
Government contracts and reduce costs. Employ
techniques such as Process Oriented Contract
Administration Services (PROCAS).

® Leverage our logistics expertise to improve
responsiveness, while reducing charges to the
customer and generating savings for customer
programs. Employ business strategies that reduce
dependence on costly storage of large inventories.

® Continually improve our capability to support the
warfighter.

| TO THE DLA TEAM THIS MEANS:

® BE CREATIVE - Find innovative ways to improve
our performance.

® CUT COSTS - Find ways to reduce customer
costs.
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Commitments

; lation in the
prices you pay while
meeting your readiness

needs.

To our customers
who order our supplies
and services

We will maintain a customer price change rate below
the rate of inflation, reduce our cost recovery rate as
a part of that customer price, and ensure an average
price increase that is less than 1% per year between

- now and FY 2001. We are aiming to exceed your
expectations but this is what we guarantee.

$ Customer Price
125

120 |~
115
110

105 b

R Z=T -

95 96 97 98 99 00 01
Cost Recovery Rate

* (% of Customer Price)




Commitments

To hold off inflation with

To our customers process improvements
who store goods in ) We . and meet or beat your 1
our depots Commit standards for
k*_—_—__h_%//'/ N

While lowering our overall costs for distribution services

we will also separately price issues by the type of storage
and handling required, allowing each customer to pay only
for the specific service received.

($) Depot Unit Cost
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- Commitments

To our customers who We cost of your acquisitions
Semd us c? I}tracts to Commit and free resources to
administer enhance readiness.
$ . L] -
Billions Customer Acgulsltlon
Cost Savings
6.0 e ——

5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0

1.0
0

$

Billions Customer Acquisition
Funds Recovered

3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0

5
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mltlatives, outcome measures, and
customer commitments.

well they are supportmg their customers
and the Agency’s goals, initiatives, and
measures through continuous process

Individual and team performance will be [
evaluated on how well employees and |
teams achieve measurable goals and meet |
customer commitments. |
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The DLA Planning Process

The DL A Strategic Plan is comprised of the
"Corporate Plan," the ""Individual Business
Area Plans," and our "Annual
Performance Plan."

DEFENSE LOGISTICS
AGENCY

A Combat Support
Agency

The DLA Corporate Plan

ﬁ The DLA Strategic Plan |

 The "Big Picture” view of -
important parts of our
* Mission planning process.
* Vision
* Goals
* Initiatives

Performance Execute

Plan s ‘ Approved Plan
Capability Business with Approved
Feedback Plans Resources
* Goals ;
F s . ,z"' o
: Ob.]ectl.ves Puts the "Big Picture”
Strategies | into action in the
* Performance Business Areas.
Measures
* Resource
Requirements
—

Agency Annual Performance Plan

* Performance Goals
* Resources Needed
* Performance Indicators

exactly what we pla:i to
accomplish.

J

ort

* Actual vs. Target
(Current and Prior Years)
* Success Highlights
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: Mahaging Perform‘énce

® We will manage to outcome measures -- outcomes that are
important to our customers.

® These outcome measures are in the Corporate Executive
Information System (EIS).

® A description of all EIS measures follows.

DLA - Corporate

Supply Centers

Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Service (DRMS)

Defense Natiohal Stockpilé .
Center (DNSC)

Distribution Depots

m Defense Contract
Management Command
(DCMC) Districts

L

;




DLA Executive Information System
.

B etter Responsiveness

&
Quality

F aSter Timeliness

Operating Cost
&

Che aper Operating

Efficiency

Customer
Satisfaction

Military
Readiness




JLA - Corporate
EIS Measures

Customer Satisfaction -
How customers perceive the
effectiveness of DLA services
and products. Expressed as
an index value.

Logistics Response Time -
How quickly DLA responds to
customer materiel demands.
Shows the entire pipeline
starting and ending with the

customer.
R

Environmental Posture - ' EC/EDI Implementation -

How effective DLA is in How well DLA is doing in

implementing the three developing and using the

critical areas of , various forms of Electronic

1) Environmental Compliance, Commerce and Electronic Data

2) Environmental Clean-Up, , Interchange as it converts to

and 3) Pollution Prevention. ‘ a paperless logistics system.
;:Z;’]:Z;et::_manmal : IC-Ilompliance - . | Workforce ”Wel'l—Bei.ngnf
1) Operating Statement, re(s)w res.ponswe wm HOW. “.]en DL‘A[\ 's doing in

: ! ponding to providing for improvement

2) Statement of Financial recommendations and . ;
Condition, 3) Analysis of | findings of inspecting entities and maintenance of s
Changes to Gov't Equity g Sp g - human resources.
4) DBOF Budget Summary,
5) Appropriation & DBOF

Financing Resources.

Warfighting/Contingency Preparedness - A
separate section of the EIS which measures the
ability of the Agency to support all aspects of
logistics readiness for the Military Services
against specified types of contingencies.




" Supply Centers
EIS Measures

T
Responsiveness
\Z—:———’_’[ /

Stock Availability
(Backorders/Demands)-

How often customer orders
for stocked items are filled
immediately. Shown by
major weapon systems as
well as total inventory.

(Better)

Stocked Backorders

(Stocked Items not
Immediately Filled/Demands) -

How often customer orders
cannot be filled immediately

from stock on-hand. Shown

also by weapon system.

Product Availability
(On-Hand Inventory and
Projection of Fill/
Inventory Objective) -
How well DFSC makes all
products available to meet
their customers’
requirements.

What percentage of items
bought by the Centers fail
random testing for critical
and major defects.

How much of the materiel
provided customers is not
satisfactory to them based
on complaints registered.




upply.
EIS Measures (cont)

Logistics Response Time
(LRT) (Requisition

L L]
Timeliness Receipt to MRO
Transmittal) -
How long (average days)
(FaSter ) customer orders spend at

the Centers.

S 4 et

T ooy Yt

How much inventory DLA
has (millions of dollars). .

Includes materiel in transit.

Shows inventory with and
without Consumable Item
Transfer stocks.

P sd Pertonidie . Ca e

Povsin e Resourees b

Ehon e Nt i baade oy

Operating Cost

Boal Ot
How well plans are being
How well the Centers are met

living within their earnings.

(Cheaper)

Customer Satisfaction
(Index of Customer

Customer
. . Perceptions) -
SatleaCthn To what degree customers

approve of the Centers’

performance.




EIS Mea

sures

T

Responsiveness

(Better)

/
/

Backlog (Total Workload
Backlog) -

How much workload is
awaiting processing to or
through disposal.

il

Clompian

1t

ARISINNING

A T B TR TN [ VR

How many formal
environmental compliance
Notices of Violation (NOVs)
are open at DRMS activities.

Quality

(Better)

How many lines of
Hazardous Waste have not
been removed within the
required 90 days of receipt.




EIS Measures (cont)

Operating Efficienc
(Cheaper)

Reutilization/Transfer/
Donation ( [R/T/D} /
[R/T/D/S] ) -

How much materiel is being
reutilized, transferred, or
donated (preferred methods
of disposal).

Inventory Turn Rate
(Total Line Items
Disposed/[Beginning -
Ending Inventory]) -
How fast the inventory is
moving.

Hazardous Materiel-No
Cost Disposal (Hazardous
Materiel/[R/T/D]) -

How much hazardous
materiel is being put to
use rather than disposed
of.

Sales Proceeds (Total
Income) -

How much income is derived
through the sale of usable
and scrap materiel.
Expressed in dollars and as a
percentage of R/T/D/S
acquisition value.

Fireid Pettoraence
E Operating Cost Result 1ol
i Operations Resogroes
. . Farsed = Toal Conts
(( h eape l’) How well DRMS is living

within its earnings.




EIS Measures

7

oo Perioaniat
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T
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\/

How effective are materiel
buying and selling activities.
Determined by comparing
price received or given to an
average market value.

e
N i “‘\l““‘ BN
How completely material
on-hand satisfies the
established stockage
requirement.

E[Operatmg Cost
e ] //

(Cheaper)

_V

Cash Available for
Transfer (Actual Revenue -
Estimated Expenses) -
How much excess cash is
available for transfer from
DNSC to OSD.




EIS Measures (cont)

Planned Obligations
(Actual vs. Planned) -
How well plans are being
met to acquire required
materiel and services.

Storage Spuce Utilization
(Occupied Storage/Total
Available Space) -

How much storage space
(open and covered) is
occupied.

Planned Sales (Actual vs.
Planned) -

How well plans are being
met to sell materiel deemed
excess to needs.




on ;i)fép()t!s

Denial Rate (Denied/Total
Received) -

How accurate inventory
records are and how
effectively Depots respond to
customer demands.

T
* \\\\
Responsiveness -

(Better)

Customer Complaints
(Total RODs or
TDRs/MROs Shipped) -
—_— How often customers

- . ~
Quallty ,\:> complain about Depot actions
——’—’—‘t’:ﬁ// on shipments,

How long (average days)
hi-priority customer orders
spend at the Depots. The
Distribution part of Logistics

ﬂ’FIj\\

Timeliness =

(Faster)

Response Time.

DIRO Processing Hie Receipt Processing - Depet
, il ;

DRO Receipt o Arrival to Naterie! Stow -
Shipraem .
Shipraenty How long (average days) it

How long (average days) it
takes Depots to process/ship
Disposal Release Orders
(DROs).

takes Depots to post, to
record, and to stow new
procurement receipts to a
storage location.




Distribution Depots

EIS Measures (cont)

E@perating Efficiency
|

(Cheaper)

Storage Space Utilization
(Total Usable Storage
Space) -

How much usable storage

space is occupied.

Sample Inventory
Accuracy {Record
Accuracy) -

How accurate inventory

records are based on random

samples.
Inventory Adjustments
([On-Hand - Recorded
Balance]/Inventory Dollar
Amount) -

How much inventory value is
changed to match records with
counts; Gross Monetary Adjust-

ment Rate

Location Reconciliations
(Errors/Record) -

How often the Depot and
Inventory Control Point
asset records match.

Locator Accuracy
(Recorded vs. Actual Data
vs. Catalog Data) -

How accurate locator files
are. Locator file is a
directory of all locations and
the materiel in them.

Customer
Satisfaction

How efficiently depots are
using available resources.
Tracks Depot unit cost over
time.

Customer Satisfaction
(Index of Customer
Perceptions) -

How customers perceive the
performance of the Depots.




Contract Management Districts

EIS Measures

Quality Assurance
(Product Quality
Deficiency Reports/
Shipments) -

How much materiel is the
subject of customer
complaints. Supporting
information shows efforts
to improve contractor

Engineering Surveillance
(Percentage of Class | ECPs/
Major or Critical Waivers &
Deviations to Correct Design
Errors)-

How well DCMC influences
contractor design and
development to reduce
design problems/errors.

Core Contract
Administration (Contracts
Exceeding FAR Closing
Standards/Closed
Contracts) -

How effectively contracts
are closed.

production processes

\
Quality =
(Better)

Pricing and Negotiation
(Recommended

Negotiation Objective/
Actual Negotiation) -

How well the pricing report

supports contracting officer

negotiations.

Price Related Systems

How effective system
reviews are in providing cost
savings/avoidances to the
Government.

Program Integration
(Customer Satisfaction-

) Quality)-
(Costs Avoided/Costs .
E ded How Service program
xpended) - offices judge the

effectiveness of program
integration teams.

Property Management

(Percentage of Government
Property Lost or Damaged)-
How effectively Government
property is being controlled,

protected, preserved, and
maintained.

Production Surveillance
(Percentage of
Delinquencies Predicted)-
How effectively DCMC
provides PCOs with notice
of impending delays in
delivery.

T

~

Operating Cast =

-

(Cheaper)

[ ESE A S | EN RS [
,
3

veodi Coi

within earnings.
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How well Districts are living




EIS Measures (cont)

Engineering Surveillance
(Average Cycle Time to
Process ECPs/Waivers/
Deviations) -

How long it takes to process
necessary exceptions to the
standing technical design or

Quality Assurance
(Average Number of Days
to Close PQDRs) -

How long it takes to answer
complaints from customers

Core Contract
Adminisiration (Close Out
Cycle Time) -

How long it takes to close
out specific type contracts
(All, FFP, Cost, Other).

manufacturing solutions.

regarding the quality of
products provided them.

{ Timeliness

(Faster)

Production Surveillance
(Number of Days Prior to
Delinquency that PCO is
Notified) -

The degree of warning
DCMC provides to the
buyer of materiel that a
delivery will be delinquent.

Customer
Satisfaction

Pricing and Negotiation
(Percent Pricing Cases
(Type A.B,C) Completed
by Original Due Date) -
How often the customers’
requested due dates are met.

~ 4

Property Management
(Percent Plant Clearance
Cases Completed On
Time) -

How often contract
administrators meet
standards for disposing of
residual Governrment

property.

Program Integration
(Customer Satisfaction
Level - Timeliness) -

{ How program offices judge

the timeliness of program
integration teams’ responses
to requests.

Price Related Systems
(Percent of Required
Reviews Completed) -
How often needed reviews
are being accomplished.

Customer Satis e tion

frides of Costonn
Porceptions)

How customers perceive the
performance of Contract
Management.
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o The matrices on the fnllowmg pages array the Strateglc
Initiatives by the Agency goal they support and the
EIS Performance Management Measures they will
improve.

® Only those EIS performance measures which are
currently demanding our added attention have
corrresponding Strategic Initiatives and thus are
shown in the following matrices. The other EIS
measures are not shown.

Initiatiye 4,

Initiative 4o
I“itiative #a
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Strategic Initiatives and Performance Management Measures

I Performance Measurement Areas (Executive Information System) I
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

GOAL #1: Put Customers First

Contract Administration Services (CAS) Early Involvement - Expand the Defense Contract
Management Command’s (DCMC) role in the early phases of systems acquisitions to
"nontraditional” applications; e.g., source selection and Cost/Schedule Control System Criteria
(C/SCSC) validation, by a minimum of 6 in FY94 and 20 in FY95.

DCMC On-Time Delivery - Ensure contractors adhere to delivery schedules and impose
discipline on the delivery surveillance process.

Customer Satisfaction - Develop a process for continuously obtaining and acting upon
feedback from customers.

DLA Contingency Support - Develop a tailored contingency support plan for each warfighting
Commander-in-Chief.

DLA Premium Logistics - Provide selected logistics services that can meet the most
demanding requirements of our customers.

Executive Information System (EIS) - Field an online performance management system
including all Agency business areas and warfighting/contingency preparedness.

Forward Deployed Depot - Develop a forward depot capability to support forces engaged in
operational military missions.

Logistics Response Time (LLRT) (Average Customer Wait Time) - Establish a means for
DLA to measure the time from the receipt of the requisition by the Inventory Control Point
(ICP) through receipt of the materiel by the customer.

Materiel Positioning - Develop a materiel positioning policy which maximizes customer
responsiveness while minimizing the aggregate overall DoD stocking and distribution costs.

Electronic Commercial Catalog - Adopt commercial buying practices that will make DLA
competitive in any market for the purchase of commercial type items.

Reserve Utilization - Utilize Military Reserve personnel to enhance DLA support of warfighters
and achieve cost savings by utilizing Reserve personnel in place of commercial contractors
where appropriate.

Warfighting Assessment/Requirements Model - Develop a model to determine critical NSN
shortfalls, project when a specific item would be out of stock, identify weapons systems at risk,
and provide significant information to make investment decisions.

War Reserve Management - Improve DLA’s preparedness position by developing (1) a
defendable funding package (coordinating with the Services) and (2) war reserve materiel
requirements that would allow DLA to quickly develop materiel investment strategies in support
of the most probable contingencies.




Strategic Initiatives and Performance Management Measures

Performance Measurement Areas (Executive Information System)

GOAL #2
Improve the
process of
delivering

logistics support

Retail Assets
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

GOAL #2: Improve the Process of Delivering Logistics Support

Activity Based Costing (ABC) - Use activity based costing to focus on process improvement
opportunities. The goal is to employ ABC at field activities by Apr 94 and at Headquarters by
Jul 94, and to follow deployment until ABC is institutionalized.

Commercial Asset Visibility - Explore the feasibility of, and possible mechanisms for,
achieving commercial asset visibility.

Demilitarization (DEMIL) Policy - Ensure that marketable personal property does not have an
erroneous demilitarization code while ensuring a proper level of control or destruction is
maintained, to preclude sale of critical material (weapon system and technologies) to
unauthorized customers.

Distribution Standard System (DSS) - Deploy a standard distribution information system to all
DLA depots.

Electronic Commerce/Electronic Data Interchange (EC/EDI) - Exploit electronic commerce
methods to streamline DoD logistics. The goal is to incorporate EC/EDI technology within all
DLA business segments.

Environmental Excellence - Make DLA a leader in promoting environmental excellence in 3-5
years (on/about FY 95-96).

Federal Contract Administration Services (FEDCAS) - Perform contract administration for
selected non-DoD agencies. The goal is to double the number and dollar value of contracts
assigned in FY94 and FY 95 from the top 20 civilian agencies.

Fee-For-Service (FFS) Product Testing Centers - Implement FFS operational concept at DLA
Product Testing Centers.

In-Storage Visibility of Retail Assets - Implement an automated interface with the Services to
obtain visibility of DLLA-managed, Service-owned retail assets.

Intransit Visibility - Implement Automated Manifest System (AMS); i.e., use "smart cards" for
all DLA depot shipments. Simply put, the goal is to improve visibility of intransit shipments.

Preaward CAS Involvement - Continuously improve the quality of preaward CAS activities
and reduce the cost of our customers’ weapon system acquisition by effectively using lessons
learned during contract execution. Track cost avoidances from improved proposal negotiations.

Process Oriented Contract Administration Services (PROCAS) - Fully implement PROCAS
by increasing the number of agreements to 500 and the number of bluelined processes to 2,500
for FY 94, with similar increases in FY95. Track cost savings/avoidances from PROCAS
implementation.

Quality of Parts - Track the management of completion of the DLA Quality Action Plan to
continually improve product and service quality provided to our customers.




Strategic Initiatives and Performance Management Measures

Performance Measurement Areas (Executive Information System)

GOAL #3
Empower
employees to

get results
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

GOAL #3: Empower Employees To Get Results

Affirmative Action Recognition - Establish an EEO Activity of the Year award.

Employee Recognition - Link awards with Agency objectives. Emphasize team performance
recognition through award criteria.

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEQO) Coverage - Expand availability of EEO managers to
DLA employees. The goal is to obtain a staffing ratio of 1:600 for EEO resources by the end of
FY 96.

Partnering with Unions - Establish a formal partnership arrangement with the union via a
written agreement. Ensure effectiveness of the agreement by continuing evaluations.

Professional Development - Ensure that training and development expenditures are linked to,
and have a positive impact on, the achievement of organizational objectives.

Teaming - Establish teaming as the exhibited behavior throughout the Agency in dealing with
our customers and each other.



Strategic Initiatives and Performance Management Measures

GOAL #4
Meet customer
readiness

requirements at

reduced cost

Performance Measurement Areas (Executive Information System)
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

GOAL #4: Meet Customer Readiness Requirements At Reduced Cost

(Page 1 of 2 Pages)

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 1993 - Integrate implementation actions to
close/realign activities on or ahead of schedule and within cost projections.

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 1995 - Develop an Agency closure and realignment
recommendation to DoD that fully incorporates OSD policies, selection criteria, and force
structure requirements while maintaining the highest possible level of Agency capability.

GSA Strategy/Prototypes - Achieve a single face to industry and customers, and eliminate
duplication of logistics effort among Government agencies.

Buy Response vs. Inventory - Use Buy Response and Power Buying initiatives (long-term
contracts, Direct Vendor Delivery (DVD), Electronic Commerce/Electronic Data Interchange

(EC/EDI), and prime vendor) to reduce the value of DLA inventory by FY 97 to $6B.

Chief Financial Officer (CFO) Act Accounting Initiatives - Improve the accuracy and
usefulness of all information contained in the Agency financial statements.

Consumable Item Transfer (CIT) - Complete in an efficient and timely manner the transfer of
management responsibility for consumable items from the Military Services to DLA.

Depot Unit Cost Accuracy - Improve accuracy of depot unit costs by achieving more reliable
unit cost data; a more accurate costing system; and a better/more reliable efficiency measure.

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Services (DRMS) Self-Sufficiency - Increase revenues
and decrease costs to make DRMS self-sufficient.

Cancelling Funds/Contract Closeout Strategy - Expedite contract closeout in order to use
funds that are due to become unavailable at the end of the fiscal year.

Fee-For-Service DASCs - Implement fee-for-service operational concept at the HQ DLA
Administrative Support Center (DASC) and field DASCs.

Government Owned - Contractor Operated (GOCO) Food Depot - Prototype a contracted-out
depot.

The list of initiatives under this Goal is continued on subsequent pages




Strategic Initiatives and Performance Management Measures

Performance Measurement Areas (Executive Information System)

GOAL #4
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readiness

requirements at
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

GOAL #4: Meet Customer Readiness Requirements At Reduced Cost

Page 2 of 2 Pages
Inventory Accuracy - Achieve increased inventory accuracy, resulting in reduced investment.

Logical Inventory Control Point (ICP) - Develop a command and control structure to integrate
ICPs across geographic and commodity lines, streamlining the organization to provide the best
service to our customers.

Fuel Savings Initiatives - Optimize the procurement, storage, and distribution of fuel.

Overhead Strategy - Achieve a consistent and effective approach across DCMC in assessing
contractor overhead activities, negotiating forward pricing rate agreements, and settling final
overhead rates. Establish an Overhead Center of Excellence.

Returns Backlog - Reduce the backlog of all materiel returns (drawdowns, base closures, etc.)
at depots to 10 days workload or less (DLA standard for processing returns).

$avings Thru Value Enhancement ($AVE) - Attain tangible savings for customers through
Value Engineering and similar strategies: $70M/year beyond Defense Management Review
Decision (DMRD) commitment of $132M.

Spec Busting - Transition to the use of Commercial Item Descriptions (CIDs) (vice Military
Specs) for commonly used items. Achieve a downward trend for MILSPECs and an upward
trend for CIDs.






Our Bottom Line
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SHIFT WORKLOAD TO PRIVATE SECTOR

ADJUST FOR REDUCED CUSTOMER DEMAND
ADJUST FOR REDUCED INVENTORY REQUIREMENTS
INCENTIVIZE CUSTOMER TO BUY SMARTER

N,
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: 43% REDUCTION

1992 2001
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THROUGHPUT

#
LINES |
M |
EXCESS CAPACITY | 52% REDUCTION
MUST BE s
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PERSONNEL
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| 555 REDUCTION
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L Page 4
testifying. .

Secretary West, General Sullivan, Mr. Walker and
General Shane, would you be kind enough to please rise and
raise your right hand?

(Witnesses sworn.)

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, gentlemen. Please be
seated. Secretary West, %'ou may begin, sir.

SECRETARY WEST: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good
morning to you and to the members of the Commission. It's an
honor for all of us to be here.

I have a statement, an opening statement on behalf
of all of us, which with your approval, Mr. Chairman, I will
submit for the record, and I will simply make a few brief
points.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Secretary._

. SECRETARY WEST: My points are about four, sir.
First, with respect to this process that you and we are
about, I would say that we in the Army understand the stakes.
We know that it makes no sense for this country to pay for
installations that are no longer needed by the Army, by any

(202) 296-2929 21 of the services. Indeed, we know that the United States, and
22 certainly the Army, cannot afford to carry any unneeded
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capability., . L

We have been about the business of divesting
ourselves of unneeded cg;(:)abﬂity for quite a while, now,
certainly since the first Commission convened in 1988. We
havebbleien restructuring our bases and restructuring our
capability.

pa thhave reduced our personnel by over 450,000, in
soldiers and civilians. We restructured the Army down from
18 to 10 divisions. We have restructured the National Guard
from 10 to 8 divisions, withdrawn 145 battalion or battalion
equivalents from Europe, and we have closed some 77
installations in the U.S. and 500 overseas. Indeed, more
than half of all the bases closed by DOD in that period are
Army bases.

I think our second point, Mr. Chairman, would be
that, even so, we in the y must remember that our
installations are the platforms from which we do our nation’s
defense business. The fact is that we must take care in this
process not to jeopardize the ability of the United States
Army to respond to United States security needs in the

ture.

future,
In our military judgment, we have made the decision

PROCEEDINGS

from and questioning the secretaries of the mili

realignments that affect their service or agency.

of the Office of the Chief of Staff.
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before the Commission this year must be sworn in

BE

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good morning, ladies and
%lentlemen, and welcome. This is the third of four hearings,
eld yesterday and today, at which the commission is hearing

d ents, their chiefs of staff, and the dlrectt:g of
defense agencies, nfaFarding proposed base closures and
a

We are pleased to have with us The Honorable
Togo D. West Jr., the Secretary of the Army; General
Gordon D. Sullivan, the Chief of Staff of the Army;

The Honorable Robert M. Walker, Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Installations, Logistics and Environment; and
Brigadier General James E. Shane Jr., Director of Management

Before we begin with Secretary West’s openin
statement, let me sag;nthat in 1993, as part of the natxgonal
defense authorization act for fiscal *9 the Base Closure and
Realignment Act was amended to require that all testimony
before the Commission, at a public hearing, be presented
under oath. As a result, all of the witnesses who appear
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Page 6
to close those bases that need to be closed, and we do not
see any further that need to be done. We understand that
views on that may differ, and we will work with you as you
form your own views on that matter, but we regard many of our
installations as precious national resources that need to be
protected, and we have tried to be careful about that.

Indeed, we are now closing some 7 out of 10 sites
overseas as evidence of a shift from a forward deployed force
to one relying rather on forward presence. We made great
prggress in previous BRAC rounds: 83 installations closed
and numerous others realigned. We realize that there could
be considered more to be done, but for us, we believe the job
of closing installations for now has been attended to.

A word about our process. We began preparing for
this round of BRAC more than a year and a half ago. Some 20
analysts went to some 70 installations around the country to
begin tha%ocess We then pregu'ed our stationing
strategy, which is derived from the national military
strategy. We followed DOD sclection criteria by putting them
into a format of quantitative measures by which we could
evaluate both the installations, their assets, their value,
and their importance, and then compared them.

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
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1 And finally, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 1 Mr. Chairman, I know that the Chief of Staff.
2 Commission, we have audited, audited, audited. A staff of | 2 General Sullivan, has a few remarks to make, and then we’ll
3 some seven auditors has checked and double checked our 3 be rea&%ur uestions. Thank you.
4 calculations to make sure that we were getting the facts, 4 DIXON: Thank you for those very fine
5 getting the situation correct. Out of that we have comeup | 5 remarks, Mr. Secretary. We appreciate it.
6 with a recommendation of some 44 installations and sites to | 6 General Sullivan, we’re delighted to have you here
7 be closed or realigned. 7 this morning, and interested in hearing your remarks.
8 They are not easy choices. If there were eas 8 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, honored to be here
9 choices to make in this Erocess, and I’m not sure there are, | 9 the second time before the Commission. It’s not easy to
10 they were made in the previous BRACs. All that’s left{10 close bases, we all know that, but as the Secretary said,
11 now is the really hard stuff. . 11 it’s necessary as we transform America’s Army from a cold war
12 Even so, by following a strategy of minimizin 12 army to a power projection army. I fully support the
13 costs and maximizing savings, we begin that we —we [13 Secretary’s comments, and I'd like to make three points with
14 believe that we will be able to spend only one third of what |14 you. )
15 was spent in the entire three previous BRAC rounds in order|15 First, these recommendations are a result of a very
16 to come up with realignments and savings that will be some 17 |16 careful, thoughtful process, difficult choices requiring
17 percent more than were achieved in those rounds. Obviously, 17 careful judgment, and a lot of hard work by a lot of people,
18 we hope we’ll be able to reinvest those savings in 18 some of whom are in this room. I would like K?u to know,
19 modernization, quality of life, training, all components of |19 Mr. Chairman, that the senior military leadership, the senior
20 future readiness. 20 uniformed leadership of the department, supports fully the
21 A word, then, about what we’ve actually 21 recommendations which are before you. . .
22 recommended. Our proposals include reducing infrastructure 2 We have, in fact, retained the bases which will
. . Page 8 Page 11
1 and overhead by downsizing, and reducing two maintenance{ 1 keep the Army trained and ready, today and tomorrow. And our
2 depots with excess capacity by closing and realigning five | 2 cﬁﬁlen e is to prepare for a world that we fully cannot see
3 major traxmn§ installations, and thus capitalizing upon the | 3 or ict. The recommendations before g'ou today balance
4 efficiencies of collocating three Army schools. . 4 today’s requirements with the potential of the 21st century.
5 We’re recommending the closure of three ammunition [ 5 The Army, the United States Army, is not retaining extra
6 storage sites, in accordance with the major restructuring 6 facilities. There is not excess capacity out there.
7 plan. We’ll take advantage of commercial ports on the 7 The Army, unlike the other services, trains on the
8 castern seaboard, enabling us to recommend to you the closure 8 land, primarily on the land. That’s our environment. That’s
9 of a major port on that seaboard, and we are looking to 9 where we train. And we are ke?l'_u!;‘g the training land
10 vacate several high-cost leases, eliminating 15 smalier sites |10 neces to support America’s y. That’s alittle bit
11 that are not uired. 11 over a million men and women, active Guard and Reserve, that
12 The DOD cross-service effort has benefitted us. We [12 will be retained into the next century.
13 have largely taken their recommendations in the case of 13 Now, for you, I think, you should know that we feel
14 depots and in the case of medical facilities. Once again, 14 these recommendations are sound business decisions. The
15 Mr. Chairman, we’re go;;lﬁ to try to consolidate training for|15 nation is spending a historically small amount of money on
16 engineers, chemical specialists, and milita: lice to 16 the Army during this period, and we must make the most of
17 ce training and reduce costs. This will be our third |17 those dollars. To stay trained and ready, we must tailor the
18 effort to do this. . 18 infrastructure.
19 I recognize, the Army recognizes that this has been 19 The list you have before you this year gives us a
20 an area of contention. I would only point out that in the 20 very zisnjﬂcant return on our investment. For money
21 past it has received support from three successive 21 invested, we get a high return, and we get an early return
22 secretaries of Defense, two chairmen of the JCS, three 22 that we can then put into modernizing and improving America’s
Page 9 Page 12
1 secretaries of the Army, spanning two different 1 y.
2 administrations of, I might say, differing political views. 2 Lastly, I would say in conclusion, I support the
3 I ask you to consider this carefully as you consider these 3 recommendations. The bases we are retaining are the right
4 and other recommendations. . 4 ones. The ones we are closing are the right ones. I, like
5 Finally, Mr, Chairman, we in the Army understand 5 the Sec , though, realize that there will be other views
6 that this is a collaborative process. That is, that we, 6 on that subject, and I’'m prepared to partici in that
7 having done our job to provide these recommendations to you, 7 dialogue. We nced your support to keep America’s Army ready
8 you now take on the task of making some sense out of them.| 8 into the 21st century, and I believe this list you have
9  We will work with your staff and with you as you come to your | 9 before you puts us on the proper path.
10 conclusions. We also realize that base closings have an 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, thank you very much, General
11 important, aps even a traumatic effect on the communities 11 Sullivan. Secretary Walker, do you have anything you would
12 and the individuals that they affect. 12 like to add to those remarks?
13 I come from a company town. I have a sense of what {13 SECRETARY WALKER: No, sir. Thank you.
14 can happen when the main or major, or one of the major 14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we certainly thank you for
15 businesses says, we're closing up. We're going away, cither 15 being here this morning.
16 because we’re not going to exist anymore, or use we're |16 General Shane, do you have mn to add?
17 going to do business elsewhere. We will take into account, |17 BRIGADIER GENERAL S : No, sir.
18  as the President and the Secretary of Defense have directed |18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, General
19 us, the ?oﬁance of working with the communities that are[19 Shane. L.
20 finally affected by the decisions you make based on the 20 Mr. Secretary, my colleagues on the Commission have
21 recommendations that we provide. We pledge to do our bestto |21 asked me on each occasion to ask some general questions,
22 work with them when that time comes. 22 largely questions that were suggested to us by members of the

Page 7 - Page 12
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1 Congress when we met with Senators and House members at| 1 excess ca&ac_:xty in the Department of Defense, so I guess it
2 individual meetl‘%;s earlier, a couple of weeks ago. 2 must all be in the Air Force or defense agencies, because no
3 Secretary West, did the office of the Secretary of 3 one is saying that there is any excess capacity.
4 Defense remove or add any installation closures or 4 ruly, not that we expect the services to %e(t) down
5 realignments from ¥our recommendations to the Secretary? | 5 to zero excess capacity, what is your thoughts about excess
6 SECRETARY WEST: No, sir. 6 capacity remaining after this, assuming thss list of closures
7 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Sec West, did anyone inthe | 7 was approved? .
8 administration instruct you not to place any specific 8 CRETARY WEST: I think to the extent that the
9 installations on your list to the Secretary of recommended 9 Secretary of Defense had the Army in mind in any part of his
10 closures and reai'xgnments? 10 comments, I think we are in agreement with me on the facts
11 SECRETARY WEST: These are my recommendations as |11  that I saw him referring to. He talked, for example, about
12 counseled by the Chief of Staff and the Army. No, sir. 12 basing capacity in the case that we were to return troops
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary West, did the officc of |13 from either Europe or the Pacific. And certainly one of the
14 the Secretary of Defense instruct your service to place or |14 concerns we had was to make sure that there was capacity to
15 not to place any specific installations for closure or 15 dothat. . . .
16 realignment on your listed recommendations to the Secretary? 16 I think it lsdglosmble that in one mind and one way
17 SECRETARY WEST: To my knowledge, no, and I think (17 of looking at it, that’s called retaining extra 1% 50
18 my knowledge is pretty extensive on that, Mr. Chairman. |18 that you can rebase those. That is not mti'lzlew. Thatis a
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary West, did you or the 19 capacity that we need. I don’t consider that capacity
20 office of the Secretary of Defense remove any installations {20 excess, but I’'m not going to get into a semantic debate with
21 from the recommendations solely for reasons of environmental 21 those who think it is.
22 or economic impact? 22 I think the Secretary of Defense stated it
Page 14 Page 17
1 SECRETARY WEST: No. We took environmental and 1 correctly when he said it. I think we’re also correct, too.
2 economic t into consideration as we worked our way | 2 Let me sax that, incidentally, that is an rtant point for
3 through our decisions. But no, sir, not solely for that 3 usinthe y. The ability to be pre should it occur,
4 purpose. 4 to house those units that might have to come back from
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You understand the nature of | § overseas - and it would be a very close fit right now.
6 that — 6 . CaFacxty is not gxst looking for space, 1t’s
7 SECRETARY WEST: Not even -- for that purpose. | 7 looking for the right kind oi;ﬂ)ace.' It would involve, and I
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The nature of that question is | 8 think I would defer to General Sullivan on that as the
9 largely developed as a consequence of Secretary Dalton’s 9 professional, it would involve some shifting of units around
10 testimony that he in fact did not put on several because of |10 to make sure we could do it. But at this point I think
11 economic reasons in the State of California, and it is the 11 that’s the kind of capacity that we’ve been looking at, that
12 interest of the Commission to find out whether any other 12 some might have thought was excess capacity. We don’t think
13 branch of the service made such decisions. We don’t say that 13 so, and I don’t think so.
14 we criticize that judgmental decision, but it’s part of the 14 . MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: T understand that the
15 record we’ll need to examine very carefully. 15 contingency for taking forward deploied forces, and
16 SECRETARY WEST: I understand. 16 eventually th«ﬁ)o;eﬂtmhty of coming back to the United
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And your answer to all the (17 States. I'got the impression that he was talking about
18 questionsisno. . . 18 industrial, medical and other capacity that was still excess
19 General Sullivan, if I went through the same series 19 to the Department of Defense. And his exact frame of
20 of questions and asked you the same questions under oath, [20 questioning was that we’re biting off as much as we can chew.
21 what would be your answer? 21 This is a tremendous management challenge, which I
22 GENERAL SULLIVAN: The answer to them would be the|22 appreciate, and I think all of us do, and we’re going as fast
Page 15 ) ) Page 18
1 same as the Secretargs: no. 1 as we think is prudent, to not have everything come unglued
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr, Secretary Walker? 2 here. But there was still some capacity that could be taken
3 SECRETARY WALKER: My answer is the same. 3 down. And that’s the general thrust of my questions.
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And General Shane? 4 SECRETARY WEST: As to whether there is further
5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, you get the 5 industrial calﬁwitﬁ that we could reduce by?
6 same % no. . . |6 MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Correct.
7 C AN DIXON: Now, we’ll begin our line of | 7 SECRETARY WEST: I think we in the Army think we’ve
8 questioning this morning with Major General Joe Robles, who 8 done the right thing on this, in this round of BRAC. We did
9 retired from the Armgi,nas g'ou know, last July 1st. And I'm| 9 not hold back. &e did not restrain ourselves. This is a
10 sure he’s eagerly looking forward to asking the questions of [10 fairly sizeable BRAC for the Army. There are lots of factors
11 his former bosses. . 11 that bear on it, of course. When you a decision, how
12 General Robles, now is l{'our turn, sir. 12 much of a — are we going to spend in advance? But I
13 MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.[13 we think we’ve done exactly what we needed to do.
14 And I would say that is not true, in essence. Having sat on (14 Is there a possibility that at some future time
15 that side of the stage many times, I understand what the 15 two or three years from now, we might look at it, jook at
16 issues are behind it. But I would like to start with some 16 where we stand and what we have, and say there is capacity
17 follow-ups of yesterday’s testimonies, Mr. Secretary. 17 that we can reduce further? That could happen. But at this
18 I note that in your opening remarks, you and . |18 point I don’t think the Army is looking at having excess
19 General Sullivan, you noted that there is no excess capacity |19 capacity. .
20 in the Army. The Navy said they had absolutely no excess (20 MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Yes, Chief. )
21 capacity, the Army says it has no excess capacity, yet the |21 GENERAL SULLIVAN: I would just say mobilize, train
22 Secretary of Defense last week said that there was still 22 and equip. I think we're taking a risk, here. I think we're
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 13 - Page 18
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as {lou know, much earlier than we’ve had in the past. Talk
with that, Jimmy.

BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, let me make
a couple comments about this. One, if you take a look at all
previous BRACs that we’ve done to date, the costs for doing]

14
15
16
17
18
19

because we have to resource it, and that’s what that chart is
all about, there, high return on investment. And we’re not
closing places, here, just -- just to close them. We’'re
closing the ones we need to close to get the dollars to keep
this organization running, because we’re in a declining
dollar . We’ve been in a declining dollar base since
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1 taking a risk, It’s hard to predict what the future will 1 need to keep this straight so we don’t attribute those
2 hold, and I, like the Secretary, think we have pushed the 2 remarks in the record later to the Secretary or somebody
3 edge of the envelope. There may, in fact - ’'m not going | 3 else. .
4 to - like the Secretary, I'm not -- I don’t know quite what | 4 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Yes, sir.
5 was in his mind when he was talking about it, but we do have 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Brigadier General
6 a mobilization requirement and a sustainment requirement | 6 Shane.
7 during war. So. . 7 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Thank you, sir. AsI
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I interrupt for a minute, { 8 would like to point out, in the previous BRACs, '88, '91, and
9 Commissioner Robles? [ have to step out of the room to 9 '93, we t $3.3 billion in costs, up-front costs. This
10 confer with a couple of people. Would Commissioner Cox [10 year’s BRAC, in ’95, we 1t one the amount of that,
11 please chair in my absence? I'll be back shortly. 11 which is $1.1 billion. And I'd like to call your attention,
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Certainly. 12 if you would, please, to the savings that’s been generated.
13 MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Secretary; |13 All previous BRACs, we generated just a little bit
14 thank you, General Sullivan. The ever pervasive dollar was [14 over $600 million, and if you look to the chart, on the
15 also an issue yesterday, and certainly last week, in that 15 right, the top graph, there, the return on that investment
16 there is some ulation that the size of this BRAC for all |16 starts - for all previous BRACs was 1998. In 95 we get
17 the services in DOD was constrained by the shortfalls in the {17 about 17 percent larger return on our investment for one
18 budget. ' 18 third the cost, and we get that return on the investment in a
19 In fact, Mr. John Beach from the Air Force made an {19 much shorter period, 1999-2000, that time frame. :
20 eloquent pitch here yesterday that they had shortfalls in 20 And the reason for that, and the way we approached
21 their inflation account, they had shortfalls in their 21 this in our anatlgsis, was the fact that we felt like we’
22 environmental costs, and that -- did not want to risk near- |22 needed to get the Army to a steady state in the early 21st
) Page 20 . Page?23
1 term readiness by having to borrow from the operating 1 century in order to buy back our modernization, quality of
2 accounts in order to pay the up-front costs of C. 2 life. d those type of imperatives are key to our core war
3 What was the y’s view on that? Did you feel 3 fighting competencies. So that is kind of, in a nutshell,
4 constrained by the fact that you have to pay up-front costs 4 how we approached that, and the approach the Army took. Does
5 out of your operating accounts, since there is no other 5 that h%%, r. Chairman?
6 mechanism to do that? 6 AIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, General.
7 SECRETARY WEST: I think we did what we had to do. 7 MAIJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Secretary West, probably, or
8 Idon’t think we felt unnecessarily constrained by anything. | 8 General Sullivan, probably more appropriately, can you, would
9 We did a BRAC that was a healthy BRAC, that was an ambitious | 9 you underpin sort of the strategy you used -- alluded to --
10 BRAC, and was the BRAC that we set out to do in advance. | 10 at about potential return of the six or so brigades that are
11 mean, we pretty much exg;cted that we would get — have to|11 forward deployed, eventually, and how that played into your
12 get up to a certain level. We are looking for savmgs while |12 decision making in this particular BRA(? round, sort of the
13 at the same time being able to retain our ability to do our (13 over-arching strategy?
14 job. ) ) 14 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Well, what I had to do is, first
15 Unlike the other services? Well, let me be careful 15 of all, station - station the divisions in the United States
16 about drawing distinctions. We are particularly proud of the 16 in a place - in places where we could train, house,
17 fact that in planninf for this BRAC we put a healthy plannin 17 adequately house them and their families, and 70 percent of
13 wedge in our budgeting. We expected to spend about 5700 18 the y is married today. And that was — that is always a
19 million or so to do this BRAC, up front, and so we felt that |19 challenge, is to maintain that infrastructure, and to provide
20 that would give us room. So yes, we did look at up-front |20 tralmnlgnla.nd for the troops.
21 costs as we tried to maximize savings out of this BRAC. It's 21 ] d then we had the size of the Army to consider,
22 one of the things we’re proud of. I mentioned that in my |22 which as I pointed out is actually a little bit over a
Page 21 Page 24
1 testimony. ) 1 million. That’s active Guard and Reserve. And most of us
2 But in terms of constrained by, no. Did it affect, 2 will be based in the United States. I can house - we can
3 from time to time, some decisions?” Would we look at an 3 house approximately 500,000 troops in adequate billets in the
4 installation and, among other things, note that a $300 4 continental United States. Now, we don’t have 500,000 here
s million up-front cost would take about half of our glanning 5 now, because we’ll have 65,000 forward based in Europe, and
6 wedge? e would be foolish if we didn’t look at that. But I 6 about 30,000 in Korea, and small groups here and there.
7 don’t think we felt constrained. 7 But what we did was, we stationed the Army, and we
8 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yeah, we didn’t feel 8 looked ahead with a plan for this 10-division, million men
9 constrained. And what we’re looking for is a high return on{ 9 and women Army, and retained the posts we would need to
10 investment, an early return on investment. And Jimmy has got |10 station, train, and provide a reasonable quality of life for
11 achart, a graph, here — he can show you -- that givesusa {11 our people. That essentially was the strategy on that side,
12 return on our investment in '99-'00, which puts back into the 12 on the uniformed side.
13 program so we can modernize. And that’s a very early return, 13 But I do have a keen interest in the dollars,
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

RE

that was $3.3 billion.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I interrupt you, General?
Would you be kind enough to say who is making the remarks? I
know it is Brigadier General Shane, but for the record, we

20
21
22

1985. And that -- that -- is that what you wanted? That’s
essentially what my strategy was.
MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Thank you, General Sullivan.
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1 A final question before 1 yield the time. 1 front cost, was a little bit over $100 million, 110 for the
2 e had a lively discussion yesterday about depots 2 two depots, if we combined them together. And it gave us a
3 and the logistic centers in the Air Force. They took a 3 return on our investment, in steady state, of — 210 [ want
4 slightly different approach from the Army and the Navy. 4 to say -- $210 million, with almost immediate return on our
5 Their approach was, it was economically better for themto | 5 investment. So we thought it was good business sense to
6 downsize their five logistic centers versus closing the -- 6 approach that in that endeavor.
7 like the two you closed, and the Navy had previously closed. 7 MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Just a quick follow-up. ]
8 My questions are, number one, did you consider the 8 understand; I just want to make sure, because what the
9 Air Force’s approach to life in the way t.h:g' came up with 9 presentation yesterday afternoon focused on was that the
10 their economic analysis in lieu of closing the two depots 10 needed to do extensive military construction if they would
11 that you decided to close? And the second part of this 11 have closed two of their depots to replicate the facilities,
12 question: one of the determinants in their analysis was the |12 because there were unique or -- not quite understand that,
13 high $1.1 billion up-front cost. They were very high. And |13 yet. ‘
14 do you have the same problems? As you close a depot, do you |14 But in your case, you’re saying you don’t have to
15 have inordinately high up-front costs that would prohibit you 15 replicate that. You don’t have a large outlay of military
16 from closing and maybe having to take some other alternative? 16 construction. You can just transfer the workload to the
17 SEC TAR{’ WEST: First of all, we considered all {17 other depots and absorb it?
18 the possibilities. Surely we considered the possibility that |18 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner Robles, let me just
19 we could simply downsize and keep them there. And in fact{19 use the three ground maintenance depots that General Shane
20 you will find that in some other categories of installations |20 just mentioneﬁ. We. in fact, did have to be careful of which
21 we have done just that. 21 i_)articular one we chose to close, in terms of how it would
22 For us, for example -- in many ways for us it is 22 fall -- the workload would fall into the other two -- to make
Page 26 Page 29
1 not a base closure process, Commissioner Robles. Itisa 1 sure that we were not creating a situation in which we would
2 -look-see, to see how we can so consolidate ourselves and our 2 have to do so much expensive additional construction as to
3 infrastructure that we are then able to do business in a more | 3 make the process not worthwhile,
4 efficient and effective way. And so we are always I6oking to - 4 We could not have closed the heavy ground
5 see if what we’ll end up doing is being able to consolidate a | 5 maintenance on one of the other depots, so we went the other
6 location so that we either leave a place where we can close | 6 way. So we took it into account. We just were able to work
7 or that will be significantly reduced. 7 it out so that we actually were able to close the depot.
8 In our case, what came up for us, in terms of the 8 MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
9 studics by General Shane and Assistant Secretary Walker, was 9 Chairman?
10 that we could, in fact, close. Now, we also had some help. |10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner
11 We had the joint cross-service working group advice on this, 11 Robles. Commissioner Steele.
12 too. So ] think we ended up conclugir; ,as theydidina 12 MRS. STEELE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome
13 couple of instances, yes, we could afford to close. 13 Mr. Secretary, Generals, and Secretary Walker. Mike, 1
14 In terms of up-front costs and whether in these 14 remember back in *91 we had different roles, and I must say I
15 particular cases we experienced them as being so high that we 15 won’t miss you reminding me of the Commission’s role to be
16 couldn’t do it, clearly, we didn’t. I mean, we were able to |16 attentive to the defense committees. But all the defense
17 fit the cost within our planning wedge. 1 think part of that |17 committees can thank you, because ever since our little
18 may be that we were able to do a little bit of careful 18 meeting back in 91, the Commission has been very attentive.
19 planning with the wedge in advance, so we knew what we could |19 SECRETARY WALKER: You never know how things may
20 accommodate and were able to make it work. 20 turn out,
21 . The fact is, it will always be, I think, a question 21 MRS. STEELE: Mr. Secretary, I assume you are aware
22 of, in a given BRAC, say, if you were to elect to have 22 that the -- of the Air Force’s proposal to extend the runway
. Page 27 Page 30
1 another one, there will always be the question of how that 1 at Fort Drum while closing Griffiss Air Force Base. Will the
2 can - how that fit, how much it’s going to cost us in order | 2 proposed runway extension be sufficient to accommodate all of
3 to get the savings. It’s not just up-front costs that we 3 Fort Drum’s air mobility and support needs? And is the Army
4 look at, though. It is the savings we’ll get and how quickly | 4 willing to assume the cost of operation of that runway and
5 we’ll getit. All those things came into play for us. ‘Lut I 5 air field facility?
6 don’t think we had q)uite the same expernience. 6 SECRETARY WEST: I am aware. We are. We have some
7 General Shane! 7 concerns that we're watching very closely to make sure that
8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, Generall 8 we and the Air Force bear tfat burden in the right way. But
9 Shane. A couple comments about the depots. We recognized 9 yes, we’re prepared to do that. )
10 early on in the process that we did have about 40 percent 10 I’m going to ask either General Sullivan or
11 excess capacity, and that percentage equates to about one or |11 Secretary Walker if they want to add to it. I'm actually
12 two depot equivalents. And that was pretty much supported by |12 quite familiar with what’s going on there. I actually went
13 the joint cross-servicing groups as they did their 13 up and took a look at it before we made the final call on
14 independent analysis of that. 14 that, so we're comfortable with what we're going to be doing.
15 So as we looked at that, we recognized that we had 15 We're comfortable with the circumstance in which the Air
16 approximately three different places that we were doing 16  Force will be leaving us.
17 und depot maintenance. So it was a tough decision, but we 17 SECRETARY WALKER: We have had a team that --
18 decided to look at that and how we could either close or 18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you identify yourself,
19 realign the depots that we have, and to produce more synergy 19 Mr. Secretﬁg?
20 for the industrial base here with regards to depot 20 SECRETARY WALKER: Secretary Walker.
21 maintenance, 21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me for continuing to be a
22 What that resulted in for us was really the up- 22 little bit of a nitpicker about that, but it’s necessary,
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1 because as a matter of record we need to know who said what 1 using every one of them, and every one of them has been and
2 was said. 2 is important to us. o
3 SECRETARY WALKER: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. | 3 So again, for us the cost of training is also
4 Secretary Walker. Commissioner Steele, we have had a team 4 training opportunities. Now, you specifically wanted to know
5 that has worked with the Air Force, has gone to Griffiss and| 5 about how these given factors might increase or reduce the
6 has gone to Fort Drum, and that is properly sized and will | 6 cost of training. I'm going to let Secretary Walker talk to
7 take care of what our needs are at Fort Drum. 7 that.
3 MRS. STEELE: Thank you. Did the Army consider | 8 SECRETARY WALKER: Secretary Walker, Commissioner
9 closing Fort Drum, in those discussions, relocating the 10th | 9 Steele. I would say that the most significant cost to train
10 Mountain Division to excess caFacitf' on other maneuver (10 in the future would be the loss of our maneuver training
11 installations, and saving the $51 million of extending Fort |11 space, our maneuver space on our division post. One of the
12 Drum’s runway and the annual O and M costs? 12 hats that I wear is, I’m the — I oversee the y’s
13 SECRETARY WEST: I have two answers. First,a {13 environmental prolgmm. And what we are seeing are growing
14 general answer, then the specific one. The first, a general |14 constraints on all of our mancuver space, on our division
15 answer that I’m sort of required to give, Commissioner 15 posts.
16 Steele. We considered every single installation that the 16 So we’re finding that we can train less days, we
17 United States Army has. at’s the way we started. We 17 can train on fewer space, so that puts a premium on our
18 refined it, and refined it, and refined it, but more . 18 training space. So in terms of cost, the cost is really a
19 spectfically, as we neared sort of final decision status, did |19 future cost, that if we don’t have it, we can’t train and
20 we in some way focus on Drum. 20 keep a ready army for the nation. _
21 We focused on a number, and yes, we gave great 21 MRS. STEELE: Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
22 consideration to whether or not Drum and other maneuver - |22 SECRETARY WEST: [ think the Chief of Staff would
. . Page 32 . Page 35
1 installations ought to be taken out of the arsenal of 1 like to be heard on that.
2 democracy. And then specifically in the case of Drum, we | 2 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Posts are multi-faceted.
3 decided not. It is an installation at which we house our 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: This is General Sullivan.
4 division better than we do at any other installation in the 4 GENERAL SULLIVAN: General Sullivan. Madam
5 United States. 5 Commissioner, land, infrastructure, training facilities,
6 It does its job better than any other. It is 6 maintenance facilities, power projection platforms and
7 important to us in terms of being able to house all of our 7 quality of life, that all enters into it, quafli) of life for
8 forces, and so for that reason and many others we kept in the 8 our people. We have to have barracks and so forth. And all
9 force. But yes, we certainly considered it. 9 of that entered into our decision making.
10 MRS. STEELE: Okay. One last question in this 10 And also I have a -- we have a real burden in the
11 category, and you have partially just answered it. But as 11 Army, because we have in fact mobilized about four times this
12 you know, comparing maneuver installations is often comparing {12 century, fairly significant mobilizations, and we need the
13 apples and oranges in terms of typography of ranges, distance 13 capability to expand the organization without overdrawing
14 of ranges relative to the base, weather, the state of 14 that. Okay? Because we are in fact eliminating a lot of
15 modernization of ranges, and even restrictions due to 15 World War II wood which was used for mobilization. We're
16 environmental laws. How did these factors impact the cost to 16 ﬁetting rid of that infrastructure on the bases, and we have
17 train and still your decision to retain all maneuver 17 dropped some maneuver bases.
18 installations? 18 I think what you have now is what we’ll need for a
19 SECRETARY WEST: Ok.zg'. I thought I had your {19 10-division force, a million men and women, with some
20 question, but at the last -- how did those factors impact our |20 capacity to increase. And I wouldn’t want to predict what
21  decision? 21 the future would hold.
22 MRS. STEELE: How did they impact the cost to train 22 MRS. STEELE: Thank you. Switching to Fort
Page 33 Page 36
1 at various installations? I know you can’t run through all 1 McClellan, reading from syour report, there is a line that
2 of them in detail, but there are great variances in training 2 says the governor of the State of Missouri has indicated an
3 costs. 3 expeditious review of the permit application can be
4 SECRETARY WEST: Well, let me start, [ guess, in a 4 accomplished. I read that only because it says that, but it
5 more general basis. Every cost of operating the base will 5 does not mention whether there is any guarantee or percentage
6 have a cost on our training. And I sup{)ose that if you 6 of a guarantee that it will be granteg.
7 identify a particular base as being a little bit more 7 So my question is, Mr. Secretary, the Army has
8 expensive, tKeah, it increases the cost of training, plus 8 again recommended relocating the chemical school from Fort
9 there are other factors to consider as well. 9 cClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Responding to a similar
10 Maneuver installations are hard to come by. Once 10 request, the '93 commission recommended that the Arm¥ quote,
11 they’re gone, there is a pretty good chance, and I will allow |11 pursue all of the required ts and certification for the
12 Secretary Walker, who specializes in this, to try to convince |12 new site prior to the 95 ] C process.
13 me otherwise, we’ll never %Zt that or equal acreage back 13 Has the Army received these permits? Is the Army
14 again. And so we want to be very careful when we make a {14 pursuing these permits? And in the absence of such permits,
15 decision that maneuver base has to go away. And the absence 15 how do you believe the Commission should respond to your
16 of a maneuver base also increases our cost of training. It 16 uest?
17 constricts our training opportunities. 17 SECRETARY WEST: I think that the Commission — I
18 So first and foremost, we have to be very -- we 18 recommend that the Commission respond in the way that we
19 thought we had to be very careful about easily sending one of 19 presented it to you. Let me say, Commissioner Steele, that
20 the maneuver bases out of the force. I think, secondly, we |20 you've hit, with respect to Fort Drum and Fort McClellan, on
21 don’t have any maneuver installations that are in the force |21 two decisions that in the final analysis ended up right on my
22 right now that are idle, that are not being utilized. We're |22 desk as they sort of came up, advised by the Chief of Staff.
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1 SoI'm pleased to give the direct explanation. 1 Ground, Maryland. But what has occurred to offset the unique
2 I would say that there are no tees in the 2 capabilities that Dugway possessed in 1993?
3 permitting process. The one thing that I, as a lawyer, over | 3~ GENERAL SULLIVAN: [ think — what has occurred? I
4 the years have learned, is that we have no real indication as | 4 think we’re smarter today than we were then, and I think
5 to how the process could turn out when a community and a | 5 we’re, frankly, more into the process. And we need to get —-
6 permitting authority begin to come to Friqs with the reality. | 6 we need to get rid of some of the infrastructure we have, and
7 For that reason -- and incidentally, let me answer 7 1 think we can do the mission as effectively as we need to do
8 a second question that is implicit in that — and we did not 8 it
9 start the permitting process until after the base closure 9 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner, Secretary Walker.
10 announcement was made by this — the list was announced by 10 We will continue to maintain some unique facilities at
11 the Secretary of Defense. That was at my express direction, {11 Dugway. It is not a complete closure. Tests will still
12 again, I think, advised by those who have -- with whom I’ve(12 occur there.
13 been working here at the table. 13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Is this recommendation in
14 That was because that would have, in our view, been |14 line with your primary stationing requirement, which is to
15 premature. It would have been before the decision. It would 15 maintain adequate acreage, range capacity and facilities to
16 have been pre-decisional. So first we had to decide what our 16 support the Arm t@stin% 8:‘0 ram?
17 recommendation would be this year, and then we would be free, (17 GENERAK SULL : Yes.
18 perhaps, to proceed with the initial public steps to get the |18 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: How will the Army support
19 rmit. And so our recommendation to the Secretary of 19 Dugway’s open-air testing program following this realignment?
20 Defense, which he has approved and forwarded to you, is that 20 SECRETARY WALKER: We will safari-in — number one,
21 if we don't get the permits, then we don’t close the base. 21 we’ll have a small contingent which will remain there, and
22 MRS. STEELE: Thank you. My time has expired. |22 then we will safari-in additional test personnel as they are
Page 38 ) Page 41
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 1 required, as those tests are required.
Steele. Commissioner Cornella. 2 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner, Secretary West.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 3 What we decided at Dugway, frankly, was that we had an excess
Good morning, gentlemen. Just a follow-up on the Fort 4 in Army testing capability. And so what we've tried to do is
McClellan question. For General Sullivan: why does the Army | 5 to ﬁncly a way to retain the unique t of Dugway while at
need to continue operation of the chemical defense training | 6 the same time being able to consolidate those aspects that
facility, and can that training be simulated without using 7 -could be consolidated at other locations. That’s why Dugway
live agents? 8 is not a complete closure. There will be a residual open-air
GENERAL SULLIVAN: Less than - probably less than | 9 testing activity, I believe it is, that will be there.
2 percent of the people in the United States Army have gone |10 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Right. Right. That will remain

BNNH.—».—-—-—-—--—.—
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through the facility, as you probably know. There’s probabl

other ways of doing -- there’s probably other ways of doing

that training. This is a pluralistic society, though. There

are strong opinions on the other side of that issue, which

I’'m sure I'll hear about before the day is over.

. But at any rate, it’s a good question. I have a

view on it. We could, in fact - there’s a couple of ways of

handling it, which we tried to do in the past. It’s a matter

of official record. It’s a matter of testimony last year -~

not last year, two years ago. There are other alternatives.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General, in recommending

the closure of Fort McClellan, what weight did the Army give
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open-air, and simulant testing will remain at Dugway.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: That last remark was General
Sullivan.
GENERAL SULLIVAN: Sullivan. Sor%
SECRETARY WEST: Secretary West. The test and
evaluation joint cross-service group questioned the Army’s
proposal to realign Dugway Proving Ground and recommended
that the Army withdraw this proposal. How did the Army
address the specific concerns raised by the test and
evaluation joint cross-service group regarding the uniquencss
of Dugway, the risks of moving research effort, and costs to
duplicate existing capabilities at Dugway?

—
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to the effects of the move on the prospective chemical £
demilitarization facility at the Anniston Army Depot, and
what do you consider those effects to be?

GENERAL SULLIVAN: We gave a lot of — we gave a
lot of consideration to that. General Shane and Mr. Walker
can < to the details of it, but the Secretary and 1
thought a lot about it. And I believe that we're able to
meet our commitments to the chemical de-mil program over at
Anniston very well from the capabilities that we have there
at the depot. And we’ve spent an enormous amount of dollar
resources there improving the infrastructure to accommodate
that effort.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We'll change the subject
here for a moment, General Sullivan. In the 19%3 Army
recommendation, the Army considered closure or realignment at
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. Ultimately it was extended ~
pardon me, ultimately it was excluded. )

. . Due to its unique capability to conduct chemical or
biological testing, the 1995 recommendation calls for
realignment of Dugway by relocating the smoke and obscurant
emission to Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona, and some elements
of the chemical-biological research to Aberdeen Proving

—
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SECRETARY WEST: If my recollection is corrgct,
Commissioner, | think, frankly, we just went back and talked
to them about it, and showed them a better idea. My - if
I’m not mistaken, I think that the group ended up agreeing
with our ero sal and have now endorsed what we’re doing.

GENE SULLIVAN: Right. I think what we told
them was that we’re going to continue the testing there, the
open-air and the simulant testing. We’re going to continue
that, but we can get some of the other activities out of
there. And ] think they agreed with that. I think we just
made a presentation back to them. Isn’t that right? General
Sullivan. That’s Suilivan.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, General.
Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my time.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much,
Commissioner Cornella. Commissioner Cox.

COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. You mentioned some
of the 93 discussions, and I wanted to follow up on some
other discussions in 1993, just to find out where things are.
For example, in 1993, the Commission had requested a full
evaluation of the unexploded ordnance at Fort Monroe,
Virginia. Was that study ever done?
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1 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: General Shane. Yes, 1 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner Cox, Secretary
2 ma’am, it was. 2 Walker. It would be -- number one, it would be very
3 COMMISSIONER COX: And was a clean-up cost 3 expensive,
4 developed for Fort Monroe? 4 COMMISSIONER. COX: To move?
5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: General Shane, again. | 5 SECRETARY WALKER: To move. But number two, you
6 Yes. That approximate cost was $22 million. 6 don’t have the room at Fort McPherson, as well.
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Twenty-two million. And did 7 COMMICSIONER. COX: Is that right? They’re just
8 your consideration of Fort Monroe take into account that 8 out of space? Thank alou.
9 clean-up cost? 9 SECRETARY WALKER: That’s correct.
10 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Absolutely. 10 COMMISSIONER. COX: In 1993 we also, at Secretary
11 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Now at the end, state 11 Powell and — Chairman Powell, on Secretary Aspen’s r,ﬂ:xat,
12 fore-structure has been decided that the Army is nearing the |12 looked very closely at joint depot consolidations. They had
13  end of its drawdown. Did you consider closing Fort Monroe 13 done a fair amount of work previous to the Commission. And
14 and moving the training and doctoring command elsewhere? |14 we looked at wheeled vehicle maintenance, rotary and fixed
15 SECRETARY WEST: I think that’s a question for me, 15 wing maintenance, ground vehicle and tactical mussile
16 Commissioner Cox. 16 maintenance at that time.
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Secretary West. 17 Having looked at all of that data, there was only
18 SECRETARY WEST: And the answer is, we did, just as |18 one, frankly, that we thought we could consolidate, based on
19 we considered our other facilities. But yes, we did consider {19 all of the Department of Defense data and everything that we
20 that. We noted that we had been urged to do it the last 20 had at that time. There was one place that could be
21 time, and we do oot take those urgings lightly. 21 consolidated, and that was the mussile -- tactical missile
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That is an answer of Secretary|22 maintenance at Letterkenny.
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1 West. ) 1 And everxl_vtv]?ere else, frankly, we couldn’t actually
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. 2 consolidate it. S year you are suggesting overturning
3 SECRETARY WEST: Sorry. Secretary West. 3 that 1993 BRAC decision. [ assume, however, that since that
4 COMMISSIONER. COX: I wonder if you could give me a | 4 was the statute, that you all have transferred some of the
s little bit more about your thinking on that so that we have | 5 systems already there. I wonder if you could give me an
6 just - you looked at the costs were too high, you thought 6 update on where that is.
7 you need the -~ 7 SECRETARY WEST: All right. The update — General
8 SECRETARY WEST: Well, no. First of all, at the --{ 8 Shane?
9 I want to be careful. It’s a small closure. 9 COMMISSIONER. COX: Mm-hmm. General Shane?
10 COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. 10 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: General Shane. First of
11 SECRETARY WEST: With small payback. Andsoitis |11 all, we did retain the tactical missile maintenance at
12 not high on our list of things, in terms of trying to get the |12 Letterkenny. And recall it’s not a closure, it's a
13 best out of this round. Secondly, it does an important job {13 realignment.
14 for us. That is the headquarters of TRADOC, and there is |14 COMMISSIONER. COX: Right.
15 something to be said for the lack of institutional turmoil if |15 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: And what we do with that
16 you don’t move a headquarters of that importance to us. 16 is the fact that we disassemble the missiles, and we send
17 Thirdly, it has a joint function that we consider 17 that workload, the command electronics, to Tobyhanna.
18 very important there. And so when we started making our list 18 COMMISSIONER. COX: Yes, I know that’s your
19 of places that we thought for the benefit of the Army, in 19 recommendation, which I want to ask you about in a minute.
20 terms of savings, and for the continued operational efficacy |20 But what I was asking is, have you started consolidating the
21 of the Army, in terms of doin?our mission, it simply did not 21 missile, the tactical missile mission at Letterkenny today? -
22 get up high enough on our list to warrant a proposal to 22 Have you moved missiles there? Have you moved equipment
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1 either close or realign. 1 there? Have you moved people there? What is the status of
2 COMMISSIONER. COX: [ see. Okay, thank you. Also | 2 the BRAC -- '93 BRAC statutory direction?
3 during BRAC '93, the Army basing study recommended thatthe | 3 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: We have started that.
4 forces command develop alternatives for relocating unitson | 4 Yes, ma’am.
5 Fort Gillem to Fort McPherson or other locations. Did you| 5 COMMISSIONER. COX: You have. And can you — maybe
6 look at that recommendation, and could you give us some 6 you could provide for the record what workload has been
7 thoughts on that? 7 transferred, what equipment has been transferred, and what is
3 SECRETARY WEST: General Shane? 8 the cost so far? ‘
9 COMMISSIONER. COX: General Shane? 9 SECRETARY WEST: Secretary West. We will do that.
110 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: General Shane. |10 COMMISSIONER. COX: Great. Thank you very much.
11 Commissioner Cox, we did. We looked at that, and the 11 You also -- I think you started to say we’re not actually
12 determination was -- was the fact that it was unique and that {12 closing Letterkenny. In fact, we're keeping the -- it looks
13 it supported the operational mission of forces command in |13 like we're keeping not only conventional ammunition but the
14 Second Army. So we felt, like, that the support that it 14 missile disassembly and storage, and also that Letterkenny
'15 rendered to that particular installation was substantial 15 will receive missile and storage surveillance workload from
116 enough, and in the Army’s best interest to retain it. A 16 Red River. I guess this concerns me. )
17 modest gayoff. 17 One of the reasons we picked Letterkenny is because
18 COMMISSIONER. COX: You mean facilities, or the{18 we could actually consolidate all of the missile work at
19 combination was -- 19 Letterkenny, and in fact we couldn’t consolidate it at
20 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: The facilities, primarily|20 Tobyhanna, which I assume is the reason for your
21 the Second Army motor pool, the support that they provide to 21 recommendation for not consolidating 1t at Tobyhanna,
22 Fort McPherson and Second Army. 22 although it’s -- it’s listed as a consolidation. As I

Page 43 - Page 48

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.

(202) 296-2929




Multi-Page™

BRAC hearing 3/7/95
Page 49 Page 52
1 recall, the problem at Tobyhanna is that they didn’t have the| 1 COMMISSIONER. COX: All right. So we wouldn't get
2 missile storage capability.” Is that correct? 2 to the question of conditionally closing it, because your
3 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: I'm not sure. I'mnot | 3 recommendations may not act unless the permits are approved.
4 sure that was correct or not. 4 SECRETARY WEST: Right.
5 COMMISSIONER. COX: It couldn’t consolidate? Well, 5 COMMISSIONER. COX: In time for us to act. All
6 maybe -- 6 right. Thank you very much.
7 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: But it was not a deciding 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner.
8 factor with regards to how we approached Letterkenny in '95. 8 Commissioner Davis. )
9 COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. I guess what we were 9 SECRETARY WEST: Mr. Chairman.
10 looking for was consolidating, and maybe Letterkenny was the 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary.
11 wrong place to consolidate, but the reason we consolidated at 11 SECRETARY WEST: I'm sorry, there was just one last
12 Letterl{)enny is because all of the mission could be moved to |12 comment that Commissioner Cox added at the end that ['m not
13 Letterkenny. 1 believe, and your recommendation seems to {13 quite readKIto 0 along with.
14 back that up, that it can’t all be consolidated at Tobyhanna (14 CH AN DIXON: Please - please answer.
15 because of the missile storage problem, and that’s why you're 15 COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay.
16 leavinF the missile disassembly and storage at Letterkenny. |16 SECRETARY WEST: Unless they're approved in time
17 ess I'm asking that question. Is that why 17 for you to act.
18 i(;u’re eaving the missile storage and disassembly at 18 COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. We will have to act -
19 tterkenny? Is that a fair assumption? I'm just guessing {19 well, we have 10 get a report to the President by July 1st,
20 from -- 20 and we will obviously be acting before that, you know,
21 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's a fair assumption. 21 sometime in the week or so, I assume, before that. And ]
22 COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay. Thank you. Also at 22 guess -- what I understood the Deputy Secretary to say, and
. Page 50 ) . i Page 53
1 Letterkenny, as I recall, there was a sort of joint public- 1 then what I was asking you: if we -- if you do not have the
2 private partnership — I’'m not probably putting it 2 permits by June whatever that is, would it be your
3 correctly — on the Palladin? 3 recommendation that we simply not close McClellan?
4 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That'’s correct. 4 SECRETARY WEST: That was not my recommendation.
5 COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. And that hadn’t started | 5 My recommendation is that McClelian be authorized to be
6 in 1993. Has that project started, and has it been 6 closed, except it cannot close until the permits are
7 successful? It’s one of your b}x{ggest contracts, I think. 7 obtained. And if they are never obtained, it can never
8 SECRETARY WALKER: Yes, Commussioner Cox. | 8 close.
9 Secretary Walker. Yes, it’s been very successful, and 9 COMMISSIONER. COX: I see.
10 those -- the Palladin operations will continue until FY 97. |10 SECRETARY WEST: That’s our recommendation.
11 COMMISSIONER. COX: And that is being handled at 11 COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay.
12 Letterkenny? ) 12 SECRETARY WEST: So that you'd want to give us more
13 SECRETARY WALKER: That is correct. 13 time than just June. I don’t know ﬁow long that permitting
14 COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay. Thank you very much. |14 process takes, Commissioner.
15 One — do I have more time? One last question. Going back, 15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, if I may intervene, again,
16 then, to another issue from 1993. Xnd I’'m sorry, I want to {16 Commissioner Cox, we have approved, subject to final approval
17 ask one last question on McClellan, because I want to make (17 of all of you, our schedule t.ﬁrou hout the balance of the
18 sure I understand you. i 18 time until we give the list to the President of the United
19 If you all do not have the permits, and 1 19 States, and it will become public shortly.
20

understand you didn't start for good reason till now, do you

20

And so with respect to this question on permits,

21  think we should close it, close Fort McClellan without having 21 with respect to the treaty question that was raised
22 permits in hand? 22 yesterday, and other things, if those things aren’t resolved
Page 51 . . Page 54

1 SECRETARY WEST: Our recommendation is conditioned | 1 by Thursday, June 22nd, it would be difficult for us to

2 on getting the permits. ’ 2 accommodate the services and their recommendations, because

3 COMMISSIONER. COX: 1 l%uess maybe it’s alegal | 3 beginning on that day we start voting.

4 question, then. Can we conditionally close? A procedure --| 4 SECRETARY WEST: Understand.

5 1 mean, 1s that your view, that we could -- I know that the | 5 COMMISSIONER. COX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

6 Congress can’t statutorily pass conditional legislation. 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner.

7 That’s why I'm concerned aboutit. . 7 Commissioner Davis.

8  SECRETARY WEST: Well, I think it’s quite -- 1 8 GENERAL DAVIS: Secretary West, Secretary Walker,

9 think it’s quite possible to say that we’ve decided to close 9 General Sullivan, and General Shane, as I said yesterday,
10 it, unless we don’t get the permits, and to make sure that 10 it’s a pleasure to sit on this side of the dais. I've sat :
11 the timing of the process — we certainly wouldn’t start 11 over there often enough. ) )

12 unless we had the permits. The timing of the process awaits|12 Mr. Secretary, clearg this Commission is going to

13 that. 13 have to make a recommendation as to future BRAC actions.
14 COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. 14 Clearly your counsel would be most appreciated, as to what
15 SECRETARY WEST: I don’t think there is a problem 15 you thought it ought to be in the future, when it ought to

16 with that, Commissioner, although -- 16 , whatiind of substance it ought to take, et cetera.

17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: IfI may intervene, Commissioner {17 -~ SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner, we have found that
18 and Secretary West, I'm remunded by staff that Secretary 18 this procedure has worked well for the Army. Just look at

19 Deutch’s testimony was that we would not close unless all |19 the success in closing Army bases before *88 and now, and

20 permits were in place and approved for the transfer. 20 certainly ] think that has been the report that you have

21 SECRETARY WEST: And that was our recommendation, [21 received from the Secretary of Defense as well. We also

22 too. 22 believe that we have done the job that needs to be done. The
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Army has completed its back requirements. It didn’t hold

Page 58]

1 1 capitalize on the base at Fort Polk. So we looked at both
2 back. 2 the national center and the JRTC, but we were comfortable
3 Even so, thi::&s can change, and so we would be of 3 with where they were and what they were providing.
4 the opinion, certainly I would be, that some kind of 4 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner Davis, Secretary
5 mechanism that would permit a further BRAC round at some s Walker. We looked at 13 different installation categories,
6 future time would make a lot of sense, and we would be 6 and my recollection, there was only one category where there
7 inclined to join with the Secretary of Defense’s endorsement| 7 was -- or a couple of categories where there were no study
8 of it. We too have found that trying to digest it all within | 8 candidates, The primary category was the ammunition
9 two years is a bit demanding on us. 9 production category, where the Army has already laid away and
10 We’ll do the job because we’re the Army, and that’s |10 closed substantial ammunition production.
11 what we do. We take orders, and we get on with it. But 11 GENERAL DAVIS: Okay. AndI agpreciatc it because
12 certainly the Secretary’s idea that maybe some space beyond |12 clearly, as you stated, the training capability and
13 two years resonates with me as well. 13 mobilization capability is ially essential to the Army
14 GENERAL DAVIS: But the time frame you would, (14 because of their mission and the way they go about things.
15 Secretary West, maybe three, four -- 15 Mr. Secretary, now '91 and '93 become very clear, and 95 is
16 SECRETARY WEST: Right, and somewhere in that {16 now becoming reasonably clear with the Department of Defense.
17 neighborhood. 17 Is there adequate monies in the out year for your
18 GENERAL DAVIS: Tum of the century. 18 readiness and your modernization accounts, taking into
19 SECRETARY WEST: Sometime -- yes. Yes, sir. 19 account these closures? In other words, you’ve closed
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Maybe right after an election, |20 adethuate facilities that got you paybacks, that allows you to
21 rather than right before, Commissioner. 21 do those kind of things that the Army needs to do in the out
22 GENERAL DAVIS: And my calendar would say that is 22 years? Or will you have to come back to the Congress and ask
. Page 56 . . . Page 59
1 about 2001, Mr. Chairman. 1 for additional monies for readiness and modernization m the
2 SECRETARY WEST: CanI --1 think the Chief of | 2 out years because you didn’t close enough?
3 Staff has something. 3 SECRETARY WEST: Well, I'm not sure it will be
4 _ GENERAL SULLIVAN: General Sullivan, Commissioner | 4 because we didn’t close enough, but we’re certainly going to|
5 Davis. I concur on that. [ tEuess I would say the time frame| 5 need modernization help in the out years, and the Secretary
6 would be probably tum of the century. We're going to be | 6 of Defense has promised 1t. In terms of our base closures on
7 implementing all four BRACs simultaneously, and I think we 7 those considerations, I think we’re doing the - frankly, the
3 &?d to reinforce the Secretary’s point. We clean all of 8 best we can. I'm not sure I’ve gotten to the heart of your
9 t up. 9 question.
10 %Ve’re doing a lot of -- as you probably know, 10 1 GENERAL DAVIS: Let me -- yeah. Well, originally
11 everybody’s doing it - automation information processing. {11 there was some talk about not having a BRAC '95, and I think
12 It’s coming on quickly. That may well, turn of the century, |12 the services it:jpped up and said that we’ve already eaten
13 give us a look at some of the - some of these efforts. 13 some of our seed com in the out years, based on the planning
14 GENERAL DAVIS: It would probably give you a chance {14 for BRAC '95. And so we need a BRAC just so we can sustain
15 to sort of admire what you’ve done already and see some 15 our readiness and modemization accounts in the out years.
16 unnoticed impacts that you didn’t expect. 16 SECRETARY WEST: Well, you’re absolutely right,
17 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yeah. Hopefully not regretit. |17 that we are counting on the savings from our BRAC. And in
18 Yes, sir. 18 fact, the Sec Def has committed to us that it will go to --
19 GENERAL DAVIS: Mr. Secretary, did the -- and it’s|19 that those savings will go - will be available to us to go
20 really -- this is for the Commission’s process and 20 to modernizations, and that’s especially important to the
21 deliberation. They’re tr{’i‘x;g to crawl inside the Army’s mind 21 y.
22 on how you did this. Were there any categories of 22 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner Davis, Secretary
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1 installations or specific installations that, when you 1 Walker. If I might add -- over the next six years the Army
2 started the process with your -- one and a half years ago -- | 2 will save a billion dollars from the budget as a result of
3 that you excluded summarily, after looking at them, simply | 3 this base closure alone. And by the time we reach a steady
4 because of their un#;ue nature or characteristics? 4 state, in the %/ear 2001, the Army will be saving the
5 SECRETARY WEST: It’s hard to say that there were| 5 equivalent of $700 million a year. That’s over 1 percent of
6 categories that we excluded summarily. I think wetooka | 6 the Army’s budget, a substantial savings which can be
7 look at everything. For example, one category we simply have 7 reinvested in modernization and readiness. o
8 not -- that you see no candidates from: schools. We didn’t | 8 . SECRETARY WEST: Secretary West, Commissioner
9 Jjust summarily include them. We took a look at them, 9 Davis. At the same time, every time we add an installation
10 ‘considered their unique nature, but yes, that was an easier |10 to that we affect the savings in some way. We drive up that
11 decision than some others. 11 front cost, say --  don't know. Take an example of your
12 GENERAL DAVIS: But for instance, some of your |12 typical maneuver base that will run a $300-or-so mullion add-
13 training ranges, because that’s such a national asset, did 13 on to the costs up front, that will affect the savings that
14 you - 14 we were counting on. Six hundred?
15 SECRETARY WEST: Didn’t summarily include them. We 15 SECRETARY WALKER.: Six hundred.
16 looked at them. Didn’t summarily exclude them — looked at 16 SECRETARY WEST: Six hundred. Sorry. That’s about
17 them, and then came to our conclusions. General Sullivan? {17 balf the 1?act. Six hundred or so costs to your average
18 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yeah, General Sullivan, 18 maneuver base. Well, that affects the savings, and then it
19 Commissioner Davis. We did look at the training centers. As 19 does affect what we can count on in the out years.
20 you probably know, in an earlier BRAC we moved out of Fort 20 . GENERAL SULLIVAN: Commissioner Davis, General
21 Chaffee to Fort Polk. We moved the joint readiness training 21 Sullivan. I think you ask a very interesting question.
22 center because that seemed the appropriate thing to do to 22 That’s very, as you know, complex — the answer to which is
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1 very complex. 1 Army.
2 If we presumed a steady funding stream that was 2 COMMISSIONER KLING: Are you expecting that those
3 inflated for -- for inflation, annual inflation, and then you | 3 funds be returned to you, to be used for this round of
4 make the assumption that we could take this 1.3 billion and | 4 closures?
5 reinvest it, and the base number was an adequate number, then 5 SECRETARY WALKER: Well, those funds are for a
6 you could make the kind of assugy)tior; 1 think you’re making, 6 previous round of closures, and they are being returned.
7 that yeah, we could in fact modernize and keep the Army 7 Yes, sir.
g trained and ready. The challenge we’re faced is, we’reon | 8 COMMISSIONER KLING: You are expecting those to be
9 a — with that un-declining dollar base and getting out in 9 returned?
10 front of these numbers sometimes is challenging for us. 10 SECRETARY WALKER: Yes, sir.
11 So I think I would just say in summary, I think 11 COMMISSIONER KLING: Okay. Thank you very much.
12 you're on to something there, but you'd have to make some {12 Maybe we could turn to some of the major training areas.
13 p tions about the steadiness of the funding stream, the (13 We have a chart up there, and this chart shows the
14 stability in the funding stream. 14 93 and ’95 military value rankings for the major training
15 GENERAL DAVIS: Yes, sir. You're exactly correct. 15 areas. And Secretary West or General Sullivan, would you
16 I'm obviously worried about the savings that have been 16 please explain why the Army now ranks Fort Chaffee as 10th
17 predicted, that we achieve those savings, because frankly, |17 out of 10 among our ma‘];or training area installations, when
18 your budgeteers have probably already taken credit for a lot |18 it was 5th of 10"in 19937
19 of those in the cFrocess, or required to take credit by higher [19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: IfI may interrupt, is it
20 authority. And you end up short in your readiness, clearly, |20  possible, sir, to make that a little clearer in the nght
21 and modernization, which is the one that probably scares me|21 column? Because I think peogﬂe trying to read that might
22 the most. Thank you, sir. 22 have trouble with the right column. I'm having a little
Page 62 Page 65
1 1 have just a couple other small questions. Did 1 trouble over here. Maybe m s aren’t working good.
2 you consider, Mr. Secretary, complete closure of Dugway, or 2 COMMISSIONER KLING: There you go.
3 did the up-front costs deter you from that process? 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now you've done it, my friend.
4 SECRETARY WEST: We considered it, but I think itf 4 Thank you. Now the next problem may be - and I hate to
S was that we needed to retain one of — we needed to retaina | 5 interrupt you, sir — you might be in the way of the camera
6 kemnel of unique capability there that we can’t do elsewhere,| 6 that’s trying to show that to the public at large. Thank
7 at least essentially. That more than up-front cost, I think. 7 _you, sir. Go ahead, now, Commissioner.
8 GENERAL DAVIS: Would you — can you, just for the 8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Kling,
9 record, identify or submit that portion that you wanted to 9 General Shane. Let me take that question on. This is a
10 keep open, and why? ) L 10 question that deals with the various changing in the
11 ECRETARY WEST: We will submit it. 11 attributes from 95 to -- from '93. And specifically what we
12 GENERAL DAVIS: And another very short question. 12 talk about there is, there were some changes that caused them
13 Did the proximity of air combat command to Fort Monroe play |13 to move, such as, the age of the facilities we looked at real
14 ' in that decision of keeping Fort Monroe open as it has in the|14 hard, because that was a quality of life issue.
15 past? . o |15 We looked at the barracks -~ interested in the
16 ~ SECRETARY WEST: I see the Chief of Staff shaking|16 barracks. And we looked real hard at the permanent
17 his head, here. I'll let him answer that, Commissioner. 17 facilities associated with these installations. And then we
18 . GENERAL SULLIVAN: Commissioner Davis, General |18 took a good hard look at the ranges, with regards to the
19 Sullivan. Yes, it did, and the Navy’s doctrine command. (19 major training areas.
20 It’sthes el{fy of all three of the doctrinal commands, to |20 So what that did, it basically showed -- it
21 include the Marine Corps, has, as you know, their effort {21 reshuffled the order, based on the installation assessment,
22 there at Quantico. So yes, it did. 22 which was the program we ran on that, which really showed
Page 63 Page 66
1 GENERAL DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I have - am enthused | 1 Chaffee did not do well. And they moved Dix up in those
2 with more in questions, but my time has expired. 2 categories.
3 _ CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 3 COMMISSIONER KLING: And A.P. Hill you moved up the
4 Davis. Commissioner Kling. 4 same -- ‘
5 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That’s correct, same
6 Secretary Walker, and General Sullivan and General Shane. | 6 reason.
7 Thank you for beinF with us. We apfpreciate it, of course. | 7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yeah. Right. Do your
8 Just to follow up a hittle bit on one of the questions back 8 recommendations leave both active and reserve components
9 there. It’s to our understanding that, during the base 9 forces adequate remaining major training areas?
10 closures in the past, that the Navy ran short of the funds 10 . BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: We studied that in
11 available for that, and in essence borrowed funds from the |11 detail, and the answer to that is yes. And I might add to
12 Army for their closm&’]f;cﬂines. Is that correct? 12 that is the fact that we did an in-depth analysis using what
13 SECRETARY ST: In essence, yes. There was an |13 the Army calls train load, which looks at both the active
14 effort in which basically the Office of the Secretary of 14 comJ’onent and the reserve component training requirements.
15 Defense sort of looked at what we had and said, okay, let’s {15 And we used that as a major analytical tool to do our
16 try to fund what’s necessary. 16 studies, and we coordinated that with the Reserves. So we
17 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner, Secretary Walker. 17 feel comfortable with that.
18 From my past life on the Hill, I must tell you that that was {18 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Secretary West, in
19 initiated the Congress took a recision to the base 19 the Army’s recommendation on Fort Chaffee it states that,
20. closure program, which most of that recision came from the |20 &uote, 1t intends to license required land and facilities to
21 Navy. And that’s what necessitated the Department of Defense |21 ¢ Army National Guard. Could you maybe elaborate what that
22 to reconfigure the funding for both the Air Force and the |22 means? And does that include all of the 72,000 acres? And
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1 which of them more than — I understand there is roughly 1200 1 That's where I did my ROTC summer camp. It is one of the
2 buildings -- so what really -- what is the intention of the 2 last things that I'd [ike to see the Army do is for us to
3  Army, there? 3 stop doing it there.
4 SECRETARY WEST: [ think you'll need some detail| 4 But | think the fact of the matter is, the Army
5 from General Shane. Let me just say that that’s not an 5 makes a good case in its study that we don’t need fo do it
6 unusual decision by us. In almost every case we’re looking | 6 there; we need to consolidate, and we can do it in other
7 to reserve, neeced reserve component lands for use by the ~ | 7 locations better. We will - you've asked for the details of
8 reserve component. And just about all of our closures, not | 8 the savings and the offsets, and we'll provide those. But
9 all of them, but just about, we’ve tried to be very attentive | 9 that was not an easy decision.
10 to that. Now, to the ific question of what is going to |10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Well, that’s the important
11  be licensed, General Shane has the details. 11 aspect, of course. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
12 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Kling, |12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner
13 General Shane. What that means is the fact that we 13 Kling. Now, gentlemen, you’ve been very kind, very
14 understand the requirement to insure that the reserve 14 cooperative, and we appreciate your forthright answers to our
15 components, National Guard, have adequate facilities to 15 questions. I’d like to make a couple remarks, ask a couple
16 conduct their annual training. And when we looked at that, {16 questions right now. But I’d like to ask your leave to have
17 when we say license to them, we mean turn over a memorandum 17  a second round. Mr. Secretary, | assure you, we'll have you
18 of agreement, which they would have those facilities. 18 out of here well in advance of lunch -- hopefully by 11:30.
19 SECRETARY WEST: I think your question — Secretary {19 Is there anybody that can’t accommodate that
20 West, Commissioner Kling. I think your question was which 20 additional time with us? Well, then, we’re greatly
21 particular acreage and which particular buildings. 21 appreciative that you would stay, and we thank you. And for
22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Well, [ don’t — it's kind of 22 tge information of the people in the audience, there will be
. Page 68 Page 71
1 difficult, I believe, to get into the -- if you have that 1 ahearing at 1:30 when we do adjourn -- recess for the
2 available, we would like that. 2 morning, a 1:30 hearing with the defense agencies, including
3 SECRETARY WEST: We can get that to you if we have | 3 'the Defense Logistics Agencies.
4 it available. I don’t know. General Shane? 4 Now let me say as a member -- former member of the
5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Well, my comment with 5 Senate, [ felt it was important to have meetings on the
6 regards to that is, when we look at that in the 6 Senate and the House side with, oh, about 25 or 30 senators
7 implementation phase, then we would go that — but we do have 7 showed up on the Senate side; 65 or 70 House members. Told
8 an idea, and we can provide that for the record, you know, | 8 them I'd ask questions for thern, and we’re going to do that.
9 for our general planning purposes. 9 The problem is -- and the questions are very FOOd ones, but
10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Fort Chaffee also |10 some are getting very lengthy. And I see some of my friends
11 served as a major refugee center during the crisis 11 from the Congress out there.
12 regarding -- requiring rapid relief, when thousands of East- |12 Here’s what I'm goingI to do, and you can blame me
13 Southcast Asian and Cuban people fled to our shores. Should 13 if it doesn’t please you, but I’m going to give these to
14  a future contingency occur on such a scale, what other Army|14 Madelyn Creedon, our top attorney here now and tell her to
15 installations could replace Fort Chaffee if it is closed? 15 pick - for instance, there are some that have 15 or 16
16 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner Kling, Secretary 16 questions on their list. I'm going to ask her to pick the
17 West. I wonder if I might answer that question. 17 best two out of that. We will give you all of them in
18 COMMISSIONER KLING: Please. 18 wntinf.
19 SECRETARY WEST: I have two points on it. One, |19 remember [ was trying a lawsuit one time — I
20 unhg:plly I must admit to having been the ieneral counsel ai20 won't take much of your time — but the defense counsel gave
21 the Department of Defense at the time that happened. Ihad {21 56-instructions to the judge, one of the old country ‘Ludges
22 to have had a hand in that decision. I think there is a good {22 in Southemn Illinois where I used to try cases. Andhe
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1 likelihood that in the future we will be very hesitant before | 1 looked at him and instead of looking at them and reading
2 we turn over a domestic installation for that purpose. 2 them, he said, pick the best five. (Laughter.) Which was
3 I think the second point that I would make is that 3 okay when I was a kid in Southern Illinois; I don’t know how
4 we have given some thought, in another context, not in the | 4 it would work now. (Laughter.) But if Madelyn will do that
5 BRAC context, to installations that might serve that 5 for us.
6 capacity, and we have kept that list heavily restricted and 6 She’s going to pick the best two questions from
7 heavilg' classified. If we need to make a way to make that 7 each congressperson, either a member of the House or Senate,
8 available to you in some other scenario, well do so. 8 and we’l] ask those orally at the conclusion of the morning
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. And 9 hearing. And of course, we understand you might not have all
10 I guess my last question, before I turn this -- at Fort 10 of the statistical information for nses, in which case
11 Indian Town Gap -- is centrally located to the largest 11 you can say, we’ll supply it for the record later; but so
12 concentration, we understand, of reserve component forces in 12 that each member of the Congress will have that opportunity.
13 the northeastern United States. And supporters contend this (13 Then we will give you in writing all the questions. You ask
14 proximity has significantly contributed to saving taxpayers’ {14 15 questions, you’re going to get 15 questions.
15 dollars due to less travel time to and from the training 15 Mr. Secretary, we appreciate the fact that your
16 facilities. 16  staff will take the time to carefully analyze and answer,
17 Mr. Secretary, did your staff adequately study 17 because these people in the Congress are the final _'budgment
18 these cost savings and how they might offset any savings from 18 call on what happens, of course, in this round in "9S.
19 closing the post? 19 That’s very kind of you all.
20 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner Kling, the bottom 20 Now, the second thing, before we go to the second
21 line answer is, yes, I think so. And we’ll e the details |21 round, who at the table there -- and I t it might be
22 available. Let me say something about Fort Indiantown Gap. 22 Secretary Walker, but it could be General Shane -~ did most
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1 of the work with the Joint Service Working Group? 1 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, General
2 SECRETARY WEST: Actually, it was our 2 Shane. Let me take that on and try to answer for the
3 undersecretary, who’s not at the table. 3 Commission, please. Do you have a slide there? Okay, how
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. 4 about putting up the one on the Army process and let me kind
5 SECRETARY WEST: But both General Shane and Mr. 5 of talk to that. _
6 Walker would have been responsible for providing support. | 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: [ hate to keep asking somebody to
7 So, probably General Shane. 7 move. I'm sorry to do that to you, but I think the cameras
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Shane, one of the things 8 have trouble seeing that. ] ]
9 we’ve talked about a lot during the course of the last 9 How are we doing there? That looks a little bit
10 several days, and even since the beginning when we had the {10 better; now you’re getting it. Okay. Can all the
11 Secretary and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and Deputy {11 Commissioners sec it okay? Oh, here we go. Well, at least
12 Secretary Deutch in here, is this question of downsizing 12 for us, we’ll be able to -- but I think that’s ]&rett clear.
13 depots instead of eliminating a depot and so forth. 13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman.
14 And our staff feels that there may be a difference 14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes, General Shane.
15 of opinion between the Joint Service Working Group and some 15 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: If you recall, Secretary
16 others about whether downsizing 1s, 1n fact, an economy as |16 Gotbaum used the Army as an example. He provided you with
17 scale as compared to closure. And we take into account 17 some slides and a bdeﬁn‘gnm regards to military value and
18 different sized depots and all that kind of stuff, but do you {18 how we apgroach that. d I won’t belabor that point here,
19 have an understanding of what the view of the Joint Service {19 because -- but what I want to talk to i1s the Army’s process
20 Working Group was about depots? 20 and how it’s probably a little bit different than the other
21 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, General|21 services.
22 Shane. My understanding of the Joint Cross Servicing Group 22 First, we talked about the installation
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1 was the fact that they wanted to get at the issue of excess 1 assessments. And I think most of us understand that that
2 capaattg', okay? So as we approached our anzﬁ'sxs, we tried | 2 most important is the military value assessment. That comes
3 to do that. We tried to identify what the workioad was, the | 3 from a series of attributes -- benchmarks, you can call it
4 core workload, and we tried to size accordingly. 4 what you like. But it’s a series of attributes that the Army
5 We -- and nor am I familiar with how the Air Force 5 thought was very important to accomplishing our mission. And
6 kind of did that with regards to downsizing. We did not use| 6 our linear program was ran on that, and what you ended up
7 that approach. We the ?proach totry tocutasmuch | 7 with wasa ng of the installations.
8 overhead as we possibly could. 8 Now, that is a statistical ranking, based on
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did you consider that approach? 9 attributes. And what that basically tells us in the Army is
10 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: No, we didn’t. {10 what we have.
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you persuaded that you can 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can I interrupt you at that point
12 downsize the equivalency of a closure in savings? 12 -in time?
13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: | wouid answer that by {13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Yes, Mr. Chairman.
14 saying, without looking at it in great depth, Mr. Chairman, I 14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You're saying, at that point in
15 couldn’t really provide a record answer today. But I would |15 time, when you're doing step one on military value, you use a
16 tell you that my experience has been, in looking at the 16 statistical analysis and you rank them on military value --
17 downsizing across the Army, looking at some other areas, that 17 that’s gour testimony?
18 in the past has not proved cost-effective. 18 RIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That’s correct.
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I'll ask one more question. 1 |19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And my question on that is, when
20 ask this out of ignorance -- it's your business, not mine, 20 you say you use a statistical analysis, do you give numbers
21 you understand. Would size make that much difference? In{21 to them or something? I mean, some --
22 other words, I understand size can be & factor. But when you 22 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Absolutely. They're
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1 get to the numbers, would size make that much difference - | 1 weighted; there’s 1,000 points that are associated with these
2 Just the fact that it’s much bigger -- make that much 2 four major criteria.
3 difference? 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And in your shop you have that
4 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Iwould say not. | 4 stuff? )
5 _ CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. There was early | 5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Absolutely.
6 testimony b;' a variety of people about point systems being | 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that stuff can come to our
7 used. And I'll ask whoever is appropriate, and would you | 7 team chief for Army?
8 please identify F'ourself, Jjust for the record. 8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Absolutely. You should
9 And would you by any chance have a slide there that | 9 have that -
10 would show the kind of point system you use, because one of 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So you put the hard numbers on
11 the things we seek as Commissioners when we look once again 11 that -~
12 at what the various services did, Mr. Secretary, and then 12 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: You bet.
13 what the Secretary of Defense did, is how objective were you? 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: - and you get the military value,
14 And one of the things that arose in our hearing yesterday, |14 and qu rank them according to the hard numbers that you got.
15 for instance, was a comparison of two naval bases where the{15 And if ] understand the way you do it, and I'd like to Eo
16 point system was very, very close. 16 through this with you, too, because I think the others have
17 It makes it kind of an interesting question when 17 done similarly. You did that numbers analysis before you
18 you close one and you leave one open and it’s close. And |18 looked at the different installations and bases.
19 those are the things we’re ‘ioing to have to look at. Some of]19 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That’s correct.
20 those things we can show the people in the country and the |20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And then you relate it to those
21 Congress that we’re being very ogiective about what we did.!21 when you look at them.
22 Do you have something there that shows that for us? 22 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Then we apply it to our
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1 13 categories of installations that were under study; that’s 1 leadership and we gave them some recommendations. And they,

2 correct. And what -- 2 with their experience and their judgment, they looked at

3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I want to apologize to you. I'm 3 that. And I can tell you from sitting in this seat, that was

4 informed by staff that we have the Army’s data now, and I | 4 a very rigorous process. o

5 thank gou or that. 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I believe that.

6 RIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Okay. 6 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: And we went back and we

7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Go ahead with your discussion. 7 studied. And I think the Secretaries testified with regards

3 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That gives us a start 8 to maneuver bases — we looked at those real hard. We looked

9 point, much like the Navy and the Air Force. The key to the 9 atour depots. We were concerned about our industrial base.

10 Army’s process is that called the Army Stationing Study, and 10 There was a series of things we looked at.
11 I think the Secretary and the Chief has talked to that a 11 But the bottom line, when it all came out, was the
12 little bit. But let me tell you what that is. 12 recommendations you got today, which was the 44. Now, what
13 First let me tell you what it is not. It is nota 13 was not included in this process, all eight steps, was the
14 document that makes stationing decisions. It is not a 14 issue of leases. We went from criteria five to eight, we
15 document that provides you with any t of decisions 15 looked at the leases and we made -- took a look at those
16 regarding base closure or realignment. e Stationing 16 leases that paid us back. The fact is, there are some leases
17 Strategy provides you an operational context with regards to{17 we’ve got out here that are good investments for the Army;
18 conduct the BRAC analysis in formulating our recommendations. {18 they make good financial sense.
19 That Stationing Strategy is very important to the 19 The next thing we looked at was minor sites. We
20 Army because what 1t does -- it links the national military |20 thought it was a good o portum(tiy to divest ourselves of this
21 strategy, the requirements for it, to the Army. And when we 21 infrastructure, just for the record. And we approached that
22 looked at that, we looked at some 13 different categories 22 in the same vein.
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1 across the board, the spectrum, and tried to compare the 1 So that’s kind of a summary of our process and how

2 major functions to the installations. And that, likewise, is | 2 it kind of differs from the other services.

3 spelled out in our recommendations that we’ve provided the | 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, that's very good. I thank

4 commission. So that’s in much detail, but that’s a very 4 you for that very excellent presentation oltyhow. you arrived

5 s1mplwll:ot._ . ) 5 at your decisions. And we appreciate also having all your

6 at it tries to tell us, Mr. Chairman, is exactly 6 data. ] )

7 what we need for the future of the Army, and [ want to say, | 7 I’m going to declare a 10-minute recess, and we’ll

8 what we need for the future. From tha;groyvs a list of study| 8 come back precisely at 20 minutes to 11:00 and complete a

9 candidates. And if you recall, we started with 97 and we 9 second round.

10 added to that some [eases and we added to that some minor |10 (A brief recess was taken.)

11 sites. But it started with 97 major installations for the 11 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: We’re back to you, Joe. Now, once

12 Army. ) 12 again, we thank you -- all four of you -- for being so

13 And we went through a very rigorous process and in- |13 accommodating. I promise you we’ll have you out of here

14 depth analysis, at which time we started paring out things |14 before lunch. And we’ll move as expeditiously as we can in

15 because of operational necessity, because the tation@n§ 15 this second round. And Counsel is even now looking at the

16 Strategy said we need it for the Army and also need it for |16 congressional questions.

17 the current Commission to retain a trained and ready force. |17 We’ll have a round up until me, and then as Chair,

18 So the bottom line -- we also had input from the 18 I'll ask the congressional questions, but they’ll be limited

19 Joint Cross Servicing Group here. So there was dialogue with 19 to a couple of questions each. That may take a little time.

20 my analyst with the Joint Cross Servicing Group. And when you |20 You don’t need to feel you have to be extremely detailed in

21 look at our recommendations there, you will find that there |21 your answers. And then we’ll send the questions in writing

22 are 40-some alternatives that were worked by the Army from 22 to you for the congressmen and the senators involved. And we
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1 the Joint Cross Servicing Group. And what that equated to | 1 thank J'ou for doing that, as well. ~ We’ll begin the

2 was about $235 million of savings -- annual savings -- and | 2 second round again with Commissioner Robles.

3 about $3 billion in the over 20 year net present value. 3 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr.

4 So the Army played quite a bit with regards to 4 Secretary, as the Chairman alluded to earlier, one of the

5 Joint Cross Servicing éroup, and took the recommendations| 5 issues we’ve been hearing a lot of testimony about is the

1 6 where it made good sense for us, where we thought there was a 6 Joint Cross Servicing Working Groups.

7 cost-savings associated with it. 7 d as you know, it was an issue in the ’93 round

8 And then what we did, we ran it through some fiscal | 8 and it will be an issue in the 95 round. And the issue is,

9 analysis by which we looked at what the return on the 9 there are a lot of recommendations made, and as a matter of
10 investment was -- not a sole deciding factor, but it was one |10 fact, the '93 Commission recommended the Department of
11 that you wanted to consider, especially when you’re posturing 11 Defense take a good hard look at this area. And I know there
12 the Army for the 21st century. And then, yes, we did run it|12 were a series of recommendations, and we have access to many
13 through a series of economic analyses. And you’ve heard |13 of those recommendations. i
14 testimony on that and how each service approached that. 14 The question is two-part. First, how many of those
15 There was no major impact with regards to the Army. 15 recommendations did the Army implement? And secondly, for
16 And then we also looked at environmental analysis, |16 those that they did not implement, what was the underlying
17 okay? And we were consistent with the intent of the law, but 17 rationale for nonimplementation?

18 we also had a special work Lﬁroup that looked at our analysis |18 SECRETARY T: Yes. Commissioner, I don’t know
19 and our scenarios to see if there was some type of 19 the exact number. I know of the most prominent exx_tg;fles,
20 economic — excuse me, environmental considerations that we 20 which are the ones in the depots area and in the medi

21 needed to consider in the process. 21 facilities area. . .

22 And then what we got -- we went to the senior 22 Let me say that the understanding we were given
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1 when we started this process and we met with the Deputy 1 it’s, in many ways, the wave of the future.
2 Secretary of Defense and he set up those cross service 2 We’ve got to do more of that to get, to squeeze the
3 working groups, was that the purpose would be to try to get | 3 most in terms of savings and efficiency out of what we're
4 the Services and OSD and agencies together to come up with| 4 doing. And I think it worked well for us this time. It can
5 the best possible recommendations and then feed them back to 5 perhaps work even more extensively the next time.
6 the Services, leaving it to the Services and the Service 6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. |
7 Secretaries to make their best judgment. 7 didn't mean to imply that management and leadership judgment
8 So one thing that I would like to emphasize 1s that 8 should be preeminent. And I understand the complex and tough
9 all along, it was not contemplated that every single t.lnn%1 9 issues you're handling. I was just trying to get a feel for
10 these working groups came up with the Services would do. {10 did you implement 10 percent, 15 percent, what were some of
11 That would have made a mockery of the process. We, the Chief |11 the specific recommendations; just trying to get a feel for
12 and I and Secretary Walker and General Shane, were expected 12 how far down that -- how far you bit into that tough issue.
13 to exercise some judgment as presumably our roles in the {13 And we’ll try to do a httle cross-service comparison, and
14 Department of the Army would have required. 14 see how much the Navy bit into it, how much the Air Forece bit
15 We did that, but we did that in a cooperative, not 15 into it and see where we’re at. Thank you very much.
16 a confrontational, way. And I think that we find that we 16 The second question -- early on, we talked about
17 have worked very well with this process. 17 economic impact. ['m interested in cumulative economic
18 As I say, the most notable examples are what we’ve |18 impact, which was a specific criterion set up by the
19 done with depots and what we’ve done with the medical 19 Secretary of Defense. And as the Chairman alluded, the Navy
20 facilities. I think it’s worked well. Maybe in some future {20 used cumulative economic impact on some decisions on Guam and
21 round, our views may be even closer together. But we can |21 California. I'm just interested how the Army came at
22 certainly provide you precisely what we did and what we |22 cumulative economic impact; was it a factor; were there any
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1 didn’t. 1 restrictions; were there any things that were put outside, so
2 And in those cases where we didn’t accept a 2 to speak, the box because of it?
3 recommendation, obviously, our judgment based on all the | 3 SECRETARY WEST: I think I better answer that,
4 facts that you saw and our process would have applied. 4 Commissioner Robles. We are very sensitive to it. As you
5 Because the one thing is for certain, the working groups were 5 saw in the chart -- well, it’s actually not sPeciﬁcally set
6 not intended to short-circuit our own analysis in each case. | 6 up by itself, but it's one of the things that’s contained in
7 1don’t know if General Shane wants to add to that or - 7 the information we forwarded to you and to the Secretary of
8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Just a couple of points | 8 Defense as well. We look at the cumulative impact in the
9 in the five categories that were looked at, testing 9 case of each one of those that’s on that list.
10 evaluation, we worked with the Joint Cross Service Group to 10 It did not act as a final determinant in either our
11 do those type things, and we took on some initiatives of our |11  decisions to include or not to include an installation. It
12 own with regards to Dugway, which we've talked about: Hunter- |12 was something that we paid attention to. It was something we
13 Liggett being another. So we took a look at that in detail. |13 took into account, but it was not a final determination in
14 The other issue is under pilot training, which the 14 any — to my knowledge, in any of our decisions to include or
15 Joint Cross Servicing Group looked at. The Army’s postured 15 not to include.
16 to -- was ready to accept the recommendation that came, but |16 1t certainly made some of the choices hard -- both
17 primarily the Army was a recipient of those recommendations. 17 cumulative on the one hand, and even sometimes the one
18 Be ts, the Secretary has already talked to -- 17 work 18 time -- the one-time impact -- of our Fort McClellan
19 packages which we looked at; refined; worked with them; {19 decision. But again, you asked about cumulative impact. It
20 adopted two major ones, which was consistent. 20 made choices harder, but it did not, in the final analysis,
21 Medical, he’s talked to -- they gave us six 21 add up to a determining factor in any one of ours, that’s
22 recommendations and we took on three, and you heard those. 22 correct.
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1 Labs is an issue which you may hear about excess capacity for 1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you very much, Mr.
2 the, you know, across DOD. But the fact, with regards to ! 2 Secretary. Next question, which is a -- it’s about hospital
3 labs, if you look back at the record, in BRAC '91 we closed | 3 capac;g and medical capacity. And we understand that you
4 17, or realigned 17, excuse me. 4 step forward and did some hospital realignments -- the
5 And there’s been other actions going on in the [ S med?cal center at Fitzsimmons and a couple other hospital
6 Army, such as Lab 21, which implemented the *91 6 closures and realignments. But in the bigger context, did
7 recommendations. There’s been some RDs that’s been out | 7 you look at excess civilian capacity?
8 there. There's been some other recommendations and studies 8 It seems to me that as you look at the civilian
9 by the Army Science Board, which we've implemented. So we've| 9 sector, and having come from an area where there's lots of
10 really tackled the issue of labs as best we could, given the |10 medical facilities and lots of excess capacity, there is
11 infrastructure we had to work with, and made substantial. 11 significant excess medical capacity in civilian sector. And
12 And we can provide that type of history and 12 with the new emghasis on tri-care and some of the other
13 overview of what the Army has done independently, as well as 13 programs that DOD 1s looking at, how did you put all that
14 what we’ve done to support the Joint Cross Servicing Groups. 14 together to ensure that you aren’t keeping excess station
15 But we supported them in almost every endeavor that they (15 hospital capacity?
16 asked us to. But a lot of is was just minor work around, so |16 I’'m not into the force structure piece of this, but
17 it did not make sense from a costing standpoint in saving us |17 into the capacity, bed capacity and medical capacity so that
18 bucks. : 18 we didn’t keep more hospitals than we needed because, as you
19 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner Robles, Secretary 19 know, they’re very expensive.
20 West. I would like to say that I applaud both the concept |20 SECRETARY WEST: Yes. I guess from my analysis,
21 and the work. [ think it was a goog thing to do. Should we |21 from my perspective, ]'m not sure that so-called "excess
22 have future rounds, I think we should do it again. Ithink |22 civilian capacity” was as big a player in our decision as
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1 perhaps your question suggests. Civilian capacity was a 1 ‘t]{pe of thinés that generated that. And on top of that, we
2 player. It was one of the ways in which we were able to 2 did look at Greely, we did look at Alaska, and we did close,
3 decide that we could dispense with a center here or downgrade 3 realign Fort Greely.
4 a hospital to a clinic there. ) 4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So I guess the bottom line is
] The one figure I can give you from your earlier 5 that you’re convinced that the installations that are
6 question is, we took 50 percent of the Cross Service Working 6 remaining in Alaska that are going to remain are adequate and
7 Group’s recommendations in the medical arena, which isa | 7 are necessary to meet your 1{e“’::iliremeuts up there.
8 healthy percent, indeed. And so, at least at the level at 8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Yes.
9 which I reviewed it, excess civilian capacity did not 9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you,
10 influence me so much as the certainty that with civilian 10 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner Robles, Secretary
11 capacity, we could be sure that that where we were making an 11 West. My bottom line would be that not enough change, with
12 adjustment there were still going to be proper medical care |12 respect to that force structure, to cause us to want to take
13 and treatment for those who depend on the Army. 13 on the additional expense -- up front expense associated with
14 General Shane, is there anything that you might say (14 those kinds of further adjustments and those bases.
15 about excess civilian capacity? 15 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Very fine. Thank you, Mr.
16 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Commissioner, General Sullivan. |16 Secretary. Mr. Chairman, [ yield my time.
17 That was considered in the joint process -- your question. |17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Robles.
18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Great. 18 Commissioner Steele.
19 GENERAL SULLIVAN: What we focused our energy on |19 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [
20 was providing health care for the large active duty 20 actually have some follow-ups on General Robles’ questions.
21 populations, plus in some cases, the mobilized, — bedding on 21 Back to UPT subject — the Army’s report to the Commission
22 that. 22 states that UPT, excuse me, Joint Cross Service Groups
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1 _ COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Thank you very much. 1 suggested that the Navy transfer its Undergraduate Pilot
2 Final question -- as | understand it, major force structure 2 Training to Fort Rucker. Did the Army concur with this
3 actions that occur are outside the BRAC process to some 3 recommendation, and do you believe that Navy helicopter
4 degree. ) 4 pilots can be trained at Fort Rucker?
5 In other words, if you do a planned force structure 5 SECRETARY WEST: The Army did concur. And that’s
6 reduction, it is not necessarily kicked into the BRAC role. | 6 the question we choose to answer with r t to -- we
7 But let’s just say in Alaska, where you downsize the brigade| 7 believe we can do the training. We understand that others
8 up there — the division up there, did you take a good hard | 8 will have their own views. There was a time, when I was Navy
9 look at you need both Forts Richardson and Wainwright, which 9 General Counsel, when the Navy believed that, as well.
10 has been an issue that has been around for just a few days? |10 Commissioner Steele.
11 And does it make sense to keep both those open, 11 COMMISSIONER STEELE: The Navy expressed a very
12 consolidate to one, or what was the thought process behind |12 different opinion before yesterday. In your opinion, Mr.
13 keepmethem both °P§Pé ] 13 Secretary, why do you feel they chose not to adopt that
14 CRETARY WEST: I’m going to let General Shane|14 proposal?
15 to that in a minute. Let me just say that from my 15 SECRETARY WEST: I don't know, but I will say this.
16 perspective in looking at those installations in Alaska, 16 I suspect that they are the best judge of what kind of
17 Commissioner Robles, the extent to which we went down there |17 training they need for their pilots. " And we’re inclined to
13 was not quite as large as you might expect. 18 respect that.
19 There is still a sizable brigade-size force there. 19 COMMISSIONER STEELE: [ don’t know what else |
20 And so I think our needs are going to be, in terms of those |20 expected you to say to that question, actually. (Laughter.)
21 pasticular locations, fairly significant. We did some other |21 1 right, moving to the medical issue again. %'he
22 things there. Let me let General Shane talk to you about the|22 Army’s recommending closure of Fitzsimmons. What will happen
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1 specifics. ) 1 to Fitzsimmons Army Medical Center’s role as a lead agent in
2 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: General Shane. That's a 2 referral center for a 13-state region?
3 pretty tough question, but I think we’ve got a real good 3 SECRETARY WEST: A lead — no, I just wanted to —
4 answer for that. Let’s talk about the force structure change | 4 as a lead agent in what role? In providing help?
5 first. What we really saw was really not as large of a draw | 5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, sir. Is that adequately
6 down as you might think. We went from something like 8,000 6 being absorbed in the area? [ know there’s some moves to
7 to about 6,000, 2,000 a net in the force structure thing. 7 Carson and the Academy, but if I’m not mistaken, it was a
8 And then when you look at it, you’ve got basicaﬁly 8 lead in a lot of areas and there will have to be significant
9 all the training that we have is the major training areas at 9 travel for retirees and remaining active duty.
10 Wainwright -- I think you understand that -- with the large {10 SECRETARY WEST: Well, | think — well, in terms of
11 part of the commanding control and infrastructure being at |11 simply providing health care, one of the reasons that we feel
12 Richardson. So when we crunched the numbers, so to speak, 12 comfortable and that the Joint Service Working Group
13 what happened, we found that almost $400 million to move that |13 recommended the closure of Fitzsimmons as a center, was the
14 infrastructure from Richardson up to Wainwright. So that was 14 fact that there is adequate medical care nearby in the
15 the first thing that caught our attention was the 15 surrounding area. I think that’s correct, is it not, General
15 extraordinary cost of doing that. ) 16 Shane?
7 The other thing we needed to consider was, okay, 17 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Genera] Shane. There’s
18  what was really the strategic importance of Alaska with 18 two parts - it goes back to the question that Commissioner
19 regards to our national strategg' in the Pacific. Sowe felt |19 Robles asked in regards to excess capacity -- civilian
20 like, from an operational standpoint, that we needed to kind {20 capacity that exists. It was my understanding that the Joint
21 of look at that 1n the context of flexibility it gave us to 21 Cross Servicing Group looked at that real hard and supported
22 generate forces in case anything happened. So those were the 22 this recommendation from the Army, and determined that there
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1 was capacity and that there would not be & major problem with 1 about inconsistent levels of cooperation from base commanders
2 diversion of that tri-care service throughout tge area. 2 in preparing their rebuttals to the DOD proposals. What
3 So it’s a matter of them looking at that in the 3 guidance did the Army give its base commanders regarding
4 implementation phase of this recommendation. 4 cooperation with local communities during the BRAC process?
s COMMISSIONER STEELE: Were there different weights | § SECRETARY WEST: Well, we've met with them quite
6 given to the effective closures on active duty versus reserve | 6 recently, and our guidance 1s to be as cooperative as
7 and retirees and others in the community, or was it - 7 possible. We understand the tmpact of this kind of event on
8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: With regards to health | 8 a community. And we understand that communities will be
9 care? 9 inclined to respond in two ways. The first way is to try to
10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, sir. 10 prepare their case. And the second way, perhaps, if they're
11 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: I'll have to provide that|11 weﬁ-advised, is a track that begins to prepare for what
12 for the record. I really don’t know. 12 could happen. »
13 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Different subject. Secretary |13 We want to be helpful in either case. I thuok
14 West, we’ve received copies of two letters from the Army to|14 that’s our obligation, and that’s our guidance. I don’t know
15 the other Services, requesting retention of facilities on 15 if you're asking the question whether they are able to get

16 bases recommended for closure by the Secretary of Defense |16 access to sort of all the information behind our decisions,
17 recommendation to the Commission. In one, the Army requests |17 because if that’s your question, they’re certainly going to
18 portions of the Naval Air Reserve Center in Kansas, and in {18 get access to the information we provide to the Commussion.

19 others, the Army requests portions of Brooks Air Force Base 19 It’s a public document, I would think.
20 in Texas, . . 20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well I think the question
21 Were these two issues discussed during the DOD 2t I'm asking is, would there be some consistency across the
22 joint review process? And if not, why not? 22 commanders?
|
l
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SECRETARY WEST: I would expect so, but [ also
know, Commissioner, that even commanders -- even Army
commanders, who routinely turn out to be good and
extraordinarily competent, are individuals and their reaction
macf vary from tglaee to place. We will try to counse] them
and make sure that there’s a relatively consistent
cooperation. And if you find instances where we're

BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: 1 thought I knew the inconsistent, then we’ll try to correct it.
answer, and 1 do. Those were requests for enclaves for the COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
10 Army to perform their immediate mission there in both of [10 Mr. Secretary, the Army owns and operates three military

i SECRETARY WEST: The joint DOD process? I don't 1
2 know. General Shane. 2
3 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Let me confer with staff 3
4 just a minute; please. 4
5 SECRETARY WEST: Yes. | think we’ll have to give 5
6 you -- I don’t think any one of the force here can give you | 6
7 that answer right now. 7
8 8
9 9

11 those locations, as a matter of fact. Thank you. 1t ports in the United States. Do we have a chart on that? As
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: In the area of industnial |12 this chart shows, Sunny Point, North Carolina, was ranked the
13 facilities, the Army recommendation is to close Detroit Army 13 highest in military value; Bayonne, New Jersey, second; and,
14 Tank Plant and Stratford Army Engine Plant. Did the closure 14 Oakland, California, third. Please explain why you decided
15 of these facilities -- excuse me, eliminate the ability to 1S w recommend the closure of Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne,
16 design production of critical items? 16 but disapprove the closure of Oakland Army Base.
17 SECRETARY WEST: No. No, it won't. I mean — it 17 SECRETARY WEST: | think it’s very straightforward
18 won’t do that. 18 judgment, Commussioner. If you look at what we use those
19 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Commissioner, General Sullivan. |19 for, their importance to us bas to do with times of surge
20 No, it does not. We have other facilities. And I'm not 20 when we will need to get material out. In the case of, what
21 producing enough tanks anyway. 21 1sit, Bayonne, which 1s an East Coast port, Oakland 1s an
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: This may be too detailed, but {22 West Coast port; Sunny Point, also on the East Coast. It
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1 how many contractor personnel at each site are affected by | 1 seems to me that the gamble we make is fairly clear. If we
2 those recommendations. 2 close Bayonne, we stﬁl have another port we can use. If we
3 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: [ can give that to you. | 3 close Oakland, we have nothing but the commercial ports.
4 Are you talking two locations, or just Detroit? 4 Now let me say a word about commercial, because 1n
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Both locations. 5 fact, we in the Army are fairly comfortable with using
6 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Okay. Detroit, there's | 6 commercial ports in most cases. There are greater assurances f
7 about 200, plus or minus a few. And in Stratford, I think 7 of commercial port availability on the East Coast than the |
8 the number was around 2,000 or so. 8 West. So just as a matter of prudent planning, we elected to!
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. |yield back — | 9 keep Oakland open, while we felt very comfortable that we |
10 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: But we have provided {10 could close Bayonne and realize the savings from that action.
11 those in our recommendations. I think those are right on. |11 Right now we can’t -- and it would cost about $24
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I[12 million to do it. We can’t use railroads in Bayonne. We
13 yield back my time. 13 have an ammunition port on the East Coast, Sunny Point. We
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Commissioner 14 can’t outload ammunition in Bayonne because of the proximity
15 Steele. Commissioner Cornella. 15 to the city. )
16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 16 And that’s why we -- one of the reasons in my
17 Secretary West, if I told you that we've heard from 17 dialogue with the Secretary, we looked at doing business.
18 communities affected by the process, you probably wouldn't{1s And only 14 percent of the cargo, of the general cargo that |
19 find that hard to believe. 19 went to the Gulf War -- we shipped over 40,000 40-foot |
20 SECRETARY WEST: No, I wouldn’t. 20 containers to the Gulf War - only 14 percent of the general
21 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We place an important value |21 cargo that went to the Gulf War went through Bx:{ypnnc. !
22  on their input, and some communities have expressed concermn 22 So it's actually -- we use it very little. And in i
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1 my view, and in dialogue with the Secretary and with my 1 higthhted at least their concern that bases weren’t
2 people, I thought we could close it. 2 actually closing. . ]
13 General Shane. : 3 d I wondered sort of in context with that, do you
4 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: General Shane. Let me| 4 think that the Commission should change the Brooks Air Force
5 make just another comment to that. As indicated, we did 5 Base and Naval Reserve Training Center recommendations to
6 study both ports in detail, and everything’s been said. The | 6 reflect establishment of reserve component enclaves so we
7 other is, looking at the Army projection, CONUS-based 7 don’t have this sort of confusion? Is that your
8 capability, what we lose on the West Coast with Oakland if it 8 recommendation.
{9 ﬁc])cs away is a deployment time of 3 to 17 days, depending on 9 SECRETARY WEST: Why don’t we get back to you on
10 the ly%e unit that goes through there. o 10 the answer on that. I’m not sure how much that requires.
11 o when you look at the operational capability it 11 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. Right. Thanks.
12 adds with the minor — with the small number of ports you got 12 General Sullivan, the test and evaluation Joint Cross Service
13 on the West Coast, it, from our standpoint, made good 13 Group recommended that the Army withdraw its proposal to move
14 operational sense to retain Oakland and still divest 14 the test battalion from Fort Hunter-Liggett to Fort Bliss.
15 ourselves of Bayonne. So there was an operational cost and |15 They were concerned about the loss of unique test capability
16 - risk that we did not want to accept. 16 at Fort Hunter-Liggett and the lack of an adequate test
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General Sullivan, given the 17 environment at Fort Bliss. How did the Army address these
18 emphasis on and synergy from inner-Service operations, what 18 concerns raised by the Joint Cross Service Group?
19 is the Army’s requirement for continuing to own and operate 19 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Can I ask General Shane to
20 military parts? 20 answer that?
21 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Oh, I think we need to operate |21 COMMISSIONER COX: Of course.
22 certainly the ammunition ports. And from my perspective, as 22 BRIGADIER GENERAIL SHANE: First of all, this ish
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1 Jimmy said, as General Shane said, we need the capability to 1 General Shane. The Joint Cross Servicing Group did not
2 assemble our equipment and to move that equipment. Oakland 2 address Hunter-Liggett specifically, okay? The issue comes
3 provides us on the West Coast with that capability. And it | 3 from an inquiry which was made by OSD with regards to what
4 1s -- frankly, it was helpful during the Gulf War to have 4 training and testing were we going to divest ourselves of.
| 5 places like Sunny Point and Oakland. 5 And the answer to that is none.
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General Sullivan, I | 6 We keep all the testing facilities, all the land,
7 understand that Sunny Point was retained because it isthe | 7 and we turn that over to thegNational Guard. And what we
8 sole ammunition terminal in the Army inventory. U.S. Navy 8 divest ourselves of was about 300 people that was the test
{ 9 port facilities accommodate the N{wy and Marine bulk 9 battalion that we had there, and we move them to Fort Bliss.
{10 ammunition requirements. Please explain why a single Service |10 COMMISSIONER COX: So you're kec&iln the base open?
11 could not accommodate Army, Navy and Marine Corps bulk]11 BRIGADIER GENERAIL SHANE: Well, that’s right.
12 ammunition shipping requirements. Would that be possible? 12 Already it’s a National Guard-owned installation. So the
13 GENERAL SULLIVAN: [ haven’t thought about it much. |13 National Guard will assume that. And we just divest
14 T guess it could. But I thought we shipped -- I need to give {14 ourselves of the overhead.
{15 you an answer back on that, okay, because I'm the Executive 15 COMMISSIONER COX: I see.
j16 Agent -- the Army’s the Executive Agent for lots of 16 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Commissioner, there are some
17 ammunition. And I think I need to give you a more precise {17 topographical aspects of that test range that are important
118 answer. 18 tous.
19 I think what I’m shipping -- not me personaily -- 19 COMMISSIONER COX: Right.
20 but I think what the Army 1s shipping in many cases is 20 GENERAL SULLIVAN: We're trying to eliminate some
21 ammunition belonging to the other services. 1 provide the |21 of the costs associated with them, though.
22 Marines conventional munitions and so forth. 22 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. Secretary West or
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1 So I'd like to get back with you, Commissioner, on 1 whoever, you recommended that Fort Pickett be closed because
2 that. Because I thini what we’ll find when we shred the 2 it, "focused Yprimaril on reserve component trainingHil
3 numbers that it is Marine Corps, Navy and Air Force, in some 3 support.” Yet you decided to leave open Fort A.P. Hill,
{ 4 cases, ammunition, other than for the Navy, the munitions | 4 which is not far from Pickett, due to the annual training
{ 5 which are on the ships. I may be wron%;. 5 requirements of the reserve component. What was the
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: [ assume staff is keeping track of | 6 opgosite - wh{ was the opposite logic used on two similar
7 these answers when we’re being told that answers will be 7 and very closely located bases?
8 supplied so you can follow up. And we will do that, General 8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Cox, General
{1 9 Sullivan, thank you. Thank you, Commissioner. 9 Shane, let me answer that. When we ran our analysis on that,
10 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Gentlemen, I'd just like to back {10 what we found was the fact that in A.P. Hill there was a
11 off. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to back off of that, because I |11 large density of RC battalions, about 20 or so we looked at.
112 think it’s more sophisticated than what I said. 12 And many of those that could not be diverted within what we
j13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 13 set as an established standard 250 miles, one way or the
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have you concluded, Commissioner? 14 other.
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, I have. 15 At Pickett, what we found was that there was a
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cornella. 16 training requirement there, but it was not to the degree of
17 Commissioner Cox. 17 A.P. Hill. And we felt -- and we coordinated this with the
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. Just a follow-up on |18 reserve personnel and we felt like we could divert that
19 Commissioner Steele’s questions mentioned the two letters 119 training load to other installations throughout the general
|20 regarding the Naval Reserve Training Center, Brooks Air Force |20 area -- Fort Bragg, A.P. Hill, so forth and so on. So that
121 Base. And I know you all have looked at the BENS study --{21 drove our decision to divest ourselves of Fort Pickett.
22 the Business Execufives National Security -- which 22 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. And then lastly,
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1 Secretary West or — 1 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1
2 SECRETARY WEST: Essentially, I might add, 2 again would like to do more of an education for J.B. Davis
3 Commissioner, in a number of these instances where we do | 3 than anything else. But in almost every fort that you
4 this, where the principal utilization, or a heavy 4 decided to close, Mr. Secretary, you very carefully reserve
5 utilization, is the reserve, we are in essence switching -- 5 and area for the reserve component. Are you doing that
6 and I don’t know that that’s necessanily happening here -- 6 because you're rearranging your reserve structure, or was
7 we're switching out our active duty garrison. ¢ 7 that reserve structure there all along? Can you help me with
8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's correct. : & that one? I've read the book, but I didn’t get the answer.
9 SECRETARY WEST: And ieaving, by and large, by | ¢ SECRETARY WEST: Well, there are some reserve
16 working it out with the reserve command, a reserve garrison|1¢  structure adjustments being made, but 1 think what we’re
11 to take care of that. That saves us overhead. Now, what 11 doing here 1s trying to accommodate a rule of thumb that
12 we’re trying to do here with these adjustments 1s to save 12 General Shane mentioned, which is that in so many of our
13 overhead. These are dollar decisions we've made, 1n the 13 nstallations, reserve components are using them for
14 context of those two situations. 14 important and needed training. And in this era, when we're
15 COMMISSIONER COX: So to make sure | understand on {15 gong to rely on the reserves even more, the last thing that
16 this and the last question -- essentially what vou're saying {16 Wwe in the Army want to do as we do this realignment and
17 is that we still have the ability to use these training 17 closure process is to effect things that can contribute to
18 grounds. 18 reserve readiness.
19 SECRETARY WEST: Oh, yes, for the reserve 119 So we've tried to make sure that wherever we act
20 components Yes. oh. yes. 120 with respect to posts where reserves have been training, that
21 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Cox. General |21  either they are able to do their training at another post
22 Shane again. There will be a reserve enclave there on 122 within a sufficient number of miles, or that we reserve an
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1 training so that thev can use Pickett. And one of the | 1 enclave so that they can do it there. And that’s what's been
2 questions that we're asked about -- what do you do with the | 2 driving it -- and attentiveness to reserve component
3 petroleum facility that’s there? And we opted to send that | 3 readiness.
4 to Fort Dix, and that was in coordination with the reserve |« GENERAL SULLIVAN: Canl --
5 component people, too. 5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: General Sullivan, sir?
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. And then lastly, how 6 GENERAL SULLIVAN: We need to reserve cither an
7 does the - Secretary West, or whoever you'd like to direct | 7 armory or some kind of facility where the goal is to put them
8 it to -— how does the recommendation to close Fort Ritchie | 8 within 50 miles -- to put the soldiers within 50 miles of a
9 affect the Army’s support to area requirements of the 9 facility; and then within 250 miles of some kind of a
10 national command? And given the importance of Fort Ritchie’s |10 training ground. The reason for that is we only get them for
11 support to that national command authority, what alternatives 11 14 days in the summer and they have to move their equipment.
12 1o closing Fort Ritchie did you examine and why did you pick 12 And what we like to get 1s 10 out of that in the training
13 closing Fort Ritchie? 13 area. And as you know, when you get the Guard and Reserve, |
14 §ECRETARY WEST: We did take that into account. {14 mean, we just have to -- we cover the country with
15 I’ll let General Shane give you the details. 15 facilities. "And that's why you’ll see us maintain these
16 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. 16 enclaves.
17 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Cox, General {17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, sir. And again,
18 Shane. We did look at that. We can support site C & R from 18 not being able to fully shut down a fort, though, was another
19 Fort Detrick, which is right down the road. And we did look 19 consideration in that process.
20 at the alternative, which looked at closing and realigned 20 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Right.
21 Detrick. But the fact is that Detrick is almost twice the 21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: If I could, then, and you'll
22 size of Fort Ritchie. So as we looked at the pay-off and the |22 see what my bias is. Of course, I worry about our Armed
) Page 111 Page 114
1 costs and the savings associated with divestiture, it made 1 Forces being able to conduct their missions in the out years.
2 good sense. And we did have excess capacity at Detrick to | 2 And | asked the question previously, and 1 think you’ve
3 accommodate this move. 3 answered it, but let me just make absolutely sure.
4 COMMISSIONER COX: And — I'm sorry, you looked at | 4 Mr. Secretary, that with the BRAC *95 closings and
5 Detrick but it was larger than Fort Ritchie? 5 assuming some level of confidence in your numbers, the
6 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Well, when | say larger] 6 savings that you get, at what level does it start to
7 - it had the capacity to accommodate Ritchie moving there, | 7 constrain? If they don’t pan out to 50 percent requirement?
8 vice Detrick moving to Ritchie. 8 In other words, you don't get 50 percent of your savings, are
9 COMMISSIONER COX: And there are other things at 9 you really starting to hurt? Is there a threshold there or
10 Fort Detrick that would dictate moving it to Detrick rather |10 have you really taken a very conservative approach and you'll
11 than Ritchie. 1}  probably get more savings than what you've gredicwd and so
12 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Well, just a larger and |12 the news would only be good, not worse?
13  more modern facilities, more permanent facifities. 13 SECRETARY T: 1 think --
14 SECRETARY WEST: It’s just a more cost-effective |14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: That’s a long and complex
15 move from Ritchie to Detrick than from, say, Detrick to 15 question, but -~
16 Ritchie. 16 SECRETARY WEST: My answer was clear to the first
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that was Secretary West on 17 part of your question. but now that you have your second
18 that last response. 18 part, the answer is yes to both.
19 SECRETARY WEST: I'm sm. 19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay.
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you very much. 20 SECRETARY WEST: 1 mean, the second one first --
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner. {21 Yyes, we have taken a conservative approach. The one thing
22 Commissioner Davis. 22 we've learned, 1 think, over the years is that you can’t be

Diversified Reporting Services. Inc.

202: 296-2929

Page 109 - Pgge 114




Multi-Page ™

3/7/95

BRAC hearing

) ) o _Page 115
certain how your estimates and prc;Jectxons are going to turn

Page 118
surge on food. We can, in fact, produce food in America and

1 1
2 out, so you have to be very careful, indeed. So we've been | 2 process it and get it to the troops.  There are other
3 conservative in what we have listed as expected savings. 3 commodities which soldiers and aimen and marines and sailors
4 But at the same time, frankly, when you think a%out 4 use which are difficult to surge to. But we can, in fact,
5 what the Chief of Staff said about the declining dollars, 5 produce a lot of food in America.
6 we're tightly constrained in every direction. I don’t think 6 One of the capabilities we maintained in the Army,
7 1 could say to you that we could afford to lose a single 7 to get to your point, is Watervliet in Rock Island, Buif(,iing
8 dollar of the savings we anticipate here. It will get tight 8 hard-wall cannon barrels is an art, and there’s only one
9 right after that first dollar. 9 place in America that does it -- probably the best in the
10 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Mr. Commissioner, | - I've been|10 world ~ and that’s Watervliet, And we maintain that
11 around now since '89 in the building, in the Pentagon. And{11 capability for tank guns and Howitzers and naval weapons.
12 one of the assumptions that was made on previous BRACs has 12 And Rock Island is now where we assemble the Howitzer —~ one
13 really been a burden to us. And that assumption was that we 13 of the Howitzers, the light Howitzer is assembled there,
14 would, in fact, sell some of this property to investors. And |14 because we're Xroducing such a tiny quantity of it that
15 so the budgets in our programs were wedged in that vein. |15 commercial industry won’t do it.
16 We have a very poor track record because, as you 16 They don’t think it’s commercially effective for
17 know, there is a congressional process that comes in and the {17 them. So we do have those kind of special capabilities. And
18 govemment competes for the facilities itself; and then we {18 ['m glad you asked the question, use there are some
19 have the presidential initiatives. So we’re not doing any of |19 capabilities that we do maintain in house. because commercial
20 that. We’re not betting on anyone buying any of thus, 20 industry -- unless you get into a real big confrontation --
21 because there are programs that require us to give it to the {21 they’re not going to do it.
22 communities and so on and so forth. So we haven’t built this 22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And my last, not question, but
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1 effort on those kind of assumptions. 1 it's sort of a request. We’d like to make sure we work with
2 And I think, to the Secretary’s point, now we have 2 the Department of the Army and of course the Air Force on
3 what appears to us to be a good business decision here 3 this permitting and, for instance, to move the Dugway
4 without assumptions, which, frankly, have never come true - 4 operation, there’s some indication that it’s going to take
S never come true. And it’s taken us a while to dig our way | 5 almost two years to get all the approvals and everything
6 out from that burden. 6 done. But that’s very key to the process, and we’d like to
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: You have my sympathy for being 7 work with your General Counsel along with ours to make sure
8 in the building that long. (Laughter.) 8 that we get it all right in the final recommendation.
9 GENERAL SULLIVAN: ‘7cah, I had a full head of hair 9 Mr. Chairman, my time has run out.
10 here in 1989. 1 hter.%) 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner
11 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Secretary, I'd like to|11  Davis. Commissioner Kling.
12 direct this to General Sullivan. Again, it's my worry about |12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
13 our ability to -- and the Army is probably required to do 13 Secretary West, you've been very forthcoming in your answers
14 that almost more than any other Service — is surge to meet |14 conceming cross-servicing, and [ appreciate and thank you
15 contingencies or national emergencies. And in your depot |15 for that. I'd like to ask your opinion, in a practical
16 process, you've taken some very significant actions to 16 sense, can cross-servicing work going forward? And will it
17 downsize your depot capability. . 17 continue without the BRAC process.
13 And I know you’ve answered before that you didn’t |18 SECRETARY WEST: I think it will work,
19 have any surge capability, but have you sort of hip-pocketed|19 Commissioner. I think we’re still learning a lot of things
20 a little bit of surge capability in your depot so that if you 20 about it; learning the best ways in which we can cooperate.
21 are required to surge to meet some national emergency that |21 There are still functions that each of the Services considers
12 you have capability to surge that depot, or will you have to |22 unique and that each of the Services believe we have unique
) Page 117 ) Page 120
1 pump it out in the commercial sector? 1 respoasibilities for. But I think it can work, and [ think
2 GENERAL SULLIVAN: I have some thoughts on it. | 2 we're seeing that it can work. )
3 D’ll let General — if it’s all right with you, I'll let 3 Much more intriguing is your question of whether it
4 General Shane answer it and then I have some experience on| 4 will go forward without BRAC. That, I don’t have an answer
5 the subject and some thoughts. s for you. I’d like to hope it would. But the underlying
6 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Davis, | 6 principle that you enunciate, that the BRAC process has given
7 General Shane. The short answer is yes, we did take into 7 a great motivation to it, [ think, is an accurate one. It
8 consideration the surge capability. A couple key things here| 8 certainly has given it life.
9 is the fact that when you look at the core workload that we | 9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Maybe I could ask another
10 have, you find that we do that with one shift and we do it {10 question of you from along that line, and that is, yesterday
11 and our recommendations show that we are now at about 80 |11 gle Air Force — their statement, they said that they did not
12 percent capacity. So we have a 20 (Eercent capacity in each |12 really include any closures as respects medical institutions
13 one of our three depots remaining that allows us to meet the |13 because they just hadn’t gotten to that yet. And I guess
4 wartime surge requirements. 14 what I don’t understand -- were there not some
{5 Now, there’s been some debate with regards to 15 recommendations that went to the Air Force as well as
16 wartime requirements versus reconstitution of the force 16 medical, out of the Cross Servicing Group? Were you [
17 following the two-MRC scenario. So [ feel like that the 17 believe said that 50 percent of those recommended to you, you
18 three depots, based on our Stationing Strategy laid out for |18 adhered to?
19 us, provide us the adequate depot maintenance requirement |19 SECRETARY WEST: Oh, Commissioner. (Laughter.)
10 that we need to take care of the force. 20 ['m certainly familiar with the ones that came to the Army,
1A GENERAL SULLIVAN: Mr. Commissioner, in the United|21 Commissioner. And that’s about as far as [’m able to go.
12 States of America, we have the capability to surge, really |22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Okay, thank you. Well, maybe
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1 1 could just follow that up one second and say that 50 1 I'm selecting one that counsel thought was the appropriate
2 percent of the medical cross-servicing that was presented to | 2 one -- Secretary West, in making the decision to close Fort
3 vou, you accepted and vou went forward with. The other 50 3 Pickett, Virginia, did the Army consult with the leadership
4 percent - did those deal only with the Army, or would those 4 of the other Services and federal agencies who currently
5 have included some of the other Services? 5 train at Fort Pickett for input concerning the value to them
6 SECRETARY WEST: No, sir. We were speaking of 50 6 of the installation?
7 percent of those that dealt with the Army. There were 50 | 7 SECRETARY WEST: Let me just see if I can get some
8§ percent that we did not agree on after our analysis. . 8 staff up here.
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you very much. ¢ EHAIRMAN DIXON: And I think Brigadier General
10 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Commissioner, can | make a 110 Shane is going to answer with the help of a colonel there
11 comment? There are some activities going on in the trainingl11 that he works pretty closely with.
12 area which are really not reiated to BRAC at all where 1 have 12 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Chairman, General Shane.
13 some capacity at Fort Leonard Wood where we're doing some i3 The answer 1s, ves. And recall that we had certified data
14 training in our training centers -- Fort Leonard Wood and 114 calls and Fort Pickett did provide us with that information.
15 elsewhere. -- other services, Forth Knox. Fort Sill. the 115 1t was considered in the process.
16 Marnnes train with us, and [ send peopie to other Services. 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: In other words, vou talked to all
17 So there’s a lot of that going on. And we're actually ;17 the other people involved at Fort Pickett in making this
18 picking up more and more -- cooks, for instance. And it’s 18 decision. The balance of those questions will be given you
19 not -- It's irrespective of BRAC. It's a joint - ‘19 1n writing.
20 COMMISSIONER KLING: And [ think that that is just 120 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner. Mr. Chairman, may 1
21 a cross-servicin ect as well, vou just - 21 npot sayv that General Shane said something 1n addition to
22 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Correct. 122 that. He said it was our practice to do so in every case -
Page 122, Page 125
i COMMISSIONER KLING: -- pin it down to five set | 1 certified data calls.
2 places and say, that's the end of it. So that’s really good. 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Congressman Jim
3 Just a couple other quick situations. Turning to some of the; 3 Chapman, First District of Texas says, or asks -- I'll ask
4 leases here, the BRAC 93 Commission recommended that the 4 you, Mr. Secretary, and vou may referto whoever is
5 Services review current leases to determine whether or not | 5 appropriate -- "Was the combined military value and cost of
6 excess government-owned administrative space could be used 6 closure of the co-located facilities of Red River Army Depot,
7 ins of leased office space. Did the Army review all of | 7 Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, Defense Logistics Agency
8 its lease facilities in an effort to get them into 8 Distribution Depot — DDRT - and their tenants considered in
9 government-owned facilities? 5 the overall evaluation as requested of the Army Defense
10 SECRETARY WEST: I believe those above $200,000, 10 Logistics Agency and Department of Defense by the community?
11 Commissioner. 11 SECEE’I‘YARY \f/PEST: I think the answer is yes, but I
12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Above $200,000. Thank you. {12 -- by the community?
13 And last question, because [ believe we’re probably running |13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, let me take
14 1in time a little bit. In ’91 the Commission approved the 14 that on. General Shane. The answer to that is, yes, it was.
15 merger of Aviation Systems Command and Troop Support Command. 15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, there are a series of other
16 Would you mind explaining why the Army is disestablishing a 16 questions here. And all of those questions, on behalf of
17 command which we just created a few years ago? [17 Congressman Jim Chapman of the First District of Texas, will
18 SECRETARY WEST: Well, it’s related to your first |18 be sent to you in writing.
19 question. In our effort to try to find savings in leases, |19 Here is a senes of‘:v questions submitted for the
20 the way that we could deal with getting savings out of that |20 record by the senators from Maryland — Senators Sarbanes and
21 lease, was not to try to look for where we could transfer the |21 Mikulski, and by Representatives Bartlett and Ehrlich; and
22 entire thing, but to look at it going back 1nto 1ts 22 it’s in connection with Fort Ritchie, Maryland. Mr.
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1 components. And so we've come up with a good way, and we 1 Secretary, how were the cross-service capabilities of the
2 ink a very effective way, of discharging -- carrying out 2 Defense Information Systems Agency’s command assessed as part
3 that business of each of those -- aviation on the one hand, 3 of the Army's evaluation and final decision to recommend Fort
4 the soldier command on the other — by sending them 1o those ' 4 Ritchie for closure?
5 kinds of components. LS SECRETARY WEST: General Shane.
6 We really wanted to get out of that lease. We want 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Shane.
7 to get out of all the leases we can. It’s not just that we 7 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, those were
8 take the last BRAC Commussion seriously, 1t’s that it’s good| 8 considered especially with regard to DISA OSD. Our database
9 business for the Army. 9 concluded that they would not be included in our figures.
10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank yvou very much, Mr. 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Their next question is, did the
11 Secretary. 11 Army coordinate directly with DISA to determine the cost of
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, that concludes the second 12 moving the Network Management Center?
13 round. And Mr. Secretary, if you’ll indulge me now, counsel, 13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: And the answer to that,
14 Madelyn Creedon has selected what she thought to be the |14 Mr. Chairman, is no, because what happened in that particular
15 appropriate question from each of these groupings by senators 15 case -- we showed them as a loss in 1996.
16 and members of the Congress. And I'm going to ask you those, |16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Did the DOD take into
17 and then we will send all the written questions to you. 17 account Fort Huachuca, its critical water shortage as part of
18 And we are going to do that immediately afier this 18 its recommendation 1o send a significant number of additional
19 morning’s hearing, and would appreciate it if your folks in {19 personnel there?
20 your shop could answer these questions in some detail. 20 _ BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, we'rc
21 First, from Senator John Warner of Virginia, he 121 talking about 100 people, 1 believe, going to Fort -- we did
22 asks. Secretary West -- now, he asks a number of questions, |22 not consider that, nor were we aware of that at the time that
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1 we made the recommendation — that there was a water shortage 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the second part of that --
2 at Fort Huachuca. 2 Congressman Dick Gephardt says a 1991 Defense Management
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, we'll pursue that 3 report found that merging the Aviation Command and the Troop
4 later. There’s a whole series of questions here, quite a 4 Support Command into Adcom would result in management and
5 substantial number, given me by these two distinguished 5 cost efficiencies. What changes led to the conclusion that
6 senators and these two distinguished members of the House. | 6 rather than consolidation, breaking Adcom into four new
7 Fairly lengthy, and we are going to send it all to you. 7 entities is more efficient?
3 Senator Abraham asks this of you, Secretary West. 8 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, let me say this. For one
9 Mr. Secretary, your report states there is no job [oss 9 thing, we will be able to get out from that relatively
10 associated with closing the Detroit Army Tank Plant. 10 oppressive lease. I mean, optpr%sive is probably too strong;
11 However, General Dynamics currently manufactures M-1 tank gun 11 but high-cost lease. And in fact, I think we’re also ﬁomg
12 mounts in the tank piant. 12 to result in a savings in number of personnel, as well. So
13 I understand the Army’s reasoning was, since the 13 the fact is, we’ve just found a way to do it that saves us
14 General Dynamics contract expires in 97, and the Army has|{14 money and that still allows us to do the Army’s job very
15 six years to complete the facility disposal, the job loss 15 well. It’s a smart move.
16 would come from an end to the contract, not from the closing 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: There are other written questions
17 of the tank plant. Is this the baseline reason to close the 17 by the dist'mguished Minority Leader in the House that I'll
18 tank plant — to cease mount production by General 18 send along, Secretary West. Thank you.
19 Dynamics? And that 1s the question. 19 Now the Senator from Michigan, Carl Levin asks
20 SECRETARY WEST: Yes. The answer to the last |20 this. [ think we’re back to the Detroit Army Tank Plant
21 question is, no, that's not the baseline reason. The 21  here. Senator Levin asks, Mr. Secretary, at the time the
22 Dbaseline reason is that the plant is there to produce tanks, 22 Secretary of Defense announced the recommendation to close
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1 and we don’t do that right now for United States use rnight 1 the Detroit Army Tank Plant, the Army did not have answers to
2 now. The only tank production we have going on, I think, is 2 these questions regarding how and where the Detroit Army Tank
3 inLima and 1t’s for FMS. We simply - that plant is simply] 3 Plant’s current f%mctions would be conducted after cl{)sure
4 excess to the Army’s use. 4 and the cost of those alternatives. Instead, the Army said
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay, anybody want to add? Thank s it will study those issues this summer.
6 you. Now, they ask one other there that I think I better 6 Why didn’t the Army study the cost of alternatives
7 ask, since it impacts my state and [ think would only be fair | 7 to the Detroit Tank Plant as part of the BRAC process?
8 to do so. I further understand Rock Island Depot in 8 SECRETARY WEST: I believe we have now made some
9 Illinois -- General Sullivan, you just alluded to that in 9 choices about alternatives, Mr. Chairman. Am I wrong,
10 your remarks -- is the only other manufacturer of M-1 tank {10 General Shane?
11 gun mounts. . . 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Shane, is this more in
12 Why are you ending a contract with a civilian 12 your area?
13 contractor, when the only other source of production is a 13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, yes it is.
14 government arsenal? Given that this does not fall in the 14 We looked at that. The bottom line there was the fact that
15 traditional arsenal production area of barrels, why are f'qu 15 it was truly excess capacity, the way we looked at it, and
16 ceasing E?nvate roduction for government-owned facifities? [16 from our analysis.
17 CRETARY WEST: Itis — I will answer that. Mr. |17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. He hasa t many other
18 Chairman, it is true we produce about 10 gun mounts a month 18 questions here. I’'m going to send you a senes that develops
19 -- half at the Detroit plant and half at Rock Island, But 19 his line of questioning. And we’ll want those for the record
20 that is not the driver in this decision. The driver in this 20 so that this distinguished senator’s questions are carefully
21 decision is the use of that plant for the production contract (21 analyzed.
22 that’s expiring in 1996, essentially. The gun mountis an {22 Representative James V. Hansen of the First
|
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1 incident of the decision, and we will have to resolve where | 1 District in Utah. This distinguished congressman says, the
l 2 to pick up that extra five a month production. But that is 2 Army is proposing to move Dugway Smoke and Obscurant Mission
! 3 not the driver here. =~ 3 to gumamlgrovmg Ground. I think the distinguished
{4 Sowe’re doing it - if it tums out to be that we 4 Commissioner Cox asked this. Are you aware that Yuma does
. 5 will do all 10 at Rock Island — we’re doing it as an 5 not possess the environmental permits from the state of
6 incidence of this decision. It did not drive this decision. 6 Arizona, required to permit open-air testing of this
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, and there will be | 7 magnitude?
8 follow-ups in writing on that one. 8 SECRETARY WEST: We arc, Mr. Chairman, and we think
9 Now, the distinguished Minority Leader, the 9 it will -- we’ve actually included in our plan that it will
10 Democratic leader in the House, Congressman Dick Gephardt, 10 be about a year to two-f'ear delay. And we will continue to
11 asks these questions, Mr. Secretary. Others will follow in |11 do that at Dugway until the permitting is available.
12 wntmfn. 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That’s Secretary West answering.
13 1993, the Army determined that — and he quotes, |13 Iknow that that question has been asked by someone - it was
14 so I presume it’s from your determination in 93 — "the high{14 by Commissioner Davis. But I wanted to give an opportunity
15 relocation costs make reali ent or closure of Adcom 15 for the congressman to ask it as well. If these permits
16 impractical and prohibitively expensive.” Has there been a {16 cannot be obtained, what are your plans for this important
17 change in circumstance in the last two years that makes 17 testings? ) )
.18 relocation more affordable? 18 ECRETARY WEST: If we cannot obtain permits to
19 SECRETARY WEST: What’s changed is that we’re (19 move the open-air testing away from Dugway, it will remain at
20 smarter for one thing. We are not going to try to relocate (20 Dugway.
21 Adcom out of that lease as Adcom. It will be relocated in |21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. And are you also aware that
22 constituent parts. 22 Dugway already possesses these permits, as well as all

Page 127 - Page 132

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.

(202) 296-2929




Multi-Page™

BRAC hearing -3/7/95
. ) ] ) Page 133 Page 136
1 permits required for the open-air release of live chemical 1 more of the thinking. Automated ranges were more important
2 agents, as required in other realignment proposals? 2 now than they were before, because -- instead of just listing
3 SEC ARY WEST: Yes, sir, we are aware. 3 them, maybe just give us a thought or two about why. Why did
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that's significant, | take it. 4 that change this time?
5 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, 1t 1s. 5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: [ think when we looked at
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The distinguished congressman has | 6 those attributes overall, what we determined was that these
7 other questions that will be sent to g'ou in writini. 7 were the enduring attributes that we needed to train and
8 e Senator from Arkansas, Senator Dale Bumpers, 8 sustain the Army. So the whole series of those -- for the
¢ asks a question that is a -- he asks a whole series, an 9 record, I could provide those to you.
10 closes with one that’s a duplication. But I think it’s 10 COMMISSIONER COX: Great, that would be fine.
11 important that I ask it again. You had showed a chart 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. We'll pursue that at some
12 before, Mr. Secretary, and in BRAC '93, Fort Chaffee ranked 12 length by the written questions. ls the Commissioner
13 number five among 10 major training areas. 13 satisfied that she’s pursued it sufficiently?
14 In BRAC ’95, Chaffee was ranked last among those |14 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. thank you.
15 same 10 major training areas. And | apfpreciate you all got |15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The next question is from my own
16 smarter, but the question here is, what factors cause that 16 congressmar, Congressman Jerry Costello. And he asks about
17 ranking to dro;) so much in just two years? Now, what’s the/17 the Charles Melvin Price Support Center, named after the
18 answer to that? Specifically, what factors caused that 18 congressman that was congressman when I started out in
19 particular installation to drop from fifth to tenth in two 19 politics, well over 40 years ago. Served many years -- over
20 vears? He's suspicious of that, of course. 20 40 vears in the House and was Chairman of the Armed Services
21 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, General/2! Committee for many vears, as so many of you know.
22 Shane. I hope I'm insistent with his answer, because 1 think |22 And Congressman Costello asks a question here that
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i I've answered once before. 1t's the issue with regards to 1 occurs to me as being timely, because if you've read the
2 permanent facilities, ranges, other attributes that went into | 2 Washington Post today, a lot of it was devoted — as you were
3 the refinement of the *95 attributes, which was recommended 3 testifying today, General Sullivan -- to the question of
-4 by the GAO from the ’93 proceedings. -So as we reordered | 4 adequate housing. Here's what -- the congressman asks a
5 those — what happened, you get an order of merit that comes 5 number of questions, but here he says, the Army has said they
6 out which ranks some installations lower than others: Chaffee 6 must close the military family housing at Price because of
7 being one of those. 7 the Adcom move.
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And again, 1 see, Commissioner 8 So the relation of those two things - Adcom’s in
9 Cox, did you want to ask something there? I can see you -- | 9 St. Louis; Price is right across the river in Granite City.
10 COMMISSIONER COX: You said that before, and 1 just |10 Yet Congressman Costello says, yet only 17 percent o¥ the
11 thought maybe we could get a little more detail. You said {11 housing there is occupied by Adcom personnel, and there's a
12 it’s ranges, it's training. at do vou mean? This time 12 waiting list of over one year. Why do the soldiers in the
13 around we didn’t need something as much as we needed it last 13 commands at St. Louis not deserve equal housing
14 time? If you could just -- 14 consideration?
15 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Not necessarily that we |15 I guess that’s kind of a sharp question, but the
16 need it, but -- 16 point he makes here is 1 think he’s arguing that housi‘x’lf
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. 17 there could be usefully used for military personnel. We've
18 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: - let me give youan {18 just seen the front page of the Washington Post today about
19 example. 15 ‘what a terrible housing problem we have for our mifitary
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Good. 20 personnel. | wonder what your response is.
21 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Let’s say ranges. That |21 SECRETARY WEST: Do you want to answer that?
22 we have more modern ranges or automated ranges that we may |22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I’'m not picking on anybody.
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1 apply a different value to it. It may be 100 points, versus 1  Whoever wants it can have it.
2 points in "93. So when you go through those attributes ¢ 2 SECRETARY WEST: Let me say one thing —
3 and you reweigh them, what happens when you get you linear '3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary.
4 program will spit out the answers to you with regards to what P4 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, and then I'll let others
5 the order of merit is, based on those attributes. And that's ~ § chime in -- either General Sullivan or Secretary Walker.
6 what happened in the case of Chaffee and some others. | 6 With respect to the Secretary’s article -- Secretary of
7 For the record, Mr. Chairman, let me say that with 7 Defense’s article this morning, you’re right, Mr. Chairman,
8 regards to major training areas, we studied every maf]or 8 it’s timely. I would remind us all that one of the things he
9 training area in the Army. We looked at each one of those . | 9 points out 1s the &aht of the housing we do have.
10 and made a substantial reduction in those, which we've 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes.
11 testified here today. So even though it went from first to |11 SECRETARY WEST: And he talks about that to some
12 last, it didn’t matter. It had the same type of ngorous 12 extent. The choice to us whenever we have had to take out a
13 analysis that number one was, because we studied them all. |13 support facility -- and that’s not the only one that’s on
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, obviously mattered from the |14 this BRAC list; 1 was just at Suffrage on Friday m"fht, and
15 standpoint of getting on the list and staying off the list, 15 that’s also on the list, and that’s also a housing an
16 and that’s why they’re concerned. Commussioner Cox had 16 support, administrative support area - is whether in the
17 another question. {t might not matter to you, it matters a 17 process, we are somehow improving the lot of those who would
18 lot to them. 18  have to stay. Is commercial housing better available? Is
19 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: ‘Absolutely. 1 19 it -
20 understand. 20 - CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did you ask that question,
21 COMMISSIONER COX: I guess I'm still trying to |21 incidentally?
22 understand the categories that were different -- a little bit 22 SECRETARY WEST: Well, we did a lot of analysis and
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I'm going to let them get to that now, Mr. Chairman. Did you

. : . . Page 142
g;omxsed their support and their belief that the permits will

1 1

2 want to go first? 2 obtained in reasonable time.

3 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, General; 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. And therc again, a series

4 Shane. There are 164 section quarters there. We did look at_ 4 of questions, Mr. Secretary, that will be sent to you on this
5 those. We looked at the cost alternatives that we pa{I with | 5 whole issue, again. And by now, there are several of these
6 regards to base ops to those things. This was a toug 6 things running through here where, unless we can get the job

7 decision. 7 done, we can’t do the -- we can’t support the

8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 8 recommendations, quite obviously.

9 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: But we felt like that we | 9 Congressman George Gekas asks the Secretary, Mr.
10 could at least sustain, if not improve the quality of life of |10 Secretary, regarding Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania. And
11 the soldier by VHA and COLA living on the economy. And our |11 he asks, the Army states that annual training for a reserve
12 analysis showed that there was housing available on the 12 component units, which now use Fort Indiantown Gap, can be
13 economy to do this. 13 conducted at other installations in the region, including
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay, that’s your answer, then, 14 Fort Dix, Fort A.P. Hill, and Fort Drum.
15 General Shane. Because let me tell you my own personal |15 Has any study been done to make sure that these
16 experience. A man leams by what he does. 16 other facilities actually have the training facilities equal
17 I remember when [ was Chairman of Readiness, I used|17 to the facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap are sufficient for
18 an awful lot of my influence and used up a lot of my chits (18 the needs of these units, such as Tank Table 8 qualification
19 getting housing for my state. And I bm}ljt a lot of housing |19 ranges? And do these other facilities have training time
20 m Illinois, I’'m proud to say. And I remember that, [ 20 available in their schedules to accommodate the needs of our
21 believe, Fort Sheraton’s housing was taken by the Navy, they 21 training units? And additionally, has the DOD investigated
22 wanted it, and the closing of Glenview, the folks at Great |22 the cost of transport and equipment associated with using
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1 Lakes wanted that housing and used it. 1 other training sites?

2 So I only - and this was, of course, obviously, 2 SECRETARY WEST: That’s the kind of review we

3 pre.tty new stuff because it’s stuff I did while I was there, 3 undertake when we make a determination like this, and the
4 so it’s brand new stuff and I appreciate the appeal of that. 4 answer is, yes, we’ve looked into just about all those

5 But, you know, I would just like to have you - there’s a 5 things.

6 series of questions there and I would appreciate you giving | 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can you add to that, General
7 those very careful consideration, because if that’s good 7 Shane?

8 housing, I think that’s a valuable point being made. 8 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, the answer

9 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, let me say 9 to that is, yes, we took those considerations.
10 one other thing for the record. There were four or five 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Those were all evaluated.
11 housing areas that we looked at. And as a soldier, I can 11 BRIGADIER GENERAIL SHANE: Absolutely.
12 tell you that any time you look at an enlisted soldier or an |12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: There’s a series of questions by
13 officer and move him from government quarters, which we pick |13 the distinguished congressman. We’ll send them all to you.
14 up a lot of the bill, and you move him to the economy, that |14 The final one, and then again, there’s a pretty
15 is a tough decision. 15 good list over there of written questions we're ﬁ;)mg to send
{6 AN DIXON: Well, I respect that. 16 you. We've tried to honor the commitment to the

17 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: And it is truly a quality {17 con ple from House and Senate to give them their

(8 of life decision. And we considered that. 18 o portumtﬁ to have a shot at you and make their records,

9 GENERAL SULLIVAN: These are not casy decisions. 19 which is all part of the process. I’'m sure you t it.

0 CHAJRMAN DIXON: I know that. 20 And here’s the two distinguished Senators from

3 GENERAL SULLIVAN: ‘None of them are, and you've 21 Connecticut, Senators Dodd and L.ieberman. And they ask you

122 Suffrage, as the Secretary pointed out. By the way, f:xm the |22 about your decision to close the Stratford Army Engine Plant
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1 Chief of Staff of the Army — Sullivan is my name. These are 1 in Stratford, Connecticut. On February 14th, 1995, Secretary

2 tough calls. But we’ve got to make them. 2 Decker, in a response to Senators Dodd and Lieberman stated

3 CHAIRMAN DD?ON: I appreciate that, General 3 that the Army planned on spending $47.5 million as part of a

4 Sullivan. My wife was watching me on television the other | 4 three-year tank, engine, industrial-based program. And they
5 day, and she said, "Don’t be so mean with those peogle, 5 have a letter attached on this, [ guess, I don’t know.

6 they’re just doing their job.” I hope you understand 6 This program would retain engineering expertise,

7 respect that, and I hope you understand that I'm not any more 7 essential recuperator parts production in a minimal catgacny
8 delighted with this job than you are. 8 for new engine assembly and testing at SAEP. Why, less than

9 I’m a draftee, not a volunteer. And this is 9 two weeks after this letter was written, did the Arm;

0 Fainful for all of us, and the worst part of it is, it’s the 10 recommend closing this facility? They say two weeks after
.1 fourth round and everybody’s been through this four times and 11 the letter, you recommended them closing.

2 by now, we're down to the real good stuff. And, you knpw, it 12 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Mr. Chairman, General
3 am’tno fun. But anyway, we have to ask the questions. I |13 Shane. Let me take that on. Number one, I was probably
4 hope you understand that. 14 unaware of that letter that Secretary Decker sent in the

5 epresentative Glen Browder -- and this is somewhat |15 analysis. What we kind of looked at was looking at the tank
6 repetitive, but we want to get these things in the record. 16 engine industrial base with regards to Stratford. The bottom
.7 What contacts has the Army or OSD had with the Governor of 17 line answer, I guess, is, no, we were not aware of that

.8 Missouri’s staff, concerning environmental permits for this |18 letter. The analysis Beggle. ) )

9 facility? In other words, we know that the permits have to |19 CHAIRMAN ON: But notwithstanding the letter,
‘0 be obtained; we t that. 20 are you comfortable with your decision there?

' SECRETARY WEST: We have had staff-level contacts 21 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes.

2 in which the Governor and leadership in Missouri have 22 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Ycs, I'm very comfortable
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1 with it. 1 which government functions, almost momentarily I know a sign
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Sullivan? 2 will appear.
3 GENERAL SULLIVAN: General Sullivan. We havethe | 3 (Eaugbter)
4 capability to repair these engines at Anniston and Corpus 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm sorry we didn't know vou were
5 Christi Army Depot. We really have the capability to do this 5 cominﬁ, Margie, but we're delighted to have you.
6 elsewhere. 6 S. McMANAMAY: Thank you.
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, before we go ahead with the
8 SECRETARY WEST: Actually, I guess just as § testimony and before we begin with the opening statements, |
$ significantly, Mr. Chairman, 1s that as the Secretary, | ¢ 9 let me say that in 1993, as part of the National Defense ;
10 think I'm responsible for reconciling whatever it is'that is |10 Authorization Act for Fiscal *94, the Base Closure and {
11 interpreted from Secretary Decker's letter on the one hand |11 Realignment Act was amended to require that all testimony |
12 and our action on the other. 1 believe ] had the benefit of {12 before the Commission at a public hearing be presented under
13 his advice, as well, on this decision. He was certainly with {13 oath.
14 us when we made -- when we reviewed this. So if there are |14 As a result, all of the witnesses who appear before
15 further inconsistencies there to explain. we'll be happy to |15 the Commission this year must be sworn in before testifying. :
16 explain them. But we think we’ve made the night call on 16 So General Farrell, Mr. Donnelly, Mrs. McManamay, would you |
17  Stratford. 17 please rise and raise your right hands. .
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. well we'll give you the 18 (Witnesses sworn. ) |
16 written questions. This 1s all part of the record. You're 19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank vou very much. And if
20 comfortable with vour decision, notwithstanding what other |20 you'll be seated, please, before we begin vour testimeny and
21 predecessors may have said, and thai's an appropriale answer. 2t the question rounds, we have a little piece of housekeeping
22 Unless there's anything to come before us thus 22 to take care of here.
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! morning. I express the gratitude of my colleagues in the i We have said right along to the public-at-large
2 country for this unpleasant work vot've done 1n comung here; 2 that we're not going to do a lot of add-ons. We’re not going
3 today and testifying before us and doing your job as you're | 3 to add on 70 or more like they did last time, but obviousiy,
4 ordered to do it. - ’ 4 it will be necessary to make some add-ons to the extent that |
5 We are in recess until 1:30 promptly. s we either disagree with what the services have done or feel |
6 like that there are matters that require additional attention |
7 that aren’t on the list given us. i
8 It seems clear to us that one is not on the list :
9 that must be put on the list, and Commissioner Cox hasa |
10 motion to e in that regard. Commissioner Cox. i
n MOTION .
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and as :
13 you mentioned, in light of the discussions yesterday and the |
14 uncertainty of whether or not Minot Air Force Base in North i
15 Dakota was on the list and therefore could be considered by |
16 the Commission, we felt it was important to go ahead and |
17 officially place it on the list, allowing us to look at ;
18 it. ’gherefore, I move to place Minot Air Force Base on
19 the list of Air Force bases that the Defense Base Closure and’
20 Realignment Commission considers for realignment. i
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. :
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I'd be pleased to second that |
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION ' 1 so that the folks at Minot can get prepared properly so we =
2 (1:30 p.m.) 2 can go Visit, :
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: G afternoon, ladies and 3 "CHAIRMAN DIXON: It has been moved by Commissioner ‘
4 gentlemen, and welcome. This is the last of four heanings 4 Cox, seconded by Commissioner Davis that Minot be put on the
5 held yesterday and today by the Commission. 5 list. Is there comment? I think Commissioner Cornella wants
6 Yesterday and this morning we've heard from and 6 to say something. Mr. Cornella.
7 have questioned the Secretaries of the mulitary departments | 7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. I
8 and their chiefs of staff regarding proposed base closures 8 just would like to abstain from deliberations and voting on
9 and realignments that affect their branch of service. 9 this matter. Thank you.
10 Thuis afternoon we are pleased to have with us 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The record will show that
11 officials of two defense agencies which have installations 11 Commissioner Al Cornella will abstain from the discussion and
12 included on the Secretary’s list of closures and 12 from the vote relating to this particular installation. Is
13 realignments. They are Air Force Major General Lawrence P. {13 there further comment by anyone on the Commission?
14 Farrell Jr., Principal Deputy Director of the Defense 14 &No response. ) , ) :
15 Logistics Agency; and Mr. John F. Donnelly, Director of the 15 HAIRMAN DIXON: Then our counsel will call the -
16 Defense Investigative Service; and Mrs. Margie McManamay, 16 roll. On the motion to include Minot on the list made by
17 who, as I understand it, is in charge of BRAC at the DLA. s 17 Commissioner Cox, seconded by Commissioner Davis. the roli
18 that correct? 18 will now be called.
19 MS. McMANAMAY: Yes, sir. 19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comella.
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mrs. McManamey, | wan! you to know {20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Abstains for the record.
21 that we apologize for the fact that you don’t have a sign, 21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
22 but we are preparing one, and in the efficient manner in 22 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
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1 MS. CREEDON: Commuissioner Davis. 1 put the data call out. While the data call was going out, we
2 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 2 started formulating decision rules that we would use in our
3 MS. CREEDON: Chairman Dixon. 3 deliberations.
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 4 And when we got the data back, then we went through
s MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. S some excess capacity calculations. We engaged in some
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 6 interservicing with the Navy and the Air Force, and it wasn’t
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 7 until we did our first COBRA run, which is in the last stages
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 8 of our process, that we actually took the names off of the
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 9 activities.
10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 10 Ms. McManamay headed up the working group which
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the roli call shows seven ayes |11 performed the calculations, did the data call, and I headed
12  and one abstention on the motion by Commissioner Cox seconded {12 up the executive group. We didn’t know which activities were
13 by Commissioner Davis. I apologize. I can’t even count |13 receiving which points until we did the first COBRA run,
14 right today, six ayes, one abstention, and the motion to 14  which was about a month and a half before the process was
15 include Minot on the list is declared passed. 15 over. Next slide. o
16 General Farrell is it -- do you have an order of 16 This is a hard one to read, and this is really
17 preference, gentlemen? ) 17 about an hour briefing all by itself, but, basically, it says
18 GEN FARRELL: No, sir. 18 we recognize that the DOD selection criteria had to be
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Farrell, if you would {19 adapted to DLA’s business methods and procedures and
20 proceed, please. . 20 processes, since we don’t have military force structure.
21 GENERAL FARRELL: Can you hear me, sir? 21 We did that crosswalk and accounted for each one of
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think, for the record, General, 22 these top four military value in our four measures of merit
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1 if you’d be kind enough to talk into the mike for the 1 across the right here.
2 reForter and for the public-at-large who is viewing this via | 2 Last time around we were criticized by the General
3 television. Do you have a lapel mike there somewhere? 3 Accounting Office for focusing or appearing to focus more on
4 GENE FARRELL: I have one right here, sir. 4 COBRA outputs as a decision—ma.E: rather than military
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Perfect. 5 judgment.
6 GENERAL FARRELL: Chairman Dixon, Commissioners, | 6 We reoriented our process this time, added a couple
7 it’s an honor for us to be here today. I'm General Larg 7 of evaluation tools and declared that the primary decision-
8 Farrell. I’'m the Deputy Director at DLA. I oversaw the 8 maker is ¥oing to be military judgment this time. The
9 executive process for the BRAC '93 round at DLA, and I also 9 outputs of all the analysis you see on this slide here for
10 oversaw the '95 analysis. Admiral Straw asked me to present 10 the interservicing that’s engaged are only inputs for the
11 the results of the DLA analysis to you today. 11 final military judgment, and that’s the way we approached it.
12 I’ll be covering something about our mission, how 12 . We coordinated closely with the services to follow
13 we approach BRAC 95, how we developed other recommendations 13 their decisions because, in some cases, we’re tenants on
14 and finally our summary. 14 their installations, and when they close and the activity
15 The DLA business -- I think we need a little bit of 15 which we’re supporting closes, we go, too.
16 focus there. 16 We performed, of course, excess capacity analysis.
17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: ['m not sure you can, Larry. |17 We took a hard look at the force structure plan and, 1n some
18 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. I've handed out copies |18 cases, used the force structure plan directly to see if we’re
19 so that you can follow along in the briefing, but, basically, {19 coming down commensurate with the reductions in the force
20 since the '93 round, we’ve produced a strategic plan. We've 20 structure plan.
21 come up with a lot of initiatives, and we tried to focus how |21 . We have coneepts of ops, which we developed in each
22 we want to do our business. 22 business area following out of our strategic plan and therein
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1 Basically, what we say is we want to be the 1 our report. We did two types of mil value analysis this
2 provider of choice for the military services as a combat 2 time, one for activities, one for instailations.
3 support agency anywhere in the world any time of the day. | 3 Last time around we didn’t do installations. We
4 And the way we want to approach our business is to 4 noted that the services used it effectively, so we added that
] grovide requisite readiness at a reduced cost not only in the | 5 piece of analysis. We had our set of decision rules. We
6 business areas but in the support for the acquisition area, 6 rformed risk assessments, and we added a commercial model
7 where we manage the contracts. 7 for distribution this time called the SAILS Model, Strategic
8 We want to leverage our corporate resources against | 8 Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems.
9 large logistics targets and provide price savings to our 9 It’s a model used by Case, Kodak, people like that,
10 customers. The three metrics that we’re tracking in our 10 Procter and Gamble. They use it for optimizing their
11 Executive Information System in our strategic plan refer to {11 distribution system. It’s an optimizing model that solves
12 quality, which is better, refer to reducing cycle time, which {12 linear equations, and it gives you the [owest cost for a
13 is faster, and reducing costs, which is our cheaper part. 13 given depot configuration. So we added that piece of
14 These are the three activities which are affected 14 analysis this time.
15 in our recommendations -- contract management, right here, |15 The way we conducted our process early on, the
16 supply management and distribution management. 16 General Accounting Office came to me — and their
17 is is the way we anroached our deliberations. 17 representatives are here as well as the DODIG - and they
18 We started at a fairly serial way thrmifqh this, starting 18 said, "We want to be a part of your process because we're
19 first with gathering data, putting out data calls while at 19 going to have to audit it.”" i i
20 the same time we were starting to develop criteria. 20 I struck an agreement with them which said that the
21 It was not until we had fully developed our 21 GAO would sit back and observe and be present in our
22 military criteria and our measures of merit that we actually {22 meetings, have access to all of our ongoing analysis from the
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1 first day, which they did, and that the IG would assume 1 number of reasons. Number one, they had a higher mil value
2 responsibility for validating my data. 2 here, but we didn’t want to manage all of these contracts,
3 So 1 took all my internal review resources, handed 3 large dollar value contracts, space programs, B-2, C-17 three
4 them over to the DODIG, struck a deal with Mr. Vander Schaaf | 4 time zones away.
s and his folks that Wayne Milyon would report to me for 5 So we elected to split it down the middle and
6 purposes of the validation of the data, and that's what we 6 remain with Boston and remain with Los Angeles, and we
7 did. 7 elected to move the international contract district over to
8 We wanted to get a handie on our facilities, so we 8 Fort Belvoir and realign them with the headquarters function.
9 let a contract with the Navy Public Works Center in Norfolk! 9~ These are the results, a net present value of 165
10 to go out and baseline all of our facilities, tell us what 10 million and steady-state savings of 13. We had one other
11 kind of condition they're in so that we could enter that data |11 action we had to clean up remaining from the '93 round. We
12 into the military value analysis. ) 12 were going to realign our western district headquarters from
13 So we know now, we can project out over an eight- |13 El Segundo tc Long Beach, and the language of the "93 BRAC
14 year period what we’ll have to spend at each facility that we |14  said that we had to effect a trade of a building with the
15 own to bring it up to a certain given comparable baseline. {15 City of Long Beack to do that.
16 We added inputs from the field. We brought the field people 16 We found out we couldn’t do it, that we have to buy
7 in when we developed our military criteria. They also i7 ome. So we're recommending a redirect, but we changed the|
18 provided the data we used. | chaired the executive group. (18 language to bein‘% able to buy a building rather than the
19 argie chaired the working group, and that’s how we 19 previous plan. We're, actually, going to save more money
20 proceeded. 2¢  with this one.
21 These are our decision rules. [ won’t read themto |21 I see Commissioner Cox is frowning. What happened,
22 you, but ] just want to emphasize a couple of things. First |22 when the President announced his five-point program, it
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1 of all, we want to support the services and customers where | 1 became apparent to the communities that these facilities were
2 they are and where they need us to be supported, and we want 2 going to f};“ into their laps without having to put anything
3 to close things as a top priority and to maximize use of 3 out.
4 overhead, shared overhead, where we exist and optimize the| 4 So we hadThought before that we would be able to
5 use of installations that we have and all the space on them 5 trade some closing Navy activities in the Long Beach area for
6 as nearly as we can. Next slide. 6 a commercial building somewhere in Long Beach. That deal
7 Okay. I’ll get into our analysis now. These are 7 fell through. So we’ve got to change the lan e.
8 the three activities that were impacted. Next line. First, 8 In depots, we had 28 depots prior to ° %uﬁiAC We
9 contract management. Our concept of ops says that we oversee 9 took 5 out. We're down to ngxow. We’re goirg to take 5
10  $840 billion worth of contracts, and we have three 10 more out and go down to 18. The ones you sec highlighted are
11 headquarters that perform the oversight functions, and we |11 what we call stand-alone or general distribution depots, two
12 have one headquarters that performs the international 12 on the East and West Coast, San Joaquin and Susquehanna,
13 oversight. These guys promote uniform application of 13 designed for supporl of the two major regional contingencies
14 contract management rules. Next slide. 14 in the war plans, large depots, with large throughput
15 This is our workload chart. You can see that in 15 capacity.
16 the contract management business procurement dollars are |16 The rest of these are general distribution depots
17 coming down, and this is in the DOD PALMs of the services. 17 here, and the small dots are located either with a major
18 As a result, our contract administration offices, 18 fleet activity or with a maintenance activity.
19 which are overseen by these contract management districts, |19 I'm going tc drive through how we made our
20 are coming down about 50 percent, and personnel is coming (20 decision. First of all, we recognize that our concept of ops
21 down through the year 2001 by 42 percent from where we are 21 requires us to support two MRCs from the east and the west,
22 today. 22 and we recognize that San Joaquin and Susquehanna have large
Page 159 Page 162
1 Our decision was based upon the fact that workload 1 capacities, large throughput capacities and large storage
2 was dropping, expanded control was becoming more and more 2 capaciues.
3 reasonable. We did a mi! value analysis, and we noted that | 3 We elected to consider strongly keeping those in
4 the Boston area, the Northeast Contract Management District, 4 our system. We recognized also that, in our concept of ops,
5 has a big concentration of contracts up here. 5 we want to co-locate where we have a major customer, either 2
6 You note the western region, which is headquartered | 6 maintenance customer or a fleet customer, and then we wanted
7 inL.A., has a large concentration of contract management in 7 to accommodate contingency and specialized storage, slow
8 the L.A. Basin, and the South is a little bit more scattered. | 8 moving, hazardous and 1 things like that, and then to optimize
9 We made the decision that we could manage the 9 the remaining storage and the system cost.
10 workload and the oversight with two districts, and then the |10 This is our workload, as you can see. Commissioner
11 decision came to be, "How are you going to split it? Are you 11 Davis asked me about this, but our cubic foot requirement is
12 going to split the country east and west or north and south?" |12 going from 788 million attainable cubic feet in 1992 down to
13 We said, since Boston scored so high, we would make |13 where we project we'll need about 450 million, round numbers,
14 them one of the management activities which would remain, and {14 in the year 2001.
15 then we ask ourselves, "Since West and South were so close, 15 is is commensurate with our workload falloff.
16 which one would it be? 16 When vou see the workload lines, in 1992, we were doing 44
17 Should we manage the southern half of the country 17 million lines a year, and we project that we'll be down about
18 from Atlanta and the northern hal{ from Boston, or should we 18 50 percent by the year 2081. And our personnel in our
19 lit it about down the Mississippi River and let Boston take|19 program are coming down 55 percent. So we’ve got a lot of]
20 the East and then move the contract management out to the !20 excess capacity in the infrastructure.
21 West for the rest of the country?” 21 Commissioner Davis asked me about that, and here
22 And we elected to do it North and South for 2 122 are the results. This bar here represents capacity in the
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1 cube area, and these representations down here are capacity | 1 the decision there was to keep Richmond.
2 in the throughput area. So in depots, we measure it two 2 The reason we kept Richmond is because it’s ranked
3 different ways. 3 third on installation mxl] value. The public works center
4 You can see that our capacity right now, as we 4 analysis of those facilities say they’re the best facilities
5 look, we've been reducing some things, lease space and stuff 5 you've got in DLA, and they’re going to cost you less to keep
6 like that. We’re at 618 million. r requirement is at 519 | 6 them in the future and to maintain them.
7 today. . ] 7 It’s also a major backup for fleet suggﬁrt at
8 In the future, we project that by reducing some 8 Norfolk. It supports the Norfolk depot. en the Norfolk
9 more things and some more lease space, we’ll be able to get | 9 depot gets overloaded with returns from the fleet, we process
10 down to 5435, but still our requirement is only going to be {10 it at Richmond.
11 452. So cube is the limiter here. 11 If I close Richmond, it wouldn’t result in a
12 If you go down to throughput, we’ve got three types {12 closure, because I’ve also FOt a major inventory control
13 of throughput — binables, which is less than three cubic 13 point operation there. So [ looked at one more piece of
14 feet, averages about nine and a half pounds; open storage and 14 analysis, and that was the SAILS model.
15 covered bulk storage. 15 The SAILS model optimizes distribution cost. And
16 You can see today we’re at 45 percent, 23 and 20 16 you can take the SAILS model and you can say close this
17 percent of capacity, and even after | implement these 17 depot. Keep the rest open. What does the system cost? And
18 recommendations that I’ve got on the table, we'll be at 78, (18 it measures transportation cost, and it measures
19 54 and 28, still a lot of excess capacity in the throughput 19 infrastructure cost.
20 area, and we’ll be sized to cube. 20 Most important in that calculation are where are
21 So how do we make the decision? First, our concept {21 your suppliers, and where are your vendors. So the solution
22 calls for us to be where the services need us to be, and when{22 you get is a solution that says this is the best place to
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1 they close the maintenance facility, our concept calls forus | 1 distribute from, given transportation costs and given the
2 to get out. 2 location of your suppliers and vendors, which are a matter of
3 __ The Army closed the light vehicle maintenance 3 record.
4 facility at Letterkenny, which we support. So we elected to | 4 And when you do that and you get down -- once you
5 close that. They also closed the medium armored vehicle S decide to realign Columbus and you take it out of processing, -
6 maintenance at Red River, so we elected to get out of there. | 6 the model says your cheapest solution is to close Memphis,
7 And that brought our capacity down to 497, still 7 close Ogden. That’s 251 millton system cost. That’s a
8 looking for 452. So what do we do with the rest, though? We 8 model-driven cost.
9 said, well, we’ll review installation and military value 9 So our conclusion was we could close two
10 activity values and take a look at capacities. 10 installations - Ogden and Richmond - nice installations,
11 And see how large San Joaquin and Susquehanna are. |11 but the decision process says not what you close but what you
12 That gives you some idea of how large they are compared to{12 decide to keep to meet your requirements.
13  the others. And what we did, we noticed that San Joaquin and 13 So here is our recommendation. As I’ve said,
14 Susquchanna activity military valuc are far and away ahead of 14 Letterkenny, Ogden, Red River in Memphis; realign Columbus.
15 the other stand-alone depots. 15 The net present value is 874 million, and the steady state
16 In terms of installation military value, the value 16 savmg&ls 88 million a year.
17 of that particular installation to the Department of Defense (17 oving on to supply centers, we’ve got five. One
18 and DLA, the Columbus facility in Columbus, Ohio, is the |18 of them is specialized for fuels only. We, sort of, set that
19 winner with New Cumberland second, Richmond third and the |19  off to the side because it does a unique mission. Another is
20 Tm/Shatpe, which is San Joaquin out in California, in 20 a sFeciahst in troop and general support. That’s the
21 fo . 21 Defense Personnel Support Center in Columbus, and they do
n Once we do that, we said there is a clear 22 general and troop. They’re the only ones that do troop
. . Page 165 Page 168
1 distinction in military value for the primary distribution 1 support.
2 systems on the East and West Coast, so we’re going to keep { 2 And then we have three other hardware ICPs who do a
3 em. 3 mixture of weapon system and general workload. We realize,
4 But they’ve already been facilitized for large 4 in our strategic plan, that our management of NSNs fall into
5 throughput to sugport the war, and those are the only places| 5 two categories —- one troop and general and one weapons
6 today where we do airline communijcations and container 6 system.
7 consolidation operations. 7 And we’ve decided that there is different
8 So once we removed Susquehanna and San Joaquin from 8 management methods associated with those. So, in our
9 consideration, that left four depots — Ogden, Columbus, 9 strategic plan, we’re pointing toward consolidating those
10 Memphis and Richmond. We took a look at all of the mil value 10 types of workload. So that the basis for our recommendation.
11 again, and we said that even though Columbus is the lowest |11 Here is what a supply center does. A supply center
12 ranked of our stand-alone depots, we have a need for 12 takes demand from customers and determines requirements. [t
13 contingency and specialized storage. 13 puts out buys and procurement activities. It ensures the
14 losing the Columbus depot would not get us an 14 quality, and it determines where that’s going to be stored or
15 installation closer, so we elected — we had an 1dea. We 15 if it’s going to be stored or whether it will be shipped
16 elected to take Columbus and realign it to a slow-movin 16 directly to the customer from the vendor.
17 depot, and it will take about 500 people down to about 50. (17 o if it gets a requisition from a customer, there
18 So we'll still store things there, but we won’t be processing {18 is three things that can happen. One, he can go to a DLA
19 workload. 19 depot, where we’ve got it stored, and have it shipped to a
20 . Once we did that, we still have this 66 million 20 customer.
21 cubic feet that we’ve got to get rid of, and we’ve got three |21 He can tell a vendor to ship it to a depot, then we
22 depots left to consider — Memphis, Richmond and Ogden. And {22 can ship it to a customer, and we’ve been doing a lot of that
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1 over the years in DLA, or one of the new things that we're | 1 something to add to that?
2 doing right now is shipping directly from vendors to 2 MR. DONNELLY: Not to that. | have my own -
3 customers, which is further reducing our storage 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, of course. Mr. Donnelly
4 requirements. Better, faster, cheaper. That’s what we’re 4 MR. DONNELLY: Mr. Chairman, members of ti
5 after. Next slide. 5 Commission, I'm Jack Donnelly, the Director of the Defense
6 This is our workload in the ICP. Our sales dollars 6 Investigative Service. The principal mission of the Defe
7 are Igomg down 14 percent. The inventory value that we're | 7 Investigative Service is to conduct personnel security
8 dealing with at the ]CPs that they own is going down 43 8 investigations for people who are affiliated with the
9 percent, and the people are programmed down 32 percent. So 9 Depariment of Defense, Defense agencies and Defense indust:
10 the workload is dropping in the ICP area as well. 10 _ Our second mission is to oversee the handling of
11 So our decision, we took a look at mil values, 11 classified information in Defense industries to ensure th:
12 installation mil values, Columbus far and away the winner. |12 it’s protected in accordance with the security regulations
13 The ICP at Columbus is far and away the winner. So that says 13 The reason for my testimony today is to discuss a
14 that you’re not going to close down the Columbus operation. 14 single issue concerning the BRAC and the recommendation th
15 So if you're going to consolidate workload, you’ve 15 it made and agreed to in 1988. The decision was to kee;
16 got to choose somewhere else to do it, and we're really left j16 major DIS component at Fort Holabird, Maryland, and it was
17 with the decision of where you put all the troop and general.{17 decision with which we agreed at the time.
18 And we decided to take all of the general workload that is |18 ‘However, since that time, the deterioration of the
19 presently managed at Columbus, Richmond and DSC and move it {19 building has accelerated and is making relocation essent:
20 o the I;cvfernse' Personne! Support Center in Philadelphia, :20 This activity at Fort Holabird, which 1s located in Dund
21 - making that exclusively responsible for all the troop and 21 a suburb of Maryland, is the Investigative Control and
22 general support. 22  Automation Directorate.
Page 170 Page
1 So it takes an ICP, which is fair})y large, and I It is organized as a personnel investigation center
2 turns it into a much larger ICP in the Philadelphia area. At | 2 and a nationa] computer center with an administrative support
3 the same time, we decided, based upon mil value, to 3 service. This facility is the heart and the nerve center o:
4 disestablish the industrial center in Philadelphia and 4 the Defense Investigative Service for controlling and
5 transfer all of its workload down to Richmond. s directing all DIS personnel security investigations
6 And as a result of that, Richmond gains a little 6 worldwide.
7 bit, Philadelphia loses a little bit, and Columbus loses a 7 It also provides automation support to our entire
8 little bit. But we end up closing one of our ICPs, and we 8 agency and certain other DOD agencies. It has a repost:
9 end up with one ICP for troop and general and two ICPs for| 9 o% 3 million investigative files. It also maintains an
10 weapons systems support. 10 investigative index of all types of investigations conduct
11 This is the impact of our decision -- 236 million, 11 by the Department of Defense with 38 million entries.
12 steady state savings 18 million, and the return on investment|12 We have a work force there of 458 civilian
13 is immediate here. These are the impacts. I've alluded to |13 employees. They receive and process approximately 775.00C
14 these before. : 14 personnel security requests, investigative re?uegts each
15 All of our decisions -- the ICP decision in 15 year, and they respond to 206,000 requests for investigz
16 Philadelphia, minus 385. Richmond pluses up a little bit 16 tiles a year and provide automated service in support of
17 because they get more workload transferred in than they’re {17 mssion. ]
18 transferring out. 18 They’re presently housed in a Korean War era
19 Columbus loses 365 people due to our depot decision |19 building located on a seven-acre site owned by the Arm:
20 to realign the Columbus depot and 358 do to the fact that {20 That parcel of land was left over from Fort Hyolabird, w,
21 they’re transferring 3genera workload into the Philadelphia |21 was almost completed converted to 8 commercial business pa:
22 area. That’s about 358 people. 22  in the md-1970s.
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1 The disestablishment of the Contract Management 1 In 1988, the only other DOD activity that remainc
2 District in Atlanta is 169 people in the year 2001, and the 2 at Fort Holabird was the Army Crime Records Center, whick.
3 really big impacts on the decisions that we made, that we 3 been realigned recently. This is the only remaining
4 made, were Memphis 1,300 and Ogden 1,100. 4 activit&} ) ) ]
5 Texarkana is a large decision, but as I told you, 5 e are recommending that this facility be realign:
6 we're following the Army there. Up at Letterkenny in 6 under BRAC "95 to a smaller, modern building to be
7 Chambersburg, that’s on{ 378 for t%at depot decision up 7 constructed at Fort Meade on an existing Army installat
8 there. Overaﬁ, we take about 2,300 peOpf; out of the & Our recommendation is based on the rapidly detenioratu
9 system. 9 condition of the building.
10 And this is the summary of our decisions -~ 23 10 In the last three years, for example, we have spen
11 depots to 18. We're dropping another 22 percent on depots.{11 over $319,000 for major ripaxrs at this facility. These
12 We're reducing the number of sites. Supply, we're going from 12 costs were in addition to $400,000 a year, which we pa:
13 five ICPs to four. Contract management we're going to two |13 the Army for an interservice support agreement to matn
14 districts, and we’re taking this command and moving it into |14 the buil in%. ) .
15 the headquarters. 15 We also employ a full-time maintenance staff at
16 The bottom line is reducing of the inventory -- of 16 this location. We've experienced many serious problems wit
17 the plant replacement value that we looked at, we're taking |17 the building. For example, frequent air conditioning outages
18 22 percent of that out, and this is the roll-up of our 18  during hot surnmer weather has caused us to dismiss employe
19 decisions, $1.3 billion and $120 million a year steady state. {19 on several occasions. We expect these outages to contu
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, General. | thank you |20 because of the age and condition of the air conditioning
21 for a very excellent presentation that I'm sure the 21 system.
22 Commissioners found very helpful. Mr. Donnelly, do you have |22 We also have to call the fire department regularly
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1 because of hazardous conditions caused by the wiring. It has 1 that correct? L
2 a leaky roof, rusted water pipes that break and foul 2 MR. DONNELLY: Yes, itis.
3 emissions from a nearby yeast plant which is adjacent to the | 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do angeCommissionerg have any
4 property. 4 questions at all of Mr. Donnelly before we let him go,
5 Last year, the Army Corps of Engineers completed an | 5 because we’ll probably pick a lot on poor old General
6 engineering study of the building. That study revealed that | 6 Farrell. Anybody want to pick on Mr. Donnelly?
7 the existing building fails to meet many code requirements | 7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Ido, sir, having been
| 8 and contains potential health hazards such as asbestos, led 8 harassed by his agents over the years.
. 9 paint and PCg(s). 9 (Laughter)
10 That engineer study concluded that it would cost 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, Mr. Donnelly, I almost got
1t approximately $9.1 million to renovate this building. If we |11 you out of here scott free. Commissioner Davis, what do you
12 renovate, we will stir up the environmental problems, and we |12 want to ask Mr. Donnelly?
13 would still have an old building with the same limitations it |13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: [ have two questions. Is the
14 has now, and we would also be left with excess base we do not 14 location important, Mr. Donnelly, where you move to?
15 need. ) ) ) 15 MR. DONNELLY: It is important for a number of
16 Renovation would also cause a major disruption of |16 reasons. Number one, it's common sense. We have a highly
17 our operation because we would have to move to a temporary 17 trained staff in the Baltimore area. Major customers are in
18 facility to allow completion of the renovation. We would |18 this area, both the military departments defense agencies.
19 then have to move back. If we realign instead of renovate, |19 The major recipients of our product, the clearance
20 the Army would be free to dispose of this property. 20 facilities, are all here, and it just makes sense to stay
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Donnelly, ‘_,you’re making a very 21 where the principal business associates are.
22 persuasive case. May [ interrupt you? 22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The second question is did you
) Page 176 ) o Page 179
1 MR. DONNELLY: Certainly. 1 look at other alternatives other than building a building?
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Donnelly, I'm told by staff 2 MR. DONNELLY: Yes, we did, Mr. Davis. And in the
3 that everybody has looked at this and thinks that you're a 3 package that you have, I believe at Tab 3 we have those
4 good, honorable man with a just purpose and that you've come 4 facilities delineated. i )
$ here in good faith with a lot of support, and if you will ] COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I think that’s sufficient
6 stop talking, I might accommodate you. 6 harassment, Mr. Chairman.
7 (Laughter) 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yeah. You didn't treat him too
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: When I was a kid in the Illinois 8 badl{j Commissioner Kling has a question, I believe,
9 House, I was 23 {ears old, and I got up to make my first 9 Mr. Donnelly.
10 igeech passing a bill, and the board lit up, and I had all 10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Donnelly, one very simple
11 the votes. An old fellow sitting next to me said, "Son, shut {11 one. I understand there is some trend toward using more
12 up now, you've won." 12 private firms, outside sources to do some of the .
13 gi.augll)ner) . 13 1nvestigative work; is that correct? Are you out-sourcing
14 R. DONNELLY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 14 more of that, and if so, how would that affect --
15 (Lathter) 15 MR. DONNELLY: We are using what is called
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Donnelly, here’s what I'm 16 nonpersonal service contractors, and these are individuals --
17 told. The DOD recommendation is to relocate the Defense |17 it’s an interesting term - that these are individuals that
18 Investigative Service Investigations Control and Automation|18 we hire on a contract basis. .
19 Directorate from Fort Holabird, Maryland, to a new facility |19 They’re retired federal investigators, and when we
20 to be built on Fort Meade, Maryland, which is only 18 miles 20 have a heavy influx of investigations that 1s more than we
21 away. [s that correct? ) 2t can handle with our regular force, we go out and we hire a
22 MR. DONNELLY: That is correct. 22 number of these. They work on a case-by-base basis at a
Page 177 ) Page 180
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: This proceed is a redirect from 1 given rate.
2 the recommendations of the '88 Base Closure Commission. Once | 2 There is a move to prioritize a lot more of the
3 the Defense Investigative Service vacates the building, the | 3 investigations other than these personnel security
4 base will be vacant; is that right? 4 investigations with the OPM efforts, it being in the paper
5 MR. DONNELLY: That is correct. . . 5 recently. That’s still up in the air. It’s not very easy to
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: This recommendation will not| 6 do that.
7 result in a change in employment in the Baltimore area 7 COMMISSIONER KLING: So none of that really will
8 because all affected jobs will remain in that area. 425 8 really have any major bearing in your new construction.
9 personnel will simply relocate, if the recommendation is 9 You're still going to need that no matter what you would do
10 approved; is that correct? 10 as far as out-soummﬁ?
11 MR. DONNELLY: That is correct. 11 MR. DONNELLY: Preciselyl._h
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The justification is that Defense 12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you.
13 Investigative Service is located in a Korean War era 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions by
14 building. Buildings in disrepair has cost over $319,000 in |14 any Commissioners of Mr. Donnelly?
15 repairs since Fiscal *91 in addition to the annual costs of 15 (No response.)
16 approximately 400,000. 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Donnelly, we thank you for
17 Arecent Corps of Engineers’ building analysis 17 your kindness in appearing today. We thank you for your
18 indicated that the cost to bring the building up to code and |18 presentation, which was an excellent one, and you may leave
19 to correct the environmental deficiencies would cost the DIS|19 at any time you choose. If you want to go right now, you
20 approximately 9.1 million. ] ) 20 may. Nobody will take offense. .
21 A military construction project on Fort Meade is 21 MR. DONNELLY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
22 estimated by the Corps to cost only 9.4 million. Is all of |22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mrs. McManamay, I'm delighted to
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i see that they found you a good sign. Is there anything you'd 1 we project for the year 2001, and that’s how we did our
2 like to say before we start the round of questioning? 2 analysis.
3 MS>.’ McMANAMAY: No, sir. 3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Moving on to Memphis
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much for your 4 and Ogden specifically, you talked about your other options,
5 attendance today, and we will begin with Commissioner Steele, 5 and I feel like you've explained that quite well. But I
6 Major General Farrell. 6 wanted to jump down to just a few concerns that the community
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Good afternoon, General. 7 had.
8 Thank you for your very thorough presentation. It wiped out 8 In your decision to close Memphis Defense
9 a lot of my questions, so it will save some time here. 9 Distribution Depot, how much weight was given to its central
10 If your recommendations are approved, will there be |10 location and excellent access to all types of transportation?
11 enough capacity remaining in the distribution depot system to 11 GENERAL FARRELL: They were given credit for their
12 accommodate the inventories that need to be moved from thel12 access to transportation. All depots were. And that was
13 proposed closed depots during the transition period? You're|13 based upon the data calls. We asked them, and the
14 comfortable with that? 14 installation itself or the activity actually prepared the
15 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes. 15 data call.
16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And if there are any 16 They sent it up to us, and we awarded the points
17 unforeseen future operational needs, you would be able to |17 based upon what they submitted. The thing, when you look at
18 absorb those as well? 18 our requirements, 1s what do you need 1n the system to
19 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes. I've got some statistics {19 perform your wartime mission and your day-to-day peacetime
20 you might be interested in. We took a look at what we |20 mission. So we approached it that way.
21 thought our wartime requirements should be, and we sized 1t{21 One of the models that we looked at was the SAILS
22 about like Desert Storm. 22 model, and I spent a little bit of time talking about that,
|
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1 So we went back and looked at what our issues were, | 1 but that SAILS model really tells you where you need to be to
2 and our issues are running about 11,500 a day. So we said | 2 support the vendor and the supplier locations which you deal
3 that’s ballpark for what we might have to throughput. You | 3 with on a day-to-day basis.
4 understang in warfime it’s not a matter of storage, but it’s 4 So it’s, essentially, a peacetime optimizing cost
5 throughput. You're not storing things. You're pushing it | 5 model, and it allows dyou to do a pumber of interesting
6 out to the combat theater. 6 things. You can hold one thing constant and let other things
7 So we were pushing out about 11,500 a day in our 7 vary, or you can allow the whole system to vary.
8 system. Our normal peacetime load is about 97,000 issues, | 8 When you allow the whole system to vary, it tells
9 and if you added another conflict, that would be another 9 zou that you need to reposition some of the stock that you
10 11,500. So that all adds up to about 120,000 a day. That’s {10 have today and put it at some different places. And if you
11 for everything. 11 just let the model run by itself and tell you where to place
12 And if you look at our capacity in su(r)gg, our ) 12 all the stuff that you do business with, 1t tells you to put
13 normal operation at one shift a day 1s 112,000, and surging |13 most of it at Susquehanna and places like Richmond.
14 we go to 309. So the total requirement is 120. So even 14 So it shows a preference for the location of
15 after I make my recommendations, I still got three times as |15 Susquehanna and Richmond. As a matter of fact, you can do
16 much throughput in the system to handie that. 16 things like close ore depot and see how it loac{s up other
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. I'm sorry. Excuse me. 17 depots.
18 That begs another question. Is there too much remaining? |18 In every case we looked at, 1t wants to load up the
19 GENERAL FARRELL: Well, as I briefed in my 19 Susquehanna depot. In fact, if you compute a baseline cost
20 briefing, we have more throughput capacity than we need, but 20 for the system on how you're operating today, if you were to
21 we don’t have -- we had to size to cube, because we have 21 operate most officially and you closed the Susquehanna depot
22 responsibilities to store things for contingency and war 22 and redistributed the workload, your system costs would nise
Page 183 : Page 186
1 reserve. : 1 significantly.
2 So we sized down to cube, but what we're left with 2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, General. I just
3 is more throughput capacity than we need for war. That's | 3 have one final question regarding military value. Your
4 true. And what that says is that we can do it from a fewer = 4 Richmond and Columbus depots I see from your charts you rated
5 number of locations because, if you look at the throughput : 5 lowest in the category of activity military value, 1 believe.
6 for just San Joaquin by itself, it’s 135,000. 6 And installation military value Richmond is third,
7 For Susquehanna, it’s 124. So either one of those, 7 and Columbus is first. Just what weight did you give, 1n
8 their max throughput compares very nicely with the total 8§ general, to the two categories of military value, or did you
9  system requirement. You wouldn’t do it that way, but it just 9 )ust Jook at the numbers you came up with and then exercised
10 gives you some feeling for how much capacity for throughput 10 your _]udEggInent according to the overall recommendation?
11 we’'ve got. 11 GENERAL F LL: If you're talking about the
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And forgive me for repeating |12 installation value and what drives the difference, how that
13 this, but in storage capacity excess, what kind of percentage |13 differs from activity military value and installation
14  of excess capacity exists? 14 military value, you look at the number of other major
15 GENERAL FARRELL: Well, we’re at 619 now, and we’ve 15 activities which are serviced on that installation, and you
16  got about 519 on the books. So that's 100 million excess, 17 16 give them points based upon that.
17 percent. 17 So as an exaraple, when we went out for the data
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Iknow there are some 18 cali, Columbus installation in central Ohio, their data call
19 other Commissioners that are going to follow-up on that area, 19 said they had five major activities which they su&port there,
20 so why don’t we move to another subject. ‘ 20 two of which are DLA activities, the depot and the ICP.
21 GENERAL FARRELL: IfI can make a point, the point {21 But they also support the DSA megacenter and the
22 is not how much excess capacity we've got today but how much {22 DFAS, which is a major financial center, and they have a
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1 major Army Guard center there. So it’s, essentially, a huge | 1 contract activities. o
2 federal installation. 2 So my ratio of districts to activities has dropped
3 So in that mission sco;lxt, the military value 3 to 1to30. After I do my COBRA ’95, my ratio in the
4 awarded 150 points, and Columbus got alf of it. If you look| 4 Northeast is going to go to 1 to 22, and in the West it’s
5 at Memphis and their answer in that case, Memphis had one | 5 going to go to 1 to 28 people overseeing people.
6 significant mission, which is the depot. 6 But my number of contract activities overseeing is
7 So they got 30 out of 150 points on that. That was 7 going to drop sxgniﬁca.ntlljy, and that’s the real measure of
8 their submission. And you look at the others -- and so the | 8 oversight. It’s going to drop to 64. So I have two
9 points were awarded based upon their response. It gives you 9 districts overseeing 64 activities, and that’s down to a
10 some idea of how to value installations differently from an |10 ratio of 1 to 32.
11 activity. 11 So you could see that my ratio of contract
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, General. No 12  activities overseeing since before BRAC 93 has gone from 1
13 further questions. 13 - to 27 down to 1 to 32. So it’s about the same.
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Steele. |14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But would that change
1S Commissioner Cornella. 15 whether it was Marietta or Boston?
16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 16 GENERAL FARRELL: No, sir.
17 General Farrell, as was said, you gave an excellent opening |17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: It would be the same,
18 statement, and I just have one or two quick questions for 18 wouldn't it?
19 you, and that involves regional headquarters that you were |19 GENERAL FARRELL: It would be the same. That ratio
2 talkm% about. 20 would be the same. Exactly.
21 note that your recommendation, which addresses a |21 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: All right. I guess that’s
22  disestablishment of the Defense Contract Management District 22 what [ was kind of driving at. If the redistricting
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1 South in Marietta, Georgia, states that the Northeast Boston | 1 previously had affected which of those that you would close
2 District supports its area operations office and plant 2 this round, and evidently it has.
3 representative offices with a lower ratio of headquartersto | 3 GENERAL FARRELL: [ think if the South — to answer
4 field personnel in the southern district located in Marietta. | 4 your question further, I guess if the South survived, their
5 On the surface, it would appear that this measure 5 expanded control, in terms of individuals, would widen a
6 of efficiency is a reasonable test. In 1993, the Defense 6 little bit. They would go, probably, to something like 1 to
7 Logistics Agencilclosed two contract management districts, | 7 22, if they were the one that survived.
8 one in Philadelphia and another in Chicago, and I think you | 8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you very much.
9 did mention that. 9 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir.
10 Subsequent to these closures, I believe the 10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: That’s all I have,
11 remaining districts were redistricted. I assume that 1t Mr. Chairman.
12 "redistricted” means that the workload was redistributed. 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner
13 So my question is what was the ratio of 13 Comella. Commissioner Cox.
14 headquarters to field personnel in the Marietta office as 14 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. I understand that
15 compared to the Boston office prior to that redistricting, 15 the Defense Logistic A%enc is testing service delivery
16 and were the two districts more comparable at that point? |16 program with FedEx. Could you tell us a little bit about
17 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. Priorto BRAC '93in (17 this, and will it affect your capaciy? If this works, will
18 September of '92, when we looked at that, the Northeast had a 18 you see a much less ca acit{‘ueed.
19 ratio of 1 person in headquarters to 11 in the field. The 19 NERAL F LL: It’s one of the initiatives that
20 district in Marietta had 1 to 10, and out in the West they 20 we’ve come up with in the last year. It’s a privatization
21 had I to 15. : 24 imitiative, essentially. And what it says is that can we
22 In other words, you could look at it either they 22 come up with better ways to distribute high value items?
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1 had a higher expanded control in the West, or they were more 1 Can I find a customer out there who has items that
2 efficient at overseeing the contract operations. But as tyou 2 he distributes -- it might be something like a progr ble
3 saw on the slide there, there is a great concentration o 3 signal processor -- something that’s worth $2 million.
4 contract missions in the West. 4 d what you want is to shorten the pipeline as
5 In fact, most of their contract oversights are 5 much as possible so you don’t have to buy all the extra
6 within 40 miles of the headquarters in El Segundo. So you | 6 spares to fill the pipeline up.
7 could see where they could, in the West, could probably do it 7 And if we could then establish a premium
8 a little more efficiently. 8 distribution operation anywhere where you could guarantee 24-
9 At the same time, we had five districts, and I had 9 hour delivery anywhere in the CONUS or 48 hour delivery
10 134 separate contractor operations out there. So that meant {10 anywhere overseas, recognizing that the customer would pay a
11 that the ratio of districts to actual activities that you’re 11 premium for that particular, we were just interested to see
12 overseeing was 1 to 27. 12 1f there was anybody interested.
13 After I did my COBRA in 93, those ratios changed |13 So we let a contract with FedEx, and we just
14 in the Northeast from 1 to 11. It wentto 1to 13. Inthe |14 happened to have selected the Memphis depot as a place
15 South, it went from 1 to 10to 1 to 12. In the West, it 15 initially to work at, but you can really do it anywhere.
16 stayed at 1 to 15. 16 r ultimate -- and you don’t need much storage,
17 And when I had now three districts and 105 separate |17 because these are high value items. There wouldn’t be a lot
18 contract activities to oversee, my ratio now was 1 district |18 of them. First of all, we don’t have any customers yet.
19 to every 35. In BRAC 95, what we’re looking at approaching |19 Nobody in the services has stepped up to this, and secondly,
20 it -- approaching BRAC ’95 is 1 to 18 in the Northeast, 1 to |20 you could, essentially, do it anywhere.
21 13 in the South, 1 to 18 in the West, and with three contract |21 You could do 1t with any private contractor. So
22 management districts now, I’m only overseeing 90 separate {22 say you closed the Memphis depot and some private operator
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1 took the Memphis depot over. You could then elect to either 1 looking at 5.3 million one-time cost to get out of something
2 store it in FedEx facilities, which they do for other 2 that’s costing you 4.5 million every year forever.
3 companies, or you could make an arrangement for a lease fee 3 ___And we estimate that when we go into this new
4 to store 1t at Memphus. 4 building the upkeep of that would be on the order of
5 It’s a much more efficient way to do it rather than 5 $300,000. So once we bought it, we’d be paying $300,000 a
6 keeping a whole depot open just to do that small operation. | 6 year versus 4.5 million a year.
7 Soit’s really -- that’s not a factor in our analysis. 7 COMMISSIONER COX: The upkeep on the current
8 COMMISSIONER COX: No. I'm sure it’s not a factor. 8 building is 4.5 million. Have you discussed this with GSA?
9 Ithink it’s a very interesting program. The question would | 9 We ran into this in '93, and in some cases, GSA was happy,
10 be if it would work and be pursued on a greater scale, then [10 rather than lose a customer altogether, to work out a lower
11 maybe we'd be looking at even more excess capacity than we 11 lease rate.
12 have today, but it doesn’t sound like it’s taking off at any |12 GENERAL FARRELL: The issue last year was the
13 great speed. 13 federal center at Battle Creek.
14 GENERAL FARRELL: Not that particular one, but we 14 COMMISSIONER COX: Right.
15 have a number of other interesting programs underway that are 15 GENERAL FARRELL: [don’t think GSA was too upset,
16 taking off and that are reducing storage requirements 16 and I don’t think they’d be too upset if we left this place.
17 throughout the system. : 17 That building in Battle Creek was on the Federal Registry for
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Good. In 1993, the Base Closure|18 historic buildings, and our presence there is what kept it
19 Commission directed that DOD'’s tactical missile maintenance 19 open.
20 work be consolidated at Letterkenny. You all are now, as a {20 If we left, you'd have to go through the process of
21 follow-on, on a Letterkenny recommendation to close. 21 disposing of that building at Battle Creek, which would have
22 But in light of the ’83 decision, was the 22 been a very painful process for the people there.
Page 194 Page 197
1 Leterkenny Defense Distribution Depot made — did you have i COMMISSIONER COX: In this case, are you the only
2 to make infrastructure changes, and if so, what were the 2 tenant in the building.
3 costs? 3 GENERAL FARRELL: We are. We actually have — it’s
4 GENERAL FARRELL: We haven’t made any adjustments.| 4 our headquarters plus the Defense Contract Management
5 That missile workload really is not —- we’re not associated | 5 activity which actually manages contracts in the Los Angeles|
6 with that. We're associated with the vehicle workload that | 6 Basin. So there is two activities there. The second one
7 was done at Letterkegnﬁ. ) 7 didn’t BRAC because it wasn’t large enough.
8 COMMISSIONER COX: All nght. So that -- 8 COMMISSIONER COX: But you would intend to move
9 GENERAL FARRELL: I believe the Army’s decision is 9 that as well?
10 to keep the missile workload and to close out the light 10 GENERAL FARRELL: Yeah. You may be interested to
11 vehicle, and that’s whg we're closing down. " 111 know that we approached the Air Force and asked them if they
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. You mentioned the {12 had space at Los Angeles Airport Station to absorb the whole
13 question of the Defense Contract Management District West, as {13 headquarters so we wouldn’t have to buy this building. They
14 far as the 1993 BRAC decision, which I believe was to move 14 didn’t have room enough to do that, but they had room enough
15 out of lease space and into a building that, essentially, you [15 to absorb the smaller activity.
16 could obtain for free in Long Beach. 16 So it wasn’t reported because it didn’t meet the
17 And [ understand that given the way the federal 17 BRAC criteria, but we’re moving the other activity onto the
18 Defense Department property could now be distributed that |18 Air Force installation.
19 they’re not anxious to hand over a building to you. But jet |19 COMMISSIONER COX: And those activities don’t need
20 me ask you a question about that, because 1 just don’t 20 to be together?
21 remember. ] ) 21 GENERAL FARRELL: No, they do not.
22 And that is I thought we were trying to get you out 22 COMMISSIONER COX: And nothing else in that sort of
: Page 195 Page 198
1 of lease sprgce and into something else because it was 1 area where you could move onto an existing base?
2 cheaper. Now you're suggesting that you be given the 2 GENERAL FARRELL: Not right where we are. Long
3 authority to buy a building to replace the lease space. 3 Beach is the best option. We coul§ buy something in the
4 Assuming the original assumption is wrong, would 4 L.A. -- nght in the El Segundo area, but it would be a
5 you be better off staying where you are just in that lease 5 little more expensive. We'd be better off in Long Beach, we
6 space? Do we have to go find a building, and couldn’t we, | 6 think.
7 maybe, find another free building? I realize no building is | 7 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you.
8 free. 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cox.
9 GENERAL FARRELL: Excellent question. But it would | 9 Commissioner Davis.
10 most definitely be a lot cheaper for us to leave because 10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
11 we're paym%n%h; now a total of $4.5 million a year to be |11 General Farrell, as far out as you can see, you've got all
12 1in that GSA building. 12 your closures in the 95 BRAC. In other words, you're going
13 4.2 million is simply the lease cost, 4.3. About 13 to be down to your end position?
14 200,000 is real property maintenance and upkeep of the 14 GENERAL F LL: As far as we can see.
15 building, which we aiso pay, and that’s not very many people 15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And when do you get down to
16 in that building. We’ve done a survey in the Long Beach |16 that end position, if it’s all approved?
17 area, and we could buy a building about the size we need for|17 GENERAL FARRELL: In terms of BRAC, I think it's
18 4.1 million. 18 about the year 2000 we’ll be to everything.
19 COMMISSIONER COX: Isee. So in one year -- 19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: As some of the services’
20 GENERAL FARRELL: Yeah. Soit's one year. We {20 decisions, obviously the BRAC process is a very complex one.
21 could upgrade — we could renovate that or do whatever we had |21 Did any of the service decisions hurt your process at all?
22 to do for about another million and a half. So you’re 22 GENERAL FARRELL: No, sir.
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COMMISSIONER DAVIS: You weren't forced to change
your process at all because any service had made some otﬁer
deciston?

GENERAL FARRELL: No, sir. We accounted for that
in our process.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: We talked about throughput.
Your storage, to follow on with, sort of, Commissioner Cox’s
question, your storage capacity for items that have to be
stored for your customers for the demand that’s coming out,
Kou’ve got some initiatives, I’m sure, going on, but do you

ave as sort of a Just-In-Time initiative that would allow
you to release more space in the depot area?

GENERAL FARRELL: Right. I can’t find my paper on
that, but we have a number of things. We talked about
premium transportation, which was one.

We have a strategy, and we call our strategy By
Response By Inventory, BRBI, and it follows on from the
commercial way of doing business, which says don’t store
things in warehouses. Buy from a supplier who is willing to
deliver it to R'ou when you need it.

And if you've got predictable workload -- we don’t
have in all the things we store. The war reserve things
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COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And then if you could submit
that for the record, I would appreciate it.

GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir, we will.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.
Commissioner Kling.

COMMISSIONER KLING: General, I’'m not for sure
whether your presentation was so thorough that it answered
most of our questions or was so thorough that it scared us
(firom asking questions, but either way, good job. Job well

one.

GENERAL FARRELL: Thank you, sir.

. COMMISSIONER KLING: Just a couple general and one
specific. Do the services, basically, agree with the plan
program that you’ve come up with? Have there been any
disagreements from the services with this total program that
you're outlining? ’

GENERAL FARRELL: Through our coordination — our
recommendations that we’re talking about. Through the
coordination with the Army, they had, sort of, wanted us to
stay at Red River.

They closed the maintenance facility and Red River,
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don’t have predictable workload associated with them% but a
lot of the commercial stuff -- the medicines, the clothing,
the food that we buy -- has a predictable demand.

So we’ve invented something we call Direct Vendor
Delivery, which says we’re going to establish contracts with
as many .peogle as we can with an objective to the end of '95-

’96 having 50 percent of all of our contracts Direct Vendor

Deliv%'y.
ow, we haven’t really realized the full impact of
that strategy yet because we’ve just undertaken it. So it’s
likely that 1f it’s successful that will, you know, free up
some more stuff, but we’re just not far enough along.

There is another one we call Prime Vendor that’s in
the medical area, and here is the way that one goes. We have
established 21 regions in the United States to service
militaq’ hospitals.

e’ve put a winner-take-all contract on the street

to supply pharmaceuticals, surgical supplies and general
types of medicines to all the military hospitals.

And once that guy wins it, his obligation is when
the hospital commander calls, to deliver that stuff to him
within 24 hours. And we find that not only are we getting 98
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and when we told the Army that, "If you're closing out, we're
leaving, too," the Army said, "Well, you know, if you guys
leave, since we made the decision, we're going to have to add
those costs to our calculation. That’s going to reduce our
savings. "

Of course, they were estimating quite a lot more
for costs than we were. So it, sort of, scared them off, but
we were pretty insistent. And we made the point that, "If
you let us calculate the costs, we’ll show you it’s not going
to cost you nearly as much as you want to.” But we can’t
stay there because that’s excess capacity that we don’t need
}o do our job, especially since that maintenance mission is

eaving.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Which takes me to specifically
at the Red River only 12 percent actually is used for the
direct su&port of the Army depot, and 85 percent, I believe,
was for the general area or the total mission. Was an
consideration specifically to keep it open because of the 85
percent workload?

GENERAL FARRELL: I'm looking for my paper that has
that. You have to look at where Memphis — I'm sorry, where
Red River’s workload goes. If you take a look at a printout
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percent of the stuff within 24 hours now, the hospital
commanders are lowering their retail inventories.

The cost that the hospital commanders are paying is
about 35 percent less than they were paying by going directly
to Johnson & Johnson in a local area.

We estimated our PALM '96, which is already on the
street, we’re going to reduce our inventory in medical from
about 270 million down to about 250 just in PALM °%6.

Now, we're right now looking at our PALM ’97, and 1
was talking to our supply gu{ today, and he told me that he
thinks that we’ll reduce that 270 by half in PALM ’97. So
that’s millions of dollars of inventory that won’t have to be
stored somewhere in the medical area.

We’re thinking of expanding that to other
categories and commodities like automotive parts, like food,
all the general types of — you could do it for construction
wpphe.s, and things like that. So it’s got great potential.

e're éuSt underway.

OMMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay. One final question.
What percentage of your facilities are leased? Give me a
guess. It’s é)ro ably very small, but give me a guess --

GENERAL ARI%ELL: Small right now. Small.
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of the tonnage that they ship out and where it goes and you
do a percentage calculation, it shows that while only about
1%’. percent is maintenance, the rest of it goes all over the

ace.
P Some of it is shipped to San Joaquin, which isa
depot that we have that does consolidation. Some of it is
shipped to Susquehanna. Some of it is shipped to Fort Hood.
It’s small {)ercentages, 2, 3 and 4 percent, but it goes all
over the place.

The point of all that is that there is no reason to
keep that depot there to do general distribution because it’s
really sending it all over the sg:tem, and we’ve got other
capacity within the system to be able to accommodate that
workload. -

The real reason we were there in the first place
was to do the maintenance mission, by our reckoning. So
that’s how we approached that analysis.

_COMMISSIONER KLING: 1 kind of figured you’d come
up with a very good answer with that, General. Thank you.
Just a last general question.

~ You set forth a number of reductions that are
taking place. Are a lot of those coming forth because of
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1 closings, or do a lot of them have to do with the direct drop | 1 last round of BRAC, and we had substantial opportunity to
2 shipments that you're talking about, the higher technology | 2 save money through efficiencies in the Department’s budgets
3 controlling inventory and so forth, or is it just a general 3 in the out years due to some DLA initiatives.
4 combination of both closings and those modernizations in 4 And I’m just trying to get, sort of, an
S dropped shippings? 5 accountability check on how we are on that business,
6 o GEN]':?KAE FARRELL: You mean are new initiatives, 6 everything from using more commercial specs to Just-In-Time
7 dnving a lot of our -- 7 inventory to reducing our warehousing capacity.
8 %OMMISSIONER KLING: Just of your savings you | 8 And all that, as you know, added up to a new way of
9 outlined in your program of the amount of reductions in man 9 accounting, which meant we have to pay surcharges for DLA
10 hours and time and space and so forth that are going to take {10 that was added on top of the cost of goods. )
11 place. 11 And I guess I just want to make sure that this
12 I mean, does a lot of it come from the dro 12 recommendation by the DLA is consistent with all of those,
13 shipping or by the vendors, by the modernizations ot controls 13 those savings are generally going to be realized, there 1s no
14 through computers and, maybe, that type of situation? 14 hole in the service Iﬁ)rograms out year readiness budgets, and
15 GENERAL FARRELL: The savings come from — we're |15 that you’ve done al] that iou can do, and this is a leaner,
16 talkin%about distribution? 16 meaner, more efficient DLA in the supply system for
17 OMMISSIONER KLING: Correct, 17 Department of Defense. Is that an accurate depiction?
18 GENERAL FARRELL: In distribution, savings come|18 GENERAL FARRELL: That’s how we advertise ourself.
19 from a lot of areas. They come from infrastructure costs by (19 We advertise ourself as a provider of choice around the world
20 actually closing bases. When you close a base, you download 20 around the clock at better, faster cheaper, That’s where
21 all the real pl"gf)erty maintenance, all the guards that you 21 we're going.
22 have, the installation command structure that runs that 22 you read our strategic plan -- we’re going to
Page 206 Page 209
1 installation and all the things you do just to open the doors | 1 give you copies of it -- that strategic plan was not
2 on the base. 2 something that was lightly written by one person at night.
3 You get rid of all of those costs, which are pretty 3 It was a lot of people involved, and we’re very serious about
4 substantial.” You also get rid of the portion of the people | 4 the initiatives in there. . -
5 who are performing that mission, because when that mission| § You talked about some savings associated with the
6 goes away, you save part of the people that are associated 6 previous controller and all that, and you’re referring to the
7 with that. ) 7 MRD process, ] know. A lot of that accounting was difficult
8 You say some of indirect supervision. You save 8 to do, as you know, because one DMRD would come on the table,
9 some of the direct labor, too, not much, but some. The other 9 and there would be some savings associated with that.
10 savings associated with some of our initiatives are reflected |10 The next DMRD appeared to overlap that one, and so
11 1n our inventory reduction figures. 11 we lost the accountability. But I’} tell you what DLA has
12 If you'll look at where we project our inventory to 12 done to try to account for the initiatives in our strategic
13 go, I think we’re reducing 108,000 cube — 108 million cube. 13 plan.
14 Part of that is related to direct vendor initiatives, but I 14 In our last PALM, we said if we’re going to be
15 can’t put my finger on exactly how much. 15 accountable for saying that we’re going to do tii.ngs better
16 COMMISSIONER KLING: And I don’t need a specific, |16 for the services, we have to show them an impact 1n their
17 but a good portion of it is coming from that as well now; is 17 prices.
18 that nght? ) 18 And so in our strategic plan, you will see that we
19 ENERAL FARRELL: Some of it. I wouldn’t say a|19 have pledged to them that we're going to beat inflation in
20 great portion. In the future, it will be substantial. The 20 the prices they pay for their services. We have pledged to
21 savings will be substantial. 21 them that we're going to bring the distribution c%ar e down
22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. 22 from $29 right now to the neighborhood of $20 in the year
Page 207 Page 210
1 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. 1 2001. o
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Kling. | 2 Our surcharge is fou%% for 29 percent now to 21
3 Commissioner Robles. 3 percent in the year 2001. That’s in our strategic plan. We
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: General Farrell. I'd like to 4 have set a price structure for every single commodity we sell
5 follow-up to Commissioner Davis’ questions earlier. In a 5 out throug 1 the year 2001,
6 previous life, I told Chairman Dixon that I would - I remind 6 And in the last PALM, the Office of the Secretary
7 him of sitting not in this room but in & room in this 7 of Defense said, "Here is the inflator line at 3.2 percent,”
8 building when | was the Army’s O&M director and being grilled | 8 or the 4, whatever it is this year, "Put that in your plan.”
9 about the report that had just come out of the press about 9 We said, "We're not going to do that. We're going to go out
10 reputed $30- or $35 billion excess inventory in the 16 and beat inflation, and we’re going to put a price value on
11 Department of Defense and what we were doing to reduce |11 each one of our initiatives."
12 capacity and all that business. 12 So we took our initiatives, and we priced them out,
13 I remember Senator Nunn and Senator Dixon asked me 13 and we put them in the PALM. The PALM we submitied was $5.5
14 some very penetrating questions, and that led to, as you 14 billion less than what it would have been had we used the DOD
15 know, a series of initiatives that were -- opportunities that |15 inflator, 2.9 billion in supply, 200 million in distribution.
16 were given to us, the services, by the Department of Defense 16 So 1 think we’ve gctup{ly put our money where our
17 when a former DLA controller became the deputy -- the 17 mouth is. So the question is going to be are we gomlﬁ to be
18 controller of -- so I want to talk a little bit about that 18 able to deliver on this process? After we submitted the
19 process because it all relates to this. 19 PALM, we did the first two years of the next budget, and it
20 And I won’t get down in the weeds too much, because [20 shows that our prices are actually turning down even from the
21 this is a complex subject, but I do want to talk -- because I |21 PALM.
22 think it relates to this, especially since this is a BRAC -- 22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, I really applaud your
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1 efforts, because those of us who in a former life were 1 analyses that was done, the costing analyses, we could take
2 involved in this process worried about downstream readiness, 2 the savings attributed to that excess capacity that may be
3 and DLA had to get itself right-sized, and it had to be more | 3 under the McClellan analysis and move it somewhere else, and
4 efficient how to get your surcharges down, and what you’re | 4 you would be satisfied” Space is space, I guess?
5 telling me is you’ve done all that, and this BRAC 5 ‘GENERAL FARRELL: Space is space. We would like to
6 recommendation, sort of, cements that or crystallizes all 6 have it spread throughout the system. )
7 that. 7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: But it wasn’t a major
8 GENERAL FARRELL: Contributes to that. 8 consideration like it is where you geographically have to put
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Contributes to that whole 9 a peer -- [ mean, where the peers are for the Navy or some
10 process. 10 other things?
11 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes. 11 GENERAL FARRELL: No. We're really looking for
12~ COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, because it’s just a [12 storage space, and it’s not that important. It could,
13 piece of it but | imagine a significant piece of it. G 13 essentially be anywhere, but if they gave it to us all at one
14 effort. Switching gears here, let’s talk about excess 14 place, we'd probably say we'd prefer to have it spread around
15 capacity at McClellan Air Force Base. 15 a little bit.
16 esterday, we had the Air Force here, and I asked 16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Thank you. Final
17 the question. [t was reputed that one of the considerations {17 question, and this is kind of a question of the heart because
18 for their cost analysis of McClellan and where it stood on |18 of my -- when I was in Desert Storm, one of my lprimary
19 their military value was a requirement to have some excess (19 missions was to be the chief logistician and supply officer
20 capacity available to DLA. 20 for one of the Army’s tank divisions.
21 And the Chief of Staff of the Air Force said no, 21 And after we came back from Desert Storm, we spent
22 that was done after the fact. After the fact -- they said we |22 a considerable amount of time going through a lot of lessons
Page 212 L Page 215
I could pony-up excess capacity. Now, my question to you is do 1 learned about distribution and the 40-footers and where ail
2 you need that extra capacity? Because if you don't, then 2 the 40-footers were and the distribution out of the various
3 they put in their analysis a savings which really shouldn’t 3 depots, and I know that you all were very much involved in
4 be 1n that analysis. 4 this. ) . .
5 And I thought [ heard you say that you had more 5 In this BRAC recommendation, what, if any, of the
6 than sufficient capacity. So why do you need that capacity? | 6 lessons learned of Desert Storm were factored into your depot
7 GENERAL F LL: I have more than sufficient | 7 structure and your depot capacity?
] capacx?' now, but once I close all the things I proYosq to 8 GENERAL FARRELL: I'd have to say probably not a
9 close, [ would have been at a deficit position of 21 million | 9 lot because those were operationals, primanly operational
10 cubic feet. o 10 lessons learned. That’s my characterization.  You’re getting
1t _Let me take you back to the beginning. Myselfand |11 me into something I’m not familiar with because that happened
12 Admiral Straw ortlgmally were going to submit a BRAC |12 before I got to DLA, but I'm somewhat familiar with it.
13 recommendation that had a deficit to our storage capacity in |13 I do know that there was a lot of containers sent
14 the cube area because we knew that we had so much throughput, [14 that were unopened, that came back unopened. There were a
15 and we were going to take a lot of risk, and we were going to 15 lot of containers sent that got opened, and they pulled one
16 submit about 25 million cube deficit. ] 16 thing out and shut it up, and we got those back.
17 And we were going to hope that we could sustain 17 So we had a lot of putting up to do after the war
18 that recommendation, realizing that the communities were (18 was over, and the reason that was true is because we would
19 gomg to come in and argue, " s:({’ how can you have that |19 get multiple requisitions for the same item, because our
20 deficit there when you just closed my depot that’s got 25 20 system isn’t geared to be able to provide the visibility of
21 million cube? Bring it back on the line to make up for that |21 where that requisition is.
22 deficit.” 22 Here is what we’re talking about is in-transit
Pa‘fe 213 Page 216
1 As we were coordinating with the Air Force an 1 visibility. This is one of the top things that Mr. Jim
2 exchanging information, we mentioned to them that we were| 2 Clough, Assistant Secretary in OSD, is working right now as a
| 3 going to submit with a deficit, and they said, "Do you want | 3 way to work the in-transit visibility problems so that we can
| 4 more space somewhere?" ) 4 tell the soldier in the field where his requisition is so if
5 d we said, "Yeah, if you got it. Where?" And 5 he doesn’t get it in a week submit the requisition again.
6 they said, "Anywhere you want it." So we have struck a deal 6 That’s one problem. The other problem is asset
7 with the Air Force and the Navy, the Navy at Norfolk, to pick 7 visibility, which Eives you the visibility not only of your
8 up -- we’re picking up the Natick hangar at Norfolk that was| 8 wholesale assets but your retail assets in the system so that
9 eliminated in the BRAC '93 round, which is going to give us 9 you can trade retail assets between services without havin
10 about 4 million cube. . 10 to go to a vendor and put an order out to buy something that
1t And the Air Force says they will give us up to 30 11 you already have somewhere in the system.
12 billion cube at their ALCs.” So it’s not McClellan. It’s not |12 Those two major efforts are not -- I don’t think
13 Tinker. It’s the whole package. And we’re now negotiating|13 they’re going to solve the problem real soon.
14 with the Air Force for tiat space. The beauty of that isit |14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: No. And the reason I asked
15 allows us to close a base, and if, in the future, we don’t 15 that question specifically is that we shipped probably -- and
16 need it, we could turn it back. 16 Idon’t remember the numbers off the top of my head — but in
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: General Farrell, that’s very (17 the order of magnitude of twice as much stuff as we needed
18 interesting. So what you're saying, if [ understand you 18 because we couldn’t locate it.
19 correctly, is you don’t care where that excess capacity is. |19 _We can’t afford that to do in the future, and
20 It is not necessarily geographic specific that it has to 20 certainly, if we have to ship twice as much stuff because we
21 at McClellan. 21 can’t locate it, then you’re ggmg to keep twice as much
22 It could be somewhere else. So if we look at the 22 stuff in inventory or thereabouts, and then you’re going to
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1 have twice as much storage capacity. ) 1 out the answers regarding matters that affect their districts
2 So there is some importance to making sure that 2 or states.
3 we’re fixing that former problem so that the latter problem | 3 This is from the Honorable James B. Hansen, member
4 doesn’t exist; i.e., excess inventory, excess capacity. 4 of Congress from the First District of Utah. He asked me to
5 GENERAL FARRELL: Well, we’ve done a couple of 5 ask you this:
6 things. We've got a program with the Army. You’ve heard of 6 He says that, "DLA commissioned a Pete Marwick
7 the RF-tag and the automated manifest system? The automated 7 study dated December 1993 which clearly shows that Ogden is
8 manifest system is a laser card that you could write onto, 8 Dby far the single-most cost-effective depot in the DLA
9 and you could put it on a pallet. You can put it on a 9 - system. How did cost of operations factor into your decision
10 container. 10 when, as a casual observer, it appears that you are closing
11 And the soldier in the field has a little reader in 11 DLA’s most efficient depot?”
12 his hand. When this thing rolls in, he can take the laser 12 A gretty tough question. What’s your answer to
13 card off of the container, put it in his reader, and it can 13 that one’
14 tell him not only what’s in that container but where it is. 14 GENERAL FARRELL: First of all, the reason we
15 So if he's after tent poles or mosquito nets or jeeps or 15 commissioned the study is because of the falling out of BRAC
16 whatever, he can get it. 16 '93. We found or we suspected -- I mean, we tried to do an
17 And the other thing is we’re putting an RF tag on 17 ogerational efficiency analysis, and we just weren’t simply
18 the containers when they ship so that they can be tracked 18 able, and we wanted to investigate how you do that.
19 through the system through satellite so that we know where |19 In the end, we decided that ?ou can’t say which is
20  that transportation control number is. We’ve actually tried 120 the most efficient depot outside of some sort of an analysis
21 that. We've tried it in Haiti. We tried it in Somalia, and {21 on its material handling atxipment or something like that.
22 it works pretty good. 22 Part of that we've taken account of in the
Page 218 ) Page 221
1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, thank you very much. I 1 throughput, but, basically, what we’re trying to do in this
2 applaud your efforts. Mr. Chairman. 2 particular study, and the Pete Marwick guy that did it is
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 3 here — he's not sworn — but, basically, we wanted him to go
4 Robles™Now, General Farrell, you've done an excellent job. 4 out and investigate the accounting codes so that when we
5 1don’t think we’re going to need a complete second round. | § tried to compare depot to depot — we inherited a lot of
6 Let me tell you what I intend to do. 6 depots from the Navy, a lot from the Army and a lot from the
7 I’m going to ask you some general questions the 7 Air Force.
8 Commissioners have asked me to ask of all witnesses and a few 8 They all had different accounting systems, and even
9 questions from a few congressmen who have sent me questions 9 at our own depots -~ and we got some of our depot members
10 this afternoon to ask of you. 10 here -- when they put their financial data together and they
11 Then we’ll conclude unless anybody on the 11 put something in GNA, something in indirect and something in
12 Commission wants to ask any further questions. I'll simply |12 direct, they’re counting different things.
13 invite questions afier the Commissioners have had 2 momentto |13 So that when we get the Memphis input and they say
14 think about this, if anybody thinks of another question they |14 our GNA costs are this and Ogden’s GNA costs are this, we
15 want to ask. 15 don't know how to compare them because they’re not, in a lot
16 But rather than doing a complete round, I think 16 of cases, counting the same things. So that’s why we
17 T'll iet any individual Commissioner ask any question. I 17 commissioned the study, to go out and straighten out the
18 want to congratulate you on what I think all up here thought |18 accounting codes.
19 was a good ({)resentatxon and thank Mrs. McManamay who, |19 Now, as far as efficiency goes, let me describe how
20 obviously, did a good support job there in giving you the {20 that works. We process three different types of stuff, open,
21 things that you needed, and we thank her. 21 any open stuff, which is big, ugly stuff, you know, props on
22 Major General Farrell, did the Office of the 22 ships, drive shafts, huge anchor chains, things like that.
Page 219 Page 222

Secretary of Defense remove or add any installation closures And then we process binables, which is generally

1 1
2 or realignments from your recommendations to the Secretary? 2 less than three cubes, and it averages about nine and a half
3 (%ENERAL FARRELL: No, sir. . 3 pounds. That’s the easy stuff, and the smaller the binable
4 _CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Farrell, did anyone in the | 4 the more efficient it 1s to process it.
5 Administration instruct you not to place any specific 5 And then we process something we called covered
6 installation on your list to the Secretary of recommended 6 bulk. You can make a depot efficient simply by how you
7 closures and reali ents? 7 workload them. So we don’t think it’s an issue.
8 GENERAL FARRELL: No, sir. 8 Ogden does a lot of binable workload. They were
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Farrell, did the Office of | 9 doing a lot of binable workload. That makes you efficient
10 the Secretary of Defense instruct your service to place or 10 because you got that kind of -- somebody that’s grocessmg
11 not to place any specific installations for closure or 11 the big, ugly stuff is not going to be as efficient use
12 realignment on your list of recommendations to the Secretary? 12 it takes more people and more money to process each issue
13 GENERAL FARRELL: No, sir. 13 versus a binable issue.
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did you or the Office of the [14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let me see again, if I may
15 Secretary of Defense remove any installations from your 15 mterrugt tg'ou, General, on the screen, if this person is here
16 recommendations solely for reasons of environmental or 16 that did that, those depots, just for fun. I don’t mean to
17 economic impact? 17 interrupt you, but I understand what you're saying, and I see
18 GENE FARRELL: No, sir. 18 the vaﬁcﬁ,t)' of it. I just, kind of, wanted to look at all
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, sir. Now, here are 19 those depots. _ ) )
20 several questions from members of the Congress, and you |20 But are you saying, basically, that an assertion
21 understand we’ve invited them to ask questions because they|21 that Ogden is the most cost-effective won’t cut it if we

represent the people of this country, and thev want to find |22 analyze that carefullv?

A~
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1 GENERAL FARRELL: That’s right. 1 points and who wasn’t.
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let’s say we wanted to look at 2 But you can change the analysis simply by changing
3 that suspiciously. 3 the measures of merit and the weights which you assign to
4 GENERAL FARRELL: IfI wanted to take all the 4 them. And if you ask each indivigual depot to do the same
5 binable workload in the system and put it in Susquehanna, | $ anali/sis, you would get 18 different analyses because thei
6 Susquehanna would be the most efficient depot in the system. 6 would put the value, probably, on different things, probably
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I'd like to see now — let me 7 on their strengths.
8 get that here a minute. It’s been long enough ago in the 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: There are a number of other
9 testimony I kind of lost it. There are the six, kind of, 9 questions that the congressman asks, and we're going to send
10 main ones there. 10 those to you in writing, General Farrell.
11 GENERAL FARRELL: Those are the general 11 Jim Chapman, the Honorable Congressman from First
12 distribution or stand-alone depots. They’re not associated |12 District in Texas regarding the Red River Depot asks these
13 with a maintenance facility or a ma{;)r eet activity. 13 questions. [’'m going to send all of them to you because it’s
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So when this distinguished |14 somewhat lengthy.
15 congressman from the First District in Utah talks about 15 But the two I'm going to ask you, he says, "Defense
]16  Ogden, he’s talking about one of these six major ones here. (16 Logistic Agency’s basis for analysis for co-located depots
17 GENERAL FARRELL: [ think he is. I think heis. {17 was ‘when a military service determined that a maintenance
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yeah. And then let me sce, now, |18 depot was surplus to their needs, Defense Logistics Agency
19 you left open out of those which ones? 19 would consider closing co-located distribution functions.’
20 GENERAL FARRELL: We left open the Susquehanna 20 And then he says, "Complete closure of the
21 complex on the East Coast, which is comprised of New 21 facility’s infrastructure generates the best economic return
22 Cumberland, Mechanicsburg, two separate sites. We left open (22 to the Department of Defense, and my question is since the
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1 the San Joaquin primary distribution system on the West 1 Army recommends leaving the ammunition mission School of
2 Coast, which is composed of two sites, Sharp and Tracy. 2 Engineering and Logistics and Rubber Products facility open
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yeah. 3 at ﬁed River, and since the operation will require base
4 GENERAL FARRELL: And we left open the Richmond 4 oreration support -- Red River maintenance, sewage, water
5 facility in Richmond, Virginia. 5 plant maintenance, rail crew support and power station
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And then closed Columbus, Memphis 6 maintenance, how does just changing the command to Lone Star
7 and Oéden? 7 Army Ammunition Plant reduce the infrastructure costs for the
8 ENERAL FARRELL: We realigned Columbus - 8 Department of Defense?"
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Realigned Columbus that had a 600! 9 GENERAL FARRELL: I'm not sure how to address that
10 and something loss, [ remember. You had some loss, but you 10 question except to say that when the maintenance guys leave,
11 realigned it. 11 whoever is left is going to bear a proportion, a higher
12 GENERAL FARRELL: Correct. 12 proportion of the installation infrastructure costs that
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And then closed Ogden and Memphis. 13 remain behind, and some of those tend to be fixed.
14 GENERAL FARRELL.: Yes, sir. 14 The number of people to run installation, rd the
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Now, I guess I haveto ask {15 gates, that’s a fixed. So when one guy leaves, the rest of
16 you, do to the fact that I pursued this further, is there an 16 the people share a higher proportion of the cost. And the
17 objective analysis of this that supports what you said, oris (17 reason we didn’t stay there is because we didn’t need it for
18 that entirely a judgment call, or can you show us some kind |18 distribution.
19 of -- in the record, is there some kind of material support |19 And if we had stayed there, we would have had to
20 for that that would bear out your decision-making process? {20 have found a reason to stay there. We couldn’t find a reason
21 GENERAL FARRELL: Well, we did not try te-take into |21 to stay there, and if we did stay there, we would have to
22 account efficiencies of individual depots. We simply didn’t {22 find someplace else to close.
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1 think that we could calculate it. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, he’s got a number of
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I guess what I'm referencing | 2 questions in writing. I’'m going to send them to you as well,
3 there, General Farrell, and I don’t want to pursue this too 3 General. And would you have your shop answer those as soon
4 long right now because I realize that the hour (i:)getting 4 as you can?
5 late, and you’ve done a fine job and made a good 5 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir.
6 presentation, but the other services had this objective 6  CHAIRMAN DIXON: The last question -- and
7 system where they gave points and things. Do you use that at 7 incidentally, this is a series, believe it or not, of 27
8 all in your process? 8 questions. Relax. I’m not going to ask them, but I’m going
9 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. In the military value 9 to send them to you, all right? )
10 analysis, we R%&v‘:ﬁoints. ' 10 But Congressman Harold Ford, the distinguished
11 CHAI DIXON: Oh, you do? 11 congressman whose district contains Memphis, asks this
12 GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. 12 question, two questions:
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So in other words, if we did an 13 "Was the impact a base closure would have on
14 analysis of those grading systems, would it support what 14  cconomically disadvantaged communities considered by DLA when
15 you've done? 15 they assessed the economic impact and their recommendations?
16 GENERAL FARRELL: I believe so, yes, sir. Let me 16 Did DLA compare the overall unemployment rate of the
17 just say anybody can go do an analysis, and you can establish 17 community in relation to the unemployment rate of rest of the
18 your own criteria, and you can almost make the analysis say |18 state and surrounding areas? And do you believe the
19 what you want it to say. 19 Commission should use this comparison as a criterion in its
20 at we did was establish our criteria before we 20 decision-making process?" .
21 ever applied any points, and when we did apply the points, we 21 Now we're getting down to this economic question
22 didn’t lift the names off. So we didn’t know who was getting 22 here. Large unemployment, I take it, in his district
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1 conclf:ared to the state as a whole and the region and so forth. 1 going to be there.
2 And what is your answer to that? 2 So we took all those other co-located activities
3 GENERAL FARRELL: We used the economic model that | 3  off the list, and really what was left now at this point was
4 everybody else used. We all used the same model. It was | 4 Memphis, Ogden, Richmond and Columbus, and two of them are
5 provided to us, and we simply supplied the data into it. 5 going to close. . .
6 And for Memphis, we did fook at the economic 6 And now it’s trying to decide what do you do with
7 impact, and our contribution was less than 1 percent in the | 7 those four, and we’re looking for sgccialized storage, and we
8 Memphis area. In fact, our DLA BRAC 95 actions was six- ¢ said if we close Columbus, we don’t get an installation
9 tenths of 1 percent in the Memphis metropolitan statistical | 9 closure. We’ll close that depot, but we don’t get an
10 area. 10 installation closure.
11 And in all BRAC ’95 actions, including DLA, the 11 And oh, by the way, you spread a higher proportion
12 i t was minus four-tenths of 1 percent, and in all BRAC |12  of cost to other fenants on the Columbus installation when
13  actions through all rounds of BRAC in the Memphis area, the 13 you close the Columbus depot.
14 impact was 1.5 percent. We looked at all that, and we 14 If you close the Richmond facility, you close the
15 compared -- not only looked at that, we compared it to two |15 best facilities we have in the command, as determined by an
16 other actions. 16 independent engineering assessment that we hired out to the
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Now, the congressman then {17 Navy Public Work Facilities. You also close the facility
18 goes to the question of military value. He says that, "DLA |18 which backs up the fleet activity at Norfolk. .
19 ranked stand-alone depots for military value,” which, of 19 There are other considerations. We didn’t give any
20 course, you did. 20 points to them, but just as a footnote here, all the ozone-
21 "Both the DOD and BRAC use military value as the |21 depleting substances that we’re going to store are going to
22 most important selection critena,” which, of course, is 22 be stored in the Richmond area, and we have a large hazardous
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1 correct. Five of the eight criteria are military value. 1 storage there, too.
2 "Among stand-alone depots, DDMT was ranked third in military | 2 We could store those at other places, but Richmond
3 value and recommended for closure. However, DLA chose to 3 has some nice hazardous facilities, as does Memphis, as does
4 maintain Richmond and Columbus, which ranked fifth and sixth- | 4 Ogden. But nevertheless, when you look at the fact that
5 . 5 you're reallé, probably, going to keep that sup&ly activity
6 *If military value is regarded so highly, why did 6 there, DGSC, so what do you gain by closing the Richmond
7 DLA completely disregard it with respect to stand-alone 7 depot?
8 depots?” 8 You’re closing one of your best of facilities. You
9 GENERAL FARRELL: I think that, sort of, goes back 9 close a major fleet backup a_ctjvitaand you increase the
10 to my briefing and the rationale. It’s not true that just 10 cost to that ICP that’s remaining behind.
11 one mxhta‘x;ysetzpe of analysis drove our decision. 11 And then we looked at the SAILS model, and the
12 We the outputs of all of the analyses to 12 SAILS model says, "I like Richmond and the location that it
13 inform our military judgment, and then on balance we made a 13 is. Ilike it better than Memphis or Ogden.” You get a
14 decision because, 1n some cases, as you have noted, military|14 lower distribution system cost when you close Memphis and you
15 value for an activity might be higher than another activity ~ |15 close Ogden.
16 somewhere else, but the installation on which those 16 So it’s a number of factors that you look at, and
17 activities are presently operating may have a different 17 on balance, when you look at the whole thing, it says realign
18 value. It may be reversed, in fact. ) 18 Columbus to a slow-moving, keep Richmond and close what's
19 So once ?ain, the way we took off after this was 19 left.
20 to, first of all, decide what we needed to support our war |20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, General. Now, I wonder
21 plan and our concept of ops. 21 if any Commissioner, having heard the intervening discussion
22 We went through the capacity analysis. We closed 22 has any final questions before we adjourn for the afternoon.
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1 the followers, and then once we had the excess capacity we | 1 Commissioner Steele, do you?
2 had left, we asked, "What do we have to keep to do our job?" 2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: This is more curiosity versus
3 And then, as we walked down that road, then what was left | 3 substantive. Your testing of a premium service delivery
4 became excess. 4 program with FedEx, did the U.S. Postal Service bid for that
5 So it wasn’t a decision of deciding what to close. 5 atall?
6 Really, the decision process was deciding what to keep. 6 GENERAL FARRELL: We didn’t ask them.
7 So after we closed the followers at the maintenance 7 (Laughter)
8 depots, we then took a look at the grimary distribution 8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. I had to ask. Thank
9 sites, which we have facilitized and designated to do the 9 you.
10 wartime mission, and looked at their military value, which, |10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you all right, Commissioner
11 in both cases, was not only installation value but milita 11  Robles?
12 activity value was so high that we just took them off an 12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I'm fine.
13 said wp’re going to keep those because not only of their_ 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: How about you, Commissioner Kling?
14 value in terms of the points they got but how they fit with |14 No response. ) )
15 our war plan. 15 HAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis?
16 At that point, then, we said we can’t close any 16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: No further questions.
17 other depot associated with a fleet activity. We couldn’t 17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox?
18 close Norfolk, as an example. That’s the largest fleet 18 (No response.)
19 activity that we supqort. 19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella?
20 e couldn’t close San Diego or Puget Sound. Even |20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes.
21 though Puget Sound is a small depot, it’s next to the 21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella.
22 customer, which we support, and he’s still there. So we're |22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I had to leave the room.
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[’m sorry. So if this was answered, just indicate so, and
I’ll read it in the transcript. And this was a follow-up to
th;guestions I’d asked you earlier on the regional
headquarters between Boston and Marietta.

I guess you had indicated to me that the main
reason for that decision was the ratio in question of
headquarters to field personnel. Was that not correct?

GENERAL F LL: No, sir.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay.

GENERAL FARRELL: Well, we determined that as the
workload was coming down, the procurement dollars were coming
way down, as our projection of contract administration
offices in which we would have to oversee was coming down,
and as the number of personnel in our system was coming way
down, we determined that we didn’t need three districts to
help oversee that activity, and I would emphasize the oversee

art.
P They do not do contract administration. They
oversee the process of contract administration in conjunction
with the headquarters here in Virginia.

So we determined that expanded control-wise we
could get by with two headquarters rather than with three,

NS WN —
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No mm') )

H AN DIXON: I'm certainly satisfied. Thank
ou, Mrs. McManamay, and thank you, General Farrell. This
earing 1s adjourned.

ereupon, at 3:10 p.m., the hearing was

adjourned.) R
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and we get a modest savings out of that.

And one of our driving factors in DLA is to reduce
overhead, reduce nonessential. We deployed a tool called
Activity-Based Costing across the whole command, and we told
our people to go out and find those processes which are not
adding value to our job to the services, and let’s get rid of
them, or let’s re-engineer them in such a way that we can get
rid of that cost.

One of those things is.going after overhead. Now,
ou didn’t have to do a re-engineering to discover that here,
ut that’s part --

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: [ understand that, General.

What I'm asking is the decision between Boston and Marietta,
not whether or not you go from three to two. But what causes
the recommendation of Boston over Marietta.

GENERAL FARRELL: Okay. Boston has a much higher
military value, and that’s because the criteria that were
evaluated give points to things like the number of
subordinate contract activities which you oversee, your
proximity to them, the concentration of them.

And so when all the points rolled in, they had much
higher points than either Marietta or the South. I think it

Page 237

was 796 versus less than 700 for the South.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yeah. It was 795 versus
656, but I notice that between the West and the South that
was relatively close.

. GENE FARRELL: Right. That was the real
cslecxsl;on, as to whether to keep the West or to keep the
outh.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I think you’ve answered my
question. Thank you very much, General.

GENERALF LL: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you satisfied, Commissioner
Comella?

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, | am, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox?

No nse.)
H AN DIXON:
(No response.)
CH AN DIXON:
No

nse.)
I\II—IAI AN )DIXON:
0 response.
HAflgggAN DIXON:

Commissioner Davis?
Commissioner Kling?
Commissioner Robles?

Commissioner Steele?
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DEFENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE
1340 BRADDOCK PLACE
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22314-1651

MAR 2 1 1202
Mr. Alan J. Dixon
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Hiaesa reiar o this nurber
Realignment Commission ;qmnwﬁptﬂmgpuggztzi_c\

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Dixon:

In response to your letter dated March 9, 1995, provided for your
information are the responses to the questions addressed in your
letter.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide additional information
for the commissioner’s consideration.

Sincerely,
f b St
Jown F. ponmELLY. Attachment

Director




1. Your detailed analysis only addresses three options:
renovating your existing building; leasing space in the Baltimore
area; and constructing a building on Fort Meade.

a. Were all possible options considered in the decision to
move the Investigations Control and Automation
Directorate (IC&AD)?

ANSWER: The Defense Investigative Service (DIS) conducted an on-
site inspection of six military installations: NSA Airport
Square, Linthecum, MD; Aberdeen Proving Grounds, MD; Ft. Meade,
MD., Site R (Ft. Detrick, MD); Navy Surface Warefare Center,
Dahlgreen, VA; Patuxent River Naval Air Station, MD, none of
which had existing space suitable to house the IC&AD operations.
Additionally, the OSD Office of Economic Security queried the
Defense Agencies and Military Departments on DIS’ behalf
concerning the possible availability of space on their various
installations. All responses were negative. Had we received
positive responses, we would have conducted COBRA model analyses

on them.

2. According to the 1995 Department of Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Report (BRAC), the Army plans to downsize some
operations at Fort Meade.

a. If this action is approved, will there be existing
facilities at Fort Meade that could be renovated to meet
your needs instead of building a new facility?

ANSWER: DIS understands that the Kimbrough Army Hospital is
recommended for reduction to a clinic by the Army as part of the
1995 BRAC. Whether any hospital buildings or other buildings
that become available on Ft. Meade could accommodate IC&AD would
depend on the results of engineering and feasibility studies.

3. If the recommended realignment is completed, will this
directly result in any decrease in DIS personnel?

ANSWER: The IC&AD Force Structure drawdown based on BRAC 1995,
negates the requirement for 11 full-time federal security guards,
based upon plans to install an electronic security system in the

new facility.

4. What, if any, is the cumulative economic impact of moving the
facility from its present location?

ANSWER: Should the IC&AD relocate to Ft. Meade there will be
negligible cumulative economic impact on the Baltimore, Md
metropolitan area. Based on the economic impact data developed
by the Logistics Management Institute, the potential cumulative
total job changeover rate will be a gain of 0.1%.




5. Cost Analysis

a. What are the one-time costs associated with moving the
facility to Fort Meade?

ANSWER: The one-time cost assoclated with moving the facility to
Ft. Mezde is estimated at 1.6 nillion dollars.

b. What are your current operating costs at Fort Holabird?

ANSWER: As tenants of the Army at Ft. Holabird, our current
operating cost is $400,000 annually. Additionally, we pay three
full-time maintenance personnel and all costs associated with
repairs and minor construction. Major repairs alone cost over
$319,000 in the last three years.

c. What are your operating cost estimates at Fort Meade?

ANSWER: Based on our projections that reflect a smaller facility
to house the IC&AD at Ft. Meade, the estimated operating cost
should be $300,000 per year. However, specific maintenance cost
are not identified in the COBRA model. It would be included in
the new Interservice Support Agreement for operations at Ft.
Meade.

6. According to the analysis of your decision to move from Fort
Holabird, the Investigations Control and Automation Directorate
(IC&AD) is in the process of upgrading the agency’s automation
system thus decreasing the number of employees by 38% by the year
2001. Did you account for this decrease in your construction
cost estimates?

ANSWER: Yes, the current facility occupied by the IC&AD consists
of 8%,335 square feet of floor area (much of which is not
useable) for 425 employees. Our proposed plan provides for the
construction of a facility of 77,436 square feet of
architecturally designed space to house 263 employees by the year
2001.

7. Resale Issues

a. Once the Fort Holabird facility is closed, will the
Department of Defense be able to sell the land?

ANSWER: Yes

b. 1If so, what is a reasonable amount you feel the
Department of Defense will be able to achieve from the
sale of the land?

ANSWER: $330,000 to $340,000. ©Note: This figure subtracted
from the cost to build a new facility at Ft. Meade, reduces the
construction cost to a figure less than the restoration cost of
the current facility.




¢. Has this estimate been obtained from an independent
appraiser?

ANSWER: Yes, the Army Corps of Engineers.

8. The DIS military value analysis states that while the current
facility 1s not essential, the geographical area is essential.
Why is the current geographical area essential?

ANSWER: As the only Defense component chartered to process
personnel security investigations, we provide this unique service
to the entire defense community and 22 other departments and
agencies who participate in the Defense Industrial Security
Program. As such, a move outside of the geographical area would
significantly disrupt our operations for at least two years. We
estimate we would loose a significant number of case analysts,
and two years is the minimum time it takes to train new case
analysts. This translates into an unrecognized cost to the
entire defense community because of the delay created in the
granting of security clearances. The figure of $43 cost per day
arrived at by the General Accounting Office in 1981 for delaying
an "industrial" security clearance, was adjusted to $250 per day
by the Joint Security Commission in 1994. When applied to the
approximately 36,000 industrial security investigations pending
on an average day, this translates to a potential daily cost of
nine million dollars. This would be avoided by remaining in the
geographical area.

We also believe it is essential to locate the IC&AD close to its
customers--the DoD central adjudication facilities and federal
intelligence and investigative agencies, all of which are located
in the Baltimore-Washington area. Also, inasmuch as the IC&AD
directs investigations worldwide, the need for a close and
continuing relationship with these agenciesg to include the
headquarters of the Military Department investigative elements

who do our overseas work is very important, as a significant
volume of investigative material flows between them every day

Remaining in the Baltimore-Washington area is practical and cost
effective. It will enable the IC&AD to maintain personal
interaction with its customers and the other agencies and
organizations it obtains information from and shares information
with. It will also enable the IC&AD to maintain its level of
service and expeditious processing of personnel security
investigations.

The following listing reflects the adjudicative, intelligence and
investigative agencies who are customers of the IC&AD:

Army Central Personnel Security Clearance Facility
497 IG/INS (Air Force Central Clearance Facility)

Department of the Navy Central Clearance Facility
Washington Headquarters Services




‘e

Naticnal Security Agency

Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals
Defense Intelligence Agency

Army Intelligence and Security Command
Naval Criminal Investigative Service

Air Force Office of Special Investigations
Federal Bureau of Investigations

Central Intelligence Agency

State Department
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200

REPLY TO Z 6 MAH ]995
ATTENTION OF
Mr. Ed Brown
Army Team Leader S0 e 3 e RUMOST

Defense Base Closure and v meodingA S QIR0
Realignment Commission '

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr Brown:

The following information is in response to your question regarding environmental
restoration costs for Sacramento Army Depot. Please feel free to contact me should you require
any additional information regarding this subject.

Budget

FY 93 BES - $40,301,000 (Baseline)
FY 96 BES - $39,728,000 (Revised)

Obligations
Funds Distributed - $32,326000 (A/O 31 Jan 95)
Funds Obligated -_$28,226,000 (A/O 31 Jan 95)

Unobligated Bal -$ 4,100,000

/
R

MICHAEL G. JONES
COL, U.S. ARMY
Director, The Army Basing Study

Printed on @ Recycled Paper



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

ER

REPLY TO iy NAR
ATTENTION OF

Mr. Edward A. Brown IIT

Defense Base Closure and Pleasa refer 10 this number
Realignment Commission when responding 150 204 - TR\
1700 North Moore Street ' o ‘
Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209
Dear Mr. Brown:
Enclosed is our response for record from questions asked at the Commission testimony on
March 7, 1995. '
If we may be of further assistance, please contact LTC Lamb, The Army Basing Study at
(703) 697-6262.
Sincerely,
P—
Enclosures MICHAEL G. JONES
COL, GS
Director, TABS
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QUESTIONS FROM BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION
MEDICAL

1. The Army is recommending the closure of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center in
Aurora, Colorado. In your analysis to determine which installation to close or
realign, did you consider the needs of active duty and retired patient workload? Did
you weight active duty and retirees differently? Were there any differences
recognized between active duty and retiree beneficiaries?

Yes. The Joint Cross Service Working Group used a linear programming model to
determine which medical treatment facilities (MTF) should close or downsize. 40% of the
weight for determining an MTF’s overall functional value was placed on active and family
member populations supported within each region. Although retiree populations were not
directly considered in the overall MTF functional value equation, they were one of the
factors for determining a region’s civilian primary care provider ratio. The Linear
Programming Model was designed to ensure that the projected acute care and tertiary care
requirements for our beneficiaries were met. All categories of the beneficiary population
were considered, including active duty, family members of active duty, retirees, and family
members of retirees. '

The Army followed guidance from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Health Affairs’ capitation methodology for ensuring overall MTF cost efficiency.
Although specific active duty and retiree patient workloads were not directly utilized for
calculating an MTF’s overall functional value, they were considered in determining the
overall ratio of CHAMPUS costs to MTF costs for the specific region being studied.



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

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF April 7, 1995

Mr. Edward A. Brown III
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700N. Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington, VA. 22209

Dear Mr Brown:

The attached response is being provided to request 950330-12, dated March 30, 1995.

Point of contact for this action is Roy H. Anderson, telephone (703) 693-0077.

MICHAEL G. JONES
COL. GS
Director, TABS

Attachment

Printed on @ Recycled Paper




SAARES

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

March 30, 1995 COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX

Colonel Michael G. Jones GEM J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
: S. LEE KLING
Director, The Anny Basing Study RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
200 Army Pentagon WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200
Please refer 1o this number

Dear Colonel Jones: when reeponding 450 330\

The Army Team has completed further review-of data submitted by the Army relating to various
proposed closures. I would appreciate your answers to the following questions arising from this review:

1. Savanna ADA: According to the analyst’s log, on 6 February 1995, a cost avoidance for
environmental cleanup was identified and incorporated into the recommendation. What is this cost
avoidance? As an environmental cleanup cost, why was it considered?

2. Fort McClellan: Why was construction of school facilities, barracks, and other military construction
related to the move of joint-service ITRO to Fort Leonard Wood included as a cost of this closure?
Would the ITRO consolidation have taken place regardless of the proposal to close Fort McClellan?
Did the proposed move of McClellan personnel and trainees to Leonard Wood make additional
construction necessary in order to accommodate the already-planned ITRO consolidation? How
was it determined whether ITRO or McClellan transferees would be housed in existing structures?

3. Seneca and Savanna ADAs: Where is the recurring cost of security for the stored materials shown
in COBRA?

4. The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Management Plan includes a tiering structure ranking
ammunition storage installations. Only a subset of Army Ammunition Plants and Army Depots
received rank,ngs How were study candidates for the ammunition tiering plan determiried?

Any required clarification concerning these questions can be given by Mr. J. J. Gertler, Army
Team analyst.

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation.
Sincerely,
ﬁ/z‘/ %—z
Edward A. Brown III

Army Team Leader
EB/jjg




Subject: DBCRC Army Team Leader Questions

1. Savanna ADA: According to the analyst’s log, on 6 February 1995, a cost
avoidance for environmental cleanup was identified and incorporated into the
recommendation. What is this cost aveidance? As an environmental cleanup cost,
why was it considered?

In accordance with DoD Policy Guidance Memo 3, the Army captured environmental
compliance costs at closing installations which could be considered a recurring savings
after the post closed. This is not to be confused with environmental restoration (cleanup)
costs. DoD guidance does not require the cleanup costs to be considered and calculated

into COBRA.

3. Seneca and Savanna ADA’s: Where is the recurring cost of security for the
stored materials shown in COBRA?

In the case of Seneca ADA the square footage of buildings identified for enclaving causes
COBRA to set aside a proportional amount of base operations costs to go with the
enclave. The COBRA model has set aside $ 364K/year for all base operations functions at
Seneca ADA to support enclave. It does not identify base operations costs by functions
such as security. The enclaving of ores at either location would entail, at most, fencing to
protect the material.

4. The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Management Plan includes a tiering
structure ranking ammunition storage installations. Only a subset of Army
Ammunition Plants and Army Depots received rankings. How were study
candidates for the ammunition tiering plan determined?

The installations identified in the Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Management Plan for
consideration for tiering represent all the wholesale (i.e. provide storage for all services)
ammunition storage installations in the Army.




2. Fort McClellan: Why was construction of school facilities, barracks, and other
military construction related to the move of joint-service ITRO to Fort Leonard
Wood included as a cost of this closure?

The ITRO construction included in the COBRA (TS10-1C) for closing Fort McClellan is
necessary because ITRO personnel are currently housed in permanent party facilities
planned for use by incoming Fort McClellan personnel. The ITRO personnel in question
should be housed in trainee barracks which are less costly to renovate to required
standard. To insure that both permanent party and trainee personnel are in adequate
facilities, (i.e. permanent party in permanent party barracks and trainees in trainee
barracks) ITRO personnel will occupy renovated trainee barracks.

Would the ITRO consolidation have taken place regardless of the proposal to close
Fort McClellan?

Yes.

Did the proposed move of McClellan personnel and trainees to Leonard Wood make
additional construction necessary in order to accommodate the already-planned
ITRO consolidation?

Yes, but only because ITRO personnel are occupying facilities planned for use by
incoming Fort McClellan personnel. There were two options available: (1) leave ITRO
personnel in permanent party facilities; or (2) renovate less costly trainee barracks and
move ITRO personnel into trainee barracks. The preferred alternative was the less costly

option.

How was it determined whether ITRO or McClellan transferees would be housed in
existing structures?

The Army based its decision on type of personnel (permanent party, trainee, etc.) who will
use the facility. We decided to move the permanent party personnel into the existing
facility and the ITRO personnel into the renovated trainee barracks. Fort McClellan
trainees will also be housed in appropriate trainee barracks.
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The attached response is being provided to request 950307-16, dated March 7, 1995 (from
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DEPOT ANALYSIS PROCESS

General Shane testified today that the Air Force approach to depots (downsizing each
maintenance depot to reduce excess capacity while maintaining core workload
requirements) was not even considered by the Army. Why not?

In reference to the Air Force recommendation during this testimony, both BG Shane and
Secretary West made brief comments. Secretary West stated, “absolutely we considered it." But,
BG Shane said, we did not consider their approach viable for the Army. Both statements are
correct in the proper context. The Army did consider a force reduction in place in many
alternatives, but none achieved savings substantially greater than closing the installation. A base
closure/realignment permits substantial savings in BASOPs infrastructure and management
overhead that is not possible with a reduction in force. In the Army's case, retaining the base
support manpower while downsizing the depot labor force did not make sense. As stated in the
testimony, the Army has approximately 40% excess capacity which is equivalent to 1-2 depots.”
Our recommendation met the Army's overall reduction goal and is consistent with the Joint Cross-
Service Group for Depot Maintenance assessment on excess Army capacity.

In comparing the Air Force recommendation to the other Military Departments approaches,
the Air Force and the Army both have 1-2 depot excess. However, the Army recommendation
cost 60% less than the Air Force recommendation but achieved 6 times the net present value

savings.

General Shane must be aware that Major General Dennis Benchoff, Commanding
General of the U.S. Army Industrial Operation Command and former Depot System
Command, — the man hired by the Army to run the depot system — recommended the
Army take the same approach as the Air Force. General Benchoff recommended the Army
keep all five maintenance depots downsized to core workload requirements and maintain
surge capacity. Why would the Army not only not follow, but not even consider, the cost
recommendation of the Commander of the LO.C., particularly if it would reduce costs?

The Army worked very closely with officials of the U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) and
considered all viewpoints concerning the depots before it made a final decision. The Army
believes its recommendations are the best way to both eliminate excess capacity and reduce costs.
DoD's Joint Cross-Service Group on Maintenance Depots agreed and supported the Army's
recommendation.
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