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BRAC DepotIShipyard History 
1988 - 1995 (Recom) 

= CLOSED = OPEN 
Army Navy Air Force Marines 
MAnniston WAlameda .Oklahoma City .Albany 
.Corpus Christi .Cherry Point mOgden WBarstow 
.Lexington Bluegrass . Jacksonville Wan Antonio 
WLetterkenny .Norfolk (NAD) .Sacramento 
.Pueblo .North Island .Warner Robins 
.Red River mPensacola 
.Sacramento .Crane 
mTobyhanna .Louisville 
HTooele .Keyport 

.Portsmouth 

.Philadelphia 

.Norfolk (NSY) 

.Charleston 
mPuget Sound 
IN ' '  a w n  Tnl - r \ r l  

1 v 1 a 1  L B a l a l l u  

.Long Beach 

.Pearl Harbor 

.Guam 



OHIO 

1. In a letter to the Commission, Govcrnor Voinovich stated that he fell the Air National Guard 
unit's ability to recruit personnel would be negatively impacted by its PI-oposed relocation to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. In your opinion, how will the unit's recruiting be impacted 
and why? 

2. In your opinion, what percentage of personnel will relocate with the .Air National Guard unit 
if it moves to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base? 

- - -  - 

3. As you know, the Springfield-Beckley Air National Guard unit has both a federal and state 
mission. Will the unit's ability to fulfill its state mission be affected by the proposed relocation 
to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base? 



MISSOURI 

1. Based on your knowledge of Federal activities- in the St. Louis area, will the General Services 
Agency be able to backfill the space if ATCOM'S moves. 

2. Jvlr Overton You have testified GSA would have to relocate the remaining tenants from the 
Federal Center if ATCOM is relocated. Could you explain why these te~~ants  could not stay at 
the Federal Center? -- - 



MICHIGAN 

1. To what extent does the recommendation to close the family housii~g units on Selfridge 
impact officer and enlisted military families? 



ILLINOIS 

1. To what extent does the recommendation to close the family housing units on Price'Center 
impact officer and enlisted military families remaining in the St. Louis a-ea? 



KENTUCKY 

1. To what extent have plans on privatization been finalized? Do you have signed letters of 
intent by the private companies? 

2. What happens to the new plating facility under this concept? Has Louisville looked to do 
work in this plating facility for work being accomplished in older facilities? 



INDIANA 

1. Has the city or state agreed to furnish bonds, or a like vehicle to aid in your proposed 
privatization? 

2. Do you require a sole source arrangement from the Navy to accomplish this privatization? 

3. Does NSWC Crane support your proposal linking to them? 









DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

GENERAL LEAD-IN OUESTIOlY 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group study 
of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of your study. 
Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if lhe Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires reengineering of the 
core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. K lu~h ,  please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military construction 
expenditures? 

Mr. K lu~h ,  describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 



XPLA A I p ALS 

(R&A chart - Chart # 1) 

u, based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service Group indicated that 
up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the depots proposed 
for closure. Please explain the basis for these proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, Hill, 
Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

,Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration analysis did not result in a scenario that 
closed a complete NADEP. Did the Navy investigate any NAIIEP realignment 
scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the substantial 
overcapacity for component and engine workload? 

The Depot JCSG included the closure of NADEP Jacksonville in its 
alternatives. How did the Navy assess this proposal? 

u, in your view, what were the short falls of the procc:ss that permitted the 
Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and options? 

w, if you were responsible for submitting a recornmeridation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, would your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 

Mr., in both alternatives one and two, specific workload transfers are 
identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. In that case, the 
alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the Navy." 
Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific concerning 
workload distribution? 



Mr. Klugh, JCSG Alternative Two proposes the closure of Long Beach and either 
Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the JCSG view the latter two shipyards as 
equivalent in terns of capability as well as capacity? 

Mr. Klub ,  the COBRA for scenario JCSG Alternative One indicates that 
virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be moved to Norfolk for a cost of $1 00 
million. This implies that the current and predicted shipyard workload does not 
justify keeping Portsmouth. Please comment. 

Mr.&, what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
Interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 



COST ISSUE 

Mr., this chart (No. 3) depicts the BRAC history since 1988 on 
depotslshipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as this chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all ALCs in lieu of closure of one or two depots 
as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. Please inform us why your 
team recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would :move upon a 
downsizing versus closure? 



WHY USE THE BRAC PROCESS 

C~eneral Blume, the Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics 
Centers is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring over 
the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- Chart # 4) 

The Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maximum extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the BRAC 
process? 

General Blume, the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds 
if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Why did the Air 
Force choose to use the BRAC process if it could independently accomplish the 
same result? 

(Chart - R&A History of Depot Closures) 

General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended i:o earlier 
Commissions? 

General Blume, have you determined that the law allows BRA(: funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 

General Blume, have you furnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

General Blume, this certified data sheet indicates use of the AFMC-21 study in 
your BRAC '95 process. Why have you and the Air Force refused to provide the 
AFMC-2 1 study to the Commission staff! 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure 
eliminate the need to retain the capacity to drydock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, C'JN, LHA & LHD) 



are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many are expected to be in the Pacific Fleet in 
2001? 

Mr. Nemfakos, currently, the Navy is facilitating Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyards for refueling 688-class submarines. How many 688's are 
slated to be refueled? At which yards? How much is it costing to facilitate Pearl 

Harbor to perform these refueling, including training and milcon? 



REENGINEERING 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC recommendation to dovvrnsize all ALCs in 
place requires reengineering of workload to achieve a 15% productivity savings. 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask:) 

General Blume, why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the I 5% productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



IF HAD TO CLOSE TWO 

(Chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # X) 

General Blume, when the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, she showed a chart which compared 
the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of closing two depots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 

General Blume, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As we know, 
the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to eliminate two "depot 
equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. The Commission staff 
will be investigating the Air Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which v~ould they be and 
why? 

Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
NADEPS. When do you expect to have each of the three faci1it;ies closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $230 million 
you projected in 1993 from the closure of the three NADEPS? 



WHY NOT MCCLELLAN? 

General Blume, two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission chooses to 
recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this year, it should be McClellan. 
Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost and payback 
guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than it was 
in 1993? 



MOTHBALLING AND DEMOLITION 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 13.2 million 
hours of capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate overhead structures and 
therefore overhead costs of the depots. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking others 
when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feer: of depot space? 
What are the savings? How do savings accrue from motllballing depot 
space? 

General Shane, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method fix sizing the depot 
infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 

I 
Navy, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 



OVERHEAD COSTS 

(R&A chart - Chart #5) 

General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing proportional 
size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs; for example the 
labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot. 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in place, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any stt:ps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 

Wouldn't the force structure support be better served with the elimination of 
at least proportional overhead and administrative costs when eliminating 
industrial capability? In other words, cutting the fat and muscle 
proportionately? 

Navy, the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 

How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



IMPACT OF MILITARY VALUE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #X) 

General Blume, military value is the most important criterion to be considered 
when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The Air 
Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This chart shows the 
tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these tiers were 
derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces Bases to 
tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studjring the closure of 
Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values a significant 
basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the Air 
Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 base 
(lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 bases (highest ranking) and 
would eliminate significantly more positions fiom the tier 1 bases that from 
tier 3 bases. What is the reason for this? 

(R&A chart -Chart #5) 

General Blume, this chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The depots are stacked according to 
installation military value or "tier". The chart demonstrates that the Air Force's 
depot workload could be performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Does this mean that the Air Force could reach its future workload with only 
three depots? 



COST TO CLOSE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #X) 

General Blume, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentar:ion included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installatiora. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a signi Ficant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower than the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

(R&A chart -chart #X) 

General Blume, Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that the Air Force generated show 
significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly smaller savings to close an 
Air Force depot than the COBRAs generated by the other Services to close their 
depots. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving cost of 
$300 million is driven by movement of 26,000 employees. We understand that 
there are standard factors which are applied against positions slated for movement. 
However, each Service made different assumptions on the number of positions to 
be transferred versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
26,000 personnel under the dual closure option. It appears that the Air Force 
assumed that there would be no synergies and efficiencies from consolidating 
work to fewer sites. 

Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel under the 
closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize option? 

The Air Force's dual depot closure COBRAs smoothly phases the 
workforce to be transferred between 1996 and 200 1. Why were the 
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positions to be eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at once in 
that year? 

Navy, Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results in 
relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has had with 
closing maintenance activities? Please explain the assumptions that drive 
the number of billets eliminated versus moved. 

General Blume, when Hill implemented the Navy FA- 18 work, how many 
personnel migrated from North Island? 

(If answer is "few" or "none") So, what I'm hearing is that Hill required no 
significant transfers of personnel to work on an aircraft type they had never 
worked on before? 

General Shane, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers 
of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

General Blume, the Air Force COBRAS for dual closure reflect $55 million to 
construct administrative space and $89 million for purchase of new equipment. 
Why would it be necessary to expend BRAC funds for new equipment and 
administrative space? 



REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COFW 

General Blume, annual maintenance costs vary considerably arnong the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million at Kelly to a low of $4 million at 
Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options to 
downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance savings 
from the closure of an installation will become a cost at a gaining 
installation? 



INTER VS. INTRA SERVICING 

General Blume, why did the Air Force choose not to use the workload migration 
options of the Joint Cross Service Group? The Cross Service Group looked at 
Interservice workload migrations, however, when considering closures, the Air 
Force assumed that all workload would stay in-house. 

Mr. Nemfakos, regarding the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at 
Louisville, why didn't the Navy examine the possibility of closing the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant at Minneapolis? 

Mr. Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privatize the facility at 
Louisville? What did you think about it? Did the proposed reuse plan affect the 
BSEC's decision to place Louisville on the list? Did you consider the plan when 
writing the language to close Louisville? 



ISSILES 

Mr. Klugh, why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentrialization of tactical 
missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Army plan to consolidate at 
Tobyhanna? 

Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

Was Anniston considered for missile maintenance consolidation? 

Mr. Kl@, part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmouth NSY is its East Coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the benefit of East 
Coast1 West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities 1 capacity into alzcount? 

General Shane, the Army studied its two smaller ground vehicle depots for 
possible closure. Tobyhanna Army Depot was not studied for closure because it 
was considered a unique one of a kind depot for the repair of electronics 
components. 

Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
transferring the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a facility that is partly 
focused on electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 
In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkenny is a considerably larger depot. 

Did the Army consider the cost benefits of moving the missile guidance and 
control workload to Tobyhanna, vice Letterkenny as originally envisioned 
by the 1993 BRAC? Implementation of DOD's recommendation would 
likely require added costs to transport guidance and contr-01 sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. Were these costs included the 
Army's COBRA analysis? If yes, what is the estimated cost impact? 

In determining military value, why did the Army place heavy emphasis on 
capacity, which is based on the number of work stations to produce a 



particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on building square footage 
and expandable acreage? 

The Army plans to transfer ground vehicle workload from Letterkenny to 
Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations would be realigned. 
How can this work be accomplished at Anniston, with no additional people? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Letterkenny / 
Tobyhanna scenario recommended by DOD? For example, did the Army 
look at sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload 
to Hill Air Force Base and sending the residual conventional ammunition 
storage mission to other DOD storage locations. This would result in a total 
base closure, rather a partial realignment. 

General Kluce, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot 
Maintenance looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile 
maintenance at three sites -- Barstow, Hill, and h i s t o n - -  if Letterkenny were 
approved for closure. In your view what are the advantages ancl disadvantage of 
consolidating like workloads at one single location versus the three locations 
suggested by you joint group? Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer 
guidance and control work to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammilnition and missile 
storage mission at Letterkenny is the best alternative? If not, why not? 



LETTERKENNY 

General Shane, did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna Depot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 

JACKSONVILLE 

Mr. Klugh, your Cross Service team recommended the closure of Jacksonville 
Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done under your 
proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 

NAVY REPRESENTATIVE 

Why did the Navy not implement the JCSWG alternative to close Jacksonville? 



Document Separator 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

GENERAL LEAD-IN OUESTION 

Mr. Klueh, please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group study 
of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of your study. 
Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires reengineering of the 
core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh, please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military construction 
expenditures? 

Mr. Klugh, describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the hnctional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 

Mr. Klugh, what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
Interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 

1 



EXPLANATION OF 8 JCSG PROPOSALS 

(R&A chart - Chart # 1) 

Mr. Klugh, based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service Group indicated that 
up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the depots proposed 
for closure. Please explain the basis for these proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Chen-y Point, Hill, 
Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. Klugh, in your view, what were the short falls of the procckss that permitted the 
Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and options? 

Mr. Klugh, in both alternatives one and two, specific workloati transfers are 
identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. In that case, the 
alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the Navy." 
Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific concerning 
workload distribution? 

Mr. Klueh, JCSG Alternative Two proposes the closure of Long Beach and either 
Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the JCSG view the latter two shipyards as 
equivalent in terms of capability as well as capacity? 

Mr. Klugh, the COBRA for scenario JCSG Alternative One i:ndicates that 
virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be moved to Norfolk for a cost of $100 
million. This implies that the current and predicted shipyard workload does not 
justify keeping Portsmouth. Please comment. 



COST ISSUE 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  this chart (No. 3) depicts the BRAC history since 1988 on 
depotslshipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as thi:; chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all ALCs in lieu of closure of one or two depots 
as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. Please inform us why your 
team recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

Mr. Klugh, if you were responsible for submitting a recommendation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, would your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? Would you recornrnend interservicing? 



WHY THE AIR FORCE USED THE BRAC PROCESS 

General Blume, the Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics 
Centers is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring over 
the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- Chart # 4) 

If the Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maxilnum extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the BRAC 
process? 

General Blume, the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds 
if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Futhermore, if the 
personnel eliminations due to reenginering were subtracted frcm the BRAC 
recommendation, only one installation would have a workload adjustment which 
breaches the BRAC threshold. Why did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC 
process if it could independently accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - RBLA History of Depot Closures) 

General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended. to earlier 
Commissions? 

General Blume, have you determined that the law allows BWLC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Recent Chances to Air Force BRAC Recommendation to the Commission 

General Blunie, the Cominission staff recently received a new tiepot base closure 
recommendation from the air Force. 

Would you please explain why t Air Force revised its BRAC recommendation 7 

recommendations? 
weeks into the process when the Force had a year to prepare their BRAC 

We are understandably having trouble analyzing a moving target. Can we have 
your assurances that the Air Force will not change its 1995 BR4C 
recommendations any further? 

I 

General Blume, have you furnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

General Blurne, this certified data sheet indicates use of the AF'MC-21 study in 
your BRAC '95 process. Why have you and the Air Force refused to provide the 
AFMC-2 1 study to the Commission staff! 



Shipyard Issues 
I 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsnlouth NSY is its East Coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the benefit of East 
Coast/ West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities 1 capacity into i~ccount? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy says that "continuing decreases in fo:.ce structure 
eliminate the need to retain the capacity to drydock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, (3VN, LHA & LHD) 
are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many are expected to be in 1;he Pacific Fleet in 
2001? 

Mr. Nemfakos, currently, the Navy is facilitating Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyards for reheling 688-class submarines. How inany 688's are 
slated to be refueled? At which yards? How inuch is it costing to facilitate Pearl 
Harbor to perform these refueling, including training and milcan? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration anaIysis did not resL It in e scenario that 
closed a complete NADEP. Did the Navy investigate any NADEP realignilleni 
scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the substantial 
overcapacity for component and engine workload? 

The Depot JCSG included the closure of NADEP Jacksonville in its alternatives. 

How did the Navy assess this proposal? 



REENGINEERING 

General Blume, all of the savings from the Air Force's BRAC recommendation to 
downsize all ALCs in place is the result of a 15 % reengineeririg factor. 

Have the reengineering studies been performed yet? 

What is the basis of the 15 % factor? 

Was this based on certified data froin the performing organizations'? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask:) 

General Blume, why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15% productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



Ill HAD TO CLOSE TWO 

(Chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # 5) 

General Blume, when the Secretary of the Air Force testified b'sfore the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, she showed a chart which compared 
the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of closing two depots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 

General Blume, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fhct that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As we know, 
the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to el ,minate two "depot 
equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. The Commission staff 
will be investigating the Air Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or t ~ 7 o  depots, which \\rould they be and 
why? 



WHY NOT MCCLELLAN? 

General Blume, two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Coinnlission that " ... if the Conlnlission chooses to 
recommend a closure of a inajor Air Force depot this year, it slriould be McClellan. 
Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost and payback 
guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than it was 
in 1993? 



OTHBALLING AND DEMOLITION 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 8.9 million of 
the 13.2 million hours of excess capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate 
overhead structures and therefore overhead costs of the depots. Therefore, fixed 
overhead cost will need to be spread over reduced workload which results in 
higher hourly rates. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking others 
when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot space? 
What are the savings? How do savings accrue from mothballing depot 
space? 

General Shane, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the depot 
infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 

I 
, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 

closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 



OVERHEAD COSTS 

General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing proportional 
size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs8; for example the 
labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot. 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in place, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 

Shouldn't the Department eliminate at least proportional overhead and 
administrative costs when eliminating industrial capability? In other words, 
cutting the fat and muscle proportionately? 

Navy, the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 

How have the closures of Naval Plviation depots in~pacttd the proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



IMPACT OF MlLITARY VALUE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #7) 

General Blume, military value is the most important criterion to be considered 
when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure pr-ocess. The Air 
Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This chart shows the 
tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these tiers were 
derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan f ~ i r  Forces Bases to 
tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the closure of 
Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values a significant 
basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

How did the low militx-y values of Kelly and McClellar impact the Air 
Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 base 
(lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 bases (highest ranking). 
What is the reason for this? 

(R&A chart -Chart #8) 

General Blume, this chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The depots are stacked according to 
installation military value or "tier". The chart demonstrates that the Air Force's 
depot workload could be performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Does this mean that the Air Force could reach its future workload with only 
three depots? 



COST TO CLOSE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #9) 

General Blume, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates for 11 months? 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower than the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

(R&A chart -chart # 10) 

General Klugh, There are significant differences between the Services COBRA 
estimates to close depots. For example, there are substaintial differences in the 
percentages of people which would be moved 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel tha. would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move upon a downsizing 
versus closure? 

General Blume, Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that the Air Force generated show 
significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly smaller savings to close an 
Air Force depot than the COBRAS generated by the other Services to close their 
depots. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving cost of 
$160 million is driven by movement of 16,000 employees. We understand that 
there are standard factors which are applied against positions slated for movement. 
However, each Service made different assumptions on the number of positions to 
be transferred versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
16,000 personnel to close Kelly option. It appears that the Air Force assumed that 

E 3 



there would be no synergies and efficiencies from consolidating work to fewer 
sites. 

Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force pel-sonnel under the 
closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize option? 

The Air Force's depot closure COBRAS smoothly phases the workforce to 
be transferred between 1996 and 200 1. Why were the positions to be 
eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at once in that year? 

Navy, Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results in 
relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has had with 
closing maintenance activities? Please explain the assc mptions that drive 
the number of billets eliminated versus moved. 

General Blume, when Hill implemented the Navy FA- 18 work. ho\v many 
personnel migrated from North Island? 

(If answer is "few" or "none") So, what I'm hearing is that Hill required no 
significant transfers of personnel to work on an aircraft type they had never 
worked on before? 

General Shane, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers 
of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
NADEPS. When do you expect to have each of the three facilities closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $230 million you 
projected in 1993 from the closure of the three NADEPS? 



REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE CO',;= 

General Blumc, annual maintenance costs vary considerably among the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million at Kelly to a low of $4 million at 
Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options to 
downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance savings from 
the closure of an installation will become a cost at a gaining installation 



Mr. Nemfakos, regarding the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at 
Louisville, why didn't the Navy examine the possibility of c1o:iing the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant at Minneapolis? 

Mr. Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privatize the facility at 
Louisville? What did you think about it? Did the proposed reuse plan affect the 
BSEC's decision to place Louisville on the list? Did you consider the plan when 
writing the language to close Louisville? 



MISSILES 

Mr. Kluch, why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of tactical 
missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Arlny plan to consolidate at 
Tobyhanna? 

Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

I Was Anniston considered for missile maintenance consc~lidation? 

Mr. Klugh, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance 
looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile maintenance at three 

I sites -- Barstow, Hill, and Amiston-- if Letterkenny were approved for closure. In 
- - 

I 
I your view what are the advantages and disadvantage of consolidating like 

workloads at one single location versus the three locations suggested by your joint : group? Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer guidance and control work I 
to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammunition and missile storage mission at 
Letterkenny is the best alternative? If not, why not? 





General Shane, the Army studied two ground vehicle depots for possible closure. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot was not studied for closure because it was considered a 
unique, one of a kind, depot for the repair of electronics compc~nents. 

Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
transferring the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a fiicility that is partly 
focused on electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 
In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkenny is a considerably larger depot. 

Did the Army consider the cost benefits of moving the missile guidance and 
control workload to Tobyhanna, vice Letterkenny as originally envisioned 
by the 1993 BRAC? Implementation of DOD's recommendation would 
likely require added costs to transport guidance and con1:rol sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. Were these costs included in the 
Army's COBRA analysis? If yes, what is the estimated cost impact? 

In determining military value, why did the -4r111y place heavy emphesis OR 

capacity, which is based on the number of work stations 1.0 produce a 
particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on building square footage 
and expandable acreage? 

The Army plans to transfer ground vehicle workload fron Letterkenny to 
Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations woulcl be realigned. 
How can this work be accomplished at Anniston, with no additional people? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Lr:terkenny / 
Tobyhanna scenario recommended by DOD? For example, did the Army 
look at sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload 
to Hill Air Force Base and sending the residual conventional ammunition 
storage mission to other DOD storage locations. This would result in a total 
base closure, rather than a partial realignment. 



General Shane, did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna I3)epot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 

Mr. Kluch, your Cross Service team recommended the closure of Jacksonville 
Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done under your 
proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 
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General Blume, 
One week ago, today you dropped a revised downsize in place proposal 011 our doorstep. That 
revised proposal shows the cost to mothball and demolish unneeded infi-as.tructure had increased 
from $1 83 million to a new total of $234 million. That represents almost s 28 percent increase in 
just 7 weeks. 

What accounts for this increase? 

The revised proposal also suggests that $127 million of the $234 million program is a BRAC 
action, and that the remaining amount will be programmed and funded by the Air Force. I 
understand less than half of the 6.8 million square feet of unneeded infrasiructure will be 
eliminated under the BRAC portion of your revised proposal. Are "fencetl " funds available to 
the Air Force to enable execution of the non-BRAC portion of the downsize program? 

Overall, your revised proposal reportedly would eliminate about 113 million direct labor 
hours, from the total excess capacity of 13.2 million hours. How rnuch of the excess 
capacity would be eliminated under the BRAC portion of the proposal, and how much is 
dependent upon approval and execution of Air Force funded programs? 

Air Force implementation of the downsize in place strategy will cost the American taxpayers 
almost a quarter billion dollars. Considering that each one of the five sunriving ALC's will 
continue to incur annual fixed overhead expenses of almost $200 million after downsizing, 
wouldn't the taxpayers be better served, if the Air Force were to double the up front investment 
and close at least one depot activity as it originally planned, and therefore eliminate at least $200 
million of recurring fixed overhaed expenses. 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

GENERAL LEAD-IN QUESTION 

Mr. Klugh, please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group study 
of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of your study 
Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires reengineering of the 
core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh, please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or milj tary construction 
expenditures? 

Mr. Klugh, describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 

Mr. Klugh, what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
Interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 
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EXPLANATION OF 8 JCSC, PROPOSALS 

(R&A chart - Chart # 1) 

Mr. Klugh, based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service (;roup indicated that 
up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the depots proposed 
for closure. Please explain the basis for these proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, Hill, 
Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. Klugh, in your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted the 
Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and options? 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  in both alternatives one and two, specific workloati transfers are 
identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. I11 that case, the 
alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the Navy." 
Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific concerning 
workload distribution? 

Mr. Klugh, JCSG Alternative Two proposes the closure of Long Beach and either 
Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the JCSG view the latter two shipyards as 
equivalent in terms of capability as well as capacity? 

Mr. Klugh, the COBRA for scenario JCSG Alternative One indicates that 
virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be moved to Norfolk for a cost of $100 
million. This implies that the current and predicted shipyard wrorkload does not 
justify keeping Portsmouth. Please comment. 



COST ISSUE 

Mr. Klugh, this chart (No. 3) depicts the BRAC history since 1988 on 
depotsishipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as this chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all ALCs in lieu of closure of one or two depots 
as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. Please infisrm us why your 
team recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  if you were responsible for submitting a recomine~ldation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, wcluld your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 



WHY THE AIR FORCE USED THE BRAC PROCESS 

General Blume, the Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics 
Centers is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring over 
the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- Chart # 4) 

If the Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maximunl extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the BRAC 
process? 

General BIume, the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds 
if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Futhermore, if the 
personnel eliminations due to reenginering were subtracted from the BRAC 
recommendation, only one installation would have a workload adjustment which 
breaches the BRAC threshold. Why did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC 
process if it could independently accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - RBLA History of Depot Closures) 

General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to earlier 
Commissions? 

General Blume, have you determined that the law allows BM.C funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Recent Chances to Air Force BRAC Recomrnenda tion to the Commission 

General Bluine, the Com~nission staff recently received a new depot base closure 
recommendation from the air Force. 

Would you please explain why the Air Force revised its BRAC recomn~endation 7 
weeks into the process when thk air Force had a year to prepare their BRAC 
recommendations? 

We are understandably having trouble analyzing a moving target. Can we have 
your assurances that the Air Force will not change its 1995 BRAC 
recommendations any further? 

General Blume, have you hrnished all data used in your ana1y:sis to the 
Commission? 

General Blume, this certified data sheet indicates use of the AF'MC-21 study in 
your BRAC '95 process. Why have you and the Air Force refused to provide the 
AFMC-21 study to the Commission staff! 



Shipyard Issues 

Mr. Klueh, part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsn~outh NSY is its East Coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the benefit of East 
Coast1 West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities / capacity into sccount? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure 
eIiminate the need to retain the capacity to drydock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, CVN, LHA & LHD) 
are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many are expected to be in 1:he Pacific Fleet in 
2001? 

Mr.$, currently, the Navy is facilitating Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyards for refueling 688-class submarines. How many 688's are 
slated to be refueled? At which yards? How much is it costing to facilitate Pearl 
Harbor to perform these refueling, including training and milc3n? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration analysis did not result in a scenario that 
closed a complete NADEP. Did the Navy investigate any NA3EP realignmeni 
scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the substantial 
overcapacity for component and engine workload? 

The Depot JCSG included the closure of NADEP Jacksonville in its alternatives. 

How did the Navy assess this proposal? 



General Blume, all of the savings from the Air Force's BRAC recommendation to 
downsize all ALCs in place is the result of a 15 % reengineering factor. 

Have the reengineering studies been performed yet? 

What is the basis of the 15 % factor? 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask:) 

General Blume, why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15% productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



IF HAD TO CLOSE TWO 

(Chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # 5) 

General Blume, when the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, she showed a chart which compared 
the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of closing two depots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 

General Blume, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As we know, 
the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to eliminate two "depot 
equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. The C'ommission staff 
will be investigating the Air Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, ~vhich l.vould they be and 
why? 



WHY NOT MCCLELLAN? 

General Blume, two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Comlllission chooses to 
recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this year, it sliould be McClellan. 
Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost arid payback 
guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to bc: lower than it was 
in 1993? 



MOTHBALLING AND DEMOLITIOh 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 8.9 million of 
the 13.2 million hours of excess capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate 
overhead structures and therefore overhead costs of the depot:;. Therefore, fixed 
overhead cost will need to be spread over reduced workload which results in 
higher hourly rates. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking others 
when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot space? 
What are the savings? How do savings accrue from molhballing depot 
space? 

General Shane, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the depot 
infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 

Navy, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 



OVERHEAD COSTS 

(R&A chart - Chart #6) 

General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing proportional 
size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs: for example the 
labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot. 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in plac~:, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 

Shouldn't the Department eliminate at least proportional overhead and 
administrative costs when eliminating industrial capability? In other words, 
cutting the fat and muscle proportionately? 

Navy, the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 

How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



IMPACT OF MILITARY VALUE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #7) 

General Blume, military value is the most important criterion to be considered 
when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The Air 
Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This chart shows the 
tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these tiers were 
derived. 

What was the basis for assigning ~ ~ 1 1 ~  and McClellan A.ir Forces Bases to 
tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the closure of 
Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values a significant 
basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

Ho\v did the io\v military \~alues of Kelly and h4cClellan impact the Air 
Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 base 
(lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 bases (highest ranking). 
What is the reason for this? 

(R&A chart -Chart #8) 

General Blume, this chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The depots are stacked according to 
installation military value or "tier". The chart demonstrates that the Air Force's 
depot workload could be performed by tier 1 and 2 installation:;. 

Does this mean that the Air Force could reach its future workload with only 
three depots? 



COST TO CLOSE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #9) 

General Blume, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates for 11 months? 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower than the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

(R&A chart -chart # 10) 

General Klugh, There are significant differences between the Services COBRA 
estimates to close depots. For example, there are substaintial differences in the 
percentages of people which would be moved 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move upon a downsizing 
versus closure? 

General Blume, Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is l~rohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that the Air Forct: generated show 
significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly smaller savings to close an 
Air Force depot than the COBRAS generated by the other Services to close their 
depots. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving cost of 
$1 60 million is driven by movement of 16,000 employees. We understand that 
there are standard factors which are applied against positions slated for movement. 
However, each Service made different assumptions on the number of positions to 
be transferred versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
16,000 personnel to close Kelly option. It appears that the Ai.- Force assumed that 
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there would be no synergies and efficiencies from consolidating work to fewer 
sites. 

Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel under the 
closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize option? 

The Air Force's depot closure COBRAS smoothly phase:; the workforce to 
be transferred between 1996 and 200 1. Why were the pcsitions to be 
eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at once ill that year? 

Navy, Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results in 
relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Forct: closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the 'Navy has had with 
closing maintenance activities? Please explain the assu~nptions that drive 
the number of billets eliminated versus moved. 

General Blume, when Hill implemented the Navy FA- 18 ~vork, ho~v  Inany 
personnel migrated from North Island? 

(If answer is "few" or "none") So, what I'm hearing is that Hill required no 
significant transfers of personnel to work on an aircraft tjrpe they had never 
worked on before? 

General Shane, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers 
of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
NADEPS. When do you expect to have each of the three facilities closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $230 million you 
projected in 1993 from the closure of the three NADEPS? 



REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COSTS 

General Blume, annual maintenance costs vary considerably arnong the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million at Kelly to a lclw of $4 million at 
Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options to 
downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance savings from 
the closure of an installation will become a cost at a gaining installation 



Louisville 

Mr. Nemfakos, regarding the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at 
Louisville, why didn't the Navy examine the possibility of c1o:;ing the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant at Minneapolis? 

Mr. Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privatize the facility at 
Louisville? What did you think about it? Did the proposed reuse plan affect the 
BSEC's decision to place Louisville on the list? Did you consider the plan when 
writing the language to close Louisville? 



MISSILES 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentr;ilization of tactical 
missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Army plan to consolidate at 
Tobyhanna? 

Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

Was Anniston considered for missile maintenance consolidation? 

Mr. Kluph, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance 
looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile maintenance at three 
sites -- Barstow, Hill, and Anniston-- if Letterkenny were approved for closure. In 
your view what are the advantages and disadvantage of consolidating like 
workloads at one single location versus the three locations suggested by your joint 
group? Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer guidance and control work 
to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammunition and missile storage mission at 
Letterkenny is the best alternative? If not, 1vhy not? 





TOBYHANNA AND LETTERKENNY 

General Shane, the Army studied two ground vehicle depots for possible closure. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot was not studied for closure because it was considered a 
unique, one of a kind, depot for the repair of electronics components. 

Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
transferring the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a facility that is partly 
focused on electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 
In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkenny is a considerably larger depot. 

Did the Army consider the cost benefits of moving the n-~issile guidance and 
control workload to Tobyhanna, vice Letterkenny as originally envisioned 
by the 1993 BRAC? Implementation of DOD's recommendation would 
likely require added costs to transport guidance and control sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. Were these costs ncluded in the 
Army's COBRA analysis? If yes, what is the estimated cost impact? 

In determining military value, why did the A4rnly place h ~ a v y  emphasis or1 
capacity, which is based on the number of work stations to produce a 
particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on building square footage 
and expandable acreage? 

The Army plans to transfer ground vehicle workload from Letterkenny to 
Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations woultl be realigned. 
How can this work be accomplished at Anniston, with no additional people? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Letterkenny / 
Tobyhanna scenario reconlnlended by DOD? For example, did the Army 
look at sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload 
to Hill Air Force Base and sending the residual conventional ammunition 
storage mission to other DOD storage locations. This would result in a total 
base closure, rather than a partial realignment. 



General Shane, did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna Depot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 

JACKSONVILLE 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  your Cross Service team recommended the closure of Jacksonville 
Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done under your 
proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

GENERAL LEAD-IN QUESTION 

Mr. Klugh, please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group study 
of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of your study. 
Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if tile Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires reengineering of the 
core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh, please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or mil-ltary construction 
expenditures? 

Mr. Klugh, describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 

Mr. Klugh, what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
Interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 

I 



EXPLANATION OF 8 JCSG PROPOSALS 

(R&A chart - Chart # 1) 

Mr. Klugh, based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service Group indicated that 
up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the depots proposed 
for closure. Please explain the basis for these proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, Hill, 
Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  in your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted the 
Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and options? 

Mr. Klugh, in both alternatives one and two, specific workload transfers are 
identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. In that case, the 
alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the Navy." 
Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific concerning 
workload distribution? 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  JCSG Alternative Two proposes the closure of Long Beach and either 
Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the JCSG view the latter twcl shipyards as 
equivalent in terms of capability as well as capacity? 

Mr. Klugh, the COBRA for scenario JCSG Alternative One indicates that 
virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be moved to Norfc~lk for a cost of $100 
million. This implies that the current and predicted shipyard workload does not 
justify keeping Portsmouth. Please comment. 



COST ISSUE 

Mr. Klueh, this chart (No. 3) depicts the BRAC history since 1088 on 
depotslshipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as this chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all ALCs in lieu of closure o lone or two depots 
as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. Please inform us why your 
team recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

Mr. Klugh, if you were responsible for submitting a recominer.dation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for remokal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, woilld your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 



General Blume, the Air Force's recolnn~endation to downsize Air Logistics 
Centers is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring over 
the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- Chart # 4) 

If the Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maxilnum extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the BKAC 
process? 

General Blume, the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds 
if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Futhermore, if the 
personnel eliminations due to reenginering were subtracted from the BRAC 
recommendation, only one installation would have a workload adjustment which 
breaches the BRAC threshold. Why did the Air Force choose LO use the BRAC 
process if it could indep~ndently accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - R&A History of Depot Closures) 

General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to earlier 
Commissions? 

General Blume, have you determined that the law allows BRAC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



R R e  Commission 

General Blume, the Comn~ission staff recently received a new depot base closure 
recommendation from the air Force. 

Would you please explain why the Air Force revised its BRAC recommendation 7 
weeks into the process when the air Force had a year to prepare their BRAC 
recommendations? 

We are understandably having trouble analyzing a moving target. Can we have 
your assurances that the Air Force will not change its 1995 BRAC 
recommendations any further? 

General Blume, have you hrnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

General Blume, this certified data sheet indicates use of the AFMC-2 1 study in 
your BRAC '95 process. Why have you and the Air Force refilsed to provide the 
AFMC-21 study to the Commission staff? 



Shipyard Issues 

Mr. Klugh, part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmouth NSY is its East Coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for h e  benefit of East 
Coast/ West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities 1 capacity into account? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure 
eliminate the need to retain the capacity to drydock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, CVN, LHA & LHD) 
are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many are expected to be in the Pacific Fleet in 
2001? 

Mr. Nemfakos, currently, the Navy is facilitating Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyards for refueling 688-class submarines. How many 688's are 
slated to be refueled? At which yards? How much is it costing to facilitate Pearl 
Harbor to perform these refueling, including training and milc~m? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration anaiysis did not result in a scenario that 
closed a complete NADEP. Did the Navy investigate any NADEP realignnlent 
scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the substantial 
overcapacity for component and engine workload? 

The Depot JCSG included the closure of NADEP Jacksonvil~~e in its alternatives. 

How did the Navy assess this proposal? 



REENGINEERING 

General Blume, all of the savings from the Air Force's BRAC recommendation to 
downsize all ALCs in place is the result of a 15 % reengineerin:: factor. 

Have the reengineering studies been performed yet? 

What is the basis of the 15 % factor? 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could (ask:) 

General Blume, why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15% productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



IF HAD TO CLOSE TWO 

(Chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # 5) 

General Blurne, when the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, she showed a cha.rt which coinpared 
the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of closing two depots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 

General Blume, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As we know, 
the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to eliminate two "depot 
equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. The Clominission staff 
will be investigating the Air Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, \vl~icil .\jlouId they be and 
why? 



WHY NOT MCCLELLAN? 

General Blurne, two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Colnnlission that " ... if the Co~il~llission chooses to 
recolnlnend a closure of a major Air Force depot this year, it sllould be McClellan. 
Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost arid payback 
guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than it was 
in 1993? 



OTHBALLING AND DEMOLITION 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 8.9 million of 
the 13.2 million hours of excess capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate 
overhead structures and therefore overhead costs of the depots. Therefore, fixed 
overhead cost will need to be spread over reduced workload w ~ i c h  results in 
higher hourly rates. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking others 
when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot space? 
What are the savings? How do savings accrue from mothballing depot 
space? 

General Shane, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method -?or sizing the depot 
infrastructure to meet force structure and program rec uirements? 

I 
Navy, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective ml2thod for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and progr2m requirements? 



OVERHEAD COSTS 

(R&A chart - Chart #6) 

General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing proportional 
size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs; for example the 
labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot. 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in place, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 

Shouldn't the Department eliminate at least proportional overhead and 
administrative costs when eliminating industrial capability? In other words, 
cutting the fat and muscle proportionately? 

Navy, the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 

How have the closures of Naval -4viation depots impacted tile proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



IMPACT OF MILITARY VALUE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #7) 

GeneralBlume, military value is the most important criterion to be considered 
when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The Air 
Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This chart shows the 
tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these tiers were 
derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces Bases to 
tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the closure of 
Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values a significant 
basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

How did the lo\?r military values of Kelly and McClellar! impact the Air 
Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result ir: a Tier 3 base 
(lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 bases (highest ranking). 
What is the reason for this? 

(R&A chart -Chart #8) 

General Blume, this chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The depots are stacked according to 
installation military value or "tier". The chart demonstrates that the Air Force's 
depot workload could be performed by tier 1 and 2 installatioris. 

Does this mean that the Air Force could reach its future workload with only 
three depots? 



COST TO CLOSE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #9) 

General Blume, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates for 1 1 months? 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower thsn the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

(R&A chart -chart # 10) 

General Klugh, There are significant differences between the Services COBRA 
estimates to close depots. For example, there are substaintial tlifferences in the 
percentages of people which would be moved 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move upon a downsizing 
versus closure? 

General Blume, Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that the Air Force generated show 
significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly smaller savings to close an 
Air Force depot than the COBRAS generated by the other Services to close their 
depots. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving cost of 
$1 60 million is driven by movement of 16,000 employees. We understand that 
there are standard factors which are applied against positions ,slated for movement. 
However, each Service made different assumptions on the number of positions to 
be transferred versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
16,000 personnel to close Kelly option. It appears that the Air Force assumed that 
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there would be no synergies and efficiencies from consolidating work to fewer 
sites. 

Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel under the 
closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize option? 

The Air Force's depot closure COBRAS smoothly phases the workforce to 
be transferred between 1996 and 200 1. Why were the positions to be 
eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at once in that year? 

Navy, Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results in 
relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has had with 
closing maintenance activities? Please explain the assumptions that drive 
the number of billets eliminated versus moved. 

Genera! Blume, w h e ~  Hill implemented the Navy F.4- 18 work, how xnan18 
personnel migrated from North Island? 

(If answer is "few" or "none") So, what I'm hearing is that Hill required no 
significant transfers of personnel to work on an aircraft type they had never 
worked on before? 

General Shane, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers 
of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
NADEPS. When do you expect to have each of the three facilities closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $230 million you 
projected in 1993 from the closure of the three NADEPS? 



REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COSTS 

General Blume, annual maintenance costs vary considerably arnong the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $1 7 million at Kelly to a lclw of $4 million at 
Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options to 
downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance savings from 
the closure of an installation will become a cost at a gaining installation 



Louisville 

Mr. Nemfakos, regarding the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at 
Louisville, why didn't the Navy examine the possibility of closing the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant at Minneapolis? 

Mr. Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privatize the facility at 
Louisville? What did you think about it? Did the proposed reuse plan affect the 
BSEC's decision to place Louisville on the list? Did you consider the plan when 
writing the language to close Louisville? 



Mr. K l u ~ h ,  why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of tactical 
missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Arwy plan to consolidate at 
Tobyhanna? 

Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

Was Anniston considered for missile maintenance consc~lidation? 

Mr. Klugh, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance 
looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile maintenance at three 
sites -- Barstow, Hill, and Amiston-- if Letterkenny were approved for closure. In 
your view what are the advantages and disadvantage of consolidating like 
workloads at one single location versus the three locations suggested by your joint 
group? Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer guidance and control work 
to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammunition and missile storage mission at 
Letterkenny is the best alternative? If not, why not? 





TOBYHANNA AND LETTERKENNY 

General Shane, the Army studied two ground vehicle depots for possible closure. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot was not studied for closure because it was considered a 
unique, one of a kind, depot for the repair of electronics components. 

Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
transferring the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a flcility that is partly 
focused on electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 
In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkenny is a considerably larger depot. 

Did the Army consider the cost benefits of moving the missile guidance and 
control workload to Tobyhanna, vice Letterkenny as ori<=inally envisioned 
by the 1993 BRAC? Implementation of DOD's recomrrlendation would 
likely require added costs to transport guidance and control sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. Were these costs included in the 
Army's COBRA analysis? If yes, what is the estimated cost impact? 

In determining military value, why did the Army place heavy emphasis on 
capacity, which is based on the number of work stations to produce a 
particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on bui iding square footage 
and expandable acreage? 

The Army plans to transfer ground vehicle workload from Letterkenny to 
Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations would be realigned. 
How can this work be accomplished at Anniston, with no additional people? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Lztterkenny 1 
Tobyhanna scenario recommended by DOD? For example, did the Army 
look at sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload 
to Hill Air Force Base and sending the residual conventional ammunition 
storage mission to other DOD storage locations. This would result in a total 
base closure, rather than a partial realignment. 



General Shane, did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna Dzpot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 

JACKSONVILLE 

Mr. Klugh, your Cross Service team recommended the closure of Jacksonville 
Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done under your 
proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 



Document Separator 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

GENERAL LEAD-IN OUESTION 

Mr. Kluch, please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group study 
of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of your study. 
Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires rl~engineering of the 
core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. K l u ~ h ,  please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military construction 
expenditures? 

Mr. Klugh, describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 

Mr. Klugh, what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to ylmr ability to 
Interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 
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EXPLANATION OF 8 JCSG PROPOSALS 

(R&A chart - Chart # 1) 

Mr. Klugh, based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service Group indicated that 
up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the depots proposed 
for closure. Please explain the basis for these proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, Hill, 
Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. Klugh, in your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted the 
Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and options? 

Mr. K1&, in both alternatives one and two, specific workload transfers are 
identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. In that case, the 
alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the Navy." 
Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific: concerning 
workload distribution? 

Mr. K lub ,  JCSG Alternative Two proposes the closure of Long Beach and either 
Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the JCSG view the latter two  hipya yards as 
equivalent in terms of capability as well as capacity? 

Mr. K l u a ,  the COBRA for scenario JCSG Alternative One indicates that 
virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be moved to Norfolk for a cost of $100 
million. This implies that the current and predicted shipyard wc~rkload does not 
justify keeping Portsmouth. Please comment. 



COST ISSUE 

Mr. Klugh, this chart (No. 3) depicts the BRAC history since 15188 on 
depotslshipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as this chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all ALCs in lieu of closure ol' one or two depots 
as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. Please inform us why your 
team recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

Mr. Klugh, if you were responsible for submitting a recornmenIdation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, would your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 



WHY THE AIR FORCE USED THE BRAC PROCESS 

General Blume, the Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics 
Centers is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring over 
the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- Chart # 4) 

If the Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maxirn.um extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is dont: by the BRAC 
process? 

General Blume, the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the E3RAC thresholds 
if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. IFuthermore, if the 
personnel eliminations due to reenginering were subtracted fronl the BRAC 
recommendation, only one installation would have a workload adjustment which 
breaches the BRAC threshold. Why did the Air Force choose tcl use the BRAC 
process if it could independently accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - R&A History of Depot Closures) 

General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recoinmended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to earlier 
Commissions? 

General Blume, have you determined that the law allows BRAC hnds  to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Recent Chan~es  to Air Force BRAC Recommendation to the Commission 

General Blume, the Commission staff recently received a new ciepot base closure 
recommendation from the air Force. 

Would you please explain why the Air Force revised its BRAC recommendation 7 
weeks into the process when the air Force had a year to prepare their BRAC 
recommendations? 

We are understandably having trouble analyzing a moving target. Can we have 
your assurances that the Air Force will not change its 1995 BRrlC 
recommendations any further? 

General Blume, have you furnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

General Blume, this certified data sheet indicates use of the AF'LMC-21 study in 
your BRAC '95 process. Why have you and the Air Force refused to provide the 
AFMC-21 study to the Commission staff! 



Shipyard Issues 

Mr. Kluch, part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmouth NISY is its East Coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the benefit of East 
Coast/ West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities / capacity into account? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure 
eliminate the need to retain the capacity to drydock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, C'VN, LHA & LHD) 
are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many are expected to be in the Pacific Fleet in 
2001? 

Mr. Nemfakos, currently, the Navy is facilitating Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyards for refueling 688-class submarines. How many 688's are 
slated to be refueled? At which yards? How much is it costing to facilitate Pearl 
Harbor to perform these reheling, including training and milcon? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration analysis did not result in a scenario that 
closed a complete NADEP. Did the Navy investigate any NADEP realignment 
scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the silbstantial 
overcapacity for component and engine workload? 

The Depot JCSG included the closure of NADEP Jacksonville in its alternatives. 

How did the Navy assess this proposal? 



General Blume, all of the savings fiom the Air Force's BRAC recommendation to 
downsize all ALCs in place is the result of a 15 % reengineering factor. 

Have the reengineering studies been performed yet? 

What is the basis of the 15 % factor? 

Was this based on certified data fiom the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask:) 

General Blume, why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15% productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



IF HAD TO CLOSE TWQ 

(Chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # 5) 

General Blume, when the Secretary of the Air Force testified be:fore the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, she showed a chart which compared 
the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of closing two dey~ots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 

General Blume, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As we know, 
the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to eliminate two "depot 
equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. The Cc)mmission staff 
will be investigating the Air Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they be and 
why? 



WHY NOT MCCLELLAN? 

General Blume, two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission chooses to 
recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this year, it should be McClellan. 
Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost and payback 
guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major dzpot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, .why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than it was 
in 1993? 



MOTHBALLING AND DEMOLITION 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 8.9 million of 
the 13.2 million hours of excess capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate 
overhead structures and therefore overhead costs of the depots. Therefore, fixed 
overhead cost will need to be spread over reduced workload which results in 
higher hourly rates. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking others 
when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot space? 
What are the savings? How do savings accrue from mothballing depot 
space? 

General Shane, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the depot 
infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 

I 
Navy, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective met'hod for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 



OVERHEAD COSTS 

(R&A chart - Chart #6) 

General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing proportional 
size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs; for example the 
labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot. 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in place, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 

Shouldn't the Department eliminate at least proportional overhead and 
administrative costs when eliminating industrial capabilit,~? In other words, 
cutting the fat and muscle proportionately? 

Navy, the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 

How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



IMPACT OF MILITARY VALUE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #7) 

General Blume, military value is the most important criterion tc~ be considered 
when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The Air 
Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This chart shows the 
tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these tiers were 
derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces Bases to 
tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tiel- 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the closure of 
Kelly and McClellan for 1 1 months. Were military values, a significant 
basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the Air 
Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 base 
(lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 bases (highest ranking). 
What is the reason for this? 

(R&A chart -Chart #8) 

General Blume, this chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The depots are stacked according to 
installation military value or "tier". The chart demonstrates that the Air Force's 
depot workload could be performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Does this mean that the Air Force could reach its future workload with only 
three depots? 



COST TO CLOSE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #9) 

General Blume, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentat ion included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates for 1 1 months? 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower than the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

(R&A chart -chart # 10) 

General Klugh, There are significant differences between the Services COBRA 
estimates to close depots. For example, there are substaintial differences in the 
percentages of people which would be moved 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move upon a downsizing 
versus closure? 

General Blume, Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that the Air Force generated show 
significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly smaller savings to close an 
Air Force depot than the COBRAS generated by the other Services to close their 
depots. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving cost of 
$160 million is driven by movement of 16,000 employees. We understand that 
there are standard factors which are applied against positions slated for movement. 
However, each Service made different assumptions on the number of positions to 
be transferred versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
16,000 personnel to close Kelly option. It appears that the Air F'orce assumed that 
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there would be no synergies and efficiencies from consolidating work to fewer 
sites. 

Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel under the 
closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize option? 

The Air Force's depot closure COBRAS smoothly phases the workforce to 
be transferred between 1996 and 200 1. Why were the positions to be 
eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at once in that year? 

Navy, Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results in 
relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has had with 
closing maintenance activities? Please explain the assurnptions that drive 
the number of billets eliminated versus moved. 

General Blume, when Hill implemented the Navy FA- 18 work, lhow many 
personnel migrated from North Island? 

(If answer is "few" or "none") So, what I'm hearing is that Hill required no 
significant transfers of personnel to work on an aircraft type they had never 
worked on before? 

General Shane, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers 
of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
NADEPS. When do you expect to have each of the three facilities closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $2310 million you 
projected in 1993 fiom the closure of the three NADEPS? 



REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COS'B 

General Blume, annual maintenance costs vary considerably among the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $1 7 million at Kelly to a low of $4 million at 
Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options to 
downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance savings from 
the closure of an installation will become a cost at a gaining installation 



Louisville 

Mr. Nemfakos, regarding the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at 
Louisville, why didn't the Navy examine the possibility of closing the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant at Minneapolis? 

Mr. Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privatize the facility at 
Louisville? What did you think about it? Did the proposed reuse plan affect the 
BSEC's decision to place Louisville on the list? Did you consider the plan when 
writing the language to close Louisville? 



MISSILES 

Mr. Klugh, why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of tactical 
missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Army plan to consolidate at 
Tobyhanna? 

Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

Was Anniston considered for missile maintenance consol idation? 

Mr. Klugh, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance 
looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile maintenance at three 
sites -- Barstow, Hill, and Anniston-- if Letterkenny were approved for closure. In 
your view what are the advantages and disadvantage of consolidating like 
workloads at one single location versus the three locations suggested by your joint 
group? Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer guidance and control work 
to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammunition and missile storage rnission at 
Letterkenny is the best alternative? If not, why not? 





TOBYHANNAANDLETTERKENNY 

General Shane, the Army studied two ground vehicle depots for possible closure. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot was not studied for closure because it .was considered a 
unique, one of a kind, depot for the repair of electronics components. 

Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
transferring the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a facility that is partly 
focused on electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 
In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkenny is a considerably larger depot. 

Did the Army consider the cost benefits of moving the mllssile guidance and 
control workload to Tobyhanna, vice Letterkenny as orig~ nally envisioned 
by the 1993 BRAC? Implementation of DOD's recommendation would 
likely require added costs to transport guidance and conti-01 sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhama. Were these costs included in the 
Army's COBRA analysis? If yes, what is the estimated cost impact? 

In determining military value, why did the Army place heavy emphasis on 
capacity, which is based on the number of work stations to produce a 
particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on building square footage 
and expandable acreage? 

The Arrny plans to transfer ground vehicle workload from Letterkenny to 
Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations would be realigned. 
How can this work be accomplished at Anniston, with no additional people? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Letterkenny / 
Tobyhanna scenario recommended by DOD? For example, did the Army 
look at sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload 
to Hill Air Force Base and sending the residual conventiorlal ammunition 
storage mission to other DOD storage locations. This would result in a total 
base closure, rather than a partial realignment. 



General Shane, did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna Depot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 

JACKSONVILLE 

Mr. Klugh, your Cross Service team recommended the closure of Jacksonville 
Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done under your 
proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 



Document Separator 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

GENERAL LEAD-IN OUESTION 

Mr. Klueh, please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group study 
of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant feature:; of your study. 
Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on. excess capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires reengineering of the 
core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh, please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military construction 
expenditures? 

Mr. Klugh, describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 

Mr. Kluph, what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
Interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 
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EXPLANATION OF 8 JCSG PROPOSALS 

(R&A chart - Chart # 1) 

Mr. Klu~h ,  based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service Group indicated that 
up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the depots proposed 
for closure. Please explain the basis for these proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, Hill, 
Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. Klugh, in your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted the 
Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and options? 

Mr. Klu~h ,  in both alternatives one and two, specific workload transfers are 
identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. In that case, the 
alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the Navy." 
Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific concerning 
workload distribution? 

Mr. Kid, JCSG Alternative Two proposes the closure of Long Beach and either 
Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the JCSG view the latter two sliipyards as 
equivalent in terms of capability as well as capacity? 

Mr. Klu~h ,  the COBRA for scenario JCSG Alternative One indicates that 
virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be moved to Norfolk for a cost of $100 
million. This implies that the current and predicted shipyard wo~kload does not 
justifL keeping Portsmouth. Please comment. 



COST ISSUE 

Mr. Klugb, this chart (No. 3) depicts the BRAC history since 1088 on 
depotslshipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as this chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all ALCs in lieu of closure of one or two depots 
as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. Please inform us why your 
team recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

Mr. Klugh, if you were responsible for submitting a recommendation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, would your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? Would you recommlmd interservicing? 



WHY THE AIR FORCE USED THE BRAC PROCESS 

General Blume, the Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics 
Centers is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring over 
the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- Chart # 4) 

If the Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maxin~um extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the BRAC 
process? 

General Blume, the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the I3RAC thresholds 
if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Futhermore, if the 
personnel eliminations due to reenginering were subtracted from the BRAC 
recommendation, only one installation would have a workload adjustment which 
breaches the BRAC threshold. Why did the Air Force choose tcb use the BRAC 
process if it could independently accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - R&A History of Depot Closures) 

General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recoinmended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to earlier 
Commissions? 

General Blume, have you determined that the law allows BRAC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Recent Chances to Air Force BRAC Recommendation to the Commission 

General Blume, the Commission staff recently received a new depot base closure 
recommendation fiom the air Force. 

Would you please explain why the Air Force revised its BRAC recommendation 7 
weeks into the process when the air Force had a year to prepare their BRAC 
recommendations? 

We are understandably having trouble analyzing a moving target. Can we have 
your assurances that the Air Force will not change its 1995 BFUC 
recommendations any further? 

General Blume, have you furnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

General Blume, this certified data sheet indicates use of the AFIUIC-2 1 study in 
your BRAC '95 process. Why have you and the Air Force refused to provide the 
AFMC-2 1 study to the Commission staff! 



Shipyard Issues 

Mr. Klugh, part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmouth NSY is its East Coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the benefit of East 
Coast/ West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities 1 capacity into account? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure 
eliminate the need to retain the capacity to drydock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, C'VN, LHA & LHD) 
are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many are expected to be in the Pacific Fleet in 
2001? 

Mr. Nemfakos, currently, the Navy is facilitating Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyards for refueling 688-class submarines. How many 688's are 
slated to be refueled? At which yards? How much is it costing to facilitate Pearl 
Harbor to perform these refueling, including training and milcon? 

Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration analysis did not result in a scenario that 
closed a complete NADEP. Did the Navy investigate any NADEP realignment 
scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the substantial 
overcapacity for component and engine workload? 

The Depot JCSG included the closure of NADEP Jacksonville in its alternatives. 

How did the Navy assess this proposal? 



REENGINEERING 

General Blume, all of the savings from the Air Force's BRAC recommendation to 
downsize all ALCs in place is the result of a 15 % reengineering factor. 

Have the reengineering studies been performed yet? 

What is the basis of the 15 % factor? 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask:) 

General Blume, why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15% productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



IF HAD TO CLOSE TWO 

(Chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # 5) 

General Blume, when the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, she showed a chart which compared 
the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of closing two depots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 

General Blume, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As we know, 
the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to eliminate two "depot 
equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. The Cc~mmission staff 
will be investigating the Air Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they be and 
why? 



WHY NOT MCCLELLAN? 

General Blume, two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission chooses to 
recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this year, it should be McClellan. 
Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost and payback 
guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than it was 
in 1993? 



OTHBALLING AND DEMOLITION 

General Blume, the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 8.9 million of 
the 13.2 million hours of excess capacity, but will not eliminate: or consolidate 
overhead structures and therefore overhead costs of the depots. Therefore, fixed 
overhead cost will need to be spread over reduced workload which results in 
higher hourly rates. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking others 
when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot space? 
What are the savings? How do savings accrue from motl-tballing depot 
space? 

General Shane, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method fcr sizing the depot 
infiastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 

I 
Navy, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 



OVERHEAD COSTS 

(R&A chart - Chart #6) 

General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing proportional 
size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs; for example the 
labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot. 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in place, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 

Shouldn't the Department eliminate at least proportional overhead and 
administrative costs when eliminating industrial capability? In other words, 
cutting the fat and muscle proportionately? 

Navy, the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviatioln depots. 

How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



IMPACT OF MILITARY VALUE 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -Chart #7) 

General Blume, military value is the most important criterion tc~ be considered 
when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The Air 
Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This chart shows the 
tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these tiers were 
derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces Bases to 
tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the closure of 
Kelly and McClellan for 1 1 months. Were military values a significant 
basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidittes? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the Air 
Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 base 
(lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 bases (highest ranking). 
What is the reason for this? 

(R&A chart -Chart #8) 

C~eneral Blume, this chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The depots are stacked according to 
installation military value or "tier". The chart demonstrates that the Air Force's 
depot workload could be performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Does this mean that the Air Force could reach its future workload with only 
three depots? 



COST TO CLOSE 

(Chart fiom AF BRAC justification -Chart #9) 

General Blume, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates for 11 months? 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower than the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

(R&A chart -chart # 10) 

General Klugh, There are significant differences between the Services COBRA 
estimates to close depots. For example, there are substaintial differences in the 
percentages of people which would be moved 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move upon a downsizing 
versus closure? 

General Blume, Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that the Air Force generated show 
significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly smaller savings to close an 
Air Force depot than the COBRAS generated by the other Services to close their 
depots. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving cost of 
$160 million is driven by movement of 16,000 employees. We understand that 
there are standard factors which are applied against positions slated for movement. 
However, each Service made different assumptions on the number of positions to 
be transferred versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
16,000 personnel to close Kelly option. It appears that the Air Force assumed that 
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there would be no synergies and efficiencies from consolidating work to fewer 
sites. 

Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel under the 
closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize option? 

The Air Force's depot closure COBRAS smoothly phases the workforce to 
be transferred between 1996 and 200 1. Why were the positions to be 
eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at once in that year? 

Navy, Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results in 
relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force! closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has had with 
closing maintenance activities? Please explain the assurnptions that drive 
the number of billets eliminated versus moved. 

General Blume, when Hill implemented the Navy FA-1 8 work, how many 
personnel migrated from North Island? 

(If answer is "few" or "none") So, what I'm hearing is that Hill required no 
significant transfers of personnel to work on an aircraft type they had never 
worked on before? 

General Shane, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers 
of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
NADEPS. When do you expect to have each of the three facilities closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $230 million you 
projected in 1993 from the closure of the three NADEPS? 



REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COSTS 

General Blume, annual maintenance costs vary considerably anlong the depot 
installations ranging fiom a high of $1 7 million at Kelly to a low of $4 million at 
Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options to 
downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance savings fiom 
the closure of an installation will become a cost at a gaining ins tallation 



Louisville 

Mr. Nemfakos, regarding the Naval Surface Warfare Center detachment at 
Louisville, why didn't the Navy examine the possibility of closing the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant at Minneapolis? 

Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privaltize the facility at 
Louisville? What did you think about it? Did the proposed reuse plan affect the 
BSEC's decision to place Louisville on the list? Did you consider the plan when 
writing the language to close Louisville? 



MISSILES 

Mr. Klugh, why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentrialization of tactical 
missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Army plan to consolidate at 
Tobyhanna? 

Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

Was Anniston considered for missile maintenance consolidation? 

Mr. Klugh, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance 
looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile mainienance at three 
sites -- Barstow, Hill, and Amiston-- if Letterkenny were approved for closure. In 
your view what are the advantages and disadvantage of consolidating like 
workloads at one single location versus the three locations suggested by your joint 
group? Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer guidance and control work 
to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammunition and missile storage mission at 
Letterkenny is the best alternative? If not, why not? 





TOBYHANNA AND LETTERKENNY 

General Shane, the Army studied two ground vehicle depots for possible closure. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot was not studied for closure because it was considered a 
unique, one of a kind, depot for the repair of electronics compo~nents. 

Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
transferring the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a facility that is partly 
focused on electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 
In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkenny is a considerably larger depot. 

Did the Army consider the cost benefits of moving the missile guidance and 
control workload to Tobyhanna, vice Letterkenny as originally envisioned 
by the 1993 BRAC? Implementation of DOD's recommt:ndation would 
likely require added costs to transport guidance and control sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. Were these costs included in the 
Army's COBRA analysis? If yes, what is the estimated cost impact? 

In determining military value, why did the Army place heavy emphasis on 
capacity, which is based on the number of work stations to produce a 
particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on building square footage 
and expandable acreage? 

The Army plans to transfer ground vehicle workload from Letterkenny to 
Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations would be realigned. 
How can this work be accomplished at Anniston, with no additional people? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Letterkenny 1 
Tobyhanna scenario recommended by DOD? For example, did the Army 
look at sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload 
to Hill Air Force Base and sending the residual conventiollal ammunition 
storage mission to other DOD storage locations. This would result in a total 
base closure, rather than a partial realignment. 



General Shane, did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna Depot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 

JACKSONVILLE 

Mr. Klugh, your Cross Service team recommended the closure of Jacksonville 
Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done under your 
proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 





Mr. Klugh: 

Please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group 
study of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of 
your study. 

Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess 
capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint 
Cross Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requirles 
reengineering of the core workload. What would Air Force's excess 
capacity be if the reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please describe the concept of "maximum potential c:ipacityV. 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift o r  military 
construction expenditures? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores 
impact the positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 



Explain 8 JCSG proposals 

Mr. Klugh: 
'i 9 

(R&A chart - chart # X) 
Based on extensive study, the joint Cross Service Group indicated 
that 5 to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the 
depots proposed for closure. Please explain the basis for these 
proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depols a t  Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, 
Hill, Tinker, Warner Robins o r  North Island? 

Mr. Klugh: 

In your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted 
the Sewices to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and 
options? 

Mr. Klugh: 

If you were responsible for submitting a recommendslti.;n to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for ren:oval of 
Navy and Air Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance dt;;?ot 
infrastructure, woulb your recommendation be to close or 
downsize? Would you recornmend interservicing? 

Mr. Klugh: 

What does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your abiiity to 
interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 



Mr. Klugh: 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would 
move upon the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that woirld move under 
a downsizing versus closure? 



General Blume: 

The Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics Centers 
is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring 
over the past decade. - 

V 

(Chart of Air Force quote- chart # X) 

The Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maximum extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the 
BRAC process? 

General Blume: 

The downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds if 
actions were to be evenly phased over the next sever:il years. Why 
did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC process and subject itself 
to the scrutiny of the Commission, if it could independently 
accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - R&A history of depot 

General Blume: 

Never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to 
earlier Commissi~ns? 

Have you determined that the law allows BRAC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Blume: 

Have you furnished all data used in your analysis to (he 
Commission? 

Blume: 

Did you use AFMC 21 Study or any Air Force Technology.Review 
Concept (TRC) studies data in your analysis? 



Reengineering 

Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation to downsize all ALCs in 
place requires reengineering of workload to achieve :a 15% 
productivity savings. 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is 
achievable? 

If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele o r  Davis could ask: 

General Blume: 

Why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15 % productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



If had to close 2 cli> 
(chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # X) 

General Blume: 

When the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and realignment Commission, she showed a chart 
\I hich compared the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of 
closing two depots. Which two depots were represented on that 
chart? 

The Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As 
we know, the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective 
to eliminate two "depot equivalents" through downsizing rather 
that two bases. The Commission staff will be investigating the Air 
Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one o r  two depots, which would they 
be and why? 



General Blume: 

Two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this 
year, it should be McClellan. Not only can closure be 
accommodated within the DoD cost and payback guidelines, but it 
was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan9s cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than 
it was in 1993? 



othbal l in~ and demo1 
. . i t~on  

General Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC submission will elim3nate 13.2 million hours 
of capacity, but will not eliminate or  consolidate overhead structures 
and therefore overhead costs of the depots. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and 
locking others when the kids go off to college, rather than moving 
into a smaller house. 

What are  the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot 
space? What are the savings? How do savings accrue from 
mothballing depot space? 

General Shane: 

Did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 

Navy: 

Did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 



(R&A chart - chart #X) 

General Blume: 

The Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing 
proportional size of overhead will result in increased depot labor 
hour costs; for example the labor hour rate will increase $6 per 
hour at  the Tinker depot. In addition to the BRAC proposals to 
downsizing in place, mothballing and demolition of depot space; will 
the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot overhead to make the 
depot system more efficient? 

Wouldn't the American citizen be better served wit11 the elimination 
of at  least proportional overhead and administrative costs when 
eliminating industrial capability? In other words, cutting the fat 
and muscle proportionately. 

Navy: 

The Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 
How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the 
proportion of overhead vs. operating costs? 



Impact of Mllltarv v a l u  
. . ' f  

, \J,i 
',J' 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

Military value is the most important criteria to be cclnsidered when 
sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The 
Air Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This 
chart shows the tiering of depot installations a-wkkgmts. Please 
explain how these tiers were derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces 
Bases to tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at  Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the 
closure of Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values 
a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan .as closure 
candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the 
Air Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 
depot (lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 depots 
(highest ranking) and would eliminate significantly more positions 
from the tier 1 bases that from tier 3 bases. Why? 



(R&A chart -chart #X) 
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General Blume: 

This chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The Depots are  stacked 
according to installation military value or  "tier" . T1he chart 
demonstrates that the Air Force's depot workload oould be 
performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Wouldn't military value be optimized by consolidating workload at  
the tier 1 bases? 



(chart from AP BRAC justification -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We 
note that the costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly 
less than the closure costs for the three other installations. Were the 
costs-to-close a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as 
closure candidates? 



General Blume: 

(R&A chart -chart #X) 

Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that Ail* Force 
generated show significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly 
smaller savings that the COBRAS generated by the other Services. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Pel-sonnel moving 
cost of $300 million is driven by movement of 26,000 employees. We 
understand that there are standard factors which are applied 
against positions slated for movement. However, each Service made 
different assumptions on the number of positions to be transferred 
versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need *to realign 
26,000 personnel under the dual closure option. I t  appears that the 
Air Force assumed that there would be no synergies and efficiencies 
from consolidating work to fewer sites. Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel 
under the closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize 
option? 

The Air Force's dual depot closure COBRAS smoothly phases the 
workforce to be transfern- between 1996 and 2001. Why were the 
positions to be eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all a t  
once in that year? 



Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results 
in relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force 
closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has 
had with closing maintenance activities? Please explain the 
assumptions that drive the number of billets eliminated versus 
moved. 

General Shane: 

Please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers of 
positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

General Blume: 

The Air Force COBRAS for dual closure reflect $55 million to 
construct administrative space and $89 million for p ~ ~ r c h a s e  of new 
equipment. Why would it be necessary to expend BRAC funds for 
new equipment and administrative space? 



General Blume: 

Annual maintenance costs vary considerably among the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million a t  Kelly to a low of 
$4 million at Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options 
to downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance 
savings from the closure of an installation will become a cost a t  a 
gaining installation? 

Inter vs. intra Servicing 

General Blume: 

Why did the Air Force choose not to use the workload migration 
options of the Joint Cross Sewice Group? The Cross Service Group 
looked a t  interservice workload migrations, however, when 
consideying closures the Air Force assumed that all workload would 
stay in-house. 

Missiles 

Mr. Klugh: 

Why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of 
tactical missile mvintenance and then later "approve bb the Army 
plan to consolidaie at  Tobyhanna? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmith NSY is its east coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the 
benefit of east coast1 west coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities I capacity into account? 





ALC Questions on Depots 

General, with regard to the Air Force's depot downsize proposal, our quick review of statistical 
back-up documentation reveals several conflicting piece5 of information. We are having 
difficulty determining which of the several back-up source documents are correct. The 
Secretary's recommendation shows receiving. but not losing locations. Correspondance to 
Conunission staff from Air Force headquarters provides a list of workload transfers into and out 
of each ALC. Still another piece of correspondence from AFMC headquarters to the effected 
ALC's provides another set of workload transfer options. In order for us to make an accurate 
assessment of your proposal we need to know exactly what the Air Force is planning. To 
illustrate our frustrations, I want to ask several questions about workload 2nd personnel shifts 
into and out of TINKER AFB. 

workload in 
First, lets look at the sites that will be receiving new workload as a result of your 
downsize-in-place recommendation. The Secretary's list indicates that Tinker AFB will 
be receiving work in the machine manufacturing, airborne electronics, airborne 
electronics s o h a r e ,  and plating areas. A memo from Air Force headquarters answering 
questions posed by Commission staff, indicates that Tinker will be receiving work in the 
only the machine manufacturing and plating areas. Yet another piece of correspondence 
from AFMC headquarters to the affected ALC,s dated March 9,1995 indicates that Tinker 
will be receiving work in only the machine manufacturing area. General, could you 
please tell us which piece of documentation is correct? 

workload out 
Now lets look at the workload that is forecast to leave Tinker under the downsize 
proposal. First, the Secretary's report makes no mention workload:; that \;ill transferred 
from Tinker. Information provided to the staff, in response to their ..eques:. reflects that 
Tinker will be losing 280,000 hours of instrument work. Why does your F-oposal take 
work from tier I and tier I1 base and assign it to a tier I11 base? A rc.view of 
documentation supporting a recently completed TRC consolidation study indicates that in 
terms of one-time imp1erne::tation costs and overall return on inves1me:lt transferring 
irlstrument work to McClellan Air Force Base was one of least cost efi2ctive choices.. 
b'hy didn't the Air Force select a more cost effective option? Did the .Air Force 
intentionally look at ways to backload work into McClellan? 

Personnel slots eliminated 

The Secretary's report clearly shows that Tinker will losing 11 80 direct jobs. Rack-up to 
the COBRA indicates that Tinker will be losing 999 personnel slots The n~cmorandum 
to the ALC's f ? ~ m  AFMC headquarters dated March 9, 1995 advises that Tinker will be 
losing 693 personnel slots as a result of the downsize initiative. Tinker .tfficials think 
they should be losing no more than 65 1 slots based on the workload that the; would be 
transferring other locations. General, could you please advise us wkat the correct 



numbers should be and also what effect the smaller number of per~~omel eliminations 
would have on the costs and benefits of your downsize-in-place proposal? 

Sauare footage of buildinps to be mothballed or demolished 

Again, we are having extreme difficulty trying to get the numbers to track. The COBRA 
analysis on which your downsize proposal is based, shows that Tinker will mothball 
702,,000 square of space and that 304,000 square feet of infrastruciure will be 
demolished. Our visit to the installation indicates that the installation has identified space 
totaling 41 1,000 square for mothballing and 499,000 square feet for building demolition. 
Of this amount more than 400,000 square was planned and progranmed for demolition 
prior to BRAC. General, could please explain what accounts for these differences? Why 
are you claiming BRAC savings for demolition projects that were previously planned? 
Do similar situations a* the other ALC's? How does the mothballirig and demolition of 
buildings save money over the long run? Don't you continue to incur unneeeded 
overhead costs to maintain mothballed workspace, especially in areas where only portions 
of buildings or sections of bays are closed off! 



















Depot Maintenance Maximum Capacity (Single Shift) 
vs. Current Workload (MiL. Hours) 

(Single Shift) 

Hill Kelly Tinker 

I Excess 43% 

Workload 32.6 6 

Warner Robins 
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DRAFT JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP (DEPOTS) QUESrIIONS ON 
NEWARK AFB 

1. General Blume, In December, 1994, GAO issued a report concerning the 
Newark Air Force Base Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center. Because of 
the high projected cost, the report challenged the Air Force attempts to privatize 
the Center's workload in place and recommended the Secretaries of Defense and 
Air Force reevaluate the 1993 Base Closure Commission recommendation to close 
the Center and move the workload to other depots and to the private sector. How 
did the Air Force respond to this report? As a result of this report has the Air 
Force changed any of its plans in dealing with Newark Air Force Base? Has the 
Air Force reevaluated the cost associated with privatizing in place the Center? 



Document Separator 



DRAFT 

APRIL 9,1995 

LABORATORY HEARING QUESTIONS 

Dr. Jones: 
Please explain in general terms, the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group's 
study which you chaired. 

Do you believe the decision to split research and development activities from 
test and evaluation activities precluded elimination of excess laboratory 
capacity/infrastructure? 

We understand your initial methodology did not identify total excess capacity 
or significant potential candidates for closure and/or realignment. Please 
briefly explain this and how you revised your methodology to arrive at your 
proposed major alternatives. 

What is the impact of DoD's 1995 BRAC recommendations on the excess 
laboratory capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess laboratory cap;,acity if the joint 
cross service group's alternatives had been accepted? 

Dr. Jones: 
(R&A chart - chart # 1) 
Based on extensive study, your joint cross service group identified priority alternatives for 
Service consolidation in four areas. Please explain the basis for these alternatives. 

Dr. Jones: 
(R&A chart # 2) 
Does this chart accurately describe the results of the Services' recommended laboratory 
closures and/or realignments? 

In your view, what were the deficiencies in the process that allowed the Services to 
disregard the joint cross-service analyses and suggested alternatives for laboratory closures 
and/or realignments? 

Dr. Jones: 



In your view, by not accepting the proposed alternatives of the joint cross service group, 
did the Services miss a "golden opportunity" to eliminate excess laboratory capacity and 
cross-service their future science and technology work? 

In sum, you wrote: "If we are to achieve desired results it appears that we have a system in 
which only a heavier handed instrument will suffice" Please explain this comment in more 
detail. 

In your view, should this Commission be the "heavier handed instrument" to recommend 
additional cross servicing in DoD's laboratory system, along the lines (of your proposed 
alternatives? 

Dr. Jones: 
(R&A chart - chart # 3) 
This chart shows that DoD's only recommended laboratory closure andlor realignment 
involving cross-servicing is to close the Air Force's Rome Laboratory and realign its 
functions at Fort Monmouth, New York, and Hanscom Air Force Base, Massachusetts. 
According to the Air Force's justification: "The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group 
analysis recommended the Air Force consider the closure of Rome Lalboratory. 

Please explain your group's proposed alternatives for cross service collocation of common 
Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence ((141) activities, 
including the context in which your group viewed the closure and realignment of Rome 
Lab. 

Dr. Jones: 
(Rome Lab chart - chart # 4) 
Did the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group envision that the Air Force would 
recommend closing Rome Laboratory and realigning it C41 functions to two separate 
locations rather than realigning its functions to either Fort Monmoutb or Hanscom Air 
Force Base? 

Dr. Jones, as you know, Rome is one of the Air Force's four finest laboratories, called Tier 
I laboratories. As Director of Defense Research and Engineering, are .you concerned that 
closing the lab and moving some of its C41 functions to Fort Monmouth and others to 
Hanscom Air Force Base will have a major impact on the lab's ability to conduct its 
current and further work? 

Please explain the importance of C41 research, development, and acquisition to the Services 
and DoD, especially in light of the declining defense budget. Isn't this one of the most 
important areas where future budgets are being increased rather than cut? 

What is Rome Laboratory's importance to this work? 



In your view does it make sense to split Rome Lab's functions between two military 
installations? 

Dr. Jones: 
The Army is planning to locate the functions and personnel positions from Rome 
Laboratory into facilities at Fort Monmouth's Meyer Center currently occupied by the 
Electronic Technology Device Laboratory which is moving to Adelphi, Maryland, as the 
result of a 1991 BRAC decision to consolidate Army laboratories. Does it make sense from 
a joint cross servicing perspective to move the Army's lab from Fort hlonmouth which 
performs C41 functions, including DoD's flat screen display science and technology work, 
to Adelphi at the time Rome Laboratory's related C41 functions are to move to Fort 
Monmouth? 

Two 1994 DoD Office of the Inspector General's reports estimated that DoD could save a 
significant portion of $466 million in prior BRAC military construction and equipment 
funds planned for Army and Navy laboratories by utilizing existing Air Force laboratory 
space and equipment. Its our understanding that you and the Servicesl disagreed with the 
Inspector General. However, the DoD comptroller stated that a temporary withhold had 
been placed on the military construction funds and suggested that BRAC 95 would provide 
an appropriate opportunity to restudy the issues. What is the status of the withhold of 
these funds and has your position on this matter changed from a jointrtess perspective? 

General Shane: 
On what basis did the Army not accept the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group's four 
priority alternatives? 

From a jointness perspective, does it make sense to move the Army's Electronics 
Technology Device Laboratory which currently performs C41 functions at Fort Monmouth 
to Adelphi, Maryland, while moving some of Rome Laboratory's C41 fiunctions to Fort 
Monmouth? 

Mr. Pirie: 
On what basis did the Navy not accept the Laboratory Joint Cross Senrice Group's four 
priority alternatives? 

Why did the Navy chose not to realign C41 functions of its Space and Naval Warfare 
Systems Command to Fort Monmouth or to Hanscom Air Force Base as suggested by the 
Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group? 

General Blume: 
On what basis did the Air Force not accept the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group's 
four priority alternatives? 



Did anyone from the Air Force involved in the decision to close Rome Laboratory and 
realign its functions to Fort Monmouth and Hanscom Air Force Base visit the lab before 
the recommendation to (1) discuss these actions with the laboratory's managers, (2) to 
evaluate the impact of these actions on the lab's current and future C4lI work, (3) 
determine the Lab's requirements a t  the new locations, and (4) determine what had to be 
moved to the new location and at what cost? 

General Blume: 
In lieu of these actions before the recommendation was made, how did the Air Force 
determine the cost and savings of the Rome Laboratory recommendatiion? 

Commission analysts have determined that the Air Force's cost and savings associated with 
this recommendation are highly suspect since significant moving and communications costs 
were not included in the Cost of the Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) for Rome 
Laboratory. What is the Air Force doing to determine Rome's requirements and costs and 
to redo its COBRA analysis? When will the revised COBRA be made available to the 
Commission? 





DOD LABORATORY JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

RESULTS 

"THE FINAL RESULTS ARE DISAPPOINTING AND UNBALANCED. CROSS-SERVICING IS MINOR AT BEST" 

(DR. ANITA K. JONES, GROUP CHAIR AND DIRECTOR DEFENSE ERESEARCH AND ENGINEERING ) 

NAVY: 
-- ELIMINATED A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF LABS (14) 

-- MOVED SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE (C4I) TO SAN DIEGO INSTEAD OF FORT MONMOUTH. 

-- MAINTAINED EXPLOSIVES FACILITY AT INDIAN IIEAD. 

AIR FORCE: 

-- REALIGNED C41 WITHIN ITS OWN INFRASTRUCTURE BY CLOSING ROME LAB AND MOVING A 

SMALL CONTINGENT TO FORT MONMOUTII AND TIIE REST TO HANSCOM AFB. 

-- DID NOT CONSOLIDATE AIR-LAUNCHED WEAPONS OR PROPELLANTS. 

-- REVERSED A PREVIOUS BRAC DECISION TO CLOSE WI1,LIAMS AFB, AND MOVE ITS AIRC'RVW 

TRAINING LAB FUNCTIONS TO ORLANDO, FL. 
ARMY: 

-- CLOSED ONE LAB, REALIGNING ITS FUNCTIONS INTERNALLY. 

-- CHOSE NOT TO MOVE ITS PROPELLANT WORK TO NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER CIIINA LAKE. 
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HEADLINE: 10-minute base talk prepared; 
BRAC MEETING: South Carolina must tell the 1995 federal base closure committee 
why Charleston should get the redirected Nuclear Power Training Command. 

BYLINE: TERRY JOYCE; Of The Post and Courier 

BODY : 
South Carolina will have 10 minutes next month to tell the 1995 base 

closures commission why the Pentagon made some excellent choices when it decided 
recently to beef up the state's military population. 

"We're working up a letter which Gov. (David) Beasley and the state's 
congressional delegation will sign," saying why South Carolina deserves a 
military windfall, Beasley spokeswoman Ginny Wolfe said. 

At issue are what Wolfe called "redirectsN - the realignment portion of the 
Defense Department's base closure process that should add 4,600 people, mostly 
military members, to bases in the state. 

O.J. "Skipn Fink, a Beasley aide, will present the 1ett.er April 4 at a 
regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in 
Birmingham, Ala.. That letter will tout the state's bases and urge the 
commission to leave the Pentagon's recommendations alone. 

The Charleston Naval Weapons Station in Goose Creek fi~ures to gain more than 
2,700 sailors under the plan. That's because the Navy would be ordered to 
redirect its Nuclear Power Training Command this way, instead of sending it to 
New London, Conn. 

The command is at the Navy's training center in Orlando, Fla. A decision two 
years ago to close that center remains unchanged, but the move isn't scheduled 
until 1998. 

This year, the base closures commission plans 11 hearings in the United 
States and Guam, according to a prepared statement. The hearing in Birmingham 
will give representatives from Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Puerto Rico and South Carolina a chance to speak. 

The time allotted varies from state to state depending 3n how many 
installations are affected and the number of civilian and inilitary jobs lost in 
each state. 

Alabama, which could lose more than 8,000 military and civilian employees, 
gets 65 minutes at the start of the day. South Carolina, which expects a net 
gain, will have 10 minutes at the end. 
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Wolfe said Fink will ask retired Vice Adm. Dave Emerson of Charleston to 
speak during the state's time slot. 

"Charleston and the military have a very strong heritage, with ties running 
in both directions, Wolfe said. "Also, we'll ask (the co~nmission) to recognize 
what the people there have already gone through." 

The 1993 base closures commission agreed to close the Charleston Naval Base 
and shipyard. Recent figures show the anticipated job los83 at about 20,000. 

Contacted Friday, Emerson said he plans to mention some of the area's strong 
points as relate to the military as good reasons why the nuclear power school 
should come here. Items include: 

Charleston Naval Hospital, which beat back an attempt at closure in 1993. The 
hospital soon will be staffed by Air Force as well as Navy personnel and still 
will have an estimated 66,000 beneficiaries after the naval base closes. 

Charleston Air Force Base. The base is the only major airlift center on the 
East Coast close to a large military hospital. The proxim:ity of the two 
facilities would be important in time of war. 

NISE East. The Naval In Service Engineering center wil:- have about 1,500 
employees, mostly civilian, on board by 1999. NISE East is building a new 
headquarters at the south end of the weapons station. 

Emerson said he also would point out the cost savings of shifting the move 
from Connecticut to South Carolina. 

The extent to which the recommended shift will receive attention from leaders 
in Connecticut remained unclear. Base closures commission spokesman Wade Nelson 
said similar hearings would be conducted May 5 in New York City on affected 
bases in the Northeast. 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 28, 1995 
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HEADLINE: Fitzsimons gets noticed by base panel 
17% of all letters sent to closure commission concern medical center, 
giving it No. 2 mail rank 

BYLINE: John Brinkley; News Washington Bureau 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

BODY : 
The base closure commission has received more mail about Fitzsimons Army 

Medical Center than about any other facility on the Pentagon's closure list 
except one, a commission spokesman said. 

The commission has received 900 letters. Of those, 155 - or 17% - concerned 
Fitzsimons. 

Only the Red River Army Depot in Texas was the subject of more letters, 189, 
said commission spokesman John Earnhardt. 

There are 33 military bases and facilities on the closure list. 

The Future of Fitzsimons Initiative, a citizens group that is lobbying to 
keep the hospital open, printed and distributed about 30,000 postcards. 

The cards were given to military veterans and others interested in the 
hospital's future. They were to sign and return them to the lobbying group so 
the cards could be presented to the commission when it holds a hearing on 
~itzsimons. 

~ u t  many people instead mailed them to the commission in Washington. 

Dave Pohlman, a co-chair of the Future of Fitzsimons Initiative, said the 
idea for the postcards arose from the notion that strong c~mmunity opposition 
helped save Goodfellow Air Force Base in San Angelo, Texas, from closure in 
1993. 

The Pentagon in 1993 recommended - and the commission approved - the closure 
of Lowry Air Force Base in Aurora. 

Lowry was one of the Air Force's two technical training bases, the other 
being Goodfellow. 

LANGUAGE: English 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 28, 1995 
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HEADLINE: Base commission officials scrutinize MacDill 

BYLINE: J.T. WARD 

DATELINE: TAMPA 

BODY : 

(ran S edition of tampa bay AND state) 

The chairman of a military base closure commission refused to say Friday if 
he thinks a Defense Department proposal to transfer 12 KC-135 aerial refueling 
tankers and up to 700 personnel to MacDill Air Force Base is a good idea. 

"That's like asking a judge what he's going to do on a case," said former 
U.S. Sen. Alan J. Dixon, now chairman of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Dixon and Rebecca G. Cox, a two-time commission member, toured MacDill early 
Friday, inspecting the base marina, communications center, flight line 
operations, commissary and post exchange complex and housing areas. 

They also met with state and local officials, including Tampa Mayor Sandra 
Freedman, Mayor-elect Dick Greco and Gov. Lawton Chiles. 

The Defense Department has recommended changes - from t.ransferring units to 
outright closure - at more than 100 military bases across the nation. The 
eight-member commission has until July 1 to study the changes, make 
modifications and present the final list to Congress. 

Dixon said each base will be evaluated on its importance to national 
security, its ecological history and impact, and the cost. savings to be 
generated by the changes. 

Officials from the 43rd Air Refueling Group - the unit recommended for 
transfer to MacDill from Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana - and from the 
Air Mobility Command and Air Combat Command will visit MacDill next week to 
see if the former fighter base can accommodate the larger tanker aircraft and 
their crews. 

Dixon said their findings would carry "great weightm when the full 
commission meets on April 4 to begin hearings on the base closures and 
realignments. 
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HEADLINE: MacDillfs past won't sway panel; 
The decision to move tankers to Tampa will be based on the present, a board 
member said. 

BYLINE: BRIAN EDWARDS; Tribune Staff Writer 

DATELINE: TAMPA 

BODY : 
Past decisions to close MacDill Air Force Base won't matter when the base 

closure commission considers moving a dozen aerial refueling planes to the base, 
its chairman said Friday. 

Alan Dixon, who chairs the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission, and commissioner Rebecca Cox toured the base Friday, meeting with 
community leaders and Gov. Lawton Chiles. After the tour, Dixon said decisions 
by previous commissions in 1991 and 1993 won't have any weight in this panel's 
deliberation. 

"The question is, what's right now?" Dixon said in an :interview with The 
Tampa Tribune. "What's happened in the past isn't significant." 

Dixon and Cox probed base officials about the condition of the base's 
facilities, its intricate underground fueling system and the runway. 

NObviously the capacity is here for not only the recommended changes but a 
good deal more," said Dixon, a Democratic former senator from Illinois. 

He was quick to point out that no decision has been made regarding the 
Pentagon's recommendation to move a dozen KC-135R Stratotankers from Malmstrom 
Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont., to MacDill. 

Chiles, who canceled his planned visit Thursday afternoon, changed his mind 
and flew to the base for a brief meeting with Dixon before going on to Lake 
Wales. Dixon and Chiles, who served in the U.S. Senate together, talked 
privately for about 10 minutes. 

"He made the point about how important MacDill Air Force Base is to the state 
of Florida," said Col. Charlie Ohlinger, base commander. "The fact that the 
governor took the time to come here and speak for MacDill is certainly a plus." 

Ohlinger showed Cox and Dixon numerous areas of the base including the 
refueling system tied directly into the runway and the base's five cavernous 
hangars, three of which are available. The refueling system can pump 600 gallons 
a minute straight from the base's 14 million gallon tank farm. That makes 
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MacDill a particularly good home for tankers, which can hold about 30,000 
gallons of fuel, Ohlinger said. 

About 30 officers will arrive at MacDill next week from Air Mobility and Air 
Combat commands to see what will be required to provide a home for the tanker 
unit, Ohlinger said. 

MacDill was one of the first visits to more than 50 bases by commission 
members. 

The Pentagon wanted to close the base completely in 1991, but changed its 
mind when it learned how much it would cost to move the two unified commands, 
U.S. Central Command and U.S. Special Operations Command. 

In 1993, the commission transferred the airfield to the U.S. Commerce 
Department, which moved a squadron of weather planes to the base. Commerce never 
took it over because it didn't want to foot the entire bill. Last month, the 
Pentagon said the Air Force should just keep the airfield and bring in the 
tanker unit to make its operations more cost effective. 

Commissioners will listen to Montana boosters March 31 at a public hearing 
there and listen to Florida's concerns April 4 in Birmingl~am, Ala. 

The commission will come out with its own list by May 17 and then forward a 
final list to President Clinton by July 1. He'll forward :it to Congress, which 
must vote the package up or down in its entirety. 

Dixon said Friday morning he doubts the commission will add many bases onto 
the Pentagon's original list. 
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HEADLINE: Efforts aloft to save reserve base 

BYLINE: Judy Chestnutt, Post-Gazette Staff Writer 

BODY : 
The Air Force won't save nearly as much money as it thinks by closing the 

911th Airlift Wing, a group organized by Gov. Ridge said 'Tuesday. 

Richard Napoli, spokesman for The BRAC (Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission) Pennsylvania Action Committee, said in a press conference at the 
Moon Municipal Building that they believe the U.S. Air Force used incorrect 
figures to determine how much it costs to operate the reserve base. 

Bill McQuade, spokesman for the local group trying to ieep the base in Moon, 
said the Air Force might have included unrelated costs. 

McQuadets group, which is called the Coalition to Preserve Military Presence 
in Western Pennsylvania, is being advised by the BRAC PAC, which is fighting the 
closing of all bases in the state. 

The decision of which base must close comes down to dollars and cents, said 
McQuade, but from a military standpoint. 

The positive economic impact on surrounding communitie:: is a plus, but that 
is not the argument that will keep the base from closing, Napoli said. 

The key is the military value, or cost efficiency, of the airlift wing. 

Mc~uade said the Air Force reported the base operating support costs for the 
911th as $ 22.3 million, when the correct figure should be $ 10.3 million. 

Base operating support should include the cost of such things as office 
products, not the cost of airplanes or manpower - -  which were included in the 
911th'~ base operating support, McQuade contends. 

"We don't think the same rules were used in all of the eight or nine 
bases," said McQuade. 

Air Force officials could not be reached for comment yesterday. 

McQuade said the number of employees at the base in Youngstown might have 
been understated. The base in Youngstown is scheduled to remain open. 

McQuade said the Youngstown unit was listed with only 1.75 employees, while 
the 911th was credited with 346. 
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While he thinks the 346 is correct for the 911th, he said he thinks the 
Youngstown count makes the comparison less favorable for the 911th. 

"It should be the same because it's a twin unit," Mcauade 
explained."That's a difference of 170 positions, which is worth $ 7 million to 
$ 10 million.' 

~lthough Napoli declined to go into details, he said the data supplied by the 
U.S. Air Force was as much as 100 percent off. 

Senior Superior Court Judge John Brosky, the leader of the Coalition to 
Preserve Military Presence in Western Pennsylvania, has asked Carnegie Mellon 
University to help to determine the correct figures. 

''1 don't think they have the numbers right, and we're not going to suffer 
because somebody made an error in the numbers they submitted," said County 
Commissioner Tom Foerster. 

Another aspect of the coalition's argument is that Pit.:sburgh has four 
runways compared to Youngstown's two. 

And, the 911th has free use of the Pittsburgh International Airport - -  a cost 
savings that wasn't properly accounted for, the group contended. 

"We can operate any aircraft in the world. (Youngstowl) is locked into what 
they've got. They've got no future, said McQuade. "They are building hangars 
in Youngstown, and they're going to close them down here. That doesn't make much 
sense. ' 

The 30 acres of land that the county offered the base in case of expansion 
was not included in the original assessment of its military value, said 
Foerster . 

If the BRAC PAC succeeds in keeping the 911th open, it would need the 
additional acreage to accommodate the other bases that would consolidate into 
it. 

"Expandability is part of the criteria of military val-ue," said Foerster. 
"From what we understand, that was not included in the original assessment of 
military value." 

But the BRAC PAC advised Brosky's group to hire a cons~lltant, which requires 
money they don't have, said McQuade. 

"We're talking big dollars that we don't have right nc)wIw said McQuade. 
"If any big corporations are willing to help us, it would help.'' 

Moon has given the local group office space in its Public Safety Building to 
set up a command center. The office plans to open today, and office hours are 
scheduled for 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. weekdays. 

Volunteers will be answering phones, researching and working on papers to 
present at the Regional Hearing in Baltimore May 4. 
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After the hearings, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, which 
recommends the closings, must agree to a list by July 1. The list goes to 
President Clinton and must be accepted or rejected in full. 

If it is accepted, Congress gets the same limited vote. 

"The whole idea is to save taxpayers! money. If they are just going to move 
around equipment and close one and open up another and spend additional money 
opening up another one, then where is the savings?" said Napoli. 

"The fact is there probably is no savings.! 
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spokeswoman Jill Bloom. 

It was the second time in four months that Mrs. Snoops, 70, has been 
hospitalized. In December, she was admitted at Franklin Square Hospital Center 
in Rosedale, eastern Baltimore County, for an apparent respiratory problem. 

Train car derails, blocks Gaither Road 

SYKESVILLE - -  One car of a 117-car freight train hauling grain from 
Cumberland to Baltimore jumped the track and blocked Gaither Road for seven 
hours Thursday night. 

Ronald Miller, a conductor for the CSX System, said the car derailed at the 
Carroll-Howard county line at 9 p.m. and damaged the rails, ties and roadbed. 
Mr. Miller told state police that the car became separated from the other cars 
before the derailment. 

CSX spokesman Robert Gould said the derailed car was the 81st car in the 
line. The cause of the crash is under investigation. 

400 activists rally to save Fort Ritchie _____\ 

I CASCADE - -  About 400 people, many chanting Itsave Fort S.itchieIN greeted Alton 
I Cornella, a member of a panel reviewing proposed military base closings, after 

I he toured the Western Maryland post yesterday. 

I Speaking briefly with reporters, Mr. Cornella, one of eight members of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, said the panel would 
investigate military concerns raised by the Fort Ritchie Military Affairs 
Committee, a group working to save the 638-acre base. 
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HEADLINE: Vets to pay for care? Defense plans system changes 

BYLINE: Renate Robey, Denver Post Staff Writer 

BODY : 
Charles Malouff spent 35 years in the Air Force, including a tour of duty in 

Vietnam. 

Malouff thought he had a deal. 

He would risk his life and the government would reciprocate with a paycheck 
and free health care. "There was a moral commitment made 13y this country when we 
agreed to put our lives on the line," he said. "It was a gentleman's agreement." 

1 

Now, with the possibility of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center closjna and 
masslve Changes In the Defense Department medical system, free health care may 
come to an end for many veterans. 

Regardless of whether Fitzsimons closes, a new system called Tri-Care is 
planned by the Department of Defense. For some active-duty families and 
retirees, that will mean paying enrollment fees and insurance co-payments for 
the first time. For those older than 65, the new system means they may not be 
treated at military posts such as Fitzsimons, even if the hospital stays open. 

The Veterans Affairs Medical Center is an option for only a limited number 
of retirees because of strict eligibility requirements. PI-us, no relatives of 
military members can be treated there. 

About 60,000 military people and retirees in the Denver- area are eligible to 
use Fitzsimons. In most cases, they get free outpatient care and pay for 
hospitalization. Many chose to retire in the area because of the hospital. 

But given today's circumstances, Malouff and other vets; feel betrayed. 

Four of his six children have served in the military. "Today," he says, "1 
wouldn't advise a youngster to join, because the government doesn't keep their 
promises." 

Fitzsimons, which provides major medical services to about 824,000 people in 
a 12-state region, was included in a list of recommended base closures issued 
this month. The list is being considered by a national commission that will make 
recommendations to the president. Area leaders will fight to keep the hospital 
open, but the odds against them are long. 

The 1995 list of proposed base closures will save $ 4 billion, the Pentagon 
estimates. When targeting Fitzsimons for closure, military planners said the 
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hospital is "low in military valueN and a proposed $ 245 million replacement 
isn't practical. The military is cutting back on health-care spending - making 
it tough on retirees, who get care on a "space availableN basis at military 
installations. 

In another bid to cut costs, the Defense Department is introducing the 
Tri-Care system, which could be in place in the Denver area by late 1996. Under 
the system, military people would have to sign up each year for health-care 
plans, similar to the way civilians choose health-maintenance organizations or 
other insurance options. The system calls for partnerships with civilian 
health-care providers. 

Some military officers say the new system will be bett'lr in the long run. 
They believe it will cost less nationally and give retirees better access to 
medical care. Adding civilian providers could cut down on long waits at crowded 
military clinics. 

And for people who don't have access to a military hosl?ital, the new 
insurance options actually may be less expensive than the old plans, said Brig. 
Gen. John Parker, commander of Fitzsimons. 

Under the new system, active-duty members get free health care. Others, 
including family members of active-duty personnel and retirees under 65, will 
have to enroll in one of the health-care plans. 

Another change is that those older than 65 won't be eligible for these health 
programs. Many will have to rely on Medicare instead of going to Fitzsimons. 
About 11,000 military retirees and family members over 65 live in the area. 

"These folks have enjoyed the freedom of using (military) medical treatment 
facilities. When Tri-Care comes in they're not eligible for enrollmentIN said 
Parker. "This (over 65) group really feels the change. Everybody else will 
adjust to this. " 

Change won't be so easy for older veterans, who face much tougher 
adjustments. 

Vets don't think it's fair. "On my first re-enlistment, I was promised health 
care for myself and my family. They said they would do it 100 percent; there 
would be no cost," said Donald Walling, 59, who retired from the military after 
22 years. The added cost now "is going to hurt like heck - spelled with a big 
'H.' It's something you don't plan on, and now I'm retired. and they throw this 
at me." 

U.S. Rep. Joel Hefley, R-Colorado, has proposed a bill that would make it 
easier for military hospitals to be compensated for treating Medicare-eligible 
patients. However, the issue still is whether there will be enough space and 
doctor time to see them. Once the new system starts up, retirees over 65 may not 
even be able to make appointments at Fitzsimons. 

GRAPHIC: PHOTO: Denver Post file photo WAY OF LIFE: Closing Fitzsimons, above, 
would be a big change for many. 
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General Lead-in question 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group 
study of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most signifkant features of 
your study. 

Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendatiorls on excess 
capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint 
Cross Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires 
reengineering of the core workload. What would Air Force's excess 
capacity be if the reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military 
construction expenditures? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores 
impact the positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 



Explain 8 JCSG proposals 

Mr. Klugh: 
(R&A chart - chart # X) 
Based on extensive study, the joint Cross Service Group indicated 
that 5 to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the 
depots proposed for closure. Please explain the basis for these 
proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, 
Hill, Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. Klugh: 

In your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted 
the Sewices to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and 
options? 

Mr. Klugh: 

If you were responsible for submitting a recommendrition to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of 
Navy and Air Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot 
infrastructure, would your recommendation be to close or 
downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 

Mr. Klugh: 

What does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
intersewice depot maintenance work in the future? 



Mr. Klugh: 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would 
move upon the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move under 
a downsizing versus closure? 



hp use BRAC process 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics Centers 
is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring 
over the past decade. 

(Chart of Air Force quote- chart # X) 

The Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maximum extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the 
BRAC process? 

General Blume: 

The downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds if 
actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Why 
did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC process and subject itself 
to the scrutiny of the Commission, if it could independently 
accomplish the same result? 

(Chart - R&A history of depot closures) 

General Blume: 

Never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to 
earlier Commissions? 

Have you determined that the law allows BRAC fundls to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Blume: 

Have you furnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

Blume: 

Did you use AFMC 21 Study or any Air Force Technology Review 
Concept (TRC) studies data in your analysis? 



Reen pineering 

Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation to downsize all ALCs in 
place requires reengineering of workload to achieve a 15% 
productivity savings. 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity s<avings is 
achievable? 

If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask: 

General Blume: 

Why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15 % productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



If had to close 2 

(chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # X) 

General Blume: 

When the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and realignment Commission, she showed a chart 
which compared the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of 
closing two depots. Which two depots were represented on that 
chart? 

The Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As 
we know, the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective 
to eliminate two "depot equivalents" through downsizing rather 
that two bases. The Commission staff will be investigating the Air 
Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they 
be and why? 



Why not McClellan 

General Blume: 

Two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of thc: Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this 
year, it should be McClellan. Not only can closure be 
accommodated within the DoD cost and payback guidelines, but it 
was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases.'' 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated tal be lower than 
it was in 1993? 



Mothballing and demolition 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 13.2 million hours 
of capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate ovei~head structures 
and therefore overhead costs of the depots. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and 
locking others when the kids go off to college, rather than moving 
into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot 
space? What are the savings? How do savings accrue from 
mothballing depot space? 

General Shane: 

Did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 

Navy: 

Did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 



verhead costs 

(R&A chart - chart #X) 

General Blume: 

The Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing 
proportional size of overhead will result in increased depot labor 
hour costs; for example the labor hour rate will increase $6 per 
hour at the Tinker depot. In addition to the BRAC proposals to 
downsizing in place, mothballing and demolition of depot space; will 
the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot overhead to make the 
depot system more efficient? 

Wouldn't the American citizen be better served with the elimination 
of at least proportional overhead and administrative costs when 
eliminating industrial capability? In other words, cutting the fat 
and muscle proportionately. 

Navy: 

The Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 
How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the 
proportion of overhead vs. operating costs? 



Impact of Military value 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

Military value is the most important criteria to be considered when 
sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The 
Air Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This 
chart shows the tiering of depot installations and depots. Please 
explain how these tiers were derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces 
Bases to tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the 
closure of Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values 
a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan :IS closure 
candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the 
Air Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 
depot (lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 depots 
(highest ranking) and would eliminate significantly more positions 
from the tier 1 bases that from tier 3 bases. Why? 



(R&A chart -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

This chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The Depots are stacked 
according to installation military value or "tier" . The chart 
demonstrates that the Air Force's depot workload could be 
performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Wouldn't military value be optimized by consolidating workload at 
the tier 1 bases? 



ost to Close 

(chart from AF BRAC justification -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We 
note that the costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly 
less than the closure costs for the three other installations. Were the 
costs-to-close a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as 
closure candidates? 



General Blume: 

(R&A chart -chart #X) 

Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that Air Force 
generated show significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly 
smaller savings that the COBRAs generated by the other Services. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving 
cost of $300 million is driven by movement of 26,000 employees. We 
understand that there are standard factors which are applied 
against positions slated for movement. However, eaclh Service made 
different assumptions on the number of positions to be transferred 
versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need 110 realign 
26,000 personnel under the dual closure option. It appears that the 
Air Force assumed that there would be no synergies :and efficiencies 
from consolidating work to fewer sites. Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel 
under the closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize 
option? 

The Air Force's dual depot closure COBRAs smoothly phases the 
workforce to be transferred between 1996 and 2001. Why were the 
positions to be eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at 
once in that year? 

Navy: 



Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results 
in relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force 
closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has 
had with closing maintenance activities? Please explain the 
assumptions that drive the number of billets eliminated versus 
moved. 

General Shane: 

Please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers of 
positions which will be moved versus realigned. , 

General Blume: 

The Air Force COBRAS for dual closure reflect $55 million to 
construct administrative space and $89 million for pi~rchase of new 
equipment. Why would it be necessary to expend BRAC funds for 
new equipment and administrative space? 



Real Property Maintenance Costs 

General Blume: 

Annual maintenance costs vary considerably among the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million at Kelly to a low of 
$4 million at Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options 
to downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance 
savings from the closure of an installation will become a cost at a 
gaining installation? 

Inter vs. intra Servicing 

General Blume: 

Why did the Air Force choose not to use the workload migration 
options of the Joint Cross Service Group? The Cross Service Group 
looked at interservice workload migrations, however, when 
considering closures the Air Force assumed that all workload would 
stay in-house. 

Missiles 

Mr. Klugh: 

Why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of 
tactical missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Army 
plan to consolidate at  Tobyhanna? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmouth NSY is its east 
coast location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for 
the benefit of east coast/ west coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities I capacity into account? 



ALC Questions on Depots 

General, with regard to the Air Force's depot downsize proposal. our quick review of statistical 
back-up documentation reveals several conflicting pieces of information. We are having 
difficulty determining which of the several back-up source documents are correct. The 
Secretary's recommendation sho\vs receiving. but not losing locations. Correspondance to 
Commission staff from Air Force headquarters provides a list of workload transfers into and out 
of each ALC. Still another piece of correspondence from AFMC headquarters to the effected 
ALC's provides another set of workload transfer options. In order for us to make an accurate 
assessment of your proposal we need to know exactly what the Air Force js planning. To 
illustrate our frustrations, J want to ask several questions about workload 2nd personnel shifts 
into and out of TINKER AFB. 

workload in 
First, lets look at the sites that wi!; be receiving new workload as a result of your 
downsize-in-place recornmendation. The Secretary's list indicates that Tinker AFB will 
be receiving work in the machine manufacturing, airborne electronics, airborne 
electronics sofinrare, and plating areas. A memo from Air Force headquarters answering 
questions posed by Cornnlission staff, indicates that Tinker will be recel\ ing worl, in the 
only the machine manufacturing and plating areas. Yet another piece of correspondence 
from AFlvlC headquarters to the affected ALC,s dated March 9,1995 indicates that Tinker 
will be receiving work in only the machine manufacturing area. General, could you 
please tell us which piece of documentation is correct? 

workload out 
Now lets look at the workload that is forecast to leave Tinker under the do\ nsize 
proposa;. First, the Secretary's report makes no msntion workload!; that will transferred 
from ? nker. Informar. 3n provided to the staff, in response to their request, reflects that 
Tinker will be losing 280,000 hours of instrument work. \ 3 y  doe: your prorosal take 
work from tier I and tier I1 base and assign i .  to a tier I11 base? A revien of 
documentation supporting a recently completed TKC consolidation stuciy indica~es that in 
terms of one-time implementation costs and overall return on ir,\. :merit trr~sferring 
instrument work to McClellan Air Force Base was one of least ccst effectilk choices.. 
Why didn't the Air Force select a more cost effective option? Did ihc .:ir Fxce  
intentionally look at ways to backload ~vork into McClellan? 

Personnel slots eliminated 

The Secretary's report clearly shows that Tinker will losing 1 180 direct jocs. h c k - u p  tc: 
the COBRA indicates that Tinker will be losing 999 personnel slots. The memornndun: 
to the ALC's from AFMC headquarters dated March 9, 1995 advises that Tlnhe: will bt 
losing 693 personnel slots as a result of the downsize initiative. Ticker oi'iicials think 
they should be losing no more than 65 1 slots based on the tvorkload that the). M auld be 
transferring other locations. General, could you please advise us what the currec*. 



numbers should be and also what effect the smaller number of personnel eliminations 
would have on the costs and benefits of your downsize-in-place proposal? 

are footue of buildinps to be mothballed or demolished 

Again, we are having extreme difficulty trying to get the numbers to track. The COBRA 
analysis on which your downsize proposal is based, shows that Tirlker will mothball 
702,,000 square of space and that 304,000 square feet of infrastructure will be 
demolished. Our visit to the installation indicates that the installation has identified space 
totaling 41 1,000 square for mothballing and 499,000 square feet fclr building demclition. 
Of this amount more than 400,000 square was planned and programmed for denlolition 
prior to BRAC. General, could please explain what accounts for these differences? Why 
are you claiming BRAC savings for demolition projects that were j~reviously planned? 
Do similar situations at the other ALC's': How does the mothballi 1g and demolition of 
buildings save money over the long run? Don't you continue to incur unneeeded 
overhead costs to maintain mothballed workspace, especially in art:as where only portions 
of buildings or sections of bays are closed off? 



@uestions for (;A@- Maintenance Depots 

Preliminary analysis indicates that significant excess capacity will continue to exist in DOD's 
depots even if this Conlmission accepts all of the Secretary's closure and realignment 
recommendations. This conclusion is based on a comparison of available reported by individual 
depots and forecast core workload. 

Could you please estimate the amount of excess capacity in DOD maintenance depots 
before the current BRAC recon~mendatio~ls and the percentage of renlaining excess 
capacity if all of the Secretary's closure and realignment reconlinendations are adopted. 

We understand your office has recently evaluated the reasonableness of reported capacity 
measures at several ALC's and found that the advertised available capacities were ofien 
understated. Could you please tell us the results of your capacity validation and verification 
studies? 

Did you find hidden capacity problems were more prevalent in an!, one service? If so, 
tell us who the biggest abusers were. 

As you know, General Klugh's joint cross service group for depot maintenance collected 
certified data depicting the current capaci~y of each installation. The cros: service group also 
collected maximum potential capacity numbers. Our recent visits to a few of DOD's depots 
revealed that mmy installations are capable of producing ~ignificantly mo-e work. In fact one 
depot claimed that the infrastructure could support on a single 8-hour. 5-day-per-\+leek basis. 
workload almost double the current volume --- without any new brick and mortar constructior. 

Xave you found that depots artificiali~. reduced their reported capacity by simpl!. 
removing workstarions.but the overall a~lailabie infrastructure. !ie. numbers of buiidings 
and square footage) is the same as that which supported the peak ~.orkloads of the mid 
19SO's? Does this mean more depots should (or could) be added tc~ the potential closure 
and rea!igrineii: !is:? 

In your review of Cost of Base Realignment a id  Closure (COBRA) analyses supporting DOD's 
proposals to close or realign two Arrny depots. five Air Force depots. one Navy s!~ipyard and 
two Navy w e q o n  centers, did you find any glaring inconsistencies in policies and assumptions 
supporting the \?arious estimates? 

Did yod find that any of the COBRA analyses were based on non certified data? If so 
please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences in the way the services coniputed perscnnel 
eliminations and numbers of personnel eligible for moving cost r;i:nbursement? 

In your \riew does it seem logical or even appropriate for the Air Force to off;r 
government paid moving expenses, costing more than $30,000 per person, to 94 percent 



of impacted employee& Other services and go\lemnlent agencies appear to follo\r 
substantially less costly personnel mo\.ing policy assun~ptibns. For example, the Army is 
transferring certain workloads to receiver locations without any people or equipment. In - 

other words the labor pool and facility infrastructure at the receiver location is deemed ly 
adequate to satisfy the expanded workload requirements. 

Did you find that any of the services appeared to be transferring nl:w workloads between 
depot activities to preserve or shore up infrastructure at installatio:~~ having lower 
nlilitary value ? If so, please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences between the ways the individual :services analyzed and 
determined military value for maintnenance depot activities. If so, please comment on the major 
differences. 

In pour view, did the Secretary's list of closure and realignment recommendations achieve the 
goals that the joint cross service group was suppos;.d to accomplish? As you know: the joint 
cross service group proposals were intended to retain in only one service militarily, unique 
capabilities used by two or more services and consolidate similar workload across the Services to 
reduce excess capacity. 

The joint group initially recommended the decentralization of tactical missile 
maintenance workload moving it from Letterkenny (like this Cornlnissio~l directed in 
1993) to one of three locations, an Arm). depot. an Air Force ALC and a Marine Corps 
logistics center. The joint group also asked the 4nny to look at encla\li!?g ?he missile 
maintenance work ad-iacent to the missile storage facility. Later. tile joint group agreed 
with the Arnly's counter proposal which would retain missile storage and disassembly at 
Letterkenn~.. and transfer tactical missile guidance and control work 10 the Tob!.llanna 
facility which is located about 175 miles t o the north.. In your vie\<. does the Arm\ 's 
counter proposal make good operational and economic sense? 



Ouestiom for GAO- Maintenance Depots 

Preliminary analysis indicates that significant excess capacity will continue to exist in DOD's 
depots even if this Commission accepts all of the Secretary's closure and realignment 
recommendations. This conclusion is based on a comparison of available reported by individual 
depots and forecast core workload. 

Could you please estimate the amount of excess capacity in DOD ~naintenance depots 
before the current BRAC recommendations and the percentage of :remaining excess 
capacity if all of the Secretary's closure and realignment recornmerlJations are adopted. 

We understand your office has recently evaluated the reasonableness of reported capacity 
measures ai several ALC's and found that the advertised available capacities were often 
understated. Could you please tell us the results of your capacity validatic'n and verification 
studies? 

Did you find hidden capacity problems were more prevalent in any one s e ~ ~ i c e ?  If so, 
tell us who the biggest abusers were. 

As you kno~\ ,  General Klugh's joint cross service group for depot maintenance collected 
certified data depicting the current capacity of each installation. The cros. senvice group also 
collected maximum potential capacity numbers. Our recent visits to a f e ~  of DOD's depots 
revealed that many installations are capable of producing significantly more work In fact one 
depot claimed that the infrastructure could support on a single 8-hour, 5-day-per-week basis, 
workload almost double the current volume --- without any new brick and mortar construction. 

Have you found that depots artificially reduced their reported capacity by simply 
removing workstations,but the overall available infrastructure, (ie, n~nibess of buildings 
and square footage) is the same as that which supported the peak workloads of the mid 
1980's? Does this mean more depots should (or could) be added to the potential closure 
and realignmell t list? 

In your review of Cost of Base Realignment and Closure (COBRA) ana1ysc:s supporting DOD's 
proposals to close or realign two Army depots, five Air Force depots, one IVav:. ship!-arc' and 
two Kavy weapon centers, did you find any glaring inconsistencies in policies and assu~nptions 
supporting the various estimates? 

Did you find that any of the COBRA analyses were based on non czrtifie4 data? If so 
please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences in the way the senices computed personnel 
eliminations and numbers of personnel eligible for moving cost re i rnburs~~~~ent?  

In your view does it seem logical or even appropriate for the Air Force to offer 
government paid moving expenses, costing more than S30,OOO per ,er\i>i;, to 04 pel-cent 



of impacted employees? Other services and government agencies appear to follow 
substantially less costly personnel moving policy assumptions. For example, the Army is 
transferring certain workloads to receiver locations without any people or equipment. In 
other words the labor pool and facility infrastructure at the receiver location is deemed ly 
adequate to satisfy the expanded workload requirements. 

Did you find that any of the services appeared to be transferring new workloads between 
depot activities to preserve or shore up infrastructure at installatioris having lower 
military value ? If so, please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences between the ways the individual services analyzed and 
determined military value for maintnenance depot activities. If so, please comment on the major 
differences. 

In your view, did the Secretary's list of closure and realignment recomrner~dations achieve the 
goals that the joint cross service group was supposed to accomplish? As :. ou know, the joint 
cross service group proposals were intended to retain in only one service nlilitarily, unique 
capabilities used by two or more services and consolidate similar workloati across the Services to 
reduce excess capacity. 

The joint group initially recommended the decentralization of tactical missile 
maintenance workload moving it from Letterkenny (like this Cornniission directed in 
1993) to one of three locations, an Army depot, an Air Force ALC and a Marine Corps 
logistics center. The joint group also asked the Army to look at enclaving the missile 
maintenance work adjacent to the missile storage facility. Later, the joint group agreed 
with the Army's counter proposal which would retain missile storage and disassembly at 
Letterkenny, arid transfer tactical missile guidance and control work to the Tobyhanna 
facility which is located about 175 miles t o the north.. In your view does the Army's 
counter proposal make good operational and economic sense? 

In your view,do you believe the Air Force propcsal to eliminate excess capacity by building 
demolition or mothballing is an appropriate and sound business practice? It seems that, if the 
other services fo l lo~~sd  the same practice, there would never be any base closures. 

Has your office looked into the legalities of using BRAC program dollars to demolish 
infrastructure as a substitute for bdse closure, especially in those instances when demolition 
pro-jects were planned and programmed prior to BRAC? 

I read recently, that the GAO has embarked on its own internal downsizing program. The 
Comptroller General has stated publically, and many on Capital Hill believe, your downsizing 
approach, should serve as as model program for other government agencies to follow. I also 
know that your staff recently vacated the fifth.floor of your seven story building. Did GAO 
consider mothballing the fifth floor by turning off most of the lights, lockin,g the doors, posting a 
"do not disturb sign"" and blacking out the number "5" on your elevator selection panels? Or 



will the GAO renovate the vacant space, and make it available for use by other employees 
currently assigned to leased space. 



ALC Questions on Depots 

General, with regard to the Air Force's depot downsize proposal, our quick review of statistical 
back-up documentation reveals several conflicting pieces of information. We are having 
difficulty determining which of the several back-up source documents are correct. The 
Secretary's recommendation shows receiving, but not losing locations. Correspondance to 
Commission staff fiom Air Force headquarters provides a list of workload transfers into and out 
of each ALC. Still another piece of correspondence from AFMC headquarters to the effected 
ALC's provides another set of workload transfer options. In order for us to make an accurate 
assessment of your proposal we need to know exactly what the Air Force is planning. To 
illustrate our frustrations, I want to ask several questions about workload 2nd personnel shifts 
into and out of TINKER AFB. 

workload in 
First, lets look at the sites that will be receiving new workload as a result of your 
downsize-in-place recommendation. The Secretary's list indicates that Tinker AFB will 
be receiving work in the machine manufacturing, airborne electronics, airborne 
electronics software, and plating areas. A memo from Air Force headquarters answering 
questions posed by Commission staff, indicates that Tinker will be receiving work in the 
only the machine manufacturing and plating areas. Yet another piece of correspondence 
fiom AFMC headquarters to the affected ALC,s dated March 9,195'5 indicates that Tinker 
will be receiving work in only the machine manufacturing area. General, could you 
please tell us which piece of documentation is correct? 

workload out 
Now lets look at the workload that is forecast to leave Tinker under thc jownsize 
proposal. First, the Secretary's report makes no mention workload:; that will transferred 
from Tinker. Information provided to the staff. in response to their I-equest. : : ficcts that 
Tinker will be losing 280,000 hours of instrument work. Why does your proposa! take 
work from tier I and tier I1 base and assign it to a tier I11 base? A rexriew of 
documentation supporting a recently completed TRC consolidation study indicates that in 
terms of one-time implementation costs and overall return on inves~men: tran~ferring 
instrument work to McClellan Air Force Base was one of least cost effective choices.. 
Why didn't the Air Force select a more cost effective option? Did the kLir Force 
intentionally look at ways to backload work into McClellan? 

Personnel slots eliminated 

The Secretary's report clearly shows that Tinker will losing 11 80 direct i~lt. Back-up to 
the COPRA indicate, that Tinker will be losing 999 personnel slots The memorandum 
to the ALC's from AFMC headquarters dated March 9, 1995 advises thai Tinker will be 
losing 693 personnel slots as a result of the downsize initiative. Tinker officiais think 
they should be losing no more than 65 1 slots based on the workload that they would be 
transferring other locations. General, could you please advise us what the correct 



numbers should be and also what effect the smaller number of personnel eliminations 
would have on the costs and benefits of your downsize-in-place pr.oposal? 

. . lled or demolished -re footaoe - of buildings - to be mothba 

Again, we are having extreme difficulty trying to get the numbers to track. The COBRA 
analysis on which your downsize proposal is based, shows that Tinker will mothball 
702,,000 square of space and that 304,000 square feet of infrastructure will be 
demolished. Our visit to the installation indicates that the installation has identified space 
totaling 4 1 1,000 square for mothballing and 499,000 square feet for building demolition. 
Of this amount more than 400,000 square was planned and programmed for demolition 
prior to BRAC. General, could please explain what accounts for these differences? Why 
are you claiming BRAC savings for demolition projects that were previousl~. planned? 
Do similar situations at the other ALC's? How does the mothballing and demolition of 
buildings save money over the long run? Don't you continue to incur unneeeded 
overhead costs to maintain mothballed workspace, especially in areas where only portions 
of builtlings or sections of bays are closed off! 



Ouestions for GAO- 34airitenance Depots 

Preliminar!. analysis indicates that significant excess capacity will continue to exist in DOD's 
depots even if this Commission accepts all of the Secretary's closure anc realign~nent 
recommendations. This conclusion is based on a colllparison of available reported by indi~iidual 
depots and forecast core work10;ld. 

Could you please estimate the amount of excess capacity in DOD maintenance depots 
before the current BRAC recommendations and the percentage of remaining excess 
capacity if all of the Secretary's closure and realignment recommendations are adopted. 

We understand your office has recently evaluated the reasonableness of reported capacity 
measures at several ALC's and found that the advertised available capacities were often 
understated. Could you please tell us the results of your capacity \falidation and verification 
studies? 

Did you find hidden capacity problems were more prevalent in any one service? If so, 
tell us who the biggest abusers were. 

As you know, General Klugh's joint cross service group for depot maintenance collected 
certified data depicting the current capaci~y of each installation. The cros: senrice group also 
collected maximum potential capacity numbers. Our recent visits to a f e ~  of DOD's depots 
revealed that xany installations are capable of producing significantlj. mo-e work. In fact one 
depot claimed that the infrastructure could support on a single &hour. 5-day-per-week basis. 
\+~orkload almost double the current volume --- without any new brick and mortar construction. 

Xave you found that depots artificiali! ::duced their reported capacity b). simpl!~ 
rnrno~.ing u.orkstations.bui the overall aiqailabie infrastructure. (ie. numbers of buiidings 
and square footage) is the same as that which supported the peak \~~orkloads of the mid 
1989's? Does this mean more depots should (or could) be added tc the potential ciosure 
2nd rea!igraen: !is:? 

In your re\,ie\v of Cost of Base Realigm~ent and Closure (COBRA) anal!7s:s supporting DOD's 
proposa!s to close or realign two .4my depots. five Air Force depots. one Navy shipyard and 
two Na\y weapon centers, did you find any glaring inconsistencies in policies and assumptions 
supporting the \.arious estimates? 

Did ~ ~ o u  find that any of the COBRA analyses were based on non certified data? If so 
please explain. 

Did you find an!. significant differences in the way the senlices cornpured persoxilel 
eliminations and numbers of personnel eligible for moving cost reimbursement? 

In your view does it seem logical or even appropriate for the Air Force to offer 
rzovemment paid moving expenses. costing more than $30.000 per person, to 94 percent 
b 



of impacted en~~loyee& Other services and government agencies appear to follou 
substantially less costly personnel mo\,ing policy assun~~tibns. F x  example. the Arnly is 
transferring certain workloads to receiver locations without any p~:ople or equipment. In . 

other words tile labor pool and facility infrastructure at the receivt:r location is deemed 1y 
adequate to satisfy the expanded workload requirements. 

Did you find that any of the senices appeared to be transferring new workloads between 
depot activities to preserve or shore up infrastructure at installations having lower 
lllilitary value ? If so, please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences between the ways the individual :services analyzed and 
determined military value for maintnenance depot activities. If so, please comment on the major 
differences. 

In your view, did the Secretary's list of closure and realignment recommendations achieve the 
goals that the joint cross service group was supposed to accomplish? As you know. the joint 
cross service group proposals were intended to retain in only one service militarily, unique 
capabilities used by two or more services and consolidate similar workload across the Services to 
reduce excess capacity. 

The joint group initially recommended the decentralization of tactical missile 
maintenance workload moving it from Letterkenny (like this Comlnission directed in 
1993) to one of three locations, an Army depot. an Air Force ALC and a Marine Corps 
logistics center. The joint group also asked the A m y  to look at en:!aving the missile 
maintenance work adjacent to the missile storage faciiity. Later. the joint group agreed 
with the A r m ~ ~ ' s  counter proposal which ~ ~ o u l d  retain missile storage and disassembly ar 
Letterkenn!.. and transfer tactical missile guidance and control wor; to the Tobyhama 
facility which is located about 175 miles t o the north.. In :.our vie bv does the Army's 
counter proposal make good operational and economic sense? 



Ouestipns for GAO- Maintenance Depots 

Preliminary analysis indicates that significant excess capacity will continue to exist in DOD's 
depots even if this Commission accepts all of the Secretary's closure and realignment 
recommendations. This conclusion is based on a comparison of available reported by individual 
depots and forecast core workload. 

Could you please estimate the amount of excess capacity in DOD maintenance depots 
before the current BRAC recommendations and the percentage of remaining excess 
capacity if all of the Secretary's closure and realignment recommendations are adopted. 

We understand your office has recently evaluated the reasonableness of reported capacity 
measures at several ALC's and found that the advertised available capacit. es were often 
understated. Could you please tell us the results of your capacity validation and verification 
studies? 

Did you find hidden capacity problems were more prevalent in any one service? If so, 
tell us who the biggest abusers were. 

As you know, General Klugh's joint cross service group for depot maintenance collected 
certified data depicting the current capacity of each installation. The cross service group also 
collected maximum potential capacity numbers. Our recent visits to a few of DOD's depots 
revealed that many installations are capable of producing significantly more work. In fact one 
depot claimed that the infrastructure could support on a single 8-hour, 5-day-per-week basis, 
workload almost double the current volume --- without any new brick and -nortar construction. 

Have you found that depots artificially reduced their reported capacity by simply 
remc.\ing workstations,but the overall available infrastructure, (ie. numbers of buildings 
and square footage) is the same as that which supported the peak workloads of tile mid 
1980's? Does this mean more depots should (or could) be added to the potential closure 
and realignmeni iist? 

In your review of Cost of Base Realignment and Closure (COBRA) anal>.sr:s supporting DOD's 
proposals to cloae or realign two Army depots, five .4ir Force depots, one liav!. shipyard and 
two Navy weapon centers, did you find any glaring inconsistencies in policies and assumptions 
supporting the various estimates? 

Did you find that any of the COBRA analyses were based on non cc:nified data? If so 
please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences in the way the senriccs comouted personnel 
eliminations and numbers of personnel eligible for moving cost reinlbursemer~t? 

In your view does it seem logical or even appropriate for the Air Force to offer 
government paid moving expenses, costing more than $30,000 per ps.;.so;:. to 94 percent 



of impacted employees? Other services and government agencie: appear to follow 
substantially less costly personnel moving policy assumptions. For example, the Army is 
transferring certain workloads to receiver locations without any pc:ople or equipment. In 
other words the labor pool and facility infrastructure at the receivt:r location is deemed ly 
adequate to satisfy the expanded workload requirements. 

Did you find that any of the services appeared to be transferring n'zw workloads between 
depot activities to preserve or shore up infrastructure at insta1latio:ns having lower 
military value ? If so, please explain. 

Did you find any significant differences between the ways the individual services analyzed and 
determined military value for maintnenance depot activities. If so, please comment on the major 
differences. 

In your view, did the Secretary's list of closure and realignment recornrne:ndations achieve the 
goals that the joint cross service group was supposed to accomplish? As you know, the joint 
cross service group proposals were intended to retain in only one service militarily, unique 
capabilities used by two or more services and consolidate similar workload across the Services to 
reduce excess capacity. 

The joint group initially recommended the decentralization of tactical missile 
maintenance workload moving it from Letterkenny (like this Cornrnission directed in 
1993) to one of three locations, an Army depot, an Air Force ALC and a Marine Corps 
logistics center. The joint group also asked the Army to look at enclaving the missile 
maintenance work adjacent to the missile storage facility. Later, the joint group agreed 
with the Army's counter proposal which would retain missile storage and disassembly at 
Letterkenny, and transfer tactical missile guidance and control work to the Tobyhanna 
facility which is located about 175 miles t o the north.. In your  vie^ does the Army's 
counter proposal make good operational and economic sense? 

In your view,do you believe the Air Force proposal to eliminate excess capacity by building 
demolition or mothballing is an appropriate and sound business practice? It seems that, if the 
other services followed the same practice, there would never be any base closures. 

Has your office looked into the legalities of using BRAC program dollars tl:, demolish 
infrastructure as a substitute for base closure, especially in those instances when demolition 
projects were planned and programmed prior to BRAC? 

I read recently, that the GAO has embarked on its own internal downsizing program. The 
Comptroller General has stated publically, and many on Capital Hill believe, your downsizing 
approach, should serve as as model program for other government agencies to fol!ow. I also 
know that your staff recently vacated the fifth.floor of your seven story building. Did GAO 
consider mothballing the fifth floor by turning off m o ~ i  of the lights, locking the doors, posting a 
"do not disturb sign"" and blacking out the number "5" on your elevator selection panels? Or 









Why use BRAC process 

General Blume: 

' The Air Force's ation to downsize Air Logistics Centers 
is a continuation ng actions which have been occurring 

t w a s t  de he downsizing of ALCs woulcl not breach the 
C threshold ere to be evenly phased over the next 

several years. Why did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC 
process and subject itself to the scrutiny of the Commission, if it 
could independently accomplish the same result? 

Have you determined that the law allows BRAC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot sphce? 

1 



Blume: 

he Air Force's BRAC recommendation to 
downsize all ALCs in place requires reengineering of workload to 
achieve a 15% productivity savings. - w e n  

? 9 9 ~ ~ f  __. the 
-? 



~ l i & . . p h ~ 8  JCSG proposals 

Based on the extensive study, the joint Cross Service Group 
indicated that 5 to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table 
lists the depots -pqtmd-for  c1,osure. Please explain the basis for - 
these-. / C i'*ed7> 

?&*J&& @Qf&',+> . ,* 4 4  f *  &&tJ4dctla-cl 

What was the basis for t h e p m p w a h  to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan versus Hill, Tinker o r  Warner Robins? 

Did ally of y u r  analysis point to the need to close Hill, Tinker or  
Warner Robins? 

In Your view, what wert the short falls of the process that permitted 



General Lead-in question 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group 
study of depot maintenance. 

We understand)capacity was one of the most significiant fea 
your study. 

e/' ?" Ga3 
Pleas des rent excess capacity as 
identified by the Joint Cross Sewice Group. 
what is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

1 

hat would be the impact on excess capacity of the Air Forces 
BRAC recommendation, if the 15 % reengineering could not be 

\\ What would have been the impact on excess capacity&b&int . I .  

Describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores 
impact the positioning of workload by commodity? 



depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As 
we know, the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective 
to eliminate two "depot equivalents" through downsizing rather 
that two bases. The Commission staff will be investigating the Air 
Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they 
be an&why? 

Why not McClellan 

General Blume: 

Two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Forct: depot this 
year, it should be McClellan. Not only can closure be 
accommodated within the DoD cost and payback guidelines, but it 
was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than 
it was in 1993? 



personnel 
overhead 
moving 
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one time costs xi. 
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Examples of COB data from each Militay Department 4 
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Kelly Portsmouth Red River Letterkenny 



othballin~ and demolition 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate % hours of excess 
capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate overhead structures 
and therefore overhead costs of the depots. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and 
locking others when the kids go off to college, rather than moving 
into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot 
space? 
What are the savings? 
How do savings accrue from mothballing depot space? 

General Shane: 
Did the Army consider downsizing depots rather than depot 
closures? 
If not why not? 
In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for 
sizing the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 

Navy: 
Did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? 
If not why not? 
In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 



General Blume: 

The Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing 
proportional size of overhead will result in increased depot labor 
hour costs; for example the labor hour rate will increase $6 per 
hour at  the Tinker depot. In addition to theBRAC proposals to 
downsizing in place, mothballing and demolition of depot space; will 
the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot overhead to make the 
depot system more efficient. 

Wouldn't the American citizen be better served with the elimination 
of at least proportional overhead and administrative costs when 
eliminating industrial capability? In other words, cutting the fat 
and muscle proportionately. 

Navy: 
The Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 
How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the 
proportion of overhead vs. operating costs? 



Impact of Military value 

General Blume: 
Military value is the most important criteria to be considered when 
sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The 
Air Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This 
chart shows the tiering of depot installations and depots. Please 
explain how these tiers were derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces 
Bases to tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the 
closure of Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values 
a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure 
candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the 
Air Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 
depot (lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 depots 
(highest ranking) and would eliminate significantly more positions 
from the tier 1 bases that from tier 3 bases. Why? 

This chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The Depots are stacked 
according to installation military value or "tier" . The chart 
demonstrates that the Air Force's depot workload could be 
performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 



Wouldn't military value be optimized by consolidating workload at 
the tier 1 depots? 



eneral Lead-in auestion 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group 
study of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of 
your study. 

Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity as 
identified by the Joint Cross Service Group. 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

hat is the impact of the DoD BRAC recommendations on excess 

<> What would be the impact on excess capacity of the Air Forces 
BRAC recommendation, if the 15 % reengineering could not be 
accomplished? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint 
Cross Service alternatives had been accepted? 

Please describe the concept of maximum potential capacity. 

Mr. Klugh: 

Describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores 
impact the positioning of workload by commodity? 



Explain 8 JCSG proposals&, 

Mr. KliY4' 

Based on the the joint Cross Service Group 
indicated depots could be closed. This table 

for closure. Please explain the basis for 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at Kelly and 
McClellan versus Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, 
Hill, Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

In your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted 
the Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and 
options? 

If you were responsible for submitting a recommendation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of 
Navy and Air Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot 
infrastructure, would your recommendation be to clsse or 
downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 

Did your analysis use data collected by each Service, or did you use 
separate sources of data that did not result from youi* data calls? 



What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would 
move upon the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move under 
a downsizing versus closure? 

Why use BRAC process 

The Air to downsize Air Logistics Centers 
which have been occurring 

The Air Force has onsolidated workload to the "maruimum extent 
possible", what ad ,- itional workload consolidation is done by the b 
BRAC process? e h a r t  - R&A history of depot closures) ') 

-- ---- -- 

The downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds if 
actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Why 
did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC process and subject itself 
to the scrutiny of the Commission, if it could independently 
accomplish the same result? 

Have you determined that the law allows BRAC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation to downsize all ALCs in 
place requires reengineering of workload to achieve ;a 15% 
productivity savings. 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surve nf?rfh-his 1 Soh pxdu&yJty savings are 
achievable? @TEEL hy was I told by Tinlrer and Robins 

was not 



If had to close 2 

General Blume: 

When the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and realignment Commission, she showed a chart 
which compared the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of 
closing two depots. Which two depots were represented on that 
chart? 

The Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1..5 -2 depots. As 
we know, the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective 
to eliminate two "depot equivalentsn through downsizing rather 
that two bases. The Commission staff will be investigating the Air 
Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they 
be and why? 

hv not McClellan 

General Blume: 

Two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this 
year, it should be McClellan. Not only can closure be 
accommodated within the DoD cost and payback guidelines, but it 
was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 



If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than 
it was in 1993? 



Mothballinp and demolition 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate X hours of excess 
capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate overhead structures 
and therefore overhead costs of the depots. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and 
locking others when the kids go off to college, rather than moving 
into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot 
space? What are the savings? How do savings accrue from 
mothballing depot space? 

General Shane: 

Did the Army consider downsizing depots rather than depot 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 

Navy: 

Did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 



In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 

verhead cosb 
@%& c\rwd] 
General Blume: 

The Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing 
proportional size of overhead will result in increased depot labor 
hour costs; for example the labor hour rate will increase $6 per 
hour at  the Tinker depot. In addition to the BRAC proposals to 
downsizing in place, mothballing and demolition of depot space; will 
the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot overhead to make the 
depot system more efficient? 

Wouldn't the American citizen be better served with the elimination 
of at least proportional overhead and administrative costs when 
eliminating industrial capability? In other words, cutting the fat 
and muscle proportionately. 

Navy: 

The Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 
How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the 
proportion of overhead vs. operating costs? 



General Blume: 

Military value is the most important criteria to be considered when 
sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The 
Air Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This 
chart shows the tiering of depot installations and depots. Please 
explain how these tiers were derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces 
Bases to tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the 
closure of Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values 
a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as closure 
candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the 
Air Fo ce's final base closure recommendations? 5 IR* @h3 
The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 
depot (lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 depots 
(highest ranking) and would eliminate significantly more positions 
from the tier 1 bases that from tier 3 bases. Why? 



This chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The Depots are stacked 
according to installation military value or "tier" . The chart 
demonstrates that the Air Force's depot workload caluld be 
performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Wouldn't military value be optimized by consolidating workload at  
the tier 1 depots? 



ost to Close 

General Blume: 

Two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this 
year, it should be McClellan. Not only can closure be 
accommodated within the DoD cost and payback guidelines, but it 
was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than 
it was in 1993? 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. 
(show chart) We note that the costs to close Kelly and McClellan 
were significantly less than the closure costs for the three other 
installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for studying 
Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates? 

General Blume: 
(chart) 
Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that Air Force 
generated show significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly 
smaller savings that the COBRAS generated by the other Services. 



One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Perwsonnel moving 
cost of $300 million is driven by movement of 26,000 employees. We 
understand that there are standard factors which arc: applied 
against positions slated for movement. However, each Service made 
different assumptions on the number of positions to be transferred 
versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
26,000 personnel under the dual closure option. I t  appears that The 
Air Force assumed that there would be no synergies :and efficiencies 
from consolidating work to fewer sites. Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel 
under the closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the downsize 
option? 

The Air Force's dual depot closure COBRAS smoothlly phases the 
workforce to be transfered between 1996 and 2001. Why were the 
positions to be eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at 
once in that year? 

Navy: 

Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results 
in relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force 
closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has 
had with closing maintenance activities? Please explain the 
assumptions that drive the number of billets eliminated versus 
moved. 

General Shane: 



Please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers of 
positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

General Blume: 

The Air Force COBRAS for dual closure reflect $55 million to 
construct administrative space and $89 million for purchase of new 
equipment. Why would it be necessary to expend BR4C funds for 
new equipment and administrative space? 



Real Property Maintenance Costs 

General Blume: 

Annual maintenance costs vary considerably among the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million at Kelly to a low of 
$4 million at Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options 
to downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance 
savings from the closure of an installation will become a cost at a 
gaining installation? 

Inter vs. intra Servicing 

General Blume: 

Why did the Air Force choose not to use the workload migration 
options of the Joint Cross Service Group? The Cross Service Group 
looked at interserice workload migrations, however, when 
considering closures the Air Force assumed that all workload would 
stay in-house. 

Missiles 

Mr. Klugh: 

Why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of 
tactical missile maintenance and then later "approve ',' the Army 
plan to consolidate at Tobyhanna? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmith NSlI is its east coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the 
benefit of east coast/ west coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities / capacity into account? 



eneral Lead-in question 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Senrice Group 
study of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of 
your study. 

Please describe in percentage terms, current excess capacity 
What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on excess 
capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint 
Cross Service alternatives had been accepted? 

The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires 
reengineering of the core workload. What would Air Force's excess 
capacity be if the reengineering can not be accomplished? 

Mr. Klugh: 

Please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military 
construction expenditures? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned functional 
values? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores 
impact the positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 



Explain 8 JCSG proporrds 

Mr. Klugh: 
(R&A chart - chart # X) 
Based on extensive study, the joint Cross Service Group indicated 
that 5 to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the 
depots proposed for closure. Please explain the basis for these 
proposals. 

What was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at  Kelly and 
McClellan and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close Cherry Point, 
Hill, Tinker, Warner Robins or North Island? 

Mr. Klugh: 

In your view, what were the short falls of the process that permitted 
the Services to disregard the Joint Cross Service analysis and 
options? 

Mr. Klugh: 

If you were responsible for submitting a recommend:ition to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of 
Navy and Air Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot 
infrastructure, would your recommendation be to close or 
downsize? Would you recommend interservicing? 

Mr. Klugh: 

What does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to yoirr ability to 
interservice depot maintenance work in the future? 



Mr. Klugh: 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would 
move upon the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move under 
a downsizing versus closure? 



General Blume: 

The Air Force's recommendation to downsize Air Logistics Centers 
is a continuation of downsizing actions which have been occurring 
over the past decade. .dl 

a- , . I 
I i" r 

> A ?  p i ,  
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(Chart of Air Force quote- chart # X) 

The Air Force has consolidated workload to the "maximum extent 
possible", what additional workload consolidation is done by the 
BRAC process? 

General Blume: 

The downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC thresholds if 
actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. Why 
did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC process and subject itself 
to the scrutiny of the Commission, if it could independently 
accomplish the same result? 

\&' 
(Chart - R&A history of depot closures) 

General Blume: 

Never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of a depot. Why was it not recommended to 
earlier Commissions? 

Have you determined that the law allows BRAC funds to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 



Blume: 

Have you furnished all data used in your analysis to the 
Commission? 

Blume: 

Did you use AFMC 21 Study or any Air Force Technology Review 
Concept (TRC) studies data in your analysis? 



Reengineering 

Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation to downsize! all ALCs in 
place requires reengineering of workload to achieve s 15% 
productivity savings. 

Was this based on certified data from the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is 
achievable? 

If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask: 

General Blume: 

Why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 15 % productivity 
improvement is not achievable? 



If had to close 2 (?) 
(chart from SecAF hearing -Chart # X) 

General Blume: 

When the Secretary of the Air Force testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and realignment Commission, she showed a chart 
which compared the cost of downsizing two depots to the cost of 
closing two depots. Which two depots were represented on that 
chart? 

The Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air Force 
depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1.5 -2 depots. As 
we know, the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective 
to eliminate two "depot equivalents" through downsizing rather 
that two bases. The Commission staff will be investigating the Air 
Force's cost to close calculations. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they 
be and why? 



Why not McClellan 

General Blume: 

Two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this 
year, it should be McClellan. Not only can closure be 
accommodated within the DoD cost and payback guidelines, but it 
was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1903, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than 
it was in 1993? 



mothball in^ and demolition 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 13.2 million hours 
of capacity, but will not eliminate or consolidate overhead structures 
and therefore overhead costs of the depots. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and 
locking others when the kids go off to college, rather than moving 
into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot 
space? What are the savings? How do savings accrue from 
mothballing depot space? 

General Shane: 

Did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 

Navy: 

Did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities rather than 
closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing 
the depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program 
requirements? 



Overhead costs & 
(R&A chart - chart #X) 

General Blume: 

The Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead of 
depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing 
proportional size of overhead will result in increased depot labor 
hour costs; for example the labor hour rate will increase $6 per 
hour at  the Tinker depot. In addition to the BRAC proposals to 
downsizing in place, mothballing and demolition of depot space; will 
the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot overhead to make the 
depot system more efficient? 

Wouldn't the American citizen be better served with the elimination 
of at  least proportional overhead and administrative costs when 
eliminating industrial capability? In other words, cutting the fat 
and muscle proportionately. 

Navy: 

The Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation depots. 
How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impatted the 
proportion of overhead vs. operating costs? 



Impact of Military value i '6, 
\- /' 

(Chart from AF BRAC justification -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

Military value is the most important criteria to be considered when 
sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. The 
Air Force has translated military value into a tiering system. This 
chart shows the tiering of depot installations awk&pats. Please 
explain how these tiers were derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces 
Bases to tier 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to tier 3? 

The BCEG minutes indicate that the Air Force was studying the 
closure of Kelly and McClellan for 11 months. Were military values 
a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan its closure 
candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly and McClellan impact the 
Air Force's final base closure recommendations? 

The Air Force's BRAC recommendation would result in a Tier 3 
depot (lowest ranking) receiving workload from tier 1 depots 
(highest ranking) and would eliminate significantly more positions 
from the tier 1 bases that from tier 3 bases. Why? 



(R&A chart -chart #X) 6) 
General Blume: 

This chart shows a stacked bar which reflects each of the Air Force 
depots' maximum potential capacity. The Depots are stacked 
according to installation military value or "tier" . Tlle chart 
demonstrates that the Air Force's depot workload could be 
performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

Wouldn't military value be optimized by consolidating workload at 
the tier 1 bases? 



ost to Close 

(chart from AF BRAC justification -chart #X) 

General Blume: 

The Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We 
note that the costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly 
less than the closure costs for the three other installations. Were the 
costs-to-close a significant basis for studying Kelly and McClellan as 
closure candidates? 



General Blume: 

(R&A chart -chart #X) 

Mrs. Widnall testified that a depot closure is prohibitively 
expensive. We note that the COBRA models that Air Force 
generated show significantly greater costs-to-close and significantly 
smaller savings that the COBRAs generated by the other Services. 

One of the biggest cost drivers are moving costs. Personnel moving 
cost of $300 million is driven by movement of 26,000 employees. We 
understand that there are standard factors which are applied 
against positions slated for movement. However, each Service made 
different assumptions on the number of positions to be transferred 
versus eliminated. Could you comment on the need to realign 
26,000 personnel under the dual closure option. It appears that the 
Air Force assumed that there would be no synergies and efficiencies 
from consolidating work to fewer sites. Please explain. 

Does it seem logical to transfer 90% of the Air Force personnel 
under the closure scenario vs. retrain 85% under the ldownsize 
option? 

The Air Force's dual depot closure COBRAs smoothly phases the 
workforce to be transferred between 1996 and 2001. Why were the 
positions to be eliminated carried until 2001 and eliminated all at 
once in that year? 

Navy: 



Navy COBRA data indicates that the closure of Long Beach results 
in relatively far fewer realignments of personnel than do Air Force 
closure options. 

Were your assumptions based on the experience that the Navy has 
had with closing maintenance activities? Please explain the 
assumptions that drive the number of billets eliminated versus 
moved. 

General Shane: 

Please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the numbers of 
positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

General Blume: 

The Air Force COBRAS for dual closure reflect $55 million to 
construct administrative space and $89 million for purchase of new 
equipment. Why would it be necessary to expend BRAC funds for 
new equipment and administrative space? 



Real Property Maintenance Costs 

General Blume: 

Annual maintenance costs vary considerably among the depot 
installations ranging from a high of $17 million at Kelly to a low of 
$4 million at Tinker. 

How were real property maintenance costs factored into the options 
to downsize vs. close? 

Why does the Air Force assume that all real property maintenance 
savings from the closure of an installation will become a cost at a 
gaining installation? 

Inter vs. intra Servicing 

General Blume: 

Why did the Air Force choose not to use the workload migration 
options of the Joint Cross Service Group? The Cross Service Group 
looked at interservice workload migrations, however, when 
considering closures the Air Force assumed that all workload would 
stay in-house. 

Missiles 

Mr. Klugh: 

Why did the JCSG initially recommend the decentralization of 
tactical missile maintenance and then later "approve " the Army 
plan to consolidate at Tobyhanna? 



Mr. Klugh: 

Part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmith NSX is its east coast 
location. In moving shipyard work, did the JCSG account for the 
benefit of east coast1 west coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities I capacity into account? 





ALC questions on Depots 

General, with regard to the Air Force's depot downsize proposal, our quick review of statistical 
back-up documentation reveals several conflicting pieces of information. We are having 
difficulty determining which of the several back-up source documents are correct. The 
Secretary's recommendation shows receiving, but not losing locations. Correspondance to 
Commission staff from Air Force headquarters provides a list of workload transfers into and out 
of each ALC. Still another piece of correspondence from AFMC headquarters to the effected 
ALC's provides another set of workload transfer options. In order for us to make an accurate 
assessment of your proposal we need to know exactly what the Air Force i,; planning. To 
illustrate our fi-ustrations, I want to ask several questions about workload and personnel shifts 
into and out of TINKER AFB. 

workload in 
First, lets look at the sites that will be receiving new workload as a I-esult of your 
downsize-in-place recommendation. The Secretary's list indicates that Tinker AFB will 
be receiving work in the machine manufacturing, airborne  electronic:^, airborne 
electronics software, and plating areas. A memo from Air Force headquarters answering 
questions posed by Commission staff, indicates that Tinker will be receiving work in the 
only the machine manufacturing and plating areas. Yet another piece of correspondence 
from AFMC headquarters to the affected ALC,s dated March 9,1995 indicates that Tinker 
will be receiving work in only the machine manufacturing area. General, could you 
please tell us which piece of documentation is correct? 

workload out 
Now lets look at the workload that is forecast to leave Tinker under the downsize 
proposal. First, the Secretary's report makes no mention workloads that will transferred 
from Tinker. Information provided to the staff, in response to their remquest, reflects that 
Tinker will be losing 280,000 hours of instrument work. Why does your proposal take 
work from tier I and tier 11 base and assign it to a tier I11 base? A review of 
documentation supporting a recently completed TRC consolidation study indicates that in 
terms of one-time implementation costs and overall return on investment transferring 
instrument work to McClellan Air Force Base was one of least cost effective choices.. 
Why didn't the Air Force select a more cost effective option? Did the Air Force 
intentionally look at ways to backload work into McClellan? 

Personnel slots eliminated 

The Secretary's report clearly shows that Tinker will losing 1180 direct jobs. Back-up to 
the COBRA indicates that Tinker will be losing 999 personnel slots. ' f i e  memorandum 
to the ALC's from AFMC headquarters dated March 9, 1995 advises ?.hat Tinker will be 
losing 693 personnel slots as a result of the downsize initiative. Tinker officials think 
they should be losing no more than 65 1 slots based on the workload that they would be 
transferring other locations. General, could you please advise us what the correct 



numbers should be and also what effect the smaller number of per:;onnel eliminations 
would have on the costs and benefits of your downsize-in-place proposal? 

Square foota~e of buildings to be mothballed or demolished 

Again, we are having extreme difficulty trying to get the numbers 10 track. The COBRA 
analysis on which your downsize proposal is based, shows that Tinker will mothball 
702,,000 square of space and that 304,000 square feet of infrastruclure will be 
demolished. Our visit to the installation indicates that the installation has identified space 
totaling 41 1,000 square for mothballing and 499,000 square feet for building demolition. 
Of this amount more than 400,000 square was planned and progranlmed for demolition 
prior to BRAC. General, could please explain what accounts for these differences? Why 
are you claiming BRAC savings for demolition projects that were ~reviously planned? 
Do similar situations at the other ALC's? How does the mothballing and demolition of 
buildings save money over the long run? Don't you continue to incur unneeeded 
overhead costs to maintain mothballed workspace, especially in areas where only portions 
of buildings or sections of bays are closed off? 
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I -- UNCLASSIFIED I 

INDUSTRIAWI'ECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

TIERING OF BASES 
As an intermediate step in the Air Force Process, the BCEG members established the fi)llowing tic1 ,,lg of bases based O I I  the ~ulative nierit of 
bases within the subcategory as measured using the eight selection criteria. 'Tier I represents thc highest relative merit, 

Hill AFB 
Tinker AFB 

TIER II 
Robins MI3 

TIER 111 
Kelly AFB 

McClellan AFB 
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

OVERALL 
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Start year 

final year 

ROI year 

NPV 

Steady state savings 
costs: 

one time costs 

one time savings 

positions: 

population 
eliminated 
realigned 

Examples of COBRA data from each Military Department 

Air Force Navy Army 
Kelly 

Army 
Long Beach Red River Letterkenny 

















Start year 

final year 

ROI year 

NPV 

Steady state savings 
costs: 
construction 
personnel 
overhead 
moving 

one time costs 

one time savings 

positions: 
eliminated 
realigned 

Examples of COBRA data from each Militay Department 

Air Force Navy Army Army 
Kelly Portsmouth Red River Letterkenny 



Date: 27 MAR 95 

To: CAPTAIN Bob Moeller and Associates 

From: Larry Jackson 

Subject: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION--NADEPS 

The following questions request information on the closure of Naval Aviation Depot:; (NADEPs). Where 
practical, please base your responses on historical data (e.g. on closure experience to date). Please note 
sources for the answers. Where answers are based on a single NADEP, please note which one. 

1. What are the savings for closing a NADEP vice down-sizing it? 

2. What percentage of transferring workload has required training at the receiving facility? 

3.  What percentage of personnel have transferred to receiving facilities? 

4. How do COBRA standard factors compare with actual experience? 

5. How much time is projected for the closure of the largest (in terms of personnel) NADEP? 

6.  What significant, if any, environmental issues have resulted at receiving NADEPs? 

7. Please describe the Navy's methodology for developing COBRA costs for closin;; a NADEP, 
specifically addressing at least the following: 

workload transfer 

personnel re-training 

personnel transfers 

personnel eliminations 

timing of personnel reductions with workload transfer 

determination of personnel to be realigned vice eliminated 

Members of the Base Closure Commission Joint-Service and Navy Teams would like 70 meet to discuss the 
above issues, particularly Navy methodology for running and developing data for COE3RAs on NADEPs in 
both the 1993 and 1995 rounds of Base Closure. Based on the Commission travel schedule, the afternoon 
of Friday, 07 April appears to be a good date to aim for. 
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Start year 

final year 

ROI year 

NPV 

Steady state savings 
costs: 
construction 
personnel 
overhead 
moving 

one time costs 

one time savings 

positions: 
eliminated 
realigned 

Examples of COBRA data from each Militmy Department 

Air Force Navy Army Army 
Kelly Portsmouth Red River Letterkenny 



COMPARISON OF COBRA ASSUMPTIOIV S 

Navy Air Force 

Time to Close 2-3 years 6 years 

positions eliminated average has been 20-30% none 
before workload move gainer estimated 

requirement 

timing of position 
elimination 

phased over closure period all in 200 1 

civilian personnel leave cost none recognized as BRAC all recognized 
gov't obligated to pay as BRAC cost 
regardless 

personnel shop none recognized as BRAC $4,000 per new 
to hire at receiving base personnel and recruitment offices employee 
offices 

already in place at receiving location 
location 

Production transition costs COBRA calculated COBRA calculated plus 
none recognized cost to run parallel lines 
(increase production and interim contract support 
prior to move) 

amount of equipment moved based on estimate of receiver all moved 

equipment transportation costs based on tonnage estimated as 4% of 
equipment acquisition cost 

equipment excess cost not recognized as BRAC cost recognize full excess costs 
cost 

assume proceeds equal costs as BRAC costs 

supply transportation costs based on tonnage estimated as 1% of invent09 value 

procurement of new equipment not BRAC cost 

Adrn inistrative 
MilCon 

MilCon 
cost avoidance 

rehab admin 
space 

five percent of equipment 
at loosing base 
is repurchased 

new and rehab 
administrative space 

:savings from all projects none recognized 
]programmed at losing base 

Base Conversion Agency Costs COBRA calculation 

3-4 years 

na 

phased according to 
scenerio 

none recognized as BRAC 
gov't obligated to pay 
regardless 

none recognized as BRAC 
personnel and recruitment 

already in place at receiving 

COBRA calculated 

not recognized as BRAC 

none 

savings from all projects 
budgeted for losing base 

COBRA calculation COBRA calculation 
plus $30 MI 2 base closures 



Changes of assumptions behind Air Force Closure COBRAS 

30 percent of workforce eliminated 

closure action occur,s in four years 

realignment and elimination of billets is phased 25 % each year 

$15 M civilian terminal leave costs eliminated 

$90 M of new procurement of equipment is eliminated 

$ 6  M of cost to send equipment to excess is eliminated 

$26 M interim contract cost during transition eliminated 

$55 M for Milcon of' administrative space is eliminated 

$30 M for Conversicln Agency is eliminated 



First Cut at revised Air Force Closure COBRAs 
Comparison of Air Force and Bevins COBRAs 

Air Force Bevins 

start year 1996 1996 

final year 2001 1999 

ROI year 2009 (10 years) 2000 (1 year) 

NPV 624 million 4,634 million 

1 - time costs 1,200 864 

construction 246 
personnel 62 
overhead 4 1 
other 274 

1 -time savings 11 11 

net costs 1,190 854 

steady state savings 162 405 

position eliminated 
civ 1,884 
mil 799 
Total 2,683 

positions realigned 
civ 19,296 
mil 4,684 
Total 25,980 



Topics for Discussion 

I Strategy for .ALC analysis 

I1 Excess Capacity 

-- JLSC charts of capacity 

-- capacity charts formulated by Tinker AFB 

I11 Summary of square footage for mothballing and demolition 

IV COBRA 

-- compariso~i of COBRA cost between Services 

-- summary olf varying Service COBRA assumptions 

-- revision of Air Force assumptions 

-- impact of new assumptions 

V Questions for the 17 April Hearing 



ALC Analysis Approach: 

Capacity analysis indicates 
need to close 2 Air Force Depots 

AF recommendation: 
closure of 2 depot "equivalents" 

- space - knocking down and 
mothballing buildings 
inappropriate method 
for reducing capacity 

- hours - 15 % "reengineering 
benefit factor" inappropriate 
and not achievable 

closure of "depot 
equivalents" not valid 

2e need 2 "real" closures 

select 2 to consider on following criteria: 
- level playing field cost 

to close COBRAS 
- military value tier 
- proposals of JCSG 
- 1 1 months of AF study 

analyze 2 "real" depot closures 

cost to close is not prohibitive 



Depot Analysis Approach: 

Capacity Analysis indicates need to close : 
2 AF depots, 
2 Army depots, 
1 Naval aviation depot, 
2 shipyard, 
1 Naval warfare center 

DoD recommendation closed: 
2 AF depot "equivallents", 
2 Army depots, 
1 shipyard, 
1 naval warfare center 

therefore to achieve :reasonable capacity reductions : 
must close 1 Naval aviation depot and 1 Shipyard 

DRAFT 



Excess Capacity Summary - Certified Data 

L 

Major Commodlty Group 
1 Aircrafl Airframes 
2 -~ircraft c&> - . - -- -- - 
3 Engines (Gas Turb) 
4 M~ssiles & Comp 
5 ~ r n p h b i & s  - - - - 
6 Gnd Cbt - - Vehicles - - .- 
7 - Comm & Electr - 

8 AutolConstr Equip - - - 
9-~actical Vehicles -- - -  
10 Gnd Gen Purp ltems -- - - 
11 Sea - Systems 
12 Software - - -- . - - 
13 Spec Interest Items - -- 
14 Other Commodity 
1 5-~ss& FabridMfg 
16 Fleot Support 

TOTAL 

- - - - - -- 1 I 

10 Gnd Gen Purp ltems 
- - - - - - - - I 321 161 

I 11 Sea Systems I -- 71 

(% of Capacity) 

. -- - 
12 software I - 13 - ~ n a c  hrterest Items 38 

Army 
50,000 - 

796,000 
273,055 -- - -- - - 

1,273,140 - 

3,005,131 

-- -- 
66,000 - - - - - 

399,000 ---  
526.604 

2.000 
-- 154.000 

127,000 
362,000 

8,273,930 

Major Commodity Group 
1 Aircraft Airframes -- - - - 
2 Aircraft Comp - - - - . - - - - - 
3 Engir~es (Gas Turb) - - -- - -- -- 
4 Missiles & Comp -- 
5 ~rnphibi%s - -- -- 
6 Gnd Cbt Vehicles -- - - -- 
7 Comm & Electr - - 
8 AutolConstr Equip - -- 
9 Tactical Vehicles 

- -- -- -- - - - - - -. 
16- Fleet Support 

TOTAL I 47 1 33 1 161 

Cert Exc Cap Sum D950406B.XLS 

Air Force 
2,902,752 -- - 
4,028,271 
2,641,147 - -- 

516,540 

i.24<00%---=~92 

85,102 

.--. 482,854 
287,904 
745,496 
635,550 

13,182,508 

Army 
3 

37 
40 - 
67 

52 
47 
80 

100 

Marlnes 

. 

. -- 
14,400 
-. - 

67,800 
23,600 -;<= 
66,400 -- -- 
84.500 - -- 
47,600 

400 

5,600 

355,300 

Air Force 
25 
39 
34 - 
36 

-- 

45 

Navy 
2,258,080 - 

447,213 
161,660 - -  
22,193 

- ~ ~ ~ < ~ ?  

-- 
12,188,356 

149.001 - 
196,878 
174,434 

1,876,059 
18,288,401 

Marlnes 

- 

100 
20 
14 
12 -- 
20 
17 

TOTAL 
5,210,832 - - -- - 

-- 5,271,484 - 
3,075,862 --- - 
1,826,273 

67,800 -- 
3,028,731 

--2955,43 g 
132,406 
483,500 - - 

659,306 - 
12,188,756 
- 484,854 -- 

590,905 - 
1,074,974 
1,171,984 --- 

1,876,059 
40,100,139 

Navy 
48 
23 
18 -- 
37 - 

5 1 .- 

TOTAL 
29 
37 

- -  33 
53 
20 
51 - - 
45 
32 - 
41- 



Excess Capacity Summary - DM-1 (Minimize Sites/Maximize Military Value) 

rnl ui 
Major Commodity Group 

1 Aircraft Airframes 
. - ---- 
2 Aircraft Comp - -  
3 Engines - -- (Gas Turb) 
4 Missiles B Comp - 
5-~mphiblans -- - -- - 
6 Gnd Cbt Vehicles 

- 
7 Comm B ~ l e c t r  
8- ~u to /~ons t r  ~ q u l p  
9 ~acGcal Vehicles -- - 
10-Gnd Gen Purp items - - 
i i - s e a  Systems 
12 ~ o f t w a 6 ~  
13 Spec - Interest Items --- 
14 - Other --- Commodity 

P 

15 -- - Assoc - -- ~ a b i l c l ~ f g  
16 Fleet Support 

TOTAL 

DM-1 Exc Cap Sum D950406B.XL.S 

(% of Capacity) 

Army 

--- 50,000 
-- 1,015,000 - 

479,055 
93,000 

__ - _ _  _ 
226,729 
934.500 

- - - - 
- 628,148 

- -- 
2,000 

21,000 
127,000 
362,000 

3,938,432 

Major Commodlty Group 
1 Aircraft Airframes - - 
2 Aircraft Comp 
3 ~nglc~es (Gas ~ u r b )  -- - - - 
4 Miss~les B Comp - -- 
5 ~mphibians 
6 Gnd ~bt%ehicles -- - - - - -- 
7 Comm & Electr 
8 AutoIConstr Equip - -  . - -- 
9 Tactical Vehicles -- 
10 Gnd Gen h r p  Items 
11 !~.*a Systems -- 
12  oftw ware - 
13 Spec Intolest - - lterns - - - 

14 -Other Conimodity 
15 Assoc ~ a b r ~ c i ~ f ~  

- -- 
16 Fleet Support 

TOTAL 

,".. u, 

Air Force 
2,375,628 
3,996,386 

150,532 -- 
280,950 

563.083 

100,642 

51 1,547 
32,949 - 

745,496 
275,232 

9,032,445 

Army 

-. 3 
49 -- 
70 - 

-- 16 

8 
33 

- 
100 

20 -- - 
- - 6 

1 00 

J I - 

30 

Marlnes 

~ 

67,800 --- - - 
63,700 - -- - 
288,GM - --. -- 
49,400 -- 
84,500 
15,500 

5,600 

575,100 

Air Force 
22 
38 
3 

2 1 

30 

36 

-- - 
- -- - .- 13 

100 
87 
22 

25 

Navy 
.- 621,831 

220,883 - 

36,672 

-- 

54Q,,5! 

4,928,782 

51,103 
56,992 
36,999 -- 

202.388 
6,696,169 

Marines 

- 

20 
33 
77 

15 . 
43 -- -- 

3 

- 

86 

--- 

23 

TOTAL 
3,047,459 

-- 5,232,269 - 
666,259 
373,950 
67,800 

290329 
--2,526,?~? 
-- 49,400 - -- 

84,500 -- 
744,290 

4,928,782 
513,547 - 

105,052 - -- 
935,088 -- 

674,231 
202,388 

20,242,146 
L 

Navy 
20 

. --- 
4 

-- 70 
- 

- -- 

14 ~- 
-- 

-- 8 
9 - 

2 _ 
8 

14 

TOTAL 
19 

1 2 - -  -- 36 
10 
19 
20 
9 

- - -- 40 

- -- 15 - 
-- ? 1 

53 -- 

14 
13 
10 
59 -- -- 

_ -. _ 18 
8 

20 





Excess Capacity Summary - Service Proposals 

(DLH) 
Major Commodity Group 

1 1 Aircraft Airframes 

5 Amphibians 
6 Gnd Cbt Vehicles 
. - .. 

7 Comm & Electr -- .. 

8 AutoIConstr Equip 
9 Tactical Vehicles 

I 12 Software 
-- - - - -- 
13 Spec Interest Rems 
- - - - - -- - - 
14 Other Commoditv 

I TOTAL 

1 Aircraft Airframes -- 
2 Aircraft Comp 
3 -~ng in i i s (~ i iSTurb )  
4 Missiles & C o m ~  
5 Amphibians 
6 Gnd Cbt Vehlcles 

I 
-. 

8 AutoIConstr - .- Equip 
9 Tactical Vehicles 

I 10 Gnd Gen Purp Items 
. - .- - - - - 

11 Sea Systems 
. - - -. .- - 
12 Software 

TOTAL 

Army Air Force Marines Navy TOTAL 

- 50,000 1,283,385 1,941,703 -- 3,275,088 
721.000 2.149.232 447,233 3.31 7.465 

Svc Prop Exc Cap Sum D950406B.XLS 
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COMPARISON OF 
ALC INFRASTRUCTURE USED, 
AVAILABLE FOR EXPANSION, 

TO BE MOTHBALLED OR DEMOLISHED 
(square feet in millions) 

* 500,000 SQUARE FEET PROGRAMMED FOR DEMOLITION PRIOR TO BRAC 95 
** 1,000,000 SQUARE FEET PROGRAMMED FOR DEMOLITION PRIOR TO BRAC 95 

ALC 

TINKER 

ROBINS 

HILL 

KELLY 

McCLELLAN 

TOTAL 

BLDGS 
USED 

5.1 

4.0 

5.0 

4.8 

3.4 

22.3 

AVAIL 
ADEQATE 

1.2 

.7 

.8 

.5 

.2 

3.4 

FOR 
SUB- 

STAND 

.7* 

.1 

.5 

1 .O* 

1 .O 

3.3 

EXPANSION 
TOTAL 

1.9 

.8 

1.3 

1.5 

1.2 

6.7 

- 
DEMO 

.3 

.1 

.2 

. 2  

..- '7 

1 .O 

DOWNSIZE 
M3TH- 
BALL 

.7 

.6 

1 .O 

1 .O 

.6 

3.9 

TOTAL 

1 .O 

.7 

1.2 

1.2 

.8 

4.9 









Depot Maintenance Hours at Tinker AFB 
Available vs. Current Workload (Million Hours) 

Available r 

Tinker Hill Kelly McClellan Warner Robins 
DBCRC 





Air Force Certified Maximum Potential Capacity (Single Shift) 
Reported to Joint Cross Service Group (Million Hrs) 

Tier Rating 57.3 

FY 99 Projected 
Workoad = 29.3 

DBCRC 



Depot Downsizing of Air Force ALCs 

1200 

1000 

800 -- 

Hill 

I 

- 

-- 

Tinker 

I 

lI Positions Positions 
Eliminated Realigned 

I 600 - 1  

400 1 

Warner Robins 

I I 

200 

Kelly 

111 
DBCRC 

T 

0 L 
Tier 
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TO: X-SERVICE TEAM 
FR: JOE 
RE:PROPOSED AGENDA FOR X-SERVICE TEAM MEETING 

on FRJDAY, 24 MARCH 95 
TIME: TBA 

1) From Team Leaders' Meeting of Thursday, 23 March: 
The Commissioner Installation Visit NoteBooks should now also contain relevant local news 
articles in the "additional informahon" section. 
The 17 April hearing schedule times have been finalized (attached). Lc:s signed off on these 
letters for the team in Jim's and Ann's absences. The letters originated in David's office. 
PLEASE NOTE: In the letters, David designated Ed Brown as coordin;xtor for the GAO part 
of the hearings, and Ben for the rest. (Does anyone know why? I presume, however, that we 
will be the ones doing the coordinating in the end.) 

There was not a Team Leaders' meeting held on Wednesday, 22 March. 

2) 17 April Hearings: 
The team has an extremely tight travel schedule the weeks of 3 April and 10 April. Everyone 
is due to be in the office Friday, 13 April, with the hearings being on the following Monday, 
17 April. 

THEREFORE, I would suggest we have as much of our preparation completed by Friday, 3 1 
March, as we possibly can--obviously, we are going to have questions based upon what we are 
going to visit. WEEKEND WORK Sat-Sun, 15- 16 April??? Next week Mon-Thurs is wide 
open for our team. We are all scheduled to be here in the office on those days. I believe it would 
be an ideal time to get questions completed. 

3) TRAVEL TRAVEL TRAVEL! 
We all need to go over, together, the travel schedule day by day. Nurnc:rous concerns and 
questions remain. - . ----  - -I.-- ---. --. 1 " ---. -̂-. .r..^ ..-,* ._ _" .-.-. -- ..̂ ._ _. . .~ ~_ . -  i - - l... ...--...l_-_ .._____-II--.- _ ..--- "..~__.____ _.,. _, I 

4) Les, Brian and I (along w/Alex and David Epstein) attended the LakeHilrst mtg Thursday. 
They gave a good, if not impassioned, presentation according to their point of view. Military 
value, however, did not come through in their presentation, even when directly asked about it by 
Les. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT C:OMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 23, 1995 . 

Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E944 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is contiruuing its review of the 
Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States. As part of this review, the Commission would like to invite the head of each of the Joint 
Cross Service Groups to testify with a witness fiom each of the military departments at a hearing 
on April 17, 1995, in Room SH-2 16 of the Hart Senate Office Building. 

The Commission will receive testimony from the General Accounting Office fiom 8 a.m. 
to 10 a.m. at this hearing. Following the GAO testimony, the Commissio~~ would Iike to ask 
questions of the head of each Joint Cross Service Group in the following order: 

Depot Maintenance 10 a.m.-noon 
Undergraduate Pilot Training 1 p.m.-2 p.m. 
Medical 2 p.m.-3 p.m. 

__I__ --- . --  . _ Labs, Test and Evaluation 3 p.m.-4 p.m. -- s"- 

Each panel will include the Joint Cross Service Group witness along with a witness fiom 
each military department who should be prepared to address how their military department dealt 
with the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives in that area. 

In order to have the maximum amount of time for questions, the Commission will dispense 
with opening statements by the witnesses and proceed directly to questions in each panel. If any 
of the witnesses wish to submit prepared testimony to the Commission, 150 copies of the 
testimony should be provided to the Commission no later than April 13. If your staffhas any 
questions, they should contact Mr. Ben Borden of the Commission st&. 



Than* you for your continuing assistance to the work of the Defenrr Bau Clolun a d  
Realignment Commission. 



* DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 23, 1995 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is continuing its review of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States. As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 requires the 
Comptroller General of the United States to transmit to the Congress and the Commission "a 
detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection process" no later than April 
IS. 

I would like to invite you, or your designated representative, to present the results of your 
analysis to the Commission at a hearing on Monday, April 17. As part of your testimony, the 
Commission is particularly interested in hearing the General Accounting Clffifice's views on the 
costs and savings projected by the Secretary of Defense in his base closur~: and realignment 
recommendations. 

The hearing will be held in Room SH-2 16 of the Hart Senate Offic e Building beginning at 
8 am. Since the Commission will also be receiving testimony fiom Department of Def- 
witnesses during the hearing, we anticipate GAO's testimony will last approximately two hours. 
In order to allow time for Commissioners to ask questions, the GAO witness should limit any 
opening remarks to 10 minutes. 

Please provide 150 copies of GAO's prepared remarks to the Commission by Thursday, 
April 13. If your staff  has any questions, they should contact Mr. Ed Brown of the Commission 
staff. 



Thank you for your continuing assistance to the Commission. I look forward to GAO's 
testimony on April 1 7. 


