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PURPOSE t Demonstrate that 



* What is the REAL military value 
of a distribution system? 

To Provide: 
1) What the customer wants 
2) Where they want it 
3) When they want it 
4) At the lowest possible cost 

All of these factors are measured 
All impact operational readiness of DoD's total force 
None were used in DLA's evaluation of military value 
This is a deviation from Criteria 1 



Operational efficiencies given 
least consideration -when, in 
fact, it is the most important 

Example: DLA pcrys for its operation by 
charging the Services for each transaction 

(currently $27.60) - AImost $1 Billion Annually 



w 3 

O&M=Operations and Maintenance Budget 

X=Operations Tempo (exercise of military muscle) 

Y=Supplies 

Z=Maintenance of military equipment 

X+Y+Z=O&M=MiIitary Readiness 

Using proven cost effective depots drives 
Y down and provides more 

$ for OPS tempo and maintenance. 



Distribution System Costs 

- 
Transportation 

General & Administrative 
BOS (Base Operation Support) 

Distribution Depot 
Cost of Operations 

- 
Transportation 

DLA did not consider most significant costs in their analysis: 
COST OF DEPOT OPERATIONS 
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Including G & A BOS Costs that 
support reimbursable missions 
inflates DDOU's BRAC BOS Costs. 

BOS: Base Operation 
Support 

G&A: General and 
Administrative 



DM'S own study (KPMG) 
defines DDOU as the most 

cost efficient depot of 
California, Pennsylvania 

and Utah depots. 



Workload Mix From Peat Marwick Study 

BIN BULK HAZARDOUS TOTAL COST TOTAL COST COST PER UNIT 

Tracy/ 
Sharpe 

68% 31% 1% $75 million 3,400 (K) $22 

Mechbrgl 71% 29% 
New Cumb. 

0% $90.4 million 3,930 (K) $23 

Ogden 
- -- 

$32.5 million 2,00O(K) 
Spread 
High/Iow 

From KPMG Peat Marwick "Findings, 

"Our analysis revealed that Bin, Bulk and Hazardous 
receipts and issues were comparable missions within 
the depots analyzed." 



Comparisons of depob can be made 
by looking at indicators which can be 

grouped into three categories: 
*Comparable general indicators including: 

-- Total direct costs per employee 
-- Total G&A as a percentage of direct 

* 
-- Total indirect as a percentage of direct 

@Comparable mission indicators including: 
-- Unit Cost by category (i.e. Bin, Bulk, Hazardous) 
-- Direct Cost per line 
-- Workload by category 

.Other comparable indicators includina: 
-- ~eadcount analysis 

PEAT MARWICK 
Management Consuiltants 



DLA inappropriately 

disregarded their (KPMG) 
commissioned analysis. 



' V  w 

Question: 

WHY WOULD DlA DISREGARD THEIR 
OWN COMMISSIONED ANALYSIS? 



Review of minutes 
of DLA BRAC Executive 

Group indicate: 

, 1) Eight stand alone depots considered at beginning of process. 
2) In April '94 the concept of operations preselected California 

and Pennsylvania depots to be combined and called Primary 
Distribution Sites (PDS)-No Analysis involved. 

3) In August '94 directed a change in concept of operatiens. 



MINUTES OF DLA1s BRAC 
EXECUTIVE GROUP * 

April 1994: 

'We need to insure the concept of operations is well crafted 
so it fully supports our BRAC '95 decisions." 

Decisions Reached: 

"Primary Distribution Sites (PDS's) at San Joaquin (Tracy and Sharpe 
facilities) and Susquehanna (Mechanicsburg and New Cumberland 
facilities) will not be reviewed in BRAC '95." 

August 1 994: 

"The Distribution Concept of Operations was changed to 
remove any appearance of pre-decision about the location 
of the primary distribution sites." 



Analysis of Alternatives 
Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) 

IN MII.LIONS 
Ogden 
Tracy 

Sharpe 

Richmond 

Memphis 34.0 

Mechanicsburg 37.6 
New Cumberland 32.0 

Columbus 

Red River 

Letterkenney 
Other Co-located 

DLA GOAL-CLOSE 64 MILLION ACF 



The BRAC law states that 
each installation will be 

treated equally. 

Contrary to '93, DLA arbitrarily combined 
two stand alone depots and evaluated 

them as one. They violated the law. 



DLA states that strategic location 
and capability to process wartime 

requirements were of great importance. 

However, no analysis was * accomplished in this area- -k 
especially performance during 

past contingencies. 













D M  criteria skews the outcome 
of the military value analysis 

-favors combined depots. 

Changes from '93 to '95 support pre-selected PDSs 
Points for CCP are inappropriate 

Throughput design capacity improperly used 



From '93 to ' 9 5  DLA 
changed emphasis 

FROM: 
Costs (Operational Efficiencies) 
Expansions Capability 
Excess Storage 

TO: 
Current Workload 
Storage Space 
Being a Containerization 
Consolidation Point (CPP) 



3 What is a CCP. 
All depots have the capability and 

many have served as a CCP. 
CCP points should be assigned 

equally to all depots - or assigned to none. 



Existing workload does not 
represent the throughput 

capacity/capability 
of a depot. 

Dm's use of existing workload 
skews the data and is totally 
misleading in evaluating a 

depot's military value. 



What would the 
outcome be: 

Evaluating each depot independently 
Giving No points for a CCP 
Using correct value for throughput 

3 capacity. 



STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 

MISSION MISSION OPS. 
DEPOT SCOPE SUIT. EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL 

Tracy 161 

Ogden 133 

Sharpe 161 

New Cumb. 139 

Memphis 1 26 

Mechanicsburg 139 

Richmond 141 

Columbus 132 



Given this evaluation, we believe 
the TRUE DLA excess in the west 

is at SHARPE. 
Sharpe, not Defense Depot 

Ogden, is the obvious 
closure candidate. 



We have demonstrated that the DLA process: 

1) Deviated from the closure criteria 
-- Not selecting best military value combination 
-- Not selecting the most cost effective combination 

2) Did not treat all installations equally 

3) Gives the appearance of pre-selection 



STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 

MISSION MISSION OPS. 
DEPOT SCOPE SUIT. EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL - 



OTHER FACTORS 
DEMONSTRATE 

IMPORTANT 



ON-TIME RECEIPTS 
Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 

- 

TRACY OGDEN COLUM MEMPH SHARP RICH MECH NEWCUM 

( '% On Time 4 99.9 99.5 9 9 . 1  98.8 98.5 98.4 97.0 95.11 
- I 



DENIALS 
Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 

V.VV 
TRACY OGDEN SHARP MECH CQLUM MEMPH RICH NEWCUM 



LOCATOR ACCURACY 
Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 

OGDEN MECH RICH SHARP TRACY CQLUM NEWCUM MEMPH 



ONMTIME MRO PROCESSING 
IPG I 

Composite of FY91, N 9 2 ,  & FY93 

Percent 

I 
JVmV 

OGDEN TRACY MEMPH RICH MECH COLUM SHARP'NEWCUM 

% O n T i m e m  99.5 99.3 99.1 98.2 98.1 96.2 96.1 57.31 I 



ON-TIME MRO PROCESSING 
IPG I1 

Composite of FY91, FY92, & IT93 

Percent 

UV.V  

OGDEN MEMPH TRACY COLUM MECH RICH SHARP NEWCUM 



INSTALLATION EXCELLENCE: 

Demonstration of outstanding performance 
Employee participation in cost reductions 
Continued low cost operation 

DLA Award for Installation Excellence 
Ogden won the award every year given ('87 - '93) 



DDOU HAS BEEN THE 
DLA LEADER IN COST 

Current Unit Cost 
DDOU -- $2 1.13 

Projected Unit Cost -- $1 8.56 

WHY? 
Lower labor cost 

4 Cheaper transportation 
Lower depot operating costs 
More productive work force 
Reimbursable workload 
Designed for fast moving stock 



Hill Air Force Base not 
considered by DLA: 

Provides aerial port when needed 
Used during every contingency 
-- Desert Shield/Storm: Special airlift missions 

plus 1 84 air shipments total 326,2 14 lbs. 
-- Cuba and Haiti: Special airlift missions 

total 927,286 Ibs. 

HAFB adds military value 
not considered by DLA 



Reimbursable Workload 

D e p l o y a b l e  M e d i c a l  F a c i l i e i e s  

One-of-a- kind activity 
Essential for contingencies or 
humanitarian relief 
Army wants to stay in Ogden 
Reduced cost of operations 
Costly to move 





DDOU cost efficient operations and past 
performance demand inclusion in western 
PDS analysis 

DDOU provides added flexibility and better 
strategic location. 

DDOU's history demonstrates it is the supplier 
of choice. 

DDOU is the constant in any optimal western 
depot corn bination 

"Any team Michael Jordan plays on is he best team." 
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April 17, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

The purpose of this letter is to clarify an area of 
disagreement regarding the conclusions in a 1993 KPMG Peat Marwick 
study accomplished for the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). Since 
I first raised the concern that DLA was not considering one of the 
best candidates, Defense Depot Ogden, as a primary distribution 
site, DLA contracted with Peat Marwick to provide data to 
substantiate their selection process. My review of the results of 
the study reinforces my position and casts doubt on DLA1s 
selections. 

As you know, DLA contends that it is not appropriate to 
rely on the study for cost and efficiency comparisons among the 
activities reviewed due to the wide variations in workload mix and 
accounting procedures. The study results state, "Our analysis 
revealed that bin, bulk and hazardous receipts and issues were 
comparable missions within the depots analyzed." The data 
collected for the study came from the Defense Business Management 
System which is used by all activities studied. It reveals that 
during the period studied, the workload mix was nearly identical 
at all sites. I have included an enclosure showing the specific 
workload mix figures used in the study. 

The study was not intended to provide an across-the- 
board comparison, since all depots were not included. But it does 
serve well to compare those activities best postured for 
consideration as a Primary Distribution Site (PDS) in the west. 
Highest military value should be the objective as measured by 
highest throughput possible, greatest expansion capability, lowest 
total cost to the customer, and best performance. By combining the 
qualifications (excluding total cost) of two distinct activities, 
the former Tracy Depot with the former Sharpe Army Depot, DLA 
assumes it has achieved the highest military value for the western 
PDS . 

I do not dispute the concept of combining activities, but 
to ensure the above characteristics for the optimum PDS are 
maximized, includina least cost, all possible combinations among 
the western stand-alone depots should be analyzed and given 



Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
April 17, 1995 
Page 2 

equitable consideration. I contend that Ogden's high performance 
and least cost should be allowed to have an influence on the 
combination selected. Since the data for such an analysis has 
already been collected by KPMG Peat Marwick from the same sources 
for all candidates, there is opportunity to allow review of all 
alternative combinations. As shown by the enclosure, workload mix 
is very near the same and the cost accounting system used by the 
western stand-alone depots isthe same; therefore, cost com~arisons 
are ~ossible, appropriate, and fair. 

Any assessment of military value must give substantial 
consideration to total operating cost if the assessment is to serve 
the very purpose of the BRAC process -- to maintain the highest 
military value at the least possible cost. 

I look forward to the opportunity for further discussion 
of our perspectives at the Commission riefing in Albuquerque. P 

JVH: It 
Enclosures 

mes V. Hansen 
M mber of Congress i 



TRACY/ 
SHARPE 

Enclosure 1 

WORKLOAD MIX OF WESTERN STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 
(As taken from the 1993 KPMG Peat Marwick Study) 

A B C D E 
Total Total 

Bin Bulk Haz. Cost Line Count 

MECHANICSBURGI 71 % 29% 0% $90.4M $3.9M 
NEW CUMBERLAND 

OGDEN 

F 
Cost 

Per Unit 

Spread from 
High to Low 3% 4% 3% 

The KPMB Peat Marwick Study stated: "Analysis based on line count ... may not accurately reflect differences in 
handling characteristics for a unit cost comparison." 

This statement is true if there are workload mix variations. Obviously, if a wide variation exists between the percent volumes 
in columns A, B and C, a comparison based only on a total units figure (only Column E) will not be valid since it does not 
take into account the level of effort and cost differences (i.e. a Column A unit and a Column B unit.) However, if the 
workload mix figures are reasonably close, a cost comparison can be made using only the total units produced (Column 
E) divided into the total cost (Column D from the same accounting system) to get a valid cost per unit for making a unit 
cost comparison. The latter is the case in the workload mix percentages shown in the table above. This is why the study 
concluded, "bin, bulk and hazardous receipts and issues were comparable missions within the depots analyzed." 

Note: Selected pages from Pete Marwick Study attached. 



The purpose of this task was to review FY93 cost data and provide 
adjustments for FY94 at selected DLA distribution depots 

f-Financial Infrastructure Differences 
> 

- 

- Chart of Accounts 

- Accounting Methods I Systems 

- Workload Implications 

- Coding Consistency L 

Goal: Data Comparability 



Our approach was to evaluate the sample depots and develop the 
basis for an "apples to apples" comparison 



Data Comparability: Our analysis revealed that bin, bulk, and 
hazardous receipts and issues were H - comparable missions within 
the depots analy-zd 

Originally, depot personnel suggested that within these categories there 
are items whose handling characteristics are much different than typical 
mission stock. These items were originally thought to adversely affect 
unit cost comparability. These hard to handle items include: 

- Steel 
- Tires 
- Helicopter Blades 
- Concertina and Barbed Wire 
- Rope, Cable, and Wire 
- Tank Tracks 
- Pipe 
- Aluminum Airplane Skins 
- Lumber 



Data Comparability (cont.) 

We investigated the possibility of isolating the hard-to-handle items. 
These items would have the following estimated unit cost in aggregate: 

a DDSP was unable to provide us with an estimate of the costs of their hard 
to handle items. 

DDJC DDOU 

Estimated fully absorbed cost $3,080,000 $740,000 

Estimated Work Counts 101,223 33,351 

$30.43 $22.19 

4 



Data Comparability (cont.) 

Excluding these costs from the calculation of unit cost for other mission 
stock would show the following: 

DDJC - DDOU 

Mission Total Costs $96.500,000 $40,450,000 
Less: Costs of Other Cornparables 3,080,000 93,420,000 740,000 39.7 10,000 - 
Total Mission Work Counts 3,530,198 1,988,352 
Less: Work Counts of Other Cornparables 101,223 3,428,975 33,35 1 1,955,001 

Revised Unit Cost 

Total Mission Unit Cost 

Difference 

We determined that the impact of hxd-to-handle -- ---m+--w.- items was ne ligible in 
te~yns -- of -- -- comparability, hence these u items - were incGded as'pa - - .  - 4 'of thb-  
comparable A- - depot - - missions7 - . -- --- 



Data Comparability (Cont.) 

Given the adjustments made by KPMG for the depots analyzed, the 
following categories are comparable: 

-Bin issue 
-Bin receipt 
-Bulk issue 

-Bulk receipt 
-Hazardous issue 
-Hazardous receipt 

a Two costs were not considered directly comparable: 

-Second Destination Transportation 
-Reimbursable work 



Comparisons of depots can be made by looking at indicators which 
can be grouped into three categories 

Comparable general indicators including: 

- Total direct costs per employee 
- Total G&A as a percentage of direct 
- Total indirect as a percentage of direct 

a Comparable mission indicators including: 

- Unit Cost by category (i.e. Bin, Bulk, Hazardous) 

- Direct Cost per line 
- Workload by category 

Other comparable indicators including: 

- Headcount analysis 

Information that follows reflects adjustments by KPMG unless otherwise noted 

kbhbm Marwick 



5. KPMG also reviewed the regional depreciation allocation 
methodologies 

The cost of an asset is one of the costs of the services it renders during its 
useful economic life. GAAP requires that this cost be spread over the 
expected useful life of the asset in such a way as to allocate it as equitably 
as possible to the periods during which services are obtained from the use 
of the asset. This procedure is known as depreciation accounting, a 
system of accounting that aims to distribute the cost or the basic value of 
tangible assets in a systematic and rational manner. [ARB43, chSC, 151. 

A large complex commercial organization will calculate depreciation for 
each separate busines unit. For example, General Motors would evaluate 
the Pontiac division's operation vis a vis the Chevrolet division, including 
depreciation in the operating results for each division. Likewise, Pontiac 
would record depreciation at each of its separate locations individually. 



Depreciation (cont.) 

When examining costs of a depot, the actual depreciation incurred on the 
assets for a particular depot should be included in the costs of that depot. 
-Depots with new and expensive buildings and equipment will cost more 

than a depot with older buildingslequipment 
-To evaluate the return on investment in assets, DLA should charge the 

cost of the assets (i.e., record depreciation) against revenues generated 
by the assets 

However 

-To ensure the unit cost incurred at a depot with significant depreciable 
assets is competitive, the depot must operate at the capacitv planned for 
the building(s) / equipment 

-If such a depot cannot generate competitive unit costs due to 
depreciation, DLA management should make some type of change, for 
example: 

>> Improve efficiency 
4 

Increase ----A throughput 
. . 

>> Diyose of ttWxddm 





S. LEE KLING, COMMISSIONER 
WEND1 L. STEELE, COMMISSIONER 

BRAC 95 
13 April 95 



Defense Distribution Region West (DDRW) 



DDOU ORGANIZATION 

Office of 
Commander 

- 
EEO 

Environmental 

- 

Product Receipt 
and 

Evaluation 
- 

I I 

Transportation 
and 

Shipping 
- 

Installation 
Services 1 
Depot 

Support 
Stock 

Maintenance 
Warehousing 



DDOU TENANTS 
As of Mar 95 

1. Internal Revenue Service1966 
2. Company C321st Engineering Battalion (USAR)/155 
3. DLA System Design Center1129 
4. 172nd Medical Battalion Logistics Forward (USAR)/122 
5. Administrative Support Center West190 
6. Defense Reutilization/Market Service, Operations West180 
7. Defense Mega Center Ogden130 
8. Utah National Guard (Joint Language Tkaining Center)/30 
9. Defense Distribution Region West121 

10. DLA Civilian Personnel Support Office111 
11 Defense Criminal Investigation Service19 
12. Defense Contract Management District West16 
13. US Army Material Management Agency16 
14. Defense Reutilization and Marketing Operations/S 



DDOU PERSONNEL 
As of 30 Sep 94 

Military 

General Schedule (GS) 

Wage Grade (WSIWG) 

DDOU Total 

Tenants 

Total on Depot 



DDOU TENANTS (cant) 
As of Mar 95 

15. US Army Civilian Health Clinic14 
16. Area Maintenance Support Activity (USAR)/4 
17. America First Credit Union13 
18. DLA Central Design Activity12 
19. DLA Customer Supply Assistance Office11 
20. Defense Printing Service/l 
21. AAFES Post Exchange11 
22. First Security Bank/l 

1,677 Total Tenant Employees 



DDOU RECEMNGISHIPPING WORKLOAD 



DDOU TOP TEN DESTINATIONS 

1. CONSOLIDATION & CONTAINER POINT - WEST 

2. STOCK MAINTENANCE, DDOU, UT 

3. MCLB, BARSTOW, CA 

4. CONSOLIDATION &CONTAINER POINT - EAST 

5. TRAVIS AFB, CA DIRECT 

7. FT. HOOD, TX 

8. FT. CARSON, CO 

9. MCCLELLAN AFB, CA 

10. TINKER AFB, OK 

WORLDWIDE DISTRIBUTION 

74.7% 

Top Ten 
Destinations 

represent 
25.3% of 
DDOU's 

Distribution 
Business 



DDOU TOP TEN CUSTOMERS 
FY94 

1. STOCK MAINTENANCE 
DDOU, UT WORLDWIDE DISTRIBUTION 

2. HILLAFB, UT 84% 

3. FK HOOD, TX czt2€3w CCP East 

6.8% 2.2% 

4. FT. CARSON, CO 
5. MCCLELLAN AFB, CA 
6. TINKER AFB, OK 
7. FT. LEWIS, WA 1 TOP TEN 

8. FT. BLISS, TX 
9. FT. RILEY, KS 

Represent 
16% of 
DDOU's 

Distribution 
Business 



DDOU PERF0RM:ANCE 

I FY 94 1 STANDARD 

RECEIPTS 

. NEW PROCUREMENT 

RETURNS 

IEL RELEASE ORDER 

. HI PRI'S 

ROUTINES 

DISPOSAL RELEASE ORDER 

MRO DENIALS 

TOR ACCURACY 

4 DAYS 

10 DAYS 

1 DAY 

8 DAYS 

21 DAYS 

.80% 

99.0% 



m I m I '  

Defense Distribution Depot Ogden 

I # L 2 N D  ST GATE - 
TO OGDEN m ~ ~ r  RCSIIA~D TR- m~ SMNN 

W W-Iffi AREA 



DDOU ST0  GE INFORMATION 

Number of Warehouses - 44 
Number of NSNs - 658,546 
Allocated Storage Space 
** Bin 3.7% 
@* Bulk 96.3% 

*** Hazardous 10.1% 

Commodity (% Lines / Occupied Sq Ft) 
a* Medical .8% / 59K 

Industrial 31%/ 165K 
Electrical 48% / llOK 

a* Clothing and Textile .2%/402K 
** General 5% 1489K 

Construction 15% / 325K 



DDOU FACILITIES INFORMATION 

Covered Storage 

General Purpose 

Shed 

Hazardous 

FreezeIChill 

Total 

NSF* 

* Net Square Feet 
** Occupied Cubic Feet 



DDOU FACILITIES INFORMATION 

Open Storage 

Hards tandlImproved Out side 

Unimproved 

Undeveloped Land 

1.47M NSF 

2.14M NSF 

9.15M GSF* 

* Gross Square Feet 



DDOU FACILITIES INFORMATION 
Unique Operational and 

Administrative 
NSF 

DEPMED S (~eployable Medical Systems) 

Administrative 
Railroad 
Humanitarian Assist Program 
Cylinders/Sandblas t Facility 
Bearings Facility 
Electronics Test Facility 
Dry Nitrogen Storage 

3.2M 
321.4K 
214.3K LRF* 

31.4K 
10.5K 
4.9K 
2.4K 
1.3K 

* Linear Rail Feet 



DDOU ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP 

Contaminated Screening Sites Solid Waste Management Units 

Underground/Aboveground Storage Tanks I r Operable Units 



DDOU ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP 

PROJECT 

OPERABLE UNITS 

YEAR 

CONTAMINATED SCREENING SITES 

OBLIGATED 
COST 

RCRA FACILITY INVESTIGATION 
(Solid Waste Management Units) 

ESTIMATED 
COMPLETION 

REFUELING STATION 

* Areas being investigated - we have no estimate of total cost 
? No estimated completion date available 

BULK FUEL STORAGE AREA 

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK SITE 

TOTAL 

$31.4 million Environmental funds spent from FY85 to date 

25 K* 

200 K* 

100 K* 

7.37 M 

? 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY MEDICAL MATERIEL AGENCY 

FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21702-5001 

REPLY TO 
ATTEHION OF March 28, 1995 

d Office of the Commander 

Mr. R. H. Jones 
3539 North 2550 East 

Y Layton, Utah 84040-8497 

Dear Mr. Jones: 
1 

I want you to know the BRAC closure announcement of DDOU was 
q;lit;u a s;&i&tiz;e to the United-Statss Army Medical #ateriel 

do 
Agency, 3s we11 as to you dedicated employees at'ogden, Utah. 

We have undertaken dialogue with the Defense Logistics 
Agency; the Commander, DDOU; the Deputy Chief of Staff for 

d Logistics, Department of the Army; the United States Army Office 
of The Surgeon General; and others to proactively continue this 
critical function of DEPMEDS reassembly and rebuild which has 

dl proven to be both cost efficient and wise. 

Unfortunately, I am not in an official position to be able to 
@ tell you or your co-workers what the final decision will be. 

19 
At USAMMA, we want this mission to continue and will pursue 

all avenues to ensure its uninterrupted success. We join in your 
1 concern and will continue to enlighten all how critical that this 

mission continue. 

d Perhaps together we shall achieve success in maintaining this 
mission essential function for the Army Medical Department. 

4 
We applaud the great work you are doing out there. Keep the 

faith and good luck in your pursuits as we hope to be successful 
in OUL-~. 

Sincerely, 

~ f b @  
Normile I11 



Document Separator 



STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. JOHN MATTHEWS 
REGIONAL HEAR-ING - DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 

APRIL 20, 1995 

THANK YOU, CONGRESSMAN HANSEN. . . . 

CHAIRMAN DIXON, COMMISSIONERS--- 

MY TASK IN THE NEXT FEW MINUTES IS TO GO OVER THE ARP4Y1S 
PROPOSAL FOR DUGWAY PROVING GROUNDS, AND TO CONVINCE YOU OF THE 
OBVIOUS FLAWS IN THE ARMY'S PLAJYT ---WHATEVER TEAT PLAN MAY BE. 

THAT'S PART OF THE PROBLEM --THE ARMY STILL ISN'T CLEAR 
ON WHAT THEY ACTUALLY PROPOSE FOR DUGWAY. THERE: ARE CON'I'RAGICI'ORY 
STATEMENTS FROM WITHIN THE ARMY ITSELF --ITS AS IF THE RIGET HAND 

T l T T T n  COESK' T :<K3T47 'i*i!!AT TFIZ LEFT IS DOI??C.  . . . u . r l i L ~ I I  I S  I'THAT I W;"2:T :E LA::: 
OUT FOR YOU. 

TO BEGIN, I NEED TO TAKE JUST A MOMENT TO DESCRIBE TO YOU 
EXACTLY WHERE DUGWAY IS, AND WHAT IT DOES, AND WHY IT IS SO VITAL 
TO OUR KATIONAL SECURITY. 

FIRST, DUGWAY IS LOCATED IN UTAH'S VAST WEST DESERT 
REGION. DUGWAY ENCOMPASSES 802,724 ACRES ---WHICH IS LARGER THAT 
THE ENTIXE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND! IT IS HUGE. IT IS SIMPLY ONS OF 
THOSE PLACES IN THE WEST THAT ONE HAS TO VISIT TO APPRECIATE. YOV 
REALLY CmT1 T ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE ITS REMOTENESS, NOR ITS VASTNESS. 
AS COMMISSIONERS KLING AND STEELE CAN TELL YOU, DUGWAY HAS TO BE 
EXPERIENCED TO BE BELIEVED. 

DUGWAY REMOTE. THERE'S NO GETTING AROUND THAT. I?' IS 
A GOOD 45 MINUTES DRIVING AT TOP SPEED FROM DUGWAY'S FRONT GATE 
UNTIL THE NEXT REAL SIGNS OF CIVILIZATION. AND IN BETWEEN, TXEFZE'S 
A NARROW ROAD OVER A HIGH MOUNTAIN PASS WHICH OFTEN BECOMES 
IMPASSABLE IN WINTER. THERE'S NO GAS STATIOIV, NO CONVENIENCE 
STORE, ALVD NOT MUCH ELSE EXCEPT SAGEBRUSH, COYOTES AND JACKRABBITS. 
IT IS SIMPLY NOT LIKE SUBURBAN MARYLAND WHERE HOUSING AND SERVICES 
ARE READILY AVAILABLE. 

THAT REMOTENESS IS ONE OF DUGWAY'S BIGGEST ASSETS. 
DUGWAY IS A TEST CENTER OF THE U.S. ARMY TEST AND EVALUATION 
COMMAND AND IS A DOD MAJOR RANGE AND TEST FACILITY. LET ME 
EMPIIASIZE 'I'IIAT LAST TIIOUCIIT. WI!IL,E DUCWAY IS AN ARMY INSTALLATION, 
IT DOES CHEM/BIO TESTING FOR ALL OF THE SERVICES .  DUGWAY TESTS 
CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSIVE EQUIPMENT, SUCH AS GASMASKS, 
DETECTORS, SHELTERS, VEHICLE AND AIRCRAFT AIR FILTRATION SYSTEMS, 
AND PROTECTIVE CLOTHING. THESE TESTS ENSURE THAT OUR ARMED FORCES 
ARE PROTECTED IN THE EVENT OF A CHEMICAL OR BIOLlOGICAL ATTACK. I 
DON'T BELIEVE THAT I NEED TO EXPOUND TOO MUCH ON THE CRITICAL NEED 
OF DUGWAY' S TESTING. THE THREAT OF CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL ATTACKS 



FROM VARIOUS HOSTILE PARTS OF THE WORLD IS EVER INCREASING AND ALL 

I m V  TOO APPARENT. 

DUGWAY IS HOME TO THREE BRAND-NEW TES'T FACILITIES - - -  A 
NEW $32 MILLION DOLLAR MATERIEL TEST FACILITY WHICH HAS SEALED 
CHAMBERS IN WHICH TO TEST ALL OF THESE ARTICLES IN A REAL CHEMICAL 
AGENT ENVIRONMENT; A NEW BIOLOGICAL TEST FACILITY WHICH WILL 
REPLACE A 1950's VINTAGE BL-3 FACILITY WITH STATE OF THE ART 
CAPABILITY TO TEST AGAINST LIVE BIOLOGICAL AGENTS; AND A COMBINED 
CHEMICAL TEST FACILITY WEICH AIDS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEXT- 
GENERATION CHEMICAL AGENT DETECTION SYSTEMS. UTAH HAS GIVEN DUGWAY' 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS TO BE ABLE TO COND3CT THIS TESTING. 
THERE IS NO WHERE ELSE IN THE COOTTRY AT TI-IE MOMENT WHERE THIS CAN 
BE DONE. 

DUGWAY ALSO HAS THE D;ISSION TO TEST SMOKE AND OBSCURANTS, 
WHICH C L J  ONLY BE TESTED OUTDOORS IN UTAH AT THE PRESENT TIME. 

IN ALL, DUGWAY HAS UNDERGONE NEARLsY HALF-A BILLION 
DOLLARS IN NEW FACILITIES AND MODERNIZATION IN THE LAST DECADE. 

DUGWAY IS MORE THAN ANOTHER MILITARY BASE. BY SHEER 
NECESSITY, IT IS ITS OWN SELF-CONTAINED COMMUI\JITY WIiICH HOUSES 
MOSTLY DEFENSE CIVILIAN WOIiKERS AND THEIR FPMILIES. THIS AREA IS 
REFERRED TO AS "ENGLISH VILLAGE. " IT HAS A NEW COMMUNITY CENTER 
AND LIBRARY. IT HAS A MOVIE THEATRE, A BOWLIIilG ALLEY, A GOLF- 
COURSE, A NEW $5 MILLION DOLLAR FITNESS CENTER, A COMMISSARY JJD * CLINIC. IT HAS 578 SEPARATE HOUSING UNITS AND CONSIDERABLE 
BACHELORS QUARTERS. DUGWAY'S STUDENT POPULATION IS EDUCATZD IN 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS OWNED AND OPERATED BY THE TO0E:LE COUNTY SCH30L 
DISTRICT. IN FACT, THE TAXPAYERS OF TOOELE COUNTY HAVE RECENTLY 
FINANCED CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW $7 MILLION ADDITION TO DUGWAY'S H;GH 
SCHOOL. 

THE ARMY'S INITIAL RECOMENDATION: 

HAVING DESCRIBED DUGWAY, I THINK YOU CAN NOW IMAGIKS OUR 
TOTAL SURPRISE AT THE ARMY' S INITIAL RECOMMENDATION TO REALIGN 
DUGWAY PROVING GROUNDS. WHEN THE OFFICIAL ANNOUNCEMENT WAS MADE ON 
FEBRUARY 28, 1995, THE ARMY RECOMMENDED DUGWAY'S CHEM/BIO MISSiOL 
AS REALIGNING TO ABERDEEN, MARYLAND AND DUC:WAYIS SMOKE ANG 
OBSCURANT MISSION AS MOVING TO YUMA, ARIZONA. THIS, DESPITE TWE 
LACK OF ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING FROM EITHER MARYLAND OR ARIZONA. 
INCREDIBLY, THE ARMY ALSO RECOMMENDED THE CLOSURE AND DISPOSAL OF 
ENGLISH VILLAGE. THE ONLY THING THAT WOULD REMAIN AT DUGWAY, AS 
FAR AS TEE ARMY WAS CONCERNED, WOULD BE A HANDFUL OF CIVILIANS TO 
ENSURE SECURITY OF THE AREA AS WELL AS TO ACCOMODATE THE OCCASIOIJAL, 
"SAFARIS" FROM ABERDEEN OR YUMA TO DO SOME TESTING TI-IAT COULDN'T BEI 
DONE ANYWHERE ELSE. 

SEVERAL PROBLEMS WERE GLARINGLY APPARENT IN THE AKMY 

$I 
PLAN. SCME OF THE MORE GLARING INCLUDED: 



--LACK OF ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS AT EITHER RECEIVER 
LOCATION IN MARYLAND AND YUMA. IT WOULD BE AT LEAST 2 YEARS BEFORE 
THE ARMY WOULD KNOW WHETHER OR NOT THEY CCULD EVEN GET THESE 
PERMITS. AND ENCROACHMEKT PROBLEMS AT BOTH RECEIVER LOCATIONS MAKE 
APPROVAL OF THOSE PERMITS HIGHLY UNLIKELY. 

--LACK OF PROVISIONS FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH C.mE OR 
FIREPROTECTION UPON THE CLOSURE OF ENGLISH VILLAGE. 

--COMPLETE LACK OF CONCERN OR ANLYSIIS BY THE ARMY AS TO 
HOW ITS TESTING MISSION AND PRODUCTIVITY WOULD SUFFER BECAUSE 09 
THE LONG AND UNREALISTIC COMMUTING DISTANCES REQUIRED OF ITS 
REMAINING WORKFORCE BECAIJSE OF THE CLOSURE OF ENGLISH VILLAGE. 

- -COMPLETE LACK OF CONSULTATION WITH, OR APPROVAL BY, ANY 
OF THE OTHER SERVICES OUTSIDE OF THE ARMY ON WHETHER OR NOT THEY 
CAN CONTINUE TO HAVE THEIR CHEM/BIO TESTING NE:EDS MET. 

ARMY OFFICIALS CONCEDE ERROR: 

WHEN THE EARLY ANNOUNCEMENT WAS PIADE, IT TOOK MANY 
OFFICIALS IN THE ARMY BY TOTAL SURPRISE, INCLUDING TOP OFFICIALS AT 
TECOM (MAJOR GEN. TREGEIlMAN, TECOM COMMANDER DID NOT RECOSWEND 
THIS). THE NUMBERS IN THE COBRA ANALYSIS WERE WAY OFF. THEY HAD 
LISTED OVER ONE THOUSAND JOBS AS BEING E:LIMINATED BY THAT 
RECOMMENDATION WHEN THERE ARE ONLY AROUND 600 DOD CIVILIANS 

m EMPLOYED AT DUGWAY CURRENTLY. 

IN AN EFFORT TO CLARIFY WHAT WAS GOING ON, CONGRESSMAN 
HANSEN HELD A MEETING WITH ARMY OFFICIALS ON MARCH 23, 1995, WITH 
MR. WALTER HOLLIS, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR 
OPERATIONS RESEARCH; LT. GENERAL JOHN COBURN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF 
U. S . ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND; AND MS. ALMA MOOR:?', PRINCIPAL DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR INSTALLATIONS. 

AT THAT MEETING, MR. HOLLIS AND GENERAL CGBURN 
ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THE ARMY 'USED THE WRONG NUMEERS,' AND THAT THEY 
WOULD PROVIDE CONGRESSMAN HANSEN WITH A CORRECTED VERSION AND 
RECOMMENDATION THE FOLLOWING DAY. THESE OFFICIALS SPECIFICALLY 
STATED THAT "IT WAS NEVER THE ARMY'S INTENT TO MOVE TEST MISSIONS 
FROM DUGWAY." MR. HOLLIS ACKNOWLEDGED THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING 
ISSUE IN MARYLAND AND ARIZONA. HE STATED THAT DUGWAY WAS UNIQUE, 
AND THAT IT MUST CONTINUE TO KEEP ITS TEST MISSIONS INTACT. HE 
INDICATED, HOWEVER, THAT ENGLISH VILLAGE WOULD STILL BE RECOMMENDED 
FOR CLOSURE. THIS MEETING IS OUTLINED IN A LETTER DATED MARCH 24, 
1995, FROM CONGRESSMAN HANSEN TO CHAIRMAN DIXON. A COPY CF THIS 
LETTER IS IN THE MATERIALS GIVEN TO YOU EARLIER - - -AS ARE COPIES OF 
ALL OTHER DOCUMENTS TO WHICH I WILL REFER. 

THE FOLLOWING DAY, AN ARMY REPRESE:NTATIVE, LTC JACK 
MARRIOTT, THE ANALYST WHO WAS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DUGWIY 

w PROPOSAL, PROVIDED CONGRESSMAN HANSEN'S STAFF WITH A REVISED COBRq 



ANALYSIS WHICH SHOWED MOST TEST POSITIONS AS STAYING AT DUGWAY, 

illy WHILE ENGLISH VILLAGE WOULD STILL BE CLOSED, RES3LTING IN THE LOSS 
OF 329 CIVILIAN POSITIONS, MOSTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE COMMISSARY. 
THE EXCHANGE, THE MEDICS, AND OTHER SUPPORT P:ERSONS AT ENGLISH 
VILLAGE. 

HOWEVER, LTC MARRIOTT'S REVISED ANALYSIS STILL SHOWED THE 
REALIGNMENT OF TEST POSIT1:ONS TO ABERDEEN AND YIJMA. HE DESCRIBED 
THESE PERSONS AS BEING THE "COMMAND AND CC)N'I'ROLr ELEMENTS OF 
DUGWAY'S TEST MISSIONS. APPARENTLY, LTC MARRIOTT HAS NOT YET 
REALIZED THAT THESE MANAGERS --COMMAND AND CONTFLOL ELEMENTS AS HE 
CALLS THEM, ARE THE SAME PEOPLE AS THOSE WHO ACTUALLY DO THE 
TESTING AT DUGWAY! THEY ARE THE SAME PEOPLE!! 

EVEN AT THAT, LJTC MARRIOTT'S VIEWS CONTRADICTED THE 
STATEMENTS MADE THE DAY BEFORE BY HIS SUPERIORS, IYR. HOLLIS AND LT. 
GEN. COBURN TO THE EFFECT THAT NO PART OF DUGWAY'S TEST MISSIONS 
WHATSOEVER WOULD BE MOVED. 

LTC MARRIOTT NEVER COULD ADDRESS THE VECRY REAL QUESTIONS 
ABOUT HOW THE ARMY PLANNED TO HAVE ON-CALL MEIIICAL PERSONEL TO 
SUPPORT DUGWAY'S TESTING IF IT CLOSES ENGLISH VILLAGE. THE ARMY 
HAS AN ON-GOING REQUIREMENT TO HAVE AT LEAST 3 CHEMICALLY-TMINED 
DOCTORS ON-HAND DURING TESTING. THIS MEDICAL REQUIREMENT, SO FAR, 
HAS NOT BEEN ADDRESSED BY THE ARMY. 

ON APRIL 13TH' BRIGADIER GENERAL JAMES SHANE, THE wJAGER 
OF THE ARMY'S BRAC LIST, WROTE A LETTER TO CHAIRMAN DIXON AND THE 
COMMISSION OUTLINING HIS VIEWS ' ON DUGWAY. ALTHOUGH HE APOLOGIZED 
FOR THE CONFUSION ON DUGWAY ON THE PART OF THE ARMY, HE PROCEEDED 
TO ONLY ADD TO THAT CONFUSION. AGAIN, COPIES OF THIS LETTE? ARE 
BEFORE YOLJ. 

IN THAT LETTER, HE REAFFIRMS THE ARMY'S POSITION TO 
COMPLETELY REALIGN DUGWAY'S SMOKE AND OBSCURANT M1:SSION TO YUMA AND 
SOME "RESEARCH" IN CHEM/BIO TO ABERDEEN . 

GENERAL SHANE THEREFORE CONTRADICTED BOTH MR. KOLLIS AS 
WELL AS LTC MARRIOTT ON THE SMOKE MISSION GOING TO YUMA; AS WELL AS 
CONTRADICTING MR. HOLLIS ON MOVING CHEM/BIO TO ABERDEEN. GENEFAL 
SHANE DOES NOT SPECIFY WHICH PARTS OF "RESEARCH" HE WOULD MOVE TO 
ABERDEEN. DUGWAY DOES NOT DO BASIC RESEARCH. DUZWAY DOES TESTING 
WHICH IS PLANNED BY ABERDElEN --THE HEADQUARTERS OF TECOM. SO 
GENERAL SHANE'S COMMENTS IN THE LETTER ARE VAGUE AND DISTURBIEG. 
TO THE UTAH DELEGATION, IT SEEMS AS THOUGH GENERAL SHANE AND THCSE 
INVOLVED IN THE BRAC ARE GREATLY LACKING IN THEIR KNOWLEDCE 3F 
DUGWAY AND WHAT EXACTLY IS DONE THERE. 

THIS IS WHERE WE NEED YOUR HELP. THE ARMY HAS LEFT TXE 

w RECOMMENDATION ON DUGWAY VAGUE AND AMBIGUOUS. DIFFERENT PARTS OF 



THE ARMY ARE SAYING DIFFERENT THINGS, AS I HAVE JUST OUTLINED. WHO 

10 SPEAKS FOR THE ARMY? AT THIS POINT, IT IS THE UTAH DELEGATION'S 
VIEW THAT IT IS NOW IN THE COMMISSION'S COMPETENT HANDS SINCE THE 
ARMY CAN'T SEEM TO STRAIGHTEN THINGS OUT. AS YOU CONSIDER THESE 
POINTS, PLEASE CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENT. 

FEBRUARY 10, 1995 MEMORANDUM: the 'smokins sun' 

AS PART OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REVIEW PROCESS ON 
BRAC, DOD'S TOP TEST AND EVALUATION OFFICIALS --DR. PHILLIP E. 
COYLE, THE DIRECTOR OF 0PE:RATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION; AND DR. 
JOHN A. BURT, THE DIRECTOR OF TEST SYSTEMS ENGINEERING AND 
EVALUATION, WROTE A MEMO TO JOSHUA GOTBAUM AND JOHN DEUTCH, DATED 
FEBRUARY 10, 1995, REGARDING REALIGNMENT OF T&E FACILITIES IN BRAC 
1995. THESE TWO CHIEF DOD SCIENTISTS STATED THAT T.HEY HAD REVIEWED 
THE SERVICES' T&E PROPOSALS, AND THAT "0 WERE MAJOR 
SHOWSTOPPERS . 

ONE OF THOSE "SHOWSTOPPERS" WAS THE A:?MY1 S PROPOSAL ON 
DUGWAY. 

I KNOW YOU HAVE THE DOCUMENT IN THE: PACKET WE HAVE 
PROVIDED YOU . . .  BUT I THINK IT IS ABSOLUTELY CRITICAL THAT I 
HIGHLIGHT SEVERAL PASSAGES FOR YOU. 

THESE OFFICIALS WRITE: 

"THE ARMY'S PROPOSAL TO REALIGN DUGWAY PROVING GROUNDS 
. . .  SHOULD BE CHALLENGED. 

RATIIONALE 1: DUGWAY OCCUPIES VALUABLE LAND AND AIRSPAZE 
TO THE TEST AND EVALUATION MISSION THAT CAN'T BE 
CONDUCTED ELSEWHERE WITHOUT HIGH RISKS OF ENVIROMENTAL 
AND SECURITY COMPROMISE . . . . . .  
RATIONALE 2: MOVING CHEM/BIO AGENT RESEARCH TO ABERDEEN/ 
EDGEWOOD IS HIGH RISK. EDGEWOOD IS IN AND NEAR HIGHLY 
POPULATED AREAS (BALTIOMRE) AND MAJOR BODIES OF WATER 
(CHESAPEAKE BAY) WHERE ACCIDENTS OR MISCALCULATIONS CAN 
RESULT IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT WITH LITTLE CHANCE FOR 
TIMELY CONTROL. .. 
RATIONALE 3: COSTS TO DUPLICATE A.T EDGEWOOD NEW 
FACILITIES CURRENTLY AT DUGWAY ARE UNNECESSARY..... 

RATIONALE 4: SINCE DUGWAY DOES CHEM/BIO TESTING FOR ALL 
OF THE SERVICES, EACH OF THE SERVICES NEEDS TO SIGM=OFF 
ON THE ARMY'S PROPOSAL, AND AGREE THAT THEY COULD 
CONTINUE TO HAVE THEIR TESTING NEEDS MET. 

IT IS AT THIS POINT THAT DRS. COYLE AND BURT ISSUE THEIR 



STRONGEST RECOMMENDATION: 

'Illr THEY RECOMMENDED," ARMY WITHDRAW ITS PROPOSAL TO CHANGE 
STATUS OF DUGFJAY, .?AT INSTE-4D EEVELOP PROPOSAIJ TC: RELOCATE MZI) 
CONSOLIDATE ALL CHEM=BIO TESTING AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES DUGWAY. 

SO NOT ONLY DO DR. COYLE AND DR. BURT --DOD'S TOP 
SCIENTISTS, RECOMMEND LEAVING DUGWAY PROVING G:ROUNDS ALONE, BUT 
THEY GO SO FAR AS TO RECOMMEND THAT THE ARROWS GO IN THE OPPOSITE 
DIRECTION, MEANING THAT 'THE ARMY SHOULD CON!;OLIDATE CHEM/BIO 
TESTING AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES TO DUGWAY FROM EIDGEWOOD, OR OTHER 
LOCATIONS. 

THERE IS NO WRITTEN RECORD AS TO HOW THIS ADVICE WAS 
HANDLED BY JOSH GOTBAUM OR DR. DEUTCH, OR THE ARMY. BUT IT IS 
CLEAR THAT THIS MEMO WAS IGNORED WITH NO SUPPORTI'NG RATIONALE AS TO 
WHY THAT ADVICE COULD SAFELY BE IGNORED. THAT'S ,4 TERRIBLE FLAW IN 
THIS PARTICULAR INSTANCE, AND WE WOULD ARGUE SUBSTANTIALLY DEVIATES 
FROM THE SELECTION CRITERIA ON MILITARY VALUE. (SAFETY AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SO, WHAT WAS THE ARMY'S RATIONALE FOR CLOSING 
ENGLISH VILLAGE AND REALIGNING DUGWAY? THE ARMY SAYS THAT IT HAS 
TO GET OUT OF THE BUSINESS OF SUPPORTING CIVILIAN HOUSING. 

WELL, THAT'S FINE IF THAT HOUSING AREA IS NEAR BALTIOMRE 
WHERE PLENTY OF ALTERNATIVE HOUSING IS AVAILABLE, AS WELL AS ALL 

.) COMMUNITY SERVICES. ITS A DIFFERENT STORY AT IIUGWAY, WHERE ITS 
LOCATION MAKES IT IMPOSSIBLE. WHY DIDN'T THE ARMY RECOMMEND 
CLOSING HOUSING AREAS AT ABERDEEN, OR YUMA IF IT HAS TO GET OUT OF 
THAT BUSINESS AS IT CLAMS? 

FROM OUR PERSPECTIVE, IT'S ALL A QUES'TION OF PRIORITY. 
THE ARMY TEST AND EVALUATION BUDGET HAS OVER $3 0 PIILLION DOLLARS IN 
ITS BASE OPERATIONS AND REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE ACCOUNTS BETWEEN 
FISCAL 1995 AND FISCAL 1997. THESE ACCOUNTS WOULD BENEFIT BY THE 
$6.9 MILLION IN SAVINGS BY CLOSURE OF ENGLISH VILLAGE. BASICALLY, 
TECOM HAS THE BUDGET TO FUND THE CONTINUED OPERATION OF ENGLISH 
VILLAGE IF IT WANTED TO, BUT IT CHOOSES TO SPEND THOSE FnTDS 
ELSEWHERE --TO THE DETRIMENT OF ITS TESTING MISSION. THIS IS WHERE 
WE NEED YOUR HELP --TO ACT AS THE VOICE OF REASON BY TELLING TECOM 
TO KEEP ENGLISH VILLAGE OPEN AND VIABLE. 

NATIONAL GUARD PROPOSAL: 

I NEED TO TAKE A MOMENT AND GO OVER A PROF'OSAL BY THE UTAH 
NATIONAL GUARD REGARDING TAKE-OVER OF THE ENGLISH VILLAGE AREA. 
DISCUSSION OF CLOSING ENGLISH VILLAGE HAS OCCURED OVER THE P>ST 
COUPLE OF YEARS. THE UTAH NATIONAL GUARD, WANTING TO PRESERVE TPIE 
ABILITY TO HAVE ACCESS TO THE LIVE FIRING RANGES AT DUGWAY, SOUGHT 
TO FIND A WAY TO KEEP ENGLISH VILLAGE OPEN IN ORDER TO SUPPORT 

e GUARD HOUSING QUARTERS AND TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES. THE GUARD 



ENTERED INTO DISCUSSIONS WITH TECOM AND INVESTIGATED THE 
POSSIBILITY OF TAKING OVER AS LANDLORD OF THE 14 SQUARE MILES WHICH .I MAKE UP THE ENGLISH VILLAGE PROPERTY. THE GUARD LOOKED AT LEASING 
BACK ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE TO TECOM TO SUPPORT CONTINUED DUGWAY 
TESTING, AND ALSO LEASING OUT ADDITIONAL HOUSING TO THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR. 

THE FINANCIAL ABILITY OF THE GUARD TO TAKE ON THIS 
RESPONSIBLITY HAS NOT BEEN RESOLVED, AND AT THIS POINT, IT IS 
UNLIKELY THAT THE GUARD COULD ASSUME THIS LIA.BILITY WITHOUT A 
MINIMUM OF $9.5 MILLION DOLLARS FROM THE ARMY IN UP-FRONT CASH TO 
GET STARTED. IT IS FAR FROM A SURE THING. AS GOVERNOR LEAVITT HAS 
STATED, NEITHER THE STATE NOR THE GUARD WANTS OR IS ACTTVELY 
SEEKING TO TAKE OVER ENGLISH VILLAGE. IT IS OUR CLEAR VIEW THAT 
THE ARMY AND TECOM SHOULD KEEP ENGLISH VILLAGE OPEN TO SUPPCRT 
VITAL DOD TESTING OPERATIONS. 

FINALLY, I WANT TO CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO A LETTER FROM 
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVE NYDAM, USA, RETIRED, WHO USED TO BE THE 
COMMANDER OF DUGWAY PROVING GROUNDS, AND RETIRED AS THE COMMANDER 
OF CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE COMMAND AT EDGEWOOD, MARYLAND. 
IT WOULD BE HARD TO FIND ANYONE MORE "EXPERT" 1:N THESE MATTERS. 
GENERAL NYDAM WAS UNABLE TO BE HERE TODAY TO TESTIFY, ALTHOUGH HE 
WANTED TO VERY BADLY. INSTEAD, HE HAS SIGNED A LETTER TO YOU 
INDICATING WHY DUGWAY'S TEST MISSION NEEDS TO REMAIN INTACT, AND 
WHY CLOSURE OF ENGLISH VILLAGE IS NOT IN OUR NATIONAL INTERESTS. 

SUMMARY : 

IN CONCLUSION, WE ASK YOUR CAREFUL SCRUTINY OF THE ARMY'S 
PROPOSAL ON DUGWAY. IT MAKES NO SENSE TO US. THIS SAME P L L ?  WAS 
CONSIDERED AND THEN REJECTE:D BY ARMY OFFICIALS IN 1993 AS BEING 
"UNWORKABLE." NOTHING HAS CHANGED SINCE 1993 TO MAKE THIS FLAWED 
PLAN MORE WORKABLE IN 1995. 

I WILL CLOSE WITH ONE THOUGHT . . . .  THE COBRA ANALYSIS SO 
WIDELY USED DOES NOT CONSIDER THE LEVEL OF SUPPORT WITHIN A 
COMMUNITY FOR A PARTICULAR MISSION. WHEN IT COMES TO CHEYICAL 
AGENT AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE TESTING, MOST COMMUTJITIES ACROSS THE 
COUNTRY WOULD SAY, "NOT IN MY BACKYARD. " MANY ARE SAYING JUST THAT 
--INCLUDUING THE COMMUNITIES NEAR EDGEWOOD, MARYLAND. THERE IS NO 
WAY TO QUANTIFY THAT SUPPORT FOR THE PURPOSES OF MATHEMATICAL 
CALCULATIONS. HOWEVER, I SUBMIT TO YOU THAT THIS COMMUNITY 
SUPPORT, PARTICULARLY ON MISSIONS SO SENSITIVE AND CONTROVERSIAL AS 
CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL, IS ABSOLUTELY AS CRITICAL TO MISSI3N 
SUCCESS AS THE PHYSICAL FACILITIES INVOLVED CR THE LEVEL 3F 
EXPERTISE BY THOSE INVOLVED. IT WOULD BE HARD TO FIND A COMMUXITY 
OR STATE MORE SUPPORTIVE OF DUGWAY AND ITS DIFFICULT BUT NECESSARY 
MISSIONS THAN UTAH OR TOOELE COUNTY. THIS IS SOMETHING THE ARMY 
HAS TOTALLY OVERLOOKED. 

e THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY. AT THIS TIME, TFIE 

7 



DELEGATION WOULD HAVE YOU IiECOGNIZE GENERAL MIKE PAVICH AGAIN, FOR 
15 MINUTES, IN ORDER TO DiSCUSS HILL AIR FORCE BASE AND TACTICAL 
MISSILE REPAIR CONSOLIDATION. 
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- 1700 N o r t h  Noore- street, Suite 1425 \"\.\ + 

Arlinmon, Virqin%z .. 22209 #-  .- 
RE; U.S ARWY WtRBY PROVI?IG GZO-St UTM 
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D e a r  Chairman Dixon: 

- - L am d i n g  to no t i fy  you of a s i ~ B c a n t  
development relacing to the V.S. -Lrmyxs recommendation to 
ureaXignn mgvay proving ~ r o u i ~ d s .  

On Bednesday, 22, 1995 at 1:30 p . m .  iil ny I 
Raybrvn office, I net with.=. W a l t e r  W. ~ollis, DepuXy UnBer- 
Secretary of the A.mly f o r  operations Research; Lt. C-eral John 

- 

Cob-, ~ e p a t y  Director of U.S. Xrmy Hateriel Cornand; FS'. A l m a  
Huore, FrhcipaL Deputy A s ~ S s a n t  SecreUy  of the Arsy far 
Installations; and L i e r r t a t  Colonel JacK Earriott, U.S. A m y  
- TABS bnalystr, to discuss the- &myf s i somenda t ion  for mqday 

. Proving Ground. =so in attpn&ance w a r e  M s  . 6. Jean Turner, 
Congressional Liaison f o r  .the U.S .  m y  2Tat.e-eel Cornad; 
Lieutenant Colonel David X. ReeQ, m y  I,egisla*dve Liaison; 2s 
w e l l  as Hr. Steve -Petersen and Mr.  sill JoWtson of ny personal 
staff 

I had fully intended an asking these Army o f f i c i a l s  
some d i f f i d t  questions regarding the ~ r i a y ' s  i l i t i a l  
reconmendation. Hagever, before I even g o t  a chz.nce, a- 
~ollis h~&-cat& that tbe i n i t i d  recommendation uhich w a s  
included in the February-28, 1995 Department of Defense 
announcement, v2.s misleading and used "the wrong riders.= 

i 
F 0 1 1 s  w i t h  the concurrence of Ceneral Coburn 

and PIS. xoore, fartter indicated t h a t  mey would provide me 
w i t h  a revised l l C o ~ n  analysis and language f o r  the 
recoremendation to realign Dugwayj Proving Ground. M r .  ~ o l L i s  
inciicated that it was "never t h e  Army's intentn to move the 

mv. biological (-3) t e s t i ng  from D u ~ m y  to asrdeen, M a r y l = d ,  
because of the  la& of state p e x t s  in N a y l a d .  The szqe was 
true w i t h  the smoke and obscurant testing. The m y ,  be said,  
did not plan to move it to Ytma, =lzona, because of tke I 
permitting issue- 



. , .  

: 
1: . ,, . . . . . . . , . . . .  

. : R;:Eoll& Gene& C ~ ~ U , T  reitexate6 the.need.Co . . 

. . 
- ,  . . .  

. keep. ~~f s, ,=esfing "i962- in place, and that the :revised:. . : . . . . . . 

; co-. dysirr w o u l d  b a i d y  s h v  tibat the ? : d g m e n L n  . 

:{ . c-ist of the disposal of: mgvayrs - . mushg area, ref ~ e d  'a 
., of 329 :cid?:ap pos i t i o~s  . . . .  ' ~ ~ i s h V i l l a g e , s a n d t b e p l ~ m  

: * s ~ $ a t & , . w i t h  of :.Enslish Village. . . . > -  
. . .  . . . . 

: .  .i . .  
2 .  

f 

. =clasedis a c q y  oi ,the newly reeised COBRA a3aly~is F " , . 
whid, YraS p-&d to m y  w e  day later, Mach 23 t . 1995 r . - 
bv lieut-c C ~ ~ Q S C &  Jack M a o t t .  & isyou c a  ' see* it 

I .  

: r&&mae =alignirg rn9 .a~  by ucl05irg mzli& Village. P ??I;S 
aiff- -ider*ly % ~ r n  ~rigical recommendation . - ,  

I 

\, . - 
- . prcc&d;tcj ~omrnission cm FebruzizY 25 .  19 95. As y ' ~ o  T E ~ L ,  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
iirlington, V I ~ @ N ~  22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I would like to add my views to those raised in Representative Hansen's 
letter dated March 24, 1995, concerning Dugway Proving Ground. 

It seems that considerable corhsion exists over the actual intent of the 
Army's recommendation. Regrettably, misunderstandings over the number of 
personnel relocating from Dugway have contributed to this cofi,sion. The actual 
number moving depends on the amount and extent of testing that can only be 
conducted at Dugway, the ability or desire to pursue permits in hfaqland and 
Arizona, and use of special purpose facilities at D u p a y .  The Army always 
planned to continue testing at Duoway Proving Ground because of its unique 
capabilities. The terrain, weather, and test facilities would be difiicult and costly 
to replicate anywhere else in the United States. 

We believe the Army's recommendation is a sound decision. The disposd 
of EngIish Village is necessary to reduce infrastructure and base operating costs. 
The realignment of the smokdobscurant mission to Yuma Proving Ground, 
AGO- and some chemicaLbio1ogica.l research to Aberdeen Proving Ground, 
Maryland, will consolidate command and control elements of the:;e two programs. 
Testing will still be performed at Dugway Proving Ground. 

Preliminary implementation analysis shows that fewer test personnel would 
move because of testing restrictions. The planning figure used consisted of only 3 
Government civilians from the mission area. Of the remaining 76 realignments, 1 S 
military and 58 Government civilians are related to Defense organizations. As a 
result, the one-time costs for the recommendation are less and the savings are 
greater (a revised COBRA analysis is enclosed). It is imponant to note that these 
changes do not affect the overall intent ofthe Army's recommendation. 

p i i l i t d  o n  63 a e c ~ 1 . i  Paper 



This recommendation is important to the Army and allows us to continue 
important missions at Dugway with less infrastructure and lower costs. Please let 
me know if you need fbrther assistance. 

Sincerely, 

/Gei E. Shane, Jr. 
&iigadier General. 'U.S. A m y  

irector of klanagement 

Enclosure 



April 17, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J ,  Dison 
Chalrman - Defense Base Closure and Recllig~unent 

C'ommissinn 
1700 N. Moorc Street, Swtt: 1325 
ArIir@on. Vh 92.209 

Dear Chairman Disnn and Commissioners: 

I a11 a recently retired Arrrly Brigadier General \+/it11 ;> years of'ssrv;ce mcl adv:uiced 
degrees in microbioloa and public administration, with emphasis on management 
engineering. 1 also attended two scnior service schools [the Illdustrial Collcge of h n e d  
Forces and the Army War CoIIege). I was the .Deputy for Special Operations at L I ~  1J.S. 
-4rmy Biolc?gicd L~aburiitories when \tie had nn offensive biological warhe p r o g a l .  I 
co~~unanded D u p - a y  Proving Ground mcl  the Chemical R~esear8;h Development md 
Engineering Cctltcr, now referred to the Cheinical Biological Dcfensz Conmland 
(CBIIC'OM), and was the original Progr,m Mmager iiir Cherni~:al De~nili~vjzation 
effort. 

As pertains ti) Dugway Provillg Ground, I ciumot understand tht: Army and DOD position 
that portions of the mission sholrld be moved and Englisll T;illa:;e closed. I recognize the 
difficult job you h ~ v e  in attempting to help this counri-4- align its militxy basc posture 111 
the most cost eflj~ienr and mission suppol-table way possible, but tllis recolllrrlcndcd 
action does not see111 to satisfy any cost ef5tctive mission enhancement goals. 

As you h o w .  the threat vulnerability of tile United States to chemic3-1 and biological 
warrare 1s extremely high. T1-fis has been borrie out hy Desert Slornl: reillforced by 
currcnt intelligence reports and accentuated lly nelvspaper accnutlrs ofthe situatialls I k e  
those in the Japanese subway system. 

To keep these tlli~lgs in check! our govenullellt has placed priori& 011 the joint defensive 
research and develnprnex~t \vhicl.1 is conductccl at placcs like cE13COh~S at Edgewond, 
MaryIand, Natic Laboratories in Massachusefls, the Yaw, Airforce imd hllarine Corps. 
The equipment they developed needs vs~ification testing to sce j f  it will, indeed, protect 
our fighting forces from the enemy use 01 chemical aid 11iologic:al agents. 

The h n y ,  as the executive agcnt for chenlical md biological defense, must test iheir 
ideas and products someplace--alld Ule only lugical place is D u ~ w a y  Proving G~.cund, 
Dugway Proving Grouvd has the fac,ilities, the equipmc,nt, and a high skilled v;r;~ir fcrcc 



to conduct these tests. Dug~vsy is envitonrnentally suited in thar it h;is permitting in 
place, and as importantly, has thc ycxs  of environmental backzrouncl data necessary ror 
thc analysis and study of future missions. 

Dugway is a national resource in that the land area is large and the location remote. Tlle 
large area meals two tlings: First, il Can test items no other test activity can (i.e., smoke, 
obscurants and chemical and biological stimulrmts), ,and secondly, it providcs potential 
asea for other A~-ii~y mission expansion. For example. the Depa-fnlent oCDefense h a  
massive envirnru-rlental probler~ls ~ n d  Dugway Proving Ground c;nuld he used to test 
potentjal solutions to those problems. Also, thc Dcpx?mcnt of Dcfcnsc has a massive 
prnblem in getting lid of amm~u-lition in an enviromentally sdi: manner. Again, 
Dugway Proving Ground is ideally suited for testing the cniicep.is as they are developed. 
It is one of the few places that there are no Ears, pawn shops and used car lots outside the 
gate, and none are likely--ever!! The nearest activity is over 40 miles auray. 

Being tile remote, isolated actlvity that it is. the English Village is cxtrcmely vital to the 
succcss of Dugway's mission. It is very difficult to quantify its importance, but we h o w  
h a t  if you cornmutc two plus hours each day to your work placc. efficiency on a job hi l l  
drop considerably. Also, there is a syncrgy of community spirit whcn it comes to times 
of crisis. For example. the desert is often sub.ject to range fires brought about by 
Iightniilg storms. Thc way cvcryone. [Ph.D, scientists. militan leaders, and mission 
support persorule11 all work together is ~o l~~e t l i i ng  T have never ::eel1 happen elsewhere at 
the nuniertluh ~nstallations throughout thc world that 1 have served. Also. safety is 
cxtrcmely important and a part wlich is indigenous to the comllu~lity at Dugway's 
Englisll Village When m ~nctdent occ~us, likc a "artillcry shcll cook-off'" in an 
cnvitonmental conditioning chamber, it i~ gl-eat to be able to get those ~ 7 1 1 0  b ~ o w  the 
most &out the problem, out .and on the job in a minimum arnount of time. 

Dugway Proving Ground is a vital national resource, with the potential of pr:ovidir-lg even 
more benefits to the nation than it currently does. English Village is a liey part of the 

resource, whch should remain intact. Tlis insures persolme1 artd enviromlenral safety; 
security; and the quality of life rlecessary to guarantee the best chemical-biological testing 
for the Department of Defense. 

I th,ulE; you for your attention. 

Very respectfully, 

David A. Nydarn 
Brigadier General (Ret.) 
1J.S. Army 



April 10, 1992 

Chahma Alan J. Dimn 
Defense Easc Clos~us anj. Rraiiszmect Cornnu.:: c ) ~  

1700 l<orui Moore Sf 
Suite 1425 
Arli~gton, VA 22209 

Dear M i .  Cha.imm: 

i m writjag to expreqs m! deep co~~celn over ths fume of U td ' s  d i ~ x q .  
imtallatioaj under cariiideralion by the Conmussion for redig~leur a*zd closure. 1 rscoy i7 r  
the tremendrwsly diflct~ii decisiojs the Comss ron  rn?~:t nake, a d  I apprciare >"our 
lvilling~ess, dc)ng w s5;irh the othe~ Commis.;ron members, to assume quch a compleT: an2 
i0ntrovzrslal rz~ponslb~iiry. 

U ~ l m  have dm-sys been ~~ ' i l l i ng  to shoulder their share ~f the l~xrden of drfendmg 
mr nation, somerimes at _srear I-isl; to t h e k  .safe9 and health. And, we are prepxed to 
absorb rfcdtrctiom that make stratepc SLW We simply ask that the Commission contmL,: to  

make- ~ t s  drcision~ based on objective cntrria, by :irhich Utah's irtadlalrtoos stand (-n the;: 
o m  merits. 

Hlll Air Force Base, whictl was Iincd for realignment, has kcomc a cx-iicici. part .if 
the Utah economy It fianctions as the s(=l;ond-lxgest employer in the state, employing 
approximate-ly 11,080 chilian and 5000 militaq xorkers. But every nditary base k : Jo~ ; r s  a 

linchpin of the 1uc;a.I economy Hi11 is a cmca!, jrieplaceable asset for ~ u r  -=tion's 
dcf~nse 

The Air Force's osm and! sis shomrs that HrIl =ZFE is the only Air Eo~~st_ii.s CL,ntel to 
rank in the first tier as both at1 aviai~oa depot and as an operatioclr"J base On? of the m o s ~  
vaiuribls and unique m e &  of Hi11 AFR is the U r ~  Test m d  Tramm-g Rage  (ULTTTR). h e  
croLvn jcn-sl jn the Depmaent of Defense's entiie t?st-r2n_re cuiuples. ?'he UT"I'R's ~zn~suai  
~ a i u e  lies in the fact that ii is the least-conges~ed of an] tcst-mfe con~plex, and ., h;~., 
unlimited restricted alrspace fi?r milit* -2--the Idrgest of thrs Emd rn the 1ower 418 states 
,4ddrtrondiy, the TJTR's groxh& to Hill riFE mcrzzes Mill's rniIi-t~tq- ~ ~ a l u e  icnfi?!d wier 
any other operatiocal base or alr logistics center Tfie GTTR aiso needs to be ?re erv.. d f ,r 
its ht;ur: role as rhc ide~xl. open-area teTt Site for F-22s. U ~ l l a s  testing is pe:for- zed ;n - 
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conthud basis at WTTR, the FA4 ~rrilf balk at keeping airspace ~vithdranx for militan' use 

fw until the F-22's are built. and in ;dl prohabil~ty wil l  return &te awqxtce to public use, a u s ~ ~ r g  
the miJitay to lose one of i t s  musr valuable hoIdkgs. 

The Utah work ethic is legendaq . and Ogden Air Logistics Center, another valuable 
component of Hill. AFB. h s  cert;-linly benefited from this. In tcrms of prcductiviry, ~r has 
comparatively k e n  the best air Iogistics center over the past 20 years. Odgsn ATC has 
benefited fimher from i3e praximity of the UTTR. ancl t ~ c t i a l  ~nlssils work can be 
accommodated at Ogden ,KC withour f%n%er n d i w  construction cosrs: it is drcady 
performed there I ~ W .  

1 also ask for your card%7. scrutiny of the Army's propnsd rali,"rmcnt of Dugway 
Proving Ground. Dugway is located in a remote xea  encnmpas~;ing more 1md than the stare 
of Rhode Island. IVMc ~t IS an -4.rmy rusr;iljation. 4r: ptx-i.orms cazmical and bxoioglcnl 
testing for all of the services Thc proposed realignment c d s  fcr the relocation of chemical 
and hlological testrug to Aberdeen Prov iu~  Gromd in ItTaryland, a highlj populated area mar 
the Chesxpeake Bay, !\,here accidenfs could r e d :  in severe envkomenral impact. Du;.wa~, 
occupies valuable 1,md anct airspace for the test * a d  evalution mission, which cannot be 
conducted zlsetvhere n'itts,~-~ut high risks of en~;ironmental and security compromise. 

1 hope that the Comniss~on wili also tike a second look i.t Defense Di~tribubc:i 
Depot Ogben (DDOW), tvlrich is on BK4C's cIosulrt [list. One of the Commission's 
fundmentaI charses is that aLI comanities and bases must be mated equaIly and fakly. m However, it appears the Defense I~gis t ics  Agency did not follo~v that principle when 
considermg DROU. Although the DLL4 chose to view Tmc>+-Sh;q in C a l i f o ~ a  s G,;e 
depot, it did not consider DDOLT :end Hill AFB as one umt. T h i s  is blatantly irnfalr T L ~  th.c 
Ogden communio; and workforce. DDOU has a provzn track reczord of productivity a ~ d  
Ogden, as the hub of the ?Vest, is equally distant from all Pacific coat  seaports. In addition. 
DDOU wouId serve as a good back-up to Tracy. 

As cleferne s s n d b g  continues to shrink in the post-Cold 'War envkonrilenx, we are all 

u;;orking to ensure that we receive the .Teatest value for our: defense dollar. TdLc rtali,pnl;ne~t 
and closure of certain military iastallatiom is a critical p m  of t b ~  process. However, we 
must be sure that. we do not, in error, compromise our d i t a r y  readi-ness or fail to m2ke 
these decisions on fair, obie~-\ .e,  strategic criteria. I bclievt= &at: Hill iAir Force Case, 
Dugway Proving Ground Ad Defense Distribution Depot Ogden are essential cozllponents of 
our deferex infratructure. I appreciate !;ow attention to my conr;ems, and wish you xbe best 
in deliberations. 
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TECHNICAL REPORT 
COBRA ANALYSIS -- DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 

INTRODUCTION 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) computer model is the approved device used to develop 
return on investment (ROI) analysis necessary to address BRAC Criteria 5. 'The model requires entry of 
two discrete sets of data -- a data file and a "standard factors" file. 

The data files are straight-forward -- each containing the specific closure or realignment scenario and data 
unique to each of the bases involved in that scenario. The only issue is whether or not the data used by the 
DoD in a data file is, in fact, accurate. However, the "standard factors" files are less straight-forward. 

Despite the fact that the COBRA model was developed under contract for the Defense Department (DoD), 
the "standard factors" file is the subject of considerable misunderstanding within the DoD and its 
subordinate elements. Its components are interpreted as common to the entire DoD or to one of the 
military departments or agencies. Instead, as prescribed on page 67 in the COBRA User's Manual, these 
factors should be developed independently for each scenario. By way of illustration: 

One input included in the "standard factor" file is the percentage of civilian personnel who, if their 
positions are eliminated, will get new Federal jobs under the Priority Placement System. The figure is 
important because severance (RIF) payments need not be paid to those employees receiving new jobs. 
Here, the DoD directed that the figure of 60 percent will be used throughout the Department. 
However, the number actually varies significantly depending on the types of jobs involved. 

If, for example, the employees involved are members of a Schedule A Civil Service rather than 
members of the Competitive Civil Service, none of them will be eligible for participation in the priority 
placement System. Similarly, if the employees hold low-density or highly-specilized skills, only 
between 0 and 10 percent of them will be able to obtain new jobs under the Priority Placement System. 

For the foregoing reasons, to the maximum extent possible, the Community i~sed actual data in its analysis 
of the Department of the Army (DA) recommendation to close the Dugway Proving Ground (DPG). 

The effects of using these adjusted data inputs are included in each section under the heading 
"Community. " It must be emphasized that the two sets of analyses (DA) purport to represent the same 
realignment actions -- a preliminary estimate versus a final estimate based upon an in-depth review. 

FINDINGS 

It should be noted that the Community analysis contained herein focuses completely on the return on 
investment; it makes no attempt to assess the military value of the recommended realignment. 

In the COBRA analysis submitted with the DoD recommendation, the DA presented the following results: 

One-time costs of $25.406 million. 
A net present value of - $306.685 million in 2015. 
A return on investment achieved in 1 year. 



In the refined COBRA analysis submitted in late May 1995, the DA presented the following outcomes: 

One-time costs of $9.461 million. 
A twenty-year net present value of - $305.290 million. 
The return on investment achieved immediately. 

Both of the DA outcomes are very attractive. However, the Community COBRA analysis found that, 
through flaws and shortcomings both in the basic scenario and in the data collection, the DA seriously 
underestimated the one-time costs and vastly overestimated the twenty-year savings. The Community 
reached the following results: 

One-time costs of $19.544 million 
A net present value of - $6.762 million in 2015. 
A return on investment achieved in 12 years. 

Although the Community results remain within the BRAC Criteria because savings are realized within 20 
years, the savings to be achieved are very small compared to the costs that must be paid up front. Indeed, 
it can be argued that such a small return on the investment represents a substantial deviation from BRAC 
Criterion 5. Furthermore: 

Expenditures of the magnitude involved to achieve such small savings -- savings that can likely be 
achieved anyway through management rationalization -- compound the problems that the DoD has 
already publicly admitted -- that it can't close as many installations as it should because it cannot afford 
the initial closure costs. 

As discussed below, in its final submission, there is some evidence that DA anticipates obtaining BRAC 
funding to move a manpower positions from the DPG than are already programmed to be eliminated 
under known force structure reductions that are independent of the BRAC process. If this proves to 
be the case, it constitutes attempted fraud. 

Both DA COBRA analytical efforts (PG2-2X6.CBR / SF7DEC.SFF and PG2-2X7.CBR 1 SF7DEC.SFF) 
and the Community COBRA analysis (DUG1O.CBR 1 DUG5.SFF) are enclosed hereto in both hard copy 
and computer disc formats. 

SCENARIO 

Department of the Armv 

The essence of both of the DA submissions involves the transfer of certain mission functions from the 
DPG to the Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG) and the Yuma Proving Ground (YPG) and the closure of 
English Village, a distinct housing area at the DPG. 

While there is no change in the scenario description provided by the DA in its two submissions, there 
are significant differences in the realignment activity contained therein. Whereas the first anticipated 
moving a total of 338 personnel, the second moves only 82 personnel. The bulk of these personnel are 
to be moved to "BASE X" -- a notional set of data pertaining to an installation yet to be identified. 
Indeed, in the second submission, only 8 positions associated with mission work are being moved from 
the DPG. 



Community 

The Community scenario parallels the second DA submission in moving personnel to the APG and the 
YPG. However, because planned force structure reductions that are independent of the BRAC 
process will eliminate far more positions than those that the DA planned to move to "Base X," the 
Community scenario deleted this notional set of data. 

STANDARD FACTORS FILE 

General 

Each "standard factors" file consists of inputs organized into four discrete components, individually 
covering personnel, facilities, transportation, and construction. As noted above, the COBRA model 
was designed to use a unique standard factors file with each particular scenario. 

Department of the Army 

The "standard factors" file (SF7DEC.SFF) used by the DA for the DPG realignment scenario was used 
by the Department for all other recommendations submitted during the BRAC 95 process. As a result, 
the values it contains are not entirely applicable to the scenario involved in the proposed DPG 
realignment. As an example, it uses the DoD-wide assumption that separated personnel will be eligible 
for only 18 weeks of unemployment compensation whereas the standard in most states -- including Utah 
-- is 26 weeks of eligibility. As another illustration, the average officer salary used ($67,948 per year) 
pertains to the very unaverage rank of lieutenant colonel (pay grade 05). 

For these reasons, correction of the "standard factors" file was both appropriate and necessary. 

Community 

In each instance where the Community validated the DA entries or could not develop independent data, 
its analysis used the DA data contained in the SF7DEC.SFF "standard factor" file. However, the 
Community made certain adjustments in certain of the personnel and facility standard factors. 

Within the personnel category, all salaries were reduced to reflect the actual DPG averages. The DA 
data for both quarters allowances and the unemployment compensation eligibility period and weekly 
benefit were similarly corrected. 

Within the facilities category, adjustments were made to the BOS Index and to the average size of both 
bachelor and family quarters. In the latter case, the actual quarters at the DPG both smaller the DA 
estimates. Estimated annual inflation rates were also modified. 

Within the transportation category certain factors were adjusted to reflect the DPG's historical 
experience. 

The components of the construction segment of the "standard factors" file were not changed from the 
DA inputs. 



DATA FILE 

General 

Whereas the "standard factors" file is designed to contain data common to all bases within a specific 
scenario, the data file contains the data that is unique to each of the bases. The data file contains static 
base information (information assumed to remain relatively constant), dynamic base information (that 
changes during the scenario), information regarding personnel force structure changes, and information 
regarding construction required by the scenario. 

De~artment of the Armv 

STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Static base information reported by the DA in its second effort was identical to that submitted the 
first time. 

The DA analysis reported the DPG personnel authorization to total 884 personnel -- a figure 
somewhat larger than the actual FY 1995 personnel authorization. 

The DA reported 1.596 million square feet of facilities at the DPG and that installation support 
costs totalled $39.483 million. The former figure is much smaller than the actual facilities while 
the latter overstates the base operations costs. Furthermore the difference between reported BOS 
non-payroll costs of $23.665 million and BOS payroll costs of $9.667 is not credible. Unless there 
are peculiar circumstances (which is not the case at the DPG) or BOS functions are contracted out 
(which is also not the case at the DPG), BOS payroll costs should typically be in the neighborhood 
of the combined RPMA and BOS non-payroll costs. 

MOVEMENT TABLES 

In the analysis accompanying the DoD recommendation to realign the DPG, the DA anticipated: 

Moving 5 officers, 6 enlisted personnel, 99 civilian personnel, and 2,500 tons of mission 
equipment to the APG. 

Moving 2 officers, 37 enlisted personnel, 18 civilian employees, and 2,500 tons of mission 
equipment to the YPG. 

Moving 16 officers, 99 enlisted personnel, and 56 civilian employees to BASE X. 

In its refined submission in late May, the DA anticipated: 

Moving only 2 civilian employees to the APG. No equipment was moved. 

Moving only 6 civilian employees to the YPG. No equipment was moved. 

Moving only 3 officers, 15 enlisted personnel, and 56 civilian employees to "BASE X. " 

DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Although the scenario statements pertaining to both DA submissions state that $2.6 million of 



recurring costs are included for "SAFARI" per diem payments, these figures are not actually 
included in either analysis. 

In both submissions, the DA envisages closing only 200,000 square feet at the DPG. Based on the 
scenario description and the number of civilian positions to be eliminated, the DA apparently thinks 
that it requires 329 civilian employees to operate 200,000 square feet of facilities. This comes 
close to being one manpower authorization for every two houses! 

Both DA submissions show the cumulative loss of 50 civilian positions in FY 97 and FY 98 due to 
force structure changes. No force structure changes are made in the military personnel categories 
even though these are actually programmed to occur. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

The first DA submission requires construction costing a total of $8.522 at the APG. This 
construction requirement is appropriately deleted in the second DA submission. 

No figures are included in either analysis to replace mission essential facilities currently located in 
the English Village complex at the DPG. 

Community 

In each instance where the Community validated the DA inputs or could not develop independent data, 
its analysis used the DA data contained in the PG2-2X7.CBR data file. 

STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

The Community did not change any DA entries for either the APG or the YPG. 

With regard to the DPG, the Community data is that pertaining to the actual size today -- as 
modified by programmed force structure changes that are independent of the BRAC process. 
Herein, the DPG's actual 1995 manpower authorization is for 24 officers, 70 enlisted personnel, 
and 653 civilian employees -- for a total of 747 personnel. 

The Community corrected the figure for total facilities at the DPG. These actually total 2.571 
million square feet -- some 61.1 percent larger than reported by the DA. 

The community corrected the base operations costs to total $27.676 million. This figure is based 
on actual programmed FY 1995 obligations. Similarly, the family housing costs were corrected to 
the actual FY 95 figure of $871,000. 

MOVEMENT TABLES 

The Community analysis moves the same numbers of positions to the APG and the YPG as did the 
second DA submission. 

DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Unlike either of its DA counterparts, the Community analysis contains the $2.6 million in recurring 
costs for "SAFARI" per diem. 



As reported by the DA, the force structure reductions at the DPG are understated. Instead of a 
total of 50 civilian positions, the DPG is programmed to lose 15 officer, 40 enlisted, and 129 
civilian positions -- for a total of 184 positions. The Community analysis appropriately uses these 
figures. Their inclusion as force structure reductions is the rationale behind the Community's 
deletion of "BASE X" from its scenario. 

The Community analysis closes all 996,000 square feet of facilities actually comprising English 
Village. However, unlike the DA analysis, the Community only deleted the manpower positions 
actually associated with operating and supporting the English Village complex. Instead of the 329 
civilians apparently assumed by the DA, these actually comprise 3 officer positions, 9 enlisted 
positions, and 22 civilian positions -- for a total authorization of 34 personnel. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

In recommending closure of the English Village complex, the DA apparently omitted from 
consideration the fact that, although predominantly a military housing area, the complex also 
contains several mission-essential facilities. If the English Village complex is closed while the rest 
of the DPG remains in operation, these facilities will have to be replicated. Accordingly, the 
Community analysis contains appropriate data concerning the replacement cost of these rnission- 
essential facilities. 

It should be noted herein, that the DoD recommendation involves a significant military construction 
bill -- totalling $17,206 million -- to replace perfectly adequate mission-essential facilities that are 
being closed! 

SUMMARY 

Department of the Army 

Based on the second DA calculations, after BRAC and force structure actions are complete, the DPG 
will be authorized 423 personnel. This represents a decrease of 461 positions from the reported total 
FY 95 authorization of 884 personnel. This represents a reduction of 52.1 percent. 

Similarly, the second DA calculations indicate that the total facilities at the DPG will decrease from 
1.596 million square feet to 1.396 million square feet. This represents a reduction of 12.5 percent. 

With no substantive change in the mission, the large disparity between the percentage of personnel 
being reduced and the percentage of facilities being closed is simply not credible. At the very least, it 
requires some explanation. 

Community 

Based on the Community calculations, after BRAC and force structure actions are complete, the DPG 
will be authorized 51 1 personnel. This represents a decrease of 236 positions from the actual total FY 
95 authorization of 747 personnel. This represents a reduction of 52.1 percent. However, of these 
reductions, only 42 stem from BRAC activity. 

Similarly, the second DA calculations indicate that the total facilities at the DPG will decrease from 
2.57 1 million square feet to 1.575 million square feet. This represents a reduction of 61.3 percent. 



It should be noted that the correlation between the percentage of facilities being closed and the 
percentage of personnel positions involved represents a more realistic outcome. 

CONCLUSIONS 

It must be stressed again that this report focuses only on the return on investment issues, ignoring the more 
important military value issues associated with the DoD recommendation. 

Instead of an immediate return on investment or a return within one year, the actual answer is that the 
return on investment will not occur for 12 years. Furthermore: 

Of more importance than the actual return on investment is the scope of the recommendation. It 
actually involves no more than 42 manpower positions and therefore falls well outside BRAC 
parameters. Indeed, a recommendation of this insignificant scope should never be considered in the 
BRAC process. Realignment activity of this scope should be covered by normal DA funding. Instead, 
if approved, the recommendation will consume BRAC funding that the Congress intended to be devoted 
to substantative closure and realignment recommendations. As the DoD has noted, it can't close as 
many installations as it should because it can't afford the closure costs. Recommendations such as this 
one -- if approved -- magnify the problem! 

Of equal importance, by moving positions to BASE X that are actually programmed to be eliminated 
under force structure reductions that are independent of the BRAC process, the DA appears to be 
trying to capture BRAC funding to support nonexistent BRAC activity. 

Finally, the DoD recommendation involves a significant military construction bill -- totalling $17,206 
million -- to replace perfectly adequate facilities that are being closed! A far better solution would be 
to reject the DoD recommendation and then allow the DA to make such adjustments as it considers 
appropriate at the DPG. 

In short, the DoD recommendation to realign the DPG should be rejected as a violation of the intent and 
purpose of the BRAC process. 

ENCLOSURES 

1 Summary and input reports for first DA COBRA analysis (PG2-2X6.CBR / SF7DEC.SFF). 
2 Summary and input reports for second DA COBRA analysis (PG2-2X7.CBR 1 SF7DEC.SFF). 
3 Summary and input reports for Community COBRA analysis (DUG1O.CBR / DUGS. SFF). 
4 Computer disc for all runs. 



COBRA RBALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 
Scenario Pile : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : A:\SF7DBC.SPF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015($K) : -306,685 
1-Time cost ($K) : 25,406 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 705 7.818 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 2,515 1,886 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 

Other 0 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 3,220 9,704 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 
Bnl 0 

Civ 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS RBALIGNBD 
Off 0 
Bnl 0 

stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Summary : 

REALIGN DUGWAY PG. CLOSB BNGLISH VILLAGE. 
CONSOLIDATB PG WORK TO EXISTING PGs. SUPPORTS WBSTBRN TBST COMPLBX 
RBMAINING PBRSONNEL NOT JUST MAINTENANCB; INCLUDBS CHBM/BIO PBOPLB 
BXCBSS MILITARY TO BASE X 
CONTAINS $2.6M RECURRING COSTS FOR SAFARI PER DIBM 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 

Scenarro File : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DGC.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
.--- - - - -  

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

Milcon 705 7,818 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 2,515 1,886 
Movlng 0 0 

Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

52,967 

54,006 
265 

0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
15,133 

15,768 
0 

0 
0 

MilCon 
Person 

Overhd 
Moving 

Missio 
Other 

TOTAL 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created ll:O3 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 
Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : A:\SP7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yee 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
DUGWAY PG, UT 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 
BASE X, US 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
REALIGN DUGWAY PG. CLOSE BNGLISH VILLAGE. 
CONSOLIDATB PG WORK TO BXISTING PGs. SUPPORTS WBSTBRN TEST COMPLEX 
RBMAINING PERSONNBL NOT JUST MAINTENANCB; INCLUDES CHEM/BIO PBOPLB 
EXCESS MILITARY TO BASB X 
CONTAINS $2.6M RECURRING COSTS FOR SAFARI PBR DIEM 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
DUGWAY PG, ZIT 
DUGWAY PG, UT 
DUGWAY PG, UT 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 

ABERDBBN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 
BASE X, US 
YUMA PG, AZ 
BASE X, US 
BASE X, US 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from DUGWAY PG, UT to ABERDEEN PG, MD 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Bqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons) : 

Transfers from DUGWAY PG. UT to YUMA PG, AZ 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Bqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 
2,262 mi 
775 mi * 

1,340 mi 
2,200 mi 
1,340 mi 
1.340 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 
Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from DUGWAY PG, UT to BASE X, US 

Officer Positions: 

Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 

Student Positions: 
Missn Bqpt (tons) : 

Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 

RPMA  on-payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Family Housing ($K/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Viait): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 

Mil Families Living On Base: 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 

Total Base Facilities(KSP): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 

NO 

Name: ABERDBEN PG. MD 

Total Officer Employees: 446 

Total Enlisted Employees: 1,863 

Total Student Employees: 2,996 
Total Civilian Employees: 6,771 

Mil Families Living On Base: 76.2% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.02 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Bnlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 

Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 12,121 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 130 

Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 155 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 116 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 

Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name: YUMA PG, AZ 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 

Total Student Ehnployees: 

Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 

Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA  on-payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 

Scenario File : A:\PG~-2X6.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCRBEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X. US 

Total Officer Employees: 752 

Total Enlisted Employees: 4,208 
Total Student Employees: 1,121 

Total Civilian Employees: 2,709 
Mil Families Living On Base: 55.0% 

civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 

Total Base Facilities(KSP): 6,091 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 178 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 132 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 101 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA  on-payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing  year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Information: 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
l-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 0 
l-Time Moving Save (SKI: 0 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : o 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 

Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0 2 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 0 % 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 

CHAMPUS Out-Patienta/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 200 

Name: ABERDEEN PG, MD 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

l-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 

l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 

Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Miasion Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule (2) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 2,600 2,600 2,600 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0% 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0% 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDom: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0 2 0 2 
0 % 02 0 % 0 2 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 

Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 

Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : A:\SF7DBC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASB INFORMATION 

Name : YUMA PG, AZ 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 

Bnv Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule (2) : 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 

Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patienta/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name : BASE X, US 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Bnv Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 

Construction Schedule (2) : 
shutdown Schedule (2) : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc($K): 

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
02 02 0 2 
02 02 0 2 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCRBBN SIX - BASB PBRSONNBL INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 - 6 -44 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 -329 0 0 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Chanye(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : PG2-2x6 
Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ABBRDEEN PG, MD 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 -2 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 

Civ Force Struc Change: 

Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario change: 

En1 Scenario Change: 

Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 

En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 

caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

Name : YUMA PG, AZ 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 

Civ Force Struc Change: 
stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 

En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 

Off Change (No Sal Save) : 

En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 

Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: ABERDBEN PG, MD 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RDT&E RDT&E 30,000 0 0 

GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 13,400 0 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREBN ONB - PBRSONNBL 

Percent Officers Married: 77.002 
Percent Enlisted Married: 58.502 

Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.002 
Officer Salary($/Year) : 67,948.00 

Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,717.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 

Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 45,998.00 

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.002 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.002 

Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.002 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 

SF File Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.002 
Priority Placement Service: 60.002 

PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.002 

Civilian PCS Costs ($)  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($) : 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price ($1 : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.002 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.002 
Max Home Purch Reimburs ( $ )  : 11,191.00 

Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.002 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.902 

HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.002 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.002 

RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.002 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:03 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x6 

Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X6.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 
(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.002 

Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 388.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,819.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.002 1997: 2.802 1998: 2.902 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Coat: 

Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 

MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 

MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Pereon(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 

HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 

Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & crate ($/Ton) : 
Mil Light vehicle($/~ile): 

~eavy/Spec vehicle($/Mile): 

POV ~eimbursernent($/Mile): 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 

Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 

One-Time Off PCS Cost ($ )  : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $1  : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - . . - - - 
Horizontal 

Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 

School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 

Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 

Dining Facilities 

Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 

Shipyard Maintenance 

RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 

Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

- - 
(SY) 

(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(BA) 
(EA) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(BL) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
( ) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
APPLIED INSTR 
LII~S (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION PAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS PAC 

2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 

Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 

Optional Category J 

Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 

Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 

Optional Category R 

UM $ /m 
- - - - - -  
(SF) 114 

(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) 100 
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( ) 0 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 

( 1 0 
( 1 0 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 

( ) 0 

( ) 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

EQUIPMENT SHIP WEIGHTS ARE ESTIMATES 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x7 

Scenario Pile : A:\PGZ-2X7.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : A:\SP7DEC.SPP 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015($K): -305,290 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 9.461 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 1.550 

Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 Total 

- - - - -  
0 

-50,363 
-30,870 
4,608 

0 
320 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-14,592 
-9,416 

0 

0 
0 

TOTAL 1,550 1,162 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 
En1 0 
Civ 0 

TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 

Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Summary : 

REALIGN DUGWAY PG. C W S E  ENGLISH VILLAGE. 

CONSOLIDATE PG WORK TO EXISTING PGS. SUPPORTS WESTERN TEST COMPLEX 
REMAINING PERSONNEL NOT JUST MAINTENANCE; INCLUDES CHEM/BIO PBOPLE 

EXCESS MILITARY TO BASE X 
CONTAINS $2.6M RECURRING COSTS FOR SAFARI PER DIEM 



COBRA RBALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : PG2-2x7 
Scenario File : A:\PG~-2X7.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SP7DEC.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon o 0 
Person 0 0 
overhd 1,550 1,162 
Moving o 0 

Misaio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 1.550 1,162 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mil Con 0 0 

Person o 0 

Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 1l:OS 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x7 
Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X7.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does ~ime-phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 

DUGWAY PG, UT 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 
BASB X, US 

Strategy: 

Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary: 

REALIGN DUGWAY PG. CLOSB ENGLISH VILLAGE. 
CONSOLIDATE PG WORK TO EXISTING PGa. SUPPORTS WESTERN TEST COMPLBX 
REMAINING PBRSONNBL NOT JUST MAINTENANCE; INCLUDES CHEM/BIO PEOPLE 
EXCESS MILITARY TO BASE X 
CONTAINS 52.6M RECURRING COSTS FOR SAFARI PER DIEM 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
DUGWAY PG, UT 
DUGWAY PG, UT 
DUGWAY PG, UT 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
ABBRDBBN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
ABBRDEEN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 
BASB X, US 
YUMA PG, AZ 
BASE X, US 
BASB X, US 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from DUGWAY PG, UT to ABBRDBBN PG, MD 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Miasn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tone) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons) 

Transfers from DUGWAY PG, UT to YUMA PG, AZ 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons) : 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 
2,262 mi 
775 mi 

1,340 mi 
2,200 mi 
1,340 mi 
1,340 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x7 

Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X7.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DBC.SFF 

INPUT SCRBBN THRBB - MOVBMBNT TABLB 

Transfers from DUGWAY PG, UT to BASE X. US 

Officer Positions: 

Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 

Student Positions: 0 0 0 
Missn Bqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 

Suppt Bqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 

Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 0 0 0 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons) : 0 0 0 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCRBBN FOUR - STATIC BASB INFORMATION 

Name : DUGWAY PG, UT 

Total Officer Employees: 28 
Total Bnlisted Bmployees: 169 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Bmployees: 687 

Mil Families Living On Base: 100.02 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.02 

Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 1,596 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 113 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 61 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 8 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA   on-payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications  ear): 
BOS  on-payroll  on- ear) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: Yes 

No Unique Activity Information: 

Name: ABERDBBN PG, MD 

Total Officer Employees: 446 
Total Bnlisted Employees: 1,863 

Total Student Employees: 2,996 
Total Civilian Employees: 6,771 

M i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  76.22 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 

Total Base Pacilities(KSF): 12,121 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 130 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 155 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 116 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Pamily Housing ($K/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CliAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name : YUMA PG, AZ 

Total Officer Bmployees: 

Total Enlisted Employees: 

Total Student Bmployees: 
Total Civilian Bmployees: 

RPMA Non-payroll  year) 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll  ear) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 

Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 

Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/~ile) : 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 

Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994. Report Created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x7 

Scenario File : A:\PGZ-Z~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\sF~DEC.SPP 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X. US 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 

Total Student Employees: 

Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSP): 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA  on-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Unique Save ($K): 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 

Land (+Buy/-sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule (2) : 
Shutdown Schedule (t): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 

Pam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: ABBRDEEN PG, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule (2) : 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PGZ-2x7 
Scenario File : A:\PG2-2X7.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: YUMA PG, AZ 

1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 

Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule (2) : 0 2 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 0 2 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 

Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

Name : BASE X, US 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K): 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown ( G P )  : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 2 02 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 2 0 2 02 0 2 
0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 

Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -6 

Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 

Off Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 

Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
Off Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 

En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : PG2-2x7 
Scenario File : A : \ P G Z - 2 x 7 . ~ ~ ~  
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PBRSONNBL INFORMATION 

Name: ABERDEEN PG, MD 
1996 
- - - -  

off Force Struc Change: 0 
Bnl Force Struc Change: 0 

Civ Porce Struc Change: 0 

stu Force Struc Change: 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 

Civ Scenario Change: 0 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 0 

En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 0 

Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 

Name: YUMA PG, AZ 

1996 1997 1998 1999 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 

Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 

En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save) : 

En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 

Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 0 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNBL 

Percent Officers Married: 77.00% 

Percent Enlisted Married: 58.50% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.002 

Officer Salary($/Year): 67,948.00 

Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,717.00 

Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy cost($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 

CivilianSalary($/Year): 45,998.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 

Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: SP7DBC.SPF 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.002 

Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 

PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ($ )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 1,109.00 

Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 

Max Home Purch Reimbura($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.002 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 

RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSB Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 
(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.00% 

Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF1 : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 

Avg Family Quarters(SP) : 1,819.00 

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.80% 1998: 2.90% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 

Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 

Milcon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 

MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:05 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : PG2-2x7 

scenario File : A:\PGZ-ZX~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 

HHGPerOffFamily (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6.400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 

Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate  on) : 284.00 

Mil Light vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 

Heavy/~pec vehicle($/~ile) : 0.09 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Yeara): 2.90 

Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 4,665.00 
One-Time Off PCS cost($): 6,134.00 

One-Time Bnl PCS Cost($): 4,381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 

Administrative 
School Buildings 

Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 

Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 

Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 

POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 

Environmental 

UM 
- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(En) 
(BA) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(BL) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

( ) 

Category 

APPLIBD INSTR 
LABS (RDT&B) 
CHILD CARE CBNTBR 
PRODUCTION PAC 

PHYSICAL FITNESS PAC 
2+2 BACHQ 

Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 

Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 

Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 

(SF) 120 

(SF) 100 

(SF) 128 
(KA) 19,140 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 

( ) 0 

( ) 0 
( ) 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

EQUIPMENT SHIP WEIGHTS ARE ESTIMATES 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUG10 

Scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : A:\DUGS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2010 (12 Years) 

NPV in 2015($K) : -6,762 

l-Time Cost ($K) : 19, 544 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 11,954 
Person 0 
Overhd 117 
Moving 0 

Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - -  

5.251 
0 

8 8 
0 

0 
0 

Total 
- - - - -  

17,206 
-3,856 

-195 

426 
0 

27 

TOTAL 12,071 5,339 

Total 
- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 

En1 0 0 
Civ 0 0 

TOT 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 

En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

REALIGN DUGWAY PROVING GROUND. CLOSE ENGLISH VILLAGE. TRANSFER CHEM/BIO 

WORK TO ABERDEEN PG. TRANSFER SMOKE/OESCURANT WORK TO YUMA PG. MILCON 
REQD TO REPLACE MISSION-ESSENTIAL FACILITIES BEING CLOSBD IN BNGLISH 
VILLAGE. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUG10 
Scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : A:\DUGS.SFP 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Total Beyond 
- - - - - -  

Milcon 11,954 5,251 

Person 0 0 

Overhd 117 8 8 
Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 o 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 12,071 5.339 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 0 

Person 0 

Overhd 0 
Moving 0 

Missio 0 

Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - -  

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

4,225 

12,368 
0 

0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,207 

3,534 
0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : DUG10 
Scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : A:\DUGS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
DUGWAY PG, UT 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

REALIGN DUGWAY PROVING GROUND. CLOSE ENGLISH VILLAGE. TRANSFER CHEM/BIO 

WORK TO ABERDEEN PG. TRANSFER SMOKB/OBSCURANT WORK TO YUMA PG. MILCON 

REQD TO REPLACE MISSION-ESSENTIAL FACILITIES BEING CLOSED IN ENGLISH 
VILLAGE. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
DUGWAY PG, UT 

DUGWAY PG, UT 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
ABERDEEN PG, MD 
YUMA PG, AZ 

YUMA PG, AZ 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transf ere from DUGWAY PG, UT to ABERDEEN PG, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officer Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 

Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Positions: 0 0 2 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 

Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfere from DUGWAY PG, UT to YUMA PO, AZ 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 

Civilian Positions: 

Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 

Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Distance : 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUG10 
Scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\DUGS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 

Total Officer Bmployees: 
Total Enlisted Bmployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: ABERDEEN PG, MD 

Total Officer Employees: 446 
Total Enlisted Employees: 1,863 
Total Student Employees: 2,996 
Total Civilian Employees: 6,771 
Mil Families Living On Base: 76.22 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.02 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 12,121 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 130 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 155 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 116 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name : YUMA PG. AZ 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Unite Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/~ile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Pamily Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 
No 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 5,300 
Communications ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 19,455 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 7,946 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 3,597 
Area Cost Factor: 1.11 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 0 
CHAMPUS out-pat ($/Vieit) : 0 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.02 
Activity Code : 4985 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 
Unique Activity Information: No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUG10 
Scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\DUG5.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: ABERDEEN EG, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSP) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 8 5 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 2,600 2,600 2,600 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 % 02 0 2 0 2 
02 02 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
02 0 2 0 2 
0 2 02 0 2 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

Perc Pamily Housing ShutDown: 

Name : YUMA PG, AZ 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS 1n-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 

Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUG10 
Scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : A:\DUGS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: DUGWAY PG, UT 
1996 
- - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 

En1 Force Struc Change: 0 

Civ Force Struc Change: 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 

Off Scenario Change: 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 

Civ Scenario Change: 0 

Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 

En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 

Caretakers - Military: 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 

Name: ABERDEEN PG, MD 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 

Civ Porce Struc Change: 0 -53 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 9 6 

Off Scenario Change: 0 0 

En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 

Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 

En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 0 0 

Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 

Caretakers - Military: 0 0 

Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 

Name: YUMA PG, AZ 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 

En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name : DUGWAY PG, KIT 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon ~otal cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
COMMO CTR ADD 
CONV METAL SHOP 
SUPPLY COMPOUND 
CLINIC ADDITION 
ADMIN BUILDING 
FIRE STATION ADD 
CONTRACTOR COMPOUND 
FENCE BOUNDARY 
REFUSE TRANS STN 
ENGR MAINT SHOP 

- - - - -  
OTHER 
MAINT 
OPERA 
MEDFC 
ADMIN 
OPERA 
OPERA 
OTHER 
OTHER 
MAINT 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:lO 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : DUG10 
scenario File : A:\DUGlO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\DUGS.SFP 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 70.002 
Percent Enlisted Married: 48.00% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.00% 

Officer Salary($/Year): 45,216.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 8,364.00 

Enlisted Salary($/Year): 17,600.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 4,368.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 253.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Week8) : 26 

civilian Salary($/Year) : 41.500.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 2.002 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 2.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 2.00% 
Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 25.00% 
SF File Desc: DUGS. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.75 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 120.00 
AvgFamilyQuarters(SF): 1,200.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 

1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.005 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.002 
Priority Placement Service: 40.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 100.002 

Civilian PCS Costs ( 5 )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($) : 1,109.00 

Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.002 

Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.002 
Max Home Purch Reimbura($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 72.00% 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.002 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 

Info Management Account: 

MilCon Design Rate: 

MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 

MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person (Lb) 

HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 

Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 255.00 

Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.09 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile) : 0.30 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 3.20 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/~our) : 4,655.00 

One-TimeOff PCSCost($): 6,134.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost($): 4,381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 

Waterfront 

Air Operations 

Operational 
Administrative 

School Buildings 

Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 

Recreation Facilities 

Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 

POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 

Medical Facilities 

Environmental 

UM 
- - 
(SY) 

(LF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(EA) 
(EA) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(BL) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

( ) 

Applied inetr 

Labs (RDT&E) 

Child care ctr 

Production fac 
Physical fitness fac 

2+2 bach qtrs 

Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 

Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 

Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 

Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 

Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 

Optional Category R 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:19 09/08/1994, Report Created 11:10 06/11/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : DUG10 

Scenario Pile : A:\DUGIO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : A:\DUGS.SPP 

BXPLRNATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

EQUIPMENT SHIP WEIGHTS ARE ESTIMATES 
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4 Manhours expended: 

Savings : 

36.4 per unit 

$27,457 

There are no facility or equipment capacity concerns at Ogden 

ALC given additional manpower, we could assume an immediate 

increase of 149 to 200 gear annually without impacting current 

customers. \ 

Manpower Estimates 

C-130 Gear and Components 

*17 Ea Production Personnel 

SERIES GRADE TITLE 

8-WG 8840 9/10 AIRCRAFT PARTS REPAIRER 

6-WG 3414 09/10 MACHINIST 

3-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATER 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



CANDIDATE ITEM 
F-14 INTERSERVICEABILITY, F-15- COMPARISON 

We currently have a F-14 Nose Landing Gear in our facility for 

a prototype repair. All piece parts have been repaired and we are 

now awaiting the outer cylinder from the Navy to assemble the gear. 

There has been no unexpected problems with the repair of this 

prototype. Ogden ALC has extensive experience with the F-15 which 

has a similar Nose   an ding Gear. We believe the processes and 

costs of the F-14 Landing Gear will be similar to those we have 

experienced with the F-15. 

Current Status 

We are currently producing 72, F-15 Landing Gear annually by 

trained and certified mechanics. With additional personnel, we 

could easily integrate the F-14 into our existing repair process 

with no significant changes or impacts. Significant savings have 

been realized for repair of the F-15 Landing Gear as the below 

cost/savings data will attest. 

F-15 Main Landing Gear New Cost: $105,802 

Repair cost: $ 11,417 

Manhours expended: 83 per unit 

Savings : $ 94,385 

F-15 Nose Landing Gear New Cost: $ 46,005 

Repair cost: $ 9,620 

Manhours expended: 68 per unit 

Savings : $ 36,385 



capacity is not a problem, we have the facilities and 

equipment in place. F-14 Landing Gear work load could easily be 

coordinated and included in our repair system with minor tooling 

and fixturing for our shops. No significant process changes would 

be required. 
'C 

Manpower Estimates 

F-14 Gear and Components 

*27 Ea Production Personnel 

Series Grade Title 

1-WG 8840 10 SUPV AIRCRAFT MECH PARTS REPAIRER 

10-WG 8840 09/10 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

8-WG 3414 09/10 MACHINIST 

4-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATER 

1-WG 3769 08 SHOT PEEN MACHINE OPERATOR 

1-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

1-GS 1152 09 PRODUCTION CONTROLLER 

1-GS 0830 12 PROCESS ENGINEER 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



CANDIDATE ITEM 
AIRCRAFT WHEELS 

With the proper number of personnel, the Landing Gear Division 

has the capability and capacity to repair all the aircraft wheels 

and related components for the Department of Defense. With the use 

of a computer assisted Mechanized Material  andl ling System, 

component parts are efficiently and safely moved from disassembly 

through the cleaning, inspection, plating and paint areas with a 

minimum of manual handling. Facility layout and equipment were 

specifically designed and selected to optimize this process. 

Current S t a t u s  

In FY93, we completed a planned work load of 7,919 wheel 

V assemblies using a total of 77,058 manhours. An additional 

unplanned work load of 393 wheels totaling 3874 hours was completed 

at our customers request. Through continued process improvements 

and efforts driven by competition, we reduced the standard labor 

hours on wheel overhaul and repair by an average of 26 percent. 

~epair flow days from induction to shipment average less than ten 

working days. We are confident that we could apply these same 

lessons learned to Navy products. A few examples indicate the 

following: 

Noun 

F-15 Wheel Main 

F-15 Wheel Nose 

F-16 Wheel Main 

F-16 Wheel Nose 

C-130 Wheel Main 

C-130 Wheel Nose 

w 

New Cost Repair Cost Std Hrs 

$9,524 $1,540 8.0 

3,138 730 4.7 

3,400 1,272 5.8 

973 400 4.5 

6,116 950 7.8 

2,018 658 5.0 



Capacity 

w 
Facility capacity is not a concern because the Landing Gear 

complex was specifically designed to perform repair operating on 

all landing gear and related components work load. We are 

currently operating a modified one shift operation, maintaining 

only process essehtial personnel on second and third shifts. With 

additional personnel, we could easily expand to full second and 

third shift operations and immediately accept Navy wheel work load. 

ManDower Estimates 

*25 Ea Production Personnel 

SERIES GRADE TITLE 

1-WS 8840 09/10 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

9-WS 8840 09 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

4-WG 3414 09 MACHINIST 

7-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATER 

3-WG 3769 08 SHOT PEEN MACHINE OPERATOR 
1-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 
and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



- 
CANDIDATE ITEM 

AIRCRAFTBRAKES 

With 40 years experience, the Landing Gear Division has the 

knowledge and capability to repair aircraft brakes and related 

components for the Department of Defense. A computer assisted 

Mechanized Material Handling System efficiently and safely moves 

parts from disassembly through cleaning, inspection, plating and 

painting areas with minimum manual intervention. The entire 

Landing Gear facility was designed and equipped to optimize this 

process. 

Current Status 

In FY 93 we completed a planned work load of 4,872 brake 

assemblies using a total of 62,561 hours. An additional unplanned 

work load of 138 brakes totalling 2258 hours was completed at our 

customers request. Brake flow days from induction to shipment is 

an average of 17 days. 

Currently the Air Force is using the innovative two for one 

carbon brake plate program. Two plates that are worn beyond 

acceptable limits are machined and joined together making a "good 

as newn plate at a significant savings. This program could be 

applied to Navy systems where feasible on the F-16. This process 

saved approximately $5,000 per brake heatstack. Below are a few 

examples of our brake costs: 

Noun New Cost Repair Cost SdRs 

F-15 C/D Brake Assy $20,830 $ 3,580 20.4 

F-15 C/D Restack Heatstack 8,028 993 5.8 

F-15 C/D Two For One Heatstack 8,028 2,500 15.4 

F-16 Block 40 Brake Assy 13,925 2,678 19.0 



F-16 Two For One Heatstack 7,961 

C-130 Brake Assy 7,356 

Facility capacity is not a concern because the Landing Gear 

complex was specidically designed to perform all landing gear and 

related components work load. We are currently operating a 

modified one shift operation, maintaining only process essential 

personnel on second and third shifts. W.ith additional Navy 

personnel, we could easily expand to full second and third shift 

operations and immediately accept Navy brake work load. 

Manuower Estimates 

*28 Production Personnel 

SERIES GRADE TITLE 

1-WS 8840 09/10 SUPV AIRCRAFT MECH PARTS REPAIRER 

11-WG 8840 09 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

r 4-WG 3414 09 MACHINISTS 

4-WG 3769 08 SHOT PEEN MACHINE OPERATORS 

5-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATERS 

1-WG 3712 10 HEAT TREATER 

1-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

1-GS 1152 09 PRODUCTION CONTROLLER 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



- CANDIDATE ITEM 
JOB SHOP MANUFACTURING AND INVESTMENT CASTING 

Cavabilitv 

The Manufacturing Section of the Landing Gear Division has the 
Z 

capability and capacity to manufacture replacement recoverable and 

expendable components for Naval Aviation Systems. We have 

extensive experience in manufacturing aircraft quality pins, 

bushings, braces, ribs, fittings, hinges, collars, and stiffeners 

for the systems that we support. In addition, our tool and die 

area manufactures all of our tooling and fixturing to support our 

current systems and industrial operations such as electro plating 

and grinding. They also manufacture our Investment Casting molds 

which has allowed us to operate the Air Force's first full 

production investment casting facility. 

Current Status 

u' We currently have produced 49 part number components in direct 

support of the F-18 Navy Contract in Ogden ALC Aircraft Division. 

The majority of these components were needed immediately to prevent 

aircraft repair line stoppages, and were manufactured within 30 

days after receiving the funded request. Additionally our 

investment casting facility has 623 hours of Navy work "on the 

booksw at a dollar value of $41,080. Any manufacturing, short of 

forgings and within machine capability, could be accomplished 

within days after receipt of funding. 

Manvower Estimates 

Current manpower capability (JourneymanMachinists WG-3414110) 

exists to support Air Force work load and any additional Navy 

candidate item. Investment Casting manpower (4 Ea WG-4616114) may 

need to be augmented if any of these Navy candidates required a 

significant increase in casting support. 

V -10- 



.. 

CANDIDATE ITEM 
F-18 DNTERSERVICEABILITY, F-16 COMPARISON 

Although no direct comparison can be drawn between the unique 

design of the Navy F-18 and Air Force F-16 Landing Gear, a 

functional comparison can be made of shock strut components, 

material and repair processes necessary for refurbishment. The 

Shock Strut has a similar function on both aircraft. Our extensive 

knowledge of the F-16 Actuating Cylinder and other similar Air 

Force systems can be easily transferred to the F-18 Landing Gear 

with no significant problems. Therefore, a comparison can be drawn 

between the two weapon systems Landing Gear. 

Current Status 

We are currently producing 136 F-16 Landing Gear annually by 

trained and certified mechanics. W i t h  additional personnel, Navy 

F-18 work load could easily be integrated into our repair system. 

The Air Force has realized significant savings of F-16 repair as 

indicated below: 

F-16 Main Landing Gear New cost: $10,216 

Repair cost: $ 2,277 

Manhours expended: 23 per unit 

Savings : $ 7,939 

F-16 Nose Landing Gear New cost $43,718 

Repair cost $ 5,502 

Manhours expended: 22 per unit 

Savings : $38,216 



Capacity is not a problem. Our current systems can 

accommodate from small T-38 to large C-5 landing gear components. 

We have the facilities, machines, chemical tanks and technical 

expertise to taka on the F-18 Landing Gear. Tooling and fixtures 

can be designed aGd manufactured by our design and manufacture 

personnel with no significant problems anticipated. 

Manpower Estimat*~ 

*96 Production and 

SERIES muE 
1-WS-16 OR GM-1601-13 

1-WS 8840 09/10 

30-WG 8840 09/10 

1-WS 3414 10 

Support Personnel 

SUPV AIRCRAFT MECX PARTS REPAIRER 

AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

MACHINIST SUPERVISOR 

MACHINISTS 

METALLIZING EQUIPMENT OPERATOR 

ELXCTROPLATERS 

SHOP PEEN MACRINE OPERATORS 

PAINTER 

MECHANICAL ENGINEER 

INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER 

INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

PRODUCTION CONTROLLER 

MATERIAL EXPEDITER 

UTILITY SYSTEMS OPERATOR 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 

-12- 
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Jeannie Hathenbruck 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



I 

Overview 

)Background 

>Alternative Solution 

>Full Service Support 

)Transition Plan 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



>BRAC 93 
a Consolidated Tactical Missiles at LEAD 

-- -- - - 

DMRD 908 "Tactical Missile Study" 
a Good Decision to Consolidate 

I 

a Fundamentals Driving Decision Remain Valid 

,HiU AFB 

Background 

>DoD Recommended C1 
(LEAD) in 1993 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 



Background 

*Reduction in Labor Ho 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 

- 

>Several Systems Now Excluded 
a Contractor Support Issues 
a Retire In-Place 

Deep Storage 
a Service Retained 



1131190 1131192 7127193 515194 211195 JCSG 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



>Additional Workload 
Red River (Vehicle and Launchers) 
Crane (Fuzes) 
Tobyhanna (Missile Components) 

I 

Black World 

jHiU AFB 

DoD Tactical Missile 
>Present Tactical Missile 
> D e ~ o t  
)FY99 Proj ected Work1 

a Subtotal 

llntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



.Hill AFB 

Background 
>Army Recommended Disesta 

LEAD Depot 
>I995 DoD Recommen 

a Guidance & Control to Tobyhanna AD 
a Guidance & Control Plus Towed and Self- 

Propelled Vehicles to Anniston AD 
a Hawk Missile System to Barstow USMC Depot 
a AUR & Storage For Four (4) Systems Remain at 

Letterkenny AD 
>Nullifies 93 BRAC Consolidation Decision 
>LEAD is Army Tier I1 Depot, Will Not Be 

USAF Missile Storage Site 
llntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today / 
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Alternative 
Solution 

I Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 
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,Hill AFB 

Alternative Solution 
>Hill AFB Provides a Viabl 

35 Years of Missile Exp 

a USAF Consolidated Workload at Hill AFB 1970's 

USAF Missile Investment at Hill Exceeds $ lB 

Significant Amount of DoD Organic Tactical 

Missile Workload 
53% GCS 

44% DoD Missiles 

150,000 DLH Launcher and Vehicle Workload 
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DoD Tactical Missile 
Guidance and Co 

( 000 D 

Total 

229.6 

100% 

Hill 
Current 

121.8 

53% 

LEAD 
Current 

18.8 

8% 

Future 
(Contract) 

89.0 

39% 



Hill, AFB 

Why Hill AFB? 

>Total Organic Missile 
Vehicles, Launchers, 

I 
00-ALC Repair 

- 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 

Assets 

USAF 

DoD - 

Direct 
Labor Hrs (K) 

730.5 

1687 

Direct 
Labor Hrs (K) 

71 7.5 

745.9 

Y o  

98 

44 



Hill AFB Designated Tier I Depot 

- 
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,Hill AFB 

Alternative Solution (Cont) 

a Capability Exists to Co 
Missile Workload 

Support Equipment 
GCS 
AUR 
Launchers 
Vehicles 

a Full Service Missile Support 
a Established Infrastructure 



HiU AFB 

Hill AFB, A TIER I Base 

>Rated Tier I For Install litary Value By 
USAF 

>Rated Tier I For Depot Military Value By 
USAF 

The Only AF Depot So Rated 



Full 
Service 
Support 

- 
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.HiU AFB 
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Hill AFB Missile Support C 

- 
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*Specialized Management 
Silo-Based ICBM System Program Office 

a Maverick System Program Office 
a Missile Component and Container Managers 

)System, Supply, and Field Support 
Explosives Experts 

- 

a End Item and Spares Procurement 

- 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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Bill AFB 

Management 
>System Acquisition 

a "Cradle to Grave" Syste 
Integrated Weapon Syst 

a Product Group Manager (PGM) for all Air-to- 
Ground Munitions 



- 

i 

- 
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Hill AFB Missile Suppor 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 



Hill AFB 

Industrial Support 

a Printed Circuit Board Manufacturing 
I 

e Electrical Harness Repair 

>Hill AFB Provides ~ x t w e  Infrastructure 
Capabilities 
a Optical Refurbishment 
e Radar OverhaulIRepair 

a Investment Casting 
e Hazardous Waste Management System 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today ( 
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Industrial Support 
PHill AFB Provides 

(Cont) 
a Precision Measurement &uipment Lab 
a Physical Science Lab 

State and EPA Certified 
Hydraulics/Electronics Support 
Machine Shop 

a Automated Supply Distribution System 

/ I *Major Missile Contractors in Local Area 
a Hercules/Alliant, Thiokol, Williams International 

- Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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Hill AFB Missile Support 

- 
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Hill AFB 

Engineering 
>Systems Engineering S 

Hardwarelsoftware, De 
and Integration Experti 
Software-in-the-Loop Testing 

>Independent Software Verification 
and Validation 

>Structural & Electrical Failure Analysis 
)Time Studies & Process Improvement 

Probabilistic Modeling and Simulation for Tactical 
Missiles and Aircraft 

>Provide Service to All Branches of the Armed 
Services and FMS 



I 1 1  l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I I 



.Hill AFB 

Assessment 

 explosives Analysis // 
a High Energy X-Ray andwmputed 

Tomography (CT) 
a Rocket Motor and Warhead Dissections 
a Chemical and Physical Analysis 
a EPA Certified Chemical Analysis 
SurvivabilitylVulnerability Analysis 

Radiation 
Shock and Vibration 

a Electromagnetic Compatibility/Interference 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 
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.Hill AFB 

Hill AFB Missile Suppor 

- 

i 
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Test 

)Acquisition and Sustain 
*Aging and Surveillance 

Components 
a Service Life Predictions 
a Safety Assessments 

>Live and Static Firing 
a WarheadsILarge Motors: UTT.R 

Small Motors/Components: On-Base 
>Propellant Dissection Lab 

a Chemical1 Physical Properties 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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Hill AFB 

Test (Cont) 

>Operational Users on H 
a ALC - Analysis 

545th Test Group - Weapon System Test 
3 88th and 4 19th Fighter Wings - Operational 
Flight 



Hill AFB 

Hill AFB Missile Sup 

- 
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.HiB AFB 

Storage 
*Explosive Storage 

Hill AFB Missile Asse 
Storage 

247,000 ft2 
259 Structures 

a 400,000 Cubic Ft Adjacent to Hill AFB Runway 
a Oasis 

108,000 ft2 
Tooele AD 

1Mft2 
*Nan-Explosive Storage 

Hill AFB Storage Area is 252,000 ft2 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Storage Area is 
3.4M ft2 
l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 
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Hill AFB Missile Support 

- 

- 
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Hi4 AFB 

Distribution 

>Ammunition Control P 
USAF Non-Nuclear M w o n s  
a $10 Billion Inventory 
a Manage over 9500 Stock Numbers for Tactical- 

Missiles - 
a Processed Over 4 165 Tons of Munitions (1 67 

Boeing 707 Equivalents) During Two-Month 
Period in Support of Desert Storm 

)Located Near Major Transportation 
Networks 
a Airfields, Interstates, & Rail Service 
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.Hill AFB 

Hill AFB Missile Support 

- 
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Disposal 

>Explosive Ordnance D 
*Uses Thermal Treatme nit at Utah Test and 

Training Range (UTTR) 
Capable of Disposing of ~ a r ~ e  Explosives Wh:ile 
Maintaining EPA Compliance 

a One of a Few Select Sites 
>Tooele AD Also Used for Demilitarization 
>Use of New Technologies 

a CRDA with USU and Thiokol for Rocket Motor 
Washout to Reclaim AIM-9 Casings 

a Propellant Reclaimed for Commercial Use 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology...Today 
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Hill AFB Missile Suppor 

- 
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.Hill AFB 

Repair and Modification 

>Repair and Modify Stra gi nd Tactical I55 
All-Up-Round (AUR) Missiles 

a Minuteman ICBMs 

a Peacekeeper ICBMs 

a Maverick Missile 

a Air Launch Cruise Missiles (A-LCM) 

a Advance Cruise Missile (ACM) 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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Repair and Modification 

)Guidance and Control 

Maverick, Sidewinder, Surface Launch Attack 

Missile (SLAM) 

>Field and Depot-Level Test Equipment 

a Hardware and Software 

>Missile Launch and Control Facilities 

- Integrating Tomorrow's Technology...Today 
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Repair and Modification (C 

+Launcher Repair 

Both Strategic and ~actical  Missiles 

Launch Control 

>Vehicle Repair 

Strategic Missiles 

)Customers Include: USAF, Navy, Marines, 

Foreign Military Sales 

- Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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I 

Current Interservicing 
NTechnicalIEngineering 

a Maverick - (Navy, Mari 
a Paveway - (Mod - Nav 

Harm - (Navy containers) 
a Sidewinder- (Navy, USAF) 

Paveway - Maverick - AMRAAM (Navy, USAF) 
a HARM - (Navy, USAF) 

Sparrow - (Navy, USAF) 
)Depot 

a Maverick - Sidewinder - Paveway - SLAM 
I I a Launchers (Navy, Marines) 

a HARM Containers (Navy) 
I I 1 

I 1 1  l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I I 
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Missiles of the Future 

)Consolidation Decision 

Stealth Technology 
! 

Hill AFB Has Only Missile Stealth. 
Capability in DoD Today 

Locations 

>Tactical Missiles of the Future Will Include 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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USAF Investment 

)Significant Investment ( 
Consolidate ~ n ~ i n e e r i n ~ s t ,  and Repair 

a Synergy Between Strategic Missiles and Tactical 
Missiles 

a Optimizes Customer Support By Sharing of 
Overhead Costs Between Missile Systems 

llntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Tactical 
Missile 
Workload 
Transition Plan 

- 
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Hill AFB 
', , . 

Transition Plan 

PHill AFB Can Handle 
Existing Capability 

56,8 10 ft2 Expandable by 165,000 ft2 
a Skills Already in Place 
a No MILCON 
a Minor Upgrades 
a Move Equipment Not Already at Hill AFB 

)Meet BRAC 93 Schedule 
)Initial Cost Avoidance: $12.1 7M 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB * I 

Cost Avoidance 

>Original BRAC Consolid 
Committed 

a Remaining 

>Consolidate 93 Workload At Hill 
JCSGIDM Consolidation 

Red River (Vehicles and Launchers) 
Tobyhanna (Missile Components) 
Crane (Fuzes) 
Black World 

F Savings 

llntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 1 



.Bill AFB 

Depot Labor Rate Corn 

I I I 

IHill AFB 1 LEAD I 

Depot Maintenance Operations Indicator Report 
FY93/1 - FY94/2 Latter 4 Qtr Average Rates 

Based on Cost Comparability Handbook and 
Army Reported Depot Hourly Rates 

Hill AFB 

$49.38 

I Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I I I 

LEAD 

$65.33 

ANAD 

$52.06 

TOAD 

$58.3 1 



I Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 1 I 
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Hill AFB 
I I 

Labor Rate Impact 

LEAD 

Hill AFB 

Hill AFB 
Avoidance 

Based on Labor Rates and Projected Learning Curve 

94 Base 
Rate 

$/Hr 

65.33 

49.3 8 

15.95 

FY99 Earned 
Hrs 845.4K 

$M 

55.23 

41.75 

13.48 

Learning 
Curve 
Loss 

(000) Hrs 

128.7 

55.4 

73.3 

Learning 
Curve 
Loss 
$M 

8.41 

2.74 

5.67 
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Hill AFB 

* 1 

Cost Avoidance (C 

>Original BRAC Consoli 
Obligated and Commi 
Remaining $25M 

>Consolidate 93 Workload At Hill ($26M) 
Delta 

JCSGIDM Consolidation Cost 
($ 1M) 
($ 6M) 

Red River (Vehicles and Launchers) 
Tobyhanna (Missile Components) 
Crane (Fuzes) 
Black World 

>Subtotal Delta ($7M) 
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Cost Avoidance (Chart 2 of 2) 

>Delta 
>Other Cost Avoidance 

Recurring (1 Year) 
Hill AFB $15.95/Hr Less 

>Cost Avoidance 

>Nan-Recurring Cost Avoidance 
Learning Curve (3 Years) 

)Total Cost Avoidance 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today - 
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Transition Plan 
>Integrate Immediately 

NO MILCONIUpgrade 
Workload Already I n - P l v  

Workload 
AUR 
Sidewinder (AF, Navy) 
Maverick (AF, Navy, USMC) 
Hellfire (Army) 
SLAM (Navy) 

Bldg 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology...Today 
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Transition Plan 
>Remaining Workload 

a No MILCON 
a Minor Upgrades 

Common Skills 
Workload Bldg 

Dragon 5 
Phoenix 5 
Shillelagh 5 
Sparrow 5 
TOW11 5 
MLRS 5,847 
LCSS 847 
TOW Launcher 847 
TOW BFVS 847 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



I 

Avenger 100,847 

- Red River Workload 847 
patriot 5,847 
HAWK 5,847 
Tobyhanna Workload 5,100 
H A W  

5 

ATACMS 
5 

Crane Workload 509 
Black World 

1515 

* ~ ~ ~ n s i t i o n  ~ u s t  Start Immediately Upon BRAC 95 Decision 
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Hill AFB 

Conclusions 

>Tactical Missile Consoli 
Hill AFB 

Can Accommodate Entire DoD Workload 

Provides Full Service Support 

Postured for Future Technologies (Stealth) 

Minimiies Impact to the Customer 

Meet Original BRAC Schedule 

Save Millions 
Integrating Tomorrow's Technology...Today - 



Document Separator 



HILL AIR FORCE BASE 

Ogden Air Logistics Center 
"An American Aviation Treasure for more than 50 years" 

Hill Air Force Base (AFB), located in Ogden, Utah, has played a crucial role in projecting 
democracy around the world for more than 50 years. Home to the Ogden Air Logistics Center, two 
of the Air Force's premier fighter wings and one of the Defense Department's computer megacenters, 
the 15,684 military, civilian and Air Force Reserve members continue to be called upon any time the 
nation responds to a crisis in the world. 

Experts in Fighter Aircraft Repair 

Ogden Air Logistics Center provides worldwide logistic management and depot maintenance 
for the F-16 Fighting Falcon -- the world's largest fleet of fighter aircraft. This includes 21 countries 
employing more than 3,000 F-16 aircraft. The Ogden team reinvented the depot repair system for F- 
16 avionics. Working with the fighter wings, repair pipelines were cut from 70 to 7 days in-country 
and 13 days for bases overseas (this includes transportation time). This will save the Air Force $380 
million over 5 years. In 1993, Ogden won the only major interservice fighter aircraft maintenance 
contract ever when it was selected by the Navy to repair Navy and Marine F/A 18 fighters. Last year, 
the center performed 2.25 million manhours of maintenance and modifications on more than 300 F- 

V 
16's, 29 F-4's and 50 C-130's, while beginning interservicing work on 36 Navy FIA-18's. 

Nation's Only Repair Source for Silo-Based ICBM's 

Ogden Air Logistics Center is the only repair source for our nation's fleet of silo-based ICBM's, 
including Minuteman Il's and Ill's, and Peacekeepers. The base is an important participant in 
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties on an international scale. It recently played a key role in the test 
firing of a Minuteman Ill carrying one warhead, a crucial step in ensuring the United States complies 
with terms of START treaties once they are ratified. Hill AFB1s missile directorate has made 
outstanding strides in cutting costs. In 1993, they improved operations 261 percent returning $7.8 
million to their customers in the form of lower rates and an additional $3 million in 1994. The group 
was recognized by Vice President A1 Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their accomplishment of 
making government work better and cost less. This Hammer Award was one of only 79 given across 
the country. 

The World's Best Landing Gear Facility 

Ogden Air Logistics Center operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing 
gear, brakes, struts and wheels. This facility handles all Air Force (and 70 percent of the Defense 
Department's) repair needs and produces 4,600 complete gear assemblies for 27 different weapon 
systems annually. These vary from the small T-38 Talon nose gear to the massive three-ton C-5 
Galaxy main gear. The Landing Gear Facility has 382,000 square feet of dedicated overhaul 
capabilities enhanced by two miles of fully-automated overhead material handling. It also has the 
capability to do all of the Defense Department's work of this type in the most cost effective process 
available. The facility won the 1991 President's award for quality and producitvity improvement. 
Process improvements will save over $3.65 million in the 199411 995 Fiscal Year time frame. 



"Today's defense debate centers too narrowly on 
the size of the military budget. The real questions are: 

What threats do we face? What forces do we need 
to counter them? How must we change?" 1 

Mr. President: 

- Candidates Bill Clinton and Al Gore 

In an lncreaslngly volatlle world, America's cltlzens deserve the hrghest qual~ty natlorial defense. Through thew tax 
dollars, the Amerlcan people pay for a strong defense capabrl~ty and should recelve ~ t .  The questlon IS, will we9 1 
During the 1995 base realignment and closure (BRAC) process. a major decision will be America's depot infrastructure. 
There is excess depot capacity, but all depots are not equal. 

* How will DoD consolidate the work and missions of these facilities? 

* How will you measure effectiveness and efficiency with certainty? 

* How will you decide the best solution? 

Excess capacity alone is not the appropriate measure. 

W H A T  IS THE ANSWER? 
To satisfy the goal of real savings, DoD must use best business practices without sub-optimizing each service 
component. Good business practice would dictate consolidation of the workload in the fewest facilities possible, 
regardless of service branch. 

Those facilities that have the greatest capacity to manage diverse workloads should be retained. These are the 
stallations which have the greatest potential for increased throughput - the installations which are large, modern 
nd technologically advanced. These facilities reflect huge investments and a readiness to assume additional capacity, 

workload and missions. Maintaining their efficiencies and accessing their ability to acc:ommodate increased responsibili- 
ties will produce substantial savings. 

Mr. President, these installations are America's Air Logistics Centers. Over the years the Air Force has built national 
assets - proven in efficiency, performance and work ethic - and home to other significant military missions which can- 
not be easily or effectively moved. Investigative data shows that these installations would be the most costly (and take 
the longest) to close. According to the model used by the BRAC Commission for Costs and Savings (COBRA), the cost 
to close ALC's is between $1 - 2 billion each with a breakeven point for savings 100 years in the future! Would this be a 
good business decision for DoD? 

A MULTI-BILLION DOLLAR BUSRNESS 
The business of rightsizing the United States military involves billions of taxpayer dollars. It's a business in need of a 
national policy which addresses the total DoD support infrastructure and industrial base. 

* We cannot afford interservice rivalry and parochial agendas. * We cannot simply give work to industry without a clear understanding of the costs, both in dollars and 
defense readiness. 

$r We must have a policy which is value-based. using an auditable process open to all. 

The right approach rests in maximizing the use of our finest facilities, using competition as a tool when it provides 
certified savings. 

With the resulting infrastructure under military control, the nation will have a solution that works, one that provides 
responsive support to every military need and the best chance for cost containment and savings in depot consolidation. 

This is a critical issue for our country. We're counting on your leadership to ensure the right solution is achieved. 

Sincerely, 

HIu/DDo '95 



'Secretary Aspin ... earlier rejected the Air Force recommendation to close McClellan Air Force 

Base ... We put McClellan back on the list for consideration and we added the names of Kelly, Tinker 
and Robins ... We elected to not put Hill Air Force Base on the list because of our concern about Hill's 
work on ICBM's, operational attributes that accrue from the adjacent Utah Test Range, and continuing 
uncertainties about the START Treaty ... It just did not strike us as logical for the Commission to think 

about closing Hill, the Air Force's only strategic missile depot." 

Jim Courter 
Former Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Dear Secretary Perry: 1 
The facts are on the side of Hill Air Force Base and the reasons for retaining it are compelling: 1 

Hill AFB is home to the Ogden Air Logistics Center (ALC), two of the Air Force's premier fighter wings and one of the 
Defense Department's computer megacenters. 

+ Ogden ALC is the system program office and only repair source for America's fleet of silo-based ICBM's. In 1993, they 
improved operations 261 percent returning $7.8 million to their customers in the form of lower rates and an additional $3 
million in 1994. The group was recognized by Vice President A1 Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their accomplrsh- 
ment in making government work better and cost less. 

+ Ogden ALC provides worldwide logistic management and depot maintenance for the F- 16 Fighting Falcon - 
the world's largest fleet of fighter aircraft. This includes 2 1 countries employing more than 3.000 F- 16 aircraft. 

Ogden ALC operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing gear, brakes, struts and wheels - 
optimized for efficient production. This facility handles all Air Force and 70 percent of the Defense Department's repair 
needs and has the capability to do ALL of the Defense Department's work of this type. Process improvements will save 

1(1 more than $3.65 million in the '94/'95 time frame. 

* Ogden ALC is the leading provider of rocket motors. small missiles, air munitions and guided bombs. Ninety two percent 
of all Air Force missile maintenance and 48 percent of all Defense Department missile work is accomplished at Ogden ALC. 
Ogden has the capacity in existing modern facilities to accomplish ALL DoD in-house depot maintenance on missiles. 

* Hill AFB's environmental excellence has won five major awards in the past two years, including the Secretary of 
Defense's "Environmental Quality Award for best in the DoD. 

* Hill AFB provides support for the Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR). the Defense Department's largest over-land 
special use airspace. Th~s provides unparalleled training capabilities for the 388th and the 4 19th Fighter Wings, producing two 
of the last four overall Gunsmoke champions. The combination of Hill AFB and the OlTR is an irreplaceable national asset. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is charged with evaluating military installations on 
specific criteria. When looking at Hill AFB, they will find one of the largest, most modern and most technologically 
advanced installations in the country. An installation with: 

+ significant military value based on missions already in place and the UTTR 

+ existing capability for development, acquisition and depot maintenance of several types of military systems 

+ capacity for accepting additional DoD missions with ease 

. + a record of outstanding workforce performance with demonstrated ability to accommodate new and changing workI08dS 

* specialized equipment, facilities and processes that are costly to move or duplicate 

4"- - All cost estimates predict that Hill AFB would be the most costly of the ALC's to close. The huge expense of I l i- 
closure, some $2 billion, would not produce real savings in our lifetime. I 

I -' 
Hill AFB has not been a candidate for closure in any of the earlier BRAC rounds. The Air Force is on record (1 993) with their . 
determination that Hill AFB is not a base to close. Recently, senlor Air Force leaders have stated "nothing has changed." 
Clearly. they are correct. NOTHING HAS CHANGED. Hill AFB is a national asset effectively filling the defense needs of 
America under any scenario. The facts, the quality and 
the military value of Hill AFB speak for themselves. 

(I Mr. Secretary, we are confident you will decide similarly - that. by any 
measure. Hill AFB and Ogden Air Log~stics Center should remain open 
and is a prime candidate for consolidat~on of other DoD miss~ons. 



ROBERT C. OAKS 
General, USAF (Retired) 
1500 Twisting Tree Lane 
McLean, Virginia 221 01 

17 January 1995 

Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 -31 40 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As a past commander of the US Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) and user of both the 
operational and depot resources of Hill AFB, I want to make an input as you approach 
your 1995 recommendations for base closure and realignment. From my perspective of 
assessing the strategic and military value of Hill AFB, I find the attached quote from Jim 
Courter still valid. The facts are on the side of Hill AFB and the reasons for retaining it 
are compelling. 

Hill AFB is home to the Ogden Air Logistics Center (ALC), two of the Air 
Force's premier fighter wings and one of the Defense Department's 
computer megacenters. 

Ogden ALC is the system program office and only repair source for 
America's fleet of silo-based ICBM's. In 1993, this organization improved 
operations 261 percent returning $7.8 million to its customers in the form 
of lower rates and an additional $3 million in 1994. They were recognized 
by Vice President Al Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their 
accomplishment in making government work better and cost less. 

Ogden ALC provides worldwide logistic management and depot 
maintenance for the F-16 Fighting Falcon -- the world's largest fleet of 
fighter aircraft. This includes 21 countries employing more than 3,000 F-16 
aircraft. These foreign Air Forces depend on the relationship they have built 
with Ogden ALC and the support they receive. This is not just a U.S. Air 
Force issue. 

Collocation of F-16 fighter wings with the F-16 depot provides substantial 
operational advantage and increased readiness. This unique arrangement 
made the bold step of two level maintenance for F-16 avionics and radar 
equipment a possibility. Ogden has the fastest repair turnaround program 
for these spares of any two level support in the Air Force. This is critical to 
maintaining readiness of USAFE F-16's as intermediate level capability was 
removed from operational wings. 
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Ogden ALC operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing 
gear, brakes, struts and wheels -- optimized for efficient production. This 
facility handles all Air Force and 70 percent of the Defense Department's 
repair needs and has the capability to do ALL of the Defense Department's 
work of this type. Process improvements will save more than $3.65 million 
in the '941'95 time frame. 

Ogden ALC is the leading provider of rocket motors, small missiles, air 
munitions and guided bombs. Ninety two percent of all Air Force missile 
maintenance and 48 percent of all Defense Department missile w o r ~  is 
accomplished at Ogden ALC. Ogden has the capacity in existing modern 
facilities to accomplish ALL DoD in-house depot maintenance on missiles. 

• Hill AFB's environmental excellence has won five major awards in the past 
two years, including the Secretary of Defense's "Environmental Quality 
Award" for best in the DoD. 

• Hill AFB provides support for the Utah Test and Training Range (UlTR), the 

wf Defense Department's largest over-land special use airspace. This provides 
unparalleled training capabilities for the 388th and 419th Fighter Wings, 
producing two of the last four overall Gunsmoke champions. The 
combination of Hill AFB and the U l l R  is an irreplaceable national asset. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is charged with evaluating 
military installations on specific criteria. When looking at Hill AFB, the Commission will 
find one of the largest, most modern and technologically advanced installations in the 
country. An installation with: 

• significant military value based on missions already in place 
and the U l T R  

• existing capability for development, acquisition, and depot 
maintenance of several types of military systems 

• capacity for accepting additional DoD missions with ease 
• a record of outstanding workforce performance with 

demonstrated ability to accommodate new and changing 
workloads 

• specialized equipment, facilities and processes that are 
costly to move or duplicate 



Honorable William J. Perry 
'CIS 17 January 1995 

Page 3 

All cost estimates predict that Hill AFB would be the most costly of the ALC's to close. 
The huge expense of closure, approaching $2 billion, will not produce real savings in 
our lifetime. 

Hill AFB has not been a candidate for closure in any of the earlier BRAC rounds. The 
Air Force is on record (1993) with their determination that Hill AFB is not a base to 
close. Recently, Air Force Undersecretary Rudy de Leon said, "nothing has changed." 
Clearly, Mr. de Leon is correct. NOTHING HAS CHANGED. Hill AFB is a national 
zlsse: effeciively fiiling thz defense needs of America under a* scenario. The facts, 
the quality and the military value of Hill AFB speak for themselves. 

Mr. Secretary, I am confident you will decide similarly -- that, by any measure, Hill AFB 
should remain open and is a prime candidate for consolidation of other DoD missions. 

Sincerely, /=&/ Robert C. Oaks 

General, USAF (Retired) 
Commander, USAFE (Jan. 1990 - Aug. 1994) 

Enc. 1 
1. Quote by Jim Courter 



"Secretary Aspin.. . earlier rejected the Air Force recommendation to close 
McClellan Air Force Base ... We put McClellan back on the list for 
consideration and we added the names of Kelly, Tinker and Robins ... We 
elected not to put Hill Air Force Base on the list because of our concern 
about Hill's work on ICBM's, operational attributes that accrue from the 
adjacent Utah Test Range, and continuing ~lncertainties about the START 
Trea ty... It just did not strike us as logical for the Commission to think about 
closing Hill, the Air Force's only strategic missile depot." 

Jim Courter 
Former Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 



Introduction. During the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, a 
decision was made to consolidate all tactical missile guidance and control section (GCS) 
maintenance at one location, refirming the recommendation of interservice consolidation 
in DMRD 908. This decision was based on extensive analysis and lead to the eventual 
plan to consolidate this workload at the Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (LEAD). We feel 
the decision to consolidate was a good one. It provides the potential for greater 
efficiency and reduces costs and down time for vital defense assets. For the 1995 BRAC 
round, the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense endorsed an Army recommendation to 
deviate from the 93 BRAC decision and realign the LEAD consolidation in a three part 
move. The OSD recommendation retains All-Up-Round (AUR) testing, maintenance and 
storage at LEAD, and moves the maintenance of the GCSs to Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
PA (TOAD) and the launchers and vehicles to Anniston Army Depot, AL (ANAD). 
The Army recommendation reverses the intent of the 1993 BRAC decision by 
fragmenting rather than consolidating the tactical missile workload. 

Hill Air Force Base, Utah, and the Air Force provide a viable alternative to allow 
complete consolidation of the tactical missile maintenance workload at one location. Hill 
currently provides depot maintenance for the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps 
Sidewinder and Maverick missile GCSs as well as AUR maintenance for the Maverick. In 
addition, Hill is the management focal point for the Maverick missile system. Hill AFB 
provides the capability to go beyond the BRAC 93 decision and accept the consolidated 
workload from GCS and All-Up-Round maintenance to launcherfvehicle maintenance. 

The facilities (modification, repair, test and storage) , personnel skills base, infrastructure, 
and transportation are available to ensure consolidation at a low cost, within the time 
frame specified by the 93 BRAC. This consolidation would provide synergism with 
precision guided munitions, cruise missiles, and ICBM missile workload currently being 
accomplished at Hill AFB, through sharing of similar technology bases An overview of 
the major areas to be considered in workload consolidation are provided in the subsequent 
paragraphs. 

Facilities. The tactical missile GCS maintenance will be centrally located in the missile 
and aircraft electronic maintenance area. The interconnecting bays allow for rapid 
movement of components from receipt through delivery. While some equipment 
relocation and facility repair funds are required, there are no MILCON requirements to 
complete the consolidation. 

Hill AFB has a state of the art facility for AUR testing and maintenance. This facility will 
provide sufficient space to handle most of the projected AUR workloads. In addition, 
several large missile integration maintenance facilities are available to overflow workload. 



Extensive explosive storage and classified warehouse space is available at Hill AFB and 
adjacent military facilities to handle consolidation of the tactical missile workload. This 
will provide immediate access to assets entering the depot maintenance process. 

Vehicle and launcher repair will be integrated into the Hill AFB intercontinental ballistic 
missile erector and transport overhaul and repair facility. With collocated support 
infrastructure, i.e., paint shop, sand blast, and machine shop, the vehicle repair facility 
provides processes for rapid repair of some of the largest surface vehicles and erectors in 
the free world. 

Skills. Hill AFB tactical missile GCS personnel retain a high electronics skills base 
coupled with specific training and expertise in the four major GCS skill areas, Electro- 
Optical, Infra-Red, Laser, and Radar. Hill AFB is also the single source of repair for the 
Air Force ICBM workload and combined with the tactical missile workload currently at 
Hill, accomplishes 70 percent of the overall DoD missile workload. With over 100 
tactical missile skilled GCS technicians and 300 strategic missile technicians, training 
requirements are greatly reduced and rapid ramp up time ensured over personnel with 
basic electronics experience and little or no GCS specific skills. 

Hill AFB has extensive experience in the maintenance and testing of AUR missiles. This 
provides a core of missile technicians with an intimate understanding of the requirements 
for system integration between explosive and non-explosive components in tactical 
missiles. 

The ICBM transport erector skilled personnel coupled with the Army trained vehicle 
mechanics, recently laid off from Toole Army Depot, available in the local skills base 
provide a strong personnel core to complete the vehicle and launcher maintenance portion 
of the consolidated workload. 

Infrastructure. As a major Air Force maintenance depot, Hill AFB provides the full 
scope infrastructure to manufacture or repair most any item not immediately available 
through the supply system or one of the hundreds of manufacturers in the immediate 
area. In addition, extensive experience with solid rocket motors and the associated skills 
and facilities provide the capability to test and maintain all types and sizes of motors 
required to support the tactical missile consolidation. Also, two major rocket motor 
manufacturers are located within the community, providing an additional source of 
technical expertise. 

Transportation. Hill AFB enjoys the benefit of an active military runway, routinely 
accommodating C-5 aircraft, immediately adjacent to the munitions storage and staging 
area. This capability, not available to the present OSD proposal sites, provides 
immediate, twenty-four hour support for world wide distribution of munitions. Coupled 



The Army has proposed moving the GCS repair portion of the tactical missile workload 
to Tobyhanna Army Depot, separating it from AUR testing and launcher maintenance. 
There are several disadvantages to this recommendation. First, as noted above, this 
fragments the tactical missile workload. Second, the entire GCS workload would have to 
be moved to TOAD (which currently has no missile workloads or experience) where 
virtually all personnel would have to be trained in specialized tactical missile skills, 
resulting in higher costs. Finally, TOAD apparently does not have the capability to 
handle the other two aspects of the tactical missile consolidation; vehicle repair and AUR 
repair. 

The Army recommendation moves the repair of tactical missile launchers and vehicles to 
Anniston Army Depot. ANAD is probably not an option for complete consolidation, as 
space for additional electronic repair workload, such as GCS repair, and facilities for AUR 
maintenance are apparently not available. 

The Army has recommended that the remaining portion of the tactical missile 
maintenance mission, AUR testing and repair, remain at Letterkenny Army Depot. Once 
again it results in the fragmentation of the tactical missile workload. The Army's 
recommended plan to disperse the workload leads us to believe they are not ~ o ~ d e n t  
that consolidation at LEAD is a viable alternative. If consolidation remains the goal, and 
LEAD is an unacceptable site to accomplish this consolidation, then Hill AFB remains 
the only viable alternative. 

A decision to consolidate the tactical missile workload at Hill AFB allows the 
consolidation to be completed in less time and with less cost than the option 
recommended by the Army. The expected costs of moving the workload to Hill AFB are 
lower than those expected by LEAD, primarily due to the experience base in tactical 
missile related skills and the reduction in systems requiring movement to a new location. 
We believe that the cost savings would be of similar magnitude when compared to the 
plan presented by the Army in the BRAC 95 recommendations. In order to filfill the 
Army's recommendation, 100 percent of the GCS workload would have to be moved to 
TOAD. The only savings would be from leaving AUR maintenance in place at LEAD. 
Choosing to move the tactical missile workload to Hill AFB would result in savings (of 
approximately $12 million) from not moving two major GCS workloads, having a base of 
specific tactical missile trained personnel, existing vehicle maintenance facilities and 
skilled personnel, and sufficient adjacent storage to support all aspects of the tactical 
missile operation. 

With the Army's decision to end maintenance operations at LEAD, the only location 
capable of handling the entire tactical missile consolidation, at reasonable cost, is Hill 
AFB. A proposal (Attachment 2) was made, in February 1995, by Hill AFB personnel 
to consolitlate, not only the workload scheduled for LEAD, but also all other tactical 
missile wc~rkloads, at Hill AFB. The proposal provides the only viable solution to 



with an e:uplosive sited railroad spur and immediately adjacent North-South, East-West 
Interstate system, Hill AFB provides rapid transportation to any desired destination. 

Transitia~n Schedule. We recognize the need to ensure the completion of the workload 
consolidation within the time schedule established by the 93 BRAC decision. The 
transition plan prepared by Hill AFB personnel demonstrates the consolidation will 
easily be completed by the end of FY98, well within the desired schedule. The present 
workload provides the base for the Hill AFB tactical missile transition schedule. 
Transition of the workload to other Army depots will require secondary transfer of the 
workload at LEAD and the initial transfer of the workload from Hill and other depots, 
thus increasing the overall transfer costs and the associated risk. Due to the commonality 
of the sysitems, consolidation at Hill can be completed with minimal risk. The sidewinder 
equipment presently in place will be used to immediately begin repair of the Navy 
sidewinder workload, as demonstrated during Desert Storm. The commonality between 
the Mave~ick equipment makes the transfer and integration of the Hellfire missile system 
a very low risk situation. 

Cost. An(a1ysis of the current cost requirements for tactical missile consolidation at 
LEAD anti projections made by Hill AFB personnel show that the consolidation could be 
completed. at Hill for much less than projected at LEAD and likely within the remaining 
LEAD co~~solidation budget. This is attained by reaping the benefits of an almost $12 
million cost avoidance by not moving the tactical missile system currently located at Hill 
AFB. Additional savings are gained by taking advantage of more highly skilled personnel 
currently located at Hill AFB. The ultimate result is consolidation within the original 
budget proposed by LEAD during the BRAC 93 round. 

Workloadl. The workload has greatly decreased through approval of waivers and changes 
in the force structure requirements since the 93 BRAC recommendation. This climate 
makes the consolidation much easier than originally planned and much more critical if the 
ultimate benefits of consolidation are to be achieved. A table showing the expected 
workloads transfemng under tactical missile consolidation and the associated hours for 
each systems is located at Attachment 1. 

Consolidation of the tactical missile workload remains the most desired option, providing 
optimum facility utilization, a centralized strong skills base to rapidly respond to 
changing requirements, and potential for the lowest life cycle cost. Consolidation at Hill 
AFB will provide the Department of Defense @OD) with a single source of repair (SOR) 
with proven capability to accomplish the tactical missile maintenance mission and 
improves on the purpose of the original decision to consolidate the workload at one 
location. The Army's recommended plan to disperse the tactical missile workload among 
three depots leaves Hill AFB as the only viable alternative for complete consolidation. 



facilitate the DMRD 908 recommendation and BRAC 93 decision for consolidation of 
tactical missile workloads. We recognize consolidation is the best decision for long term 
tactical missile sustainment in DoD. 



INTERSERVICING PROPOSAL INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of the Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC) and 

specifically the Landing Gear Division we are pleased to present 

the following candidates as areas of consideration for 

interservicing. Because of similarities with existing Air Force 
systems, we believe there exists a high degree of feasibility for 

a smooth and rapid transition to full production on anv new 

workloads transferred to the division. 

For more than 40 years, Ogden ALC has been known for providing 

our customers with world class quality, on-time deliveries, using 

specially designed facilities, modern specialized equipment, 

uncompromising process control and strict environmental compliance 

in our pursuit of excellence. This ensures our customer receive 

best value remanufactured landing gear, wheels, brakes and related 

components, and will also ensure the Navy retains its highly 

w reliable landing gear systems. 

The labor hours and costs revealed on the following pages are 
L 

based on average current work load procedure and firm fixed end 

item sales prices. Actual hours and cost may vary due to condition 

of assets, repair requirements and availability of repair 

partslmaterial. 

We trust, that after a thorough review of the proposed areas, 

one or several will be selected to begin this pioneering effort of 

joint product and process management. We envision joint management 

to include Navy personnel being placed in such positions as Deputy, 

production Management (GM 13 or MIL 04 or 05), or even Chief of 

Operations (GM 14 or MIL 05), depending upon the percent of Navy 

work load. Actual position placement would conform to any existing 

Memorandum of Agreement. We would also envision Navy ~ngineering 

authority, as well as other functional specialists, be&,oming part 

w of any joint endeavor. 



CANDIDATE ITEM 
C-130 LANDING GEAR AND COMPONENTS 

- 

The Ogden ALC has the capacity (plant, process, and equipment) 

in place to produce in excess of thirty five thousand aircraft 

landing gear, wheels and brakes per year. Due to DOD manpower 

reductions, however, we are currently producing eighteen thousand 

finished components per year leaving us with excess capacity. With 

additional personnel we have the ability to easily double the 

number of Landing Gear components we produce per year and still 

maintain a surge capability in the event of a conflict or war. 

Current Status 

00-ALC is currently overhauling a total of 184 C-130 Air Force 

main and nose gear annually. Additionally, we will produce 25 Navy 

C-130 gear as a result of a proposal submitted to the Navy in 1993. 

We have the facilities, equipment and fixturing in place that would 

allow us to expand our overhaul process within months and assume 

the entire Navy requirement in less time that would be needed to 

initiate contracts commercially. 

As mentioned, we are currently producing a total of 209 C-130 

gear. However, with the GAO reversal of our Landing Gear Contract 

award, this number is reduced to a "warm base" concept of 60 gear 

for FY96. This unexpected gap creates a prime opportunity to 

increase the quantity of Navy landing gear overhauled at our 

facility . Current cost and remanufacture data indicates the 

following: 

C-130 Main Landing Gear: $35,975 

Repair Cost: $ 6,015 

Manhours expended: 67.5 per unit 

Savings : $29,960 

C-130 Nose Landing Gear: $35,121 

Repair Cost: $ 2,503 



Document Separator 





DLA took on the mission of distribution for DoD in 1961. DDC)U, formerly the Utah 
Army Depot, was DLA's first choice of the Arm! Depots considered to come under DLA 
in 1964. Not all of the A m y  depots were accepted by DLA in 1961, Sharpe Army Depot, 
for instance. Since that time DDOU has been the leader in DLA distribution in terms of 
efficiency and economy as well as customer responsiveness. 

During the 60's and 70's DDOU adopted an aggressive modernization program. Leading 
edge technology was incorporated into the DDOU processes. In some instances industry 
lacked the technology DDOU sought and as a result DDOU pioneered many of the 
processes now used in the distribution industry. For instance, the first storage carrousel 
anywhere was fabricated at DDOU. The first laser marking system was developed at 
DDOU to address containers. DDOU was instn~mental in developing the bar code 
technoloby appearing throughout DoD. 

Unlike some of the Services, cost effectiveness and performance were closeiy measured 
for economic pay back before requesting funding. Quick amortization was always the 
measure of continued pursuit of a new idea. The private sector distribution giants came 
to DDOU to learn the latest technologies. 

It was during this period of modernization that DDOU incurred the irritation of some of 
the DLA headquarters middle mangers. They became somewhat annoyed at DDOU for 
their impertinence in stepping beyond the DLA planners and designers in getting 
improvements installed. In addition, the relationship between DDOU and the nearest 
trailing competitor in performance, efficiency and cost - Defense Depot Tracy, Ca.- 
became increasingly adversarial. Eventually, the DLA middle managers and even some 
of the top managers from competing activities, who had migrated to the decision making 
chairs at DLA, took the opportunity to eliminate DDOU. 

in 1979 DLA announced it's intention to close DDOU. Their decision was not based on 
eficiency, performance or cost, but primarily on it's geographical location, 

With a high level of support from the community and the state government, DDOU 
presented the facts and figures that should have been researched beforehand. DDOU was 
successful in refuting DLA's plan. However, DDOU's success was not without 
consequences. It served to deepen the antagonism of DLA and DDTC toward DDOU. 

During the 80's almost all distribution activities began exploring modernization 
technologies not just within DLA but all the services. It was a decade of competition 
among the services as to who coi~ld buy and install the latest, fanciest, prettiest 
equipment and facilities. Unfortunately, not enough regard was given the actual capacity 
required based on workload pro.jections. By the end of the decade DoD found that it had 
spent hundreds of millions in dollars for capacity that far exceeded requirements. 



The Navy built four mechanized facilities called NISTARS. The Army planned three 
more called AOD's, and DLA built still two more called IMC's. All \irere very espensii~e 
and many could not deliver the throughput advertised. 

In 1986-87 DLA conducted a Binnable Stock Location Study while DLA yet included 
only six distribution activities at Tracy, Ca., Ogden, Ut., Memphis, Tn., Columbus, Oh., 
Mechanicsburg, Pa., and Richmond, Va. The purpose of the study was to determine 
where to place active binnables to gain the best economy and responsiveness. 

The study concluded that DDOU was the best placement. In 1988 DLA announced that 
DDOU would be the single stockage location for binnables. DDOU responded to that 
new increased role by installing additional bin locations within existing buildings, in 
contrast to what the Army and the Navy were pursuing - funding for entirely new 
buildings filled with equipment. 

With the publication of Defense Management Review Decision 902 in 1990, DLA 
inherited twenty-seven additional distribution sites. To manage the increase in span of 
control DLA adopted a plan to "regionalize'. The number of rezions were yet to be 
determined and also their location. Ogden appeared to be a true front runner candidate 
for a region headquarters because of it's excellent performance, lowest cost, and largest 
size. In October, 1990 DLA announced there would be three regions with the 
headquarters at Tracy, Ca., Memphis, Tn. and Mechanicsburg, Pa. 

Ogden, was not included in any of the three regions, but remained autonomous as a 
single depot appearing as an asterisk on the regions maps. Of major impact to DDOU 
was the designation of the three regions to be Primary Distribution Sites where DLA 
intended to place the most active items. DDOU was to be a Specialized Storage Site of 
lesser activity. These decisions were made in spite of the Binnable Stock Location Study 
advising otherwise. 

DDOU proposed a plan to DLA that included four regions. It provided a better balance 
of sites within a region and better span of control, optimized space availability, improved 
storage occupancy rates, and shorter transportation distances to western customers. 

DLA countered with their own study called the Primary Distribution Site Location 
Analysis. That study had several critical flaws all of which were to DDOU's 
disadvantage. It understated DDOU's true throughput capacity by almost half. It used 
what DLA called a generic unit cost figure, which was actually an average of all DLA 
activities. This obviously would favor higher cost depots. The study used the same 
binhulk ratio for all depots which \vould favor a bulk depot. Though DLA responded to 
DDOU's objections with a promise to correct the erroneous figures and rerun the study, it 
was never done. DDOU reran of the study anyway with the corrections. The result was 
that the figures supported a two Primary Distribution Site concept - Ogden, Ut. and 
Mechanicsburg, Pa. 



In 1992 DLA explored a stockage policy called "closest to the vendor". I t  specified that 
there were savings to be had by placing the most active items at the closest PDS to the 
vendor instead of the customer. DLA concluded this ivas a good approach since i t  was 
nearly impossible to predict where the customer would ultimately be but it was possible 
to determine where the vendor would probably be for the next replenishment buy. This 
would save first destination transportation charges (vendor to depot) but had little effect 
on second destination charges (depot to customer) which were not predictable anyway. 

What this new concept did not consider was the internal operational costs inside the 
depot to process the new receipt and ultimately to process the eventual shipments to 
customers. In fact, only eleven percent of the total cost to deliver an item to a customer 
is involved in transportation. And only 10%-15% of the receiving process cost at a depot 
involves new procurements. The majority of the receiving workload is in base returns 
and redistributions. So the study attempted to save considerable funds by influencing 
only 15% of the workload and only 1 1 % of the cost. 

DDOU tried to convince DLA of the geographic advantages of Ogden known for decades 
to railroad barons and highway builders. That advantage. when carefully considered 
becomes obvious. The preponderance of the vendors supplying DLA and much of the 
private sector are located in the "rust belt" - Ohio, Pennsylvania, etc. That means items 
purchased by the customers on the west coast predominantly migrate from east to west 
with a stop "somewhere" for storage for some period of time until an order is received. 
The main artery from the rust belt to the west coast is Interstate 80. Obviously, a depot 
on that artery is in a strategic economical location. But not just anywhere on 1-80. The 
best place is at a cross roads with a north-south artery. 

Looking only at OgdenITracy, they are both near 1-80, and they are both on north south 
arteries, as well. But, Ogden has a distinct advantage over a Califbrnia location. For 
example a customer in San Diego orders an item from DLA which probably came west 
from the rust belt. If the item had been stocked at Ogden it would travel 750 miles less in 
total than had it been stocked at Tracy. That is because it would go directly from Ogden 
to San Diego on southbound 1-15 without cvcr having travelcd across Nevada. The same 
advantage exists for, say, Bremerton Wa. Even if the customer is in the Bay Area, the 
miles are no worse than equal. In addition, about 15% of the time the customer is east of 
both Tracy and Ogden. In this case the item moves west on 1-80 and then back east on 
1-80. But, at least, with a stockage point of Ogden the Nevada miles are avoided twice - 
1500 miles. 

The strategic location Ogden enjoys is one of the primary reasons that Utah is 
experiencing an extraordinary growth in private sector, profit motivated distribution 
corporations migrating from California and other western states. 

In terms of speed of delivery, Ogden is almost the same distance from San Diego and 
Bremerton as Tracy. But, probably due to uncongested highways, Ogden's delivery to 



either area is faster than Tracy. Even to the Bay Area Ogden is only a half day behind 
Tracy. 

Ogden even tried to dissuade DLA from their intentions using "c;ustomer" endorsements. 
Among them were; 

"DDOU stands out as the overall best in terms of excellence in achieving their 
mission." ..." very difficult to overlook this area (Ogden) as a premium storage location 
of choice" ..." We should reconsider the decision to store all our material at New 
Cumberland": ... Captain Malsack, USN, DISC. 

DLA will pay unnecessarily high first destination costs to a higher cost PDS while a 
lo\ver cost SDS (Specialized Storage Site is closest to vendor ..." 
Gen. Browning, DCSC 

"$14.4 million more cost to handle DESC items" ... Gen. Oster, DESC. 

DDOU was the only activity not placed under a region. The asterisk was due primarily to 
the lack of facts for not selecting Ogden as a region headquarters, the political pressure to 
produce the facts, and, DLA's recognition that they could not support DDOU's 
nonselection with irrefutable data. It became apparent that DLA chose to delay the 
consequences of placing DDOU under a region. Further inquiries by DDOU, 
conbvessional sources, and the Utah community were basically patronized or ignored. 

While DDOU was not yet a region, it was, at least, still autonomous with a full support 
staff very capable of collecting, reviewing and analyzing information about DDOU's 
operation, cost, performance and planning. It was through that Command staff that 
DDOU developed and forwarded the critical information submitted to the 1993 BRAC. 
That information, compared to the information from other DLA activities, reflected 
DDOU's posture to be near the top in all critical categories. For example the throughput 
capacity for DDOU was over six million line items annually, not including Hill which 
was separate in the '93 RRAC. 

In February 1993 DLA announced that DDOU, historically DLA's leader among the 
depots, would become subservient to it's fonner sister depot to the west. The justification 
of course, was the savings this strategy promised. But, other combinations of activities 
were not reviewed. The decision was made without the benefit of a full analysis for 
alternatives offering greater savings. DLA also reduced from three regions to two by 
placing Memphis under DDRE in New Cumberland. 

DLA assumed the two region headquarters activities would become their TWO 
distribution "super depots" with all other depots in support of these SUPER-TWO. No 
analysis has been done which validates the selection of the these super depots. Probably, 
due, in part, to DDOU's objections and inquiries, DLA contracted Peat Manvick 



Management Consultants to provide an analysis advising the most economical structure 
to support DLA's overall distribution mission. That analysis did not support DLA's 
concept of operation. It concluded that DDOU as a Primary Distribution Site was most 
economical - not DDRW. DLA i~wored the recommendation. 

DDRW acted quickly in asserting it's authority over DDOU. Ogden began a precipitous 
decline in workload, decision making authority, and responsibility. One result of 
DDOU's new and lesser posture was the loss of authority to influence it's own destiny in 
terms of continued improvements, workload, processes, and po1ic:ies. Most of the 
Command staff was placed directly under region supervision. DDOU objections to 
DDRW decisions detrimental to Ogden were muzzled and attempts to revise flawed 
information concerning DDOU were repudiated. The most glaring example is the 1995 
BRAC submission itself. 

While there are flaws in the data, the most glaring errors are in the assumptions under 
which the data was assembled. Unlike 1993, DLA chose to combine all information 
regarding Sharpe Amy Depot, in Lathrop, California and Defense Depot Tracy, 
California thereby making it impossible to review each of these activities separately or in 
alternative combinations with other activities that may prove more economical. One 
obvious advantage given the Tracy depot and the Sharpe depot is in the area of 
throughput, a critical data point since it weighs heavily in the BRAC criteria of 
MILITARY VALUE. DLA's assumption that two distinct activities could be considered 
to be ONE activity appears neither appropriate nor equitable for BRAC purposes. BRAC 
submissions to be most accurate and fair must remain discreet by site. 
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'clw DDOU DISCUSSION OUTLINE 

INTRODUCTION 

1. DLA SUBSTANTIALLY DEVIATED 

Did not comply with law 

Did not consider the most cost efficient operation 

Appearance of pre-selection 

BRAC LAW 

Mandates bases to be given equal consideration 

Not the case in DLA process 

Requires individual evaluation of each base or evaluation of all combinations 

DLA CHANGED THE EVALUATION CRITERIA FROM FY '93 TO FY '95 (POINT VALUES) 
EVEN THOUGH DOD DID NOT CHANGE THE BASE CRITERIA 

Operational efficiency category downgraded 

Redefined criteria to support recent DL4 management decisions 

D M ' S  STUDY OF OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES NOT USED IN BRAC EVALUATION 

DLA's response to the Commission's inquiry inaccurate regarding their study 

Peat Mawick group's cost analysis is pertinent certifiable data that should be 
used (see Attachment 3) 

- Costs between depots are comparable 
- DDOU, even with changing workload mix, is still the least cost per line item 

Must consider depreciation as a cost - includes new facilities and equipment 
(DLA did not consider) 

This will drive up customer costs for every transaction in the future 

Keeping big, new facilities is not in the best interest of DoD' -- unless 
demonstrated efficiencies offset depreciation costs (Peat Marwick study) 
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V. MILITARY VALUE 

'w Skewed by DLA depot combinations (see Attachment 2) 

- Throughput capacity inappropriately treated 

DDOUKracy combination has highest military value for western operations using 
DLA criteria 

DDOUrrracy combination reduces DLA's risk of inadequate storage capacity 

DDOUnracy gives added military value 

- Much better strategic location: 

Geographic separation in case of attack or natural disaster 
Proximity to Hill AFB a major plus -- demonstrated in past contingency 
operations 
DDOU is the transportation hub of the west (see supporting data) 

DDOUnracy provides more cost efficient operation than Sharperrracy 

- DLA "SAILS" model will support (see Attachment 4) 

Demonstrated past performance 

- Vietnam: 

40% of tonnage and 60% of line items sent to Pacific area from DDOU 
Manpower build-up from 1,500 to 5,600 demonstrates system expansion 

- capability 
Assumed some of Tracy's missions because of capability (back-up 
demonstrated) 

- Desert Storm: 

DDOU took up slack when New Cumberland could not keep up 
Used Hill AFB to ship "over the top" to Europe 
Used rail for medical hospital shipments to New Orleans when other ports 
overloaded 

- - Six continuous years as best depot installation in DLA (1987-1993) 

Won Commander-in-Chief Award in 1987 
Selected as testlimplementation site for distribution automated systems 
Recognized as best DL4 depot since 1964 

IV. HAZARDOUS STORAGE A MAJOR CONSIDERATION 

DDOU established as hazardous storage for the west because of excellent record, 
Syr workforce, and facilities 



DDOU DISCUSSION OUTLINE Page 3 

Sharpenracy does not have hazardous storage capability or trained work force 

w Hazardous waste user fees in California will drive up cost of operations in that 
state 

DDOU/Tracy means no requirement to build hazardous storage facility or train 
a new work force 

BETTER RETURN ON INVESTMENT WITH DDOUrrRACY COMBINATION 

Less costly to close Sharpe than DDOU (est. $80 million vs. $1 10 million) 

DDOU has lowest cost per square feet for RPM of any DL4 depot (DLA analysis) 

DDOU reimbursable workload offsets DLA's casts of operations at Ogden site 

Tenants: 

- DMRS West and DSDC are best suited to Ogden operation 
- DSDC knowledge based workforce will not move -- irreplaceable in short term 
- Army wants reimbursable workload done in Ogden -- much work to build 

integrated operation 

SUMMARY 
'cCv' 

DLA must consider other base combinations or each individually 

Data supports DDOUrrracy combination with closure of Sharpe 



27 March 1995 

(ATTACHMENT 1) 

BRAC '93 VERSUS BRAC '95 
POINT ALLOCATIONS 

Mission Scope (essentially '93) 200 290 
Strategic Location 1 40 100 
Contingency Op. Readiness (CCP 100) 0 140 

Mission Suitability 350 475 
Age and Condition of Facility 100 135 
Storage Capacity (excess) 25 1 50 
Specialized Storage 70 10 
Throughput Capacity (design to workload) 25 1 50 
Location 50 20 

Operational Efficiencies 
Base Operating Costs* 
Transportation Costs 

Expandability 
Facility/lnstallation Expansion 
Mobilization 

*Note: ('93 included all Peat Marwick comparable costs, '95 excluded all Peat 
Marwick comparable costs) 



HILVDDO '95 

(ATTACHMENT 2) 

27 March 1995 

STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 
(8 DEPOTS) 

MISSION MISSION 'OPS. 
DEPOT SCOPE SUIT. EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL 

Tracy 161 
Ogden 133 
Sharpe 161 
New Cumb. 139 
Memphis 126 
Mechanicsburg 139 
Richmond 141 
Columbus 1 32 

dote(1): All depots have the capability and many have served as a CCP, so no points were assigned for CCP 
m p e r a t i o n s .  (Same rationale DLA used for non-assignment of points for surface transportation.) D M  BRAC 

'95 Distribution Military Value - Stand Alone Depots Point Distribution Methodology reference IIBlc. 

Note(2): DL4 chose to use each depot's existing workload to assign the highest amount of points given in 
military value (1 50 points) for throughput capacitv (BRAC question VB22 answer and column titled ''Total 
Current Throughput," page 8.2 DLA BRAC Detailed Analysis February 1995.) Existing workload does not 
represent the throughput capacityJcapability of a depot. Existing workload does not have near the military 
value as the design capabilitylcapacity of a depot. DM'S use of existing workload to represent a depot's 
design capacity to process workload through a depot skews the data and is totally misleading in evaluating 
a depot's military value. Therefore, the above analysis replaced each depot's existing workload answer to 
BRAC question VB22 with each depot's design workload capacity answer to BRAC question VB47. 

STAND ALONE ANALYSIS COMPARING COMBINATIONS 

MISSION MISSION OPS. 
DEPOT SCOPE SUIT. EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL 



27 March 1995 

(ATTACHMENT 3) 

KPMG PEAT MARWICK STUDY FOR DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DISTRIBUTION DEPOT COST DATA ANALYSIS - JANUARY 1994 

Depreciation 

DLA BRAC did not consider depreciation 

- Should have been used to reduce the points applied to "Age and Condition 
of Facilities." 

Depreciation increases the cost to do business. DLA passes this cost on to the 
services through discrete pricing (unit costs) 

"Depots with new and expensive buildings and equipment will cost more than a 
depot with older buildings/equipment." (KPMG Peat Marwick Management 
Briefing -- Rev. 1 -- January 1994) 

Unit Cost 

Data Comparability: "Our analysis revealed that bin, bulk and hazardous receipts 
and issues were comparable missions within the depots analyzed." (Tracy, 
Sharpe, Mechanicsburg, New Cumberland and DDOU Ogden.) 

Comparable general indicators included: 

- Total direct costs per employee 
DDSP = $48 
DDJC = $53 
DDOU = $45 (lowest) 



Attachment 3 Page 2 

- Total general and administrative overhead as a percentage of direct cost 
V u  DDSP = 106% 

DDJC = 96% 
DDOU = 80% (lowest) 

- Total indirect overhead as a percentage of direct cost (only 10% of total cost) 
DDSP = 26% 
DDJC = 17% 
DDOU = 30% (highest) 

Comparable mission indicators included 

- Unit cost by depot (includes bin, bulk and hazardous) 
DDSP = $23 per line 
DDJC = $21 per line 
DDOU = $1 6 per line (lowest) 

- Direct cost per line (includes bin, bulk and hazardous) 

V 
DDSP = $7.86 
DDJC = $7.32 
DDOU = $6.36 (lowest) 



0 biective: 

Costs Included: 

Analvsis: 

V 

Results: 

HILVDDO '95 27 March 1995 

(ATTACHMENT 4) 

SAILS MODEL RESULTS 

Identify DLA's optimized depot configuration to minimize relative 
distribution system operating costs 

First and second destination costs (transportation) and 
infrastructure costs (overhead) to maintain DLA's distribution 
system plant equipment and support services 

Established a base line of 6 stand alone depots costs as 
described above. It then systematically evaluated the closure 
of each stand alone depot leaving five stand alone depots. 
Finally, it closed 3 combinations (Memphis-Ogden, Memphis- 
Richmond and Ogden-Richmond) of 2 stand alone depots 
leaving 4 depots open. (This failed to consider 12 other 
combinations of closing 2 stand alone depots.) 

The greatest reduction in operating costs ($1 3.9 million or 5.1 
percent) occurred when closing the San Joaquin Depot in the 
5 open depot scenario. The 4 open depot scenario could not 
be realistically evaluated since only 3 combinations or 4 open 
depots were considered of a possible 15 combinations. 



*'DLA/DOD WESTERN AREA 
TRANSPORTATION DISTANCES 

. , . - . . - . 

AVERAGE DISTANCE 
VENDOR PDS CUSTOMER (MILES ) ADVANTAGE ............................................................................... 

I I 
t 1 OHIO I :  DDOU/HILL : :  PUGET SOUND : I 2600 : :  DDOU/HILL (700 MILES) : :  
I I 
8 1 OHIO : :  DDTC/SHAD : :  PUGET SOUND : :  3300 " 1 I I 8 

I I 

I I---------; I - - - - - - - - - - - ' ' - - - - - - - - - - - - -  I I ; ; - - - - - - - - - - ;  ;------------------------ I I I I 

I I , , 2450 I : 1 1  OHIO : :  DDOU/HILL : I  BAY AREA " NEUTRAL I I 
I I 

I I 
t 1 2450 1 I I 1 O H I O  I : DDTC/SHAD : I BAY AREA " - 

I I 
I I 

: I--------- ; !-----------I I - - - - - - - - - - - - - !  ; - - - - - - - - - - I  I------------------------ I I I I 

I I 
1 1  OHIO : :  DDOU/HILL : I  SO. CALIF. : 1  2500 : :  DDOU/HILL (450MILES) I :  
I I 
1 1  OHIO : :  DDTC/SHAD I :  SO. CALIF. : :  2950 : :  I I 

I I 

; ;---------I I-----------"------------- I I 1 ;----------I I I I------------------------ I I I I 

I I OHIO I !  DDOU/HILL : :  FORT SILL : ;  2750 : 1 DDOU/HILL (1500 MILES) 1 : 
I I 
1 1  OHIO I I DDTC/SHAD : :  FORT SILL 1 :  4250 : :  I I 

I I 

; :--------- I-----------"-------------"----------I I t  I I I I I------------------------ I I I I 

I I 
1 1  OHIO : : DDOU/HILL : :  FORT HOOD : :  3050 : ;  DDOU/HILL (1300 MILES) : : 
I I 
I I OHIO : DQTC/SHAD : :  FORT HOOD : I  4350 1 :  I I 

1 ,  

I I - - - - - - - - - !  :-----------; :-------------"----------: I I I------------------------ I I I I 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
i U.S. ARMY MEDICAL MATERIEL AGENCY 

FREDERICK. MARYLAND' 21702-5001 

REPLY TO 
AllEmYW OF: March 28, 199s 

w Office of the Commander 

Mr. R. H. Jones 
3539 North 2550 East 
Layton, Utah 84040-8497 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

I want you to.know the BRAC closure announcement of DDOU was 
.qaite a swz@-ise to the United-Statss A m y  lledical Kateriel 
Agency, as well as to you dedicated employees at'ogden, Utah. 

We have undertaken dialogue with the Defense Logistics 
Agency; the Commander, DDOU; the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Logistics, Department of the Army; the United States Army Office 
of The Surgeon General; and others to proactively continue this 
critical function of DEPMEDS reassembly and rebuild which has 
proven to be both cost efficient and wise. 

Unfortunately, I am not in an official position to be able to 
tell you or your co-workers what the final decision will be. 

111 ~t USAMMA, we want this mission to continue and will pursue 
all avenues to ensure its uninterrupted success. We join in your 
concern and will continue to enlighten all how critical that this 
mission continue. 

Perhaps together we shall achieve success in maintaining this 
mission essential function for the Army Medical. Department. 

We applaud the great work you are doing out there. Keep the 
faith and good luck in your pursuits as we hope to be successful 
in 0~1%. 

Sincerely, 

~ f k u r n  
Normile I11 



DDO FACT SHEET 

Total jobs to be lost due to closure - 1,365 
Civilian - 1,092 
Military - 3 
Tenants - 270 

Total amount of wages to be lost due to closure - 
$54,800,000 

Civilian - 40,800,000 
Military - 200,000 
Tenants - 13,800,000 

w 
Average wage of civilian jobs to be lost - $40,088 

Civilian - $37,362 
Tenant - $51,111 

Amount of contracted funds to be lost - $17,800,000 



' WEBER COUNTY/DDO 

Total government jobs in Weber County - 18,065 
Federal - 7,516 
State - 4,071 
Local - 6,478 

Total jobs at DDO - 1,365 

Percent of DDO jobs (as part of gov't total) 
Total - 7.5% 
Federal - 18% 

Total wages produced by gov't sector in Weber 
1) County - $505,639,350 

Percent of total wage produced by DDO 
without tenants - 8% 
with tenants - 11% 

Average governmental wage in Weber Co. - $22,392 

Average civilian wage for DDO employee 
without tenants - $37,362 
with tenants - $43,827 



lmpact of Hill DDO Closure on Community 

EmploymenV #Number Annual 
A ciivity of People Compensation Total Impact 

DDO 
Employment 

Civilian 

Military 

Contracts 

Transportation 

Other local 

Tenants 

DDRW 

DRMO 

DSDC 

Totals 

Page 1 



DDOU TENANTS 
As of Mar 95 

1. Internal Revenue Service1966 
2. Company C321st Engineering Battalion (USAR)/155 
3. DLA System Design Center1129 
4. 172nd Medical Battalion Logistics Forward (USAR)/122 
5. Administrative Support Center Wes t/90 
6. Defense ReutilizationIMarket Service, Operations West180 
7. Defense Mega Center Ogden130 
8. Utah National Guard (Joint Language Training Center)/30 
9. Defense Distribution Region West121 

10. DLA Civilian Personnel Support Office/ll 
11. Defense Criminal Investigation Service19 

- 12. Defense Contract Management District West16 
13. US Army Material Management Agency16 
14. Defense Reutilization and Marketing Operations/S 
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DDOU STORAGE INFORMATION 

Number of Warehouses - 44 

Number of NSNs - 658,546 

l Allocated Storage Space 
a@ Bin 3.7% 

Bulk 96.3% 
Hazardous 10.1% 

l Commodity (% Lines / Occupied Sq Ft) 
Medical .8% / 59K 
Industrial 31% / 165K 
Electrical 48% / 110K 
Clothing and Textile .2% / 402K 
General 5% / 489K 
Construction 15% / 325K 



Defense Distribution Depot Ogden 

r I TO OGDEN 1 1 \--2ND ST GhTE 
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BRAC 93 VS BRAC 95 
POINT ALLOCATIONS 

Mission Scope (Essentiality 93) 
- Strategic Location 
- Contingency Op. Readiness (CCP 100) 

Mission Suitability 
- Age & Condition of Facility 
- Storage Capacity CEbrCeSS) 
- Specialized Storage 
- Throuqhput Capacity (Desiqn to Workload) 
- Location 

Operational Efficiencies 
- Base Operating Cost (93 Included all 

Peat Marwick Comparable Costs - 95 
excluded all Peat Marwick Comparable Costs) 

'II, - Transportation Costs 

Expandability 
- Facility/Installation Expansion 
- Mobilization 



- 19?!3 . I S 5  $_CLmge 

MISSION SCOPE ...................... 200 ----- 290 +45% 

.......................... Ogden's % of points 58.5% 45.6% -12.98 

- 117.0 points in 93 of 200 possible 
- 133.0 points in 95 of 290 possible 

.................. a Ranking with 8 stand-alones 2 3 Down 

* CCP added in 95 (100 points) 

Ogden's % of points .......................... 70% 51.4% -18.6% 

- 189.0 points in 93 of 350 possible 
- 234.0 points in 95 of 475 possible 

Ranking with 8 stand-alones ................... 3 5 Down 

* Storage capacity/throughput increased 6 times (25 in 93 and 150 in 95), 
the 93 value-in BRAC 95. Combining allowed DDJC and DDSP to get 79.8% 
and 77.6% of the points in BRAC 95. The next closest non-combined 
depot received 55.8% of the points possible. 

........... WERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 275 100 -63.6% 

Ogden's % of points .......................... 73.3% 72.0% -1.3% 

- 201.6 points in 93 of 275 possible 
- 72 points in 95 of 100 possible 

.................. Ranking with 8 stand-alones 3 5 Down 

* DLA took out all 4 unit cost comparisons used in 93 BRAC for BRAC 95. 
KMPG Peat Marwick in FY94 independently used the same four unit cost 
comparisons and found Ogden the lowest cost overall. 



.......................... @dents % of points 50.7% 48.9% -3.6% 

- 88.7 points in 93 of 175 possible 
- 66.0 points in 95 of 135 possible 

Ranking with 8 stand-alones .................. 1 3 Down 

* Excess storage capacity (85 of 135 points) drove the final point 
ratings and DDJC and DDSP were allowed to combine, which gave them 
83.0% and 55.6% of the points respectively in BRAC 95. The next 
closest non-combined depot (Ogden = 66 points) received 48.9% of the 
possible points. - In every military value major category, DDOUts ranking went down from 93 
BRAC to 95 BRAC. 



KPMG Peat Marwick Study for Defense Logistics Agency 
Distribution Depot Cost Data Analysis 

January 1994 

DEPRECIATION: 

- DLA BRAC did not consider depreciation. Depreciation should have 
been used to reduce the points applied to Age and Condition of Facilities. 

- Depreciation increases the cost to do business. DLA passes this cost 
on to the services through discrete pricing (unit costs). 

- t'Depots with new and expensive buildings and equipment will cost more 
than a Depot with older buildings/equipenttt (KPMG Peat Marwick Management 
Briefing EtEY 1, January 1994). 

UNIT COST 

w - Data Comparability. "Our analysis revealed that bin, bulk and 
harardous receipts and issues were comparable missions within the Depots 
analyzedtf (Tracy, Sharpe, Mechanicsburg, New Cumberland and DDOU Oqden). 

- Comparable qeneral indicators included 

Total direct costs per employee: 

DDSP $48 
DD JC 53 
DDOU 45 ... lowest 

Total General and Ahinistrative Overhead as a percent of Direct 
Cost: 

DDSP 106 % 
DDJC 96 % 
DDOU 80 % ... lowest 

? Total Indirect Overhead as a percent of Direct Cost: 
DDSP 26 % 
DDJC 17 % 
D D W  30 % ... highest 



- Comparable Mission indicators included 

1 Unit Cost by Depot (includes bin, bulk and hazardous) : 

DDSP $23 per line 
DDJC 21 per line 
DDOU 16 per line ... lowest 

# Direct Cost per line (includes bin, bulk and hazardous): 

DDSP $7.86 
DDJC 7.32 
DDOU 6.36 ... lowest 



SAILS MODEL RESULTS 

OBJECTIVE: Identify DLA's optimized depot configuration to minimize 
relative distribution system operating costs. 

COSTS INCLUDED: First and second destination costs (transportation) 
and infrastructure costs (overhead) to maintain DLA's distribution 
system plant equipment and support services. DDOU reimbursement costs 
included. 

ANALYSIS: Established a base line of 6 stand-alone depot costs as - -- - - - 
described above. It then systematically evaluated the closure of each 
stand-alone leaving 5 stand-alone depots. Finally, it closed 3 
combination (Memphis-Oaden, Memphis-Richmond, Oqden-Richmond) of 2 

'v stand-alone depots leavinq 4 depots open. (Failed to consider 12 
other combinations of closinq 2 stand alone depots). 

RESULTS: The greatest reduction in operating costs ($13,896 or 5.1%) -- - - --- -- - - 
occurred when closinq the SanJoaquin depot in the 5 depot scenario. 
The 4 depot scenario could not be realistically evaluated since 3 
combinations of 4 open depots was considered of a possible 15 
combinations. 



Relationship to Lines In ancl Out 
ancl Reimbursable Missions 

- - - - - - - - - 
I I Reimbursable O/H included 
I Reimbursable I in Lines In & Out 
I $10.5 Million I 
I 36.1 % I 

I I TOTAL 

Reimbursable I 
$ 10.5 Million ) G&A OVERHEAD $ 29.1 Million 

Lines In & Out 
$ 18.6 Million 

Reimbursable 
$ 22.9 Million 

31.4% 

DIRECT/INDIRECT 
COSTS $ 72.8 Million 

71.4% 

Lines In & out 
$ 49.9 Million 

68.6% 

TOTAL 
Lines In & Out 
$ 68.5 Million 

67.2% 

Reimbursable 
$ 33.4 Million $ 101.9 Million 

32.8% 100.0% 

BOTTOM LINE: Including G&A BOS Costs that Support Reimbursable 
Missions in the Lines In and Out Costs inflates DDOU's 
BRAC BOS Costs 



ISSUE PAPER 

Container Consolidation Points 

Given no military value in 93 BRAC. 

a Given 100 points (10%) in 95 BRAC 

a All DLA Stand-Alone Depots have served as CCP. 

a DDOU meets DODts definition and has the capacity. 

a Since all Depots (Stand-Alone) have been a CCP, no points should be 
given in 95 BRAC. (This is the same rationale DLA used for Surface 

w Transportation in 95 BRAC.) 



Issue Paper 

Storage Capacity 

Given 25 points in 93 BRAC Ogden received 16.8 points, 
Tracy received 12.9 points, Sharpe received 0 points. 

Given 150 points in 95 BRAC Oqden received 61 points, 
Tracy/Sharpe received 150 points. 

DDSP and DDJC were allowed to combine two separated 
depots (93 BRAC) into one depot, DDSP or DDJC for 95 
BRAC . 

The point differential between the highest combined 
depot (DDJC = 150 points) and the highest non-combined 
depot (DDOU = 61 points) was 89 points or 59% of the 
total possible points. 

Combining gives unrealistic advantage and skews 
military value. 



Issue Paper 

Throughput Capacity 

8 Given 25 points in 93 BRAC and was based on design 
capacity . 

8 Given 150 points in 95 BRAC and was based on current 
workload. 

In 93 BRAC, Tracy's design throughput capacity for 1 
8-hour shift submission was 19,500 lines and Sharpels 
was 2,955 or 22,455 lines. Ogden was 27,177 lines, 
however, DLA replaced Ogdenls submission with Warner 
Robins and was only given credit for 17,801 lines. 

a In 95 BRAC, Tracy/Sha~pe's design throughput capacity 
was 67,946 (3 times the 93 BRAC submission) lines per 1 - 

8-hour shift and Ogden's was 27,307 lines. 

a k 3 ~ w  xl, 30' 
- - 

DWU1s design throughput capacity for 5 BRAC was 
independently provided by DLA WSO .4 Tracyllharpe 
refused DLA WSO1s independent throughput numbers and 
submitted their own. y7,3 $5  

8 DDSP and DDJC were allowed to combine two separated 
depots (93 BRAC) into one depot, DDSP or DDJC for 95 
BRAC . 

8 The point differential between the lowest combined 
depot (DDJC = 101 points) and the next highest 
non-combined depot (DDMT = 63 points) is 38 points or 
25% of the total possible points. 

8 Combining gives unrealistic advantage and skews 
military value. 

8 Design capacity has greater military value than current 
workload. 



Issue Paper 

Base Operatinq Support (BOS) 

Given 195 points in 93 BRAC and included cost 
categories that in 1994 KMPG Peat Marwick study said 
were comparable costs of the depots. Ogden received 
128.1 points, Tracy received 165 points, and Sharpe 
received 104.2 points. 

Given 70 points in 95 BRAC and excluded the cost 
categories that were in 93 BRAC and shown by the KMPG 
Peat Marwick Study of 1994 to be comparable between 
depots. Also, 95 BRAC included only General and 
Administrative (Gal overhead costs that support the 
base, i.e., facilities, fire, security, base supply, 
equipment maintenance, etc. Ogden received 21 points, 
Tracy/Sharpe received 29 points. 

DDOU G&A reimbursable mission costs and paid 
equivalents were included in the BOS costs per paid 
equivalent. In 95 BRAC this inflates the BOS costs to 
support the Lines In and Out Mission by $10.5 million 
in support costs (see chart). This same problem 
impacts the SAILS model also. 



Mission 

Lines In & Out 

($000 ($000 
Mission Catesory Direct Indirect 

Bin Received 
Medium Bulk Received 
Hazardous Received 
Heavy Bulk Received 
Bin Issued 
Medium Bulk Issued 
Hazardous Issued 
Heavy Bulk Issued 

TOTAL $30,030 $19,884 

Direct and Indirect = $49,914 - 68.6% 

Uni t/Set 
DEPMEDS 
End I terns 
Center Directed 
Other DEPMEDS 
DERA 
4P&M 

TOTAL 

($000 
Total 

Direct and Indirect = $22,877 - 31.4% 

TOTALS : 

Direct and Indirect ......... $72,791 (71.4%) 
G&A .................................................. $29,181 (28.6%) 



Issue Paper 

Excess Storage Capacity 

8 Given 60 points in 93 BRAC.Ogden received 1.9 points 
because Ogden ' s submission was zeg&a& with- l~\.k* 
Robins submission who received 16.3 points. Tracy 
received 21.1 points and Sharpe received .1 point. 

8 Given 85 points in 95 BRAC.Ogden received 33 points and 
Tracy/Sharpe received 85 points. 

8 DDSP and DDJC were allowed to combine two separated 
depots (93 BRAC) into one depot, DDSP or DDJC for 95 
BRAC . 

8 The point differential between the highest combined 
depot (DDJC = 85 points) and the highest non-combined 
depot (DDOU = 33 points) is 52 points or 61% of the 
total possible points. 

a Combining gives unrealistic advantage and skews 
military value. 



Stand Alone Analysis 
Eight Depots 

Mission Mission Operational 
D~P_o& s~~~e?L!, 1 - Su -- i t L 2  1- Efficiencies _nC~n.sLor! To-k!l 

Tracy 
Oqden 
Sharpe 
New Cumberland 
Memphis 
Mechanicsburg 
Richmond 
Columbus 

(1) All Depots have the capability and many have served as a CCP, so no points were 
assigned for CCP operations (same rationale DLA used for non-assignment of points for 
surface transportation). DLA BRAC 95 Distribution Military Value - Stand Alone Depots 
Point Distribution Methodology reference IIBlc. 

(2) DLA chose to use each Depot's existing workload to assign the highest amount of 
points given in military value (150 points) for throughput capacity (BRAC question VB22 
answer and column titled "Total Current Throughput" page 8.2 DLA BRAC Detailed Aiialysis 
Feb 1995. Existing workload does not represent the throughput capacity capability of a 
Depots existing workload and does not have near the military value as the design 
capability/capacity of a depot. DLA's use of existing workload to represent a Depot's 
design capacity to process workload through a depot skews the data and is totally 
misleading in evaluating a Depots military value. Therefore, the above analysis replaced 
each depots existing workload answer to BRAC question VB22 with each Depots design 
workload capacity answer to BRAC question VB47. Also noted is that Tracy, Sharpe, New 
Cumberland and Mechanicsburg workload numbers reported in BRAC question VB22 does not 
match the workload numbers reported in DLA's RCS 232 Report and DLA's MIS Reports. The 
BRAC suhission is substantially hiqher than Dm's official source reports for workload. 



STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 
( 8  DEPOTS) 

MISSION SCOPE (290) 

BRAC AVAIL. 
QUEST POINTS SHARPE TRACY 

IA.1 
IA2 
IBlA 
IBlB 
IBlC 
IBlD 
IBIE 
IC1 
IC2A 
IC2B 
TOTAL 

BRAC AVAIL . 
QUEST POINTS SHARPE TRACY 

I IAl 
I IA2 
I IA3A 
I IA3B 
I IA3C 
I IA4 
I IA5 
I IA6 
I IA7 
I IBlA 
I IBlB 
I IBlC 
I IBlD 

TOTAL 

OGDEN RICHMOND 

OGDEN RICHMOND 

COLUMBUS 

COLUMBUS 

MEMPHIS 

MEMPHIS 

NEW 
MECHANICSBURG CUMBIBLAND 

NEW 
MECHANICSBURG CUMBERLAND 



OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY (1001 - 

BRAC AVAIL . 
QUEST POINTS SHARPE TRACY 

IIIAl (35)*013 29 2 9 
I I IA2 (35) RpM 19 19 
I I IBl (15 1 6 8 
I I IB2 (15) -- 15 -- 7 
TOTAL, 6 9 63 

BRAC AVAIL . 
QUEST WINTS SHARPE TRACY 

I V .  (85)* F g w  85 69 
IVA2 ( 2 5 n  0% mb' 2 
IVA3 (5 1 0 0 
IVABla (10) 8 10 
IVABl b (10) - --- 8 -- 10 
TQTAL 106 91 

GRAND TOTAL 675 689 

OGDEN RICHMOND COLUMBUS 

MEMPHIS 

MEMPHIS 
NEW 

MECHANI CSBURG CUMBERLAND 



Stand Alone Analysis 
Comparing Combinations 

Mission 
Depp_t ScopeA11 

Mission Operational 
s!JltLf 2 1 - Efficiencies - -- . - -- - @cMnfiO_n mkd 

(1) All Depots have the capability and many have served as a CCP, so no points were 
assigned for CCP operations (same rationale DLA used for non-assignment of points for 
surface transportation). DLA BRAC 95 Distribution Military Value - Stand Alone Depots 
Point Distribution Methodology reference IIBlc. 

(2) DLA chose to use each Depot's existing workload to assign the highest amount of 
points given in military value (150 points) for throughput capacity (BRAC question VB22 
answer and column titled "Total Current Throughput" page 8.2 DLA BRAC Detailed Analysis 
Feb 1995. Existing workload does not represent the throughput capacity capability of a 
Depots existing workload and does not have near the military value as the design 
capabilityicapacity of a depot. DLA1s use of existing workload to represent a Depot's 
design capacity to process workload through a depot skews the data and is totally 
misleading in evaluating a Depots military value. Therefore, the above analysis replaced 
each depots existing workload answer to BRAC question VB22 with each Depots design 
workload capacity answer to BRAC question VB47. Also noted is that Tracy, Sharpe, New 
Cumberland and Mechanicsburq workload numbers reported in BRAC question VB22 does not 
match the workload numbers reported in Dm's RCS 232 Report and DLA's MIS Reports. The 
BRAC submission is substantially higher than DLA1s official source reports for workload. 



Stand Alone Analysis 
Comparing Combinations 

Mission Scope (290) 

IA1 (25) 
IA2 (25) 
IBla (0) 
IBlb (15) 
IBlc (10) 
IBld (5) 
IBle (70) 
IC1 (100)" 
IC2a (20) 
IC2b (20) 

TOTAL 161 183 

IIAl (20) 6 
IIA2 (100)~ Cbmbh;a  lb78 
IIA3a (15) i))'''' 14 
IIA3b (0) 0 
IIA3c (0) 0 
IIA4 (10) 10 
IIA5 (150)* 122 
IIA6 (10) 3 
IIA7 (150)* 9 0 
IIBla (0) 0 
IIBlb (10) 10 
IIBlc (0) 0 
IIBld (10) - 7 

TOTAL 340 414 

Owrational Efficiencies (100) 

IIIAl (35) 29 
IIIA2 (35) 19 
IIIBl (15) 7 
IIIB2 (15) - 15 



w 
Expandability -- (135) 

TOTAL 112 
GRAND TOTAL 683 

* CCP PLACED AT: Tracy/Shar~e 

Ogden 683 
Sharpe 783 
Tracy 783 
McClellan 683 
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DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 
ENGLISH VILLAGE 

INITIATIVE. Turn over operation of English Village, Dugway Proving Ground (DPG), Utah 
to the Utah National Guard. 

BACKGROUND. Throughout its long and proud history, DPG has supported training activities 
of the Utah National Guard (UTNG) as well as other Department of Defense (DoD) entities. 
This relationship with the UTNG has been continuous for the past forty years, during which time 
a permanent base of operations at Bullene barracks was established within the English Village 
complex. The United States Army Test and Evaluation Command (TECOM) operates English 
Village, Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. Today, TECOM is confronted with budget shortfalls 
and uncertainties which are forcing consideration of drastic alternatives, including installation 
closure. Accordingly, the UTNG, along with TECOM, the state of Utah and other local 
government entities are working to preserve the TECOM mission while transferring installation 
ownership for English Village to the National Guard. 

JUSTIFICATION. This proposal illustrates how the UTNG at English Village will: 

retain the TECOM mission as the priority; 
develop a self-sustaining community; 
maintain the quality of life; 
expand the scope of the UTNG mission; 
utilize a market-driven approach; 
promote commercial and industrial enterprises. 

The decisions which will ultimately impact on the existence of English Village are: a) close the 
facility and relocate residents to distant communities with a deterioration to real property; or b) 
transition ownership of the property and facilities to another organization that can maintain base 
operations support at no long-term cost to the U. S. Army. 

The UTNG proposes to acquire the sixteen plus square miles that encompass English Village. 
The intent is to continue base operations to the fullest extent possible using business principles 
and revenue enhancers. Preserving the integrity and long-term growth of the TECOM mission 
will be the underpinning consideration. 

Closing English Village and requiring employees to relocate to other communities is an expensive 
project. The communities of Tooele and Salt Lake City, Utah, located 48 miles and 80 miles 
away respectively, are not economically capable of absorbing the 2000 residents of English 
Village in the short term. Closure of English Village will result in a monetary loss to the U.S. 
Army through environmental remediation and personnel relocations through FY 96, whereas the 
residents will suffer a protracted economic burden in the short and long term. The scenario lends 
itself to the potential loss of real property assets and encroachment by other governmental or 
private interests that would not be conducive to the mission of TECOM. 



The UTNG proposal focuses on continued base operations support using appropriated funds 
through FY 96 while creating a community that will generate income from existing resources. 
The plan will provide long-term economic stimuli to residents of English Village and promote 
growth through commercial interests. This business climate will produce "bill payers" without 
the need for government support after FY 96. Also, user fees will be collected from government 
organizations and private entities interested in conducting business at DPG. 

Long-term development can be sustained within the sixteen plus square mile area well into the 
twenty first century. Vacant land, existing structures and the current infrastructure are ideal for 
establishing a corporate culture that will promote a diverse competitive market place. 

As other training areas throughout the United States are closed, DPG will be the only place to 
frre long-range artillery weapons systems. The transition of English Village to the state of Utah 
with the National Guard as executive manager will be a valuable training asset to the Utah 
National Guard and the National Guard Bureau. If English Village is allowed to close, the 
UTNG's readiness will deteriorate as time goes by and encroachment restricts the primary 
training site at Camp W.G. Williams. By keeping English Village open, the training and 
readiness of the UTNG will expand. The current battalion training site will expand to a brigade- 
and two battalion-size major training areas. 

Rents received from housing, billeting, and land use will build the financial foundation of this 
transition. The UTNG will provide occupancy assurances during the transition period for all 
residents who remain at English Village. There will be adjustments in rents due to privatization 
of quarters, inflation and the loss of Real Property Operations and Maintenance (RPOM) monies. 
Existing activities now operated and maintained by the Morale, Welfare and Recreation (MWR) 
branch of the U.S. Army will be taken over by a non-profit tenants' organization. The 
opportunity exists for community residents to generate revenue to maintain the quality of life that 
now exists in the community. 

Acreage will remain available to DoD agencies for testing and research and development. DoD 
contractors, State agencies and private corporations interested in establishing remote 
production/research and development facilities will be solicited as sources of potential income. 
This income will be used to support and upgrade existing facilities and expand as necessary. 

CONCLUSION. With this commitment, the UTNG will manage base operations and will help 
in decisions which affect support of multi-family housing. The present occupancy rate and the 
forecast for growth will sustain installation operation in the out years. Through a smooth 
transition process, the UTNG will absorb the costs associated with operating English Village 
without extraordinary government subsidies or appropriated means. A comprehensive master 
plan that will meet the demands of balanced private and governmental development is being 
drafted. 
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Informa Briefing 
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English Village Closure 
- DOD Budget Reductions 
- Test Evaluation Command Directed 
- Property Excessed 1 Oct 96 
- All Personnel to Commute 
- Test Mission to Continue 



Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

NATIONAL GUARD REQUIREMENTS 

Adjutant General Directs Study of 
Corn bat Missions 

Study Resulted In Enhanced Training 
Requirements, Including: 
- Combined Arms Training 
- Year-Round Live Fire 
- Brigade Training Complex 

Information Briefing 
7 



Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

UTNG Retains Bullene Barracks/Mission 
- Federal License to UTNG 
- Federal Lease to UTNG 
- Deed To State of Utah 

Complete Caretaker Status/Closur 

Information Briefing 
9 r 
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lish Village Proposal 
ING BACKGROUND 

Concept Briefings For: 
- National Guard Bureau 
- Governor 
- Secretary of the Army 

Guidance To Proceed 

Planning Teams Established 

Plans Prepared 

Briefings PreparedIGiven 

o n  Briefing 



Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

BRIEFS GIVEN 

GovernorIStaff Honorary Colonel Corp of Utah 

SenateICongressional Delegation Utility Companies 
I State Legislative Members Army & Air Force Exchange Service 

Tooele County Commissioner Defense Commissary Agency 

Dugway Proving Ground Various State Agencies 

Test and Evaluation Command 

, Army Materiel Command 

1 Information Briefing 



3 
Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

PLAN 

Facility Breakout 
- Brigade (black) 
- Morale, Welfare and Recreation (green) 
- Housing (red) 

Information Briefing 
r 
I 





Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

BRIGADE COMPLEX 

Funding Source 
- NGB (Present & Future) 
- Billeting Operations 
- Housing Operations 
- External Funding 

Manpower 
- State Employees 
- Federal Employees 

Operations and Maintenance 
- Maintenance (NGB) 
- Utilities (NGB) 

Information Briefing - 





Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

HOUSING 

Funding Source usvx 
+k - Mortgage J 

- Rents -69d 

Manpower 
- Planned Unit Development Council 

Operations and Maintenance 
- Rentals - UTNG 

! 
- Purchased - Individual 

I 

llln for mat ion Briefing 
r 
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Utah Army National Guard 
English Village Proposal 

MANAGEMENT 

Management Committees 
- Executive Council 
- MWR Council 
- Housing Council 
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' permitting Issue- 
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CLOSE HOLD - FOR OFF$CIAL USE ONLY - BR4C SENSITIVE 

The Army's proposd to r e d i p  Duglay Prating Grounds to relocate the "chemical-bi,ological 
research" mission to AberdeenM~ewood should be chzUen~ed, and the alternadve of relocating 
the chem-bio mission Erom AberdeenlEdgewood to Dugway invesigared. And rationale for 
relocarins rhe smoke-obscumt Irisjion to Yuma Proving Grounds is nor clear. 

RATIONALE 

1. Dugvay occupies valuable land and rinpace to the t en  a d  evduation mission that cant be 
conducrcd elsewhere without hish risks of environrnentd a d  skurity comprom~e, md needs to 
be presenaed as 1 national usel for such purposes. T ~ s  missions r a n e g  from eIecuonic combat, 
cruise missiles, hi& periormmce aircraft; munitions and m u n c n t  delivery, and millery, as well 
2s chernic21-bidogid tesing, zrc rypicll]y'ionducted ~t this location because,of its unique . 

geo-pphic fezrures- 

2. M o ~ i n ~  levels t and 3 chemid-biologid s e n t  "resezrch" ro .4berdeen\Edgewood is hish 
risk Ecigexood is iri md nezr hizAy popuhed e r a  (inciildms SQimore), s well as neu major 

.. ... bo&+s of uzin (Chesz:e&e &v), wn-ie t c c i d s s  a; ; n i s d d ~ < o m  c tn  i ~ l ~  in emironmenit! 
a - .  

h i j 3 3 ~ ~ ;  vt.f~h !j<lle rsr ~ne!;v ccr;;roI. 

CLOSE HOLD - FOR OFFICI.-IL USE ONLY - BR-IC SENSITRE 
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Don ' t Close E n g l i s h  
Vil lage  ! 

Keep Amer ica  S t rong  ! 

N a t i o n a l  Assoc ia t i on  o f  Government Employees 

Michael  D. LeFevre, Pres ident  



The B e s t  i n  T e s t  
DPG Employees 

b Dedicated . Commit ted 
H igh l y  educated 

I r r e p l a c e a b l e  as a  group 

NAGE R14-9 



Work fo rce  Concerns 
NAGE R14-9 

Worker Turmoil(R1F) . Worker Safety(Long commuting) . Absence o f  Housing i n  
reasonable p r o x i m i t y  t o  DPG 
Q u a l i t y  o f  our  Product 
Increased ope ra t i ng  cos ts  i f  
p roposa l  adopted (every 
employee e n t i t l e d  t o  t r a v e l  
pay, i n c l u d i n g  ~ o n t ~ r a c t o r s )  



. ' w  w w 

Other Opt ions Deserve 
Considerat  i o n  

Move o t h e r  missions t o  DPG 
Par tner  w i t h  N a t i o n a l  Guard 
F u l l y  develop "RelianceH 
concept, dun o the r  se rv i ces  
f o r  t h e i r  share o f  DPG 
support  

NAGE R14-9 . . 



World C lass  Community 
enhances T e s t i n g  M i s s i o n  

Es tab l i shed  t o  suppor t  t e s t  
m iss ion  
Safe, c lean  community 
E x c e l l e n t  schools,  s t a t e  
i n  spo r t s ,  music, and 
academics f o r  i t s  s i z e  
D ive rse  community 
C los ing  r i p s  l i f  e - l o n g  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  apar t *  

l e a d  





6 April 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am enclosing a Guest Commentary I wrote and that was published 5 
april in the Standard Examiner Newspaper. I hope you and your 
staff can find time to *ad and consider what I have to say. 

I 

I have over 30 years service at Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, 
most of which was as a top management official and feel I am very 
qualified to know what has and will happen if we ever have another 
major military action in the Pacific area. 

DLAts plan to close DDO and replace it with the Sharpe Depot has 
gross weaknesses to it. Sharpe Depot will never be capable of 
handling the workload accomplished by DDO during Vietnam. Moving 
stocks anywhere near the problem area of the Oakland Port is a 
major mistake. DDO is located at the best vantage point. 

DDO, as the primary depot for DLA stocks and with Tracy Depot 
primary for subsistence was a team that was highly successful 
during vietnam. Why discard a proven track record for one that has 
not been tested in the real world? I don't think intelligent men 
will. 

Thank You, 

John L. Stewart 
1251 Hudson Street 
Ogden, UT 84404 
Phone (801) 394-0384 



Guest Cominentary 

:Supply depot should 
$tav in 'hub of West' 

d . * ,  

'John Stewart 
Guest Commentary 

Ogdcn was select- ' ccnt of tlic line itcrns to Victnam: 
cd for the building Bcsidcs rail and trucks. wc movcd 
of a supply dcpot trcnicndous tons of stock via LOGAIR 
with thc strategic lo- flights out of HAFB and SLC Intcrna- 
cation of. a supcrb tional airports. Wc did all of this in a 
highway. rail and air cost-cffcctivc manner with on-time 
capability to all west shipmcnts to our troops. 

coast ports of embarkation and ccntral I t  couldn't havc becn accomplished 
scrvicc to all m~litary activities in thc without DDO's always dcdicatcd em- 
Wcstcrn Unitcd Statcs as thc compel- ployccs. outstanding community sup- 
ling factors. port. and cspccially Wcbcr Statc Collcgc 
: Thc history of what has actually hap- (University) furnishing as many as 650 
'pcncd 'sincc 1940 bears out the facts collcgc studcnts to work for us on swing 
,and proof that Ogdcn was and still is and gravc shifts. 
:the trcmcndous "hub of thc Wcst." Also. thc truck coriipanics and the :: Thc rccords achicvcd over thc ycars railroads most rcsponslvc. 

DDO arc proof bc~ond  a doubt lhat No .thcr DLA dcpol has such a 
,:it is Noel supply depot. It has "- test for pcrformAncc, nor do I think any 
ways bccn numbcr onc in: , of thcni arc capable of such a challcngc; . 1. Cost cffcctivcncss. niaybc on papcr. but ncver in thc "rcal 

I: 2. Highest productivity per cmploycc. world.w 
: 3. Rcsponsivcncss to all situations. During this samc pcriod, we bailcd :: 4. On-timc shipments. out thc Tracy Dcpot and took over part : 5. Cost reductions. of their subsistcncc and gcncral supplics :* 6. lnvcntivcncss to ncw management missions. Wc also bailed out Oak- 
Cprograms. land port, which in cvcry major war- 
:: 7. New mechanization of warchousc nlission i n  pacific becomes over- 
,.operations. loadcd backcd-up. confuscd. ctc., and 

8. Computer applications to warc- asks help. 
thousc and transportation operations. 
1. .9. Zero-dcfccts pcdormancc. I n  thc carly 1990s. DLA addcd an ad- 
[: Thcrc arc many others too numcrous ditional dcpot to its systcm - Sharpc 
210 rncntion. Dcpol. Why :hcy look nvcr morc slor- 
r. Lct's takc thc Victnam situation and agc spacc whcn lhcy wcrc already in an 
::briefly rcvicw thc pcrformancc of DDO cxccss position can only bc bccausc of 
!.during that period. somc incxpcricnccd supply pcrsonncl in 

Prior to Victnani, the dcpoi was at 3 ' thc hcadquartcrs who bclicvcd storage 
I. i-low of about 1.500 cniployccs with a closc to thc coast is bclter. 
:large portion of thcsc cmploycd in Engi- Sharpc.is untcstcd and has no track 
;nccring and QM &pot Maintcnancc. rccord for bcing ablc to handlc DDO'S 
,. On Jan. 1 ,  1964, DDO was trans- mission i n  thc rcal world of anothcr 
;:fcrrcd from the Arnly to the Dcfcnsc Victnani. Whcrc is good statistical cvi- 
'.Supply Agcncy. Its mission was vastly dcncc lhat Sharpc would be ncarly as 
:^cxpandcd in both arcas to serve and the cost-cfrcctivc or could i t  pcrforni at 
: types of itcms to handlc. pcak cmcrgcncics'! 
: Thc buildup started in 1963, Thc Dcpartmcnt of Dcfcnsc and thc 
#.soon after wc wcrc licavily involved in BRAC Commiltcc's objcctivc is to 
: supplics to .Vietnam. The &pol and the down-silt. but to rctain thc best possi- 
: surrounding conlmunitics rcspondcd blc dcfcnsc rcadincss posture. 
$.rapidly just as thcy had in WWll and Why would anyonc want to closc a 
:: Korca. supcrb dcpot likc DDO with a provcn 
'. . Ncw itcms stored wcrc clcctronics, track rccord during many cmcrgcncics, 
::industrial and construction. along with always No. 1 in ~riorniancc. 
:.expanded gcncral supplies, clothing and This whole cscrcisc of DLA rcplacillg 
:: tcxtilcs. Ogdcn Dcpot wi th  Sharpc Dcpot can bc 
I .  Our lnission arcs chpandcd (0 west of likcncd to the Chicago Bulls coach rC- 
::the Mississippi arid the Pacific. Wc placing Michacl Jordan with a new 
:' went from a few trucks and rail cars in rookic for the big ganic. The main dif- 
: and out to a peak of about 186 rail cars fcrcncc is that hcrc Wc may bc afkcting 
, and 200 trucks in  and out tach day. our national futurc. 
: seven days a week. 11 was wllolc trains ./(j/lll .%/~'11'11t'/, It'UY ( / ; 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 0 r  O / ' ~ ~ / ~ l l l l ~ l l ~ ~  

: conling and going. Wc wcrc shipping 40 t i l i t /  l ~ l U l l t i , ~ ~ ~ l l ~ t ~ l / /  t'C.\olrl.c.tl.T U I  11/10 hi'- 
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PURPOSE: 

To demonstrate that: 

DLA deviated from base closure criteria in 
selection of DDOU for closure 

DLA did not comply with law 

-- Installations not considered equally 

-- Appearance of pre-selection 



WHAT IS THE REAL MILITARY 
VALUE OF A DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM? 

To Provide: 

1) What the customer wants 

2) Where they want it 

3) When they want it 

4) At the lowest possible cost I 
All of these factors are measured 

All impact operational readiness of DoD's total force 

None were used in DLA's evaluation of military value 

This is a deviation from Criteria I 
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OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 
GIVEN LEAST CONSIDERATION -- 

WHEN IN FACT IT IS THE MOST IMPORTANT 

Example: 

DLA pays for its operation by charging the services 

for each transaction -- (currently $27.60) 

-- Almost $1 billion annually 

I 





DDOU HAS BEEN THE 

DLA LEADER 

IN COST EFFICIENT OPERATIONS 

Current Unit Cost 

DDOU $21.13 

Projected Unit Cost $18.56 

WHY? 

Lower Labor Cost 
Cheaper Transportation 
Lower Depot Operating Costs 
More Productive Work Force 
Reimbursable Workload 
Designed for Fast Moving Stock 

I 



DLA9S OWN STUDY (KPMG) DEFINES 

DDOU AS THE MOST COST EFFICIENT 

DEPOT OF CALIFORNIA, PENNSYLVANIA AND 

UTAH DEPOTS 



DLA INAPPROPRIATELY DISREGARDED THEIR 

(KPMG) COMMISSIONED ANALYSIS 

DEMONSTRATING DDOU AS THE MOST COST 

EFFICIENT DEPOT OPERATION . 

-- Chairman Dixon's question was inaccurately answered 



OF OPERATIONS 
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REVIEW OF THE MINUTES OF DLA'S 
BRAC EXECUTIVE GROUP INDICATE: 

1) Eight stand alone depots were considered at the 
beginning of the process 

2) In April 1994, the concept of operations pre-selected 
California and Pennsylvania depots to be combined 
and called primary distribution sites (PDS) -- 
no analysis was involved 

3)  In August 1994, the direction was taken to change 
con. ops. to remove the appearance of pre-decision 

- .  
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MINUTES OF DLA'S BRAC 
sz 

.. , . 

EXECUTIVE GROUP 

April 1994: 
"We need to insure the concept of operations is well crafted so 
it fully supports our BRAC '95 decisions." 

Decisions Reached: 
"Primary Distribution Sites (PDS's) at San Joaquin (Tracy and 
Sharpe facilities) and Susquehanna (Mechanicsburg and New 
Cumberland facilities) will not be reviewed in BRAC '95." 

August 1994: 
"The Distribution Concept of Operations was changed to 
remove any appearance of pre-decision about the location of 

- - the primary distribution sites." 



THE BRAC LAW STATES 

THAT EACH INSTALLATION WILL 

BE TREATED EQUALLY 

Contrary to 1993 -- DLA arbitrarily combined 

stand. alone depots and evaluated them as 

one -- they violated the law 



DLA STATES THAT STRATEGIC LOCATION 

AND THE CAPABILITY TO PROCESS 

WARTIME REQUIREMENTS 

WERE OF GREAT IMPORTANCE 

However, no analysis 

was accomplished in this area -- 

especially performance during past contingencies 













DLA CRITERIA SKEWS THE 

OUTCOME OF THE MILITARY VALUE 



WHAT IS A CCP? 

All depots have the capability and many have 

served as a CCP. 

CCP points should be assigned 

equally t o  all depots -- 

or assigned to none. 



EXISTING WORKLOAD DOES NOT 

REPRESENT THE THROUGHPUT 

CAPACITYJCAPABILITY OF A DEPOT. 

DLA's use of existing workload 

skews the data and is totally misleading 

in evaluating a depot's military value. 
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HilUDDO '95 

STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 
b 

(8 DEPOTS) 

MISSION 
DEPOT SCOPE 

Tracy 161 

Ogden 133 

Sharpe 161 

New Cumb. 139 

Memphis 126 

Mechanicsburg 139 

Richmond 141 . 

Columbus 132 

MISSION 
SUIT. 

OPS. 
EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL 



STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 
COMPARING COMBINATIONS 



OTHER FACTORS DEMONSTRATE 

IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS: 



TRACY OGDEN COLUM MEMPH SHARP RICH MECH NEWCUM 



DENIALS 
Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 
I 

V . V V  
TRACY OGDEN SHARP MECH COLUM MEMPH RICH NEWCUM 



LOCATOR ACCURACY 
Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 

J G m V  

OGDEN MECH RICH SHARP TRACY COLUM NEWCUM MEMPH 

I % Accuracy . 



ON-TIME MRO PROCESSING 
IPG I 

Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 

J V m V  
OGDEN TRACY MEMPH RICH MECH COLUM SHARP NEWCUM 



ON-TIME MRO PROCESSING 
IPG I1 

Composite of FY91, FY92, & FY93 

Percent 

SHARP OGDEN MEMPH TRACY COLUM MECH RICH NEWCUM 

%On Time ~199.6 99.5 99.4 99.1 98.5 97.5 94.3 63.9 



REIMBURSABLE WORKLOAD: 



TENANTS 



SUMMARY: 

DDOU is the most cost efficient depot as 
demonstrated by the KMPG analysis 

DDOU provides added flexibility and better 
strategic location 

DDOU's history demonstrates it is the supplier of 
choice 

4 DDOU is the constant in any optimal western depot 
combination -- '!Any team Michael Jordan plays on 
is the best team." 



DLA DOES NEED TO REDUCE EXCESS 

WAREHOUSE CAPACITY 

Given this evaluation, we believe the true DLA 

excess in the west is at Sharpe. 

Sharpe, not Defense Depot Ogden, is the obvious 

closure candidate. 



IN CONCLUSION: 

WE HAVE DEMONSTRATED THAT THE 
DLA PROCESS 

1) Deviated from the closure criteria 

-- In not selecting the best military value combination 
-- In not selecting the most cost effective combination 

2) Did not treat all installations equally 

3) Gives the appearance of pre-selection 



HillJDDO '95 
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id 
DDOU DISCUSSION OUTLINE 

INTRODUCTION 

' JJ 
1. DLA SUBSTANTIALLY DEVIATED 

d Did not comply with law 

~ i ' d  not consider the most cost efficient operation 

4 IV. 

Appearance of pre-selection 

BRAC LAW 

27 March 1995 

Mandates bases to be given equal consideration 

Not the case in DLA process 

Requires individual evaluation of each base or evaluation of all combinations 

DLA CHANGED THE EVALUATION CRITERIA FROM FY '93 TO FY '95 (POINTVALUES) 
EVEN THOUGH DOD DID NOT CHANGE THE BASE CRITERIA 

Operational efficiency category downgraded 

Redefined criteria to support recent DLA management decisions 

DM'S STUDY OF OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES NOT USED IN BRAC EVALUATION 

DLA's response to the Commission's inquiry inaccurate regarding their study 

Peat Marwick group's cost analysis is pertinent certifiable data that should be 
used (see Attachment 3) 

- Costs between depots are comparable 
- DDOU, even with changing workload mix, is still the least cost per line item 

Must consider depreciation as a cost -- includes new facilities and equipment 
(DLA did not consider) 

This will drive up customer costs for every transaction in the future 

Keeping big, new facilities is not in the best interest of DoD -- unless 
demonstrated efficiencies offset depreciation costs (Peat Marwick study) 



DDOU DISCUSSION OUTLINE Page 2 

MILITARY VALUE 

Skewed by DLA depot combinations (see Attachment 2) 

- Throughput capacity inappropriately treated 

DDOUnracy combination has highest military value for western operations using 
DLA criteria 

DDOUnracy combination reduces DM'S risk of inadequate storage capacity 

DDOUfrracy gives added military value 

- Much better strategic location: 

Geographic separation in case of attack or natural disaster 
Proximity to Hill AFB a major plus -- demonstrated in past contingency 
operations 
DDOU is the transportation hub of the west (see supporting data) 

DDOUnracy provides more cost efficient operation than Sharpenracy 

- DIA "SAILS" model will support (see Attachment 4) 

Demonstrated past performance 

- Vietnam: 

40% of tonnage and 60% of line items sent to Pacific area from DDOU 
Manpower build-up from 1,500 to 5,600 demonstrates system expansion 
capability 
Assumed some of Tracy's missions because of capability (back-up 
demonstrated) 

- Desert Storm: 

DDOU took up slack when New Cumberland could not keep up 
Used Hill AFB to ship "over the top" to Europe 
Used rail for medical hospital shipments to New Orleans when other ports 
overloaded 

- - Six continuous years as best depot installation in DLA (1987-1993) 

Won Commander-in-Chief Award in 1987 
Selected as testJimplementation site for distribution automated systems 
Recognized as best DLA depot since 1964 

HAZARDOUS STORAGE A MAJOR CONSIDERATION 

DDOU established as hazardous storage for the west because of excellent record, 
workforce, and facilities 



DLA took on the mission of distribution for DoD in 1961. DDOU, formerly the Utah 
Army Depot, was DLA's first choice of the Army Depots considered to come under DLA 
in 1964. Not all of the Army depots were accepted by DLA in 1964, Sharpe Army Depot, 
for instance. Since that time DDOU has been the leader in DLA distribution in terms of 
efliciency and economy as well as customer responsiveness. 

During the 60's and 70's DDOU adopted an aggressive modernization program. Leading 
edge technology was incorporated into the DDOU processes. In some instances industry 
lacked the technology DDOU sought and as a result DDOU pioneered many of the 
processes now used in the distribution industry. For instance, the first storage carrousel 
anywhere was fabricated at DDOU. The first laser marking system was developed at 
DDOU to address containers. DDOU was instrumental in developing the bar code 
technology appearing throughout DoD. 

Unlike some of the Services, cost effectiveness and performance were closely measured 
for economic pay back before requesting funding. Quick amortization was always the 
measure of continued pursuit of a new idea. The private sector distribution giants came 
to DDOU to learn the latest technologies. 

It was during this period of modernization that DDOU incurred the irritation of some of 
the DLA headquarters middle mangers. They became somewhat annoyed at DDOU for 
their impertinence in stepping beyond the DLA planners and designers in getting 
improvements installed. In addition, the relationship between DDOU and the nearest 
trailing competitor in performance, efficiency and cost - Defense Depot Tracy, Ca.- 
became increasingly adversarial. Eventually, the DLA middle marlagers and even some 
of the top managers from competing activities, who had migrated to the decision making 
chairs at DLA, took the opportunity to eliminate DDOU. 

In 1979 DLA announced it's intention to close DDOU. Their decision was not based on 
efficiency, performance or cost, but primarily on it's geographical location, 

With a high level of support from the community and the state government, DDOU 
presented the facts and figures that should have been researched beforehand. DDOU was 
successful in refuting DLA's plan. However, DDOU's success was not without 
consequences. It served to deepen the antagonism of DLA and DDTC toward DDOU. 

During the 80's almost all distribution activities began exploring modernization 
technologies not just within DLA but all the services. It was a decade of competition 
among the services as to who could buy and install the latest, fanciest, prettiest 
equipment and facilities. Unfortunately, not enough regard was given the actual capacity 
required based on workload projections. By the end of the decade DoD found that it had 
spent hundreds of millions in dollars for capacity that far exceeded requirements. 



The Navy built four mechanized facilities called NISTARS. The Army planned three 
more called AODts, and DLA built still more called IMC's. All were very expensive 
and many could not deliver the throughput advertised. 

In 1986-87 DLA conducted a Binnable Stock Location Study while DLA yet included 
only six distribution activities at Tracy, Ca., Ogden, Ut., Memphis, Tn., Columbus, Oh., 
Mechanicsburg, Pa., and Richmond, Va. The purpose of the study was to determine 
where to place active binnables to gain the best economy and responsiveness. 

The study concluded that DDOU was the best placement. In 1988 DLA announced that 
DDOU would be the single stockage location for binnables. DDOU responded to that 
new increased role by installing additional bin locations within existing buildings, in 
contrast to what the Army and the Navy were pursuing - funding fix entirely new 
buildings filled with equipment. 

With the publication of Defense Management Review Decision 902 in 1990, DLA 
inherited twenty-seven additional distribution sites. To manage the increase in span of 
control DLA adopted a plan to "regionalize'. The number of regions were yet to be 
determined and also their location. Ogden appeared to be a true front runner candidate 
for a region headquarters because of it's excellent performance, lowest cost, and largest 
size. In October, 1990 DLA announced there would be three regions with the 
headquarters at Tracy, Ca., Memphis, Tn. and Mechanicsburg, Pa. 

Ogden, was not included in any of the three regions, but remained autonomous as a 
single depot appearing as an asterisk on the regions maps. Of major impact to DDOU 
was the designation of the three regions to be Primary Distribution Sites where DLA 
intended to place the most active items. DDOU was to be a Specialized Storage Site of 
lesser activity. These decisions were made in spite of the Binnable Stock Location Study 
advising otherwise. 

DDOU proposed a plan to DLA that included four regions. It provided a better balance 
of sites within a region and better span of control, optimized space availability, improved 
storage occupancy rates, and shorter transportation distances to western customers. 

DLA countered with their own study called the Primary Distribution Site Location 
Analysis. That study had several critical flaws all of which were to DDOU's 
disadvantage. It understated DDOU's true throughput capacity by iilmost half. It used 
what DLA called a generic unit cost figure, which was actually an average of all DLA 
activities. This obviously would favor higher cost depots. The study used the same 
binhulk ratio for all depots which would favor a bulk depot. Though DLA responded to 
DDOU's objections with a promise to correct the erroneous figures and rerun the study, it 
was never done. DDOU reran of the study anyway with the corrections. The result was 
that the figures supported a two Primary Distribution Site concept -. Ogden, Ut. and 
Mechanicsburg, Pa. 



In 1992 DLA explored a stockage policy called "closest to the vendor". It specified that 
there were savings to be had by placing the most active items at the closest PDS to the 
vendor instead of the customer. DLA concluded this was a good approach since it was 
nearly impossible to predict where the customer would ultimately be but it was possible 
to determine where the vendor would probably be for the next replenishment buy. This 
would save first destination transportation charges (vendor to depot) but had little effect 
on second destination charges (depot to customer) which were not predictable anyway. 

What this new concept did not consider was the internal operational costs inside the 
depot to process the new receipt and ultimately to process the eventual shipments to 
customers. In fact, only eleven percent of the total cost to deliver an item to a customer 
is involved in transportation. And only 10%-15% of the receiving process cost at a depot 
involves new procurements. The majority of the receiving workload is in base returns 
and redistributions. So the study attempted to save considerable filnds by influencing 
only 15% of the workload and only 1 1% of the cost. 

DDOU tried to convince DLA of the geographic advantages of Ogden known for decades 
to railroad barons and highway builders. That advantage, when carefully considered 
becomes obvious. The preponderance of the vendors supplying DLA and much of the 
private sector are located in the "rust belt" - Ohio, Pennsylvania, eic. That means items 
purchased by the customers on the west coast predominantly migrate from east to west 
with a stop "somewhere" for storage for some period of time until an order is received. 
The main artery from the rust belt lo the west coast is Interstate 80. Obviously, a depot 
on that artery is in a strategic economical location. But not just anywhere on 1-80. The 
best place is at a cross roads with a north-south artery. 

Looking only at Ogden/Tracy, they are both near 1-80, and they are both on north south 
arteries, as well. But, Ogden has a distinct advantage over a California location. For 
example a customer in San Diego orders an item from DLA which probably came west 
from the rust belt. If the item had been stocked at Ogden it would travel 750 miles less in 
total than had it been stocked at Tracy. That is because it would go directly from Ogden 
to San Diego on southbound 1-1 5 without ever having traveled across Nevada. The same 
advantage exists for, say, Bremerton Wa. Even if the customer is in the Bay Area, the 
miles are no worse than equal. In addition, about 15% of the time the customer is east of 
both Tracy and Ogden. In this case the item moves west on 1-30 and then back east on 
1-80. But, at least, with a stockage point of Ogden the Nevada miles are avoided twice - 
1500 miles. 

The strategic location Ogden enjoys is one of the primary reasons that Utah is 
experiencing an extraordinary growth in private sector, profit motivated distribution 
corporations migrating from California and other western states. 

In terms of speed of delivery, Ogden is almost the same distance from San Diego and 
Bremerton as Tracy. But, probably due to uncongested highways, (3gden's delivery to 



either area is faster than Tracy. Even to the Bay Area Ogden is only a haIf day behind 
Tracy. 

Ogden even tried to dissuade DLA from their intentions using "customer" endorsements. 
Among them were; 

"DDOU stands out as the overall best in terms of excellence in achieving their 
mission." ..." very difficult to overlook this area (Ogden) as a premium storage location 
of choice" ..." We should reconsider the decision to store all our material at New 
Cumberland":. ..Captain Malsack, USN, DISC. 

DLA will pay unnecessarily high first destination costs to a higher cost PDS while a 
lower cost SDS (Specialized Storage Site is closest to vendor ..." 
Gen. Browning, DCSC 

"$14.4 million more cost to handle DESC items". . .Gen. Oster, IIESC. 

DDOU was the only activity not placed under a region. The asterisk was due primarily to 
the lack of facts for not selecting Ogden as a region headquarters, the political pressure to 
produce the facts, and, DLA's recognition that they could not support DDOLTs 
nonselection with irrefutable data. It became apparent that DLA chose to delay the 
consequences of placing DDOU under a region. Further inquiries by DDOU, 
congressional sources, and the Utah community were basically patronized or ignored. 

While DDOU was not yet a region, it was, at least, still autonomous with a full support 
staff very capable of collecting, reviewing and analyzing information about DDOUts 
operation, cost, performance and planning. It was through that Command staff that 
DDOU developed and forwarded the critical information submitted to the 1993 BRAC. 
That information, compared to the information from other DLA activities, reflected 
DDOU's posture to be near the top in all critical categories. For example the throughput 
capacity for DDOU was over six million line items annually, not including Hill which 
was separate in the '93 BRAC. 

In February 1993 DLA announced that DDOU, historically DLA's leader among the 
depots, would become subservient to it's former sister depot to the west. The justification 
of course, was the savings this strategy promised. But, other combinations of activities 
were not reviewed. The decision was made without the benefit of a full analysis for 
alternatives offering greater savings. DLA also reduced from three regions to two by 
placing Memphis under DDRE in New Cumberland. 

DLA assumed the two region headquarters activities would become their TWO 
distribution "super depots" with all other depots in support of these SUPER-TWO. No 
analysis has been done which validates the selection of the these super depots. Probably, 
due, in part, to DDOU's objections and inquiries, DLA contracted Peat Manvick 



Management Consultants to provide an analysis advising the most economical structure 
to support DLA's overall distribution mission. That analysis did not support DLA's 
concept of operation. It concluded that DDOU as a Primary Distribution Site was most 
economical - not DDRW. DLA ignored the recommendation. 

DDRW acted quickly in asserting it's authority over DDOU. Ogden began a precipitous 
decline in workload, decision making authority, and responsibility. One result of 
DDOU's new and lesser posture was the loss of authority to influence it's own destiny in 
terms of continued improvements, workload, processes, and policies. Most of the 
Command staff was placed directly under region supervision. DDOU objections to 
DDRW decisions detrimental to Ogden were muzzled and attempts to revise flawed 
information concerning DDOU were repudiated. The most glaring example is the 1995 
BRAC submission itself. 

While there are flaws in the data, the most glaring errors are in the assumptions under 
which the data was assembled. Unlike 1993, DLA chose to combine all information 
regarding Sharpe Army Depot, in Lathrop, California and Defense Depot Tracy, 
California thereby making it impossible to review each of these activities separately or in 
alternative combinations with other activities that may prove more economical. One 
obvious advantage given the Tracy depot and the Sharpe depot is in the area of 
throughput, a critical data point since it weighs heavily in the BRAC criteria of 
MILITARY VALUE. DLA's assumption that two distinct activities could be considered 
to be ONE activity appears neither appropriate nor equitable for BRAC purposes. BRAC 
submissions to be most accurate and fair must remain discreet by site. 



DDO FACT SHEET 
rJll 

Total jobs to be lost due to closure - 1,365 
d Civilian - 1,092 

Military - 3 
d Tenants - 270 

4 
Total amount of wages to be lost due to closure - 

4 $54,800,000 
Civilian - 40,800,000 

d Military - 200,000 
Tenants - 13,800,000 

d 

41 Average wage of civilian jobs to be lost - $40,088 
Civilian - $37,362 

41 Tenant - $51,111 

1 Amount of contracted funds to be lost - $17,800,000 



1 
Attachment 3 Page 2 

w - Total general and administrative overhead as a percentage of direct cost 
DDSP = 106% 

14 DDJC = 96% 
DDOU = 80% (lowest) 

- Total indirect overhead as a percentage of direct cost (only 10% of total cost) 
DDSP = 26% 

id DDJC = 17% 
DDOU = 30% (highest) 

d 
Comparable mission indicators included 

- Unit cost by depot (includes bin, bulk and hazardous) 
rl DDSP = $23 per line 

DDJC = $21 per line 
DDOU = $16 per line (lowest) 

4 

e - Direct cost per line (includes bin, bulk and hazardous) 
d DDSP = $7.86 

DDJC = $7.32 
DDOU = $6.36 (lowest) 

?% 



llil 
DDOU DISCUSSION OUTLINE Page 3 

w Sharpenracy does not have hazardous storage capability or trained work force 

Hazardous waste user fees in California will drive up cost of operations in that 
state 

DDOUnracy means no requirement to build hazardous storage facility or train 
a new work force 

4 Vll. BElTER RETURN ON INVESTMENT WITH DDOU/TRACY COMBINATION 

Less costly to close Sharpe than DDOU (est. $80 million vs. $1 10 million) 

DDOU has lowest cost per square feet for RPM of any DLA depot (DL. analysis) 

DDOU reimbursable workload offsets DM'S costs of operations at Ogden site 

Tenants: 

- DMRS West and DSDC are best suited to Ogden operation 
- DSDC knowledge based workforce will not move -- irreplaceable in short term 
- Army wants reimbursable workload done in Ogden -- much work to build 

integrated operation 

D M  must consider other base combinations or each individually 

Data supports DDOU/Tracy combination with closure of Sharpe 



HILUDDO '95 

(ATTACHMENT 1) 

BRAC '93 VERSUS BRAC '95 
POINT ALLOCATIONS 

27 March 1995 

Mission Scope (essentially '93) 200 290 
4 Strategic Location 1 40 1 00 

Contingency Op. Readiness (CCP 100) 0 1 40 

1 
Mission Suitability 350 475 

rJ1 Age and Condition of Facility 1 00 1 35 
Storage Capacity (excess) 25 1 50 

w Specialized Storage 70 10 
jl Throughput Capacity (design to workload) 25 1 50 

Location 50 20 

Operational Efficiencies 
4 Base Operating Costs* 

Transportation Costs 

1 

Expandability 
rJ Facility/lnstallation Expansion 

Mobilization 

f 

9 *Note: ('93 included all Peat Marwick comparable costs, '95 excluded all Peat 
Marwick comparable costs) 



27 March 1995 

d (ATTACHMENT 3) 

KPMG PEAT MARWICK STUDY FOR DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
3 DISTRIBUTION DEPOT COST DATA ANALYSIS - JANUARY 1994 

DLA BRAC did not consider depreciation 
d 

- Should have been used to reduce the points applied to "Age and Condition 

4 of Facilities." 

d Depreciation increases the cost to do business. DLA passes this cost on to the 
services through discrete pricing (unit costs) 

Jd 

1 * "Depots with new and expensive buildings and equipment will cost more than a 
depot with older buildings/equipment." (KPMG Peat Marwick Management 
Briefing -- Rev. I -- January 1994) 

Ij 

wll Unit Cost 

Data Comparability: "Our analysis revealed that bin, bulk and hazardous receipts 
d and issues were comparable missions within the depots analyzed." (Tracy, 

Sharpe, Mechanicsburg, New Cumberland and DDOU Ogden.) 
J 

J Comparable general indicators included: 

s - Total direct costs per employee 
d - DDSP = $48 

DDJC = $53 
DDOU = $45 (lowest) 

# w  



27 March 1995 

dl  
0 biective: 

$I 
Costs Included: 

cirl 

Results: 
rl 

HILUDDO '95 

(ATTACHMENT 4) 

SAILS MODEL RESULTS 

Identify DM'S optimized depot configuration to minimize relative 
distribution system operating costs 

First and second destination costs (transportation) and 
infrastructure costs (overhead) to maintain DLA's distribution 
system plant equipment and support services 

Established a base line of 6 stand alone depots costs as 
described above. It then systematically evaluated the closure 
of each stand alone depot leaving five stand alone depots. 
Finally, it closed 3 com binations (Memphis-Ogden, Memphis- 
Richmond and Ogden-Richmond) of 2 stand alone depots 
leaving 4 depots open. (This failed to consider 12 other 
combinations of closing 2 stand alone depots.) 

The greatest reduction in operating costs ($1 3.9 million or 5.1 
percent) occurred when closing the San Joaquin Depot in the 
5 open depot scenario. The 4 open depot scenario could not 
be realistically evaluated since only 3 combinations or 4 open 
depots were considered of a possible 15 combinations. 



d 

u9 WEBER COUNTY/DDO 
d 

Total government jobs in Weber County - 18,065 
JL Federal - 7,516 

State - 4,071 
4 Local - 6,478 

' Total jobs at DDO - 1,365 

9s 
Percent of DDO jobs (as part of gov't total) 

I Total - 7.5% 
Federal - 18% 

dl 

d Total wages produced by gov't sector in Weber 
County - $505,639,350 

Percent of total wage produced by DDO 
d~ without tenants - 8% 

111 
with tenants - 11% 

9 Average governmental wage in Weber Co. - $22,392 

4 Average civilian wage for DDO employee 
I without tenants - $37,362 

d '  with tenants - $43,827 

1 



Impact of Hill DDO Closure on Community 

Employment/ #Number Annual 
Activity of People Compensation Total Impact 

DDO 
Employment 

Civilian 

Military 

Contracts 

Transpottation 

Other local 

Tenants 

DDRW 

DRMO 

DSDC 

Totals 1,365 $72,600,000 $21 8,600,000 

Page 1 



HILUDDO '95 27 March 1995 

DEPOT 
id 

Tracy 
4 Ogden 

Sharpe 
New Cumb. 

id Memphis 
Mechanicsburg 

4 Richmond 
Columbus 

MISSION 
SCOPE 

(ATTACHMENT 2) 

STAND ALONE ANALYSIS 
(8 DEPOTS) 

MISSION 
SUIT. 

'OPS. 
EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL 

J 4 Note(1): All depots have the capability and many have served as a CCP, so no points were assigned for CCP 
operations. (Same rationale DLA used for non-assignment of points for surface transportation.) DL ,  BRAC 
'95 Distribution Military Value -- Stand Alone Depots Point Distribution Methodology reference IIBlc. 

4 
Note(2): DLA chose to use each depot's existing workload to assign the highest amount of points given in 
military value (150 points) for throughput capacity (BRAC question VB22 answer and column titled 'Total 

1 Current Throughput," page 8.2 DLA BRAC Detailed Analysis February 1995.) Existing workload does not 
represent the throughput capacitylcapability of a depot. Existing workload does not have near the military 
value as the design capabilitylcapacity of a depot. DLA's use of existing workload to represent a depot's 
design capacity to process workload through a depot skews the data and is totally misleading in evaluating 
a depot's military value. Therefore, the above analysis replaced each depot's existing workload answer to 
BRAC question VB22 with each depot's design workload capacity answer to BRAC question VB47. 

r 
STAND ALONE ANALYSIS COMPARING COMBINATIONS 

sl 

MISSION MISSION OPS. 
SCOPE SUIT. EFF. EXPANSION TOTAL 



DLA/DOD WESTERN AREA 
TRANSPORTATION DISTANCES 

- .- 

J AVERAGE DISTANCE 
VENDOR PDS CUSTOMER (MILES 1 ADVANTAGE _-___-________________-_____-____-_--_---------__-__--__-_-----_--_--__-_------ 
OHIO I :  DDOU/HILL : :  PUGET SOUND 1 :  2 6 0 0  I 1 DDOU/HILL ( 7 0 0  MILES) I : ' OHIO DDTC/SHAD I :  PUGET SOUND 3 3 0 0  : 1  I I 

1 8  

I l ---------"--------__-: ~_--__-_--_-_-"_"""" ' I  I I I I - " " "_-_-_______-_-__-  I I I 
I I I I I I 

I I  OHIO : :  DDOU/HILL BAYAREA : :  2 4 5 0  1 1  NEUTRAL I I 1 I 

I I 

d l :  OHIO I l  DDTC/SHAD : I  BAYAREA : :  2 4 5 0  : I  I I 
I I 

' I - - - - - - - - - :  !-----------I :_ -__-_-_- - -_- l  1"""""1 I " - - - -_ - - -_ -_ -___-____-_  I I 
I I I I I I I I 

I I 
I I OHIO : :  DDOU/HILL I :  SO. CALIF. : :  2 5 0 0  : :  DDOU/HILL ( 4 5 0  MILES) 

1 : ;  OHIO : :  DDTC/SHAD I :  SO. CALIF. : :  2 9 5 0  : I  I I 
I I : 1---------I -----------I l _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ l  ' _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ I  I _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _  I I 

1 I I I I I I I 

I I 
I I OHIO : :  DDOU/HILL : I  FORT' SILL : :  2 7 5 0  : :  DDOU/HILL ( 1 5 0 0  MILES) : :  
! $-h OHIO : DDTC/SHAD : I  FORT SILL 1 4 2 5 0  1 I I 

I I 1J l L - - - - - - - - - :  ~ - - - - _ _ _ - _ - - " _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ - '  ' - _ - - - - - -__  I I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _  I I 
I I I I I t I I 

OHIO : :  DDOU/HILL : I FORT HOOD : :  3 0 5 0  : :  DDOU/HILL ( 1 3 0 0  MILES) : :  
1 1  OHIO ! I  DD_TC/SHAD I I  FORTHOOD : :  4 3 5 0  1 :  I I I 

I 4  

I -__-,,,,I I 1 _ - _ - _ - _ _ - _ - 1  I I 1,,,,,,,--_---_~1 I I____,,,,,, I ~--_-,,,,,,,,,,_-_-______ I I 
I I I t I 1  

#OTE: THE GEOGRAPHICAL CENTER FOR MANUFACTURING IN CONUS IS AT COLUMBUS, OHIO 

3 
--.. 



Document Separator 



AGENDA 
Introduction 

Kimbrough Today 
Escorted Tour 

Lunch 
Kim broug h Tomorrow 

Impact of BRAC 
Community Discussion 

Exit Brief with Commander 



Thousands /, 
- - --- -- --- . 

A /' 1 



'!Y FUNCTION 

Registered NursesICRNAs 
Direct Care Paraprofessional 283 
AdminlCIericaI Support 

-- - - - - --- 

TOTAL 595 



6 Clinic Visits 1,056 \ 

.. \ 
ab ER Visits 66 - \ - -  L I / - 

- T L  " , ' 

e Prescriptions 1,316 !-,,;A c,J+: , -,-- 

Radiology Procedures 100 ?>L' 
8 Lab Procedures 562 

21 
(- 

a Daily Census I I-' , ,\<> c -  

\ <  L,/ - 
Surgical Cases 7 + Cc  C 1 '(( OSr , 

4 e, 

@ Occ. Health Visits 25 pi 
( ) j 5 1  

k-L,' 
,f 'a 



ACUTE CARE 
Staffloperate 36 beds 
- 28 MedicaIISurgicaI 

- Level II ER 
- Primary and specialty care 
Community hospital reverse referral 



SDS PROGRAM FY95 

Internal Medicine 
General Surgery 
Ophthalmology 
Oral Surgery 
ENT 

a Urology 
a GYN 

Orthopedics 

I @ Podiatry 78 

TOTAL 1,335 



:EXPANDED SDS PROGRAM FY95 
Procedures 

WRAMC 
\ Urology ..& >, 312 74 

, .q L L  

FJ ;y-\'byN 144 , / 'y" 1 \ ,L - L  

I(\< 
id \\ ' y:<L y Internal Medicine 250 LL ,'L - 

\ u"' i 

ENT 
GYN 
Ophthalmology 
Plastic Surgery 

TOTAL 1,358 



EXPANIDEI) SDS Progra~n 
R ~ ~ ~ r u l a l  Costs  

Total expenses for SDS: 
M (supplies, personnel, 

ancillary services) 

Cost Avoidance: 
SDS: $1.5M - procedures 
Clinic: $.5M - 4680 visits 

SP18 - 
*Based on average CHAMPUS allowable per procedurelvisit 





I 1' \, I ( \  ' 
- \ ;  , \  , r\r- ----_ 3 '  - --- - 

Wornen's Health Care (Mamnlography) $ 5 3 5 . 0 ~  $4,917K 
l ~ ~ t e r n a l  Medicine $ 430.OK $435.2K 
Urology $ 80.3K $306.6K 
GYN 1 $ 213.5K $ 98.3K 
GYN 2 $365.6K $ 96.2K 
ER $ 198.OK $216.OK 
Physical Therapy $ 90.1K $ 98.6K 
CRNA $1 58.6K $ 3.OK 
Ambulatory Medicine 
- --- --- - - 

$ 326.0K $ 9.2K 

TOTAL GOV'T COST SAVINGS: $6.1 8 



Mental Health , , %  

L (. 

Replacement of 
Dermatology 

CI-IAMPUS 
FY9 5 Propose$: Initiatives 

Proposed Government 

Partnership Provider $1 78.2K 

TOTAL GOV'T COST SAVINGS: $224.5K 



ACCESS TO CARE 

Appointment waitinq b lists 
- Decreased patient complaints by 80% 
- Reduced average hold time by 55% 

aI Walk-in Clinic 
- Increased palienis seen per day by 30% 

r) Pharmacy 
- Reduced wail time for Active Duty sick call by 50% 

d ER 
- Decreased triage time by 47% 

@ X-Ray 
- Eliminated regional mammography wait list 



Srq~l~ort to NCA CAPIEiGraduate Eclucation 
\ ( _  . f Ilegioeall i lar  icgration , i .\. .i,J6i' 

I, I< \ 2 

i /" 1 

1 , - 
\ ' L 

Medical Students- 34 "J 

- Rotations Derm, Peds, Medicine, Psychiatry, 
Ortho, GYN, Surgery 

• Residentsllnterns - 18 
- Rotations - Medicine, GI, GYN, ENT, Urology, 

Psychiatry, Surgery 
Social Work - 3 
- Rotations - CMHS, SWS 

e Physicians Assistants - 2 
- Rotations - Peds 

9 Psychologist - 5 
- Rotations - CMHS 



GME Suppoi*& 
Top 5 Referrals to Tertia1.y Care 

F Y 0 4  

L ' \  

~ 1. Congestive Heart Failure (35) , T~,C 9- c; , L 

\ oCL' 'j" j,iJ \ 

' 2. Intracranial Injury (30) 
3. Threatened Abortion, Antepartum(30) 
4. Convulsions (26) 
5. Acute MI, Unspecified Site (20) 





MISSION: 
To conserve the fighting strength, 

ensure high value - ---- health . ,- care, 
! i b b  J k , l t j ) .  c.:.<Jj f j r . ~  -L,,L~ **. 

provide easy access, r ., ~, ,L-; - I  , -.c, !, 

and 
\ . . .  \ . I , , !  I 

-1 :. . , 5 %  : > \ F . ! 
" '  I \ '  customer satisfaction. i I - J  \ I LI- \ S, 



VTSION: 
To be a recognized leader _ _ -  -- 

-- - in 
quality, managed health care 

1 .  \ ' 

b , c J  \ 

Y 
( *  !< 



Member of the NCA's managed 
health care system 
Offer a comprehensive Primary 
Care Svstem 

Same Day Surgery 
Continuing support of GME and 
Readiness 





STmRTEGY 
Making OUR R* Vision Reality 

Resources 
- Ensure facilities within JCAHO compliance 
- Ensure personnel resources available 
- Ensure automation systems are available 

- lntegrate principles of TQMICQI 
- lntegrate resource allocation and 

marketing initiatives 
- Ensure readiness issues are addressed 



STRATEGY 
Making 011:r Vision Reality 

Organizatio~~al Sf ructure 
- Revise organizational structure to 

maximize efficiency 

- Based an market analysis modify 
existing services 

- Implement new programs/services 
in support of managed care 



PROD-UC'r LINES 

Primary Care 
Specialty Care Services 
Same Day Surgery 

, +, 2 "A*""  ;*, , $ * j * + Z  T------ 

I * ,  

f "2" ."#, &&!3 r +f.s:& : +49j:~,,,1..2t- . . 

Cb - hpatledt - - -. - -- - . - - - s ' ~ ~ ~ ~ C ; ~ S  I 
. - . - - - - - 

* Readiness 
Management Services 



PRIMARY CARE PLAN 
Establish 1 hospital-wide firm 

Pediatrics: 10,328 
- Ambulatory Medicin-. 73,474 
- Internal Medicilrc: I R . O I I I )  

Staffing per PCSC (200011) 
- Pediatrics: 6 Petliatriciansll PNP 

- Internal Medicine: 5 Interriistsll ANP 

- Offer comprehensive benefits package to include: 
- Adolescent Medicine Clirlir 
- Woman's Wellriess Clirlic: 
- WellnesslHealth Prorn171i011 
- Advice Nurse 



t9 Allergyllmmunizatiot~ Optometry 
@ Audiology Orthopedics 
@ Dermatology Physical Therapy 
Q ENT Plastic Surgery 
(E General Surgery Podiatry 
e Ophthalmology Urology 

STAFFING FOR THE PRODUCT LINES 
Clinic and Ancillary Staff will be provided by Kimbrough 

Army Community Hospital \. 

Specialty Care Providers are from: t 3 - 
i ,\, i 

- Shared Staff + ) -.-' 
\,uL ," 

r 
1 - Contract T,C 

' \ ~i 
, J 

,'" 
3 . L 

L.- - Direct HireIActive Duty \ ? \L 
IZ 

\ !, <- \ 
*\f ' 

b'-' 



C"h 

%itnbkough 
&&t.tt,lll, (lo,llnlunify %ospitaP 

Same Day Sn~rge~y Pi.ogram 

(Y\ OR capacity to perform additional t i c ,  L L  

surgeries c , \  

Model of inter-service cooperation 
. "Win-Win" for WRAMC, NNMC, KACH 

WRAMCINNMC - OR time in support of 
GME 
KACH - Expanded clinic and SDS 
services 
CHAMPUS cost avoidance 

SP112 - 



SAME !BAY SURGERY 
Exl~am'ler! with Shared SCaff 

NCA tertiary care MTFs provide surgeons 
Support NCA GME 

Kimbrough provides OR and associated 
ancillary staff 
42% increase in procedures _ .  I 

, 1  

. CHAMPUS cost avoidance r -  ;.!" , '  
b l  

i ' *. - . - 
SERVICE PROCEDURES f- is . I ,I , I 

. , 
1 '  ? -  

1 C 

>\/ - / 

Int. Medicine 179 I /  , \ c '  7 1 t " '  c r - : ~  
f,, 

,1 
Gynecology 2,400 I \I (A I j L  

657 i,.-i ;# c 
\ 

Urology -I , - 

ENT 556 +c>  

Plastic Surgery 318 
General Surgery 983 < 

, 9 ,  
Orthopedics 1,303 ,, ( -// 

Total: 6,396 , \\ ' 
/ 



Staffloperate 36 beds 

- 4 Peds 
- 4 ICU 
Support 

rAt[~~y COIIIAUII ify %spital 

ACUTE CARE 

SP1 I 

- Level II ER 
- Primary and specialty care 
Community hospital reverse referral 



READINESS 
Provide a ready, trained, and mobile group 
of health service professionals to support a 
variety of contingencies 
Continue to maintain strong 
communications with members of the IMA 
program who are aligned with us and 
backfill our PROFIS losses _-.__.' .. + , 

Develop memorandums of understanding 
(MOUs) with area providers . 

L , C  , 



Managerrre~lt Services 

Maintain necessary administrative 
and ancillary support services to 
uphold clinical product lines 





MCXR-DCA 
4 April 1995 

INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Impact of Realignment on Kimbrough Army Community 
Hospital 

1. Purpose. To provide information on the impact of converting 
the Kimbrough Army Community Hospital to an Army Health Clinic. 

2. Mission. 

a. The Kimbrough facility is a small community hospital 
which offers basic primary care, emergency room service, limited 
specialty referral, ambulatory surgery, and inpatient care. Four 
of the current 36 beds are intensive care beds. The remaining 
beds are located on a single consolidated ward which mixes all 
ages and both sexes. See TAB A for staffing and workload - 

information. 

b. The Hospital also functions as the command and control 
headquarters for eight ambulatory occupational health and primary 
care clinics at small military installations in the Maryland and 
Southern Pennsylvania arez. These clinics also rely on Kimbrough 
as a referral center for non-emergency inpatient and outpatient 
services. See TAE B for information on external clinics. 

c. Reserve and National Guard medical units in the Maryland 
and Pennsyivania area use Kimbrough as a training location for 
weeken6 an2 two week training opportunities throughout the year. 

d. In addition to serving the Fort Meade military 
beneficiaries, the hospital has agreements to support the Jessup 
Correction Facilities and the MARC Rail System. See TAB C for 
the full scope of provided services. 

3. Realignment Impact. See TAB D for a listing of consequences 
of discontinuing inpatient services. This is not an all 
inclusive list, because the final design of the Kimbrough 
facility has not been approved by the MEDCOM headquarters. A 
number of potential impacts will depend on that final approved 
design. Only those issues that are a direct consequence of 
ending inpatient services are shown here. 

JOHN SCHNEIDER/ (301) 677-8304 

David W. Roberts 
Colonel, Medical Corps 



KIMBROUGH ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 
STATISTICAL DATA 

1. Staffing as of 31 January 1995. 

a. Military: 305 

b. Civilian: 290 

c. Total: 595 

2. Kimbrough Army Community Hospital catchment area. 

a. The hospital's inpatient catchment area includes all zip 
codes whose centers are within 40 miles of Fort Meade. Where the 
catchment areas of Kimbrough Army Community Hclspital and WRAMC 
overlap, the beneficiaries within that zip code are assigned to 
the nearest of the two. . 

b. Breakout of the hospital's beneficiary population within 
the catchment area: 

ill Catchment Area Populacior: 
Tors: po;2 . :~ la t ion  : 7': , 2 .;.: 

, , Total 39 ~ 3 p ~ l a E i c : l :  - - ,  . I  .- - - 
. . Navy- 112s larse,c 2 cf ill,': , ,  i - . , -  

- \ :: I YIge o; Popul2cion 
Pediatric (under 1 9  : If?, S? - 
18 to 64: 47,939 
65 and ox-er: 5,399 

3. Fiscal Year 1994 inpatient and outpatien? workload. 

a. Inpatient Admissions for Same Day Surgery: 1,335 

b. Inpatient Admissions for All Other Reasons: 2,217 

c. Inpatient Discharges: 3,409 

d. Emergency Room Visits: 22,622 

e. Outpatient Visits: 261,602 



,i . Ilul-i  ng r - e l ~ o v ~ i t  ic ) : i  : 4 t~ 

L ) .  After :-enovation: 5 0 

c. Average beds occupied during FY 94: 21. 

5. Record of transfers to other hospitals during FY 94. 

AVERAGE 
DRIVING TIME 

a. Military Hospitals 

WRAMC 
Bethesda 
Malcoim Grow 

b. Civilian Hospitals 

Greater Laurel/Beltsville 
North Arundel 
Francis Scot-t Key (3urn C e n t e r )  
Uni-,; of I;iD Sllock y r z u m ~  
- -  . . - .. 
I 7 - x l ;  ~ v ~ , z ~ - ~  >- 7 i , ... z :  m,- 3 I , - -  >,-- . , > - . . . L A - L \ -  , - - L . L -  2 SL.--..-- , 

. .  , , .. , . - - - . . , - . - . .  ~. - . ,  - ,,- - .- 
. ' .  . . .  C "  ... ..'I - . L .  '-: 

.,. - -  , _ - .  _ _ , , _  _ -  _ .  .. .. 
- .  A .  ; . r ~. - -  . .-,-?l.. :..: : . 

45 rnin 
50 rnin 
45 rnin 

15 rnin 
15 rnin 
40 rnin 
:' 0 ni 1 n 

L :-11- 
7 7 



2 
KIMBROUGH ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 

OUTLYING CLINICS 

U.S. Army Health Clinic 
Defense Distribution Region East 
New Cumberland, PA 17070-5006 
DSN: 977-7281 
Commercial : (717) 770-7281 

Dunham U.S. Army Health Clinic 
Carlisle Barracks, PA 170,-3-5003 
DSN: 242-3041 
Commercial : (717) 245-3041 

Fort Detrick U.S. Army Health Clinic 
Fort Detrick, MD 21702-5000 
DSN: 343-7175 
Commercial: (301) 619-7175 

U.S. Army Health Clinic 
HQ, Fort Indiantown Gap 
14118 Hospital Road 
Annville, PA 17003-5031 
DSN: 291-2130 
Commercial: (717) 2G1-2130 

. . 
P n r t  Ritchie U.S. Army Xez.lth C l ~ n ~ z  
341 Banfill Axre - r o r t  Ritchie, ME 21715-li15 
DSx: 277-4455 
Commercial: (301) 878-4455 

K i r k  U.S. Army Health C i i r i i c  
ASerdeen Proving Ground, PiD 22005-5131 
DSN: 298-3105 
Commercial: (410) 278-3105 

U.S. Army Health Clinic 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Chambersburg, PA 17201-4190 
DSN: 570-8805 
Commercial: (717) 267-8805 

U-S. Army Health Clinic 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Tobyhanna, PA 18466-5083 
DSN: 795-7225 
Commercial: (717) 895-7225 

TAB B 



KIMBROUGH ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 
SERVICES PROVIDED 

1 . 1 n p n  t i ent Scrviccs 

Same Day Surgery 
Operating Room 
Post Anesthesia Care Unit (Kecovel-y Roorn) 
Intensive Care Unit (4-bed) 
Inpatient Ward (32-bed) 
Food Service from Hospital Dining Facility 

2. Outpatient (Ambulatory Care) .Services. 

Emergency Room Service (Level 2 )  
Ambulance Service 
General Outpatient Clinic 
Pediatrics Clinic 
Well Baby Clinic 
Dermatology Clinic 
Ambulatory Care Pharmacy (also supports inpatients) 
Radiology Service to include X-ray, ultra-sound and C-scan 

(also supports inpatients) 
Tumor Registry Service 
Urology Service 
al-,hopedics Sel-:..;..: .:,.-: 

- 7 .  

&'7>,2 1 Fi ,,, L-,,r ,T<- 2-.; : \ 
. . >  ,.--.,-: - - - '  '1;; .L7-r.-. , .  - - .  
L 8 8 .,I L .  L C  L * A  - A - + % -- -- - -  . - - 
-7. -,> n 

,, -*.zr.oloay >-,~:-~.-.l - , .  
- - . . I,,, L7 .: , - .  
:,-\--5:, zLE?-: .. . . . - - .  - . ~ .  l;e._c,,\::-, <.-,A--.-:  . -, . 

;;r;- '- 7 - "  . - . - .  - 
- -  ---.., ~,:-., -,-,--- - - . .  . 
I !  - . .  . . . . -. - .. . 
- .  d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ y ~ , -  sel;;-l z.:. , - - - - - - . . .. . . . . . . . i . . . ' Y .  A . 

- ,  . 
r , , - , 3 . T r = . I l ? -  - T -  z > - - .  . ,. :- A - L - : ., L :.:?EL c :I;,:- . .- -~ , - ,: 

Cccupationai ? l e a l ~ : :  
Social Work Services 

,-. - - - ,- , - - -. - - -  .- - .- _ ,  -. . 
' I :  

, - C?rnnunity Coun:eli?c ;'i---r;l~ ,- _ A _ - , - , , A  ,~.L::s.(~L:~s; 

7 - 
3 .  Support to the Fort G r c - a ?  [G. fi5e-ci.3 InszzL: 2tic~. 

Preventive Medicine Servicc 
Environmental Health 
Industrial Hygiene 
Community Health Nur-sing 
Exceptional Family Member l'ro~l-am 
Communicable Disease 
Mess Facility (;he 1-icsy~ital':; dining facility serves as a 

Consolidated i+l?ss fii\:-- ::ll : L i l i i t i :  static)r!ed 701-t I\qeadc 
and also provi.des di et:zi:->; ; ? c s ~  sC;tanc? tc? t h e  F'o?:~ Meade 



4 . Support to t.he U . S . Army Reserve and Army Nat i.onal Guard. 
The hospital provides a trClining arena for USAK and ARNG officer- 
and enlisted soldiers in both inpatient and outpatient medical. 
environments. The inpatient training provided by the liospital is 
especially noteworthy. 

5. Support to the Eight Outlying Clinics. There are two major 
outlying clinics (Dunham and Kirk) and six minor outlying-clinics 
(DDRE, Fort Detrick, Fort Ritchie, Fort Indiantown Gap, Tobyhanna 
and Letterkenny) . 

a. Dunham and Kirk are staffed to provide most of their 
administrative and logistical services they require. They are 
dependent on Kimbrough Army Community Hospital for all resource 
management support, some logistical support, and information 
management support, primarily in the areas of forms management 
and automation. For all intent and purposes, these are fully 
functional units. 

b. The six minor outlying clinics, because of their size, 
are more dependent upon Kimbrough Army Community Hospital for 
support than are Dunham and Kirk. 

6. Support to the Fort Meade Dental Clinic and Fort Meade 
Veterinary Services Branch. These organizations, although 
separate from the hospital, are not staffed to -perform all 
n2ci+sssz1.-j; f i i~ lc t  iolls and are, thGc7ref ore, dependent upon tne . - <  i l ~ s ; ? ~ r . z i  :-cc- nlucl; adrni!;ist:~-acive and Ic9:ist ir-i;l~ ::L:~,~?P:-;- . 



IMPACT OF ELIMINATION OF INPATIENT SERVICES 
Anticipated impact in the following areas: 

Loss o f  hospital status ( loss o f  catchment arealnon-availability statement issuing 
author i ty )  

Loss o f  inpatient medical/surgical beds (20.8 occupied13,552 admissions) 

Loss o f  ICU beds (432 admissions) 

Loss o f  Level II emergency Room (668 transfers from ER) 

Loss o f  membership i n  the Maryland Emergency Medical Services 

Reduced disaster response capability for  the community 

Loss o f  market share as the region begins TRICARE 

Loss o f  th i rd party collection income 

Inpatient FY 93 $385,509 
FY 94 $395,835 

Loss o f  196 beds for  NCA Mobiiization Pian 

LOSS of  Capstone (USkFi ikRNG) trainin: base 

Loss o f  control over "Absent Sick" soldiers jsctive dut!, 
admitted t o  c iv i l ian hospitals at government expense) 

Loss o f  "Medical Board" authority to  process soldiers 
for  medical discharge from service (100 per month, 
AD and USAR) 

Increase i n  CHAMPUS costs 

NOTE: FY 94 STATISTICS 



Discharge rate per 1,000 
Days of care per 1,000 
Average length of stay 
Avg. expense per ambulatory visit 92.00 
Average inpatient expense 2,800.00 

Note: F Y93 
Data from Defense Medical Information System (DMIS) 

SPI  5 
m 





BRAC IMPACT 
ON 

STRATEGIC PLAN 



@ %m6~ough 
&my Community g o s p i f a l  

BRAC I M P A C T  
Specialty Care  

Services remain the same t- c, 
',\[I 

Cu 
Y 

\ v \  0 ' &,<,"L~ 

L \ G Y  ,$$'-  ', 
I '\ 

? \ ,'-a 

q c-,( \r\ *u eC 
+,3--:" \ \c; v+' 73 x 

7 \ ' Staff to be shared with oeic , -rc L' . ,7 kG j +: 

Support functions remain Meade 
activity 

SPl I I 



BRAC Impact SDS 

Services remain the same 

Staff to be shared with Ld od 
\J  

/ k , ~  ,-e 11.-" A 

WRAMCINNMC \,;.p(- ic" b e  5 
P' 

Support functions remain Meade 
activity 



BRAC Impact on 
Management Services 

-- - _ _  
C2 of Ft Meade and(supported are-ontinuewith 
reduced staff ,-' 

c&lc,p.Gk~- c o n  4-\ n u  i n 3  k, 9df,d- 
3 

Od !A/ {ny ~ [ \ A I C ~  

Transitions to new patient management practices 
will require significant organizational change 

Cancel construction for inpatientlsupport 
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Inpatient becomes short stay unit 
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ER becomes "Acute Care" Clinic 

Re-route patients requi ing 
admission: 5c,nflc I +-+,cn w ; i \  never P 

NCA MTFs 
I 
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Civilian hospitals 3 ? j u r  c~c; .  -+kqW A O  ~ I O C * ~  1 



BRAC Impact on Readiness 
MISSION 

OPERATIONS OTHER THAN WAR 

ALTERNATE NATIONAL MILITARY 

STAFFING REQUIRED 

COMMAND & CONTROL (SITE-R) 
33* I 

CHEMICAL CONTINGENCY & 
ANNUAL TRAINING MEDICAL SITE 
SUPPORT (CAIRA) 8-1 53 

USARIARNG ANNUAL TRAINING 
MEDICAL SITES WITHIN MDIPNDE 

1 = Only with dedicated IMA & T PU backfills 
2 = Only with the assumption that should this site be activated we are on the brink of thermonuclear war and medical support to our constituene is secondary to the 

national interest. Weekend training and coordination of support team is possible. 
3 = Support CAlRA short term only for 1-2 days 
4 = Number of personnel to support the identified readiness platform is predicated on the number of projected to require training time the number of training days 

necessary for the situation plus 20% administrative handling. 
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Inpatient Care Management 



61 %mbkough 
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BRAC PROPOSAL 
Top 5 (DRGs) Kimbrough 

1. Endoscopic Tubal Interruption 

iq i 2. Breast Biopsy/LocaI Excision 

(t / 
3. Esoph, Gastro, 7 Misc. Digestive Disorders 

;,) ?.7 
L I\> ;,I ' 3$'1 *K , 

7 % c ~ b  wkG3\q .kLU >,kk 

! 4. Bronchitis & ~ s t h m a  1"\.7tp L \ : .&,rbW T 
I 

5. Rule Out MI1 
\ 
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BRAC PROPOSAL 
Admission Process 
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Exceptional Family Member Program 
' (EFMP) 

20% families residing in Ft Meade are 
enrolled in EFMP 
A total of 761 families are enrolled in the EFMP at Ft 
Meade 
- 65% of the EFMP have chronic/terminally ill 

conditions 
Assignment of EFMP active duty sponsor based on: 

- Availability of identified EFMP specialty care 
provider (duty assignment must be within 40 
miles of required specialist-WRAMCINNMC) 

SP128 - Availability of emergency room 
i 





Impact of Inpatient Closure 
FY94 Statistics 

Loss of hospital status (loss of catchment 
arealNAS issuing authority) 
Loss of inpatient medicallsurgical beds (20.8 
occupied/3,552 admissions) 
Loss of ICU beds (432 admissions) 
Loss of Level II Emergency Room (668 
transfers from ER) 
Loss of membership in the Maryland 
Emergency Medical Services 



Impaet of Inpatient Closure 
FY94 Statistics 

Loss of market share as the region begins TRICARE 
Reduced disaster response capability for the 
community 
Loss of third party collection income 

- Inpatient FY93 $385,509 
- Inpatient FY94 $395,835 

Loss of 196 beds for NCA mobilization plan 
Loss of Capstone (USARIARNG) training base 
Loss of control over "Absent Sick" soldiers 
Loss of "Medical Board" authority to process soldiers 
for medical discharge from service 
Increase in CHAMPUS costs 



CONCLUSION 

* Can substitute civilian services at significant cost 
a Can maintain support to GME 

I 
* Can achieve manpower savings target 

Unlikely to achieve $ savings ($50M) 
Lose on-post community asset (ER, Inpatient beds) 
Lose degree of readiness, area support 
Community loses emergency medical response 
(Odenton, Jessup, Gambrills, Prisons) 
Convenience reduction will impact "customers 
choice" for TRICARE 







BRAC PROPOS%: 

PROJECTED $50M SAVINGS OR $2.5M (NET PRESENT VALUE) * 20 YRS 

OUR PROJECTION: 

DIRECT HEALTH PROGRAM 

PER THE NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA ECONOMIC ANALYSIS; 66% OF INPATIENT 
WORKLOAD WOULD BE ABSOREED BY NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA DIRECT CARE 
SYSTEM. 24% WOULD TRANSFER TO CHAMPUS AND 1 0 %  TO T H I R D  PARTY 
INSURANCE (TPI) . 

FY 94 WORKLOAD = 2217 ADMISSIONS 

6 6 %  OF 2217 = 1463 ADMISSIONS TO NCA 
24% OF 2217 = 532 ADM TO CHAMPUS 
10% OF 2217 = 222  TO TPI  

APPLYING THE NCA ECONOMIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY TO DHP COSTS: 

FY 94 INPATIENT D I R E C T  CARE COSTS = $12.7M 

66% OF FY 94 INPT COSTS = $8.4M TO NCA 
ADMISSION TO CWAMPUS * AVG GOV'T COST PER ADM = 3 .6M TO CHAMPUS 

(532 * $6,843.00) 
10% OF FY 94 INPT C O S T S  - - .7M SAVINGS 

=$12.7M 

(10% OF INPATIENT ADMISSIONS THAT WOULD CHOOSE TO USE T P I .  THIS 
WOULD RESLZT IN A $700K COST >.VOIDANCE TO THE GOV'T) 

TO GAIN AN ACCURATE COMPARISON OF THE COSTS TO BE BORNE BY THE 
NCA; A COST P E R  RELATIVE WEIGHTED PRODUCT (RWP) MUST EE APPLIED. 
THE COST PER RWP NORMALIZES THE TYPES OF PROCEDURES PROVIDED AND 
ALLOWS A MORE ACCURATE BASIS FOR COMPARISON. THE COST PER RWP AT 
WRAMC IS  139% O F  KIMBROUGHs. 

139% OF $8.4M = $11.7M COST TO WRAMC TO CARE FOR 66% 
INCREASED COST = 3 . 3 M  (11.7M - 8.4M =3.3M) 

THE SAVINGS OF $.7M IS THEN SUBTRACTED FROM THE INCREASED COST 
($3.3M) FOR A NET INCREASED COST TO THE GOVERNMENT OF $ 2 . 6 M .  

CHAMPUS COSTS 

FY 94 CHAMPUS COSTS = $15.2M 
24% OF FY 94 TO CHAMPUS - - 3.6M 

PROJECTED COST TOMMOROW - - 18.SM 





KACH BRAC 
PROPOSAL TODAY 

(COST TO CARE FOR 2,217 ADMISS'IONS) 

FY-94 
INPATIENT 

# ADMiSSlONS 
DIRECT CARE 

COSTS 

I 

*66% - WRAMC b +$I 1.7M ' 2,217 $12.7M ---------'\ ** 24% - CHAMPUS 
b +$ 3.6M 

\ 

/ / ,  

' *** l O 0 / o  - THIRD P A R T  0 

$1 5.3M 

NOTES: 

$1 2.7M 
ANNUAL 

+ $2.6M - ADDlT1ONAL I 
C J  1x1 COST TO 1 1  ,- 

** - 532 ADMITS X $6,843 (AVG GOV'T COST) = $3.6M 1 '  ? 

*** . 222 ADMITS X $6,843 (AVG GOV'T COST) = $1.5M COST AVOIDANCE 1 
, ,A 



BRA.C Impact on Readixless 
MISSION STAFFING REQUIRED 

OPERATIONS OTHER THAN WAR 101 

ALTERNATE NATIONAL MILITARY 
COMMAND & CONTROL (SITE-R) 

CHEMICAL CONTINGENCY & 
ANNUAL TRAINING MEDICAL SITE 
SUPPORT (CAIRA) 

I USARlARNG ANNUAL TRAINING 
MEDICAL SITES WlTHlN MDiPNDE 

I 1 = Only with dedicated IMA & TPU backfills 
2 = Only wlth the arsumpUon that should lhls sltD be activated we are on Vie brlnk of Ulermonuclear war and medical suppod to our conslltuents IS  s e c o ~ d r r ;  t c  ' I  

natlonal loterest. Weekend tralnlng and coordlnatlon of support team Is possible. 
2 = Support CAR4 short term only tor 1-2 days 
4 = Number of personnel bsupport  b e  Identified readlnev, platform Is predicated on the number of projected to requlre Mining Urns tho numbrr c,f tra1r11rt3 4 3 , s  

necessary for the situation plus 20% admlnistratfve hanrJHng 



EST ,$ OF 
EST ,# OF MAtl-HGURS TO 
REQUIRED SUPPORT THESE EST OF 
W60R HRS TIIG PihTFOR*lS TOTAL PERS SPT 
(6 HrsjDay) ( 2 0 % )  Horns TO PLATFOR4 

__________-_______------d------------------------------- 

14,489 2,896.00 17,376.00 1 U 0 GTW 
?ROT I 5. 1,320 264.00 1,584.00 

i 

CT P3OF'IS 4,693 9 2 s .  67 5 , 6 3 2 . 0 0  
3 

3 5 2 . 0 0  2,112.09 SITE-R 1,7EC 
- 

C .;.I F-L. 1'2 E-14 9 60  1.32 .OO 1 , 1 5 2 . 0 0  
1 

"AT" S I T E  SUPFORT 6 , 6 7  2 1,332.40 9 , 0 0 6 . 4 0  5 
___________I______----------------------------- _________________-_---------------------------- 

TOTAL j,'J.t.l-HOr-nS 7 4 , 3 8 5  5 ,  5 1 7 7 .  0 7  3 5 ,  S E . 2 .  417 

TC,TAL ;,!J.i!-'fEmS 17.14 ? . i 3  2 C .  3 6  2 1 



MEDICAL READINESS 

What are the Deployable platformlmi~sion support requirements: 

The U.S. Army Medical Department Activity (USAMEDDAC), Fort Meade 
has 5 primary missions to support. A short synopsis of each 
mission follows: 

- Mobilization- This USAMEDDAC is required to expand our 
in-patient operations from 86 t o  206 beds- While this is not a 
wDeployablew platform/mission, if mobilization begins and our 
WAR-TRACE (formerly CAPSTONE) u n i t  (1125th U . S .  Army Hospital, 
Auburn, Maine) is not activate this hospital must provide personnel 
to initiate the medical portion of the Fort Indiantown Gap "Soldier 
Readiness Process ( S R P ) . "  

- Professional Filler System (PROFIS). W e  currently augment 9 
separate "go-to-war" military units/organizations. If any of these 
units are called to action, pre-designated individuals from this 
USAMEDDAC will respond. Response time is normally within 72 hours. 
The most active of these units is the 28th Combat Support Hospital 
(CSH), Fort Bragg, NC. The 28th CSH is under the 18th Airborne 
Corp. 

- Site-R. This is a Department of Defense, Joint Chief of 
Staff (JCS) Continuity of Operations (COOP) facility. Currently we 
have the mission to provide all Medical/Dental support. Response 
time is established at 48 hours. The miss ion is classified. With 
the changing world situation, the likelihood of supporting this 
operation is shrinking. 

- Chemical Contingency. If a chemical accident occurs at 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, this USAMEDDAC will deploy a trained 
backup team. 

- Annual Training (AT) Site Support. The U.S. ~ r m y  Health 
Clinic (USAHC) at Fort ~ndiantown Gap (FIG), Annville, Pennsylvania 
must be augmented from April to mid September each year. 
Augmentation is required to provide adequate medical care to the 
27,000 National Guardsmen and U.S. Army Reservist training on the 
installation. By agreement between U.S. Army Medical Command 
(MEDCOM) and U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) each USAMEDDAC and 
USAMEDCEN will assume a progressive assumption of this mission 
until we reach 100 percent by the year 2003. Current plans call 
for 15 additional personnel to augment the USAHC, FIG. 

What is the backfill plan? 

Currently there are no backfill plans in place for either Site-R or 
Chemical Contingency. We have taken steps to have the Site-R 
mission categorized as PROFIS- 



Current planning doctrine calls for Individual Mobilization 
Augmentees (IMAs) (Reservist) to backfill for PROFIS losses. 
The plan has some drawbacks: 

- Activation af the Reserves requires a Presidential "Call Up." 
Historically that occurs late in the process and usually takes 
several weeks/months before replacement arrives. This may improve 
if congress grants the Secretary of Defense the authority to "Call 
Up" 25,000 reservist (action pending). 

- The supply of qualified IMAs does not meet the demand on a 
perfect 1 to 1 ratio, nor will it based on PROFIS assignment 
turbulence. Our current PROFIS roster fluctuates daily. 

- Most ugo-to-warw units try to have a Field Training Exercise 
(FTX) annually. We currently work closely with these units so as 
to arrange for comparable coverage from IMAs or members of other 
Reserve organizations (Troop Program Units (TPUs)  or the National 
AMEDD Augmentation Detachment (NAAD)). 

- Operations Other Than War (OOTW) occur without activating 
the Reserves. In these cases we identify our need to the North 
Atlantic Health Services Support Area (NAHSSA) who will task 
another Health Care Provider to backfill us. 

Soldier Readiness Processing (SRP) for Mobilization is handled by 
our WAR-TRACE unit. The SRP at Fort ~ndiantown Gap is their 
mission. If we are forced to perform this mission, the 1125th U.S. 
Army Hospital, Auburn, Maine will ultimately relieve us. 

Annual Training (AT) Site Support is a re-ass~unption of a MEDCOM 
mission previously provided by the Reserves. In theory we are to 
obtain our backfill support from our WAR-TRACE unit, who also has a 
Installation Medical Support Unit (IMSU) designated for FIG. This 
entire mission may be better served under contract with a local 
hospital. 

Who vrovides overall coordination and trainin= 

The Plans, Training, Mobilization and Security Division, U.S. Army 
Medical Department ~ctivity, Fort George G. Meade, Maryland has 
overall responsibility for coordination and training of personnel 
to meet our 5 Deployable platform/missions. 

As of 4 October 2994 the following potential "Primary Care PROFIS 
Physicianstt must be prepared to train a minimum o f  1 week a year 
and/or deploy with their Go-to-War: 

CPT Castillo, Alissandro - No IMA backfill identified 
COL Diallo, Thierno - No IMA backfill identified 
MAJ Hirota, william - Backfill w/MAJ Davis, Gary 
MAJ Jones, Janet - Backfil.1 by 2290th USAH 
MAJ Kanjarpane, Devesh - No I M A  backfill identified 
LTC Ross, David - No I M A  backfill identified 



MAJ Stowell, Virginia - Backfill by either 
MA3 Villareal, Virgilio or 
CPT Fox, Stephen 

M A J  wiley, Dean - No IMA backfill identified 
3 Current vacant positions - Backfill by 2290th USAH 

*NOTE: The 2290th U.S. Army Hospital (1000 Bed), Rockville, 
Maryland is a U.S. Army Reserve Troop Program Unit (TPU) with the 
mission to backfill losses incurred by the deployment of the 85th 
General Hospital (Caretaker)(DEPMEDS), Fort Meade, Maryland. 

Any deployment, without a prearranged backfill-, will be identified 
to the Commander, North Atlantic Health Service Support Area 
(NAHSSA), Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, DC for 
immediate backfill action. First priority of backfill will be 
within the NAHSSA region. second priority will be filled by MEDCOM 
from CONUS support base. 
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STRATEGY 
Making Our Vision Reality 

Resources: 
-Ensure facilities within 

JCAHO compliance 
-Ensure personnel resources 

are available 
-Ensure automation systems 

are available 

Process: 
-Integrate principles of 

TQM 
-Integrate resource 

allocation and marketing 
initiatives 

-Ensure readiness issues 
are addressed 

Organizational Structure: 
-Revise to maximize efficiency 

Services: 
-Based on market analysis 

modify existing services 
-Implement new programs 
in support of managed care 

Planning ior 
Tomorrow 

GOALS: 
-To be a member of the 
National Capital Area 

(NCA) 
-To offer a 

comprehensive Primary 
Care System 

-On-site ancillary and 
specialty care 

-To be a 50 bed inpatient 
facility with ICU 

-Continue to support 
GME 

-Continue to support 
readiness mission 

Kimbrough's 
Product Lines 

Primary Care 
Specialty Care Services 

Same Day Surgery 
Acute Care 
Readlness 

Management Services 

Primary Care 
TRIC ARE'S 

Kimbrough Community 
Health lEDlan 

We will offer a 
comprehensive 

primary care plan. 
Enrolled customers will 

be registered to one 
of our three Primary Care 

Clinics: 
Pediadric 

Ambulatory Care 
Internal Medicine 
... and choose 

a Primary Care Provider 
to manage their health 

care. Features of the plan 
include: 

Adolescent Medicine Clinic 
Woman's Wellness Clinic 

WellnessIHealth Promotion 
Advice Nurse 



Specialty Care 
Services: 

Through resource sharing 
agreements with area military 

medical facilities we will offer a 
number of specialty care services 

on-site including: 
Urology 

Dermatology 
General Surgery and more... 

Services not available at KACH 
will be provided through 

other MTFs or with established 
Preferred Providers 

Same IDay Surgery: 
Increased OR capacity 

and clinic visits by 
working cooperatively 

with WRAMC and NNMC 
Acute Care: 

To support our primary 
care plan and specialty 

care services 
Readiness: 

Provide a trained & mobile 
health staff to support 

a variety of contingencies 
Management 

Services: 
Maintain administrative and 
ancillary support services 
to uphold clinical product 

lines 

Elements of Sucwenb: 
for the 

Kimbrough 
Community 
Realth Plan 

*Resources will be 
based on capitation 

of enrollees 

*Voluntary enrollment 
will depend on 

satisfaction 
and service 

 every customer 
encounter will shape 
the Kimbrough image 

in the community 

*Kimbrough will 
continue to become 

part of the Walter Reed 
and Joint Service Health 

Care Delivery System 

*Teamwork and innovation 
are the tools we'll use 
to achieve our goals 

P<b0c G M W ~  ~ r . * t ' -  

&t%i~6 , t0~~h A t m y  &mmunity ~ o s p r t d  +lo n 

Personalized 
Care 

for the 
Military 
Family 

NIEDDAC MISSION 
To conserve the fighting 

strength, ensure high 
value health care, 

provide easy 
access, and customer 

satisfaction. 

MEDDAC VISION 
To be a recognized leader 

in quality managed 
health care 

Fort Meade, Maryland 



IMPORTANT NUMBERS: 
Central Appointments: 410-677-8854 
Emergency Room: 677-85 19 
CHAMPUS: 677-8982 
Comm. Health Nurse: 677-8434 
Gen Outpatient Clinic 677-85 10 
Information Desk 677-8392 
Occupational Health 677-8695 
Outpatient Records: 677-8693 
Patient Representative 677-8273 
Pediatric Clinic 677-8755 
Pharmacv Refills 677-8209 

Community Health Nursing 
Program is for you 

Community Health Nurses provide health teaching and 
health care to military personnel (active and retired) and 
their dependents. We provide these services in the 
hospital, home, and unit. 
Services offered: 
Health Promotion: Health risk appraisal, classes 
promoting wellness and health awareness, individual 
counseling. 
Exceptional Family Member Program: 
(EFMP) Provide screening, evaluation and enrollment. 
Provide coordination of care. 
Family Assistance: Help cope with illness or behavioral 
problems. Topics include: sibling rivalry, discipline, toilet 
training. Resource locations and referrals for stress, marital 
problems, abuse and financial counseling. 
Communicable Disease Prevention: Tuberculosis 
Surveillance. Information controlling infectious diseases 
including Sexually Transmitted Diseases and AIDS. 
Expectant Parent Classes: Four classes offered 
bimonthly. 

Call us, we are here to help you.... 
Community Health Nursing 677-8434 

Occupational 

Occupational stress is a national malady that has increased by 
leaps and bounds in recent years. Stress is identified as the 
body's response to any real or imagined demands placed on it. 
Signs and symptoms of stress can be physical (cardiac disorders, 
headaches), emotional (anxiety), and behavioral (withdrawal, 
drug abuse). Sources of stress may be found in our workplace, 
homelife, social life, or even in the expectations we place on 
ourselves. The Occupational Health Clinic will be offering 
classes on stress, violence, and conflict management in the 
workplace April, 95. For more information call P. Brothers, 
RN at 677-8402 
If you are a DoD civilian or active duty military affiliated 
with Fort Meade you qualify to use Occupational Health and 
take advantage of all their benefits such as Back Safety 
Classes, Wellness Programs, and the Respiratory Protection 
Program. Call 677-8402 

Appointments Now in General 
Outpatient Clinic ... the GOC will see patients 

from 9am-4:15pm by APPOINTMENT ONLY. All 
appointments will be made on a same-day basis with no routine 
advance bookings, except CHAMPUS provider appointments. 
Active duty personnel on sick call should report by 0700 to be ~. 

treated on a first-come, fust-serve basis. 

TRICARE. .... 
What is it? The Defense Department's new managed 
health care program designed to save money and 
increase the access and quality of military health 
care. TRICARE is in various implementations 
throughout the country and will soon be here at 
Kimbrough. TRICARE is based on health care 
models used successfully by the civilian sector for 
years. One of the most unique aspects of TRICARE 
is that it will offer an option for eligible beneficiaries 
to enroll in an HMO (Health Maintenance 

EDITOR: Shannon Davenport 677-8675 

Contributing writers: CPT Michael R. Floegel, 
1LT Kelli M. Metzger, M. Annette Morrison,COHN 1 

Organization). Kimbrough's in the process of 
internally educating our staff on TRICARE and 
briefing the active-duty units. We will start 
scheduling dependent and retiree briefings soon. 
Kimbrough Community News is published bi-monthly 
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Marsha Patrick. She encourages anyone who receives 
the survey to take the time to answer the questions 
and mail it back in the pre-paid envelope provided to 

construction workers with blueprints in the clinics or each recipient. "It is your chance to voice your 

carrying hammers and ladders throughout the opinion about the health care you or your family 

hospital. These are becoming familiar sights around members have received at Kimbrough." If you have 
any yestions &out the survley, please call CPT 

upgrade our hospital. In fact, a major project that Patrick at 677-8 18 1. 

renovated and improved four wings of the hospital 
has just been completed. But it won't stop 
there ... many projects and improvements are in store 
for the coming year. All projects are carefully 
planned out to minimize the impact the construction 
has on the patients of Kimbrough. So, please bear 
with us when a familiar area has changed or been 
moved. Our new directional signs will be up before encourage patients to take advantage of this 
April and should help you locate your area of care program. Fees are %2/hour due on date of 

service. For more information contact FCC 
at 677-771216348. Hourly care is available 

between 7am and 6pm. 

SDECIAL EVENTS 

Nutrition Month 
National Poison Prevention Week 19-25 

survey will be used to improve health care delivery at 
Kimbrough. The survey is being administered by the 
Administrative Resident at Kimbrough, Captain 



C O R N E R  1 
Let our professional staff in the CHAMPUS office 
help you with your CHAMPUS needs. 
Nancy Ingle Health Benefits Advisor 
Jennie Funderburk Health Benefits Advisor 
Angela Watson ReceptionistIAssistant 
Linda Starkey ReceptionistIAssistant 

March is National Nutrition Month and the 
theme for 1995 is "Discover Nutrition Anytime, 
Anywhere." Various members of the population have 
different nutrition needs. All of them, however, from 
children to the elderly, including pregnant females, 
athletes, and patients with a variety of disease states, 
can learn to make appropriate nutrition decisions. A 
registered dietitian (R.D.) can often assist individuals 
with these decisions. Plenty of nutritious food 
choices exist whether eating at the school or work 

Key Points cafeteria, eating on the go, dining out at restaurants, 

New CHAMPUS handbooks are av preparing for athletic competition, or shopping at the 

New claim forms are white not yellow. 
You are responsible for copays and 
deductibles. 
There are 14 outpatient procedures that 
require non-availability statements. 
If you have 3rd party insurance, it will be 
L : l l - A  c - - 4  
U I I I c u  l I l > L .  

CHAMPUS Hours of Operation 
Mon-Fri: 7:30am-4:30pm 

Phone: 677-8982 

Nutrition affects everyone, everywhere, from 
those who suffer from malnutrition related to poverty 
or disease to those who have more than enough food. 
The foods we consume provide us with energy needed . . .  
to perfornl everyday ac,tlvlt~es such as sitting, 
standing, breathing, running, biking, walking, and 

grocery store. 
During National Nutrition Month, look for 

nutrition-related articles to appear in the Soundoff. In 
addition, we welcome the military community to 
utilize the knowledge of the dietitians at Kimbrough. 
Classes for individuals who desire to shed a few 
pounds, want to develop healthier eating habits, or 
have been affected by diabetes are offered on a 
regular basis. 

*Appointments with the nurse pructitioner begirr ui lptti, 
nutrition class starts at 2:30pm. - 

swimming. Certain components of our foods have 
also been linked to chronic diseases. Examples of 
these relationships include dietary fat and the For the topics being - 
increased risk of heart disease, adequate fiber intake presented each week, 
and a decrease in certain types of cancer, and 
recommended calcium intake and a reduction in the 

interested individuals may 

incidence of osteoporosis. Nutrition-related topics call the Nutrition Care 
such as antioxidants, saturated fat, trans-fatty acids, Division (NCD) at 677- 
and numerous weight loss regiments have exploded 8070. All classes will be 
into the media in recent years. Individuals may begin held upstairs at the 
to feel overwhelmed by so much information and may Community Health Nurse 
have difficulty knowing the best food choices in all 
circumstances. Good nutrition decisions can be made 

building , number 2454 on 

most anywhere though. 85th Medical Battalion Avenue. 
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Child Abuse Prevention Month 
is Fast Approaching and the following 
events have been planned thus far: 
Spiderman will be at the Child Development Centers 
(CDC) 
Puppet shows will be performed at the elementary 
school level. 
Open Door Theatre actors fiom Washington state will 
perform at the middle school. 
For more information call ACS at 677-3586 

April is Cancer Control Month 
MAJ William K. Hirota, MD 

Current American College of Physicians guidelines 
recommend routine cancer screening in the following 
areas: 

Female breast: 
-Annual physical exam beginning at age forty 
-Annual mammogram beginning at age fifty. 

Colon: 
-Annual fecal occult blood testing beginning at age 
fifty 
-Flexible sigmoidoscopy every 3-5 years beginning 
at age fifty. 
Cervix: 
-Pap smear in all sexually active women, and all 
women age twenty or older; every three years until 
age 65 (after two annual smears at the onset of 
sexual activity). 

Please contact your primary health care provider for 
further details. 

To Your Health 
Hospital Programs & Sewices 

I Recently our laboratory staff created a Home Glucose 

COMMANDER'S 

I 

CORNER 

Monitoring System Control Program for diabetics. 
Patients can now call Mrs. Peggy Miller at 677-8821 and arrange 
an appointment to have their home glucose analyzer checked for 
linearity and quality control. Kimbrough cleans the photo optic 
cell, makes comparison graphs between patient's glucose level 
and the result of the patient's glucose instrument, and performs 
other tests as needed to record accuracy. 

- 

As a hospital commander I take pride in being a part of the 
changes taking place in military health care. Our facility is 
in a constant process of improvement, moving towards a 
finer more efficient product. In the past, military health care 
was not expected to be competitive. Now, we have to 
become more competitive to keep our beneficiaries and 
provide them the care they need. Over the next several 
months you will see changes throughout Kimbrough 
designed to provide better access and customer service. This 
newsletter is the first of many that will help keep you, our 
customer, informed of Kimbrough activities. Remember to 
fill out the patient surveys and let us know what needs 
concern you. We are working hard to improve our facility 
and ensure your satisfaction. 

COL David W. Roberts 

wants to make sure you are aware of the complete list of 
services available at our Community Counseling Center and 
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Program 
(CCCIADAPCP): 
Consultation Assessment Rehabilitation 
Education Prevention 
Services are available to: 

Active Duty Military Personnel 
DoD Civilian Employees 
Retired Military Personnel 
Family Members of ADJRetirees 

The CCCIADAPCP facility is located in Building T-2456, 
85th Medical Battalion Avenue, Fort Meade. Hours are 
7:30am-4:30pm Monday-Friday. Call 677-834418213 to 
arrange for an appointment. 

PHARMACY 
Hours: -- - 

7:30am-5pm M o n d a y -  
Thursday 

8:30am-5pm Friday 
8am-noon Saturday 6 
Refil1s:Call (301) 677-820918637. 
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I I Call 677-8821 to arrange an appointment, 

it costs absolutely nothing. 
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