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IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAAJPRAC) 

DEFENSE LO(;ISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE: HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 5 Dec 94 

I. PURPOSE: To discuss with the BRACE(; Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) 
savings estimates (enclosure 2), Inventory Control Point (ICP) Excess Capacityb4ilitary 
Value (enclosure 3) data, and DCMD Cost of Base Realignment Analysis (COBRA) 
results (enclosure 4). List of attendees is at r:nclosure 1. 

-. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A More information on projected POM savings estimates was provided. Business 
Areas are providing their POM estimates to the BRAC Team and these estimates are 
being used in scenario development (enclosure 2). POM reductions will be taken in all 
COBRA scenarios at losing locations up to th~e date of implementation. Savings after that 
point are BRAC savings. This procedure has been blessed by the General Accounting 
Office. 

B. ICP Military Value and Excess Capacity- 

1. Infrastructure costs from the Norfoik Public Works Center (PWC) review have 
been included in our adysis; we expect DISC inputs by 12 Dec 94. 

2. DFSC facilities at the new Ft. Belvcir building will provide 96 square feet per 
employee. There.is no expandabiity capabiily in that space. The data element under 
Mission Essentiality, Mission Scope concerning percent business (dollar value) to non- 
DoD activities (50 percent) was questioned by the BRACEG and needs to be vefied. 

3. The DPSC facility at the Aviation Supply OEce compound was also sized to 
their population and does not provide any excess capacity. Several data elements, as 
noted in paragraph IVB below need to be verified. 

4. Under the Hardware ICP military value, Mission Essentialityffission Sccpe 
(paragraph B8) ICP C, was questioned and nlxds to be verified. 
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5. Suggested scenarios-- 

a. Moving the DGSC packaged petroleum (POL) mission as part of the 
disestablishment of DGSC was reviewed. About 63 people perform the mission at DGSC. 
Instead of moving packaged POL to DFSC, it should go to DPSC, along with chemical 
items. Packaged POL and chemical items are more closely related than packaged POL 
and bulk POL. For purposes of these COBRA runs, packaged POL and chemical items 
should be considered as troop and general support items. 

b. Disestablish DISC and DPSC scenarios--packaged POL would remain at 
DGSC. '. 

c. The creation of one Hardware ICP was suggested but no analysis can be 
accomplished until a suggested location is provided. -- 

C. Some of the DCMD scenarios that are DCMD specific were presented. There was 
a concern with the 50 percent General and Administrative (G&A) reduction for civilian 
personnel and installation services support. After discussion, the BRAC Team was tasked 
to consult with major fhction owners (e.g., Human Resouces, Comptroller, and others) 
then run scenarios using the resulting data. 

LII. DECISIONS REACHED: Recommended scenarios, except as noted below, were 
approved for processing. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A Check DFSC's 50 percent business (dollar value) to non-DoD activities- 
CAAJ(BRAC). 

B . Verify several DPSC data elements--CAAJ(BRAC). 

1. Operational Efficiencies, paragraph B1 (high G&A costs). 

2. Mission Essentiality, Mission Scope, paragraph B3biE34b-paragraph B3b 
reflects zero inactive National Stock Numbers but paragraph B4b shows $65.6 million of 
inactive inventory. 

3. Mission Essentiality, Mission Scope, both paragraphs B7 (percent business 
(dollar value) supporting non-DoD) and B8 (percent paid equivalent supporting non- 
DoD) equals 2.7. 
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C. For Hardware ICP "C," ver@ the zero figure under Mission Essentiality, Mission 
Scope, paragraph B8--CAAJ@RAC). 

D. Do not process scenario 4 (create one Hardware Center) until more specific 
scenarios can be developedlreviewed-CAAJ(BRAC)h!lMD. 

E. Run another DCMD scenario with a northlsouth perspective vice eastlwest- 
CAAJ(BRAC). 

F. Rerun DCMD scenarios using new guj.dance in paragraph IIc. 

4 Encl 
'ream Chief v 
;DLA BRAC 

(GARY S. THURBER 
:Deputy Director 
 corporate Administration) 

:Major General, USAF 
:Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
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ATTENDEES: 
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ACTIVITY 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS AREA X 
PROJECTED POM SAVINGS 

2 

Workyears Saved 
FY96 1 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOI 





INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS 
(ICPs) 

EXCESS CAPACITY 
AND 

nni IT n \ r  I IIF ~VIBLI I A n  if VALUE 

5 DECEMBER 1994 

C a 

c 4 Clos L 
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DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 
I 

(DFSC) 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

A h l r r  
A l Y  lJ 

MILITARY VALUE + 



Defense Fuel Supply Center 

VLUU, 

+ Existing Administrative Space 

+ Additional Personnel in Existing Space 

+ Buildable Acres 



I DFSC MILITARY VALUE I 
Base Specific Information 8 

I DFSC 
c 

Data Element 
I. Mission Suitability 
4. Facility Suitability 
. Age of Buildings 
2 .  C ~ i i e f i t  C~ndi t ion of Buiidings 
3. Infrastructure Suitable for Electronic Commerce 
I .  Access to Transportation 

a. Air ! 

b. Bus 
c. Train 

Response 

0 
Exceiient 

Yes 
Yes 

t ..." 
q ; close H O I ~ ~  



DFSC MILITARY VALUE t 

I Base Specific Information 
Y- 11 DFSC 

I Data Element 11 Resoonse I 

A. BOS Costs 
I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Feet 
3. Comm. Costs Per Paid Equivalent 

Ill. Operational Efficiencies 

B. Personnel Costs ! 

I. Total G&A Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. Total Direct Costs Per Pdid Equivalent 
3. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 

7 









Defense Personnel Support Center 
Excess Capacity 

+ Existing Administrative Space 

+ Additional Personnel in Existing Space 

0 

+ Buildable Acres 





I DPSCs MILITARY VALUE 
I Base Specific Information pmaii- 

7 

Data Element 
Ill. Operational Efficiencies 
A. BOS Costs 
I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Feet 
3. Comm. Costs Per Paid Equivalent 

Response 

B. Personnel Costs 
I. Total G&A Costs Per Paid Equivalent ! 
2. Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
3. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 

Close Hold 



? 

I 

I DPSCs MILITARY VALUE I 
1 Base Specific Information 
I I p i i E m q V  

Data Element I Response 11 Response 
IV. Expandability 

B. Mobilization Expansion-Surge Capability 

C. Mission Expansion ! 

Additional Mission wlo Additional Personnel (%) 20.30 57.50 

O D E  

SUBSISTENCE I 

Response 1 
I 

Yes 

Yes 



f 

I DPSCs MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information 

I OVERALL 

Data Element 
IV. Expandability 
A. Facility/lnstallation Expansion 
I. Total Buildable Acres 
2. Acceptable DoD Space in MSA 
3. Additional Personnel Accommodated 

in Current Space ! 

4. Excess DLA Warehouse Could Be Allocated 

9 
672,777 Sq Ft 

0 

0 - 





HARDWARE INVENTORY CONTROL 
POINTS (ICPs) 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY !VALUE 

-b 
I 

'7 
, . / close HOI~~________. I 





I HARDWARE lCPs MILITARY VALUE I 
1 Base Soecific Informition I 

A Facility Suitability 

2. Current Condition of Buildings 
3. Infrastructure Suitable for Electronic Commerce 
4. Access to Transportation 











Principal Inventory Control Point Alternatives 
for BRAC 95 Review 

2. Disestablish DCSC 

a. Include two scenarios: 
(1) Close the ICP but leave the depot open 
(2) Close the entire installation: the ICP, Depat and 

all DLA tenant commands 
b. Redistribute ICP workload as follows: 

DCSC Weapon System!items to DISC, Phil., PA 
DCSC Troop Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DCSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich, VA 
DlSC Troop Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DlSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 



Principal Inventory Control Point Alternatives 
for BRAC 95 Review 

3. Disestablish DlSC and DPSC 
a. Redistribute ICP workload as follows: 

DPSC Weapon System items to DCSC, Columbus, OH 
DPSC Troop Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 
DPSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 
DGSC Package POL items to DFSC, Wash., DC 
DGSC Weapon System items to DCSC, Columbus, OH 

! 

DCSC Troop Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 
DCSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 
DlSC Weapon System items to DCSC, Columbus, OH 
DlSC Troop Support items to DGSC, Rich.; VA 
DlSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 





Principal Inventory Control Point Alternatives 
for BRAC 95 Review 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES 



Principal Inventory Control Point Alternatives 
for BRAC 95 Review 

1. Disestablish DlSC 

a. Redistribute ICP workload as follows 
DlSC Weapon System items to DCSC, Columbus, OH 
DlSC Troop Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DlSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 
DCSC Troop Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DCSC General Support items to DGSC, Rich., VA 







Principal Inventory Control Point Alternatives 
for BRAC 95 Review 

4. Disestablish DCSC and DGSC 

a. Include four scenarios: 
(1) Close DCSC & DGSC but leave DDCO and DDRV open 
(2) Close DCSC, DGSC, & DDRV but leave DDCO open 
(3) Close DCSC, DGSC, & DDCO, but leave DDRV open 
(4) Close DCSC, DGSC, DDRV, DDCO, and all tenant 

commands 



Principal Inventory Control Point Alternatives 
for BRAC 95 Review 

4. Disestablish DCSC and DGSC (con't) 

b. Redistribute ICP workload as follows: 
DGSC Weapon System items to DISC, Phil., PA 
DGSC Troop Support - - items to DPSC, Phi!,, P.4 
DGSC General Support items to  DPSC, Phil., PA 
DGSC Package POL items to DFSC, Wash., DC 
DCSC Weapon System items to DI'SC, Phil., PA 
DCSC Troop Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DCSC General Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DlSC Troop Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 
DlSC General Support items to DPSC, Phil., PA 





Principal ICP Alternatives for B W C  95 





- .. Retail1 2 1)CMl)s (East Coast and West Coast) 
- - Retain DCMCI 

COBRA RUNS 
- - Criteria - Start FY 96; End FY 98 

- Executive Groufl reduction guidance applied 

- - Hesults 
I,oc:~tion: 1)CMD 2 DCMD 4 
1)isestablish B" "C" 
Retail1 bbA97 and bbCW "A99 arid uR" 

- - Savings ! 

KO1 Starts 2000 2000 
NFV (20 yrs) $M $-65.7M $ -82.3M 
Steady State $5.7M (Starts '99) $7.M (Starts '99) 











Scenario: 
Start Year 
End Ycar 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Yrs) $M 
Steady State Savings ($M)(Yr) 

DOSICOMM ($M) 
RPMA ($M) 
I'crsonnel- Civ&Mil ($M) 

POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian Realigned 
One-time Costs ($M) ......... . .......................................................... , 

Construction 
I'ersonnel 

Civ RIF 
New Hires 
tJnemployrncnt 

Overheat! 
Moving 

Civilian 
1'1's 
Freight 

Other 
tlAP/RSE 

I 'l'irne Unique 

DCMDS 
1996 
1998 
1999 

-335.4 
27.2(99) 

6.7 
5.5  

15.0 

.63 
I 
~ 1 9  

-339 
18 

274 
23.9 .... ............ . ....... . .............. , 

3.3 
1 . 1  

0.6 
0.0 
0.1 

7.6 
9.2 

6.1 
3.0 
0.0 

2.6 
1.3 
1.4 

........................................ 

DCMD7 
1996 
1998 
1999 

-344.8 
27.7 I 

7.0 
5.6 

15.0 

-6 1 
- 19 

-34 1 
15 

192 
21.2 ...................................... .. 

3.2 
0.9 

0.5 
0.0 

, 0.1 
'1.3 
7.9 

4.8 
3.0 
0.0 

1.9 
1 

1 .O 

' 

........................................ 



- -- Retain 2 1)C:MI)s (East CIoast and West Coast) 
- - Merge I)<:MCI 

COBRA RUNS 
- - Critcri:t - Start FY 96; End 1;Y 98 

- Exect~tive Gropp reduction guidance applied 
- - I\esults 

I,ocatian: DCMD 12 DCMD 13 
1)isestablish "B" and DCMCI "C" and DCMCI 
Retain GAS' and "CSS "A" and URW 

- - Savings 
KO1 Starts 1999 1999 
NPV (20 yrs) $It1 $-I 14.6hF $-131.5M 
Stc:tdy State S9.7M (Starts '99) $1 1.OM (Starts '99) 







DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

CLOSE HOLD 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 7 Dec 94 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG an updated Storage Management Plan (enclosure 
2). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. . 
11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: Questions and concerns were addressed on 
the draft 23 Nov 94 Storage Management Plan during the briefing, plus updated 
information and risk factors were provided. -. 

A Details on how the 672 Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) baseline was determined was 
highlighted on the BRAC Connection Chart in enclosure 2. 

B. Our storage requirement was compared to force structure downsizing. Service 
personnel reductions through FY 01 are projected at 3 5 percent. Service inventories are 
projected to reduce 44 percent while DLA inventory is projected to reduce 52 percent in 
the same period. The Occupied Cubic Feet (OCF) capacity is projected to reduce 
42 percent. 

C. Included in DLA figures are 30 million ACF of storage for non-DLA storage 
other than ICP requirements, such as storage for the State Department and General 
Services Administration. 

D. Total DoD covered storage is 1.4 billion ACF. DLA uses 44 percent of this 
space. The chart at enclosure 2 excludes Air Force covered storage since they did not 
report. The Air Force will report their covered storage capacity in December 1994. 

E. Changes in planning fkctors for our storage requirement are noted below: 
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3. European retrograddforce drawdown will increase our storage requirement by 
2 million Cubic Feet (CF). 

4. Marrimizing cube utilization by imlproving storage techniques will increase 
available space by 20 million CF. 

5. Material requiring inside storage tlhat is currently stored outside increases our 
requirement to 18 million ACF. 

F. DLA's,storage plan accomplishments (FY 92-01) were reemphasized and reflect a 
42 percent ixiikastructure downsizing. 

G. Risks associated with several W o r s  considered in the assumptions used for 
planning storage capacity requirements through N 01 wercreviewed: 

1. Increase in storage for new construction is projected at 17 million ACF-at 
risk is 4 million ACF which is planned for DDRT. Red River is now on the h y ' s  
proposed closure list. 

2. Increase in storage due to the maximization of storage utilization is projected 
at 20 million ACF-at risk is 8 million because storage aidsfinding may not be available. 

3. A storage decrease due to vacating substandard buildings (due to very high 
backlog maintenance and repair costs) has been changed from the earlier presentation to 
zero; however, the 12 million ACF presented in the earlier briefing is at risk. 

H. Risks associated with several factors considered in the assumptions used for 
DLA's covered storage requirement through l?Y 0 1 were reviewed: 

1. An increase due to European retwns of 2-8 million OCF--6 million OCF is at 
risk. 

2. An increase due to moving assets outside to inside of 18-24 million OCF- 
6 million OCF is at risk. 

3. An increase of 17-20 million OCIi for Army Materiel Command's residual 
support (receipt of Army stocks from Seneca Army Depot)--6 million OCF is at risk. 
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4. A decrease associated with a DLA inventory reduction of 60-71 million OCF 
and a Service inventory reduction of 25-30 million OCF--16 million OCF is at risk. 

5. A decrease associated with a 69-75 million OCF due to the 15 percent 
operating level-6 million OCF is at risk. 

I. In summary, covered storage capacity in FY 01 is projected at 525 miflion ACF 
and the requirement is projected at 461 million ACF. Excess capacity ir; projected at 
64 million ACF. If storage capacity reductions are less than projiected available storage 
totalling 12.5 million ACF at Rough and Ready Island could be reutilized. 

ID. FOLLOW7UP ACTIONS: Determine an estimate of occupied storage capacity that 
could be sava  if clothing and textile stockage levels were reduced from 6 years to 
3 years-MM. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

V 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Admini.stration) 

&Q(&*. 
LA NCE P. F.ARREIL, JR. 
Major General, US8AF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

7 DECEMBER 1994 
1400--1530 

DD Ma. Gen Farrell, Chairman 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Hillen 

FO ,, CAPT McCarthy .. 
AQ ~ r .  scott 

AQc Mr. Brunk 

AQp Ms. Janes 

CAH Ms. Hargrove 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. K ~ ~ P P  

MM Ma. Gen Babbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS CAPT Orr 
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Storage Management Brief 
! 

BRIEFER: Jim Sanchez 

7 Dec 94 



Bottom Line 
1994 At A Glance 
Focus (Vision) 
Planning Factors 
Where We Started 
Where We're Going 
BRAC Impact 
How We'll Get There 
Summary 





Continued "CLEAN-UP" Program 

Part,jcjnat~d in BRVI and DVD Initiatives r---- 

Validated Space Mgmt Reporting 
! 

Established Storage Pricing Structure 

Participated with lCPs to Reduce Inventory 

Accommodated Returns from Europe 





52% Reduction in DLA lnventory Value = 
57% Reduction in Storage Reqmt 

47% Reduction in SVC Inventory Value = 
28% Reduction in Storage Reqmt 

European RetrogradelForce Drawdown = 
2MCF lncrease in Storage Reqmt 

Maximizing Cube Utilization = 
ZOMCF Increase in Available Space 

18MCF of Mat'l Outside Requires Inside Storage 



Planned ACF Actual ACF 

Reduced from 45 to 36 38 

Vacated Storage Space i 30M 47M 









Covered Storage Reqmt Sep 92 631 M 

Covered Storage Reqmt Sep 94 ! (805s Data) 450M 

Reduction 





FORCE STRUCTURE 
DOWNSIZING 

3 

2.5 

ERSONNEL REDUCTIONS 
2 

1 5  

INVENTORY REDUCTION 
! DOLLARS 

SECONDARY ITEMS 



OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET 

INVENTORY v/s CAPACITY 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

WSVC INV 



ACF RISK ACF 

Storage Space (Sep 94 DD 805 Data) 
Increases Thru FY 01: 

New Construction 
Maximize Utilization 

Decreases Thru FY 01: 
Substd Bldgs to Vacate (Brac 93) 
Substd Bldgs to Vacate (Brac 95) 
Substd Bldgs to Vacate (BMAR) 
Vacate Outside BRAC 
Vacate Previous BRAC 

Total Available FY 01 
Total Risk 



OCF 
Covered Storage Reqmt (Sep 94 DD 805 Data) 
Increases thru FY 01: 

- Europe Returns 2-8M 
- Out-to-inside 18-24M 
- A S 0  Pubs 6M 
- AMC Residual Spt DMRD 902 17-23M 

Decreases thru FY 01: ! 

- DLA Inv Reduction 60-71 
- SVS Inv Reduction 25-30 85-101 M 

Subtotal 
- Plus 15% Operating Level 69M-75M 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 
Total Risk 

RISK OCF 
450M 



Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 

Excess Capacity 
! 







DDRE * CHARLESTON WPAFB * PENSACOLA 
* LE,U, - BLUEGR*SS ?!!E?o.h! 

NORFOLK SO. AN 
PNSY (OUTSIDE STEEL) 

DDRW HUNTERS PT FORBES AFB ALAMEDA 
* OAKLAND GRANITE CITY ROUGH & READY 

* TOOELE 

* BRAC ACTION 



# Depots ACF 
. DMRD 902 Consolidation 30 788M 
. 88/91 BRAC 29 738M 

- Sacramento (DDDS) 
- Lex-Bluegrass M 
- Navajo 
- Pueblo 

) Not DLA Depots 

- Umatilla ! 

. 93 BRAC 23* 672M 
- Charleston (DDCS) 
- Oakland (DDOC) 
- Pensacola (DDPF) 
- Tooele (DDOU 

. 95 BRAC 

* Tracy/Sharpe 
Meclranicsburg/New Cumberland ) Consolidated 







Tobyhanna 



540MACF I SITE 

! . ~ . .  - ~- . 





Approved 
New/Rep/acernent 

3.4% 
Reliability of Facilities Becomes More 

Critical As We Eliminate Excess 



w PIMIII\JUU 

Forbes AFB 
Hunters Pt. 
Rough & Ready 

Total 

r 

J V U  I 

1392 
493 

12425 
34916 

Ammo 

Navy 12% 

TOTAL ACF = 1.4B 
" AF Stopped Reporting After DMRD 902 Consolidation. Will Resume Space Reporting Next Report, 30 Dec 94 
** Based on DD 805 Column K, IGLOOIMagazine, Used for Storing, Ammunition1Explosives. 



Depot 
DDCO Columbus 
DDHU Hill 
DDJF Jacksonvillle 
DDLP Letterkenny 
DDMC McClellan 
DDMT Memphis 
DDOU Odgen 
DDRT Red River 
DCRV Richmond 
DDJC Rough & Ready 
DDST San Antonio 

ACF Avail 
28,643 
15,625 
4,936 

25,150 
12,791 
33,980 ! 

31,838 
23,007 
27,284 
12,425 
26,318 

CF Occup 
23,281 
13,190 
3,444 

18,754 
8,768 

28,373 
23.R87 -- 2-  

20,894 
24,973 
10,417 
17,846 

% Occup 
81.3% 
84.4% 
69.8% 
74.6% 
68.5% 
83.5% 
75% 
90.8% 
9 i  3% 
83.8% 
67.8% 
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ALEXANDRIA, VIISGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 
IN REPL)' CAAJ (BRAC) 

REFER TO 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the %rector - 7 December 1994 

' I. PURPOSE: To appraise the Director of the progress of the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) process, and to gain the Director's approval to use the MMD Storage 
Management Plan's 2001 required storage capacity to determine distribution depot excess 
capacity for the BRAC process. A list-of attendees is at enclosure 1. Briefing charts are 
at enclosure 2. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

A The results of excess capacity and militiuy value analyses for the Defense Contract 
Management Districts and the Defense Contract Management Command International, the 
Inventory Control Points, the Distribution Regions, and the one-of-a-kind activities were 
presented. Distribution Depot capacity and military value analyses had not yet been 
briefed to the Executive Group. 

1. Capacity refers to room to consider expansion at an activity. 

2. Military value was discussed at some length. The Director expressed concern 
about making distinctions among the mission essentiality of similar activities. Mission 
essentiality is one of the DoD Selection Criteriii. The fist subelement of this Measure of 
Merit does address the issue directly, and all activities within the categories receive the 
same points. Additional subelements were develop in the various categories of activi- 
ties, in consonance with the business area concepts of operations, to differentiate among 
different scopes of mission. While volume or scope of workload does not defhe essen- 
tiality per se, the technical expertise of the worldorce is a key factor in evaluating the risk 
inherent in any alternative, and a broad worklo;ul scope requires a broad expertise base. 
The Director felt that the Measure of Merit should be entitled Mission Scope instead of 
Mission Essentiality because scope is what drives the point differential. - 

3. The rational for considering one-of-st-kind activities separately has two aspects. 
Some activities (e.g., Defense Logistics Services Center) are performing only one mission. 
In other cases (e.g., Defense Fuel Supply Center) the mission is the same, but the nature of 
the commodity/constituency supported is so different that comparisons become 
meaningless. The one-of-a-kind activities were considered separately in BRAC 93 as well. 
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B. The DLA BRAC Working Group has begun the Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions (COBRA) model. The problems we ran into using the model in BRACI 93 have 
been fixed. 

C. The Military Services/Joint Groups are beginning to suggest possible actions which 
may impact DLA D M  will need to do COBRA runs on some proposals at some point, 
but the Services are reluctant to release data at this time. AU options need to be consicl- 
ered in such cases, not just the one suggested by the Service or Joint Group. 

D. MMD briefed the Storage Management Plan. Much has been accomplished s h e  
DLA assumed the distribution mission in 1992, but inventory reductions and Force 
Structure drawdowns suggest DLA will need less storage space in 2001. The Director 
approved the use of the Storage Management Plan as the basis for determining excess 
capacity in the Distribution Depot category. 

* 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

l' 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 

- (Corporate Administration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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DCMD 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

DCMD A 
DCMD B 
DCMD C 
DCMC Int'l 

Admin. Addl Person. in 
Space Existing Space 
124,867 sf 235 
106,438 sf 374 
142,769 sf 525 
15,080 sf 0 



i 
a 
b 

-. . 

HARDWARE ICP 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

ICP A 

ICP B 

ICP C 

Admin. 

Space 
1,630,947 sf 

Addl. Pers. in 

Exist. Space 
3,385 

Buildable 

Acres 
77 



SERVICE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

DRMS. OPS A 

DRMS OPS B 

Administrative 
Space 

10,912 sf 



6 a 
A 

DCMDS 
I MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

Mission Mission Ops. Total 
Essentiality Suitabilitv Efficiencv Expand. Points 

DCMD A 126 280 239 45 690 

DCMD B 132 21 1 276 54 673 

DCMD C 



ARDWARE ICPs 

Mission Mission Ops. Total 
Essentialitv Suitabilitv Efficiencv Expand. Points 

ICP A 

ICP B 175 160 126 39 500 

ICP C 172 145 169 56 542 



DISTRIBUTION REGIONS HQ 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

Mission Mission OPS Total 
Essentiality Suitabilitv Efficiencv Expand. Points 

DDR A 399 

DDR B 390 



SERVICE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

Mission Mission Ops. Total 
Essentiality Suitabilitv Efficiency Expand , Points 

DRMS OPS A 31 1 325 175 25 836 

DRMS OPS B 324 299 119 60 802 
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Reduce 62 Sites to 23 Depots + 1 Site 

Reduce 327 MACF (Approx 42% Reduction) 

MilconIEquipment Cost Avoidance $400M 

Contributes $70M Annually to DMRD 902 Savings 

Reduce Infrastructure Cost $64M Annually 
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Storage Re.quirement 

FORCE STRUCTURE -- 

DOWNSIZING 

3 

2.5 

PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS 
2 

1 5  

INVENTORY REDUCTION 
DOLLARS 

SECONDARY ITEMS 





Where We. Started 
(Capacity FY 94 -- FYOI) 

ACF RlSK ACF 

Storage Space (Sep 94 DD 805 Data) 
Increases Thru FY 01 : 

New Construction 17M (4M) 
Maximize Utilization 20M (8M) 

Decreases Thru FY 01: 
Substd Bldgs to Vacate (Brac 93) 22M 
Substd Bldgs to Vacate (Brac 95) 3M 
Substd Bldgs to Vacate (BMAR) 0 (12M) 
\ir1acate Outside BRAC 35M 
Vacate Previous BRAC 70M 

Total Available FY 01 
Total Risk 





Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 525M 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 461M 

Excess Capacity 



DSS 
Developement 

Force 

gressional 
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7- 
- storage Requirement Must Drive the Capacity; Or This 

- 

Will Be The Result Unless We Lease. - - -- - 
DoD Goal (FY 01) 

Today (FY 94) 480M 

BOTTOM LINE: Cube Goal is Achievable Provided 
$568 Inventory Level is Achieved 



Over 
5M SF 

1920s/1930s 

Reliability of Facilities Becomes More 
Critical As We Eliminate Excess 

. I . .  

Approved 
New/Replacement 

3.4% 





DLA 44 

Army 44% I 
- - - - - - - 

ARMY 

DLA 

NAVY 

* AIR FORCE 
- - - - 

* AF Stopped Reporting After DMRD 902 Consolidation. Will Resume Space Reporting Next Report, 30 Dec 94 
'* Based on DD 805 Column K. IGLOOIMagazine, Used for Storing. AmmunitionlExplosives. 



Depot 
DDCO Columbus 
DDHU Hill 
DDJF Jacksonvillle 
DDLP Letterkenny 
DDMC McClellan 
DDMT Memphis 
DDOU Odgen 
DDRT Red River 
n n n n  m 
UUKV Richmond 
DDJC Rough & Ready 
DDST San Antonio 

A CF Avail CF Occup 
28,643 23,281 
15,625 13,190 
4,936 3,444 

25,150 18,754 
12,791 8,768 
33,980 1 28,373 
31,838 23,887 
23,007 20,894 
27,284 24,973 
12,425 10,417 
26,318 17,846 

% Occup 
81.3% 
84.4% 
69.8% 
74.6% 
68.5% 
83.5% 
75% 
90.8% 
91.5% 
83.8% 
67.8% 



IN REPLY 

R E  FE R TC CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE 190LD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment ancl Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 8 Dec 94 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG DLA Systems Design Center (DSDC) Cost of 
Base Realignment Action (COBRA) results (endosure 2), HQ DRMS, Operations East 
and West, and National Sales Oflice (NSO) Excess Capacity and Military Value, COBRA 
results initiatives relating to Operations East anti West (enclosure 3), and Stand-Alone/ 
Collocated D6pot Excess CapacityWtary Value (enclosure 4). A list of attendees is at 
enclosure 1.  

II. BRIEF SUMh!lARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A The meeting on 7 Dec 94 with the Director went well. First, the Director 
requested that the Military Value measure of merit-Mission Essentiality--be changed to 
"Mission Scope." Second, he asked that we evaluate continuing the DPSC operation at 
its current location (even though it was recomm~=nded for closure in BRAC 93) to include 
rehabilitation of the Clothing Factory for DISC. It is possible that the Navy will ask us to 
assume installation management of the Aviation Supply Of6ce (ASO) compound. Finally, 
he approved the Storage Management Plan projtdons related to capacity and storage 
requirements as the baseline for BRAC 95 analysis. 

B. DSDC COBRA scenarios: 

1.. Scenario 1 (move all satellite sites, except the Tracy site to Columbus). This 
scenario shows some limited savings but fiom a mission support point of view, it would 
move DSDC personnel away f?om thier custome~rs. 

2. Scenario 2-Move all DSDC satellites having less than 50 people, except Tracy 
and Memphis, to the major parent organization. Tracy is the backup site for transaction 
routing (DAASC) and Memphis is located with a major customer, the DRMS National 
Sales Office (NSO). Projected savings are small, but it would eliminate some residual 
sites brought about by DMRDs 902/916. This realignment would be accomplished even 
without BRAC since it makes good business sense. 
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(BRACEG) Meeting - 8 Dec 94 

3. Since Scenario 2 actions do not meet the BRAC thresholds, thie BRACEG 
agreed not to accomplish a realignment of DSDC under BRAC 95. Any realignment of 
DSDC will be made only if other BRAC actions affect our DSDC locati~ons. 

C. DRMS Excess Capacity and Military Value: 

1. HQ DRMS excess capacity allows 202 people, at a co;st, to bt: added at this 
. location. Some minor changes in the Operational Efficiencies numbers occurred because 

of the extraction of NSO data. 

2. NSO--An additional 63 individuals can be accommodated in their current space. 

3. DRMS Operations East and West-Seventy-five people can bt: added to the 
space being uged by Operations Area B. 

D. COBRA runs for DRMS scenarios moving Operations A l:o Battle Creek; and 
Operations A and B to Battle Creek showed very small savings. :It was agreed that these 
options would not be considered further at this time. However, the issuc: of moving 
satellite offices may arise later if these satellites are affected by other BRAC 
recommendations. 

E. Stand-Alone--Depot Excess CapacityMtary Value: 

1. A change to the military value, Operational Efficiencies; measures, question 
IIIA3 (what is the depots total dollar value of all reimbursable missions), was made. The 
10 points assigned to this question was moved to question IDA1 (Base Operating Systems 
(BOS) costs per paid equivalent), 5 points, and mA2 (Real Propc:rty Maintenance (RPM) 
costs per square foot), 5 points. There was some concern in the BRACE:G that similar 
and complete data was not provided by al l  depots. The advantages of reimbursable 
missions are captured in other elements; i.e., lower operating costs. Based on this 
information, the BRACEG agreed to the military value point change; however, if 
necessary, the BRACEG felt that the data could be captured for information only but did 
not require weighted value. 

2. Much discussion as to the capabilities of DDOU and DDJC oc:curred. - 
Historically, in the sixties, the Services gave DLA their least acceptable depots fiom a 
customer point of view. DDJC is closer to water (Oakland) and air (Travis AFB) points 
of embarkation than DDOU. Additionally, our concept of operation identifies the 
missions of the Tracy/Sharpe complex as identical--to provide worldwide distribution 
support; therefore, they are easily combined into one depot. The Ogde- complex is 
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split with Ogden focusing on worldwide support while Hill is dedicated to supporting a 
collocated maintenance activity as their first priority. This split prevents consideration of 
the Ogden/Hill merged activity since Ogden is in one category (stand-alones) and Hill is in 
the other (collocated). 

F. Collocated Depots- 

1. In the excess capacity analysis, we were unable to ident@ how much excess 
restricted land the host would provide to us since many only identified total acreage 
available at the facility. The BRAC Working Ciroup representative f?om MMDI is seeking 
~Iadication. 

2. Two.changes to Military Value were made: 

a The change made for stand-alone depots as it relates to question IJIA3 
(paragraph IIEl above) was also made for collocated depots. 

w b. Question mA4 (if my unique AD13 systems must be maintained after the 
Distribution Standard System @SS) is developed, what are the annual costs of 
maintaining these unique systems). Per our Distribution Standard Systems Center 
(DDSC), no lower level distribution system will be maintained after fill deployment of 
DSS; therefore, cost will be nonexistent. The 10 points assigned to this question was 
moved to question IIIAl (BOS costs per paid equivalent) (5 points) and IIIA2 (RPM cost 
per square foot) (5 points). 

3. The BRACEG was concerned with the low number reflected on some of the 
collocated depots mission essentially in question IB1. The BRACEG requested point 
values be determined by percentage of workloacl rather than percentage of lines. 
Rationale for the change was smaller depots with fewer lines may be penalized. 

4. For Millitary Value, Mission Essentiallity, paragraph ICl, the BRACEG 
requested the wording on the form be expanded to spell out the question. It was 
explained that the distribution concept of operations identified only two major stand-alone 
depots, one in the east and one in the west, that have a "overand above" role; i.e., 
container consolidation point and air line of communications to support two MRCs 
simultaneously. To eliminate misunderstanding, the question, as written in the analysis, 
will be expanded to include more of the original wording. 



, - 
CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 4 CLOSE HOLD ' j g ; ~  
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 8 Dec 94 

5. Suggested scenarios: Fifteen scenarios were suggested:. Those scenarios 
suggesting closing five collocated depots (scenarios X, XI, XII, ;\lZII) plus one closing 
two collocated depots and three stand-alone depots (Scenario XI? were put on hold, 
since they appeared to be unlikely possibiities at this time. The other suggested scenarios 
are more likely to happen. 

A. No closure/realignments of DSDC and its satellites will be considc:red at this time. 

B. No fiuther action on the scenarios moving DRMS Operations A to Battle Creek 
and moving DRMS Operations A and B to Battle Creek will be taken at ithis time. . 

C. Military value point changes were approved for stand-aloncdcollocated depots as 
noted in paragraphs IIEl and W2b above. 

N. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. For collocated depots, under mission essentiality, rework responsc:s based on 
percentage of workload in lieu of lines of workload. 

B. Expand wording of Mission Essentiality question, ICl, to dw intent of question. 

C. Scenario processing for stand-alone and collocated depots is as follows: 

1. Run scenarios I-IX and XIV. 
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2. Put on hold scenarios X-XIII and 3Y. 

4 Encl 
'ream Chief 
:DLA BRAC 

(XRY S. THURBER 
Ileputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

- 
lhjor General, USAF 
Principal. Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURI2S 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

8 DECEMBER 1994 
0900- 1 130 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairman 

. CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Hillen 

FO CAPT McCarthy 

AQ . ~ r .  Scott 

AQc Mr. Brunk 

CAH Ms. Hargrove 

CAN Mr. K ~ ~ P P  

MM Ma. Gen Babbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS CAPT Orr 

MMSD CAPT Rountree 

MMDI COL McKenna 

CAAG Mr. McGinty 

CAAV CAPT Leeder 

GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 



COBRA SCENARIOS 

PRESENTED BY: MS. GLORIA MILLEN 

8 DECEMBER 1994 
1 



SCENARIO I 
All satellite 

COBRA RUNS 
n Criteria - 

sites except DSDC-Q, Tracy, move to Columbus, OH 
. 

Start FY 96; End FY 99 

- Executive Group Reduction Guidance Applied 
)) Results DSDCI 
Location: 
Realign: Battle Creek, Chambersburg, Dayton, Fort Belvoir, 

Kirtland, Memphis, New Cumberland,Ogden, 
Philadelphia, Richmond, Warn'er Robins 

Move to: Columbus, OH 
Retain: Tracy, CA 
Savings 
RUl Starts : 2005 
NPV (20yrs) $m $-21.9m 
Steady State $3.3m(starts '00) 



Move all satellite sites with under 50 personnel, except Tracy and 
Memphis, to the major parent organization 

COBRA RUNS b 

P Criteria - Start FY 96; End FY 99 
- Executive Group Reduction Guidance Applied 

>> Results DSDCZ 
Location: 
Realign: 
DSDC-SMA, Chambersburg, PA 
DSDC-SVVBI Richmend, \'A 
DSDC-AP, Kirtland, NM 
DSDC-HAE, Warner Robins, GA 
DSDC-HAF, Dayton, OH 
DSDC-HAD, New Cumberland, PA 
Savings * 

ROI Starts 2005 
NPV (20 yrs) $m $-I .9m 

TO: 
DSDC-S, New Cumberland, PA 
! L i i k k 

DSDC-A, co~urndus, OH 
DSDC-H, Ogden, UT 
I I 6 I I I 

Steady State Savings ($m)(yr) $0.3 ('00) 

4 c10GXi i -F  : ' , . . . ' :  ' . - : ; . , ' . . I  : .  . :  , ' . .  . . . . . '  h 
h 



Recommendation 

+ Scenario DSDCZ - reviewlvalidate numbers 

+ Hold on any final decision for outcome of other BRAC 
actions which might impact DSDC 



DEFENSE REUTILIZATION AND MARKETING 
SERVICE (DRMS) HEADQUARTERS 

b 

DRMS NATIONAL SALES OFFICE (NSO) 

DRMS OPERATIONS (EAST & WEST) 
I 

EXCESS CAPACITY 
Ayn n a  w 

MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS 

PRESENTED BY: MR. WARD CEASER 

7 DECEMBER 1994 



AGENDA 
b 

+ EXCESS CAPACITY AND MILITARY VALUE 
ANALYSIS 

>> DRMS HEADQUARTERS 
>> DRMS NATIONAL SALES OFFICE 
>) DRMS OPERATIONS (EAST & WEST) 

+ SUGGESTED SCENARIOS 

L L .  
c- 

_I_ 

L 7 Close Hold - . . :: . : ,  L h 







DRMS HEADQUARTERS MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific lnfoimation 

DRMS HQ 

Data Element Response 
I. Mission Essentiality 
A. CurrenVFuture Mission 
I. DoD Essentiality YES 
2. DRMS HQ Unique Mission YES 
3. SamelSimilar Mission NO 

6. Relationship of CurrentlFuture Mission to Non-DoD Missions 
I. Percentage Total Business = Non-Do0 
2. Percentage Workforce (Paid Equivalents) Support Non-DoD 

C. Mission Scope 
1. Field Activities Reporting Directly to. DRMS HQ 
2. Percent Workforce (Paid Equivalents) Directly Support Field Activities 
3. Additional Missions Can Be ASsumed By Activities Assigned to DRMS 

YES 
81 % 
YES 



DRMS HEADQUARTERS MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information 

DRMS HQ 

Data Element Response 
II. Mission Suitability 
A. Facility Suitability 
I. Age of Building 91 
2. Current Condition of Building GOOD 
3. Infrastructure Suitable for Electronic Commerce YES 

Operations Efficiency 
. BOS Costs 
BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent - DRMS HQ $ 2,320.00 

. RPM Cost Per Square Feet $ 19.40 

. Total Communication Costs Per Paid Equivalent at Regions & DRMOs 
, $ 1,275.00 

16. Personnel Costs 
DRMS HQ Total GBA Per Paid Equivalent at DRMOs 

. Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
Total indirect Costs Per Paid Eqqivalent 





I DRMS NATIONAL SALES OFFICE (NSO) 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY VALUE 

ANALYSIS 





-. - - - - - 
IA. CurrentlFuture ~ i s s i b n  
1. DoD Essentiality 
2. Unique Mission 
3. SamelSimilar Mission 

B. Relationship of CurrentlFuture Mission to Non-DoD Missions 
I. Percentage Total Business to Non-DoD 
2. Percentage Workforce (Paid Equivalents) Support Non-DoD 

YES 
YES 
NO 

3 ! 

Ic. Mission Scope I 
'1.  Fieid Activities Reporting Directly to. DRMS NSO 
2. Percent Workforce (Paid Equivalents) Directly Support Field Activities 97% 

I 
3. Additional Missions Can Be Assumed By Activities Assigned to DRMS NSO NIA I 

L 7 close H O I ~  1. .  . . .. . . . . .  . . . . i 
I 
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b 

DRMS OPERATIONS (EAST & WEST) 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

and 

MILITARY VALUE 

ANALYSIS 

5 

C 
Clos 



- 

DRMS OPERATIONS (EAST & WEST) 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

i 
I. How Much Administrative Space Existing at the DRMS 

Operations (East & West)? 

2. What is the Utilization Rate of the Administrative Space? 

OPS A 

10,912 SF 

133 

OPS B 

21,131 SF 

240 
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I 

= Subtotal Facilltj Si.iitabllltd( 1501 
I 

Iso.00 1 

L 

DRMS OPERATIONS EAST AND WEST MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information . 1 OPS A I OPS 6 

Data Element 
II. Mission Suitability 325 Points 
A. Suitable Location 
I. Present Location - Advantages 
2. Access to Transportation 
3. Type of Space DRMS Ops Located 

Subtotal Suitable Location 

11 
Earned Earned HI 125.00 

25.00 
25 25.00 

1- 

125.00 
25 .OO 
25.00 

175.00 175.00 

B. Facility Suitability 
1. Age of Buildings 25.00 3.00 
2. Current Condition of Buildings 100.00 96.00 
3. Infrastructure Suitability for E!ectronic Ccmmerze 
I1 II 25.00 I 



DRMS OPERATIONS EAST AND WEST MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information 

OPSA I OPSB 

Data Element Earned Earned 
Ill. Operations Efficiency 175 Points 
A. BOS Costs 
I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Cost Per Square Feet 
3. Ratio of DRMS Region Cost to Total Costs (%) 4 5.35 

1 -IL I I 

Subtotal BOS costs-[ 1 0 0 1 1  100.001 76.00 

J-I I J 

Subtotal Personnel ~ o s t s l T l [  75.00) 43.471 
i n z  I 1 

B. Personnel Costs 
I. DRMS Ops Total G&A Per Paid Equivalent at DRMOs 
2. DRMS Ops Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent at DRMOs 
3. DRMS Ops Total Indirect Costs Per Paid Equivalent at DRMOs 

I u 
TOTAL ~PERATIONAL EFFICIENCY/[T/[ 175.00; 

I 
11 9.471 

cq--, 
L - . . j close HOM F , . . , , . , . . , i 

25 
25 
2 5 

25.00 
25.00 
25.00 



BRAC 95 SUGGESTED SCENARIOS 
b 

SCENARIO I: 
+ DRMS HQ- Move to Columbus, OH 
+ East & West - Leave in place 

SCENARIO II: 
+ DRMS HQ - Move to Columbus, OH 
+ Consider West move to Hill, McClellan or San Joaquin 

if DLA owned space becomes avaiiable 

Scenario 111: 
+ East & West to Battle Creek, MI 



BRAC 95 SUGGESTED SCENARIOS . 

Scenario IV: 
+ National Sales Office (NSO) to Battle Creek, MI 

Scenario V: 
+ NSO to Columbus, OH 

Scenario VI: 
+ East to Battle Creek, MI 

Scenario VII: 
+ East, West, and NSO to Battle Creek, MI =- Clos 



DRMS OPERATIONS EAST AND WEST MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information 

Data Element 
IV. Expandability 150 Points 
A. Facility/lnstallation Expansion 

1 

Subtotal Mission ExpansIor! 

TOTAL EXPANDABILITY 

GRAND TOTAL FOR DRMS OPERATIONS 

I. No. of People Accommodated in Current Space (Additional) 
2. Availability of Comparable Leasable Space in MSA 
3. Availability of Excess DoD Govt. Real Property in MSA (acres) 
I 

Subtotal Facility Expansion 

B. Mobilization Expansion 

Subtotal Mobilization Expansion 

C. Mission Expansion 
Addi!iona! Mjrsiefi ~ i ! h c ~ !  Abbi:iofial Personnei 

60 
15 
25 

U L  )-(I 25.00 1 60.001 

FlWI 
1-1 0.00 1 0.001 

-blml 
I II II I I 



DRMS OPS (EAST & WEST) 

-7 

BRAC 95 SCENARIOS COBRA RUNS 

OPS EAST (COLUMBUS, OH) TO BATTLE CREEK, MI 

OPS EAST (COLUMBUS, OH) & WEST (OGDEN, UT) 
TO BATTLE CREEK, MI 

BRAC 95 EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING 
t 

' 7 DEC 94 
WARD CEASER 



DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY VALUE 

PRESENTED BY: MS. CHRISTINA DORRIS 

8 DECEMBER 1994 ' 



AGENDA* 

+ Excess Capacity and Military Value Results 

)) Stand-Alone Depots 
)) Collocated Depots 
)) Total Excess Capacity Analysis 

+ Suggested Scenarios for BRAC 95 Review 

Close Hold 





EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
STANDALONE DEPOTS 

b 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORA'CE EXIST? 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORAGE SPACE? 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET (000's) OF BULK STORAGE 
SPACE EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET (000's) OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? ! 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

9. HOW MANY ACF (000's) OF OUTSIDEIIMPROVED EXIST? 

10. HOW MANY OCF (000's) OF OUTSIDEIIMPROVED IS UTILIZED? 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
STANDALONE DEPOTS 

11. WHAT IS THE AVERAGE DAILY THRUPUT CAPACITY 

ISSUES 
RECEIPTS 
EACHES 

12. WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM THRUPUT CAPACITY WITH 
UNCONSTRAINED RESOURCES? 







I MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION I 



I MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION I 
Stand-Alone Distribution Depots I 

l n I I 1 ~ ~ ~ ~  
I ~ ~ ~ ( ~ l ~ l ~ ~ l  

Close Hold 



A. Facilityllnstallation Expansion 
I. Excess Storage Capacity in Attainable Cubic 

Feet In 000's (805 Rpt) 
2. Buildable Acres (J.D.) 
3. Limitations on Expansion (M.S.) 

(Environmental, Histnrica!, n!~.! 

6. Mobilization Expansion (V.B.48) 

a. Single 8-hr Shift 
b. Second 8-hr Shift 





1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE EXIST? 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE SPACE? 191,004M 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE SPACE 181,861M 
EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 
! 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 1,517,079 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 1,078,726 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

9. HOW MANY ACF OF OUTSIDUIMPROVED EXIST? 

10. HOW MANYOCF OF OUTSIDEIIMPROVED IS UTILIZED? 

11. WHAT IS THE THRUPUT CAPACITY (ISSUES 8 RECEIPTS)? 

ISSUES 
RECEIPTS 
EACHES 

12. WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM THRUPUT CAPACITY WITH 
UNCONSTRAINED RESOURCES? 

13. IS THERE EXPANSION CAPABILITIES IN BUILDABLE ACRES? 

Hold 















'EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
FOR ALL THE DEPOTS AND SITES 

b 

I. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET 1000~~)  OF STORAGE EXIST? ' ,  617,560M 

STANDALONES 269,251M 
COLLOCATED 

SITES 
BRAC'D DEPOTS & SITES 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPlED CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORAGE SPACE? 451,187M 

STANDALONES 
COLLOCATED 

SITES 
BRAC'D DEPOTS & SITES 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE 387,497M 
SPACE EXISTS? 

! 
4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 305,949M 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 8,729,865 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 4,987,099 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 2,560,542 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 1,777,919 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

1 
FOR ALL THE DEPOTS 

9. HOW MANY NSF OF OUTSlDEllMPROVED HARDSTAND EXIST? 

10. HOW MANY NSF OF OUTSlDEllMPRONED HARDSTAND IS UTILIZED? 

11. WHAT IS THE AVERAGE DAILY THRUPUT CAPACITY 

ISSUES 
RECEIPTS 
€ACHES 

12. WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM THRUPUT CAPACITY WITH 
UNCONSTRAINED RESOURCES? 

13. IS THERE EXPANSION CAPABILITIES IN BUILDABLE ACRES? 



SUGGESTED SCENARIOS 

FOR 

1 Close Hold 1 . ,  

I 
I 
I 
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7 

Close Collocated Depots: 4 Total (8,9,11, and 12) 
Close Stand-Alone Depot(s): 0 
Disestablishlrealign Collocated Depots: 1 Total ( I  0) 
Disestablishlrealign Stand-Alone Depots: 1 Total (2,3,4, or 5) 

+ SCENARIO VII: 
Close Collocated Depots: 4 Totgl (8,9,11, and 12) 
Close Stand-Alone Depot(s): 0 
Disestabiishlrealign Collocated Depots: 1 Total (1 0) 
Disestablishlrealign Stand-Alone Depots: 2 Total (2, 3,4, or 5) 





+ SCENARIO X: L 

Close Collocated Depots: 5 Total (3,8,9,11, and 12) 
Close Stand-Alone Depot(s): 0 
Disestablishlrealign Collocated Depots: 1 Total ( I  0) 
Disestablishlrealign Stand-Alone Depots: I Total (2, 3,4, or 5) 

+ SCENARIO XI: 
Close Collocated Depots: 5 Total (3,8,9,11, and 12) 
Close Standdlone Depot(s): 0 ! 

Disestablishlrealign Collocated Depots: 1 Total 11 l 01 I 

Disestablishlrealign Stand-Alone Depots: 2 Total (2, 3,4, or 5) 

Close Hold 



+ SCENARIO XII: 
Close Collocated Depots: 5 Total (3,8,9,11, and 12) 
Close Stand-Alone Depot(s): 0 
Disestablishlrealig n Collocated Depots: I Total (I 0) 

Disestablishlrealian u Standalone Depots: 3 Total (2, 3,4, or 5) 

+ SCENARIO XIII: 
Close Collocated Depots: 5 Total (3, 8,9,11, and 12) 
Close Stand-Alone Depot(s): 0 
Disestablishlrealign Collocated Depots: 1 Total ( I  0) 
Disestablishlrealign Stand-Alone Depots: 4 Total (2,3,4, and 5) 

1 

Close Hold 



SCENARIO XIV: 

Close collocated Depots: 3 Total (8,9, and 12) 
Close Stand-Alone Depot(s): 2 Total (any combination of 2, 

3,4, or 5) 
Disestablishlrealign Collocated Depots: 2 Total (10 and 11) 
Disestablishlrealign Stand-Alone Depots: 2 Total (any 

combination of 2,3,4, or 5) 

OPTIONS: 
Keep Rough and Ready 
Keep AS0 warehouses 





IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6 1 00 

CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 16 December 1994 

1. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG DCMD Cost of Base Realignment Analysis 
(COBRA) scenarios (enclosure 2), a distribution depot excess capa.city/ditary value 
update (enclosure 3), and community information (enclosure 4) associated with DoD 
BRAC Selection Criteria #7. A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. DCMD scenarios. 

1. Based on discussions with functional areas (per the 5 Dec: 95 BPiACEG 
meeting), modified overhead stafEng reductions were used in the revised ClOBRA runs. 
Finance and Accounting liaison and Human Resources personnel associated with General 
and Administrative (G&A) costs were not reduced, while other functional iuas  were 
reduced as follows: 

a. Commander and Staff- 50 percent. 

b. Comptroller (Planning and Management) - 50 percent. 

c. Administration and management - 50 percent. 

d. Information Management - 50 percent. 

e. General Counsel - 20 percent. 

f operational Support Directorate (associated with indirect costs) - 25 
percent. 



CAAJ(E3RAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD % Ell 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 16 December 1994 

The Chairman was concerned with the estimates used. He believes these scenarios may be 
underestimating any savings and that historical data relating to B U C  93 implementa- 
tions should also be considered when determining transfer requirements. For example, in 
the DCMD Mid-Atlantic and North Central disestablishments, 380 personnel were pro- 
jected to be realigned but only a small number of' support personnel (less than 50) actually 
transferred. 

2. Administrative Support Groups which were comprised of Accounting and 
Finance liaison znd personnel specialists would remain at disestablished locations and be 
collocated with the Defense Contract Management Administration OEces (DCZMAO) 
located there. 

3. It was agreed that, where possible, the Program Objective Memorantlum (POM) 
savings at the closing and receiving sites would be taken out of the closing site. This 
would help to reduce turmoil at the receiving locations and provide 2 good staffing 
baseline. 

B. Distribution Depots/Regions Excess Capadty and Military Value. 

1. Stand-Alone Depots. 

a. A change to the excess capacity analysis, paragraph 13 (expansion 
capabilities in buildable acres)-1,5 18-was noted. 

b. For question D3 1 the BRACEG indicated that the response should be 
computed on a straight percentage basis in lieu of number of lines. A change was 
accomplished and new scores shown. 

c. Military Value, Mission Scope, paragraph ICl, relates to our data call 
question.VB38; i.e., "Does your depot have a unique wartime or contingency over and 
above role (such as Container Consolidation Poilt/Air Line of Communication operations, 
van stuffing, Direct Vendor Delivery receipts) established in the approved concept of 
operations that support contingencies?" The Militrty Value chart has had the wording 
expanded to make clear the intent of the questio~i. 

d. Depots 2 and 3 switched positions from 5 to 6 and vice versa in the racking 
and stacking chart. 

2. Collocated Depots. 



C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 3 CLOSE HOLD 3 FE6 1995 
SCBJECT: Surnmq of Base Realignment and Closure (Bz4C) Exe:uti.ve Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 1 6 December 1994) 

a. A change to the excess capacity analysis, paragraph 1:3 (expansion 
capabilities in buildable acres)--5,809--was noted. 

b. For question IB1 the BRACEG indicated that the response should be 
computed on a straight percentage basis in lieu of number of lines. A change was 
accomplished and new scores shown. 

c. Since all depots scored zero on paragraph IC1 (over and above 
worldwide/contingency role.. .) it was agreed to move the 40 points; assigned to this 
question to paragraph 1Al @OD essentially). New results will be briefed. 

d. There were some changes in the collocated depot racking an~d stacking. 
Essentially the changes were minor, except for depots number 6 and 1 1. Pdditionally, two 
depots tied for iiflh place so there is no depot in sixth place. 

3. A change to the excess capacity analysis for all depots, paragraph 13 (expansion 
capabiities in buildable acres)--7,327--was noted. 

4. Distribution Region Headquarters Military Value. Minor changes to Excess 
Capacity, Mission Scope, Mission Suitability (age and condition of buildigs), and 
Operational Efficiencies, changed Region totals to 879 (region A) and 895 (region B). 

5. In the distribution depot analysis, there was a preliminary proposal to use a 
25 percent reduction factor for personnel savings after personnel losses associated with 
inventory reductions and POM savings were taken out. The C h a d  asked that 
historical data fiom BRAC 93 recommendations be reviewed to determine if 25 percent 
was a good baseline. 

6. It was agreed that stand-alone depot COBRA analyses should project a closure 
as quickly as possible (earliest for planning would be in FY 97). Ccdlocatad depots should 
be closed commensurate with service dates. 

III. DECISIONS REACHED: 

A. For collocated depots move 40 points associated with Mission scope; paragraphs 
1C1 to 1Al. 

B. Present raw data in community information papers. 



C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 4 CLOSE HOLD 3 FEB 1995 
SUBJECT Summzry 6T"EaSe Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 16 December 1994 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Review components of general and administrative and indirect personnel reductions 
and include appropriate changes in scenarios being rerun--CAAJ(BRAC)/AQ. 

B. Run only DCMD scenarios that have s0m.e potential for acceptance-- 
CAAJ(BRAC). 

1. Run scenarios disestablishing each of tlne three DCMDs and retaining two 
DCMDs. 

2. Run a scenario retaining two DCMDs imd merging DCMCI into those 
remaining. 

3. Run scenarios establishing a mega-center with and without DCMCI. 

C. Note on the briefing charts (enclosure 2) that Administrative Support Groups will 

(I be collocated with and be hosted by the local DCMAO--CAAJ(BRAC). 

D. Review the DCMC Concept of Operations and ascertain whether establishing a 
mega-center is in consonance with it--CAAJ(BWiC). 

E. The identity of the DCMDs military values. should be identified on the next scenario 
mns presented to the BRACEG--CAAJ(BRAC). 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 5 CLOSE HOLD 3 fEB 1995 
SUBJECT: Sur~.?ry of Base Realignment 2nd Closure (BR4)C Executive Grcl~p 

(BRACEEG) Meeting - 1 6 December 1994 

F. Review historical data as it relates to BRAC 93  distribution^ depot implementation 
to date and inform the Chairman of the viability of using the same personnel percentage 
reductions--CAAJ(BRAC). 

4 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Adminis1:ration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Ma. Gen Farrell, Chairman 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

AQ RADM Vincent 

AQC Mr. Scott 

CAH Mr. Ressler 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. Burke 

MM Ma, Gen Babbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS CAPT Orr 

MMSD ' CAPT Rountree 

MMDI COL McKenna 

CAAG Mr. McGinty 

CAAV CAPT Leeder 

GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 

w 





4 DCMD BRAC 95 OVERHhAD SI'AFFINC; KE1)UC"I'IONS 

I. Initial Guidance = G&A = 50%, Ind = 25%, Direct = 5% 

11. Overhead Evaluation 

LESS: Finance & Accounting Liaison* 
Human Resources * 

I .  
Eliminate 

Cmdr & Staff 50% 

Comptroller (Plng & Mgmt) 50% 

Administration Mgmt 50% 

Information Mgmt 50% 

General Counsel 

, 
Indirect I 

Operational Support Directorate 25% 

* Administrative Support Centers 
located at Disestablished Districts 





RETAIN TWO DISTRICTS AND DCMCI 
Scenario: 

End Year 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Yrs) SM 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr 

BOSICOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) 
Personnel- Civ&Mil (SM) 

, POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 

lone-time Costs (SM) ....*.....*.........,.,..,..,,..,,.......,, ,,,. ...., ..,,. O,.,,...,.......,.~ 

Construction 

Civ RIF 
New Hires 

- - - 

DCMD 21 DCMD 22 DCMD 23 
1996 1996 1996 

1998 
Immediate 

-85.3 
6.2 (99) 

2. 
1. 

Civilian 
PPS 

Unemployment 
Overhead 
Moving 

Freight r 

Other 

1 Time Unique u 

0.0 
1.5 
2.7 

0.0 
1.4 
2.0 

0, 
1.5 
2.0 





RETAIN CONSOLIDATED DISTRICT AND DCMCI 
Scenario: DCMD 16 DCMD 17 DCMD 18 

Start Year 1996 1996 1996 
End Year 1998 1998 1998 
ROI Year Immediate Immediate 1999 
NPV (20 Yrs) SM -134.8 -143.0 -101.3 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr 10.4 (99) 11.1 (99) 8.7 (99) 

BOSICOMM (SM) 2.3 2.3 1.4 
RPMA ($M) 1.9 1.9 0.5 
Personnel- Civ&Mil (SM) i , 6.2 6.8 6.8 

POM Change -103 -1 15 -108 
Military Change -8 -9 -7 
Civilian Change -140 -153 -155 

I I 1 Time Unique I 0.31 0.51 0.51 

9:47 PM Close Hold 



SCENARIO 
- - Merge DCMC International 

COBRA RUNS 
- - Criteria - Start FY 96; End FY 98 

- Revised Staff Reductions Applied 

- - Results 
Location: 

- - Savings 

DCMD #19' DCMD #26AD 

ROI Savings 1999 
NPV (20 yrs) $M -48.4 
Steady State ('99) 3.9 

- - Staffing (civ) 
Present 83 
Projected 41', 

One 

Immediate 
-183.2 
14.3 

DCMD #24 



qn q r r  inn 

DCMC INTERNATIONAL 

Scenario: DCMD 19 DCMD 26AD DCMD 24 DCMD 25AD 
Start Year' 1996 1996 1996 1996 
End Year 1998 1998 1998 1998 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Yrs) $M 
Steady State Savings ($M)(Y r 

BOSICOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) 
Personnel- Civ&Mil (SM) 

POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian Realigned 
One-time Costs (SM) ............................................................................................................ 

Construction 
Personnel 

Civ RIF 
New Hires 
Unemployment 

Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian 
PPS , 
Freight 

t 

Other 
HAPIRSE 

1 Time Unique 

1999 
-48.4 

3.9 (99) 
2.3 

i 0.2 
1.4 

-14 
-5 

-28 
11 
4 1 
3.3 
0.0 
0.1 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

1.8 
1.2 

0.9 
0.3 
0.0 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

Immediate 
-183.2 

14.3 (99) 
4.1 
2.7 
7.5 

-1 17 
-13 

-168 
21 

152 
13.4 
2.0 
0.6 

0.3 
0.0 
0.1 

4.7 
5.3 

3.6 
1.5 
0.0 

0.9 
0.6 
0.3 

1999 
-48.3 

3.9 (99) 
2.3 
0.2 
1.4 

-14 
-5 

-28 
11 
4 1 
3.4 ..................................................................................................................................... 
0.0 
0.1 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

1.9 
1.3 

0.9 
0.3 
0.0 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

1999 
- 100.9 

8.1 (99) 
3.0 
0.7 
4.4 

-67 
-8 

-99 
13 

103 
7.2 
0.0 
0.4 

0.2 
0.0 
0.0 

3.2 
3.3 

2.3 
0.9 
0.0 

0.3 
0.3 
0.0 



DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTSIREGIONS 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY VALUE 

PRESENTED BY: MS. CHRISTINA DORRIS 

16 DECEMBER 1994 







EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
STANDALONE DEPOTS 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE EXIST? 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE SPACE? 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE 
SPACE EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATlONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

9. HOW MANY ACF (000's) OF OUTSlDEllMPROVED EXIST? 

10. HOW MANY OCF (000's) OF OUTSIDWIMPROVED IS UTILIZED? 











I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Foot 

B. Transportation Costs 
I. Actual Second Destination Transportation Costs 

by Line for Off Base Issues 







COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY VALUE 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBlC FEET OF STORAGE UOST? 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE SPACE? 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE SPACE 
DUSTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 

8. HOW W RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 



















COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

DEPOT NUMBER RACK N' STACK 
1 17 
2 12 
3 I 0  
4 14 
5 13 
6 8 
7 9 
8 4 

I * -  

S 5 
10 11 
11 3 
12 15 
13 5 
14 2 
15 16 
16 1 
17 7 

CONCLUSION: Follow Service Lead to fullest extent possible. 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
FOR ALL THE DEPOTS 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORAGE EXIST? 

STANDALONES 
COLLOCATED 

SITES 
BRAC'D DEPOTS & SITES 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORAGE SPACE? 

STANDALONES 
COLLOCATED 

SITES 
BRAC'D DEPOTS & SITES 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE 
SPACE EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MA??Y RIP4 LOCATiONS ARE UTiiiZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 







DISTRIBUTION REGIONS EXCESS CAPACITY 

1. How much administrative space exists 
at the Distribution Region HQ? 

2. Additional personnel in present space? 

REGION A REGION B 











DECISION FOR COBRA ANALYSIS 

I. Percentages of personnel to move: OVERALL 25% 

II. Projected moving dates: 

Collocated Depots - Commensurate with Service dates 

Stand-Alone Depots - FY 96 - 99 



COMMUNITY INFORMATION 

DoD BRAC Selection Criteria #7: 
"The ability of both the existing and potential 

receiving communities' infrastructure to 
support forces, missions, and personnel." 

An impact criteria. 

Issue: Can the community support our 
needs? 



CLOSE HOLD 

NAME OF ACTlVlN 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a V sf Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 

. - 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main lnterstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

UTILITIES 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

XXXXX>(: County: $1.000 
YYYrrt' County: $ 903 

XXXXX< County: 47.0% 
YYrrr/ County: 42.3% 

't'es 
2.2 - 2.5 miles 

Medium 

Yes / Yes / Yes 

Page 1 



CLOSE! HOLD 

SUMM,ARY PAGE 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS AND TRANSPORTATION RATING ACTIVITY 
Bond Ri~ting Owner Costs Transportation Total 

Score Score Score Score 
Contract Management 

xxxxx XXXXX)(XXXXX 
xxxxX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
xxxxx XXXXXXXXXX 

1ti0n Depot: Collocated 

XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 

Dlstrlbution Depot: Stand Alone 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXX)<XXX 

Inventory Control Points 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 

Service Support Activities 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX X X X .  
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXX 



CLOSE HOLD 

GENERAL OBLlGATllON BOlND 
Bond Bond 
Rating Score 

Contract Management 

XXXXX XXXXXXXXX 
XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
xxxxx xxxxx 

Distj-lbution Region 

xxxxx XXXXX)00000: 
xxxxx XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXX XXXXXXXXXX 

Distribution Depot Collocated 

XXXX * 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXMX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXX)(XXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXM00000( 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXX 

Distribution Depot Stand Alone 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXX)000000000000: 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXI(XXXXXXX 

inventory Control Points 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXM 

Service Support Activities 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXX 

A 25 
Aal 30 
Aal 30 

none 0 
Aa 30 
Aal 30 

A 25 
A 25 
A1 25 
A1 

. -- 25 
Aal 30 
Aa 30 
A 25 
Aaa 30 
Aa 30 

none 0 
none 0 
Aa 30 

A 25 
Aal 30 
Aa 30 
Aaa 30 
none 0 
Aa 30 
Ba 15 

Aal 30 
Aaa 30 
Aaa 30 

A1 25 
Aal 30 
A 25 
Aal 30 
none 0 



XXXXXXXX XXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXM< XXXX 
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TRANSPORTATION 
Publ~c Air Four Two Road Transportation 
Service Hub NkAI Spur Lane late Total Score 

Contract Management 

Distribution Region 

XXXXX XX)(XXXXXXXX 
xxxxx XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
xxxxx XXXXXXXXXX 

Disblb 

XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 

~ution Depot: Collocated 

XX)(I<XXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXX)000( 

XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX 

Distribution Depot: Stand Alone 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXMXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 

Inventory Control Points 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 

Service Support Activities 

XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXX 



DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTSIREGIONS 

- EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY VALUE 

PRESENTED BY: MS. CHRISTINA DORRIS 

16 DECEMBER 1994 



AGENDA 

+ Excess Capacity and Military Value Results 

)) Stand-Alone Depots 
)) Collocated Depots 
)) Total Excess Capacity Analysis 
)) Region HQ 



STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

R A I I  IT A n \ r  .. - . . .- 
I v i i L I  I AKY VALUhl 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
STANDALONE DEPOTS 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE EXIST? 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE SPACE? 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIG FEET OF BULK STORAGE 
SPACE EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 2,846,160.00 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 

8, -p,iAhj m2K iGCATiOi\iS ARE miiiZED? 

9. ).ia\iv' M A h j  A c i  iOOO!sj OCiSiDE/iMPiiijt'ED 

10. HOW MANY OCF (000's) OF OUTSlDEllMPROVED IS UTILIZED? 











I MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC lNFO.RMATlON I 

Close Hold 





RACK N' STACK - STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 

DEPOT MIL VALUE 
ANALYSIS NUMBER i RANKING 

CONCLUSION: MILITARY VALUE Analysis results 



COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

AND 

MILITARY VALUE 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF STORAGE EXIST? 

2. W T  IS M E  OCCUPIED CUBlC FEET OF STORAGE SPACE? 

3. HOW MANY AWNABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE SPACE 
EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UIIUZED? 

Close Hold 





MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION 
Collocated Distribution Depots 

1- 

Data Element 
I. Mission Scope 295 POINTS 1 . CurrentlFuture Mission 
I. DoD Essentiality 
. Other DoD Activity Performing F Same Mission 

6. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission I . Percent Workload Supporting 
a. Maintenance Activity 

I 
h. Lnra! !ns?a!!s?b!! 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 
e. Worldwide Customer 
. Special Transportation - Stock 

. Operational Readiness 
Over and above worldwide wartimelwntingency rolc 
(CCP, ALOC) as specified in Concepts of Operations 
Distance Depot to: , 
a. Aqrial POE ~8 

b. Water POE 
I n 

SUBTOTAL MISSION SCOPE)[= 





. Condition of Depot FacilRy 
& Satellite Storage 

. Percent of Facilities 

b. Semi-permanent 

b. FreezeIChill 

. Thru-put Capacity (8-hr. Single Shiftcurrent 
Manning,Workload Mix & Facilitization 

0. Location Suitability 
I. Distance From Depot 

a. Rail p 

b. Water t 

c. Surface 
d. Air 

1 

SUBTOTAL MISSION S U I T A B I L I T Y J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  



. Condition of Depot Facility 

. Location Suitability 
. Distance From Depot 







INSTALLATION AVAILABLE 

-uUJ ACT,,, 
UNRESTRICTED UNRESTRICTED 

ACRES ACRES 
COLLOCATED: 
DDAA 
DDAG 
DDBC 
DDCN 
DDCT 
DDDC 
nnJF 
DDLP 
DDMC 
DDNV 
DDOO 
DDOU(HILL) 
DDPW 
DDRT 
DDST 
DDTP 
DDWG 



I COLLOCATED DEPOTS I 
MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

DEPOT NUMBER 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 , 
17 8 

RACK N' STACK 
17 
12 
10 
14 
13 
8 
9 
4 
5 
11 
3 
15 
5 
2 
16 
1 
7 

CONCLUSION: Follow Service Lead to fullest extent possible. 

Close iold 



EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
FOR ALL THE DEPOTS 

1. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORAGE EXIST? 

STANDALONES 
COLLOCATED 

SITES 
BRAC'D DEPOTS & SITES 

1 

2. WHAT IS THE OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET (000's) OF STORAGE SPACE? 

STANDALONES 
COLLOCATED 

SITES 
BRAC'D DEPOTS & SITES 

3. HOW MANY ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET OF BULK STORAGE 
SPACE EXISTS? 

4. HOW MANY CUBIC FEET OF BULK SPACE IS UTILIZED? 

5. HOW MANY BIN LOCATIONS EXIST? 

6. HOW MANY BIN LOCATlONS,ARE UTILIZED? 

7. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS EXIST? 2,560,542 

8. HOW MANY RACK LOCATIONS ARE UTILIZED? 1,777,919 





DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ 

MILITARY VALUE 



DISTRIBUTION REGIONS EXCESS CAPACITY 

1. How much administrative space exists 
at the Distribution Region HQ? 

2. Additional personnel in present space? 

REGION A REGION B 



I ACTIVITY: DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ MILITARY VALUE I 
1 Base Specific Informal 

- u w u  
Military ll-IJl 

Data Element 

I. Mission Scope 400 POINTS 
-1  
I . CurrentlFuture Miss ion 

DoD Essentiality 
. Other Do0 Activity performikg Same Mission 

Unique Missions 
. % Region HQ Business Expended in Liaison with 

DLA & Service ICPs 

I 0 .  Mission Breadth 
I. Depots Reporting to Region HQ 
. Paid Equiv. in Depots Receiving Support Service 

From Region HQ 
Vol. of Business (Depots) 

. No. NSNs Stored at Depots 
No. Attainable Cubic Feet Storage Space 

. $ Value Inventory Stored at Depots 
% Business Expended in Negotiation of 
Agreements 
Support to Non-~ob,  

Subtota l  CurrentlFuture Mission ( 
. I U U  

275 IpE-J77q 
i n n  

I I I U U  
TOTAL MISSION SCOPE 400 ][T-)rm1 

Subtotal Mission Breadth I 
. I U U  

125 I I - I - 1  
I-- 



I ' 

ACTIVITY: DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ MILITARY VALUE I 
Base Specific Information 

1- 

I Data Element 
I 

- - . -. -. - . . . - . . . 

11. Mission Suitability 300 POINTS 
Location Suitability 

. Advantages of Present Location 

. Access to Transportation 
a. Air 
b. Bus 
c. Train 

. Distance From HQ to Ea& Depot 

Military 
Value 

. 6. Facility Suitability 
1. Age of Occupied Buildings I r . Ca-,diiia-, "9 OWiiPid BiiiidiWS - Biv'W Doiiars 

Subtotal Location Suitability 

b 
t r 

Subtotal Facility s u i t a b i l i t y l ~  
1 7  

7 
I 

I 

TOTAL MISSION SUITABI LITY i m  
NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are former point values 

A 
Points 
Earned Eamed 





ACTIVITY: DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information 

I I I m m  
Data Element 

IV. Expandability 100 POINTS 
A Facilityllnstallation Expansion 
I. Additional Personnel in Present Space 
2. Excess Space for Expansion Sq. Ft. 

Subtotal Facility Expansion 

B. Mobilization Expansion 
I. Surge Capability 

- -- Subtotal Mobilization Expansion 

TOTAL EXPANDABI LITY 
- 

TOTAL f b ~  REGION HQ 
#Inn 

~ M i l i t a r y / I p z i i l  
Value ~rm 

~ 1 1 / 1 ~ 1  

I 20 1 1 1 - 1  

'XlKLl 
I O U  
I loo 1 1 - 1  

m1..X,i(7m 879 lk9q4) 
NOTE: Numbers in parenthesis are former point values 



DECISION FOR COBRA ANALYSIS 

I. Percentages of personnel to move: OVERALL 25% 
i 

II. Projected moving dates: 

Collocated Depots - Commensurate with Service dates 

Stand-Alone Depots - FY 96 - 99 

Close Hold 







IN REPLY 

REFER TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGE:NCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

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

ALEXANDRIA.  V IRGINIA 22304-15100 

CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) ]Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 19 Dec 94 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG new Defense Contract hllanagement District 
(DCMD) scenarios and to acquire a closure/realignment decision on DCMDs from the 
BRACEG (ehclosure 2). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: DCMD scenarios-- 

A. There is space to accommodate merging one district into th~e remaining two 
districts in all three districts if this option was recommended. 

B. For total military value DCMD Northeast is highest and DCMD South is lowest. t 
C. If a decision is made to retain DCMD West, we will have to relook the decision in 

BRAC 93 to move them to Long Beach and it appears doubtfbl if anything will be offered 
prior to BRAC 95 recommendations. The Navy has still not made: a firm commitment as 
to DCMD West's housing arrangement at Long Beach. 

D. Reaccomplished overhead staffing recommendation!s (per tlhe 16 Dec 94 BRACEG 
meeting) were presented for the BRACEG review. Scenarios presented (using the revised 
overhead s t m g  recommendations) included merging all IICMDs into one and included 
another which merged the Defense Contract Management Command International 
(DCMCI) into two remaining districts. Reductions applicable to both the Program 
Objective Memorandum (POM) and BRAC savings were imcludedl. 

E. There was serious concern about establishing one large DCMC megacenter. Issues 
such as span of control, customer interfacing, centers of excellence and potentially 
increasing costs make a two district scenario much less risky, but still dficult. 

F. The Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) scenario eliminating DCMD West 
is based on a move from their current location, El Segundo, even though the BRAC 93 
recommendation moves DCMD West to Long Beach. This is due: to the fact that Navy 
has not provided any information relative to an alternate location im Long Beach. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 0 JAN 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment ancl Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 19 Dec 94 

G. The BRACEG recommended retaining 1 1 0  Northeast and DCMD West and to 
consolidate the DCMD South into the remaining two districts. The discussion focused on 
the following: 

1. The determination to retain L o  DCIkfDs was based on: 

a. The span of control of 90 to 1 if rill the DCMDs were consolidated would be 
too high. Retaining two DCMDs would result in a more reasonable span of control 
thereby minimkhg mission risk and would provide the commanders opportunities to 
continue their catalyst for change roles. Reducing to two DCMDs provides opportunity 
to reduce the ratio of HQ staff to Defense Conlract Management Area Operation 
(DCMAO) aid Defense Plant Representative Office @PRO) personnel. At least two 
DCMDs would also meet requirements of the approved concept of operations. 

b. One consolidated DCMD on either the west coast or east coast, due to 
time zones, would provide DCMD leadership with a minimum mutual business hours 
window. Daily communications would become: difficult and travel costs would be 
extremely high. 

c. The DCMD West should be retained due to the concentration of the 
DCMAOs and DPROs on the west coast. 

2. The determination to retain DCMD lyortheast or South was based on: 

a. DCMD Northeast attained the highest points in the military value analysis. 

b. About 25 percent more oversight of contractors is currently accomplished 
in DCMD Northeast than DCMD South. Total obligated contract dollar values is greater 
in DCMD Northeast. 

c. There is a higher concentration of DCMAOs and DPROs in the Northeast 
due to contractor presence there. As a result, in a three district configuration, the prox- 
imity of the DCMD HQ to the DCMAOdDefense Plant Representative Offices @PROS) 
is much greater in DCMD Northeast than in DCMD South. 

d. Although the DCMD Northeast supports its field personnel with a lower 
headquarters to field ratio than DCMD South, 13CMD Northeast has a larger managerial 
and administrative i&astructure in place. If DCMD Northeast were to close, DCMD 
South would have to be staf5ed-up considerably more than DCMD Northeast. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 3 CLOSE HOLD 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BIRAC) Executive Group 1 8 JAN 1995 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 19 Dec 94 

e. Retaining s t a i n  lieu of hiring new employees (esplecially in light of past 
experience which indicated people do not want to move) is important. DCMD Northeast 
has the larger staff and could be stretched fiuther. 

H. Splitting DCMCI and merging it into DCMDNIDCPUIDW reduces the DCMCI 
stafl6ing to 41 fiom 83 (POM reduces stailing to 69). There: was ulncern that splitting the 
activity would result in the loss of sigdicant functional, programnning and budgeting 
expertise. Generally, the BRACEG felt the activity should inot be split. They were 
divided relative to whether DCMCI should remain in Ohio or be realigned and merged 
with a DCMD. 

III. DECISIONS REACHED: Recommend to the Director that DCMD Northeast and 
DCMD West be retained, and DCMD South be disestablish.ed. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBElR 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate A~dministration) 

&. P 3d- - 
LAWRENCE, P. FARRELL, JR. 
Major Generd, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

DD Ma. Gen Farrell, Chairman 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO " CAPT McCarthy 

AQ RADM Vincent 

AQC Mr. Scott 

CAH Mr. Ressler 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. Burke 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS RADM Chamberlin 

MMSD CAPT Rountree 

MMDI COL McKenna 

CAAG Mr. McGinty 

CAAV CAPT Leeder 

GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 



DEFENSE CONTRACT 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS 

DECISION MEETING 

PRESENTED BY: 
LUCY DARIS 
l a  nwrr 94 1u U U W  



DLA BRAC EVALUATION TOOLS 

COBRA Model 

xxxxxxxx +-- ' RRAC DECISION 
xxxxxxxx +-+-+-+-+-+H 
xxxxxxxx +-+-+-+-i-+tt 

MILITARY JUDGMENT 

SHOWSTOPPERS 
ServiceIJoint (Environment and Community) 

! Risk Assessment 

MILITARY JUDGMENT 

. 
t *  \ 

DLA RECOMMENDATIONS 



DLA BRAC 95 DECISION RULES 

+ Consistent with the law, base decisions on the DoD 
Force Structure Plan I and the DoD Selection Criteria 

+ Achieve an infrastructure consistent with the DLA 
Strategic Plan and Business Areas Concepts of 
Operations 

+ Consistent with above, seek leanest, most cost- 
effective infrastructure by (not in rank order): 

Minimize infrastructure costs; 
B Close as a top priority; 
B Eliminate duplications; 
n ~aximize 'use of shared overhead; 
)) Optimize use of remaining DLA space; 

Close Hold 



DLA BRAC 95 DECISION RULES (con't) 
b 

)) Maximize cross-Service utilization of bases and 
support; 

n Get out of leased space and on to DoD-owned 
installations 

+ Mi!itar8 J J 'udgment will be the overarching criteria for all 
decisions--Optimally satisfy the 4 military value criteria 
by balancing outputs of all analyses to achieve 
maximum military benefit. ! 



cd i l l  0 



21 NOV 94 

WEST SOUTH NORTH 

I. TOTAL MISSION SCOPE 126 132 171 

11. TOTAL MISSION SUITABILITY 280 211 248 

111. TOTAL OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 239 276 310 

IV. TOTAL EXPANDABILITY ! 45 54 43 

MILITARY VALUE TOTAL 690 673 772 



DCMC POSITIONS 

DCMDs 

DCMCl 

SEP '94 PROJECTED REDUCTION 

830 567 32% 

83 41 * 50% 

DCMC HQ 133 118 11% 

TOTAL 1046 726 31 % 

* reduced more than POM 

RATIOS 
% of Population 

-- . 
DCMDs Current 

4% DCMDs Projected . 

Total DCMC Currrent 

Projected 



I 
DCMD ALTERNATIVES 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
I 

ALTERNATIVES +- --+-++-- 

CONSOLIDATED DCMD -- - 4 - 4 4  

REDUCES # 
OF DCMDS 

NORTH Y Y Y NO 
I I 

- 

SOUTH 1 Y Y Y NO 

REDUCES 
OVERHEAD 

WEST 1 Y Y Y NO 

TWO DISTRICTS 
. . - - - - - -- . - - - - - - -I - - - 4 - 1 -  -4 . 

DISESTAB- 
LISHMENT 

- - NORTH & SOUTH -- 
Y Y YES - -- - - -- - - - - . 

FITS 
APPROVED 
CONCEPT 

NORTH & WEST . - -. - - . - .- -- - . - . . - -- - - 

SOUTH & WEST 1 Y I Y I Y I YES 

-- 

' EXCLUDES INTERNATIONAL 

I 

RISK 

w w m L  I --Ti H i m  



TWO DISTRICTS 
South North Nod l  
West West South 

? 
Start Year I 1996 : 1996 1996 

1998 1998 

I Military Change 
Civilian Cbmgt 

u.4 Other 
0.4 0.4 0.3 HAPIRSE 
0.0 0.0 0.0 1 Time Unique 





_______.___ 

-_ _ _ _ _ . _ _  -. - - 
_ _ _ - -  

DCMD ALTERNATIVES 

- 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
_- - _ _ _  

- 

ALTERNATIVES 

CONSOLIDATED DCMD 
8 DCMCl 

NORTH 

SOUT"--- 

WEST Y -- 

REDUCES # 
OF DCMDS 

_- _- 

Y 

REDUCES 
OVERHEAD 

i 

- _- 

--- _ RISK -_ - _ 

DISESTAB- 

Y 

Y 

HTS 
APPROVED 

___- .--- -- 

-- - 

- 

TWO DISTRICTS 
__. _ -- - 

a .t 19 nrtI!!Kl each ,,- --. _ _____ - 
- --- - - - 

X 
-- -- 

NORTH & SOUTH Y X 
__ _ - _ -- 

NORTH & WEST Y 

LISHMENT 

- 
X Y 

Y 

__-__-___ _ 

- NO Y 

Y 

---- 

CONCEPT 

_ _  

Y ---- 

NO - - - - 

NO 

_ _ __ . - - -- 

- -- - -- - 
X 

. -_ - - - 

-HSH -- MINIMAL 

X - .  

SOUTH & WEST _ _ _ - - _ _ _  - - 

- 

DCMCl MERGED 

--- 

- - 

2 .  -- 

. -- - - 

---- -- 

MODERATE - - - -  

_-- -_ _ - 

all positions eliminated 

-- Y 

N - 

- 

Y *_______-. 
a 

Y --. 

- 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  . - -- 

__ - -- - 

_____ - 

Y 

Y -- 

X YES __ . . -- -- . -- - - . 

- - -- 

X - 

,_ 

_ _ - - -_ - 

YES _ _  _ _  _ _  - 

_ _ - - _  



Scenario: I D 0  43AD IDCMD 44A [DCMD 45AD 

Start Year I 1996 I 19% I 1996 
End Yur 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Y rr) SM 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr) 

BOWOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) i 

1998 : 1998 1998 
1999 1999 Immediate 

-116.9 -120.0 -162.0 
9.6 (99) 9.6 (99) 12.2 (99) 

3.2 3.2 3. 
0.6 0.8 2 

c w l r  ~ ~ a u & e t i  8-4 

One-time Costs (SM) . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.9 
Const rucrian 0.9 0.0 0.0 * 

Pe-el- ChQMU '(SM) 

POM Change 

I Personnel I 0.5 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 

I Clv RIF 
New Hirer I 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5.7 

-176 

5.6 

-176 

Unemploymnt 
Overhead 
Moving 

5.8 

-176 

Freight 
Other , 

HAPlRSE 
1 Time Unique 

i 

0.1 
3.5 ! 

4.5 

0.0 
0.7 

0.5 
0.1 

0.0 
3.3 
3.2 

0.1) 
3.8 
3.3 

0.0 
0.8 

0.3 
0.5 

0.0 
0.4 

0.4 
0.0 



CONSOLIDATED DCMDs (incorporating DCMCI) 
NORTH SOUTH WEST 



Scenario: DCMD 33 
Start Year 1996 
End Year 1998 
ROI Year Immediate 
NPV (20 Y rs) SM l83.4 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr) 6.2 (99) 

BOSICOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) 
Personkl- Civ&Mil (SM) 

POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian Realigned 

2.4 
0.2 
3.6 

-14 
-16 
-69 

0 
0 



I N  REPLY CAAJ (BRAC) 
REFER TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA,  VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 
2 7 b t b  1994 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 19 December I. 994 

' I. PURPOSE: To bring the Executive Group's recommendations regarding the Defense 
Contract Management Districts (DCMDs) and the Defense C'ontract Management 
Command International (DCMCI) to the Director for decision. A list of attendees is at 
enclosure 1. Briefing charts are at enclosure 2. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. The Director again raised the question of differences in essentiality among like 
organizations. The scope and diversity of the mission is the driver, especially Acquisition 
Category (ACAT) I programs. 

B. There is risk inherent in any cutback of command and control. There is moderate 
risk in going to two Districts, but much more risk in reducing to only one. The Executive 
Group agreed that going to two Districts was feasible, although some risk was involved. 

1. Both east-west and north-south scenarios were considered. Retaining an east 
and west coast District would provide a wider business winda~w. The difference in pay- 
back reflected the high lease costs at DCMD West, which would be negated by moving 
into Navy space, as directed by Base Realignment and Closure 93. I-[owever, no specific 
space has been identified as yet. 

2. The difference in militaq value between the two east coast districts was quite 
broad. . D O  Northeast is also larger, so the risk associated with lc~osing workforce 
skills would be less. Therefore, the Executive Group recomm~ended closing DCMD 
South. The Director agreed. 

3. It was felt that going to two districts would reopen the issue of the rank of 
District Commanders and civilian Deputies. That issue is apart fiom BRAC. 

C. The Executive Group had not reached a clear consensus on DCMDI. There was 
unanimous agreement that the hnction should not be split. The question was where it 
would make the most military sense to satellite it. The preferable soliution would be to 
support the hnction fiom the Headquarters, if space were available. The Director asked if 



CAAJ(I3RAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD P 7 KC la4 
SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 19 December 1994 

a scenario had been run with DCMCI becoming a Defense Contract Management Area 
Operations (DCMAO) reporting to DCMD Northeast. AQ pointed out that there was an 
DCMAO at Dayton. FO suggested the Executive Group revisit the location issue, 
considering scenarios that moved the core fknction to DCMD Northeast, making the core 
function part of DCMAO Dayton, and moving the core fknction and some support staff to 
both places. The Director agreed. 

III. DECISIONS REACHED: Close DCMD South. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: The Executive Group will revisit the DCMCI issue, 
considering the additional scenarios suggested. 

2 Encl 
Taun Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THLTRBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



19 DECEMBER 1994 DECISION MEETING WI'M THE DIRECTOR 
LIST OF ATTENDEES 
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DD 

AQ 
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DE 
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VADM Straw 
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Mr. Scott 

Mr. Thurber 

Mr. Baird 
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Mr. Brunk 

CAPT Orr (acting) 
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Mr. Perkins 
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BRAC DECISION 
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MILITARY JUDGMENT 

SHOWSTOPPERS 
(Environment and Community) 

Risk Assessment - MILITARY JUDGMENT 
A 

1 I 

DLA RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 
'1 
t 



DLA BRAC 95 DECISION RULES 

. 
+ Consistent with the law, base decisions on the DoD 

Force Structure Plan and the Do0 Selection Criteria 
+ Achieve an infrastructure consistent with the DLA 

Strategic Plan and Business Areas Concepts of 
Operations 

+ Consistent with above, seek leanest, most cost- 
-4s 
G! tective infrastructure by (not in rank order): 

Minimize infrastructure costs; 
n Close as a top priority; 
s Eliminate duplications; . 

Maximize use of shared overhead; 
)) Optimize use of remaining DLA space; 

- J Close H O I ~  \ 





DCMD EXCESS CAPACITY 

. WEST SOUTH NORTH , 

Existing Admin Space (sq ft) 124,867 106,438 142,769 

Additional people 
in Existing Space 

Other Warehouse 
Storage Space (sq ft) 

Utilization Rate 
Other Warehouse 
Storage Space . 





DCMDs 
DCMCl 
DCMC HQ 
TOTAL 

SEP '94 PROJECTED REDUCTION 
830 567 32% 
83 41 * 50% 
133 - - 118 11% - 

1046 726 31 % 

* D-.Jm.-C--  ---- 
IWSUUC~LIOII more than r W M  

i % of Population Serviced 

DCMDs Current 5.9% 
DFMDs Projected 4% 
Tatal DCMC Current 7.5% 

Projected 5.2% 



ALTERNATIVES ' 

CONSOLIDATED DCMD 

NORTH 

SOUTH 

+ &ST 

TWO DISTRICTS 

NORTH & SOUTH 

kORf H & WEST 

SOUTH 6 WEST 

' EXCLUDES INTERNATIONAL 

I 

1 

1 

DCMD ALTERNATIVES 
RlSK ASSESSMENT 

REDUCES # 
OF DCMDS 

Y 

Y 

REDUCES 
OVERHEAD 

Y 

b 

DISESTAB- 
LISHMENT 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

_ _ _ _ _ _  Y 

FITS 
APPROVED 
CONCEPT 

NO 

MINIMAL 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

- 

RISK 

MODERATE 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

HIGH 

X 

P- 

X 

X 

X 

I 

NO 

YES 

YES 

vEs 

X 

X 

- 



South North North 
West West South 

New Hirer 
Unemployment 

Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian 

U.L 

0.0 
0.0 

1.7 
3.3 

* 3 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

1.4 
1.9 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

1.9 

. 2.2 
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ALTERNATIVES 

CONSOLIDATED DCMD 
& DCMCI 

NORTH 

SOUTH 

, WEST 

TWO DISTRICTS 

& 1/2 DCMCI each 

NORTH & SOUTH 

NORTH & WEST 

SOUTH &WEST 

DCMCI MERGED 

all positions eliminated 

DCMD ALTERNAT!VES 
RlSK ASSESSMENT 

• FITS 
REDUCES t REDUCES DISESTAB- APPROVED 
OF DCMDS OVERHEAD LISHMENT CONCEPT 

Y Y Y NO 

Y Y Y NO 

Y Y Y NO 

Y Y Y YES 

Y Y Y YES 

Y y Y YES 

N Y Y YES 

- 

MINIMAL 

RISK 

MODERATE 

I 

HIQH 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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IN REPLY 

REFER 10 CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIR(;INIA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE IKOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 20 Dec 94 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG additional scenarios for Defense Contract 
Management Command International (DCMCI3 (enclosure 2). A list of attendees is at 
enclosure 1 .* 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 
-. 

A In the discussion with the Director on 19 Dec, he agreed to retain the Defense 
Contract Management District Northeast (DCIkfDN) and the Defense Contract 
Management District West (DCMDW) and disestablish the Defense Contract 

w Management District Swth (DCMDS). He agreed with the BRACEG recommendation 
to keep DCMCI in tact. However, he asked that additional scenarios be reviewed for 
DCMCI including consolidation of DCMCI with the Defense Contract Management Area 
Office (DCMAO) Dayton. 

B. Additional DCMCI scenario analyses were reviewed with the BRACEG. These 
included moving DCMCI personnel, less the Program Objective Memorandum (POM) 
savings to DCMDN; moving DCMCI persomltl, less POM and BRAC savings to 
DCMDN; merging DCMCI, less POM savings, with DCMAO Dayton; and merging 
DCMCI, less POM and BRAC savings with DCMAO Dayton. 

C. M e r  much discussion there was a general consensus that moving DCMCI as a HQ 
DLA field operating activity to Ft Belvoir, less POM and some BRAC savings might be 
the best approach. As a resuit the Chairman asked that a Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions (COBRA) analysis be run that applies to this scenario. Two concerns were 
addressed. First, a loss of expertise may be experienced and second, there is a potential 
for considering the establishment of a field operating activity at HQ DLA as an increase to 
the Headquarters personnel strength. 



CLOSE HOLD 

CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (B:RAC) 95 Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 20 Dec 94 

III. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: It was agreed that four DCMCI scenarios would be 
presented to the Director. These include the status quo, being collocated with DCMDN, 
being merged with DCMAO Dayton, and being moved to Ft Belva~ir as a HQ DLA Field 
Operating Activity. 

2 Encl 
Teamchief - 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Direc1:or 
(Corporate Atlmistration) 

LAWRE &~~ EP.  FAI 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Dir~ector 
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DLA BRAC EVALUATION TOOLS 
8 

COBRA Model 

Excess Capacity 

xxxxxxxx P BRAC DECISION 
xxxxxxxx +A-+-+Y+-+++ 
xxxxxxxx +-+-++-+-H+ 

MILITARY JUDGMENT 

SHOWSTOPPERS 
ServiceIJoint (Environment and Community) 

Risk Assessment 
MILITARY JUDGMENT 

I \ 



DLA BRAC 95 DECISION RULES 
I 

+ Consistent with the law, base decisions on the DoD 
Force Structure Plan and the DoD Selection Criteria 

+ Achieve an infrastructure consistent with the DLA 
Strategic Plan and Business Areas Concepts of 
Operations 

+ Consistent with above, seek leanest, most cost- 
effective infrastructure by (not in rank order): 

Minimize infrastructure costs; 
n Close as a top priority; 
n Eliminate duplications; 
,, Maximize use of shared overhead; 
,, Optimize use of remaining DLA space; 







DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 

I. MISSION SCOPE 

A. Relationship--current & 
future mission to DoD & 
operational readiness of 
the total force 

1. DoD mission essential ! 

2. Perform unique mission 
- present 

3. Perform unique mission 

YES 
YES 

YES 
- future 





DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 

11. MISSION SUITABILITY 

A. LOCATION 

1. Location essential? NO 
- 2. Center of work? NO 

3. DCMAOs within 150 miles 0 
4. PlanelTrainlBus access? YES 
5. Located in DoD space ! YES 

B. FACILITY SUITABILITY 

1. Building Condition Excellent 
2. Building age Excellent 

12/19/94 
8:26 PM 



DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 
Ill. OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

A. Base Operating Costs 

1. BOS costlemployee supported 
2. RPM costlsq foot? 
3. ISSAlrent space cost 

! 
B. Personnel Costs 

1. DCMCi HQ costlpersonnel spt'd 
2. General & Admin jstration 
3. Direct Costs 
4. Indirect costs 





I I DCMCl ALTERNATIVES 

II-- 
I 

RlSK ASSESSMENT 
[ 

.- - 

BRAC EG DECISION (1 2-1 9-94) 

NORTH a WEST 

(EXCLUDES INTERNATIONAL) - -- 

~--- 

- - DCMCl ALTERNATIVES 

REDUCES # 
OF DCMDS 

CONSOLIDATE DCMCl 

NORTH - Y 

DCMAO DAYTON - -- p- - - -  1 I- 

REDUCES 
OVERHEAD 

DISESTAB- 
kISHMENT 

Y 

Y 

Y 

* 

FITS 
APPROVED 
CONCEPT 

Y 

Y l 

Y 

RlSK 

Y 

Y 

Y 

MINIMAL 

Y 

MODERATE HIGH 

X 

- 



TWO DISTRICTS NORTH WEST 

NPV (20 Y rs) SM 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr) 

Construction 
Personnel 

Civ RIF 
New Hirer 
Uaemploymcnt 

Overhead 
M O V ~ D ~  

Civilian 
PPS 
Freight 

Uther 
HAPIRSE 

1 Time Unique 

0.0 
0.2 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

1.4 
1.9 

1 .O 
0.9 
0.0 

0.2 
0.2 
0.0 



1 

(POM) 
To (POMI To 

To DCMAO To DCMAO 
BOSTON DAYTON BOSTON DAYTON 

Scenario: DCMD 47 DCMD 49 DCMD 46 
, 

DCMD 48 
Start Year 1996 1996 1996 1996 

DCMC INTERNATIONAL 
SAVINGS ONLY 

I 8.i 

I 
6. i 0. i 0.1 

c iv  ItIF 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
New Hires 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

End Year 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Yn)  SM 
steady State Savings (SM)(Yr 

BOSICOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) 
Personnel- Civ&Mil (SM) 

POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian Realigned 
One-time Costs (SM) ...................................... ....... ....-.... ............. 

Construction 

1998 
1999 
-47.8 

3.9 (99) 
2.3 
0.2 
1.4 

-14 
-5 

-28 
11 
4 1 
4.0 ........................................ 
0.6 

1998 
1999 
-48.7 

3.9 (99) 
2.3 
0.2 
1.4 

-14 
-5 

-28 
11 
41 

3.7 ........................................ 
0.4 

1998 
2000 
-30.6 

2.7 (99) 
I 2.3 

0.2 
0.2 

-14 
-5 
0 

11 
69 

5.3 ......................................... 
1.5 

1998 
1999 
-32.2 

2.7 (99) 
2.3 
0.2 
0.3 

-14 
-5 
0 

11 
69 
4.3 .......... _ .............................. 
0.7 



CONSOLIDATED 
SAVINGS 

DCMCI AND 



IN REPLY CAAJ (BRAC) 
REFER TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGEINCY . 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 20 Decxmber 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To bring the Executive Group's recommendirttions regarding the Defense 
Contract Management Command International (DCMCI) and the D.LA Systems Design 
Center (DSDC) to the Director for decision. A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. Briefing 
charts are at enclosure 2. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. The Executive Group added an additional scenario to the scenarios the Director 
had asked to see in the previous day's meeting, to make the tare hlction of DCMCI a 
Field Operating Activity reporting to the Defense Contract Management Command 
(DCMC) Headquarters. The Executive Group felt locating the hct ion with the Head- 
quarters would increase the synergy of the operation. Benefits would also be gained by 
proximity to tlie international community. 

1. The Executive Group felt that merging DCMCI with Defi~,nse Contract 
Management Area OfEce (DCMAO) Dayton would adversely impact the mission by 
subordinating its unique requirements to day-to-day operations of the DCMAO. Moving 
the core mission to Defense Contract Management District (IICMD;) Northeast would 
create span of control problems as DCMD Northeast was absorbing workload fiom 
DCMD South. Additional support positions would have to be added, reducing savings. 

2. Bringing the core function into the National Capital Region would have 
negligible effect, and the availability of a trained workforce would mitigate the risk of 
people not relocating with the function. Considering the mission synergy to be achieved, 
the Executive Group recoinmended realigning DCMCI as a Field Operating Activity of 
DChlC. The Director agreed. 

B. The Executive Group, after considering t w o m o s  to consolidate the various 
DSDC sites, recommended continuing prudent management a.ctions but not considering 
DSDC fbrther for realignment or closure. The Director agreed. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSIZ HOLD 
SUBJECT: Swnmary of Meeting with the Director - 20 December 1994 . 

7 D t b  1944 

A Realign DCMCI as a Field Operating Activity of DCMC. 

B. Do not consider m e r  BRAC recomcndations concerning DSDC. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DIaA BRAC 

u 

GARY S. THURBER 
Dejputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

- 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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OVERVIEW 
b 

+ DCMCl 
n EXCESS CAPACITY 
>> MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
>> ALTERNATIVES 

+ DSDC 
>> EXCESS CAPACITY 
n MILITARY VALUE 
>) SCENARIOS . 







DLA BRAC 95 DECISION RULES (con't) 
b 

)> Maximize crossdervice utilization of bases and 
support; 

)) Get out of leased space and on to DoD-owned 
installations 

Military judgment will be the overarchina criteria for a!! 
decisions--0piimaiiy satisfy the 4 militah value criteria 
by balancing outputs of all analyses to achieve 
maximum military benefit. 





DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 
b 

I. MISSION SCOPE 

,A. Relationship--current & 
future mission to DoD & 
operational readiness of 

- the total force 

1. DoD mission essential 
2. Perform unique mission 

- present 
3. Perform unique mission 

- 

YES 
YES 

YES 
- future 



DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 
. 

B. MISSION DIVERSITY 

1. DCMAOs report to DCMCl HQ 
2. DCMAO on board personnel spt'd 
3. Customer Program -LR 
4. Total contractors 
5. Total contracts 
6. Dollars overseen 
7. Unliquidated obligations - 
8. Total CACOslDACOs 
9. Total ACAT I Programs 



DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 
b 

11. MISSION SUITABILITY 

A. LOCATION 

1. Location essential? NO 
2. Center of work? NO 
3. DCMAOs within 150 miles 0 

I 4. PlanerrrainlBus access? 1 YES 
5. Located in DoD space YES I 

B. FACILITY SUITABILITY 

1. Building Condition ~xcellen't 
2. Building age Excellent 







1 ! NORTH I Y I Y I V I I .. 
T 

I 
X 

DCMAO DAYTON Y X Y Y Y 



1u (pan 
TO DCIVa- 
BOSTON DAY 

- --- 
Scenario: DCMD 55 DCMD 57 DCMD 54 DCMD 56 

1996 
~DCMD 62 

1996 - 1996 
1998 

1996 I 1996 1 

Q TO MOVE 
LAW TO DCMAO TO 
'TON 
- - 

BOSTON DAYTON FT BELVOIR 

ROI Year 1999 
I I Y Y Y  

NPV (20 Yrs) SM -37.8 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr) 3.1(99) : . L ~ Y Y ~  

* I 

I - 

Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian R~alioneA 

New Hires I 

L 1 Time Unique I n ". 1 I 1  



DLA SYSTEMS DESIGN CENTER . 

(DSDC) 



w DSDC EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS (COLUMBUS) 

. How Many People Can be Accommodated in Present 





DSDC Militarv Value 

i 
Ill. Operational Efficiency 

BOS Costs 
RPM Costs 
Communication Costs Per 

Paid Equivalent 

IV. Expandability 
Excess DoD Space Available 

within MSA q 

Surge Capability 
None 
Yes 







BRAC 95 SUGGESTED SCENARIOS 
b 

SCENARIO I: 
All Satellite.Sites - Move to Columbus, OH 

, SCENARIO II: 
Move All Sites with Under 50 Personnel to the Major 
Parent Organizational Site 



All satellite sites except DSDC-Q, Tracy, move to Columbus, OH . 
v 

)) Criteria - Start FY 96; End FY 99 
- Executive Group Reduction Guidance Applied 

Results DSDCI 
Location: 

. Realign: Battle Creek, Chambersburg, Dayton, Fort Belvoir, 
Kirtland, Memphis, New Cumberland, Ogden, 
Philadelphia, Richmond, Warner Robins 

Move to: Columbus, OH 
Retain: Tracy, CA 
Savin~s 
ROI Starts 2005 
NPV (20yrs) $m $-21.9m 
Steady State $3.3m(starts '00) 





1999 1999 
R O I  Y e a r  2005 2005 
N P V  ( 2 0  Yrs )  SM -21.9 ' 

8 

I 

-1.9 
Steady Sta te  Savings ( $ M ) ( Y ~ )  3.3(00) 0 .3(00)  

BOSICOMM ($M)  0.2 0.0 
R P M A  (SM) 0.7 0.1 
Personnel-  Civ&Mil (SM)  - 3 4  0 .Z 

POM C h a n g e  0 0 
Mili tary Change 0 0 
Civilian Change -5 5 - 5 
Mili tary Realigned 5 0 
Civilian Realigned 6 0 7  5 1 

One-tim e Costs -.-- .... - ............... (SM) .............._ I 21.9 .............................. .............. ............. ...................... .... ........... " ".." ........................................... 2.1 " "... 
Construction 

I 
6 .6  - r 0.5 

per- 1.2 0.1 

0 .O 
0 .o 
0.0 

0.1 
1.1 

0.9 
0.1 
0.0 

0.3 
0.1 
0.2 

Civ RIF 
New Hires 
Unem ploym e n t  

Overhead 
Moving  

Civilian 
PPS 
Freight 

Other  
NAPIRSE 

1 T i m e  Unique 

0.7 
0.1 
0.1 

0.4 
11.4 

10.7  
0.6 
0.1 

4.1 
1.1 
2 . 9  



Recommendation 

+ DSDC is a one of a kind organization 
+ DSDC scenario 2 matches managements initiatives for 

DSDC 
+ Sites are small, savings could be achieved outside of 

BRAC process 
+ Recommend no further action on DSDC 



IN REPLV 

REFER To CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRC;INIA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE HOLD 

3 . FEB 1995 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 2 1 December 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG Cost of'Base Realignment Action (COBRA) 
scenarios for the Defense Logistics Services Center (DLSC) and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service (DRMS) (enclosure 2). A listing of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A On 2 1 December 1994, the Principal Deputy Director, DLA, met with 
Messrs. Lyles, Bordon, and Cook of the President's BRAC Commission. It went well. 

0 B. DLSC scenarios. Two DLSC scenarios (move DLSC to the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC) or A.viation Supply OEce (ASO) as a Primary Level Field Activity 
(PLFA)) were reviewed. There were relatively snlall savings in both scenarios. In the 
AS0 scenario, the Program Objective Memorand~lm (POM) endstrength reductions at 
Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) would accommodate the DLSC move. DLSC 
would be relocated, but not ]merged in either sceniuio. Based on the military value anal- 
ysis, the BRACEG agreed that the realignment of DLSC in either scenario was feasible 
since DLSC workload could be performed virtually anywhere. On the other hand, there is 
no clear military judgment reason to realign DLSC:. The Air Force moved its cataloging 
activity to Battle Creek to be! near DLSC. A move from Battle Creek would negatively 
impact that close working relationship. The BRACEG agreed to recommend that the 
status quo be retained. 

C. DRMS scenarios. Three scenarios were reviewed. The first scenario moves HQ 
DRMS to DCSC as a PLFA, while the second scenario moves HQ DRMS and the 
National Sales Oflice (NSO) to DCSC as a PLFA Savings identified by the COBRA 

- model for these scenarios is nnarginal. There is no military judgment reason to move 
DRMS to Columbus since the mission can be perfc~nned virtually anywhere. The 
BRACEG agreed to recommend that HQ DRMS be retained at its current location in 
Battle Creek. It would not make sense to move DlWS if DLSC stays in Battle Creek. 
The third proposal moves the NSO to HQ DRMS, Battie Creek, Michigan. Minimal 
savings were projected. While the NSO is part of l3Q DRMS, there is no military 

'I justification to realign it to Ba.ttle Creek. Further, the DLA Systems Design Center 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 3 FEE 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Reahgnment and Closure (BR4C) Ex'ecutive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 2 1 December 1994 

support for the NSO portion of the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Automated 
Information System is collocated with the NSO in Memphis. This proposal will be 
considered fiuther if the Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee, is impricted by BRAC 95. 

D. Excess capacity and military value analysis for DLA installatiorls (enclosure 3). 

1. A review of installation excess capacity (administrative space existent at an 
activity) indicated a large number of additional personnel could move into each installa- 
tion, if existing administrative space was reconfigured to the IlLA 13 0 net square feet per 
person standard. It was stressed that this administrative spacer was available throughout 
the complexes (i.e., not confined to one location, on the contrary it was literally all over 
the installation) which would require sigdicant reshuflhg over the entire installation. 
Also, it was noted that the space could only be made available with the renovation of the 
existing spaces. - 

2. Under Mission Scope (paragraph,lA), there was sorne concxrn that the military 
value of the host organization was not appropriate to the analysis sinc;e it reflected the 
score of only the host installation and did not give credit for other significant missions 
(depots, Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Defense InFormatilon Systems Agency, 
etc.) on the compound. 

3. Under Operational Efficiencies the ranking of DCSC:, as it related to Base 
Operating Support (BOS) costs per employee was questioned. Thest: costs need to be 
revalidated. 

4. The Chairman believed that the Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) land 
at each installation should be included in our expansion analys'is. 

5. We need to insure the analysis allows for specific oompariwn of DLA activities 
and that .it is appropriately baselined. 

m. DECISIONS REACHED: Recommend to the Director t h t  the status quo be 
retained at DLSC and DRMS. 

- - 
IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A Revalidate BOS costs per employee for DCSC--CAAJ(BRAC:). 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 3 CLOSE HOLD 3 FEB 1995 SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 2 1 December 1 994 

B. Revise the installation analysis to accomiodate the issues noted in paragraph IID 
above. Include MWR land in expansion analyses--CAAJ(BRAC). 

3 Encl 
Teiun Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

LA'WRENCE P. FARRELL, JR. 
Major General, USAF 
Prir~cipal Deputy Director 
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DLSC Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #I : 
+ Move DLSC, Battle Creek, MI to DCSC, Columbus, OH 

as a Primary Level Field Activity (PLFA). 

Scenario #2: 
+ Move DLSC, Battle Creek, MI to ASO, Philadelphia, PA 

as a PLFA. 

Close HOICJ 



DLSC SCENARIOS 

N P V  ( 2 0  Y r s )  S M  
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HQ DRMS SCENARIOS 

Scenario: Scenario #1 Scenario #2 Scenario #3 
Start Year 1996 I . 1996 1996 
End Year 

-.-- I ,New Hires 
l J n e m n l n v m ~ n t  I 

IN P V  ;;;'Y rs) $M 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr) 
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POM Change  
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I. MISSION SCOPE 300 Points -a r qlitary Value of Host Wvi ty  

I B. DLATenants 
1. # of DLATenant Orplza?Im 
. # of DLA Tenant Assigned Persomnel 

C. Non-DLA Tenant@) 
1. # of NorrDLA Tenant Organizations b . # of Non-DlA Tenwrt Assigned Persm 

SuMotal Non-DLA Tenants 

I FOTAL MSSlON SCOPE 





I 
I D M  INSTALLATIONS 

Base Operating (BOS) Costs (P900) 

(P930) cost per square foot? 





MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

RACK N' STACK 
1 

ACTIVITY NAME 
TracyISharpe 
DDOU 
New Cumberland 
DGSC 
DCSC 
DDMT 

POINTS 
682 
668 
597 
590 
545 
530 
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CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 22 December 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG scenarios applicable to Inventory Control Points 
(ICPs) (enclosure 2). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. In at least one case a Primary Level Field Activity (lJLFA) did not remove all Base 
Operating Support (BOS) reimbursable data from their cost total. It was the BRACEG7s 
consensus that ICP activity costs should not include BOS reimbursables. Activity cost 
data should be reviewed by the activities to insure cost dat,a is representative of activities 
being analyzed and should not include BOS reimbursable costs. 

B. ICP scenarios 

1 .  There was some discussion about the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) 
expandability figure noted in the military value chart. Most of the expandability noted 
relates to the area vacated when the Navy publications mission transfers to New 
Cumberland. Obviously, if Navy elects to move the Aviation Supply Ofice (ASO) to 
New Cumberland, a much larger expansion capability will exist. 

2. Scenario 1, disestablishing the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) and 
transferring weapon systems item management to the Defe:nse Construction Supply Center 
(DCSC) and troop and other general support missions including industrial plant equip- 
ment, Overseas Dependent Schools (DoDDS), and Hazardous Te:chnology Information 
Services (HT1S)Mazardous Material Information System (HMIS) to the Defense 
Personnel Support Center (DPSC). DCSC troop and general support item management 
would also transfer to DPSC. Both DPSC and DGSC Program Objective Memorandum 
(POM) changes were taken from DGSC consistent with BRACEG guidance. After the 
POM changes, we project movement of 427 people--all to DPSC. An additional 458 
people are saved. This scenario does not move the Defense Distribution Depot 
Richmond, Virginia, and other tenants at DGSC. 
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3. Scenario 2, discestablish DISC and DlPSC and move DISC and DPSC weapons 
systems item management to DCSC, and DPSC and DISC troop and general support item 
management to DGSC. The POM change in this scenario is different (larger) because two 
ICPs are being disestablished in lieu of the one in scenario 1. 

4. Scenario 3, disestablish DGSC and IIISC and transfer weapons systems item 
management to DCSC, m~d troop and general support and missions including industrial 
plant equipment, DoDDS,, and HTIS/HMIS item management to DPSC. DPSC would be 
located at the AS0 compound based on the BFAC 93 recommendations. 

5. Both scenarios 4 (move DISC and DPSC from AS0 compound to the DPSC 
compound) and 5 (AS0 disestablished by the Navy (1998 timeframe) and DISC assumes 
responsibility for the AS01 compound) will result in costs to the Agency. In scenario 4, 
people to manage the DPSC installation were a.dded back into DPSC manpower figures. 
This scenario would also require the renovatioli of the clothing factory for DISC. For 
scenario 5, AS0 costs provided by the Navy Base Structure Analysis Team were used in 
our calculations. 

6. In summary, the status quo would be difficult to justifL and the preliminary 
BRACEG consensus was that scenario 2 was best. Besides saving the most money the 
synergy of an ICP/distribution depot environment is a good one, the facilities at DGSC are 
very good, and DGSC has been targeted as the DLA's east coast regional location for 
human resource management in support of Do13 initiatives to regionalize. DLA planning 
has begun for this effort and DLA resources to support this east coast regional location 
should begin assembling in FY 97. There was :some concern that DPSC personnel might 
be unwilling to move and the skills might not be easily transferable. Also the depot 
analysis, as it relates to DIDRV, needs to be done before any ICP scenario is finalized. 

111. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Review all cost figures and the Cosit of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) 
model runs and insure all (activities can be evaluated on an even footing--CAAJ(BRAC). 
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B. Merge scenario 5 with scenarios 1 and 3 and renln COBRA analyses. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THIJRBER 
Deputy Directlor 
(Corporate Administration) 

LAWRENCE P. FAPXELL, JR. 
.I 

Major General, USA17 
Principal Deputy Director 
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HARDWARE ICP 
MILITARY VALUE 

MEASURE OF MERIT DC .x. ..................................................................................................... ........................... DGSC Disc 

MISSION SCOPE 267.20 174.6 1 172.3 1 

MISSION 159 160 145 
SUITABILITY 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFICIENCY 

EXPANDABILITY 129.33 38.94 56.37 

TOTAL 679.90 499.53 542.73 



lCPs Scenarios 
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Scenar io :  
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lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #I : 
+ Disestablish the Defense General Supply Center 

(DGSC), Richmond, VA. 
)) Transfer the Weapon Systems Items management 

to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), 
Columbus, OH. 

)) Transfer the Troop and General Support Items; and 
the Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE), etc., 
management to the Defense Personnel Support 
Center (DPSC), Philadelphia, PA. 

I 





lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #3: 
+ Disestablish DGSC, Richmond, VA and the Defense 

Industrial Supply Center (DISC), Philadelphia, PA 
)) Transfer Weapon Systems ltems management 

DGSC to DCSC 
nlCP +n nP P "a"" &" ""SV 

w Transfer Troop and General Support ltems 
Management 

DCSC to DPSC 
DGSC to DPSC 
DISC to DPSC 

)) Transfer IPE, etc. items management . 

DGSC to DPSC 

j Clos 
- 



ICPs Scenarios 
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CLOSIE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary 0f'Meeti.g with the Director 22 December 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To bring the Executive Group's recommendations regarding the Defense 
Logistics Services Center (DLSC), the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service 
(DRMS) Headquarters, and National Sales Office to the Director for decision. Prelimi- 
nary runs for three Inventory Control Point (ICP) scenarios were also presented for 
information.* A list of attendees is at enclosure: 1. Briefing charts are at enclosure 2. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY (OF DISCUSSION: 
-. 

A DLSC is a unique activity, so it was considered individually. Although relocating 
the activity to DoD ownexl space would produce some savings, there is no military reason 
to relocate. Rental costs in the General Services Administration building have decreased 
considerably, so the savings are not dramatic. Therefore, the Executive Group 
recommended leaving DISC in place. The Director agreed. 

B. DRMS is also a urlique activity. The National Sales OEce @SO), located in 
Memphis, TN, is part of DRMS Headquarters There is some synergy to be achieved by 
collocating the two activities; however, the payback period is lengthy. The Executive 
Group recommended leaving DRMS Headquarters in place and reconsidering possible 
realignment of the NSO in conjunction with the Distribution Depots. The Director 
agreed. 

C. Three ICP scenarios were presented for information. To a large extent, final ICP 
decisions are dependent on Depot decisions. However, the Executive Group felt the 
Director needed to be aware of the different options supporting the Supply Management 
Concept of Operations. 

1. The Director asked how many National Stock Numbers moved in each segment 
of the scenarios, and how many people. MMS will provide the information. 

2. The Director spin expressed resenrations about the meaningfblness of Mission 
Scope as a Measure of Mierit. The BRAC Working Group is looking into what the 
Services -use in that area. 
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A. Do not relocate or realign DLSC. 

B. Do not relocate DRMS Headquarters. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Revisit realigning the NSO in conjunction with the Ilistribution Depots--BRAC 
Working Group/Executive Group. 

B. Provide a breakout of the NSNs and workyears associated .with each segment of 
the scenarios--MMS. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

V 

GARY S. TH;URBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Major General, USA* 
Principal Deputy Director 
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DLSC Military Value 

I I I. Operational Efficiency 
BOS Costs 
RPM Costs 
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DLSC SCENARIOS 
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HARDWARE ICP 
MILITARY VALUE 

MEASURE OF MERIT DCSC DGSC DISC 

MISSION SCOPE 267.20 174.6 1 172.3 1 

MISSION 159 160 145 
SUITABILITY 

OPERATIONAL 124.3 7 125.98 169.05 
EFFICIENCY I 

EXPANDABILITY 129.33 38.94 56.37 

TOTAL 679.90 499.53 542.73 
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lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 
J 

Scenario #I : 
+ Disestablish the Defense General Supply Center 

(DGSC), Richmond, VA. 
)) Transfer the Weapon Systems Items management 

to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), 
r m l . . - L . - -  f i m  
VUIUIIIUU~, unm 

)) Transfer the Troop and General Support Items; and 
the Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE), etc., 
management to the Defense Personnel Support 
Center (DPSC), Philadelphia, PAm 



lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #2: 
+ Disestablish the Defense Industrial Supply Center 

(DISC), and the Defense Personnel Support Center 
(DPSC), Philadelphia, PA. 

w Transfer DISC Weapon Systems ltems management 
to (DCSC), Columbus, OH. 

) Transfer DPSC Troop and General Support ltems 
management to DGSC, Richmond, VA. 



lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 
8 

+ Disestablish DGSC, Richmond, VA and the Defense 
industrial Supply Center (DISC), Philadelphia, PA 

)) Transfer Weapon Systems ltems management 
DGSC to DCSC 
DlSC to DCSC 

)) Transfer Troop and General Support ltems 
Management 

DCSC to DPSC 
DGSC to DPSC 
DlSC to DPSC 

)) Transfer IPE, etc. items management ' 

DGSC to DPSC 







lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #4: 
+ Move DlSC and DPSC from the AS0 Compound to the 

DPSC Compound located in South Philadelphia, PA 

Scenario #5: 
+ A S 0  disestablished by the Navy (1998 Time Frame). 

DlSC assumes responsibility for the AS0 Compound. 
! 
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MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of'Base Realignment anti Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 27 December 1994 (Morning Session) 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG with the distribution regioddepot military value 
adjustments (enclosure 2)1 and scenarios associa.ted with distribution depots (enclosure 3). 
A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BFUEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A Distribution DepotIRegion Military Value Changes. 

1. Stand-Alone Depots. 

a. Minor changes to Mission Suitability (Facility Suitability) and Operational 
Efficiency elements were ]made due to the elimination of data associated with facilities that 
will be vacated due to storage management plans in place prior to BRAC 95. These facil- 
ities were included in the original data call responses fiom Primary Level Field Activities/ 
Secondary Level Field Activities; however, the reduced requirements in the DLA storage 
management plan, to include distribution depot !site locations were removed fiom the data 
call inputs. This reduced facilities inventory changed the total facility square footage at 
some locations, thereby affecting calculations in facility suitability and operational effi- 
ciency. Also a correction of buildable acreage data at the Defense Distribution Depot 
Ogden (DDOU) resulted in  minor changes in Expandability. As a resuit depots 2 and 3 
are now ranked 6 and 5, rt:spectively. 

b. The Defense: Distribution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) and the Defense 
Distribution Depot Susque:hanna (DDSP) have the highest military value for stand-alone 
depots and are ranked 1 and 2, respectively. Because our goal is to perform the distri- 
butiorrmission in the fewest number of sites and at the lowest cost to the customers, we 
emphasized capacity and tl~roughput. As a result, the smaller depots scored lower. 

2. Collocated Depots. 

a. DoD essentisility, paragraph IAl , was raised fiom 25 to 65 points. 
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b. Some minor changes were made in Facility Suitability, condition data for the 
same reason as outlined in paragraph IIAla above. Depots affected were the Defense 
Distribution Depot Norfolk (DDNV), Defense Distribution Depot San Diego (DDDS), 
Defense Distribution Depot McClellan (DDMC), Defense Distribution Depot Red River 
(DDRT), Defense Distribution Depot Hill (DDHU), Defense Distri~bution Depot 
Oklahoma City (DDOO), and Defense Distribution Depot San Anitonio (IIDST). 
Additionally, under the measure of Expandability, the BRACEG decided to use only the 
land the Service host identified to be available for DLA's use, vice the totell unrestricted 
land at an installation, as a more appropriate measure of expandablle land. This decision 
changed the points awarded to the Defense Distribution Depot Albany, ~e:fe&e 
Distribution Depot Barstow, Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, Defense 
Distribution Depot Corpus Christi, Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonvillle (DDJF), 
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny (DDLP), DDMC, DDOU,, DDHIJ, DDRT, 
Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio, Defense Distribution Depot Toblyhanna 
(DDTP), and the Defense Distribution Depot Warner Robins. The total weighting of this 
question did not change. 

c. In the racking and stacking, DDNV was rated the highest and the Defense 
Distribution Depot Puget Sound the lowest. Because our goal is to perform the distribu- 
tion mission in the fewest number of sites and at the lowest cost to the customers, we 
emphasized capacity and throughput. As a result, the smaller depots scored lower. 

3. Minor changes in the Distribution Regions military value were nnade. Within 
Facility Suitability, Condition, a change was made for the Defense 13stribution Region 
East because of additional infoxmation on the infrastructure of New Cumb~~rland. Also, a 
minor error in the calculation of the net present value for the Defense Distribution Region 
East condition data was wrected. As a result of these changes, there is ai 13 point 
difference between the military value of the two regions. 

4. Military judgment will be extremely important in the decisions concerning 
distribution. Our distribution concept of operations states that when the rn~aintenance 
mission at our collocated depots is to be eliminated, the need for OLU distrilbution depot at 
the location also is eliminated, unless the Agency requires the storage capacity to 
accommodate the total distribution system requirement. 

B. Scenario Review. 
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1. The collocattd depot closures in scenario #1 (close DDMC, DDLP, DDJF, 
DDST, and DDRT) best reflects what the Services currently indicate they will recommend 
for closure. This scenario also realigns the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus 
(DDCO). DDCO woultl be designated as a storage site, personnel would be reduced fiom 
498 to 50 and the site would store only slow moving items. Only 20 percent of'DDCO's 
stock is considered active stock and its storagtddistribution system is not as mechanized as 
other stand-alone depots. Although the rnilitay value of DDCO is not high, keeping its 
capacity makes sense because the base will no1 close (the military value of DCSlC is almost 
200 points higher than the next inventory control point). Additionally, the installation at 
Columbus is the highest ranking of the bases operated by DLA. Realigning DDCO to 
handle slow moving stock would take advantage of its collocated status and capacity 
while achieving considerable personnel savings. Implementing this scenario wo~lld result 
in a 16 million attainable cubic feet shortfall. 

2. Scenario #3 includes the closure of the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 
(DDMT) besides closing DDRT, DDST, DDJF, and realigning DDCO and DDLS. Very 
high one-time unique costs identified by DDMlr for packaging assets to be relocated was 
an area of concern. It was agreed by the BRACEG that a standard packaging cost for bin 
and bulk assets for all the: depots should be developed and used. 

3. Other scenarials reviewed include sa&o #2 (close DDRT, DDST, DDJF, 
DDOU; realign DDCO and DDLP), scenario #I (close DDRT, DDST, DDJF, DDRV; 
realign DDCO and DDLI'), scenario #5 (close IIDRT, DDST, DDJF, DDCO, and realign 
DDLP), scenario #6 (close DDRT, DDST, DDE, DDOU, DDMT; realign DDCO and 
DDLP), scenario #7 (c1os.e DDRT, DDST, DDE, DDOU, DDRV; realign DDCO and 
DDLP), and scenario #8 (:close DDST, DDRT, DDJF, DDRV, and DDMT; realign 
DDCO and DDLP). 

C. Firm closure/realignrnent recommendatians are not expected fiom the Air Force 
until after 3 January 1995 (the current Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) suspense 
date). Other Service inputs may also be late. It was generally agreed that DLA will pro- 
vide OSD what we believe are the most likely sc:enarios the Services will recommend. 

A. Verify the high expandabilitylmilitary value figure for DDNV--CAAJ(BMC)I 
MMD. 

B. D e h e  "slow moving" item-CAAJ(BRAC)/MM. 
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C. Identify how large a customer DDCO is to the Defense Reultilization and Marketing 
Office in Columbus-CAkl(BRAC). 

3 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 0 

GARY S. THURBER. 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administriation) 

LAWRENCE P. FARRELL, JR. 
Major General, USAF' 
Principal Deputy Director 
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STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 

MILITARY VALUE 







M!L!TA!?Y \i!ALUE BASE SPEClFlC INFORMAiiQN 
1 Stand-Alone Distribution Depots 
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1. Excess Storage Capacity in Attainable Cubic 

a. Single 8-hr Shift 
b. Second 8-hr Shift 

TOTAL POINTS FOR STANDALONE DEPOTS 
> 
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STANDALONEDEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

DDSP 
I 

DDCO 
DDRV 
DDMT 
DDOU 
DDJC 

Mission 
Scope 

248 
130 
119 
124 
132 
251 

Mission 
Suitability 

368 

ops. 

Efficiency 

64 
84 
80 

77 
73 
70 

Total 

Expand. Points 

75 754 
32 465 
20 467 
39 500 
67 505 

112 807 



COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

MILITARY VALUE 



pecial Transportation - Stock 



t 

8. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission 
1. Percent Workload Supporting 

a. Maintenance Activity 
b. Local Installation 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
d. 300 Mile Customer 
e. Worldwide Customer 
Cnarilrl Trlrnc~rtlrtinn - Stnrk . -~""'.., , .U.'"~V'.U.."" -..""I, 

C. Operational Readiness 
1. Distance Depot to: 
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C O L L O C A T E D  DEPOTS 
MILITARY V A L U E  
R A C K  N'  STACK 

D E P O T  NUMBER 
1 
2 

I 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

R A C K  N' STACK 
17 
12  
10 
14 
13  
8 
9 
4 
5 

1 1  
3 

15 
5 
2 

16  
1 
7 



C O L L O C A T E D  D E P O T S  
M I L I T A R Y  VALU*E 
R A C K  N '  S T A C K  

D E P O T  R A N K I N G  
1  
2 
3  
4  
5  
5  
7  
8 
9 

1 0  
1 1  
4 .) 
I & 

1 3  
! 4 
1 5  
1 6  
1 7  

D E P O T  N A M E  
D D N V  7 1 4  
D D A A  6 7 5  
D D L P  6 3 7  
D D S T  6 1 7  
D D R T  6 0 5  
D D W G  6 0 5  
D D A G  6 0 3  
D D D C  5 9 9  
D D O O  5 6 4  
D D M C  5 5 8  
D D T P  5 4 3  
n n u n n  u u n u  5 ! 2  
D D B C  5 0 0  
D D C T  4 9 5  
D D J F  4 5 9  
D D C N  4 3 7  
D D P W  4 2 0  



COLLOCATED DEPOTS 

Y 

MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

n n n t  A u u r v v  

DDHU 
DDMC 
DDCT 
DDBC 
DDDO 
DDOO 
DDST 

Mission 
Scope 

Mission OPS Total 
Suitability Efficiency Expand Points 



COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

Mission Mission OPS Total 
Scope Suitability Efficiency Expand. Points 

DDRT 
DDTP 
DDLP 
DDJF 
DDWG 
DDAA 
DDCN 
DDNV 
DDAG 



DISTRIBUTION REGIONS HQ 

MILITARY VALUE 



. % Region HQ Business Expended In Liaison with 
D U  b Service lCPs 

. Mission Bmadth 
Depots Reporting to Region HQ 
. Paid Equiv. in Depots Receiving Support Service 

. Vol. of Buslness (Depots) 

. No. NSNs Stored at Depots 

. No. Attainable Cubic Feet Storage Space 

. $ Value Inventory Stored at Depots 

. % Business Expended in Negotiation of 

8. Support to Non-Do0 

Subtotal Mission Breadth 

TOTAL MISSION SCOPE 





. Personnel Costs 

C. M!ts!en 
I. Dollar Value - Reimbursable Mission 



I ACTIVITY: DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ MILITARY VALUE I 

Additional Personnel in Present Space 

B. Mobilization Expansion 



. DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

DDRE 

DDRW 

Mission 
Scope 

Mission OPS Total 
Suitability Efficiency Expand - Points 
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+ Military Value Results 
+ Scenarios (8) 
+ Risk Assessment 
+ Get Well Strategy 









- Excess Capacity 64M 

Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 
! 

BRAC 95 25% SVC INv 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 

SHORTFALL 





End Year 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Y rs) $M 

I Steady State Savings (SM)(Y r) 
BOSICOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) 
Personnil- ~ i v & ~ i l  (SM) 

POM Change 

I Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
civilian Realigned 
One-time Costs (SM) ......................... . ...,.. ... ..... .,., ..., ..,.............. . ....... 
t Construction 

Personnel 
Civ RlF 
New Hires 

I 
Civilian 
PPS 

I Frcight 
Other 

HAPlRSE 1 I Time Uniauc 

DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

12.8 1 Time 37.2 1 Time 31.6 1 Time 33.5 1 Time 
Mave Move Move Move 









Excess Capacity 64M 

Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 
! 

BRAC 95 25% SVCINV 
MlNUC 4GO/ nPFRATlNG LEVEL I W I I I W  V r v r O  v. rr. .. .. -. - - 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 



I N I Y (6:All) 
(6 activities) Close DDRT, I I 

~DDST, DDJF, DDOU. ~eal ign I I 
IDDCO, DDLP.- - Y ~1 :DDOUJ Y @:AII~ 
p3 (6 activities) Close DDRT, 1 I 
IDDST, DDJF, DDMT. Realign I I 

I Y (1 :DDMT) 1 Y (6:All) 
(6 activities) Close DDRT. I I 

DDST, DDJF, &. ~eal lgn 
DDCO, DDLP. N Y (6:All) 
#5 (5 activities) Close DDRT, 
IDDST, DDJF, DDCO. Realign I I 

I N 1 Y (5:All) 
(7 activities) Close DDRT, 1 I 

IDDST, DDJF, DDOU. DDMT. I Y (2:DDOU, I 
ealign DDCO, DDLP. I DDMT) I Y (7:All) 
7 (7 activities) Close DDRT. I I 

DDST, DDJF, DDOU. DDRV. 
Realign DDCO, DDLP. Y (1:DDOU) Y (7:All) 
#8 (7 activities) Close DDRT, 
DDST, DDJF, DDRV. DDMT. 
Realign DDCO, DDLP. Y (1:DDMT) Y (7:All) 

Distribution Depots a. 

Risk Assessment 

Y 2:DDCO, DDLP w 
Y 2:DDCO, DDLP + 
Y (2:DDCO, DDLP) 1 Y 

I 

Y (2:DDCO, DDLP) Y 

I 
I 

Y (2:DDCO, DDLP) Y 

Fits Approved 
Cohcebt of ODS 

4 I I I -,-.. -tu UUUU: 3 OF 6 

-1 1 DDMT: 4 OF 6 

-20 DDRV: 5 OF 6 

-8 I I I DDCO: 6 0 F 6  
I I 

DDOU: 3 OF 6 
-43 DDMT: 4 OF 6 

DDOU: 3 OF 6 
-51 DDRV: 5 OF 6 

I DDRV: 5 OF 6 
-47 DDMT: 4 OF 6 
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MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 27 December 1994 (Afternoon Session) 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG an updated analysis of Military Value for DLA 
installations (enclosure 2) and to review a proposal to use standard costs i:n materiel 
movement estimates (enclosure 3). A list of attendees is at enclosu~re 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMh4ARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. An installation Military Value analysis update to reflect char~ges ma,de fiom the 
initial analysis presented on 21 December 1994 was provided. 

1. The initial analysis reflected the Military Value of the installation host which 
was acquired fiom two separate activity categories (Inventory Control Poi~nts (ICPs) and 
Distribution Depots). It did not reflect all the significant missions being acmmplished on 
the installation. This data element was changed to identifjl si@csmt missions on the 
installation. AU activities located on the installation having more than 400 assigned 
personnel were included since they have an important impact on the installation. The 
BRACEG believed that organizations with 300 assigned personnel (in lieu of 400) would 
be more appropriate, given the BRAC law which applies at installations with at least 300 
authorized civilian personnel. 

2. The elements associated with the number of DLA and non-DLA tenant 
organizations were merged and the points associated with the elements were added 
togethq. 

3. Base Operating Support (BOS) costs applicable to the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC) were specifically reviewed. About eight percent of' overstated 
costs were eliminated fiom the BOS cost total for DCSC. Generally speaking, BOS costs 

--will be higher in an ICP than a distribution depot. The white collar environment in an ICP 
results in higher grade levels and more administrative requirements; such as, supplies, 
printing, and audiovisual needs. 
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4. The element in  paragraph IVAl (excess space available since no longer 
required for operational .needs) reflected in the 2 1 December briefing was changed to 
additional personnel that could be accommodated in administrative space (using the DLA 
130 square feet per person standard). It was noted that this space was all over the base 
and a rehabilitation militauy construction woulcl be required to gain use of the added space. 

5. The available land element was modified to accommodate the large difference 
in buildable access between the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU) (995) and the 
location with the next bigbest buildable acres (:!96.5 at TracyISharpe). The identification 
resulted in both DDOU and TracyISharpe receiving the 100 maximum Military Value 
points for this element. The remaining activities were evaluated in concert with the Tracy1 
Sharpe acres available, bercause the buildable acres available (between 37- 136) at these 
locations were more comparable with TracyISharpe. Buildable acres available at DDOU 
would be much greater than what would be possibly usedhuilt upon in any scenario, so 
the grouping of the fhe bcations (New Cumberland, TracyISharpe, Defense Distribution 
Depot Memphis (DDMT), DDOU, Defense General Supply Center (DGSC), and DCSC) 
with the lower buildable acres provided a fairer evaluation. After much discussion, the 
BRACEG agreed that the BRAC Working Group should develop a worst case scenario of 
acreage needed for a new ICPIdistribution depot foot print and evaluate this element based 
on the results of that scenario. 

6. The inclusion of Morale Welfare and Recreation (MWR) available Iand in 
buildable acres was discussed at the 21 Decembtr BRACEG meeting. The only significant 
parcels of land associated with MWR activities were golf courses at New Cumberland (43 
acres), DCSC (4 1 acres), and DDMT '(24 acres). The golf course at New Cumberland 
could not be built upon betmse it is in a runway clear zone and at DDMT, 5 of the 24 
acres could not be used because of contaminatio:n in a IaWpond. Since two of the three 
golf courses could not be filly utilized it was agreed not to include them in the buildable 
land element; however, the MWR land could be used as necessary to accommodate 
projected incoming organirationslpersonnel. 

7. The environmental issues at Tracy/Shslrpe and DDOU were discussed. These 
locations received no points because each had some air quality restlictions that would 
need to be considered ifthcy were to become receivers in a scenario. There was some 

- expectaxon-&at if they did become receivers, the applicable state would work to cleal with 
these air quality issues so as not to inhibit the accommodation of additional personnel. 

B. Bin/Bulk Packaging Costs. As a result of a review of the "one time unique costs" 
identified by DDMT, proposed standard bin and twlk cost per ton figures were deireloped 
and presented to the BRACEG. 
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111. DECISIONS REACHED: 

A. DLA installation Military Value analysis changes were approved except as noted in 
paragraph IIA5 above. 

B. The BRAEG agreed to use standard cost per ton bin and bulk cost iigures as noted 
at enclosure 3. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Change the threshold for "significant" organizations from 4010 to 300 in the 
Installation Military Value-CAkT(BRAC). 

B. Develop a worst case scenario of buildable acres that would be needed to 
accommodate DLA missions and revise the evaluation of paragraph IVA2 of the 
Installation Military Value porticm (does the base have available land to build upon) of the 
briefing chart per discussion in paragraph IIA5 above--CAkl(BRAC). 

3 Encl 
Team Chief V 

DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER. . 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administri%tion) 

LAWRENCE P. FARRELL, JR. 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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Morale, Welfare, Recreation Available Land 

LOCATION 
New Cumberland 

DCSC 

DDMT 

TYPE - 
Golf Course 43 acres 

Golf Course 24 acres 

*Smaller MWR acreage not included 

Remarks 
In runway 
clear zone 

5 acres 
(la kelpond) 
contaminated 
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MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

RACK N' STACK ACTIVITY NAME POINTS 
I DCSC 693 
2 TracyISharpe 623 
3 New Cumberland 618 
4 DDOU 61 1 
5 DGSC 601 
f3 u DnnnT 

U l V l  I 
E 4 7  
d l 1  



A. Tons Issued 1Q FY95 (MIS Data) 

Est lQ=487Xx4=1,948K Tons 

B. Net Cubic Feet Storage Space Occupied (DD805) 

Bin 21,895K 6.8% 
Bulk 301,422K 93.2% 

C. Tons Issued (AxB) 

Bin Tons 132.5K 
Bull< Tons 1815.5K 

D. Cost (FY 95 Budget) ($000) 

Bin Issue Cost 137,328.9 
Bulk Issue Cost 255,139.7 

*Less Storage and 2nd Destination 

E. Cost per Ton (D\C) 

Bin = $1036.85 
Bulk = $140.53 

Aggregate = $201.50 /Ton 
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MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 27 December 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the Director with the results of the military value analyses for 
Distribution Regions, Stand-Alone Depots, and Collocated Depots; and to present pre- 
iiminary Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) results. No decisio:ns were 
required. A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. Briefing charts are ;it enclosure 2. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A The absolute difference of points assigned in military value to Distribution Regions 
East and West is insignificant. The decision would be between having Regions or not 
having Regions. Keeping Regions is consistent with the requirement to maintain com- 
mand and control over the numerous distribution depots geographically dispursed within 
the Continental United States, as refleced in the Distribution Concept of Operations. 

B. The difference in military value among Defense Depot Susqu-5 PA (DDSP) 
and Defense Depot San Joaquin, CA (DDJC) and the other stand-adone depots is signifi- 
cant. The spread reflects the investments made in W t i e s  at those: sites to support the 
through-put and transhipping requirements of two Major Regional Conflicts. The con- 
tinuing need for the capabiities built at DDSP and DDJC suggests that they should not be 
considered for closure or realignment. Excluding them fiom Wer consitcleration is con- 
sistent with the Distribution Concept of Operations, and is supported by the results of the 
Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems (SAILS) model analysis. (The SAILS 
model ~esults will be briefed on 28 December 1994.) 

C. Expansion capabiity is important even in this period of declining w~orkload because 
it could allow a base closure elsewhere. The ability to expand also is a hedge against 
unknowns. - 

D. Collocated means attached to a primary customer, which may or may not be a 
maintenance depot. The value of a collocated depot is its proximity to the customer. 
Although the Distribution Concept of Operations presumes the collocated distribution 
depot would close if the primary customer closed or realigned, DLA could1 retain storage 
space at such a depot ifthe o v e d  instaUation was not closing. Retaining a collocated 
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, 

depot as a stand-alone clepot or site would only make sense if the majority of the depot's 
customers were already "outside the fence line" and retaining the capacity allowed an 
additional base to close elsewhere. 

E. The scenarios presented reflect what we have heard of the Services proposals. 
DLA will not be able to finalize its recommendations until we know exactly what the 
Services recommend. Depot proposals are also linked to Inventory Control Point (ICP) 
recommendations. DoD needs to be informed that we cannot make recommendations 
until 48 hours after the Services fblize their rcmrnmendations. 

F. The Director expressed concern that we not suboptimize our decisions because of 
limited DLA capacity at a collocated site to which work was being realigned. If'more 
distribution capacity is ne:eded to support the maintenance mission, DLA should ask the 
appropriate Service to mdce additional space available, rather than shifting the workload 
to a stand-alone depot. Since the Distribution Stock Positioning Plan assumes support to 
maintenance had to be relocated with the maintenance mission, even if it was necessary to 
build or renovate to handle the increased requirement, the system will not be 
suboptimized. 

A Infom the Assistant S e c r e t a ~ ~  of Defense (Economic Security) that DLA will not 
be able to provide prelimiclary recommendations until 48 hours after the S e ~ c e s  provide 
their prelhhary recommexldatiom-DD. 

I : . . 
B. Reevaluate realigning Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville rather than closing it 

if the Navy choses to close the maintenance activity. Support to the fleet through 
Mayport .would not go away, even if the maintenance mission did-CAAJ(BRAC). 

C. Compare the cost ofrunning the Defense General Supply CenterfDefense 
Distribution, Depot Richmond compound to the cost of running the Aviation Support 
OBce (ASO) Compound. 'Use the best AS0 relalted data available, even if it appears 
understated-CAAJ(BRAC). 
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D. Compare the costs and benefits of closing various ICPDepot combinations, 
including closing the A S 0  compound-CAAJ(F3RAC). 

2 Encl 
L 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC II 

/3 s d ,kc_ 
GARY S. THURBEPL 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Major General, USAlF 
Principal Deputy Dirtaor 
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OVERVIEW 

+ Depot Excess Capacity 
+ Depot Military Value 

a Stand-Alone 
n Collocated 

+ COBRA Results 
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DDRE 

DDRW 

DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

Mission Mission OPS Total 
Scope Suitability Efficiencv Expand Points 



EXCESS CAPACITY - ALL DEPOTS 
VLCUV 

1. Existing Attainable Cubic Feet of Storage 
StandAione Depots 
Collocated 

Sites 
BRAC'D Depots and Sites 

2. Occupied Cubic Feet of Storage Space 
S?and-!4!one Depots 
Colloated 

Sites 
BRAC'D Depots and Sites 

3. Existing Attainable Cubic Feet of Bulk Storage 
4. Utilized Cubic Feet of Bulk Space 
5. Existing Bin Locations 
6. Utilized Bin Locations 
7. Existing Rack Locations 
8. Utilized rack Locations 



EXCESS CAPACITY - ALL DEPOTS 
- 

9. Existing NSF of Outsldellmproved Hardstand 
10. Utilized NSF of Outsidellmproved Hardstand 
1 1. Average Dally Thru-Put Capacity 

Issues 
Receipts 
Eaches 

12. Maximum Thru-Put Capacity with 
Unconstrained Resources 

13. Expansion Capability in Bui!dab!e Acres 

389.3 M 

7,327 acres 



STAND ALONE DEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

Mission Mission Ops. Total 

DDSP 
DDCO , 
DDRV 
DDMT 
DDOU 
DDJC 

S c o ~ e *  Suitability Efficiency Expand. Points 

248 368 64 75 754 



STANDALONE DEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

Number Activity Points 
DDJC 807 
DDSP 754 
DDOU 505 
DDMT 500 
DDRV 467 
DDCO 465 



I 

COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE RESULTS 

DDPW 
D ~ H U  
DDMC 
DDCT 
DDBC 
DDDC 
DDOO 
DDST 

Pvlissltn 
Scope 

Mission Ops Total 
Suitability Efficiency Expand - Points 





COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

Number 
1 
2 

' 3 
4 
5 
5 
7 
0 u 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Activity 
DDNv 
DDAA 
DDLP 
DDST 
DDRT 
DDWG 
DDAG 
DDDC 
DDOO 
DDMC 
DDTP 
DDHU 
DDBC 
DDCT 
DDJF 
DDCN 
DDPW 

Points - 
714 
675 
637 
61 7 
605 
605 
603 
599 
564 
558 
543 
512 
500 
495 
459 
437 
420 





Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 
BRAC 95 25% SVC INV 
MINUS 75% OPERATING LEVEL 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 

SHORTFALL 



AEb Excess Capacity 64M 

Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 
BRAC 95 25% SVC INV 

o/ A ED MINUS 1510 wPL,,ATING LEVEL 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 

SHORTFALL 



Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 

BRAC 95 25% SVC INV 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 

SHORTFALL 



Aab ' Excess Capacity 64M 

Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 525M 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 461 M 
BRAC 95 25% SVC INV - 7M 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL - 2M 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 452M 

SHORTFALL 20M 



DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

!? .5  1-  I A.4 A 

L I . J  26.0 28.6 
personnil- civ&Mil (SM) 30.1 

35.0 62.6 . . .- 55.7 
-7 0 7 

59.8 
POM Change -1281 -1367 

V . L  

Unemployment 0.4 0 .3  0.4 
0.3 

Overhead 0.9 19.8 
0.8 

38.3 
0.8 

Moving A Q  A 36.8 108.7 
31.7 

. - 92.1 98.2 
45.6 

I Other I 8.8 10.1 

37.0 
16.6 

38.9 

Freight 7.4 
14.8 

9.3 
15.8 

62.1 126.2 

1 Time 37.2 1 Time 31.6 1 Time 



I 

Excess Capacity 64M 

Covered Storage Capaciity FY 01 525M 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 461M 

BRAC 95 25% SVC INV - 7M 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL - 2M 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 

SHORTFALL 
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Excess Capacity 64M 

Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 
NEW CONSTRUCTlON 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 
BRAC95 25% SVCINV 
YIYUS 15% OPERATlNG LEVEL 1 111 

STORAGE REQUIREMENT 

SHORTFALL 



Excess Capacitv 64M 

Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 525M 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SUBSTD BLDGS 
BRAC 95 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 461 M 
BRAC 95 25% SVC INV - 7M 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL - 2M 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 452M 

SHORTFALL 47M 



Distribution Depots 

Risk Assessment 

Hold 

UUY I, UUJt, UUUU. UUKV. 
Realign DDCO, DDLP. 
#8 (7 activities) Close DDRT, 
DDST, DDJF, DDRV. DDMT. 
Realign DDCO, DDLP. 

Y (1 :DDOU) 

Y (1 :DDMT) 

Y (7:All) 

Y (7:All) 

Y (2:DDCO, DDLP) 

Y (2:DDCO, DDLP) 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

-51 

-47 

DDOU: 3 OF 6 
DDRV: 5 OF 6 

DDRV: 5 OF 6 
DDMT: 4 OF 6 
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REFER 1.0 CAAJ(BRAC) 
3 FEB 1445 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment ancl Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
. (BRACEG) Meeting - 28 December 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To have A h .  Kurt Schwartz fio:m the DLA Operations Research Office 
(DORO), Richmond, V 4  provide the BRACE(; information concerning use of the 
Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systeins (SAILS) model and the results of 
SAILS processing (enclosure 2). A list of atten>dees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUhlMARY OF DISCUSSION: Information previously discussed in the 
September 1994 SAILS briefing was reviewed as  were the results of SAlLS processing. 
Key points are noted below: 

A. The SAILS model is focusing on the operating costs associated with stand-alone 
depots because as the DLA Concept of Operaticlns for the depots indicates DLA ,will 
continue to maintain depots at collocated maintenance sites as long as the Services 
continue maintenance at those locations. 

B. This model optimizes the operation of the distribution network. It assigns . , 

workload to distribution depots, while considerirtg the depot operating costs, the 
customers requiring servicing, their demands as projected by the DLA Program Objective 
Memorandum (POM), and both in-bound and out-bound transportation costs. 

C. In reality, three distinct runs are processecl (b'i covered bulk, and open bulk 
workload) to obtain total costs for a particular scenario. Infrastructure costs are included 
in the fixed and variable costs. Guaranteed traffic rates as well as standard commercial 
transportation rates were generally used. 

D. Actual workload data for mid-year 1993 to mid-year 1994 was used to determine 
demand. This was then adjusted based on the DL.Ai99WOM projections which take 
force structure reductions irito account. 

E. Current system costs were $3 18 million. The baseline SAILS run, which presented 
a workload shift only, was then run and this was used to compare BRAC scenario runs. 
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(BRACEG) Meeting - 28 December 1994 

Then one depot closure runs closing each stand-alone and two depot closures runs 
reflecting each possible alternative were described. For a one depot scenario, the closure 
of the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU) would be the most cosi: effective and 
for a two depot scenario the most cost effective was the closure of t:he Defense 
Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT) and DDOU. The SAILS moldel clearly favors east 
coast depots due to their proximity to customers and vendors and would not fill either 
DDOU or the Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin unless forced to do so. Informa- 
tion relative to wartime scenarios (especially in the Pacific) need to Ibe considered during 
the final decision-making process. 

III. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Information relative to the need for a West Coast depot during warti.me must be 
provided as part of fUrther discussions with the Director on the SAILS moclel and depots-- 
CAAT(I3RAC). 

B. Document the mathematical processes used in the SAILS moldel and the 
methodologies and constraints used in the model process--DORO. 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

bT- CZq.  
LAWRENCE P. FARIELL, :R. 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXGCUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

28 DECEMBER 1994 
0835-;!010 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairman 

C A Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO CAPT McCarthy 

AQ ~ r .  scott 

CAH Mr. Ressler 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. Burke 

MM Ma. Gen Biibbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS RADM Charnberlin 

MMSD CAPT Roucltree 

MMDI COL McKe~lna 

CAAG Mr. McGinty 

CAAV CAPT Leedtx 

GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 





Distribution Strategic Analysis Process 

Qonfigurations Executive Group Review 

Storage 
Space 

Feasible? 

C cap> Reqt 

I .  . \ 

@ =Closed 

CLOSE HOLD 









Analysis Data Requirements 

Model descriptive 
- Product groupings 
- Depot locations 

i - Supplier locations 
Customer locations 

Costs 
- Depot fixed 
- Depot variable 
- Transportation rates 
- Penalty 

Workload related 
- Customer demand 
- Depot throughput capacities 

CLOSE HOLD 



Throughput Data 

Projected Standalone Collocated % of Capacity 
-m.W Workload i Capacity Capacity Utilized 

Bin 79.9 256.8 [I 17.51 31 . I  

Bulk - Covered 650.1 1022.8 248.7 51 .I 

Bulk - Open 17.9 40.4 21.2 29.1 

I 
Excess collocated capacity will not be utilized for bin 
PQM projects wgrklo&d decrease of appr~ximately 22% 

CLOSE HOLD 





Results - Relative System Operating Cost 

Scenario I1 De~ot  CIosurd Load Total Bin Bulk (C) Bulk (0) 
Baseline -- 318,298 84,078 229,180 5,041 
Workload shift only Ogden 290,238 82,379 202,790 5,069 

San Joaquin 277,211 78,572 193,669 4,970 
wlo Columbus Ogden 275,266 81,038 189,719 4,508 

San Joaquin 270,553 77,231 188,887 4,434 
. wlo Memphis Ogden 268,306 79,955 183,971 4,379 

San Joaquin 265,525 76,147 185,004 4,373 
WIO Ogden San Joaquin 263,785 74,941 184,134 4,710 
wlo Richmond Ogden 276,538 79,707 192,407 4,423 

San Joaauin 273.1 19 75.900 192.870 4.348 
wlo San Joaquin Ogden 269,638 79,791 185,263 4,585 
wlo Susquehanna Ogden 289,699 83,270 202,282 4,146 

San Joaquin 289,505 79,897 205,502 4,105 

ScenarIe !2 De~e! Closure) Load Total - Rin nu!k !CI ~ ~ ! k  !el 
wlo MemphislOgden San Joaquin 251,816 72,517 175,256 4,043 
w!o !blemphIs!R!chrr?ond San JoaquIn 261,234 13,478 ? 83,673 4,085 
wlo OgdenlRichmond San Joaquin 260,755 72,269 184,397 4,088 

NOTE: "Loading" is done in the analysis to assure that a PDS (or potential PDS) has sufficient 
workload to achieve economies of scale. Susquehanna is loaded "naturally" due to lower relative 
costs. 

CLOSE HOLD 





IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STATION 
ALEXPYDR'A. VIRG'NIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 

3 FEE 1995 

MEMORANDUM OF. MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (l3RAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1994 (Morning Session) 

- 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG adjustments to the Inventory Control Point 
(ICP) Military Value (enclosure 2) and ICP Cost of Base Realigmtent Action (COBRA) 
runs (enclosure 3). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. The BRAC Team Chief indicated that community information was now in the 
BRACEG books. BRACEG members should review this informat:ion be~ause it will be 
another tool available when making receiving location decisions. Besides this community 
information, an economic impact assessment will be accomplished for gairung and losing 
locations using a standard model provided by the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD). This model will be run once initial decisions are made and results will be 
presented. 

B. Hardware ICP Military Value changes: 

1. Under Mission Suitability, paragraph IIA2, ICP "C," the point .value increased 
fiom 105 to 110. 

2. Changes were made to Operational Efficiencies, because of new field inputs 
based on BRAC Team questions and DoDIG audits. 

3. Under Expandability, paragraph NC, ICP "B," points earned increased fiom 0 
to 29. The data call response fiom ICP " B  was initially misinterpeted; thus a correction 
was made. Military Value rankings did not change as a result of these modifications. 

--- 

C. Hardware ICP COBRA scenarios: 

1. Scenarios 1,2, and 3 are reruns based on updated personnel numbers. 
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2. It was the BEWCEG consensus that scenario 1 should not be considered firther 
as it was run since it closes the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) only and not the 
total installation. Based on decision rules, they agreed that a closure of the entirt: base, 
including the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond, would be necessary to avoid further 
infrastructure costs. 

3. In scenario 2 th~e personnel savings are larger since two ICPs are disestablished. 
Additionally, the Defense .Personnel Support Center (DPSC) has a relatively large staff 
associated with general and administrative finctiions. 

4. As in scenario I ,  scenario 3 is not preferred because it does not consider 
closing the compound at DGSC. 

5 .  Scenario 6 may be an acceptable option, if the risk associated with 
disestablishing two ICPs scms too high. 

6. In scenario 5,  personnel projections to manage the installation were reduced to 
match the current facility rrmagernent capability at the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) 
compound. Also infiastructure projects at AS0 for water and electric repairs will cost 
several million dollars. These projects have been put on hold by the Navy until after 
BRAC 95 decisions are finahzed. 

7. In considering these scenarios, the BR4CEG was concerned about the obvious 
disruption of the workforce and the potential negative impact on ongoing process ,im- 
provement initiatives. The increasing scope of responsibility in the scenarios associated 
with disestablishing two hardware centers was of even greater concern. Also the 
BRACEG agreed that discussions associated with the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
and DPSC would have to consider whether the Niivy decided to realign or disestablish 
AS0 since DLA would havt: to make a decision whether to take over operational 
responsibility of the AS0 colmpound or remain in South Philadelphia at the DPSC 
compound. Both options w~ould result in higher cc3sts. 

A &k the Navy Base Structure Analysis Team to provide necessary certified data 
concerning AS0 facility costs-CAAJ(I3RAC). 
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B. Explore the possibility of identifjrlng infrastructure repairs fctr water and electric at 
AS0  if scenario 5 becomes an Agency recommendation-CAAJ(BEL4C). 

3 Encf 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBEFL 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

LAWRENCE P. FAIILRELL, JR. 
Major General, USA]' 
Principal Deputy Director 
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MM Maj Gen Babbitt 
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. CurrentlFuture Mission 

I. Field Activities Reporting Directly to this Activity 
2. Percentage Paid Equivalents Directly 

Siippiiri Fieid Aciivities 
. No. of NSNs Managed 

. $ Value lnvento~y Managed 
a. Active Inventory ($M) 
b. Inactive Inventory ($M) 
. No. of PRs Awarded 
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Data Element 
- - 7 -  - - =  -- -------- - 
V. Expandability 
4. Facilityllnstallation Expansion 
. Total Buildable Acres 
2. Acceptable DoD Space in MSA (Sq Ft) 
3. Additional Personnel Accommodated 

in Current Space 
4. Excess DLA Warehouse Could Be Allocated 

3. Mobilization Expansion-Surge Capability 

2. Mission Expansion 
Additional Mission wlo Additional Personnel (%) 

--- -.-- ----. -- . ~--- .- -..-- 

TOTAL FOR OIARDWARE lCPs ------ -.--- - -- .---- - .--- 





lCPs SCENARIOS 

Scenario: Scenario #1 Scenario # Scenario #3 Scenario #6 
Start Year 1996 1996 1996 1996 
End Year 
ROI Year 
NPV (20 Yrs) SM 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr 

BOSICOMM (SM) 
RPMA (SM) 
Personnel- Civ&MiI (SM) 

POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian Realigned 
One-time Costs (SM) ...................................... ........ ...................... 

Construction 
Personnel 

Civ RIF 
New Hires 
Unemployment 

Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian I PPS 
Freight , 

Other 
HAPIRSE 

1 Time Unique 

1999 
2000 

-284.7 
24.8 (00) 

i 4.9 
3.4 

16.5 
-942 

-4 
-447 

23 
502 
18.7 ......................................... 
0.0 
1.4 

0.8 
0.1 
0.1 

2.7 
13.4 

9.3 

1999 
Immediate 

-845.1 
72.4 (00) 

14.2 
6.0 

52.3 
-663 
-1 1 

-1,410 
7 2 

904 
79.9 ...................... _.t ................ 
27.9 
3.4 

2.0 
0.1 
0.4 

9.0 
30.4 

17.7 

8.11 ;;I 0.1 12.21 0.1 0.1 

1999 
lmmcdiatc 

-582.2 
49.3 (00) 

9.8 
4.8 

34.7 
-955 

-8 
-937 

23 
527 

44.2 ...................... ................. 
15.4 
2.3 

1.4 
0.1 
0.3 

4.1 
17.6 

9.3 

1999 
Immediate 

-29 I .6 
22.8 (00) 

4.3 
1.3 

17.2 
I 

4 9 7  
-4 

464 
0 

289 
14.2 ............................. _. ......... 
0.0 
1.1 

0.6 
0.0 
0. I 

2.1 
9.6 

5.5 

1.3 
1.3 
0.0 

4.8 
2.1 
2.6 

9.2 
4.6 
4.6 

1 .S 
1 .S 
0.0 



. lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #I : 
+ Disestablish the Defense General Supply Center 

(DGSC), Richmond, VA. 
)) Transfer the Weapon Systems Items management 

to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), 
Columbus, OH. 

)) Transfer the Troop and General Support Items; and 
the Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE), etc., 
management to the Defense Personnel Support 
Center (DPSC), Philadelphia, PA. 



. lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

1 

Scenario #2: 
+ Disestablish the Defense Industrial Supply Center 

(DISC), and the Defense Personnel Support Center 
(DPSC), Philadelphia, PA. 
u Transfer DISC Weapon Systems ltems management 

to (DCSC), Columbus, OH. 
n Transfer DPSC Troop and General Support ltems 

management to DGSC, Richmond, VA. 





lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Y- 

Scenario #6: 
+ Disestablish DISC, Philadelphia, PA 

1 

Transfer Weapon Systems ltems Management 
DISC to DGSC 
DPSC to DGSC 

)) Transfer Troop and General Support ltems Management 
DCSC to DPSC 
DGSC to DPSC 
DISC to DPSC 



'=;. =. - - - - - -  - - -  - -  . . . - - -  - -  
r ; = y  . . .  - - -  = = =  - - -  - - 

- - g e z  ~2 - - = e e qic t 3 - -:- - 
-:- - = = 

3C.a  J t 3  - - - 9 
A - . - - -  7 -  

L - - 
i s w - c > - w w I u z V: 

I 
3. W: '3. 0 3 0  0.Gq C -  

= - ?  0 0 0 C 0 e \d 
\ I 

-'=OD cyg -corn0 yjr-0 2 2 a l L - -  - O *  C, 
o m -  y,v H 

- = oio 0 w 
*i m - 8 1 9;" 
0 L o ?  

- :  

c 0 w 
m U 

0 I U 
rA z 

0 
a 
u 



lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #4: 
+ Move DlSC and DPSC from the A S 0  Compound to the 

DPSC Compound located in South Philadelphia, PA 

Scenario #5: 
+ AS0 disestablished by the Navy (1998 Time Frame). 

DlSC assumes responsibility for the AS0 Compound. 

Close Hold 





lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 
Scenario .#7: 
+ Disestablish DGSC, Richmond, VA and DISC, Philadelphia, 

Y PA 
) Transfer Weapon Systems ltems Management 

DGSC td DCSC 
DlSC to DCSC 

)) Transfer Troop and General Support ltems Management 
DGSC to DPSC 
DlSC to DPSC 

1) Transfer IPE, etc. ltems Management 
DGSC to DPSC 





lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #8 (con't): 

)) Depot (DDRV): 
Fast moving stock goes to DDSP and remainder 

to Base X. Personnel will be eliminated or 
relocated commensurate with workload. 



- -  -- - - - -_  _ _ 

REDUCES # REDUCES 
OF lCPs OVERHEAD LISHMENT 

- -- - - -- - - - - BRAC EG DEC!S!OM (4  2-4 9 - a ~  "'! .. . . - .  

scenario 

#I F;T ; 4 Y 

- - -- - - - -- -- - -.- . - . .. . . -- -. - - .. - .. - .- . . -. - . -. . -~ . . (7) - .. . - - - -  

Scenario #2 - - - - Y - --- . . . 
Y - . . --- -- .- - , 

Scenario #3  Y (4-2) -- -.-- Y -- - - -- -- - - -. - .. . -. -. - - - . Y 
- . . . . . . - - -. . . - . .- 

Scenario #I - Y (4-2) Y 
I 

Scenario #8 Y 
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MEM0RAM)UM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Meeting with the Director - 29 December 1994 (Morning 
Session) 

I. PURPOSE: To provide an update to the Director on prelimirmry hentory Control 
Point (ICP) Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model analyses. A list of 
attendees is at enclosure 1. Briefing charts are at enclosure 2. 

TI. BRIEF SUMMARY OF D!SCUSSION: 
.- . 

A. In accordance with the Supply Management Concept of Operations, all scenarios 
involved some degree of consolidation of weapons system items and trcop and general 
support items. However, there is no direct comelation between the moirement of people 
and items, due to the differing management requirements of each commodity. 

B. ICP and depot closure or realignment actions should be considered in concert, 
because two ICPs have tenant depots. System-wide distribution capacity has to iduence 
ICP decisions, and both are dependent on Service decisions. However, we should focus 
on narrowing possibilities to a limited set of options which most closely conform to both 
Supply Management and Distribution Concepts of Operations. 
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Session) 

m. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: Narrow consideration to a more limited set of integrated 
ICPfDepot possibilitiesy based on currently available infoxmation on probable Service 
maintenance actions. Present all related data points. 

2 Encl 
'ream Chief 
IDLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Ileputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

I~AWCE P. FARREU, R IY 
ldajor General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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HARDWARE ICP 
MILITARY VALUE 

MEASURE OF MERIT 

MISSION SCOPE 

MISSION SUITABILITY 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFICIENCY 

EXPANDABILITY 

DCSC DGSC DISC 

175 172 

TOTAL 



lCPs SCENARIOS 

Close 

. 
Scenario: Scenario # l  Scenario # Scenario M Scenario #6 

Start Year 1996 1996 1996 1996 
End Year 1999 1999 1999 1999 
ROI  Year 2000 Immediate Immediate Immediate 
NPV (20 Y rs) SM -285.7 -845.1 ' -582.2 -291.6 
Steady State Savings (SM)(Yr 24.8 (00) 72.4 (00) 49.3 (00) 22.8 (00) 

BOSlCOMM (SM) i 5.9 14.2 9.8 4.3 
RPMA (SM) 3.4 6.0 5.8 1.3 
Personnel- Civ&MiI (SM) 16.5 52.3 35.7 17.2 

Hold 

POM Change 
Military Change 
Civilian Change 
Military Realigned 
Civilian Realigned 
One-time Costs (SM) ...................................... ........ .... . .... .. .... ....... 

Construction 
Personnel 

Civ HIF 
New Hires 
Unemployment 

Overhead 
M'...:.." 

3 4 2  
4 

-447 
23 

502 
18.7 .... .... .................... . ........ .... 
0.0 
1.4 

0.8 
0.1 
0.1 

2.7 
r r m v r n a n g  13.4 30.4 !?.6 9.6 

Civilian 1 PPS 
Freighi ,I 8 :::I 6. i ::::I C. i :::I 0. i n u.ll n 

-663 
-1 1 

-1,410 
72 

904 
79.9 ......................................... 
27.9 
3.4 

2.0 
0.1 
0.4 

9.0 

Other 
ll APlRSE 

1 Time Unique 

-955 
-8 

-937 
23 

527 
44.2 ......................................... 
15.4 
2.3 

1.4 
0.1 
0.3 

4.1 

t 

1.3 
1.3 
0.0 

-697 
4 

,464 
0 

289 
4 

14.2 .... .................................... 
0.0 
1.1 

0.6 
0.0 
0.1 

2.1 

9.2 
4.6 
4.6 

4.8 
2.1 
2.6 

1.5 
1 .S 

, 0.0 





lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #2: 
+ Disestablish the Defense Industrial Supply Center 

(DISC), and the Defense Personnel Support Center 
(DPSC), Philadelphia, PA. 
n Transfer DISC Weapon Systems ltems management 

to (DCSC), Columbus, OH. 
n Transfer DPSC Troop and General Support ltems 

management to DGSC, Richmond, VA. 



lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #3: 
+ Disestablish DGSC, Richmond, VA and the Defense 

Industrial Supply Center (DISC), Philadelphia, PA 
Transfer Weapon Systems ltems Management 

DGSC to DCSC 
DlSC to DCSC 

Transfer Troop and General Support Items 
Management 

DCSC to DPSC 
! 

DGSC to DPSC 
DlSC ta DPSC 

1) Transfer lPE, etc. ltems Management 
DGSC to DPSC 



lCPs Scenarios COBRA Runs 

Scenario #6: 
+ Disestablish DISC, Philadelphia, PA 

i 

)) Transfer Weapon Systems ltems Management 
DISC to DGSC 
DPSC to DGSC 

)) Transfer Troop and General Support ltems Management 
DCSC to DPSC ! 

DGSC to DPSC 
DISC to DPSC 



lCPs SCENARIOS 

PV (20 Yrs) SM 

BOSICOMM (SM) 

Personnel 0.0 0.0 
Civ RIF 0.0 0.0 
New Hires 0.0 0.0 
Unemployment 0.0 0.0 

Ovtrberd 3.8 0.0 
Moving 0.2: 0.0 

Civilian 0.0 0.0 
PPS 0.0 0.0 
Freight 0.2 0.0 

Other ' 6.1 0.0 
HAPIR'SE . 0 0 

I Time IJniquc 6.1 0.0 
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lCPs SCENARIOS 



+ Disestablish DGSC, Richmond, VA and DISC, Philadelphia, 

) Transfer Weapon Systems ltems Management 
DGSC th DCSC 
DlSC to DCSC 

)) Transfer Troop and General Support ltems Management 
DGSC to DPSC 
DISC to DPSC ! 

E Transfer IPE, etc. ltems Management 

DGSC to DPSC 
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CLOSE HOLD 
IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAM(BRAC) 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) E:xecutive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 29 December 1994 (Afternoon  session^) 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG with four closdrealignn~ent opltions and 
several alternatives within the options (enclosure 2). A list of atten'dees is ;at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. Some closure/realignment options applicable to both Inventory Control Points 
(ICPs) and distribution depots have been developed. These include: 

1. Realign both the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus (DDCOl) and the 
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny (DDLP) if the Army does not close the base. 
Both storage operations will be retained, but on a limited scope. D:DCO will provide 
storage capacity for primarily slow-moving stock. DDI'P's primary mission will be sup 
port to the maintenance mission and storage of maintenance repairables and storage of 
Yaw-moving stock. Both locations will be reduced to site locations of the Defense 
Distribution Depot Susquehanna (DDSP). Command structure will, be elinlinated. This 
recommendation is consistent with the distribution concept of operi~tions and will result in 
surcharge reductions for DLA customers. 

2. Remain at the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCISC). Tlhe DCSC 
installation has a number of significant defense missions besides the ICP. These include 
the distribution depot mission, the DLA Data System Design Center, the Defense 
Accounting and Finance Service, and the Defense Wormation Systems Agency. DCSC 
has the highest hardware ICP Military Value and is also ranked highest in the DLA 
installation Military Value analysis. 

3. If the Navy Maintenance Depot at Jacksonville closes, realign tfe Defense 
Distribution Depot Jacksonville (DDTF) as a site under the Defense Distribution Depot 
Warner Robins (DDWG) and eliminate the command structure. This realignment would 
be necessary to allow the Agency to continue to provide timely support to the ships at 
Maypon. 
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4. Remain at the Defense Distniution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) and IIDSP: 

a. DDJC is our primary distribution site on the west coast for the Pacific 
Theater and is close to 6.r and water ports of embarkation. It has the largest depot stor- 
age and throughput capacities in the west. DDJC scored the highest of all stand-alone 
depots in Military Value. Finally, although the Strategic Analysis of Integrated Systems 
(SAILS) model favors storing more at the East Coast depots, operations costs with DDJC 
are less than operations c:osts with the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU). 

b. DDSP is our primary distribution site on the east coast. It has a high 
Military Value and because it is close in proximity to both vendors and customers, is an 
attractive location for the SAILS model. 

B. Nine BRAC options associated with ICP's and distribution depots were reviewed 
along with information relative to concepts of operations, risks, the SAILS mode!l, and 
Military Value of installations, ICPs, and depots. 

1. Option 1-eliminates the most ficilitits and is the best two depot savings 
option. It satisfies both Concepts of Operatiom;. However, this is a high-risk scenario, 
especially for the ICPs because the disestablishnlent of two supply centers and the 
associated movement of item management resp<)nsibilities (troop and support item man- 
agement to the Defense General Supply Center [(DGSC); weapon systems item manage- 
ment to DCSC). Enclosure 3 identifies item management options. The personnel turmoil 
associated with a BRAC decision and the significant movement of item management 
responsibilities while attempting to implement many new item management initiatives/ 
processes will be a challenge. A storage capacity shortfall of 28 million Attainable Cubic 
Feet (ACF) is projected. About 21 million ACF of the shortfall could possibly be accom- 
modated by storing additional assets at Rough and Ready Island (if it is not on the Navy 
closure list), by converting, warehouse operations space (and racking out) at DDCO and 
racking-out a hanger at Ncrfolk (potential transfer fiom the Navy to DLA). 

2. Option 2a closes our installation with very good facilities and infiastrucmre 
(DGSC) and the Defense Ilistribution Depot Richmond (DDRV) that the SAILS model 
indicates is in a preferable ,location. 

- -  - ---- 

3. In option 2b we get a much higher payoff in closing Defense Distribution Depot 
Memphis (DDMT) than closing DDOU. The much larger st& at DDMT and resultant 
savings if both staffs were equally reduced, percentage wise, is the primary fsctor in this 
savings difference. Additic~nally, the large number of tenants at DDOU (1,400) drives 
one time wsts considerably higher than those at :Memphis who has fewer tenants. 
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4. Although option 3 (the closure of Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC)) 
would create turmoiVimpact on the workforce, the risk associated with closing only one 
ICP would be low. In this option the level of item management responsibility at DCSC 
would drop only slightly, while it would grow significantly at DGSC and a little at the 
Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC). 

C. The racking and stacking chart of the updated DLA installation Military Value 
analysis (enclosure 4) was discussed as was ICP and stand-alone Military Ilalues in 
relation to the "impact" based on Military Value portion of enclosuue 2. Key changes in 
the installation analysis were: 

1. By reducing the number of personnel in an activity threshold from 400 to 300 
(as requested in the 27 December BRACEG afternoon meeting), New Cunnberland gained 
30 Military Value points under Mission Scope (paragraph 1A). 

2. New cost figures provided by DGSC increased their Base Opertiting Support 
(BOS) costs. 

3. Based on the 27 December 1994 afternoon meeting, a "worst csse" scenario 
was developed that allows the BRAC Working Group to estimate the moat "buildable 
acres" the Agency would probabIy use. The "worst case" scenario developed included an 
ICP complex (similar to the size projected for DISC and DPSC at New Cumberland per 
our BRAC 93 recommendations) and a distribution hcility (similar to our integrated 
materials complex at Mechanicsburg). These kcilities would need 52 acres to be built. 
Thus all activities having more than 52 buildable acres (five of the six activities) were 
allotted 100 points (in the previous analysis two of the five activities were ,allotted 100 
points). As a result of these adjustments the DLA installation analysis racking and stack- 
ing changed. While DCSC and DDMT remained in &st and sixth place, rt:spectively, 
New Cumberland rose fiom third to second, DGSC rose fiom fXth to third, Tracy/Sharpe 
dropped from second to fourth, and DDOU dropped fiom fourth to fifth. 

III. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Provide the results of an unconstrained SATLS model run to the BRACEG-DLA 
Operations Research OEce (DORO). 

- - - - - - -. - -- 

B. Include one-time rack out costs for DDCO in applicable Cost of Base Realignment 
Action (COBRA) runs'XAAJ(I3RAC). 
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C. If DDOU were disestablished we need to deal with moving DDOU's largest tenant, 
which is the Internal Revenue Service (over 800 people are assigned). Also we would 
need to determine whether the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office at DDOU 
would be needed any longla since one also exists at the Hill Air Force Base-- 
CAAJPRAC). 

4 Encl 
Team Chief 
DL.4 BRAC 

U 

/=I s 
GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Co:rporate Administration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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OPTION RISK - COBRA RESULTS 11 DlST MODEL (SAILS) I 1 CONCEPT OF OPS - 
11 
II Ii- 

NSNs PRS SALES ICP SS: 72M DDOUlDDMT ICP - Consistent with Concept 
DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% NPV: - 844M of Operations 
DGSC .38M 35% 45% $252M (Best cost two Depot 

DEPOT SS: 99M Option) DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 
DEPOT - Capacity Shortfall: NPV: -965M Depots & Two MRCs 
HIGH - 28M ACF TOTAL NPV: -1809M 

IIsm- 
tbr - Consisrent wlth Concept 

NPV: -789M of Operations 

DEPOT - Supports Mainter!ance 
DEPOT - Capacity Shortfall: NPV: -931M Depots & Two MRCs 

7- 
Icp NSNs PRS SALES ICP SS: 69M DDRVIDDMT ICP - Consistent with Concept 
DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% NPV: -789M of Operations 
DPSC .38M 35% 45% $261 M 

DEPOT SS: 99M DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 
DEPOT - Capacity Shortfall: NPV: -1017M Depots & Two. MRCs 
HIGH -28M ACF TOTAL NPV: -1 807M A-P 
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I OPTION # ab 
IMPACT BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 

w 

DDEV/ D ~ M T  
ICP .--- 

1. DCSC 766 

2. NEW CUM 703 

1. DCSC 702 

4. DPSC 

ec\cse D G S C ~ D ~ S C  - clo 

1. DDJC 822 

2. DDSP 746 

Page 1 

Installations 
- 

Stand-Alone Depot 



BRAC OPTIONS 1 - 

1 SHORT LIST 
ol=rlON 

3a 

3b 
DPSC T&G 
DGSCWS 
DCSCWS 

aoseDCMT a o m  CCRT and DDST DDCO,DDCPlmdDCWF 

I ICP 
a o ~ e  DISC 
Single up: 
DPSC T&G 
DGSCWS 
DCSCWS 
a- 
Single qx 

STANDALONE DEPOT 
- ~ O S ~ D C R T ~ ~ ~ C O S T  

COLLOCATED DEPOT DEPOT REWGNlllENT ' 

DDCO,DDLP,andDOJF 

a o ~ e  m u  aose DIRT and COST 



NSNs PRS SALES 

8252M (Best cost two Depot 
DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 

T - Capacity Shortfall: 

NSNs PRS SALES 
1.67M+ 33% 27% 

DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 

1.67M+ 33% 27% 
1.48M+ 32% 28% 





. 
Page 1 



Page 1 



I BRAC OPTIONS I 

Single up: 

" I:c 
Single up: 

4, IDPSC 
DISC 

Il-nnn 
(UL3L 

 lose DGSC 

DCSC 

STAND-ALONE DEPOT 
d 

:lose DDOU and DDRV 

Close DDRV and DDMT 

Close DDRV 

SHORT LIST 
POT REALIGNMEN 
1, DDLP, and DDJF 

COLLOCATED DEPOT 
:lose DDRT and DDST 

DEI 
DDCO 

II 
Close DDRT and DDST DDCO, DDLP, and DDJF 



NSNs PRS SALES ICP SS: 46M ICP - Consistent with Concept 
1.67M+ 33%. 27Oh 
i . i ~ ~ +  32% 28OA 

NSNs PRS SALES ICP SS: 46M ICP - Consistent with Concept 
1.67M+ 33% 27% 
1.48M+ 32% 28% 
.38M 35% 45% 

NPV: -1017MM 

NSNs PRS SALES ICP SS: 46M ICP - Consistent 4th Concept 

1!48M+ 32% 28% 
.38M 35% 45% DEPOT SS: 74M DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 
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Page 1 

I - c\b= DGSC * c\ose DDR- I b~ F.\T 
Installations 

1. DCSC 766 

2. NEW CUM 703 

Stand-Alone De~o t  

1. DDJC 822 

2. DDSP 746 

ICP 

1. DCSC 702 

2. DISC 549 
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BEFORE Fl 
II. DCSCIDPSC SCENARIO 
FY99 PERSONNEL ENDSTRENGTH 

DCSC DGSC DISC DPSC 

WEAPS 21 82 608 1332 14 
T&G 450 621 165 1462 
BASE OPS 381 307 0 20 
MISC 0 292 0 0 
TOTAL 301 3 1828 1497 1496 

AFTER BRAC I 
ICP SVGS: 937 
OVERALL: 1543 

I ..-I h a  I I L I-C 
I 

i 245 L N ~  I GHHNU~ -1 828 -i 497 
WEAPS 3850 0 0 0 
-re n 
I m u  - 0 
BASE OPS 381 
MI SC 0 
TOTAL 4231 , 

NSNs 3.15MI 
PRs 65% 
SALES 55% 



Ill. DCSCIDGSCIDPSC S C F N A R I ~  - - =  -=  = m  ..- 
BEFORE 

FY99 PERSONNEL ENDSTRENGTH F I  DCSC DGSC DISC DPSC 

WEAPS 2182 608 1332 14 
T&G 450 62 1 165 4 A o -  I40L 

BASE OPS 381 307 0 20 
MlSC 0 292 

NET SVGS: 464 

0 
0 2495 

BASE OPS 382 307 0 
MlSC 1 0  0 o 0 246 
TOTAL 2563 2069 0 2741 
NSNS' 1.67MI 1 .48ri 0 .38M 
PRs .33% 32% 0 35% 
SALES 27% 28% 0 45% 

* 



BEFORE F l  
IV. DCSCIDISCIDPSC SCENARIO 

FY99 PERSONNEL ENDSTRENGTH 

DCSC DGSC DISC DPSC 

WEAPS 21 82 608 1332 14 
T&G 450 621 
BASE OPS 381 307 
MlSC 0 292 
TOTAL 301 3 1828 1497 1496 

AFTER BRAC 
ICP SVGS 447 

1 - 349 1 8 5  1 
WEAPS 

e 
2182 0 1858 0 

T&G 0 0 0 2495 
BASE OPS 381 0 0 20 
MlSC 0 0 0 246 
TOTAL 2563 0 1846 2761 
NSNs 1.67M 1.48M .38M 
PRs 33% 32% 35% 
SALES 27% 28% 45% 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS 

FOR 

DLA lNSTA4LATlONS 



I DLA INSTALLATIONS 1 

A Significant Missions 

B. DLA Tenants 
1. # of D M  Tenant Assigned Personnnel 

Subtotal DLA Tenants 

C. Non-DLA Tenant(s) 
1. # of Non-DLA Tenant Assigned Personnel . 

Siibtot~i Ntii-DM Tenanis 

1-1240) m l  160 

0000 
j 4 9 ] - 1 1 3 9 1 1 ]  

1 0 -  
[TOTAL MISSION SCOPE ]~JooI  212 

1 48 ' 

167 

I 
IWU . 

I 1 1 23 )( 8 1eJ 

73 

7 

! 
60 

* 
33 

1 60 / 33 



DLA INSTALLATIONS 



I DLA INSTAUATIONS 
I MUTARY VALUE 

1 

1111. OPERATIONAL EFFlClEWES 200 Pb 

A Base Operating (806) Costs (P900) 

1 ., What are the BOS costs 1 base errgloyee? 
2. What is the Real Property Maintenance 

(P930) cost per square foot? 

w Cumberland Y Ne 

value1 Earned Earned 
Rs 

Earned 





MILITARY VALUE 
RACK N' STACK 

RACK N' STACK ACTIVITY NAME 

1 DCSC 
2 New Cumberland 
3 DGSC 
4 TracyIS harpe 
5 DDOU 
6 DDMT 

I 

POINTS 
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I N  REPLY C AAJ(BRAC) 

R E F E R T O  

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment ancl Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) llleeting - 5 January 1995 

- 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG with i l  walk through of community information 
data sheets (enclosure 2) imd to review revised hardware Inventory Control Point (ICP) 
Military Value data, a scn~bbed BRAC Options Short List, and storage capacity 
alternatives to shortfalls (enclosure 3). A list of' attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY CIF DISCUSSION: 

A. Community informiftion data sh&s were developed in response to DoD BRAC 
selection criteria #7 (the al~ility of both the existing and potential receiving communities 
inFrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel) for each DLA activity involved 
in the BRAC 95 process. 'The information incluties data on community economics, trans- 
portation, utilities, workfo:rce availability, h0usin.g education, health care, crime, and en- 
vironment. Except for certain communities at cc)llocated depot sites, where the ability of 
certain elements of the community's utilities systems would be hard-pressed to accommo- 
date a 50 percent to 100 percent increase in the ilctivity's population, to include depend- 
ents, the data did not reveal any significant 1imita.tions that would preclude receiving 
additional personnel in the majority of activity ca~mmunities. 

B. A 27 Dec 94 memor,andum fiom the Director, Washington Headquarters Service, 
initiated a reporting requirement for the relocation of Defense activities within or into the 
National Capital Region when the cost exceeds $50,000. Our recommendatidn to move 
the Defense Contract ManaLgement Command International (DCMCI) to Fort Belvoir will 
probably meet this criteria. It was the BRACEG consensus that we would deal with this 
reporting requirement, if necessary, after our recommendations are presented to the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission on 1 March 1 995. 

C. There were hardwan: ICP Military Value ( O p e r M  Eficiencies) revisions due to 
the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) and the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC) cost changes. This resulted in a change to the Military Value totals (enclosure 3). 
The DISC cost changes were a result of a BRAC Working Group computational error, 
while DGSC changes were i3 result of activity changes submitted to us. The Chairman 

-expressed some concern that the Department of Defense Inspector General @oDIG) did 
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not identify these errors in their audit effort. The DLA Comptroller has reviewed the 
consistency of the cost data associated with the hardware ICPs and: is now generally 
comfortable with the hardware ICP numbers. 

D. Infrastructure costs for an &year period based on Navy Publlic Works Center 
recommendations were projected and prioritized for the three hardware ICPs (except for 
the sewer system at DISC). Data for the six stand-alone depots will be scrubbed to ensure 
that estimated cost projections for infrastructure items are included in the ;malysis. 

E. The BRAC Options Short List was scrubbed and the following adjustments made: 

1. Manning to accommodate the Defense Personnel Suppo:rt Center (DPSC) 
remaining at its current location until moved to the Aviation Supply Oflice (ASO) com- 
pound in FY 99 was extended until 1999 to avoid the BRAC 93 realignment of DPSC to 
the AS0 compound. As a result, the Program Objective Memoranrium savings were 
reduced for DPSC in FY 97. 

2. The Defense Distribution Depot Ogden costs changed. Commu.nication costs 
changed as a result of DLA BRAC Team validation. 

3. The hardstand requirements for the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston was 
increased to accommodate the increased mission being received fiom the Defense 
Distribution Depot Red River. The initial COBRA run did not 111y ''burcle~" the direct 
construction costs for the hardstand. This has now been comected. 

F. There are significant reductions in the net present value if only one ICP is closed 
vice two. 

1 

A Prepare an analysis factoring in infrastructure costs for activities corltained in 
BRAC Options Short List-CAAJ(BRAC). 

B. Review reimbursable cost data at depots to determine whether we slhould ask 
Depots to identify the base operating support reimbursabmsts-C:AAJ(BRAC). 

C. Scrub all cost estimates in the BRAC Option Short List-CAAJ(BR4C). 



C M ( B R A C )  PAGE 3 CLOSE HOLD 0 FEB 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive ~ro;f  

(BRACEG) Meeting - 5 January 1995 

D. Put the location name on the Installation portion of Military Value Optior~s charts 
(i.e., Columbus vice Defense Construction Supply Center)--CAkl(BRAC). 

E. Revalidate/scrub ICP data-CAAJ(BRA(~)MMS. 

F. show plant replacement value reduction lestimates for DLA BRAC 95 
recommendation options ;it the next BRACEG meeting--CAAJ(BRAC). 

3 Encl 
Tern Chief 
DL.A BR4C 

GARY S. ~ E R  
Deputy Director 
(Carporate Administration) 

L A \ ~ ~ C E  P. FARRELL, JR. 
Maj,or General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

5 JANUARY 1995 
1410-1550 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairman MM Maj Ge:n Babbitt 

CA Mr. Thurber MMD BG Bu:rch 

DE CAPT Fidey 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO CAPT McCarthy 

AQ RADM Vincent 

MMDD Mr:Roy 

MMS CAPT IRountree 

MMSD CAPT Orr 

MMDI CAPT Orr 

AQc Mr. Scott CAAG Mr. Mc:Ginty 

CAH Mr. Ressler CAAE Mr. Lilllo 

CAI Ms. Gallo CAAV CAPT ILeeder 

CAN Mr. Burke 

GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Ms. Weaver 



COMhlUNJTl' IVFORR.IATION 

INDEX 

DCMCI Columbus, OH 
DCMDN Boston, MA 
DCMDS Marietta, GA 
DCMD'W El Segundo, CA 

DCSC Columbus, OH 
DGSC Richmond, VA 
DISC, DPSC Philadelphia, PA 
DFSC Fort Belvoir, VA 

DDRE New Cumberland, PA 
DDRW Lathrop-Tracy, CA 

a DDAG 
DDAA 
DDBC 
DDPW 
DDLP 
DDCN 
DDCT 
DDHU 
DDJF 
DDKV 
DDOO 
DDMC 
DDST 
DDDC 
DDRT 
DDTP 
DDWG 

Albany, GA 
Anniston, AL 
Barstow, CA 
Bremcrton, WA 
Chambersburg, PA 
Cherry Point, NC 
Corpus Christi, TX 
Hill AFB, UT 
Jacksonville, FL 
Norfolk, VA 
Oklahoma Citj', OK 
Sacramento, CA 
San Antonio, TX 
San Diego, CA 
Tcrarbna, TX 
Tobyhanna, PA 
Wamcr Robins, GA 

DDCO Columbus, OH 
DDOU Ogden, UT 
DDMT Memphis, T K  
DDRV Richmond, VA 
DDJC Lathrop-Tracy, CA 
DDSP New Cumberland-Mcchanicsburg, PA 

DLSC Battle Creek, MI 

DRMS HQ Battle Creek, MI 

DRWS Operations East Columbus, OH 
DM1S Operations West Ogdcn, UT 

DSDC Columbus, OH 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOUI 

DCMCI - COLUMBUS 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 
(1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Site 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number.of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°%J50%/1 00% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlLIlY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
50% 

- ---- 100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

Franklin County: $845 
Licking County: $725 

Franklin County: 29.5% 
Licking County: 25.3% 

Yes 
2!5 miles 
Medium 

1-4 months 
5-6 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DCMDN - ROSTON 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Co!;ts (1996 Dollars) 

DATA 

Suffolk County: 51.175 
Norfolk County: $1,306 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 
(1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate Suffolk County: 40.1%, 

Norfolk County 44.6%, 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Yes 
4.9 - 5.0 miles 

Large 

Number of Main Interstate! Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°450%/1000h Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABllSrY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Ciilian Staff by: 
50941 

- 10096 
14 months 
5-6 months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
19921 
1993; 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DCMDS - ATLANTA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligat~on Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1 996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 
(1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub S Q ~  

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Communws Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% . . 

HOUSING 

New Housing Staa: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

Aa 1 

Cobb Co~unty $'I ,105 

Cobb County 3€1.3% 

Yes 
35 miles 

Large 

14 months 
-- 5-6 months-- 



uv' CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DCMDW - EL SEGUNDO 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Cosls (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 
(1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main lnterstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Iiighways 
Number of &Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-lane U.S. Highways 

k Communws Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlUrY 

Permanent Civilian Persannlel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by 
50% 
100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

Los Angeles: $2.047 
Hawthorne: $1,361 
Torrance: 51,507 

Los Angeles: 68.3% 
Hawthorne: 45.4% 
Torrance: 50.3% 

Yes 
2 miles 
Large 

14 months - months 

CLOSE HOLD 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DCSC - COLUMBUS 

DATA ELEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) Flanklin County $845 
Licking County $725 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 8, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 8, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 8, Step 4 Franklin County: 33.6% 

Licking County: 28.8% 

WG 8, Step 4 Franklin County 32.6% 
ticking County: 27.9% 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
D i n c e  from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Site 

Yes 
2 5  miles 
Metlium 

Number of Main Intentate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Communityrs Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°r6150%/1 00% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlUTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

1-4 months 
5-6 months 

HOUSING 

N m  Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DGSC RICHMOND 

DATA ELEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNrPl ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bonid Rating Aaa 

Monthly Homeowner CI- (1996 Dollars) Richmond C i  $827 
Chesterfield County: $965 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 8. Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 8, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs a; a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: (;S 8. Step 4 Richmond City: 32.9% 

Chesterfield County 38.4% 

~ichmond City: 32.6% 
Chesterfield County': 38.0% 

CVG 8, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

No 
21 miles 

Small 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of &Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

UTILITIES 

Is Communitys Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABliUTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increate Civilian Staff by: 
!SO% 
100% 

14 months 
5-6 months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: IS390 
1991 
1992 
1993 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DISC, DPSC - PHILADELPHIA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMlCS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 8. Step 4 (1 996 Dollars) 
WG 8, Step 4 (1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Avenge 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 8. Step 4 

WG 8, Step 4 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways -- 

UTILITIES 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%1100% Increases in Activrty Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABlUTV 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by 
50% 
100% 

. .. . . . . . - 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

Ba 

P1hiladelpliia County. S681 

Philadelphia County: 26.6% 

Phliladelphia County: 26.1 % 

Yes 
18.2 miles 

Large 

DISC: l,8Ei1; DPSC: 2,070 

141 months 
5-6; months 



w CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DFSC - FORT BELVOIR, VA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 8, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 8. Step 4 (1 996 Dollan) 

Monthly Owner Costs as ia % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: G!; 8, Step 4 

W13 8, Step 4 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation 110 Airport 
Airport Hub Sue 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Hiys 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%/100% Increase!; in Activrty Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAiLABIW 

Permanent Civilian Pemmel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1QM): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
50% 

- 1009b 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1931 
1992 
1903 

DATA 

Aaa 

Fairfax County 
Alexandria Citr. 

Fairfax County: 63.7% 
Alexandria City: 60.1 % 

Fairfax County: 61.4% 
Alexandria Ci. 57.g0r6 

Yes 
11 miles 
Large 

14 months 
=months - 



. . 

CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDRE - NEW CUMBERLAND 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 5, Step 3 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 

WG 5, Step 3 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to 
Absorb 25°~500#1 00% Increases in 
Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
50% 

- - - .- - - .- .- 100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1 992 
1993 

CLOSE HOU) 

DATA 

None 

Cumterland C:ounty: $864 
Dauphin Coun~ty $81 8 

Cumterland C:ounv. 36.9% 
Dauplhin Courty 35.0% 

Cumberland C,ounty: 40.6% 
Dauphin County: 38.4% 

Ytw 
12 nriles 
Srr~all 

1 4  months 

-. .. 5-6 months 



w' CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDRW - LATHROP-TRACY, CA 

DATA EEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating Aa 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1 996 Dollars) San Joaquin County: $1,014 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 (1996 Doll.ars) 
WG 5, Step 3 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, :Step 5 San Joaquin County 43.3% 

WG 5. Step 3 San Joaquin County: 43.8% 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation l:o Installation? No 
Distance from Installation to Airport Lathrop: 3 miles; Tracy: 19 miles 
Airport Hub Size Non-Hub 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Higtbways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highwys 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to 
Absorb 25%/50%/100% Increases in 
Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABIUTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by  
50% 

- - 100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

800 (Lathrop: 520; Tracy 280) 

1-4 months 
- 5-6 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOW CLOSE HOLD 

DDAG - ALBANY, GA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNrrY ECONOMICS 

General Owgation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (1 996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 4 

WG 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Site 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150561100% lnaeases in Activity Population? . . .. . 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlUM 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Pri'ncipal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
50% 
1 ow 

Dougherty County $697 

No 
1'1 miles 
Non-Hub 

1-41 months 
54; months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 



ClLOSE HOLD CLOSE ;HOLD 

DDAA - ANNISTON, AL 

DATA ELEMENTS 

CLOSE HOLD 

DATA 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating None 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) Calhoun County $642 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (19%; Dollars) $25,263 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 525.697 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 4 

W'G 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from lnstallation~ to Airport 
Airport Hub Sue 

Number of Main I n t e W e  Highways 
Number of Spur Intetstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Htghways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%1100% Increases in Adivity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABllUM 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Prirlcipal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

- .  

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

No 
11 miles, 
Non-Hub 

1-4 months 
5-6 monthst 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDBC - BARSTOW, CA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNIM ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 4 

WG 6. Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Intentate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°m/500m/1 00% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABlUTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
~rin'cipal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

A 
Barstcnn Victowille 
$827 $1.020 

Barstow Victorville 
37.540 46.2% 
33.3% 41.1°h 

Yes 
83 miles 
Non-Hub 

1-4 months 
5.6 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDPW - BREMERTON, WA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary fi!ate: GS 6. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: a; 6, Step 4 

WC; 6. Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? - 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4Lane U.S. Hi@nmys 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Cornmunitfs Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°M50%11000h Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABILrrY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Prihcipal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Cmlian Staff by. 
50% 
103% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Stark 1990 
1991 
1992 
19!33 

t DATA 

K i p  County $898 

Yes 
60 miles 
Large 

1 4  months 
!54 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DATA ELEMENTS 

EDUCATION 

DDLP - CHAMBERSBURG, PA 

Per Cent of 12th Grade Students Who Graduate 
From High School 

Per Cent of 12th Grade Students Who Go On 
To College 

Vocational-Technical InsMutions in Area? 
Two-Year Colleges in Area? 
Four-Year CollegesNnivenities in Area? 

HEALTH CARE 

Distance from Installation to Nearest Hospital 

Number of Patient Care Physicians per 
1,000 Population in MSA (National Norm = 207) 

Number of Hospital Beds per 1,000 Population 
in MSA (National Norm = 4.09) 

CRIME 
Violent Crime: 

1990 
1991 
1992 

Property Crime: 
1990 
1991 
1992 

ENVIRONMENT 
 ah Acbvity Closed/Days Activity Had Delayed 

Openings or Early Closings: 
1992 
1993 
1994 

Air Pollutants: Ozone 
Nitrogen Dioxide 
Carbon Monoxide 
Particulate Matter 
Sulfur Dioxide 
Lead 

DATA 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

7 miles 

Total Rate per 10.000 
2182 229.5 
?I35 199.9 
?I19 189.6 

Total Rate per 10.000 
1;llO 666.8 
1.061 633.1 

!998 593.2 

Closed DelayedlEarly 
0 1 
1 0 
0 6 

NonAtainmtnt 
Ulrdassified 
U~idassified 
U~idassified 
Attainment 
Attainment 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDCN - CHERRY POINT, NC 

DATA ELEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating A1 

Monthly Homeowner C:osts (1996 Doltars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 4 

'WG 6, Step 4 

Public Service Transportation to Insbllation? 
D i i n c e  from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlWllUTY 

Permanent Civilian Pem~nnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (:3O September 1994): 

Estimated l ime to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
'1 00% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Stat& 1990 
'1991 
1 992 
'1 993 

Craven County $792 

No 
16 miles 
No~-Hub 

25%: Yes: 50%: Yes with some 
investment re: water/sewer. 
100%: Yes with substantial 
investment re: sewer system. 

14 months 
5-6 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDCT - CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1 996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 11 996 Dcllan) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
GS 6, Step 5 

- WG 6. Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur lnterstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

UTILITIES 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%1100% Increases in Activity Population 

DATA 

A 

Nuleces County $781 

Yes 
19.9 miles 

Small 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 176 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 1-4 months 

- 
 loo%---^ --- - 5-6 months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 



Wv CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDHU - #ILL AFB, UT 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary ,Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (1 996 Dollars) 
WG 6. Step 4 (1995 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
GI; 6, Step 5 

WGi 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Sire 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Intestate Highways 
Number of CLane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2 b n e  U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°M0%1100% Increases in Activtty Population 

DATA 

Weber County $779 
Davis County $852 

Weber County 37.0% 
Davis County 40.5% 
Weber County 33.5% 
Davis County 36.6% 

Yes 
22 miles 

Large 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILSTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 557 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by  
50% 14 month 
100% - 56 months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

DDJF - JACKSONVIL.LE, FL. 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6. Step 4 (1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a O h  of Monthly Average: 
GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
D i n e  from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%/1000m Increases in Acbvity Population? 

- 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlLllY 

permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Staff byr 
50% 
100% 
- --  -- - 

HOUSING 

New Housing Stare: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

Duval County $797 
Clay County $925 

Duval County 37.9% 
Clay C.ounty 43.9% 
Duval c3unty 37.5% 
Clay C:ounty 43.5% 

Yes 
30 miles 
Medium 

'1 85 (Jacksonville 8 Mayport) 

14 month0 
5-6 months 



CL.OSE HOLD CLOSE IiOW CLOSE HOLD 

DDNV - NlORFOLK, VA 

DATA. ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1 996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (1996 Dollan) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs a!s a % of Monthly Average: 
GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Sue 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of M a n e  U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb -. 

25%/50%/100% Increases in ActMty Populatiol?? 

WORKFORCE AVAllAWlUrY 

Permanent Civilian Pewinnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% - 

HOUSING 

New Housing Stafts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

Norfolk $868 
Virginia Beach $1,083 

Norfolk 41.2% 
Virginia Beach 51.3Oh 
Norfolk 41.5% 
Virginia Beach 51.8% 

Yes 
8 miles 
Medium 

14 months 
5-6 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDOO - OKLAHOMA C1'lY, OkC 

DATA ELEMENTS IDATA 

COMMUNllY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating Aa 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) Oklahoma County $730 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 . ':326% 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Sue 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Commundy's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%/100% Increases in Activrty Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

~emianent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

- - 
HOUSlNG 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

Yes 
20 miles 
hdedium 

25%: Yes; 501%: Yes; 
100%1: Yes -  electrical, energy. 
No - r m r ,  solid waste, water. 

14 months 
5 1 5  months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSII HOLD 

DDiMC - SACRAMENTO, CA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNrrY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner C:osts (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (19!36 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (19,96 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
C;S 6. Step 5 

MIG 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur In terne Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

. Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%1100°? Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlUTY 

~eimanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty SWion (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by 
50% 

-. 

'1 00% 
-- - 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
'1991 
11 992 
11993 

.. 

CLOSE HOLD 

DATA 

Aa 1 

Sacramento County $1,050 

Yes 
9 miles 
Medium 

1 4  months 
56 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDST - SAN ANTONIO, TX 

DATA ElEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6. Step 4 (1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a O h  of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
D i n a  from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main lnters&te Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%15036/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlUTY 

~ekanen t  Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
loo96 

- . - - - - - 
HOUSING 

New Housing Starts 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

CLOSE HOLD 

DATA 

Aa 

Bexar County $779 

Yes 
'14.8 miles 
Medium 

,I4 months 
15-6 months 

- . - . . - . . . 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDDC - S A ~ N  DIEGO, CA 

DATA ELEM WTS 

COMMUNIN ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bo~nd Rating 

Monthly Homeowner C:osts (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (19196 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of U n e  U.S. :Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. IHighways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%1100% Increases in Activny Population? 

WORKFORCE A V A I M I U M  

Pehanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
'I 00% 

HOUSING . 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
'1 991 
'1 992 
:I 993 

Aaa 

San Diego County $1,354 
. - 

$25.457 
$28,205 

63.8% 

57.6% 

Yes 
6 miles 
Large 

3 
1 
0 
0 

Y d e s r f c s  

442 (San Diego & North Island) 

1-4 m~nths 
5.6 months 

- 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDRT - TEXARW. .JA, TX 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6. Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Pubiic Service Transportation to Insbllation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub She 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Intentate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25°rm50%/1 00% Increases in Activity Population? 

No 
23 miles 
Non-Hub 

WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

pentianent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Prinapal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 1,059 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
50% 1-4 months 
100% 5-61 months 

- .- A - -- -- --- -- 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDTP - TOBYHANNA, PA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNIM EC0NC)MICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1!196 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installallon to Airport 
Airport Hub Site 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane US. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absortt 
25%/50°M1 00% Increases in Acbvity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAIL#BIUM 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated l ime to Increase Civilian Staff by 
50.16 
100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

None 

Luzerne County $652 
Lackawanna C:ounty $742 

Luzerne County 31.0% 
Lackawanna County 35.2% 

Luzerne County 30.9% 
Lackawanna County 35.1 % 

Yes 
29 miles 
Non-Hub 

1-4 months 
5-43 months 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDWG - WARNER ROBINS, GA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 6. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 6, Step 4 (1 996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 6, Step 5 

WG 6, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
D i n c e  from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4 lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%1100% Increases in Activrty Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABlUrY 

Houston County $746 
Bibb County $764 

Houston County 35.4 
Bibb County 36.3 

Houston~ County 325 
Bib4 County 33.3 

No 
7.3 miles 
IUonHub 

25%: Yes; 50%: Yes; 
100416: Yes -. electrical. energy, 
and solid M e .  No - sewer. 
water. 

Peftnancnt Ci l ian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 817 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: . . _ _  .. --. 

509C 1.4 m o m  
100% 58 months 

- - -- 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE: HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDCO - COLUMBUS OH. 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNIN ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 (19216 Dollars) 
WG 5, Step 4 (19!36 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
Federal Salary rate GS 7, Step 5 

WG 5, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
D i n c e  from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Sue 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U. S. tiighways 
Number of 2 h e  U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/5O0m/l00% Increases in Actiwty Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlLlM 

Pednanent Civilian Perso~nnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
so% 
1 'DO% 

DATA 

Yes 
2 5  miles 
Mediurn 

- -  - . =  .... -.. - . - _ . .  
. . ..-=.: 

14 monthg 

5-6 months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1 !992 
1993 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDOU - OGDEN UT 

DATA ELEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNIM ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating A 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 5. Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
Federal Salary rate GS 7, Step 5 

WG 5, Step 4 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
D i n c e  from Installation to Airpott 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of U n e  U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is CommunWs Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%/1OO% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAJlABUrY 

~Znnanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty -on (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Incnase CMliin Staff by. 
50n 
100% 

HOUSING 

NewHousing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

Weber County $779 
DavisCmnty $852 

Weber County 33.3% 
Davis C:ounty 36.4% 
Weber County 36.4% 
Davk C:ounty 39.8% 

Yes 
32 miles 
Large 

1-4 months 
%months 

- 



"""""""""""""""""""" CLOSE HOLD CLOSE .HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDMT - AAEMPHIS TN. 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Cclsts (1 996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 (1996 Dollarr) 
WG 5. Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as, a % of Monthly Average: 
Federal Salary rate GS 7, Step 5 

WG 5. Step 4 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installatiorr to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2 b n e  U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%/100% Inaeasies in Acbvity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABIJW 

~ e k a n e n t  Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
fi096 
1 100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts 1990 
. . 1991 

1 992 
1 :993 

DATA 

Aa 

Shelby County $806 

Yes 
3 miles 
Medium 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DDRV - RICHMOND, VA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNIW ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 5, Step 4 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
Federal Salary rate GS 7. Step 5 

WG 5, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 44ane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Abeorb 
25%150961100% Increases in Acbvity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABUTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994) 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
5096 

- - -- 100% 

DATA 

Aaa 

Richmond $827 
Patersburg $701 

Rid~mond 35.3% 
Pet~ersburg 30.0% 
Richmond 38.6% 
Petcarsburg 327% 

No 
21 miles 

Small 

1,080 
. - 

1 4  months 
=months 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 6.028 
1991 5.134 
1 992 5.542 
1 993 6.051 

. - - - ------. -.- - - -. _C. --. - . -  



CLOSE HOLD CLQIE HOLD CLOSE HOU) 

DDJC - SAN JOAQUIN 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7, Step 5 (1806 Dollag 
WG 5, Step 4 (15396 Doll 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
Federal Salary rate GS 7, Step 5 

WG 5, Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

PuMic Service Transportation to Installation? 
D i n c e  from Installatiion to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane L1.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Comrnunws Utilities Systcms Able to Absorb 
25%150W100% Incrcases in Acbvity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLAHUTY 

~irmanent Civilian Personnel Strength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Incmw Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

- 

HOUSING 

New Housing Stark: 1990 
'1991 
1992 
'1 993 

DATA 

Lathrop Aa 
Tracy Aa 

San Joaquin County $1.014 

Lathrop Tracy 
No No 

3 miles 19 miles 
Non-Hub 

Lathrop Stodd~1 686 
Tracy 844 
1 4  months 
56moms 

-- . . . - . - .- - 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOU) CLOSE HOLD 

DDSP-SUSQUEHANNA 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNllY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 7. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 
WG 5. Step 4 (1996 Dollars) . 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average: 
Federal Salary rate GS 7, Step 5 

WG 5. Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Pubiic Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Insbllation to Airport 
Airport Hub Site 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-Lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

k Community% Utiiies Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150%1100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABUrY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Stnngth at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
50% 

- -  - 100% --- - 

HOUSING 

New Housing Stark 1990 
1991 
1 992 
1993 

New Cumknrhnd None 
Mtxhanicsburg None 

Cumbertarxi County $864 
Dauphin Ca~unty $818 

Curnbertancl County 36.9% 
Dau:phin Coc~nty 35.0% 
Curnberlanal County 39.1 % 
Dauphin Cot~nty 37.0% 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOW 

DLSC - BAlTLE CREEK, MI. 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNITY ECONOlldlCS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 

Monthly Owner Cosk a:; a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 

Public Service Transpodation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Sue 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4 b n e  U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Mghways 

Is CommunRy's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
2596/50%/100% Increases in Activrty Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABIJTY 

Permanent Civilian Perso~nnel Strength at 
Principal Duty SWon (313 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by. 
f iO% 
1100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
11991 
1992 
1!393 

CLOSE HOW 

DATA 

A1 

Calhoun County $644 

Yes 
24.7 miles 
Non-liub 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DRMS HQ - BAlTLE CREEK, MI 

DATA ELEMENTS 

COMMUNlTl ECONOMICS 

General Obiigation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1 996 Dollars) 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 8, Step 4 (1996 Dollarr) 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 8,Step 4 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Senrice Transportation to Installation? 
Distance fmm Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub See 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4 lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2 lane  U.S. Highways 

Is Community's Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%150?4d100% Increases in Activity Popubtion? 

WORKFORCE AVAlLABlUTY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilin Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

DATA 

A1 

Calhounl County $644 

!530,180 

Yes 
24.7 miles 
Non-Hub 

14 months 
5.6montho 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD 

DRMS OPEFtATlONS EAST - COLUI 3US, OH 

DATA ELEMENTS DA'TA 

General OMiation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner (hsts (1 996 Dollars) 

Aal 

Franklin County $845 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 334,343 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Averafge 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Dince  from Installaiion to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of 4-lane U.Si. Highways 
Number of 2-lane U.S;. Highways 

Is Communws Utilities Systems Able to Abort) 
25%150%n00% Increases in Activity Popoktinn? 

WORKFORCE AVAILABIIlTY 

- Pcmuncnt Civilian Personnel Strength at Principal Duty-- 
Station (30 September 1994): 

EStimated Time to Increase Civilian Stan by: 
50% 
10091 

- - - - - - -- HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1 992 
1993 

Yes 
2.5 miles 
Medium 



CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOLD w' 

DRMS OPERATIONS WEST - OGDEN, UT 

DATA ELEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNrrY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1 996 Dollars) 

A 

Weber )County $779 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 9. Step 5 (1996 Dollars) 4634,343 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Salary Rate: GS 9, Step 5 

TRANSPORTATION 

Public Service Transportation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Size 

Number of Main Interstate Hghways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of r l lane U.S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U.S. Highways 

Is Communm Utiiies Systems Able to Absorb 
25°m/50%11 00% increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAllABlUTY 

Permanent Personnel Strength at Principal Duty 
Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by 
50% 
100% 

HOUSING 

New Housing Starts: 1990 
1991 
1 992 
1993 

Yes 
32 miles 
Large 

'14 months 
!54 months 



'w CLOSE HOLD CLOSE HOU) CLOSE HOLD 

DSDC - COLUMBUS, OH 

DATA ELEMENTS DATA 

COMMUNITY ECONOMICS 

General Obligation Bond Rating Aa 1 

Monthly Homeowner Costs (1996 Dollars) Franklin County $845 

Average Federal Salary Rate: GS 10. Step 4 (19'96 Dollars) $36,709 

Monthly Owner Costs as a % of Monthly Average 
Federal Sa!ary Rate: GS 10, Step 4 

Public Service Transpoltation to Installation? 
Distance from Installation to Airport 
Airport Hub Sire 

Number of Main Interstate Highways 
Number of Spur Interstate Highways 
Number of QLane U..S. Highways 
Number of 2-Lane U..S. Highways 

WORKFORCE AVAIW31UM 

Is Communitys Utilities Systems Able to Absorb 
25%/50%/100% Increases in Activity Population? 

WORKFORCE AVAIWILITY 

Permanent Civilian Personnel Sbength at 
Principal Duty Station (30 September 1994): 

Estimated Time to Increase Civilian Staff by: 
50% 
100% 

New Housing Starts 1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

Yes 
2 5  miles 
Medium 

1-4 months 
5-6 months 





T 

BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
. RPM Costs Per Square Feet 

Total GBA Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
. Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 



in Current Space 
4. Excess DLA Warehouse Could Be Allocated 

Additional Mission wlo Additional Personnel (Oh) 

:OIIIIU 

TOTAL FOR HARDWARE lCPs [173811-1= 
? 

? 



Factored 
8 Year 
PWC Recommendation 

DGSC 
DISC 
DCSC 
Baseline 

DDRV 
DDCO 
n n n T  T 
U U Y U  

DDMT 
DDJC 
DDSP 
Baseline 







DlST MOPEL (SAILS) 
COBRA RESULTS 1 ANNUAL COST TO OPERATE CONCEPT OF OPS 

1 
1 Icp NSNs PRS SALES 

DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% 
DGSC .38M 35% 45% 

DEPOT - Capacity Shortfall: 
HIGH - 28M ACF - 

ICP SS: 46M 
NPV: -490M 

DEPOT SS:1 OSM 

TOTAL NPV: -1540M 

$250M (Best Cost 
Two Depot Option) 

ICP - Consistent with Concept 
of Operations 

DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 
Depots & Two MRCs 

SS: 51M ICP - Corisistent with Concept 
DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% NPV: -558M ' of Operations 

DEPOT SS: 1O1M DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 
NPV: -1017M Depots & Two MRCs 

ICP - Consistent with Concept 

SC 3,15M+ 65% 55% of Operations 
DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

DEPOT - Capacity Shortfall: 



IMPACT BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 

VLOSE DISC/DPSC 



1 

IMPACT BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 

4. TRACYISHARPE 



IMPACT BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 

'CLOSE DDRVIDDMT 

. TRACYISHARPE 





DEPOT SS: IOSM DEPOT - Supporis Mainienance 

Depots & Two MRCs 





BRAC OPTIONS I 

oprloN11 ICP 

Single up: 

' . 4 c  p;;;uP: 

DCSC 

4b 

STAND-ALONE DEPOT - 
:lose DDOU and DDRV 

Single up: 
DPSC 
DISC 

Close' DDRV and DDMT 

Close DDRV 

-- - 
I 1 

COLLOCATED DEPOT II DE IPOT REALIGNMENT 
3, DDLP, and DDJF 

! 

Close DDRT and DDST DDCO, DDLP, and DDJF 



ICP - Consistent with Concept 
C 1,67M+ 33% 27% 

1.48M+ 32% 28% 
DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 

Depots & Two MRCs 

ICP - Consistent with Concept 
C 1.67M+ 33% 27% 

1.48M+ 32% 28% 
DEPOT - Supports Maintenance 

DEPOT - Capacity Shortfall: Depots & Two MRCs 



IMPACT BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 
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OPTION # 4b 
IMPACT BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 

1 *CLOSE DGSC "CLOSE DDRV/DDMT 



SlTE 
7 

RLR ISLAND 

NORFOLK HANGER 

I 

AS0 WAREHOUSES 

RETAIN DDLP AS A SlTE 
Missile siie only; Dead 
stock similiar to DDCO 
realignment 

BUILD 4 WAREHOUSES 

RETAIN DDRT AS A SlTE 
. Unserv end items; 
reimbursables; southern 
customer base 

COLUMBUS 
Conversion of OP's areas 

PRO'S 

Cheap 

Closes a depot 

New 
In the right places 

New warehouses 
Good condition 
Good customer base 
Fits Army scenario 
NO nardstand MiLCON 
Closes a depot 

Good investment 

ALTERNATIVES 

Poor facility 
Navy could close 8 

I .  

Retains a site 

FiSC wants a warehouse 
(3M ACF) in exchange 

Need to downsize DDNV 

Poor Condition 
In wrong place 
Creates a new site 

Poor condition 
Retains a site 
Located too close to DDSP 

for active stock 

Costly ! 
I 

Retains a site 

ACF COST - 
12.5M 0 (RPM needs) 

26M Run in waiting (costs 

may rise blc of smaller 
number of people 
at DDLP 

26M Contractor operated 
Unknown - Difference in 
close and realignment . 
= +$2M annually, likely to go 
nigher. Saves i5.6 in M i i20N 
hardstand. Takes advantage of 
$32M sunk cost in MILCON (DOC) 
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IN  REPLY C AAJ(BRAC) 
R E F E R  TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMEROlrl STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

CLOSE HOLD 

7 FEB 1995 

MEMORWDUM OF MEETING 

'SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment ancl Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 9 January 1995 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG infonnation concerning reimbursements, plant 
replacement value, a summary of a new Strategic Analysis Integrated Logistics System 
(SAILS) model runs, updated options charts wiiih some revised data, and an anal!nis of the 
cost of keeping bases open using Backlog of Miuntenance and Repair (BMAR) and Real 
Property Maintenance (RF'M) data (enclosure 2:). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. Latest information fiom the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) is that the 
Air Force and Army are not yet ready to submit their recommendations. Also, hearings 
for the selection of the HRAC Commissioners are currently scheduled for the week of the 
23rd of January 1995. It was the general consensus ofthe BRACEG that we take our 
Inventory Control Point (1CP)tdistribution depot recommendations to the Director (using 
our assumptions of what the Services will close) for his tentative decision. Then we will 
make any needed adjustments after the Services I-ecommendations are known. 

B. Depot reimbursemellts at the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden @DOU) and the 
Defense Distribution Depov. Memphis (DDMT) were reviewed. No large changes in totals 
occurred. The Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) reimburseables could not 
be distinquished, while fron.1 their Management Analysis Statistical System data base the 
Defense Distribution Depot Richmond (DDRV) imd the Defense Distribution Depot 
Columbus (DDCO) had only direct mission reimburseables. It was agreed to leave all 
reimburseable costs in the total since there appeared to be no appreciable difference in the 
results. 

C. Plant Replacement Value (PRV). The DolD-wide goal for BRAC 95 is a 15  
percent reduction in PRCr. 'To compute DLA's PRY the facility size was multipled by the 
cost per unit size which wai multipled by the area cost factor. The calculations were 
limited to the scope of DLA 's BRAC 95 analysis. It included DLA occupied facilities and 
infrastructure at the DLA sites being studied. All of the ICPfdistribution clepot options 
being considered exceed the DoD PRV goals of 15 percent for DLA inhtructure, which 
is being reviewed in BRAC '95. 
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D. More SAILS model runs were completed. They included the assumpt~ions that 
DDCO, the Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny (DDLP), and the Defense 
Distribution Depot Jacksonville (DDJF) would be realigned and that the Defiznse 
Distribution Depot San Antonio (DDST) and the Defense Distributio:n Depot Red River 
(DDRT) would close. Although costs obviously changed somewhat, the outcome is 
basically the same as the original SAILS model run. 

E. Some revisions to the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) results in the 
ICP/distribution depot options were made. These included eliminating the double 
counting of 89 people in the DDMT COBRA run, lower communication costs in the 
DDOU COBRA run, and the inclusion of costs to rack out DDCO in that COBRA run. 

F. After some discussion, the BRACEG agreed that the Option 4 risks should be 
considered moderate and not low as reflected on the chart. 

G. h- analysis of the cost of keeping sites open using BMAR ancl the RE'M data, as 
requested in the 5 January 1995 BRACEG meeting, was displayed. lllthough it appeared 
to be a usel l  tool there was some concern with the analysis. For instance, tlhe large 
differences in BMAR and RPM between the Defense Industrial Supply Center and the 
Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) in the two option 4 alternatives r~eeded to be 
checked. Also there appeared to be some typographical errors in the charts. Lastly, with 
regard to the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), the assumptions portrayed in this 
analysis should be consistent with the assumptions made in the COBILA scenlarios (re: 
DPSC assuming DISC spaces in the event DISC was disestablished). 

H. The Executive Group Chairman advised the BRACEG mernbeirs that at the next 
meeting the BRACEG will select a recommendation from the one IClP closu~re options and 
one fiom the two ICP closure options for presentation to the Director--CAAJ(BRAC). 

111. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. ~ d d  NPV to the SAILS portion of the charts (enclosure 2) as a comparison 
figure-C AkT(BRAC). 

B. For Option 1 we need to reflect the Eact that it includes reversing a BlRAC 93 
decision; i.e., staying at its current location vice moving to the Aviation Suplply Oilice 
compound-CAAJ(BRAC). 

C. Compare RPM costs for the Defense General Supply Center im BRA(: 93 and 
BRAC 95-CAAJ(BRAC). 
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D. Clean up calculations in BMAR analysis.--CAAJ(BRAC). 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DI,A BRAC 

GARY S. THURl3ER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

ILQW 
LAWRENCE P. FARRELI, JR. 
Mriior General, USAF 
Prir~cipal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSUREs 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEiES 

9 JANUARY 1995 
1400-1535 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chainnan 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO CAPT McCarthy 

AQ Mr. Scott 

AQC Mr. Brunk 

CAH Mr. Ressler 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. Burke 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS Col Masters 

MMDI CAPT Gorden 

CAAG Mr. Gelli 

CAAE Mr. Lillo 

CAAV CAPT Leeder 

GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 





REIMBURSEMENTS 
SERVICES PROVIDED BY STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 

9 JAN 95 

D A N 1  on PRESENTED BY: JACK Fru-uu CIobG 



WORKYEAR 

MEMPHIS 

OGDEN 

SERVICE 
- - PROVIDED 

RPM 
BOS 
COM 

RPM 
BOS 

. *  COM 

HOURS DOLLARS 



t ? N d  
$ cc" A' 
N W f D  
O O M  
& < mi 



w 

I 

m IMI'HOUT m wllwul m IM;THOUT rn 
R E l M M t R S ~ S  REIMWRSABLES REIMBURSABLES N ~ ~ S  

DEPOTS DDMT DoRV DDOU DRK: 
W)S PER PO EQ S6,Nf 86.138 (4.838 $8,302 $8,083 M.DIO 
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IN RE P L Y  

REFER CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LO(;ISTICS AGENCY 
H EADG)UARTERS 

CAMERCIN STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIISGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 13 January 1995 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG the Defense Contract Management District 
(DCMD) Military Value changes, discuss the relocation of DCMD West to Long Beach, 
discuss Strategic Analysis Integrated Logistics System (SAILS) model resulits, review up- 
dated Inventory Control Points (1CPs)Idepot scenarios, review storage shortfall options, 
review the Defense Comtra~ct Management Command (DCMC) BRAC 95 cost results, and 
review revisions to the ana.lysis of costs of keeping sites open (enclosure 2). A list of 
attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. A new Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model was received from the 
Ofice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) on 10 January 1995. All scenario!; had to be 
rerun. 

B. Expected interaction with the BRAC Cornmission, after the Secretary of Defense 
provides his recommendations on 1 March 1995, was reviewed. The testimony we will 
provide to the Commission for BRAC 95 will be much more detailed than in 1993 and 
should be completed before the Commission members make their activity or regional visits 
to the affected communities. A chart describing how we made Military Value decisions, 
to include military judgmenl rationale, needs to be developed. To support the testimony 
requiremenf we should bilild a briefing book and viewgraphs which will also support OSD 
briefing requirements. The testimony will probably occur sometime the first .week of 
March. We should take advantage of briefing the Commissioners individuall!, if it is pos- 
sible. BRAC Team representatives will attend all BRAC Commission regional hearings 
with the intent of identifiing and then reviewing important community issues with the 
BRAC Commission3tafT 

C. DCMD Military Value changes were briefid as a result of data validation. 
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1 .  Operational 1[3fficiencies, Base Operating Costs, paragraph IIIA 1 : A 
formula error in the Base Operating Support (BOS) costs per paid equivalent in DCMD 
West resulted in a BOS cost per paid equivalent change from $6,561 to $3,709. As a 
result, the Military Value points for DCMD \Yest changed from 25 to 45. 

2. A change in Operational Eficiencies, Personnel Costs, paragraph IIIB 1 ,  was 
made as a result of a Department of Defense inspector General (DoDIG) audit finding. 
The DCMD Northeast points changed fiom 24 to 75 points resulting in point changes 
across all DCMDs; i.e.. I he DCMD West Military Value points changed from 75 to 54 due 
to the impact of the DC:?dD Northeast change. and a minor change resulting from data 
validation, while the D C J W  South Military Value points changed from 66 to 49 due to 
the impact of the DCMDl Northeast change. 

3.  Although Operational Efficiencies point values changed (and as a result the 
total Military Value points) the relative positicln of the three districts remained the same. . 
The changes provided additional reinforcement for the decision previously made. The 
Military Value totals for IDCMD West and DCMD South are still relatively close. The 
decision to retain DClLlD West was based on the high dollar value of weapons systems 
related contracts which are present in the Southern California area. The majority of the 
offices over which it has cognizance are actually located in the states of California, 
Washington, and Arizona, which is where there is a concentration of contractors on the 
West Coast. Review ofthe Military Value changes resulted in the BRACEG (based on 
its military judgment), reconfirming retaining DCMD West. 

D. Navy has been unalble to identi@ a site 63r our BRAC 93 recommendation to 
relocate DCMD West Erorn its current location in El Segundo, California, to Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, Los Arrgeles, California. We believe a change to our BRAC 93 
recommendation is appropriate: 

1. The recornrnc:nclation should be modified to provide us with an option to 
purchase a building. 

2. The warehouse requirement which was reflected in our BRAC 93 
- - 

recommendation, has been eliminated through the implementation process. 

3. The BRAC 913 rr:commendation relating to our Military Construcl.ion 
(MILCON) requirement will be reduced due to completed downsizing, streamlining, and 

"P reorganizing initiatives art DCMD West Headquarters. 
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E. A recent DODIG audit of the SAILS model identified some data errors in model 
prdcessing. The errors were corrected and new model summary output was provided to 
the BRACEG. Relative cost savings of the various options remained the same in this new 
output. Also, at the recommendation of the Deputy Executive Director for Distribution, 
modifications to the model input were made to realign a second stand-alone depot. The 
SAILS model treats reidigning depots as if they are closed. The result of this modification 
was that the SAILS mc)de!l charged a high penalty because it still wanted to process mate- 
rial to the East Coast 1oca.tions; in lieu of paying the high transportation costs incurred 
when shipping materiel to the west. 

F. The results of several new COBRA scenarios were displayed in the "close two ICP" 
options as a result of realigning an additional stand-alone depot. 

1. Option 1-1 realigns the Defense Distribution Depot Richmond (C)DRV); the 
Net Present Value (NPV) savings are generally attributed to saving people. 

2. Option 2a-1 realigns the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT). 
Again the NPV savings are generally attributed to saving people. Savings are not as great 
as a closure because 236 people had to remain at the depot to run the instal1,ation and 
provide support to tenants 

3.  Option 2b-1 realigns the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DD(3U). Since 
210 people remain at DI>OU to  run the installation and support tenants, savings are not as 
significant as in the closure options. 

4. In summary, the processing of these additional scenarios support closing two 
stand-alone depots and realigning only one. Higher transportation costs, along with costs 
for holding open the base in the DDMT and DDOU options, outweigh what you gain in 
labor savings. Similar logic: applies to the additional realignment scenarios for the "one 
ICP options." 

G. Storage capacity shortfall hernatives were reviewed again. The Chairman was 
concerned about building, fctur warehouses(two at the Defense Distribution Depot 
Susquehanna (DDSP) and two at the Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC)) 
that would add 10 milliorl attainable cubic feet. 13esides converting the Defense 
Distribution Depot Co1umbi.1~ (DDCO) operatiorla] areas for an additional 5 million 
Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) (at an estimated co:it of $lM), the Chairman suggested using 
the storage capacity at Rough and Ready Island (12M ACF) in lieu of requesting new 
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warehouse construction. BRAC Working Group Members indicated that using Rough 
and Ready Island could be costly due to high Backlog of Maintenance and Repair 
(BMAR) costs if we retail the space indefinitely. Also, the Navy may close Rough and 
Ready Island. 

H. The revision of the analysis reviewed at I he 9 January 1995 BRACEG; meeting, 
using the BMAR and real property maintenance costs was displayed. This analysis applies 
to DoD final selection critlxia 2 and 4. (The aviiilability and condition of lantl, facilities, 
and associated air space at both the existing and potential receiving locations, and the 
costs and manpower implirnations.) This revised analysis resulted in very little change from 
the earlier version. The realignment of the additional stand-alone depot options, discussed 
in paragraph 1 1F above,, were also included in thus updated analysis. 

I. A detailed discussior~ of recommendations to be made to the Director, IDLA, by the 
BRACEG took place. 

1. When analyzing the stand-alone depots, installation Military Value data 
indicates the most proper ctosures would be DDOU and DDMT. Although the COBRA 
results are not as favorable for these two depots, the SAILS analysis consiste~ltly suggests 
the closure of DDOU and IlDMT result in lowesst operating costs. Also, there is a signi- 
ficant amount of synergy between the Defense Distribution Depot Norfolk (DDNV) and 
DDRV, that would be lost if DDRV was closed. The increasing importance of the 
Norfolk location to the Navy and the significant assistance DDRV can and does provide 
needs to be continued, particularly in light of the fact that DLA is losing storage space at 
the wharf and in the South Annex at DDNV. Closure of either DDRV or DDCO will not 
result in a base closure sincc: both are tenants on IDLA ICP installations. 

2. For the one ICP option , the consensus was to close the Defense Industrial 
Supply Center (DISC) (Option 3A). This recommendation was based on the collective 
military judgment of the BRAC Executive Group after reviewing the results ofthe 
Capacity, Miiitary Value, and COBRA results. Differences in the results of these analyses 
were not great enough by th~emselves to indicate which option was best. Therefore, mili- 

--- tary judgment, which took irdo account all of the available data relating to ICP' analyses, 
as well as depot recornmend;&ions was the final determinant. The weapon systems items 
will be realigned to the Defense General ~ u ~ ~ l f ~ e n t e r  (DGSC) and the Defense 
Construction Supply Center (DCSC). The DISC, DCSC, and DGSC troop and general 
support items will be realigntd to the Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC). This 
alternative would result in a difference of less than 400 jobs in Philadelphia. COBRA 
projects less savings for the ctne ICP option than the two ICP options. 
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3 Within the two ICP options, Option 1, which closes DISC and IIPSC, was the 
proposed recommendation. As with the one ICP option, this recommendation was based 
on Military judgment. DlPSC was reviewed a:$ a stand-alone and DISC was third of the 
three ICPs with only 24 points between it and DGSC. This realignment wc3uld result in all 
weapons systems items being managed at DC!X and all troop and generalsupport items 
being managed at DGSC Although the total NPV for this option is lower than the other 
two ICP options, the relative difference is small. Savings is not the driver in our decision 
process. This option was reflected as high risl; because it closes two ICPs, one of which is 
DPSC. DPSC manages items (clothing and textiles, subsistence, and medical) which are 
unique to DPSC. None of the Hardware ICPs manage items which are cocnparable. 

4. After much discussion, the BRAEG decided to downgrade the risk level of 
"close two ICP" options 2-2b to moderate plus; These options close DGSC: and DISC. 
However, the risk level associated with the "close two I C P  options 1 remained "high" 
because no other ICP had experience in managing commodies similar to those at DPSC. 

111. DECISIONS REACI-IED: Make the following recommendations to the Director: 

A. For the one ICP options, Option 3a is PI-oposed. 

B. For the two ICP options, Option 1 is proposed. 

NOTE: Depot 1-ecommendations are the same for both options. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. In support of our testimony to the BRAC Commission, build a briefing and 
viewgraphs to include a chart that describes how we made Military Value decisions to 
include our military judgment rationale--CAAJ(BRAC). 

B. BRAC Team representatives will attend BRAC Commission regional hearings-- 
CAGT(BRAC). 

C. Discuss the potential availability of space for moving the people in DCMD West 
(and the Defense Contract Management Office there) to Los Angeles Air FolrceStation 
with the Special Assistant for BRAC, Headquan:ers U.S. Air Force, Maj Gel? Blume--DD. 

D. Add both the SAILS NPV and steady state savings to the option chart and delete 
the "Best Cost 2 - Depot Option" annotation--CAAJ(BRAC). 



C A AJ(BRAC) PAGE 6 CLOSE HOLD 2 7 FFB 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 13 January 1995 

E. On the Storage Shortfalls chart, delete the new warehouse construc:tion option and 
add back in the use of Rough and Ready Island. Rerun applicable COBRA runs deleting 
warehouses and recompute option total, steady state, and NPV--CAAJ(BIUC). 

F. Add a footnote on the Option charts that shows the NPV variance percentage 
using the best option reflected as the baseline--CAAJ(BRAC). 

G. For the two ICI' options change Optioris 2 through 2b from a high to moderate 
plus risk--CAAJ(BRA(Z). 

H. Remove from the Option charts those options realigning a second s1:ancl-alone 
depot--CAAJ(BRAC). 

2 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THUWER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Mi jor General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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f l A T V r r  Annual cost 
Non-closing Depot Realigns 

(Thousands of Dollars) 
I 

FY 94 Dollars FY 96 NPV 
Closing Depots Baseline Cost New Cost Savings Savings 200 1 + 

kfemphis & Richmond 272,412 27 1,967 

Ogden & Richmond 272,412 272,57 1 -1 59 -1 68 1,809 
I 

b 

Anncd Cost Chmrrges Attributable to SAILS 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

I 

Closing Depots . 

Memphis & Ogden 

L 

272,412 

Ogden & Richmond 272,412 
_I 

FY 94 Dollars 

I i 
261,836' 10,576 11,187 -120,353 

FY 96 
Savings 

22,075 

Baseline Cost 

272,412 

NPV 
200 1 + 

-237,485 

-1 88,598 

New Cost 

251,543 

17,531 255,839 

Savings 

20,869 

16,573 
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Option 2a-1 Option 2b Qption 2b-1 - - 

. . . . .  . 
{ ICP Close: DGSC, DISC 

Stand-Alone Close: DDOU, DDRV 
Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 
Realign: DDCO, DDLP, DDJF, DDMT 

g DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% 

i-B DPSC .38M 35% 45% 
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DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% 

DPSC .38M 35% 45% 
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SS NPV 

m a  
A ?A 

ICP 51M -558M 

NSNs PRS SALES 

ICP Close: DGSC, DISC 
Stand-A1one DDMT7 DDRV 
Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 

j - 2 Depot Capacity: -27F.t ACF Depot Capacity: -23M ACF 
ICP Risk:. High 

I 
// 1CP Risk: High 

SS NPV 

ICP 51M -558M 

Depot 108M -1062M 
LC.: : - Total 159M -1620M 

-- 

DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% 

DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

*. 

ICP Close: DGSC, DISC 

Stald-Alone Close: DDhlT, DDRV 
Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 

Depot 103M -1070M 

T s b l  .154rvi -1628M 

Depot Capacity: -23h.1 ACF 
ICP Risk: High 

Realign: DDCO, DDLP, DDJF 
Realix~~: DDCO, DDLP, DDJF, DI)ou 

I SS NPV 
I ICP 51M 
I - 5 5 8 ~ -  

1 Depot 109M -1091M 

1 t a l  160M -1649M 
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Each of These Options P.4RTlilLL Y Suppurzs Supply and FULL Y Supports Distribution Conceots o f  Operations 

k NSNS PRS SALES NSNS PRS SALES 11 NSNS PRS SALES I 

- A 
, . +  . , 

- - .&=-"  .. 2 .  ....a - 
" .. ; .. ;. : . ' . . -  

.. . - . , . 
. . .  Option 38-1 O~t ion 4a 1 - 

. . L * -. :.% -, - 

DCSC 1.67M+ 33% 27% W 

ICP Close: DISC 

Stand-Alone Close: DDOU, DDMT 

* DGSC 1.48M+ 32% 28% 
DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

tn 

Depot Capacity: -23M ACF 
ICP Risk: Moderate 

ICP Close: DISC 
Stand-Alone Close: DDOU, DDMT 
Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 

SS NPV 

m 3 ICP 24M -300M 

I 

ICP Close: DGSC 
Stand-Alone Close: DDOU, DDRV 
Collocated Close: DDRT. DDS P 

osl 
U Y  Depot 102M -1016M 
- 14 

Total 126F.4 -? 31 "vM 

I<ealip: DDCO, DDLP, DDJF, DDRY 

DCSC 1.67M+ 33% 27% 

DGSC 1.48M+ 32% 28% 
DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

Rfw!i~n?: DDCO, DDLP. DDJF 

Depot Capacity: -23M ACF 

I1 

ICP Risk: Moderate 

SS NPV 
- - - - 

ICP 24M -300M 

Depot 114M -1110M 

iota1 137M -1410M 

DCSC 1.67M+ 33% 27% 1 
DISC 1.48M+ 32'10 28% 
DPSC 
- .38M 35% 45% 

I 
I 

Depot Capacity: -27M ACF 
ICP Risk: Moderate 

11 SS NPV I 
ICP 39M -417M 

Depot 1OOM -993M 

Total 139M -1410M 



CLOSING 1 ICP 
Each of These Options PAR TIALL Y Siip13url~ Suppiy and FULLY Supports Distribution Concepts ofOperatio12s 

. . 
><$L-.!I: -' , . . 3 -  .'a. . . : ', , '  " ptmh I . I  4a-1 . QIhw!b 

A 4  - - * . A  - , -- A&.- - . - . . . 

ICP Close: DFSC 
- Stand-Alone lose: DDOU, DDRV F 

Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 

Realign: [)DCO, DDL.P, DDJF, DDMT 

- 
NSNs PRS SALES 

DCSC i.67M+ 33% 27% u 

NSNs PRS SALES 
DCSC 1.67M+ 33% 27% 

NSNs PRS SALES 
DCSC 1.67M+ 33% 27% 

g E DISC 1.48M+ 32% 28% 
* * ' DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

cn 

DlSC 1.48M+ 32% 28% 
DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

I , -  

DISC 1.48M+ 32% 28% 
DPSC .38M 35% 45% 

. - 
ICP Close: DGSC 
Stand-Alone Close: DDMT, DDRV 
Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 

SS NPV 

df. - ---..,.:a 
ICP Close: DGSC 
Stand-Alone Close: DDMT, DDRV 

Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST 

3 Depot Capacity: -:;M ACF 
ICP Risk: Moderate 

I SS NPV 
- 

ICP 39M -417M 

I1mligt1: DDCO, DDLP, DDJF 

Depot Capacity: -23M ACF 
ICP Risk: Moderate 

8 Depot I O ~ M  - 1 0 6 2 ~  
Total 148M -1479M 

1 Hculigil: DDCO, DD! P, !?I)JF, DDCL 

Depot Capacity: -23hI ACF 
' ICP Risk: Moderate 

SS NPV 

ICP 39M -417M 

II 

Depot 109M -1091M 

Total 148M -1508M 



ALTERNATIVES 

SlTE - 
RbR ISLAND 

NORFOLK HANGER 

RETAIN DDLP AS A SlTE 
Missile site only; Dead 
stock similiar to DDCO 
realignment I 

BUILD 4 WAREHOUSES 

RETAIN DDRT AS A SlTE 
Unserv end items; 
reimbursables; southern 
customer base 

L 

COLUMBUS 
Conversion of OP's areas 

PRO'S 

Cheap 

Closes a depot 

New 
In the right places 

New warehouses 
Good condition 
Good customer base, 
Fits A m y  sceilaiio 
No hardstand MILCON 
Closes a depot 

Good investment 

Poor facility 
Navy could close J 

Retains a site 

FlSC wants a warehouse 
(3M ACF) in exchange 

Need to downsize DDNV 

Poor Condition 
In wrong place 
Creates a new site 

Poor condition 
Retains a site 
Located too close to DDSP 

for active stock 

Costly 

Retains a site 

ACF COST - 
12.5M 0 (RPM needs) 

26M Run in waiting (costs 
may rise blc of smaller 
number of people 
at DDLP 

26M Contractor operated 
Unknown - Difference in 
close and realignment 
= +$2M annually, likely to go 
higher. Saves 15.6 in MILCON 
hardstand. Takes advantage of 
$32M sunk cost in MILCON (DOC) 
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Cost of Keeping Sites Open 
( Millions of Dollars ) 

OPTION # 3a Open Sites OPTION # 3a-1 
Description 1 DCSC I DGSC I DPSC I DDCO I DDRV 

I I I I I 
Closed Sies 

DISC 

DDMTI DDOU 

Total 

NPV 

-300 

-1,016 

- 
-1,316 

Closed Sites 

DISC 

DDMTl DDOU 

Total 

l ~ e t  NPV, Option Wa -1,114( 

NPV 

-300 

-1,110 

-1,410 

Maint IBMAR 

OPTION Ma 
Closed Sites 1 , NPV ( 

I 

Open Sites 
I DCSC I DISC I DPSC I DDCO I DDMT 
I I I 1 I 

$31 
$1 3 

OPTION IWa-1 
Closed S i i  ( NPV I 

DGSC I 1 -4171 

$16 
$7 

Maint IBMAR DDOlJl DDRV ' -993! 

$6 
$5 

Total Total 

$68 
$1 5 

L ~ e t  NPV, Option #4a -1,2071 

$25 
$1 6 

I ~ e t  NPV, Option Wa-1 -1,276i 

OPTION #4b Open Sites , Ljjsi; Dpsi: DDC08 DDOU4 

$1 3 $1 5 $23 

QPT!QN %b-? 
Closed Stes I NPV 

I 
Closed Sites I NPV 1 

DGSC -4171 
Maint rw DDMTl DDRV ( -1.0701 DDMTI DDRV 1 -1.091 1 

Total Total 

( ~ e t  NPV, O w  #4b d ,2681 ) ~ e t  NPV, Option Ub-1 -1,2891 





IN REPLY 

REFER 10 C AAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUP,RTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VlRGilNlA 22304-61 00 

CLOSE HIOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF PVZEETING 
3 MAR 1995 

SUBJECT: Summary of Balse Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meleting - 19 January 1995 

I. PURPOSE: To provide tlhe BRACEG an upditte on the Department of De:fense 
Inspector General (DoDIG) validation audit project (enclosure 2) and to disc.uss further, 
distribution depot storage. is:sues (enclosure 3). r l  list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY of'llISCUSSION: 

A. Our testimony to the BRAC Commission is scheduled for 7 March 1995. 

B. An update of the DODIG effort was provided. 

1. Draft, and in some cases final, reports have been issued on all the audits made 
at our field activities. Four rninor items are yet to be resolved at the Defense Distribution 
Depot Memphis. 

2. The draft audit re~port of the DLA Fac~~lity Long-Range Maintenance Plan was 
generally positive; however, there was some concern about some minor deficiencies in the 
report. A CAAJ(BRAC) and DoDIG meeting on 19 January 1995 will discuss these 
deficiencies. The Chairman .was concerned that the audit report did not place: enough 
emphasis on the positive aspects of the audit. 

4. An audit of the BliAC data used in the: Strategic Analysis Integrated Logistics 
System model is currently being accomplished. A, draft report is expected by 27 January 
1995. 

5. An audit of the Dl,A Headquarters ana~lysis of BRAC data is ongoiing and will 
continue until the BRAC Working Group completes their analysis. A draft report should 
be issued on or about 10 February 1995. 

6.  The General Accounting Office has a legal mandate to provide a draft report to 
the Congress and the Base C:losure Commission by 15 April 1995. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 3 - MAR 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 19 January 15195 

C. The issue of potential storage capacity shortfall, which was discussed at the 
13 January 1995 BRACEG, was reviewed, as was the impact of deletion of the Military 
Construction (MILCON) For the four new warehouses (two at New Cumberland and two 
at Sharpe) on the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) results. Although all 
agreed with the need to reduce infrastructure, the risks to achieving our capacity goals in 
200 1 would be magnified if the four new wareho~~ses were not built. The Chairman felt 
the risks were ameliorated somewhat by ongoing initiatives (such as third party logistics) 
that could result in capacity requirements being less than projected for 2001. The dis- 
tribution portion of the recornmendations the BRACEG will propose to the Director 
includes a 20 million Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) capacity shortfall. It was suggested 
that half of the shortfall (1 0 rnillion ACF) could be accommodated with the construction 
of four warehouses costing $48 million and acquiring racking material and equipment from 
planned closure sites at a cost of $4 million. This would result in an easily justified pay- 
back of less than 2 years. A combination of alternatives would be used to accommodate 
the remaining 10 million ACI; shortfall (see tasking at paragraph IIID below). Since new 
MILCON requirements are likely to be of concern to the BRAC Commission, even though 
it can be supported based on our recommended closures, it was agreed to pursue this 
discussion hrther at the next meeting with the Director. 

D. An update from the 18 January 1995 Joint Cross Service Depot Maintenance 
Group meeting indicated that none of the Services* had yet submitted their BIL4C 95 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense (OEID); however, the Chairman of the Joint 
Depot Maintenance Group is apparently satisfied I hat the Services were considering the 
Joint Group effort in their rec:ommendation development. 

E. The Navy has indicated that they will not shut down their maintenance operations 
at Jacksonville. Therefore, the realignment of the Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville 
(DDJF) will not be required. 

F. The Principal Deputy Director has discussed with the Special Assistant jFor BRAC, 
Headquarters U.S. Air Force, the possibility of moving the Defense Contract Management 

* District West to Los Angeles Air Force Station. He is awaiting a response. 

111. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. In the rationale to support our recommendations, we need to consider the DoD 
;selection criteria and reflect how our recommendations relate to the criteria-- 
CAAJ(BRAC). 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 3 CLOSE HOLD 3 IdAR 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of'B<ase Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 

(BRACEG) Mceting - 19 January 1 995 

B. Provide the methodotlogy MMD used to determine the stailing levels required 
through Fiscal Year 2001 a1 next the BRACEG meeting--MMD. 

C. New COBRA model runs need to be accclmplished to accommodate changes, such 
as eliminating the realignment of DDJF, before the presentation to the Directlor on 
23 January 1995. Changes .in payback period and net present value should bt: annotated 
on the charts presented to the Director--CAAJ(BIRAC). 

D. Develop the specific methodologies we plan to use to make up for the storage 
capacity shortfall we have pirojected in Fiscal Ye;u 2001--MMD. 

E. Address in our recummendations to OSD and the BRAC Commission that we are 
estimating a storage capacity shortfall in Fiscal Year 2001 and our strategy folr handling 
that shortfall--CAAI(BRAC). 

3 Encl 
Y  elm Chief 

DLA BRAC 

S a b  - 
GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Q&&\ 
LAY NCE P. FARRELL, JR. 
Major General, US AF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECC'1'WE GROUP MEKTING ATTENDEES 

19 JANUARY 1995 
0905- 102 0 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairman 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO CAPT McCar thy 

AQ Mr. Scott 

AQC Mr. Brunk 

CAH Mr. Ressler 

CAN Mr. Burke 

MM Maj Gen Babbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS RADM Chamberlin 

:MMSD CAPT Rountree 

:MMDI CAPT Gorden 

CAAG Mr. Gelli 

CAAV CAPT Leeder 

GAO Representative - Mr. Pe:rkins 
13oDIG Representative - Mi. Padgett 



- 

1 ,  

DoDlG Validation Audit Report 

+ Audit of 40 PLFAsISLFAs 
i 

>> r raft reports issued. All activities have responded to 
reports. 

a Final reports issued for DDRE, DDJF, and DDMT 
>> DDMT has 4 minor items to be resolved. 

I + Audit of DLA Facility Long Range Maintenance Plan 
>> Draft report issued. 
>> DLA response is in process. 
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IN R E P L Y  CAAJ(BRAC) 
R E F E R  TO 

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

C A M E R O N  STATION 
ALEXANDRIA.  VIF!GINIA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE HOLD 
3 Mar 95 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of :Base Realignment artd Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) :Meeting - 24 January 1995 (Morning Session) 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG with a Department of Defense Inspector 
General (DoDIG) audit update (enclosure 2), .the BRAC process schedule of events 
provided by the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) (enclosure 3), to discuss the 
Army's decision to close; 1,etterkemy (enclosure 4), additional alternatives to accommo- 
date the storage capacity :shortfall (enclosure 5), and to review the methodology for 
BRAC reductions in the depot scenarios (enclosure 6). A list of attendees is at 
enclosure I .  

11. BRIEF SUMMARY (:IF DISCUSSION: 

A. The DoDIG provided a status report arid results of their field audits. 'The auditors 
reviewed 72 percent of'the data call information provided to us. The initial audit revealed 
that 2 1 percent of the responses were either erroneous, not sufficiently supported or were 
not answered. Responses to these audits have: been received fiom field activities. 
Deficiencies have been largely resolved. The I3oDIG is now reviewing the BRAC 
analytical process at the headquarters. 

B. Key dates in the near term for the BRAC process were reviewed , b o n g  them 
were submission of one page recommendation summaries to OSD (27 January); sub- 
mission of our final recon~mendations to OSD (6 February), our briefing to the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense (IDEPSECDEF), OSD principals, and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff (10 Febnlary), BRAC Review Group meeting (1 5 February), briefing to the 
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) (21 February), the SECDEF/DEPSECDEF press con- 
ference, Congressional report drop and courtesy calls (prior to the press conference) 
(28 February); formal issuance of the DoD report (1 March), and the BRAC Commission 
hearings on 7 March. 

C. The Army has advised us that they intend to close Letterkenny, except for retaining - 
ammunition and missilt: slorage in a cantonment area. ~ i s s i l e  maintenance responsibility 
will move from Letterk.enny to Tobyhanna. Light vehicle maintenance will move to 
Anniston, Alabama. As a result we have to relook our decision to realign the Defense 
Distribution Depot Letterkenny (DDLP). Alternatives reviewed were to continue to retain 
and realign DDLP, retain but realign Defense Distribution Depot Red River (DDRT), or 
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(BRACEG) Meeting - 24 January 1995 (Morning Session) 

keep open a stand-alone delnot we were proposing to close. Since this decision was 
obtained a short time befbrt: the meeting, MMD will review associated issues and bring a 
recommendation to a BRACEG meeting to be scheduled later in the day. 

D. Additional efforts to accommodate a storage capacity shortfall were briefed. 
Besides achieving an additional 5 million Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) by ra.cking out the 
operations area at the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus (DDCO) and using the 12 
million ACF available at Rough and Ready Island, an additional 12 million ACF of storage 
capacity will be achieved by maximizing cube at the remaining depots. As a. result the 
projected shortfall of 20 million ACF previously briefed is now estimated to be an 8 
million ACF shortfall. The risks outlining the Storage Management Plan and possible 
impacts were again stressed. 

E. The methodology used to determine distribution direct and non-direc,t labor 
requirements for the distribution workload in Fiscal Year 2001, considering potential 
BRAC realignments and closures, was reviewed. The parameters used in making this 
determination were noted. Goals were to increase productivity by 25 percent and de- 
crease indirect costs by 25 percent. To achieve this reduction, 40 percent of the direct 
labor and 65 percent of the non-direct labor posiltions will be eliminated from those de- 
pots affected by closure or realignment. Although an exact requirement wals determined 
for the number of direct lablor personnel needed to perform the distribution ,workload in 
Fiscal Year 2001, a degree 1;1f risk was assumed by assigning a savings percentage to all 
affected depots, regardless c~f the number of sites affected by closure or realignment. 

F. An ongoing issue amongst the Services and DLA is determining who will pay for 
the closure of tenants (such as our collocated distribution depots) and who will claim 
savings. If the Service is required to pay for the closure (as they did in BWiC 93) then 
some Services feel that they should claim the savings. In either case, the Services will pay 
for the cost of collocated depot closures because our unit cost will have to rise to accom- 
modate this cost, if DLA pays for the closure. We hope to receive some OSD guidance 
soon. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTI[O:NS: 

A. Mod@ the DoDIG chart to show the percent of errors and the amount corrected-- 
DoDIG. 

B. Review alternatives associated with the Amy closing Letterkenny and present 
recommendations at the next BRACEG meeting--MMD. 
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C. In preparation for the 10 February briefing, attempt to schedule a briefing for 
Messrs. Klugh (Deputy Llr~der Secretary of Dei'ense for Logistics) and Kanlinski (Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Techr~o1ogy)--CAAJ(BRAC). 

D. Prepare a few s1idt:s for the SECDEF brie:fing on 19 February--CAkl(BRAC) 

6 Encl 

I 
G.4RY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECUTIVE GROUP MEETING ATTENDEES 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairman 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO Ms. Furiga 

AQ COL Bartlett 

CAI Col Lott 

CAN Mr. Knapp 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS RADM C:ha~mberlin 

MMSD CAPT Rountree 

MMDI CAPT Gorden 

CAAG Mr. Gelli 

CAAV CAPT Leecler 

GAO Representative - h4r. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative -. Mr. Padgett 



SUMMARY OF DLA DATA VALIDATION 

Activity Total Percent 

ICPs 31.5 

DEPOTS 
Stand Alone 14.6 
Colocated 25.5 

DCMDs 
DCMCI 

SERVICE 
ACTIVITIES 0.3 to 10.2 

TOTALS 21.3 

Errors No Documentation Unanswered 



KEY DATES 
BRAC 1995 ITtOCESS 

WED, JAN 25 *MILDEP 1-PAGE RECOMMDENDATION SUMMARIES TO OSD 

JAN 25-30 CALCULATE CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT & WORK CROSS- 
SVC & JCSG ISSUES 

TUE, JAN 31 DEPSECDEF/MILDEP/JCSG REV OF CROSS-SVC ALTERNATIVES 
(AS NEEDED) 

MON, FEB6 FINAL MILDEP RECOMMENDATIONS TO OSD 

TUE, FEB 7-13 JCS & OSD PRINCIPALS REV RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 U FEB 9 ARMY & AIR FORCE BRF DEPSECDEF & OSD PRINCIPALS & CJCS 

FRI, FEB 10 NAVY & DEFENSE AGENCIES BRIEF DEPSECDEF & OSD 
PRINCIPALS & CJCS 

TUE, FEB 14 JCS & OSD COORDINATION COMPLETE 

WED, FEB 15 B M C  REVIEW GROUP MEETING 
rl 
Z 
C 
,'-- 



STIN- 7 FEB 19 ERIEF SECCEF 

TUE, FEB 21 FINAL REPORT SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL 

WED, FEB 22 SEC DEF APPROVAL OF FINAL REPORT 

MON, FEB 27 PRESS RELEASE/TESTIFvfONY COMPLETE 

TUE, FEB 28 SECDEF/DEPSECDEF PRESS CONFERENCE 
-CONGRESSIONAL REPORT DROP & COURTESY 
CALLS PRIOR TO PRESS CONFERENCE 

WED, MAR 1 REPORT FORMALLY ISSUED 
-COMMISSION HEARING 

--SECDEF/DEPSECDEF/CJCS 
--ASD(ES) 

MON, MAR 6 COMMISSION HEARINGS ARMY/AIR FORCE 

TUE, MAR 7 COMMISSION HEARINGS NAVYfAGENCIES 



z-n 



dl- 



Covered Storan@ -GJ- Canacity -- Fy 01 rH 

New Construction: +12M Add1/ 3% Max Cube Remaining Depots 
+5M Conv DDCO Ops Area to Storage 

-3.8M Programmed New Construction 
-2.7M Max Efficiency (racking projects ) 

+10.5M 

Substd Bldgs == +72M 
R&R Island r +72M 
BRAC 95 .= -715M 

Covered Storage Requirement Fy 01 
Addtr125% SVC Inv Red: -7M 



OBJECTIVE: 

DETERMINE DIRECT AND NON-DIRECT LABOR 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DISTRIBUTION 
WORKLOAD IN FY 01, CONSIDER POTENTIAL 
BASE REALIGNMENTS AND CLOSURES (BRAC) 
OPTIONS 





PARAMETERS (cont): 

DIRECT LABOR REQUIREMENTS CON-STANT EXCEPT 

FOR THOSE EFFICIENCIES GAINED THROUGH 
CONSOLIDATION 

@APPROXIMATELY 5 TO 8 DLA DEPOTS WlLL BE 
AFFECTED BY BRAC 95 DECISIONS 

DIRECT LABOR PRODUCTIVITY WlLL INCREASE AS THE 
NUMBER OF DISTRIBUTION SITES DECREASED 

@INDIRECT COSTS WlLL DECREASE AS THE NUMBER OF 
DISTRIBUTION SITES DECREASE 



GOALS: 

INCREASE PRODUCTIVITY BY 25% 

DECREASE iNDlRECT COSTS BY 25% 



METHODOLOGY 

.ACTUAL FY 94 PRODUCTIVITY WAS USED AS THE 
BASELINE FOR INCREASED PRODIJCTlVlTY TARGETS 

BASED ON THE DESIRED INCREASE IN PRODUCTIVIW, 
REQUIRED PERSONNEL WITHIN THE DIRECT LABOR 
CATEGORY WAS DETERMINED FOR PI 01 WORKLOAD 
FORECAST 



METHODOLOGY (cont): 

.THE DECREASE IN PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THIS NUMBER WAS DETERMINED TO 
r I I n A I n A nnnnl A--- A .1-1 1 -- - -. 
DE I nc anvll~ua n33ULIHI tU VVI I H BHHL 

.TO ACHIEVE THESE PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS 40% OF 
THE DIRECT LABOR AND 65% OF THE NON-DIRECT 
LABOR WILL BE ELIMINATED FROM THOSE DEPOTS 
AFFECTED BY CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT 



CONCLUSIONS: 

.AN EXACT REQUIREMENT .WAS DETERMINED FOR THE 

NUMBER OF DIRECT LABOR PERSONNEL NEEDED TO 
PERFORM THE DISTRIBUTION WORKLOAD IN FY 01, 

\ A I A O  A C C I  m n r n  r m ~  HOLAJE\JER A DEGREE OF RISK v v n a  naoulvicv D T  

ASSIGNING A "SAVINGS PERCENTAGE" TO ALL AFFECTED 
DEPOTS REGARDLESS OF THE NUMBER OF SITES 
AFFECTED BY CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT 

.AN EXACT PERSONNEL FIGURE WILL NOT BE 
DETERMINED UNTIL THE FINAL BRAC DECISIONS ARE 
MADE AND THE APPLICABLE PERCENTAGES APPLIED TO 
ALL AFFECTED SITES 



FY97-01 POM with proposed BRAC Reductions 
FY94 Revised to Mid-Point of DDREIDDRW 

~ 1 2 5 %  & 25% 
- - -- - - - --- - 

-- -- - - 

I 

FY94 Actual 
FY94 Revised -- 

- 
FYO1 wl proposed B ~ C  - 

I - -- - - - -  
1 

1, -- - - - - - -- - --- -- - -- - - -- - 
\,Porn ~eductions ( T o  B-ac) 5,385 402 0 4,993 . 

1 1  

/ I  - - I 
Increase in Producivity (Lines1 Direct Mpwr) , 

r* 4.1 2% 1 1  1 Decreased in Non-Direct - -- Labor - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - -- -- -- - - - 6.50% 1 

ii - .  -- - - - - - - - - 
BRAG Effect 1,444 0 0 

25.00% 
11 1,4441 _____-___--------- - , ' Increase in Producivity (Lines1 Direct Mpwr) I) 

Decreased in Non-Direct Labor - -. . - - - - 
- - 25.00%. 

I 
- - -- - - -- - 

! - - - - - - - - . - - -- - 
,Total Personnel Savings 6,829 402 0 6,4371 / I  

36.85% 21.80% 0.00% Percent Decrease - - - - -  - - - - -- - - 1 
/ I  



IN REPLY CAAJ(BRAC) 
REFER TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VlRGtlNlA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE HOLD 

3 MAR 
- .  * 

MEMORANDUM OF MEIETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of B ~ s e  Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Croup 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 24 January 1995 (Afternoon Session) 

I. PURPOSE: To discuss IILA's distribution depot alternatives associated with the 
possible closure of Letterkenny. A list of attendees is at enclosure I .  

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. In a discussion between the DLA BRAC Team Chief and her Army BRAC (Mice 
counterpart subsequent to the morning BRACEC; meeting, we were advised that a final 
Army decision on Letterkemy would not be made until 26 January 1995. He indicated 
that if Letterkenny closes, they would expect us to vacate the post. Their one-page 
submissions to the Ofiice of the Secretary of Defime (OSD) are now expecttd to be 
provided on 27 January 1 995. 

B. A review of the Net Present Value (NPV) and Steady State (SS) savings for the 
realignment and closure of the Mnse Distributirsn Depot Memphis (DDMT), Dehse 
Distribution Depot Red River (DDRT), and Defense Distribution Depot Letttdenny 
(DDLP) were shown (enclosure 2). The NPV and SS savings favors realignnlent of 
DDRT, while a closure of Dl3MT saves the most. The Strategic Analysis Integrated 
Logistics System (SAILS) model is bemg run with t b  alternatives; when finalized the 
results wiU be reviewed with the Principal Deputy Director. 

C. Storage capacity charts, that reflected a realignment of DDMT, DDLP, and DDRT, 
were reviewed (enclosure 3). The storage capacity shortfall would be 1 million Attainable 
[Cubic Feet (ACF) if DDMT were realigned; while the shortfall, if DDLP werc: maligned, 
!would be 8 million ACF and !2 million ACF if DDItT were realigned. 

D. We will schedule another BRACEG meeting as soon as the Services make their 
18nd deeisiens. 

1'11. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Review new SAILS model results (paragraph IIB, above) with the Princ:ipal Deputy 
I)irectOr-CAAJ(BRAC). 
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B. At selected locations, review the: results of Primary Level Field Activity actions to 
resolve BRAC audit deficiencies identified in the Department of Defense Inspector 
General (IloDIG) audit--DODIG. 

C. Task the Executive Director, Strategic Programs and Contingency Operations to 
review the: draft report, insure it accurately depicts what we do, has a logical flow, is 
convincing, includes all we did that is c~itical to the analysis, and assesses whether our 
report reflects the fact that our recommendations are grounded in military judgment and 
not the COBRA runs--CA. 

3 Encl 
- T& Chief 

DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 







Covered Storage Capacity FY 01 525M 
NEW CONSTRUCTION * +10M 
SUBSTD BLDGS + R&R ISLAND +24M 
BRAC 95 - 115M 
STORAGE CAPACITY 4 U M  

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 461M 
BRAC95 25% SVCINV - 7M 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL - 2M 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT 452M 

+ 

SHORTFALL 8M 
* Includes SM ACF from convenion of Ops Arers at Cdumbus, 12M ACF 
R&R Island and Add W 3% (12M A C 9  maximizing c d n  d nmalning Depots 

.' C 
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Covered Storaae u Capacity 'FY 01 525M 
NEW CONSTRKnON * +I 6M 
SuBSTD BLDGS + R&R ISLAND +21M 
BRAC 95 - 117M 
STORAGE CAPACIN 445M 

Covered Storage Reqmt FY 01 4611111 
BRAC 95 25% SVCINV - 6M 
MINUS 15% OPERATING LEVEL - 1M 
STORAGE REQUIREMENT TUT 

SHORTFALL 9M 
* Includes 5M ACF h m  conversion of Ops Areas at dolumbus, 12M ACF 
R&R Island and Add8 3% (12M ACF) maximizing cube at remaining Depots 
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IN REPLY C AAJ(BRAC) 
R E F E R  TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

CLOSE HIOLD 

MEMORANDUM OF h4EETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of'Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 2 February 1995 

I. PURPOSE: To provide the BRACEG an uptiate of the status of BRAC 95 
recommendations, the curre:nt Secretary of Defense position on the size of the BRAC 95 
recommendations fiom the Services, options for the Defense Contract Mana.gement 
District (DCMD) West Headquarters relocation, and to review the modified distribution 
scenarios with the options tlhat close one or two Inventory Control Points (ICPs) 
(enclosure 2). A list of atte:ndees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF' DISCUSSION: 

A. The President has not yet signed an updated list of his nominees for the BRAC 
Commission. 

B. Both the Army and Navy have provided their one page recommendations to the 
Office of the Secretary of Illefense (OSD). The Air Force has provided a partial response. 
Highlights of those recommendations having significance to DLA were reviewed. These 
included the closure of Red River Army Depot, Letterkenny Army Depot, an~d the Long 
Beach Shipyard. Also the .4*y Concepts Analysis Agency will move fiom Bethesda, 
Maryland, to the new DL,4 building at Fort Belvoir. 

C. Secretary Perry recently advised that BRA.C 95 may not be as large as' first 
projected for two reasons First, the easier, more: obvious closure/realignmenit decisions 
have already been made in earlier BRAC rounds imd second, the 1995 round must be sized 
to fit the Defense budget since upfiont costs are YO high. 

D. Two DCMD West Ht:adquarters relocation options were reviewed: (1) Navy 
purchase of a building in Lorig Beach and (2) construction of a building on property at the 
Los Angeles Air Force Station (AFS). The Air F a  identified and offered about 27,000 
square feet of office space at LOS Angeles AFS. I[t was agreed it would be pcssible, out- 
side the BRAC process, to move the personnel assigned to the Defense Contract 
Management Ofice (DCMO) at El Segundo to Los Angeles AFS. The BRAC Team 
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should explore whether there are available sites in the Los Angeles area that may be 
considered for purchase to accommodate the larger DCMD West Headquarters 
contingent. 

E. Revisions to the cloe "two I C P  and "onelICP options were reviewed. The 
revision includes closing vice realigning the Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny 
(DDLP) and keeping open the Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio (DDST). The 
Air Force has indicated that ithey might be able to provide us additional buildiings for stor- 
age at our collocated depots in San Antonio, Warner Robins, Hill and McClellan. This 
could alleviate some or all ofthe storage capacity shortfalls we have identified in our 
various options. 

111. DECISIONS REACHEII: Assess the real estate market in Los Angeles for potential 
purchase of buildings near the current El Segundo location for relocation of DCMD West 
Headquarters. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTION: 

A. Assess the Los Angelers real estate market--MMDI. 

B. Rerun COBRA model if necessary after more information is received concerning 
DCMD West relocation--Clk4J(BRAC). 

- 
.:! Encl 

DLA BRAC 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(~6q;rate Administration) 

e+P&& 
LAWRE CE P. FARRELL, JR.J 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXEC;IJ'TIVE GROUP MEIETING ATTENDEES 

2 FEBRUARY 1995 
0830-0930 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Fanrell 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Baird 

FO CAPT McCarthy 

AQ Mr. Scott 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. Burke 

MM Maj Gen Babbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS CAPT Orr 

MMSD CAPT Rountree 

CAAG Mr. Gelli 

CAAV CAPT L d e r  

- GAO Representative - Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 



REVIEW OF SERVICE RECOMMENDATONS 
, HIGHLIGHTS 

- ARMY CLOSES RED RIVER- AMMO STORAGE & TRAINING 
CENTERS TO LONE STAR ... LIGHT COMBAT VEHICLE 
MAINTENANCE TO ANNISTON ..." DLA REGIONAL DEPOT AND 
RUBBER PRODUCTION FACILITY TO LONE STAR" 

1 

- ARMY REALIGNS LETTERKENNY...VEHICLE MISSION TO 
ANNISTON & MISSILE GUIDANCE WORKLOAD TO 
TOBYHANNA ... RETAIN AMMO STORAGE ENCLAVE 8 DoD 
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION STORAGE 

- ARMY CONCEPTS ANALYSIS AGENCY FROM BETHESDA TO 
NEW DLA FACILITY AT FORT BELVOIR 

- NAVY CLOSES LONG BEACH SHIPYARD .... ONLY NEEDED 
FAMILY HOUSING UNITS REMAIN 

- 
J 

- NOTHING SIGNIFICANT IN AIR FORCE 
i 



RESPONSE TO QUERY RE BRAC 95 

Although Secre tary  Perry has  not  re-ived t h e  
recourmendations from the m i l i t a r y  departments f o r  base closurms 
and realignments,  the Se,wices have indica ted  t h a t  the 1995 round 
w i l l  no t  be as l a r g e  a s  f irst  a n t i c i p a t d .  

There a r e  two primary reason. f o r  t h i s :  

10 Tha r e l a t i v e l y  e a e i e r  and more obvious d e c i s i o r u  f o r  
c l o s u r e s  and realignments have a l ready b a n  made. The 
recormnendations for BRAC 95 are provin!; t o  be more d i f f i c u l t  for  
t h e  Services t o  make. Since three rouxds have already h e n  
completed, f u r t h e r  c u t s  i n  many ins tances  involve moving on to  
bases t h a t  a l r eady  have mul t ip le  missions or would r e q u i r e  
s u b s t a n t i a l  cons t ruc t ion  before rece iv ing  a d d i t i o n a l  work. 

o Although t h e s e  cloeuro8 v i l l  u l t ima te ly  u v 8  the 
taxpayers  and the Department of Defensr billionr; of dollars, tby 

II) h v o  a 1 ~ s t a n t i a l  up i ron t  cost .  tor moving, f o r  anvironment.1 
cleanup, and f o r  construe-tion of necessary facilities a t  
r e c e i v i n g  bases. Given tlhese c o s t s  t o  i m p l m n t  any 
r e c o u e n d a t i o n ,  the size of the 1995 round must be o i z d  t o  f i t  
the Defense budget. 

The Department has  always recogniz~rd that  the mito of  bRIC 
95 could br limited by funding concerns. k S-otary Purry ud 
General Shalikashvili stated l a s t  nay, me rust proamd t c b  cl- 
bases .in o r d e r  t o  save money, managing t h e  p r o e m s  in 8 vay t h t  
recognizes  t h a t  base c los ing  costs roney before  it nrrrr rrony. 
TOO much, t o o  soon jeopardlizes our  c u r r a n t  progru; too l i t t l m ,  
t o o  l a t e  jeopardizes  our f u t u r e  progru, T h u e  u e  t h e  
cons ide ra t ions  that w i l l  dstenairm the s i z e  and shapa of the 
c l o s i n g s  w e  w i l l  recommend to  the Base C:losure and Realignment 
Commisg;ion f o r  1995.B 





AGENDA 

+ ZERVICE INPUTS 
+ DCMDW SCE'NARIOS 
+ ICPIDEPOT SCENARIOS 







CLOSING 1 ICP 
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ALEXANDRIA, V IRGINIA 22304-61 00 

IN 7 E P L \ r  

R E F E R  10 CM(BRAC)  
CLOSE HOED 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETMG 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignaent aid Closure (BRAC) 95 Executive Grocp 
(BRACE{;) Meeting - 15 Febniary 1995 

1. PURPOSE: To review the proposed relocation of the Definse Contract Mznagement 
District (DCMD) West (enclosure 2). To provide the BRACEG assessments associated 
with DoD Selection Criteria 6 - economic impact, Criteria 7 - ability of potential receiving 
cornunities irfiasriucture to support forces, missions, and penonnel, and Criteria 8- 
environments! inpact as it relates to our recommended closure/realignment options (&SO 
included ir, enclosure 2). A list of attendees is at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMAIRY OF DISCUSSZOILT: 1 
A. Three scenarios were presented to the BRACEG for comparctive purposes relating 

to the relocation of DCMD HQ West. Tllis redirect action is required in part because the 
Navy has added the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, to its list of major base closures. The 
inability of Navy to trade land on the base for a commercial building or land with Port 
Authority/City of Long Beach due to impact of the President's Five Point Revitalization 
Plan is also a factor. 

1. Relocate all components of DCMD West HQ to a purchased office building at 
Long Beach. 

2. Re!ocate all components of DCMD West HQ to a purchased building at Long 
Beach and the collocated Defense Contract Management Office (DGMO) to available 
administrative space at the Los Angeles Air Force Station (AFS). 

3. Relocate all components of DCMD West, except HQ Human Resources 
- personnel, to a purchased building at Long Beach and relocate the collocated X M O ,  

DCMD West HC! Human Resources personnel, to available administrative space at 
Los Angeles M S .  

There was discussion concerning the feasibility of moving the Human Resource 

0 component with the DCMD HQ to Long Beach. Consensus was that the idea could be 
pursued and tested outside of BRAC. However, the Agency needs time to study the 
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idea fkrther. Therefore, it was agreed that Option 2 which realigns DCM) HQ, including 
Human Resources personnel to Long Beach was the best option. DCMD West should 
pursue moving the collocated DCMO onto Los Angeles AFS; however, it should be 
accomplished outside of BRAC. 

B. An environmental evaluation at each losing and gaining activity indicated that there 
were no significant en~rironmental issues that \vould overturn the recommendations being 
made. 

1 .  An environrnl=ntal assessment will need to be accomplished at the DCMD West 
Long Beach location, once selected. The recommendation to disestablish L)CMDS will 
have negligible impact on DCMDN and DCMIIW. 

2. For Stand-Alone and Collocated Depots being closed (the Defense Distribution 
Depot Memphis (DDMT), Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU), Defense 
Distribution Depot Letterkenny (DDLP), and the Defense Distribution Depot Red h v e r  
(DDRT)) compliance co!jts at receiving locations may increase due to the new mission 
support requirements. 

3. Although there are no environmental issues that preclude closing DDMT and 
DDOU, the clean up of tl~t: Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites at tlhese locations 
will require working OUI. the environmental responsibilities associated with the closure 
with the Army (the owner of the property). Both locations have been designated as 
National Priority List Sites and may require lengthy cleanup periods. However, our 
facilities at DDOU and IIDMT should not be impacted by the cleanup effort. BRAC costs 
for cleanup may be extensive. 

4. The realignment of DISC personnel to DPSC will require no physical 
movement of personnel; therefore, there will be no environmental impact. The realign- 
ment of DISC personnel to DGSC will result in negligible environmental impact; however, 
DGSC has a non-mandatory air quality program and the new personnel resettling will be 
subject to the new progrilm 

C. The DLA economic impact assessment for c o m m u ~ s w a s  reviewed7he 
assessment was accomp1is.hed using a model provided by DoD. It measures iota1 potential 
job changes in the econo~nic area (including direct and indirect) and the total potential job 
change as a percent of the total employment'in the area. A summary of this a.ssessment is 
at enclosure 3.  Only a few of our recommendations--DDLP (1.2 percent), DIDRT (2.7 
percent)--had over a I percent negative impact in the percentage of area jobs. The total 
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DoD cumulative economic impact was also :reviewed. The BRACEG dici not feel that 
either the DLA or the: DoD cumulative economic impacts were large enough to require a 
change of any of our :rec:ommendations. 

D. The impact on the receiving communities' infrastructure was reviewed. Four 
showstopper areas were highlighted: financial, housing, utilities, and staffing. A "worst 
case" approach was ustxl to determine the nu,mber of incoming people. It was assumed 
that 100 percent of employees at the losing activity would move to the new location with 
their dependents. In each instance, it was determined that each receiving c:ommunity 
could satisfactorily acc;ornmodate the additional forces, missions, and personnel. 

111. DECISIONS REACHED: 

A. Relocate DCMD West HQ to Long Beach and purchase a building, if most cost- 
effective. This is a redirect of a BRAC 93 action. 

B. Proceed with all I-e:commendations previously agreed upon based on the minimal 
environmental, economic, and community impixcts that are expected. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIlONS: 

A. Hand-carry a sumniary of DoD cumulative economic impacts to the BRACEG 
members--CAAJ(BRAC:). 

B. Review with GAO environmental representatives our environmental impact 
assessment analysis--CA\J(BRAc). 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

De:puty Director - 

.- 

(CorporaEAdmin'rsration) 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



1l1lSE REALlGNMElVT A N D  CLOSURES 
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0800-0950 

ATTENDEES: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairman 

C A Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. Bairtl 

FO CAPT MclCarthy 

AQ RADM Vincent 

AQC Mr. Brunk 

AQP Col Wilson 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Mr. Burke: 

MM Maj Gen Batbbitt 

MMD BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS RADM Chamberlin 

MMDI COL McELenna 

CAAG Mr. McGintjr 

CAAV CAPT Leede:r 

CAAE Mr. Reitman 

GAO Representative-Mr. Perkins 
DoDIG Representative-Mr. Padgett 
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The Environmental Impact 

Process Overview 

Environmental Impact Assessments 
D Defense Contract Management 

Commands 
D Inventory Control Points 
>> Collocated Depots 
>> Stand-Alone Depots 



Assessment Process 

Develop Comprehensive 
Environmental Data Call 

Develop User-Friendly 
Database 

1 

Analyze Certified Data Calls 
and Input Responses into 
Data base 

Identify Possible 
Environmental Constraints 
Associated with Each 
Activity 

?995 BPdC 
Environmental Data Call 

June 1994 

CAAJ 



i 

Consistent with Policy Memo 3, the DLA BRA C '95 Environmental 

Assessment Process 

Data Call addressed the following environmental program areas: 

Comprehensive Environmental Response 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

>> Subtitle C: Hazardous Waste 
>> Subtitle D: Solid Waste. 
>> Subtitle I: Underground Storage Tanks 

(USTs) 
Natural Resources 

>> Wetlands and Sensitive Habitats 
n Threatened and Endangered Species 
>> Farmlands and Forested Areas 
)> Historical and Cultural Resources 
>) Mineral and Energy 

Asbestos/RadonlPCBs/Lead-Based 
Paint 
Air Quality 
Water Qua!lol* 

)) GroundwaterlPotable Water 
>) Surface Water 
)> Wastewater 

"Additions to the list of affribufes 
specified in OSD guidance. 





Assessment Process 

DLA conducted a com~rehensive analysis of the environmental 
considerations present at each installation. 

We reviewed each Data Call question and essesseo' its impact on 
the potential BRAC actions for each installation. 
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Inventory Control Points (ICPs) 

Environmental Site Summary 

I 1 

Activity 
1 

DCSC 4 J J  J  

DFSC d J J  4  
1 .. 

DGSC J J  J J  J  J J  J 

DISC J J  J J - 

I .  
DPSC J J  J J 

-..---- 
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.pod/Ce~ pue al/!nuosy3er sapn13u! =~raa, 







Distribution Depot BRAC Actions 

Environmental Impacts 
1 

DDRW J 4 J 

DRMS HQ 4 J J -- 
I Other J J  J J J  

The impacts identified do not inhibit the recommendations from going forth. 

Close Hold 
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As of 16:42 05 February 1995 

Economic Impact 1)at;i 

Activity: DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOU'ITH 
Economic Area: Atlanta~, GA MSA 

Imoact of Proposed BRAC-93 Action at DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SO 

GA MSA (1992): 3,143,000 
Total Employment d Wltrta, GA MSA, BEA (19!12): -1 323,937 
Total Personal Income of Allanta, GA MSA (1992 actual): $68,667,765,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (275) 

Change Over Closuri: Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) 0.0% 

1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7 2 3 8 1 9 9 9  2000 -- 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 C. 0 (3) 0 0 0 (3) 

Crv 0 0 0 0 (40) 0 0 0 (40) 
Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 (2) 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 (124) 0 0 0 (124) 
(2) 

lR?A@SfS D%?@Ebb-ge Sixnmary at DEFENSE CO?Jl"RACT MANAGEMENT DISTINCT SOUTH: 

MIL 0 0 0 0 (5) 0 0 0 ( 5 )  
CN 0 0 0 0 (164) 0 0 0 (164) 
TO 0 0 0 0 (169) 0 0 0 (169) 

Indirect Job Change: (1 06) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (275) 

Other Pending BRAC Actions at DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH Previous Round 
MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Crv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Atlanta, GA MSA Profile:, 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 1,68 1,250 Average Per Capita Income (1 992): $21,849 

Employment Data ' Per Capita Personal Income Data 

Annualized Chanpe in Civilian Employment (1984-1993 Annualized Change in Per Cauita Personal Income (1984-1992 - 
Employment: 50,456 Dollars: $9 14 
Percentage: 3.6% Percentage: 5.2% 
U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

U;nemplayment Rates for Atlanta, C;PL MSA and the US (1 9847993): 

1 Note: Bureauof Labor ~ t a t l s t b  employnient data for 1993, whlch has bwn adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 Bureau 
of the Census metropolitan area ddflntllon~; an! not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of: 16:42 05 Fchruary 1995 

Economic Impact Ililta 

Activity: DEFENSE <:ONTRACT MANAGIEMENT DISTRIC 
Economic Area: Atlanta, GA MSA 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affecting Atlanta, GA MS& 

Cumulative Total Direct mcl Indirect Job Change: 

-- 
Potential Cumulative Total Jlob Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employ 

1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1  --- 
Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding DEFENSE CONTRACT 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH) 

A m y :  MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Eco'nomic Area (Excluding DEFENSE CONTRACT 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT :SOUTH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 .  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 123 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Other: MIL $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job  Change i n  Atlanta, GA MSA Statistical Area (Including DEFENSE CONTRACT 
IVZANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH) 

MIL 1:23 o 8 o ( 5 )  o o o 
CIV 0 0 1 0 (164) 0 0 0 
TO 12 :i 0 9 0 (169) 0 0 0 

Cumulative Inbrect J'ob Change: 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect J13b Change: 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL OUTPUT 

Option: 3D, DCMC Movements 

Direct Indirect Total Percent 
Site Change Change Change Impact 

DCMCI -85 -45 -130 0.0 
2.1 - 13 cl 2~ -r /\ n V.U 

-169 -106 -275 0.0 

1 DCMDW 22 14 36 0.0 
DCMC 52 96 148 0.0 



4 

t a 
2 

ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL OUTPUT 

Option: 3D, ICP Movements 

I 

I 
'Direct Indirect Total Per cell t 

'Site Change Change Change Impact 

DCSC 
DGSC 359 558 917 

I DISC 



ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL OUTPUT 

Option: 3D, Depotlother Movements 

Direct Indirect Total Percent 
Site Change Change Change Impact 

DDAA 
DDCO 
DDLP 
DDMT 

DDOU 
DDRT 
DDSP 
DDJC 
DDRE 
DDRW 
DRMS HQ 







Anniston 

I 

San Joaquin 

Financial Housing Utilities 

no GOB Y Y 
Rev: Aaa (Calhoun Cty) 

GOB: Aa Y Y 

Susquehanna no GOB v I 

Rev: A (New Cumb) 
Aaa (York Cty) 
Aaa (Mech) 

Staffing 

Richmond GOB: Aaa Y Y Y 

Battle Creek GOB: A1 Y Y Y 

Ft. ~e lvo ir  GOB: Aaa Y Y Y 

Los Angeles GOB: Aal Y Y Y 

Boston I GOB: A Y Y Y 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

+ Receiver communities can support 
recommended increases to forces, 
missions, and personnel 





BRAC 95 Cumulative Cumulative 
Military BKAC 95 Jobs Percent of Total Jobs Percent of 

Economic Area BRAC 95 Installation Dept. Direct Indirect Total Area Jobs (1994 to 2001) Area Jobs 

Essex, Middlesex, Suffolk, P ymouth, 
Norfolk Counties, MA 1 Defense Contract Mgmt Dist - Northeast 

1 1  

DL A 2 1 13 3 4 0.0% 
Hanscom AFB Air Force 591 1,235 1,826 0.1% 
USA Natick Research & Development Ctr Army 162 338 500 0.0% ; 1 NAS South Weymouth Navy (960) (518) (1,478) (0.1%) 

Total 1 882 1 0 O04 I (1,49411 0 lo: 

I 
Anniston, AL 

Atlanta, GA 

Calhouri County, MI 

Columbus, OH 

Dayton-Springfield, OH 

Franklin County, PA 

Defeme Distttiltion Depot Anniston DL A 53 9 503 1,042 1.7% 
Anniston Army Depot Army 50 1 450 95 1 1.5% 
Fort McClellan Army (8,536) (2,184) (10,720) (17.3%) 

Total 1 (8,72711 (14.1%)) 

Defense Contract Mgmt District - South DLA (169) (106) (275) 0.0% 
Dobbins AFB Air Force 5 8 3 7 95 0.0% 
NAS Atlanta Navy 326 164 490 U.U"/O 

Total I 310 1 0.0%] 508 ( 0.0% 

I Defense Reutilization & Marketing Service DLA 97 42 139 0.2% 
I 

Total L 139 1 0.2%1 139 1 

Defense Construction Supply Center DLA (358) (623) (981) (0.1%) 
Defense Distribution ~ e G t  ~olumbus DLA (365) (632) (997) (0.1%) 

Total 1 (1,978)l (0.2%)1 (1,181)1 (0.1 %) 

Defense Contract M m t  Command Int'l DL A (85) (45) (130) 0.0% . . 
Air Force 2,548 2,477 5,025 0.9% 

Total 1 4,895 1 0.9%( 1,272 1 

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny DLA (378) (370) (748) (1.2%) 
Letterkenny Army ~ e $  Army (2,554) (2,491) (5,045) (8.1%) 

Total [ (5,79311 (9.3%)1 (6,19011 (10.0% 

Page 1 of 3 ECOIMP.XLS 2/16/95 958 AM 



BRAC 95 Cumulative Cumulative 
Military BRAC 95 Jobs Percent of Total Jobs Percent of 

FCQEC!PIC A-e BRAC 95 Installation Dept. Direct Indirect Total Area Jobs (1994 to 2001) Area Jobs 

Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle PA 
1 Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna 

( New Cumberland Facility ) DLA 297 163 460 0.1% 
Fort Indiantown Gap Army (521) (268) (789) (0.2%) 

Total [ (329)) (0.1%)1 387 ( 

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA Defense Contract Mgmt District - West DLA 22 14 
36 0.0% 

NRC P O ~ O M  Navy (10) (5) (15) 0.0% 
NSY h n g  Beach NaY' (4,126) (9,467) (13,593) (0.3%) 
SUPSHIP Long Beach Navy (19) (11) (30) 0.0% 

Total 1 (13,602)l (0 .3~11 (20,298)l 

Memphis, TN-AR-h4S 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ 

Richmond-Petersburg, VA 

Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT 

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 
Bureau of Personnel (IN) 

Defense Indi~aiz! $c:p~;:y Gnier 
Fort Dix 
NAESU Philadelphia 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
NAWCAD Warminster 
NSWC Philadelphia 

Defense General Supply Center 
Fort Lee 

Defense Distribution Depot Ogden 

DLA 
Navy 
Total 

DLA 
Army. 
Navy 
Navy 
Navy 
Navy 
Total 

DLA 
Army 
Total 

DL A ( 11  13) (1,834) (2,947) (0.4%) 
Total 1 (2,947)l (0.1%)1 (2,947)1 

Page 2 of 3 ECOIMP.XLS 2/16/95 9 5 2  AM 



BRAC 95 Cumulative Cumulative 

Texarkana, TX-AR 

- - - .  
Military BRAC 95 Jobs Percent of Total Jobs Percent of 

Def Dist Depot San Joaquin (Tracy) DLA 213 117 330 0.2% 
NAVCOMMSTA Stockton Navy (7) (3) (10) 0.0% 

Total 998 1 0.5%1 1.325 1 

Defense Distribution Depot Red River DLA (821) (781) (1,602) (2.7%) 
Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant Army 510 709 1,219 2.0% 
Red River Army Depot Am-y (2,SGi j (2,753) (5,654) (9.5%) 

Total (6,037)l (10.1?40)1 (4,583)1 (7.7%) 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV Defense Logistics Agency HQ 
Fort Detrick 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center 

i 
I NATNAVMEDCEN Bethesda 
I Naval Research Laboratory 
i NDW Washington 

NSWC Carderock 
NSWC White Oak 

York, PA Defense Distribution Region East 

DLA 
-Y 
Army 
Navy 
Navy 
N2:y 

Navy 
Navy 
Total 

DLA 89 115 204 0.1% 

Total I 204 1 0.l%[ 204 1 

Page 3 of 3 



P 6 OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT S,ECRETARY OF DEFENS!E 

% 3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1-3300 g 

IOYLf: rnLCUR1TV 
1 Z FF9 19?5 

MEMORANDUM FOR SFXRETARIW OF THE: MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
D I R F i R ,  DEFENSE LClGISTICS AGENCY 

Subject: Cumulative Economic Impact for 1995 Base Closure and Realignment 
Preliminary Candidates (BRAC 95) 

BRAC 95 Policy Memorandum Three, dated December 29, 1994, contains guidance 
for considering cumulative (xormmic impact. The guidance calls for a review of BRAC 95 
preliminary candidates and recommendations when more than one DoD Component proposes a 
BRAC action in the same ecommic area, Such a review is necessary because DoD 
Components could not be aware of the other Comp~nents' candidates when they were 
developing their own recommendations. This review will therefore enable DoD Cornpofients 
to consider the cumulative economic impact of all EIRAC 95 actions. 

Attachment A contains a listing of BRAC 95 preliminary candidates sortad by 
(economic area. This list does not include actions that result in relocatiocls within the same 
lxonomic area because such relocations do not have any BRAC economic impact. Also, some 
preliminary candidates redirect persome4 to an installation that is different from the one 
originally required by a @m-roand BRAC decision. The attached list dots not include losses 
('outs") for such * d k t s "  when doing so would m e  jobs from economic atas that w m  
mcr actually there. 

Please review your BRAC 95 candidates widering the cumuhtive v m i c  impact 
detailed in Attachment A. Policy Memonndurn provides guidance for mducting this 
n ~ i e w ,  noting that it must consider dl eight fzd decision criteria, not just economic implct. 

Pleont conduct this review and rcport its results to me by the close of busi~~ess on 
Monday, February 13, 1995. Your response should detail my changes in your preliminary 
ciwiidue~ or ;loOe that the mew did not result in my ~hmga. 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

CLOSE HOLD 
IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment ancl Closure (BRAC) Executive Group 
(BRACEG) Meeting - 22 February 1995 

I. PURPOSE: To formally present minor corrc:ctions to the Military Value and economic 
impact data to the BRACEG, and to review/disc;uss the near-term BRAC 915 schedule of 
events (enclosure 2). A list of attendees is attached at enclosure 1. 

11. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A. Changedcorrections in the Military Value points were briefed. These changes were 
the result of DoDIG and BRAC Working Group scrub of the data, and had been included 
in the final recommendation deliberations but not briefed. All changes were considered 
minor and accepted by the BRACEG. 

B. Corrected cumulative economic impact numbers (primarily changes firom the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)) were reviewed. 

C. A potential schedule of eventdactions in relation to the 28 February 1995 public 
announcement by the Secretary of Defense was reviewed and discussed in detail. 

1. It was agreed that DLA BRAC Detailed Analysis and Public Mairs 
information would be express mailed to the Primary Level Field Activities (P'LFA) and 
Distribution Depot Commanders on 24 February 1995. The Commanders will he directed 
to handle the Detailed Analysis as an "Eyes Only" document until the Secreti~ry of Defense 
has announced the DoD list. 

2. A special briefing for the President anti Executive Vice President of the DLA 
Council of AFGE Locals will be scheduled for the morning of 28 February 1!395. 

3. Early on the 28th of February 1995 Congressional representatives will be 
provided notification letters. 

4. The Secretary of Defense news conference is scheduled for 1 I00 on 
28 February 1995. 



C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE EIOLD 3 WR 1995 
SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and (2losure (BRAC) Executive (Group 

(BRACEG) Meeting - 22 February 1995 

D. The General Accounting Office (GAO) representative indicated some concerns 
with the draft report. The Chairman asked that the GAO concerns be addressed and 
resolved before the report i.s finalized. 

111. DECISION REACHED: Military Values changes were accepted. 

IV. FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

A. Document all Military Value point value cl~anges with explanations-- 
C AAJ(BRAC). 

B. Federal Express to the PLFA and Distribution Depot Commanders copies of the 
DLA Detailed Analysis and Public Mairs infomaition--CAkT(BRAC). 

C .  Set up a briefing for t.he President and Executive Vice President of the :DL.A Council 
of AFGE Locals on BRAC 95 recommendations at 0900 on 28 February 1995--CAH. 

D. Brief BRAC 95 recommendations to HQ DLA supervisors after the Secretary of 
Defense news conference on 28 February 1995--ClAAJ(BRAC). 

E. Provide the latest copy of the draft report t'o CA, CAH, and GC--CAAJ(BRAC). 

F. Meet with GAO to resolve any concerns with the draft DLA Detailed Analysis prior 
.to finalizing the report--CA4J(BRAC). 

G. Perform an audit at the Defense Distribution Depot Charleston and the Defense 
]Distribution Depot Oakland., and compare BRAC 93 estimated closure costs versus actual 
closure costs--FO. 

:! Encl 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) &&a* 
LAWRE E P. FARRELL, JR. 
Major General, USAF 
Princi.pa1 Deputy Director 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES 
EXECIJTIVE GROUP MEIETING ATTENDEES 

22 FEBRUARY 1995 
1000- 1 1:!0 

ATTENDESS: 

DD Maj Gen Farrell, Chairmarl 

CA Mr. Thurber 

GC Mr. .Baird 

FO CAPT McCarthy 

AQC Mr. Brunk 

AQp Col Wilson 

CAH Mr. Ressler 

CAI Ms. Gallo 

CAN Col Holes 

MM 

MMD 

Maj Gen Babbitt 

BG Burch 

MMDD Mr. Roy 

MMS CAP'T Rountree 

MMSD CAP'I' Orr 

MMDI COL McKenna 
.- 

{CAAG Mr. McGinty 

cSAO Representative - Mr. Perkins ' 

IDoDIG Representative - Mr. Padgett 
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DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 

I. MISSION SCOPE 

A. Relationship--current & 
future mission to DoD & 
operational readiness of 
+LA 4-4 I C A ~ A A  
b I I G  L V I ~ I  IVl\re 

I. DoD mission essential 
2. Perform unique mission 

- present 
3. Perform unique mission 

YES 
YES 

YES 
- future 



6. MISSION DIVERSITY 

1. DCMAOs report to DCMCl HQ 
2. DCMAO on board personnel sptyd 
3. Customer Program -LR 
4. Total contractors 
5. Total contracts 
6. Dollars overseen 
7. Unliquidated obligations 
8. Total CACOsIDACOs 
9. Total ACAT I Programs 



II. MISSION SUITABILITY 

A. LOCATION 

1. Location essential? 
2. Center of work? 
3. DCMAOs within 150 miles 
4. PlaneRrainlBus access? 
5. Located in DoD space 

NO 
NO 

0 
YES 
YES 

B. FACILITY SUITABILITY 

1. Building Condition Excellent 



DCMC INTERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 

Ill. OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

A. Base Operating Costs 

1. BOS cosffemployee supported 
2. RPM cosffsq foot? 
3. ISSAlrent space cost 

B. Personnel Costs 
1. DCMCl HQ costlpersonnel spt'd 
2. General & Administration 
3. Direct Costs 



I 

TERNATIONAL MILITARY VALUE 

I 

1 

I 

IV. EXPANDABILITY 

A. Facilityllnstallation Expansion 

1. Add'l Personnel? 
2- Expand - same Bldn .I. Ym 

3. Other DoD space avail? 
4. DoD buildable acres avail? 

B. MOBILIZATION EXPANSION 

1. Surge capability (yeslno)? / YES 
I 



I MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC ENFORMATION II 
I DCMDs 
1111 
I'llilitaryl/mmt 

Data Element 
I. Mission Scope 175 Points 
A. CurrentIFuture Mission 

I I .  DoD Essentiality (V.17) 
2. Unique Mission - Present (V. 1) 
3. Unique Mission - Future (V.l) 
I 

SUBTOTAL CURRENTIFUTURE MISSION. 

B. Mission Diversity 
I. No. DCMAOdDPROs Reporting Direct 

to DCMDHQ (V.2.a less V.2.d) 
2. No. Paid Equivalents Receiving Support 10 10 7 8 

Services 
3. No.Customers in Customer Outreach 5 5 4 4 

Program (V.3) 
4. No. Active Contractors (V. 10) 5 5 4 4 
5. No. Contracts Managed (V. 1 1) 15 15 15 11 
6. Oblig Dollar (Bill) Value Managed (V.13) 5 4 3 5 
7. $ (Bill) Value Unliq. Oblig. Managed (V. 14) 5 2 3 5 
8. No. CACOsJDACOs (V.6) 5 5 3 3 
,9. Nc. ACATi Piogi~iii Mgmd jL'.4j II z91 2ql 011 41 

I 1-1- 
TOTAL MISSION SCOPE 



I 

I. Need Present Location (V.18) 
2. Located in Approx. Center of Work 

Concentration wlin 150 mls (V.2.b) 
a.  Contractors (%) 
b. Contracts (%) 
c. $ Obligated (%) 

3. No. DCMAslDPROs w/i 150 miles 
or DcAnn CIQ !v.2.h) 

4. Acess to Transportation 

Subtotal of points 



1. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Feet 

. Total GBA Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
DCMAOsIDPROs 

3. DCMD HQ Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
at DCMAOs and DPROs 

at DCMAOs & DPROs 



I MILITARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION I ! DCMDs I 
I I DCMDN DCMDS D C M D W  
1-1 Points 11 Points 1) Points 

A. Facility1 Installation Expansion . 
I. Additional Personnel in Present Space 
2. Additional Space for Expansion 
3. Other Do0  Space in Metro Area 
4. DoD Acreage to Build 

- - I I - -  

8. Mobilization Expansion 
I. Capability for Surge 

I LIIU 
MOBILIZATION E X P A N S I O N , I T ~ ~ ~ ~ { ~ ~  1-1 

TOTAL EXPANDABILITY 

I I- 
TOTAL POINTS FOR DCMDs 79511 6561- 



I DPSCs MILITARY VALUE 1 

B. Mobilization ExpansionSurge Cspa b!!ity 

C. Mission Expansion 
Additional Mission wlo Additional Personnel (%) 



A. CurrentIFuture Mission 
I. DoD Essentiality 
2. SameISimilar Mission 

6. Mission Diversity 
I. Field Activities Reporting Directly to this Activity 
2. Percentage Paid Equivalents Directly 

Support Field Activities 
3. No. of NSNs Managed 

a. Active NSNs 
b. lnactive NSNs 

4. $ Value Inventory Managed 
a. Active Inventory ($M) 
b. Inactive lnventory ($M) 

5. No. of PRs Awarded 
6. $ Value of Contracts Awarded ($M) 
7. % Business ($ Value) Supporting Nan-DoD 
8. % Paid Equivalent Supporting Non-DoD 



I HARDWARE lCPs MILITARY VALUE II 
Base Specific Information 

Data Element 
II. Mission Suitability 
A. Facility Suitability 
I. Age of Buildings 
2. Current Condition of Buildings 
3, !afras?nrd~!re Sui?sb!e for Elsar~iiic Ciimmem 
4. Access to Transportation 

a. Air 
b. Bus 
c. Train 

TOTAL MISSION SUITABILITY 
uuuu 
[ - 7 % $ ~ 1 ~ ~ 1 5 0 (  



HARDWARE lCPs MILITARY VALUE 
Base Specific Information 

F 

Data Element 
Ill. Operational Efficiencies 
A BOS Costs 
I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Feet 
3. Comm. Costs Per Paid Equivalent 

SUBTOTAL BOS 

B. Personnel Costs 
I. Total G&A Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
3. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 

I 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES I 2001183111631 16211 







MlLlf ARY VALUE BASE SPECIFIC INFORMATION 











. Operating Costs 
. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 

by Line for Off Base Issues 
TransportationCosts 

2. Buildable Acres 
3. Limitations on Expansion 

a. Environmental 

8. Mobilization Expansion 

b. Second 8hr  Shift Authorized 



. Tnmportation Costs 
Adual Second Destination Transportation Costs 
by Line for Off Base Issues 
. Adual Second Destination TransportationCosts 

. Limitations on Expansion 
a. Environmental 



I ACTIVITY: DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ MILITARY VALUE I 

A. CunenUFuture Mission 
I. DoD Essentiality 
2. Other DoD Activity Performing Same Mission 
3. unique Missions 

Region HQ Business Expended in Liaison with 
DLA & Service lCPs 

I I I P II 

I B. Mission Diversity 
I. Depots Reporling to Region HQ 
2. Faid E$iiiv. in Depois Receiving Support Service 

From Region HQ 
3. Vol. of Business (Depots) 
4. No. NSNs Stored at Depots 
5. No. Attainable Cubic Feet Storage Space 
6. $ Value Inventory Stored at Depots 
7. Business Expended in Negotiation of 

Agreements (Manhours) 
8. Support to Non-DoD 
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Cwrsnt/Futum Mission 
. DoD Essentiality 
. Other DoD Activity Performing Same Mission 

. Strategic Location Current & Future Mission 
% Workload Supporting 
a. Maintenance Activity 
b. Other Local Installation 
c. 100 Mile Customer 
a. 300 ivi~le Customer 

(CCP, ALOC) as specified in the Concepts of Operations 
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(Environmental, Historical, etc.) 

B. Mobilization Expansion 
I. Surge Capability 

a. Single Shr Shift 
b. Second 8hr Shift 



A. Currentlfuture Mission 
I. DoD Essentiality 
2. SametSimilar Mission 

B. Mission Diversity 
I. Field Activities Reporting Directly to this Activity 
2. Percentage Paid Equivalents Directly 

Support Field Activities 
3. No. of NSNs Managed 

a. Active NSNs 
b. Inactive NSNs 

4. $ Value lnventory Managed 
a. Active lnventory ($M) 
b. lnactive Inventory ($M) 

5. No. of PRs Awarded 
6. $ Value of Contracts Awarded (SM) 
7. % Business ($ Value) Supporting Non-Do0 
8. % Paid Equivalent Supporting Non-DoD 
I 

Yes 
No 

. Yes 
0 





I Data Eiement 
I 

1111. Operational Efficiencies 
IA. BOS Costs 
I. BOS Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. RPM Costs Per Square Feet 
3. Comm. Costs Per Paid Equivalent 

B. Personnel Costs 
I. Total G&A Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
2. Total Direct Costs Per Paid Equivalent 
3. Total Indirect Costs per Paid Equivalent 



I DFSC MILITARY VALUE 7 
Base Specific Information I 

DFSC 
1 

I Data Element 11 
ilV. Expandability 1 
A. Facilityllnstallation Expansion 
I. Total Buildable Acres 
2. Acceptable DoD Space in MSA 
3. Additional Personnel Accommodated 

in Current Space 
4. Excess DLA Warehouse Could Re n!!nca!ed 

B. Mobilization Expansion-Surge Capability Yes 

Response 

0 
0 
0 

3 

C. Mission Expansion 
Additional Mission wlo Additional Personnel 

" 

Il 



A. CurrentlFuture Mission 
I. DoD Essential~ty 
2. SameISimilar Mission 

B. Mission Diversity 
I. Field Activities Reporting Directly to this Activity 
2. Percentage Paid Equivalents Directly 

Support Field Activities 
3. No. of NSNs !Managed (%) 

a. Active NSNs 
I 

b. Inactive NSNs 

I 4. $ Value Inventory Managed ($M) 

l 
a. Active Inventory 
b. Inactive Inventory 

5. No. of PRs Awarded 
6. $ Value of Contracts Awarded ($M) 
7. % Business ($ Value) Supporting Non-DoD 
8. % Paid Equivalent Supporting Non-DoD 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
*1.00 

13,436 
62,903 

274.7M 
11.8M 

216,467 
492.5M 

2.00 
2.10 
Y 
1 1  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
<1 .oo 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
5.30 
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B U C  95 Cumuiative Cumulative 
Military BRAC 95 Jobs Percent of Total Jobs Percent of 

Economic Area BRAC 95 Installation Dept. Direct Indirect Total Area Jobs (1994 to 200 1) Area Jobs 

Atlanta, GA 

Calhoun County, MI 

Defense Distriiution Depot Anniston DL A 539 503 1,042 1.7% 
~n~~ Army 501 450 951 1.5% 
Fort McClcllan Army (8,536) (2,184) (10,720) (17.3%) 

Total 1 (7,496); (1,23 1): (8,727)i (14.1%)1 (9,118)l (14.7 

Defense Contract Mgmt District - South DL A (169) (106) (275) 0.0% 
Dobbins AFB Air Force 58 17 95 0.0% 
NAS Atianul NW 326 164 490 0.0% 

Total I 215i 95/ 310/ 0.0Yd 508 1 0.0~' 

Deftme ReutEwion & Marketing !hvicc DLA 97 42 139 0.2% 
Total I 97 j 42 1 139 i 0.24 139 1 , 

Defense Consbtuction Supply Center DLA (358) (623) (981) (0.1%) 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus DLA <?h) (532) :???) (G.l%j 

Total 1 (723)j (1,255); (1,978)) (0.2%)[ (1,181)l (0.1%) 

Essex, Middlesex, Suf5ok Plymouth, Defense Contract Mgmt Dist - Northeast DL A 21 13 34 0.0% 
Norfolk Counties, MA Hanscom AFB AirForce 591 1,235 1,826 0.1% 

USA Natick Research & Development Ctr Army 162 338 500 0.0% 
NASSorrthWcyrmth NW (960) (518) (1,478) (0.1%) 

Total 1 (186)l 1,068 1 882 0.0'??' (1,49411 (0.1%)i 
I 

Franklin County, PA D&nsc Distnition Depot Ldterkenny DLA (378) (370) (748) (1.2%) 
h w e n n ~  -Depot Afiny (2,090) (2,036) (4,126) (5.6%) 

Total 1 (2.46811 (2,406)i (4,874): (7.8%)1 (5,271)1 (8.5%) 
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Military BRAC 95 Jobs Percent of Tatol Jobs Percent of 
Eumnnic Area BRAC 95 Installation Dept. Direct Indirect Total Area Jobs (1994 to 2001) Ana Jobs 
Harrisburg-Mmon-Carlisle, PA Defense Distribution Region East DLA 89 115 204 0.1% - 

Defense Distniution D& Susquehanna 
( New Cumhrand Facility ) DLA 297 163 460 0.1% 
Fort Indiantown Gap Army (521) (268) (789) (0.2%) 

Total I (1391 lo (125)j 0.004 591 1 

Los W e s - L o n g  Beach, CA Defense Contract Mgmt District - West DLA 22 14 36 0.0% 
NRC Pomonr N a v ~  (10) (5) (15) O,@A 
NSY Long Bcach NW (4,126) (9,467) (13,593) (0.3%) 
SUPSHIPhng Beach NV (19) (11) (30) 0.0% 

Total ( (4,133); (9,469): (13,602); (0.3%)( (20,298)l 

Salt Lakc City-Ogdcn, UT 

Defulsc Distrhtion Depot Memphis DLA (1,300) (2,049) (3,349) (0.6%) 
B m u  of Personnel (IN) Navy 526 301 827 0.1% 

Total [ (774)j (1,748); (2,522); (0.4%)1 (9,03011 (1.5%) 

h . C  uucnse inciusUiai Supply Center DL A (385) (813) (1,198) 0.Ph 
Fort Dix Army (739) (425) (1,164) 0.0% 
NAESU Philadelphia Navy (90) (55) (145) 0.0% 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility Navy (227) (488) (715) 0.0% 
NAWCAD Wamimter NW (348) (732) (1,080) 0.0% 
NSWC Philadelphia NW 26 1 569 830 0.0% 

T O ~ ~ I  [(i,szq! (1,gu); (3,472); (O.IY.)I (3 1,744)i (1.2%) 

Mense General Supply Center DLA 359 558 917 0.2% 
Fort Lce Army (205) (116) (321) (0.1%) 

Total ( 154 i 442 j 596 i 0.lYd 610 1 0 . 1 ~ '  

Weme D i s t n i o n  Depot Ogdcn DLA (11 13) (1,834) (2,947) (0.4%) 
Air Force (336) (263) (599) (0.1%) 
Total [ (1,449)/ (2,097)/ (3,546); (0.5%g (2,02611 
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24 or 
27 Feb 85 DLA BRAG Reports Mailed to DLA Field 

Activity Commanders. 

' 27F*W DLA Fkld Commanders NoUfkd of DLA 
Decwam. 
- T.kphone Notification? 
- By Whom? 

a h b m  
0730 Hill ComrnIUma Notined by DoD 

0900 DoD Dktributm Full BRAC Package to all 
on Hill. 







Cost c 5  - 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Closing Depots Baseline Cost 

Ogden & Richmond $272,434 $256,283 $16,15 1 $17,085 

Memphis & Ogden 
I 

Meqphis & Richmond 

New Cost Change FY 96 

$272,434 

$272,434 

$25 1,769 

$260,673 

$20,665 

$1 1,76 1 

- 

$2 1,859 

$12,44 1 



CLOSING 2 ICYs 
Ecrch of These Optioris FULLY Supports Supply and Distriblttiori C'ortcept oj.0~1u.crtiuns 

1 5 .  - 1 1  . 

1CP Close: DGSC, DISC . ICP Close: DGSC, DISC 

Stand-Alone Close: DDOU, DDMT Stand-Alone Close: DDOU, DIIKV Stand-Alone Close: DDMT, DUI<\' 
Collocated Close: DDRT, DDST Collocated Close: IIDRT, LIDS?' Collocatecf Close. i)DRPT, I?DSI 

DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% DCSC 3.15M+ 65% 55% 

.38M 35% 45% .38M 35% 45% 

Depot Capacity: -28M ACF Depot Capacity: -32M ACI: Depot Capacity: -28M ACF 
1CP Risk: High 

Depot 1Q2M -1015M Depot IOOM -993M Depot 103M -1068M 

Total ?48:41 -1 5041~1 Total 150M -1551M Total 153M -1626M 

DDOU/DI)MT DDOU/DDRV DDMT/DDRV 
$ 12.4M 



Cost of Keeping Sites Open 
( Millions of Dollan; ) 

OPTION # 3a 
closed Sites !NPV 

Open Sites 
IDPSC JDDCO ~DDRV 1 
I 1 

Total 
l ~ e t  NPV, Option R-[ 

OPnON #4a 
Closed Sites ~NPV 1 

DDOW DDRV 1 -9931 

Total 

OPTllON #4b 
Closrd Sites ~NPV - 1 

DDMlri DDRV I -1,068I 

Total 

Open Sites 

l ~ e t  NPV, Option H a  

Open Sites 1 ~escriptkn ~DCSC \DISC ~DPSC ~DDCO [DDOU 
t 

l ~ e t  NPV, Option U b  -1 


