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THE CITY OF

1 BARSTOW

CROSSROADS OF OPPORTUNITY

July 1, 2005

The Honorable Anthony Principi, Chairman

2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 S. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

RE: TESTIMONY SUBMITTAL - 2005 BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED
N REALIGNMENT OF THE MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE, BARSTOW, CA

Dear Chairman Principi:

We are writing to you as, respectively, the Supervisor of the First District of the County of San
Bernardino and Mayor of the City of Barstow, where the Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow
(MCLBB) is located. As you are aware, the Department of Defense (DoD) has recommended a
significant realignment to the MCLBB. The DoD’s recommendations, if accepted, would have such
substantial negative impacts on the combat-readiness and combat-effectiveness of the United States
Marine Corps, as to constitute a substantial deviation from the military value criteria established for this
Base Closure and Realignment Round (BRAC).

To summarize our concerns with the DoD’s recommendations regarding the realignment of the MCLBB,
there are three types of issues that need to be addressed: overall military value; military value relating to
the suggestion to close both Marine Corps depots (Barstow, CA and Albany, GA) and transfer their
workloads to an Army depot (Red River, TX) now under consideration for closure; and the economic
impact analysis. While it is completely understood that military value is the primary force driving BRAC
recommendations, it must be entered into the record that the economic impact analysis performed for the
Barstow area was erroneous.

It is for these reasons our communities are hereby submitting written testimony to you to be entered into
the record at the BRAC Commission Regional hearing in Los Angeles, on July 14, 2005.

Respectfully,

it e A
Bill Postmus w(feérfce E. aleg /

First District Supervisor Mayor

County of San Bernardino City of Barstow

cc: U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer
U.S. Representative Howard P. “Buck” McKeon
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L Executive Summary

“Logistics controls all military campaigns and limits many.”
(General Dwight D. Eisenhower)

To the Base Realignment and Closure Commission:

The Barstow community believes that the recommendation of the Department of
Defense concerning ground depot maintenance performed at Marine Corps
Logistics Base Barstow substantially deviates from BRAC Selection Criteria 1, 3
and 6; and probably substantially deviates from the Force Structure.

N A. Military Value Issues
Relevant BRAC Selection Criteria

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational
readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on
joint warfighting, training, and readiness. (Emphasis added.)

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations fo support operations
and training. (Emphasis added.)

The community and City of Barstow are closely following the 2005 Base Closure and
Realignment (BRAC) round, and would oppose any recommendations which would, in
our opinion, weaken the national defense. We believe that the recommendations of DoD
regarding Marine Corps ground combat depot maintenance would do precisely that, by
forcing the Marine Corps, America’s “9-1-1 Emergency Response Force” — an agile
force by necessity — into a support paradigm originally designed for a large, stable and
standing Army. The Marine Corps’ and the Army’s models of ground depot-level (i.c.,
fifth-echelon) maintenance are fundamentally and qualitatively different in ways that
significantly impact combat-readiness and combat-effectiveness of their respective
forces. This is by design.

Marine Corps ground combat depot maintenance has historically been organized to
leverage the workforce’s broad-based expertise and inherent production efficiencies to
minimize turnaround time (cycle time) in order to maximize combat readiness.
Accordingly, both of the Corps’ two ground combat maintenance depots are “multi-
commodity” depots, which means that they repair all components of “principal end
items” [i.e., large vehicles such as Assault Amphibious Vehicles (AAVs) or Light
Armored Vehicles (LAVs)] and all the weapons and equipment associated with them
(such as night-vision sights and 50-caliber machine guns). In the Marine Corps model of
ground combat depot maintenance, the principal end item (PEI) figuratively enters the
“front door” of the Marine depot, is stripped of its components, and the PEI and its




components are rebuilt at the same depot. When the PEI leaves the depot by the “back
door,” it and all its components have been restored to “like new” condition or (in the case
of PEIs that have been technologically upgraded) “better than new” condition.

Army depot maintenance, by contrast, has historically been organized to maximize the
volume of workload by commodity (or commodity group) and to maximize economies of
scale. Consequently, Army depots are “commodity depots” or “component depots” --
i.e., each one specializes in a limited number of commodities. In the Army model of
ground combat depot maintenance, PEI’s enter by the “front door” and are stripped of
their components. Unlike the Marine Corps system of dealing with all items in house, the
various components are packed and shipped to other Army depots where they are
repaired and then returned to the “tear-down depot” for reassembly before the PEI
ultimately reemerges intact. The economics of Army depot maintenance require that

~comparatively large volumes of the same commodity be on hand before they can be
“worked.” All the extra shipping of components back and forth to various Army depots
and waiting to accumulate the appropriate amount of a given commodity at the depot that
specializes in it are examples of Army practices that greatly increase cycle time.
Historically, the only way to follow the Army model of depot maintenance has been to
accept lower levels of combat readiness and to maintain comparatively large stocks of
weapons and equipment so that it is possible to repair equipment to and from stock. This
is what has been done. The mission of being America’s “9-1-1 Emergency Response
Force” has been assigned to the Marine Corps (not the Army). Also, the Army has
historically been provided a budget to allow it to repair to and from large standing stocks
of material not immediately required by its combat forces. Conversely, the Marine
Corps’ limited budget has never enabled it to repair to and from stock since nearly all its
material is needed by the Fleet Marine Forces to maintain levels of combat readiness that
enable immediate response when directed by the National Command Authorities.

A “real-world” example of the results of the differences between the Marine Corps’ and
the Army’s model of depot maintenance is the case of the 50-caliber machine guns of the

11" Armored Cavalry Regiment -- an Army unit normally stationed at the National
Training Center (NTC)/Fort Irwin to train combat units, but which was deployed to Iraq

recently. Fort Irwin contracted the 5™-echelon repair of these guns to the Maintenance
Center on board Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLBB), one of the Marine
Corps’ two maintenance depots, because MCLBB could -- and did -- meet the required
turnaround time of 30 days. This contrasted with the turnaround time of three vears
reportedly offered by Anniston Army Depot! It happens that MCLBB is close to the
NTC/Fort Irwin, but it 1s clear from comparing the relative responsiveness of the two
Services’ depot systems that the proximity was not the reason MCLBB was selected to
provide this support.

The fundamental differences between the organization and operation of Marine Corps
and Army depots are causally related to the historical differences between their missions.

DoD’s recommendation concerning Marine Corps ground depot maintenance is to




e consolidate depot maintenance of Engines/Transmissions, Other Components, and
Small Arms/Personal Weapons at Anniston Army Depot, AL;

e consolidate depot maintenance of Conventional Weapons,
Engines/Transmissions, Material Handling, Powertrain Components,
Starters/Alternators/Generators, Test Measurement Diagnostic Equipment, and
Wire at Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, GA; and

e consolidate depot maintenance of Electronic Components (Non-Airborne),
Electro-Optics/Night Vision/Forward-Looking-Infrared, Generators, Ground
Support Equipment, Radar, and Radio at Tobyhanna Army Depot. PA.

If not rejected, this recommendation’s implementation will ripple through our nation’s
national security capabilities in unintended — and untenable — ways. The effects will
unacceptably increase cycle time (and cycle time for a small, agile force is life or death),

«adversely impact the combat-readiness and combat-effectiveness of the Marine Corps,
and compromise the Corps’ ability to fulfill its mission as America’s “9-1-1 Emergency
Response Force.” The recommendation to consolidate depot maintenance workload to
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (MCLBA) will also degrade the readiness of the
Fleet Marine Forces now served primarily by MCLBB (by adding to cycle times the
shipping time to and from MCLBA) and by eliminating important backup capability and
capacity in the Corps logistics system.

The BRAC process is intended to eliminate excess capacity, but not at the expense of
National Security. From a review of this recommendation’s history in the Department of
the Navy and DoD Joint Cross Service Groups’ meeting minutes, it is clear there was an
undue emphasis on finding savings rather than on protecting readiness. The
recommendation appears to be based on an assumption that differences between Army
and Marine Corps depot maintenance models either don’t exist or are insignificant; and
that, therefore, differences between the Army’s and the Marine Corps’ missions also
either don’t exist or are insignificant. As far as we can determine, these assumptions
were neither explicitly considered nor tested. We believe both assumptions are clearly

invalid and that therefore, the recommendation to realign MCLBB ground depot
maintenance substantially deviates from BRAC Selection Criteria 1 and 3. Therefore we

request that the Commission find that DoD substantially deviated from the Selection
Criteria and reject DoD’s recommendation regarding Marine Corps ground depot
maintenance.

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #1:

We, as representatives of the Barstow Community, ask the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission to reject DoD’s recommendation regarding Marine Corps
ground combat maintenance as a substantial deviation from BRAC Selection
Criteria 1 and 3.

There appears to be a fundamental disconnect between the direction of DoD’s
transformation and its recommendation regarding ground depot maintenance performed
at MCLBB. Specifically, the tenor of the transformational National Military Strategy is




that the other services should become more like the Marine Corps (e.g., in terms of
readiness, flexibility, agility and lethality). Around the world, DoD is reorganizing and
redeploying its requirements-based structure to transform large, standing forces into
smaller, more flexible, agile and lethal capabilities-based units. Yet DoD’s
recommendations regarding ground depot maintenance amount to moving away from the
Marine Corps model toward the Army model (which is not nearly as responsive or
flexible). We do not understand how such an action can be consistent with the emphasis
of the National Military Strategy and the 20-Year Force Structure Plan on creating the
agile, adaptable, expeditionary forces of the future that guided DoD’s recommendations
to the Commission. We ask the Commission to examine this issue carefully to ensure
that DoD’s recommendation for ground depot maintenance performed at MCLBB does
not represent a substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan. If there is a
substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan, we ask the Commission to reject the
«recommendation to realign MCLBB.

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #2:

We, as representatives of the Barstow Community, ask the Commission to compare
the direction of DoD’s recommendation regarding ground depot maintenance at
MCLBB with the direction of DoD transformation to ensure that DoD’s
recommendation does not represent a substantial deviation from the Force
Structure Plan. If there is a substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan, we
ask the Commission to reject the recommendation to realign MCLBB.

If the capability of MCLBB is not gored in the name of cost savings, MCLBB can
generate even more military value as the provider of ground depot maintenance to the
National Training Center/Fort Irwin (NTC). The Army uses large numbers of tracked
and wheeled combat vehicles in its exercises at Fort Irwin, most brought from their home
stations by units “rotating” in for training. When these vehicles require maintenance or
repair following training rotations, they currently are shipped by rail some 3,000 miles to
the Anniston Army Depot in Alabama for repair and maintenance at a cost of about
$4,000 per principal end item (PEI). DoD could realize significant savings, obtain
greater efficiencies and decrease the amount of time units are without needed equipment
if they were serviced at MCLBB and then shipped directly to the owning organization.
We understand that this is a policy matter and not a BRAC issue, but offer it as just one
example of how MCLBB’s military value can be further leveraged.

B. Possible Suggestions to Close MCLB Barstow, CA and MCLB Albany, GA
and Transfer Their Workloads to an Army Depot

If any recommendations are made by communities such as Texarkana, TX to close the
two Marine Corps depots and transfer their workloads to Red River Army Depot, TX as
an alternative to the DoD recommendation to close Red River Army Depot, such
recommendations should be rejected for several reasons:




e First, the differences between the organization of Marine Corps and Army depot
maintenance cause them to produce different cycle times with significant impacts
on the levels of combat-readiness and combat-effectiveness that can be achieved.

e Second, the Marine Corps has a unique workload — amphibious vehicles — that is
the backbone of the Corps’ combat-readiness. No Army depot has the facilities,
equipment, workforce or core requirement to support these systems. Even if DoD
took the time and went to the considerable expense of facilitizing Red River to
work amphibious vehicles, there is every reason to expect that Army depots could
not achieve the cycle times needed by the Marine Corps to support its required
readiness levels.

e Lastly, even if the workload of the two Marine Corps depots were added to the
current workload of Red River Army Depot, it would not make a significant
difference in Red River’s capacity utilization rate. Therefore, Red River —~ and the
Army’s depot system -- would still have significant excess capacity. Leaving Red
River open even with the added workload of MCLBB and MCLBA would thus
defeat the purpose of eliminating excess capacity in like activities -- one of the
primary goals of the 2005 BRAC round.

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #3:

We ask the Commission to fully consider the implications of further degrading
Marine Corps readiness and reject any recommendations to close either or both
Marine Corps depots and transfer their workloads to any Army depot(s) as a
substantial deviation from BRAC Selection Criteria 1 and 3.

C. Economic Impact Issue

We are fully aware that the outcome of the BRAC 2005 process must be anchored
primarily upon military value considerations. Nevertheless, we are obliged to point out

for the sake of accuracy and the historical record that the analysis of the economic impact
of the DOD recommendation concerning MCLBB is erroneous — and, indeed so mistaken

as to constitute a substantial deviation from BRAC Se¢lection Criterion 6.
Relevant BRAC Selection Criterion

6. The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military
installations. (Emphasis added.)

To estimate the impact on the “local economic area” (DOD Base Closure and
Realignment Report to the Commission, Volume IV), DoD compared the number of jobs
estimated to be lost at MCLBB to the total employment base of the San Bernardino-
Riverside-Ontario, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), a geographical area that
covers 27,259 square miles, has a combined population of 3,254,821 (2000 Census data)
and is larger than ten states and the District of Columbia. By contrast, the City of
Barstow, which is located in the hinterland of San Bernardino County, occupies 40




square miles, and in 2000 had a population of about 21,119. Barstow is a rural city with
its own economic base — a city that confronts significant challenges because of its
remoteness. Neither a suburb nor a bedroom community, Barstow is located 35 miles
from the nearest city to the south, 140 miles from the nearest city to the east, 70 miles
from the nearest city to the southwest, and 65 miles from the nearest city to the
northwest. It is not surprising, therefore, that information developed by MCLBB
indicates that over 72 percent of all employees of Maintenance Center Barstow (by far
the largest employer on the base) live within just 20 miles of Barstow; and that virtually
all employees of the base live within a 35-mile radius of Barstow. This is consistent with
a poll conducted in March 2005 by California State University San Bernardino that
showed that 64 percent of San Bernardino County residents spend less than an hour a day
commuting to work, and 86 percent spend less than two hours a day commuting. Clearly,
the only reasonable way to measure the economic impact of the recommended job loss is
«to compare it to the employment base of Barstow. The Economic and Community
Development Department of San Bernardino County has done so, and estimates the
impact at 8 percent of Barstow’s labor force (rather than the less than 0.1 percent
estimated by DoD). In other words, DoD’s estimate understates the proposed job loss at
least by a factor of 80. This use of incorrect indicators of “local” economic impact led
DoD to incorrectly dismiss the economic impact of its recommendation, and is a
substantial deviation from BRAC Selection Criterion 6. DoD’s recommendation should
therefore be rejected as a substantial deviation from BRAC Selection Criterion 6.

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #4:

We appreciate the opportunity to correct what we believe is a serious
misunderstanding of the true economic impact of the proposed realignment of
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. We request that the inaccuracy of DoD’s
purported analysis of the local economic impact of its recommendation be corrected,
and that the true extent of the economic impact be considered by the BRAC
Commission in its review of the recommendation to realign MCLBB.

D. Issues the Community Would Like the BRAC Commission to Investigate

1. Why were the maintenance depots not asked for cycle
times for each commodity — a critical element both of
depot effectiveness and operational readiness?

2. Was DoD’s strategy based on maximizing military value
of depots or maximizing cost efficiencies for
commodities?

3. Was the possibility that Army and Marine Corps
logistics are fundamentally and qualitatively different
considered?




10.

11.

12.

Would the effect of implementing DoD's
recommendations be to convert one of the Corps' two
multi-commodity depots into a "tear-down" facility?

Did DoD’s pursuit of savings result in the Corps’ losing
its “just-in-time” repair and maintenance model and
adopting something like the Army's specialized depot
model?

Will DoD's recommendation harm Corps' combat
readiness/effectiveness?

Will DoD's recommendation support the Marine Corps’
turnaround response requirement?

Ifit’s a good idea for 17 of 24 commodities now
“worked” at MCLBB to be transferred to Army depots
to be “worked” following the Army’s model of ground
depot maintenance, why don’t the DoD’s
recommendation direct the Marine Corps to move ALL
its depot maintenance to the Army model?

Does the 5™ echelon maintenance of engines and
transmissions that DoD recommended be transferred
from MCLBB refer only to secondary depot repairables
(i.e., engines and transmissions that arrive at MCLBB as
components rather than as part of Principal End Items),
or does it include ALL 5™ echelon maintenance of
engines and transmissions (even those that arrive at
MCLBB as part of PEIs)?

Does the answer to the question above also apply to
other commodities DoD is recommending be transferred
from MCLBB that can arrive either as secondary depot
repairables or embedded in PEIs?

What percentage of MCLBB’s total workload in the
commodities DoD recommends transferring arrive at
MCLBB as secondary depot repairables and what
percentage arrive embedded in PEIs?

Are the savings estimated by DoD to accrue as a result
of the recommended realignment consistent with the
answers to questions 9, 10 and 11 above?




13.

14.

15.

b 16.

17.

18.

19.

How is the DoD’s recommendation consistent with
DoD’s stated strategy of “maintaining a west coast
depot maintenance presence” at MCLBB “to provide
west coast operating forces with a close, responsive
source for depot maintenance support” if the
components comprising the workloads recommended to
be consolidated have to be taken off PEIs and shipped
across the country to be repaired? (And then —
presumably -- shipped back to MCLBB for remounting.)

Is DoD’s recommendation that MCLBB "establish an
additional 428,000 hours of amphibious vehicle
capacity," consistent with other recommendations to
transfer elsewhere the depot maintenance of much or
most of the equipment and weapons associated with
these vehicles? Does "an additional 428,000 hours of
amphibious vehicle capacity" mean an additional
428,000 hours of actual workload?

Is the “Payback” acceptable when compared to the cost
(in combat readiness and effectiveness) of giving up one
of the Corps’ multi-commodity maintenance depots?

How can the (comparatively) small amount of workload
to be transferred to the Army depots make a worthwhile
difference in their capacity utilization rates?

Does DoD’s recommendation leave enough capacity at
MCLBB to meet foreseeable requirements of fighting
the war on terror?

Does DoD’s recommendation leave enough capacity at
MCLBB to allow timely repair of weapons and
equipment that have been used in Afghanistan and Iraq
and that may be needed very soon to confront a threat
from other of our adversaries elsewhere?

Does the fundamental disconnect between the direction
of DoD’s transformation and its recommendation
concerning ground depot maintenance at MCLBB
substantially deviate from the Force Structure Plan?

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #5:

We request that the Commission investigate the above issues as part of its review of
the recommendation to realign MCLBB.




country by accepting this very difficult but so important task of helping to shape the

? We thank the Commissions and staff for the sacrifices they are making to serve the
future security and safety of the United States.

Respectfully,

Robert Lucas, Chairman, Military Affairs Committee of the Barstow Area Chamber of
Commerce

et S,

Lawrence E. Dale, City of Barstow '
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“Logistics controls all military campaigns and limits many.”
(General Dwight D. Eisenhower)

II. Military Value Issues

The Barstow community believes that the recommendation of the Department of
Defense concerning ground depot maintenance performed at Marine Corps
Logistics Base Barstow substantially deviates from BRAC Selection Criteria 1, 3
and 6; and probably substantially deviates from the Force Structure.

Relevant BRAC Selection Criteria

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational
readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on
joint warfighting, training, and readiness. (Emphasis added.)

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations
and training. (Emphasis added.)

a. Discussion

The community and City of Barstow are closely following the 2005 Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) round, and we oppose any recommendations which would, in our
opinion, weaken the national defense. We believe that the recommendations of the
Department of Defense (DoD) regarding Marine Corps ground depot maintenance would
do precisely that, by forcing the Marine Corps, America’s “9-1-1 Emergency Response
Force” — an agile force by necessity — into a support paradigm originally designed for a
large, stable and standing Army. The Marine Corps’ and the Army’s models of ground
depot maintenance (i.e., “fifth-echelon” maintenance) are fundamentally and qualitatively
different in ways that significantly impact combat-readiness and combat-effectiveness of
their respective forces. To understand this, one must understand the current National
Military Strategy of the United States.

The “National Military Strategy of the United States of America” (Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, 2004) describes the current security environment as containing a wider
range of adversaries than ever before who seek asymmetric capabilities that they will use
innovatively; and who threaten the United States throughout a battlespace more complex
and widely distributed than ever before. This battlespace extends from critical regions
overseas to the homeland and spans the global commons of international airspace, waters,
space and cyberspace.




The National Military Strategy states that in order to deal with these threats, “The United
States will conduct operations in widely diverse locations ....” while continuing “to
émphasize precision, speed, [and] lethality, .... [e]nsuring current readiness while
continuing to transform .... by “[a]dopting an ‘in-stride’ approach to transformation....”
(“National Military Strategy,” pp. 5 and 6.) The strategy further states that “[e]xecuting
[it] requires a force able to generate decisive effects in any contingency and sustain
multiple, overlapping operations.”

The capabilities that the Marine Corps has traditionally been required to maintain match
the foregoing description of the forces the United States must develop and maintain in the
post- September 11 world. The mission of the Marine Corps has always been to provide
just this flexibility and capability of quick response to changing conditions anywhere on
the planet. Thus, the foreseeable contingencies that we must now deal with make
«the role of the Marine Corps — as the U.S.'s small, strike-trained, highly maneuverable
and combat-ready service — even more important than it has ever been. Within the
general framework of the National Military Strategy, the mission of the Marine Corps
continues to be to serve as the nation's "9-1-1 force" and our "first responder" to crises.
Accordingly, “Marine Corps Strategy 21 describes the Corps as “The Nation’s Premier
Expeditionary ‘Total Force in Readiness’”; its “Core Competencies” as “Ready to Fight
and Win....Expeditionary Culture.... ”’; and its goals as “to ensure the Corps is the most
ready when the Nation is the least ready.” Moreover, the National Military Strategy
effectively established as a goal to make the other branches of the armed services more
like the Marine Corps -- in terms of combat readiness, agility, flexibility and
responsiveness.

Logistical support is an important determinant of the ability of the Marine Corps (or any
component of the U.S.’s forces) to perform its mission. A “rapid-strike force” must have
“rapid-strike logistics.” Because of the way Marine Corps ground depot maintenance is
organized and does business, it is already “rapid-strike,” by contrast to the way the repair
depots of the other services, particularly the U.S. Army, are organized and do business.

Marine Corps Logistics Designed to Support its Mission

The Marine Corps’ logistics operation is organized to provide the flexibility and quick
response to changing conditions required by the mission of the Corps. The entire
Marine Corps is served by two depot-level maintenance logistics bases — one in
Barstow, California and one in Albany, Georgia — which provide what the Corps calls
"localized support" to Marine Corps units depending on their location.

Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLBB) supports all Marine Corps forces West
of the Mississippi, in the Pacific, and in the Far East. MCLB Barstow’s unique mission
of support to Fleet Marine Forces (FMF) in the Pacific is irreplaceable (in that two-thirds
of Marine Corps ground equipment is located in the western U.S. and in the Pacific), but
MCLBB also contributes about 25 percent of the support of the Maritime Propositioned
Ships (MPS) that operate out of Blount Island on the East Coast. MCLB Barstow is
located within one day's travel time by road or rail of most of the Marine Corps units it




serves. It is uniquely located with respect to both rail and road transportation. MCLBB
possesses the largest Department of Defense railhead in the continental United States,
which because of its location is available not only to transport Marine Corps equipment
being repaired, but also to ship the huge amounts of equipment used on training rotations
at the National Training Center. MCLB Barstow is also a crossroads of the National
Interstate Highway System (being located at the intersection of Interstate routes 15 and
40), and of the state highway system as well.

Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (Georgia) supports all forces East of the
mississippi, in Europe, and in the Near East. MCLB Albany supports Maritime
Propositioned Ships and Fleet Marine Forces that operate out of Blount Island on the
East Coast. It is not able to provide all of the support needed by the MPS, however; as
noted above, MCLB Barstow provides a significant percentage of that support.

Marine Corps ground combat depot maintenance has historically been organized to
leverage the workforce’s broad-based expertise and inherent production efficiencies to
minimize turnaround time (cycle time) in order to maximize combat readiness.
Accordingly, both of the Corps’ two ground combat maintenance depots are “multi-
commodity” depots, which means that they repair all components of “principal end
items” [i.e., large vehicles such as Assault Amphibious Vehicles (AAVs) or Light
Armored Vehicles (LAVs)] and all the weapons and equipment associated with them
(such as night-vision sights and 50-caliber machine guns). In the Marine Corps model of
ground depot maintenance, the principal end item (PEI) figuratively enters the “front
door” of the Marine depot, is stripped of its components, and the PEI and its components
are rebuilt at the same depot. When the PEI leaves the depot by the “back door,” it and
all its components have been restored to “like new” condition or (in the case of PEIs that
have been technologically upgraded) “better than new” condition. This model of depot
maintenance is possible only because individual employees are cross-trained to repair
several different types of equipment and each Marine Corps logistics base has the
flexibility to realign its work force to accommodate shifts in workload categories, change
production lines as needed, and perform special projects as required, with little or no
lagtime. Both Marine Corps Logistics Bases must be, and are, "full-service" depots.

Army depot maintenance, by contrast, has historically been organized to maximize the
volume of workload by commodity (or commodity group) and to maximize economies of
scale. Consequently, Army depots are “commodity depots” or “component depots” --
i.e., each depot is highly specialized, repairs huge numbers of only a few types of
equipment; and its employees are highly specialized as well. So specialized are

Army depots that all the components of a Principal End Item (PEI) such as a vehicle that
carries weapons, cannot be repaired at a single depot. In the Army model of ground
combat depot maintenance, PEIs enter by the “front door” and are stripped of their
components. Unlike the Marine Corps system of dealing with all items in house, the
various components are packed and shipped to other Army depots where they are
repaired and then returned to the “tear-down depot” for reassembly before the PEI
ultimately reemerges intact. The economics of Army depot maintenance require that
comparatively large volumes of the same commodity be on hand before they can be
“worked.” All the extra shipping of components back and forth to various Army depots




and waiting to accumulate the appropriate amount of a given commodity at the depot that
specializes in it are examples of Army practices that greatly increase cycle time.
Historically, the only way to follow the Army model of depot maintenance has been to
accept lower levels of combat readiness and to maintain comparatively large stocks of
weapons and equipment so that it is possible to repair equipment to and from stock. This
is what has been done, since the mission of being the U.S.’s “9-1-1 Emergency
Response Force” has been assigned to the Marine Corps, not the Army. Also, the Army
has historically been provided a budget to allow it to repair to and from large standing
stocks of material not immediately required by its combat forces. Conversely, the Marine
Corps’ limited budget has never enabled it to repair to and from stock since nearly all its
material is needed by the Fleet Marine Forces to maintain levels of combat readiness that
permit it to respond immediately when directed by the National Command Authorities.

«Another way of expressing the distinction between Marine Corps and Army ground depot
maintenance is to say that the two Marine Corps depots perform “commodity/system”
maintenance on the “Wal*Mart model” of “just-in-time” repair and maintenance,
whereas the many Army depots perform “component/subsystem” maintenance on the
“Henry Ford model” of huge and highly specialized production lines.

A “real-world” example of the results of the differences between the Marine Corps’ and
the Army’s model of depot maintenance is the case of the 50-caliber machine guns of the
11™ Armored Cavalry Regiment -- an Army unit normally stationed at the National
Training Center (NTC)/Fort Irwin to train combat units, but which was deployed to Iraq
recently. Fort Irwin contracted the 5™-echelon repair of these guns to the Maintenance
Center on board Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLBB), one of the Marine
Corps’ two maintenance depots, because MCLBB could -- and did -- meet the required
turnaround time of 30 days. This contrasted with the turnaround time of three years
reportedly offered by Anniston Army Depot! It happens that MCLBB is close to the
NTC/Fort Irwin, but it is clear from comparing the relative responsiveness of the two
Services’ depot systems that the proximity was not the reason MCLBB was selected to
provide this support.

Another “real-world” example of the effect on combat readiness of the "Henry Ford" vs.
the "Wal*Mart" model of ground depot maintenance is the story of how the Marine
Corps got into the business of rebuilding image intensifiers. Nowadays, the United States
fights its wars at night by choice, because we have image intensifying technology which
enables us to see at night, when our enemies are blind. One of the major factors that
allowed us to minimize U.S. casualties during the first gulf war was our ability to fight at
night using night vision devices of all kinds — from aviator night vision goggles to night
vision devices built into large armored vehicles and night sights for missiles and other
weapons. Image intensifiers are the crucial components of night vision devices.

Until 1988, the Army rebuilt all image intensifiers for all branches of the armed services.
By 1988, however, the pipeline had grown to 18 months, and zero deliveries were
projected for 1989. This was a crisis for the Marine Corps, and its leadership directed
MCLB Barstow to establish immediately full depot-level capability for repairing image




intensifiers. Barstow established this capability and began production in 1989. Now,
Barstow rebuilds thousands of image intensfiers per year, meeting or exceeding the
6riginal military specifications. MCLB Barstow rebuilds all types of image intensifiers
in the Department of Defense's inventory, and among its customers are other services. In
this context, DoD’s recommendation to shift depot maintenance of night vision devices to
Tobyhanna Army Depot is baffling. Army depot maintenance failed to achieve required
cycle times before; why should we believe that they will do so now? This is not meant
to impugn the professionalism or competence of Army depots; rather, the reduced level
of responsiveness that they provide is a function of the way they do business.

A U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) report entitled “Military Prepositioning:
Observations on Army and Marine Corps Programs During Operation Iraqi Freedom and
Beyond” provides a third helpful “real-world” comparison, this time of the whole

<Jogistics systems (of which depot maintenance is an important component) of the two
services. Many of the GAO’s observations are relevant to an understanding of the
differences between Army and Marine Corps logistics and the implications of those
differences for combat readiness or the ability of each service to fulfill its mission. The
GAO found that most of the problems with the readiness of prepositioned stocks were
experienced by the Army, not the Marine Corps. “...Army officials said that some
equipment was out-of-date and some critical items like trucks were in short supply and
parts and other supplies were sometimes not available.” On the other hand, “Marine
Corps officials reported few shortfalls in their prepositioned stocks or mismatches with
... equipment [units had previously trained on]. This is likely due to two key differences
between the services....[related to the way they maintain and train on their prepositioned
equipment].” (For more information, see the GAO Report at Tab 4.)

BRAC Selection Criteria 1 and 3 state that in evaluating bases for closure or realignment,
DoD will give priority consideration to the impact on operational readiness, as well as the
ability of installations to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total
force requirements, and to support operations.

Yet DoD recommends that MCLB Barstow be converted from a multi-commodity (24
commodities) depot into a seven-commodity depot by the transfer of 17 commodities to
three Army depots and the other Marine Corps depot, all of which are located on the East
Coast. This despite the fact that two-thirds of Marine Corps ground equipment is located
in the western U.S. and the Pacific; and the fact that the Department of the Navy
estimates that doing this will significantly add to turnaround time.

Of even greater concern is the fact that several of the commodities recommended to be
transferred are components of Principal End Items (such as Amphibious Vehicles,
Combat Vehicles and Tactical Vehicles). No one knows at this point whether DoD’s
recommendation is to transfer out ALL capacity to work such components, or just the
such components that arrive separately at MCLB Barstow as “secondary depot
repairables.” This is one of the issues we ask the Commission to investigate (see Tab 7).




To recapitulate, following are lists of the commodities (or capacities) recommended to be
transferred from MCLB Barstow to other depots, and commodities (or capacities)
recommended to be retained. Commodities on the list for transfer which are components
of Principal End Items (PEIs) to be retained at MCLB Barstow are shown in red.

Recommended for transfer out of MCB;

» Conventional Weapons > Other Equipment
» Electronic Components » Powertrain Components
» Electro-Optics/Night Vision/FLIR » Radar
» Engines/Transmissions » Radio
» Generators » Small Arms/Personal Weapons
» Ground Support Equipment » Starters/Alternators/Generators
» Material Handling » Tactical Missiles
> Other » Testing Measurement Diagnostic Equipment
» Wire

Recommended to remain at MCB:

Fire Control Systems & Components
Other Components
Tactical Vehicles

Amphibious Vehicles

Armament & Structural Components
Combat Vehicles

Construction Equipment

VVVY
YV VYV

It appears that DoD is recommending that MCLB Barstow be converted into a “tear-
down” depot essentially on the Army model. We suspect this both because of the size of
the estimated savings and because secondary depot repairables are such a small
percentage of MCLBB’s workload in at least several of these commodities. For
example, 57 percent of Engines and Transmissions worked by MCLB Barstow are
associated with PEIs, another 39 percent are Paxman engines for which MCLBB is the
sole source of repair, and only FOUR PERCENT OF Engines and Transmissions worked
by MCLB Barstow are secondary depot repairables. Fully half of the Testing
Measurement Diagnostic Equipment worked there is required to work remaining depot
workload or to support customers located at MCLB Barstow.

In short, we believe that converting MCLBB into a “tear-down” depot on the Army
model would have disastrous effects on turnaround time for almost all commodities in the
Marine Corps’ arsenal. Even transferring commodities to the other Marine Corps depot
(which would remain a multi-commodity depot) would degrade readiness by adding to
turnaround time shipping time to and from MCLB Albany.

DoD’s Analysis Omitted the Most Important Factor from the Equation
If the differences between Army and Marine Corps ground depot maintenance are so

stark and so clearly related to each service’s ability to fulfill its mission, how did DoD
come to recommend transferring Marine Corps ground depot maintenance workload to




Army depots? The answer is that the methods of analysis chosen simply ignored the
important differences between the Army’s and the Marine Corps’ missions, their
consequent organizations of ground depot maintenance, and the implications of the
differences between their organizations of ground depot maintenance for the ability of
each service branch to fulfill their distinctive missions. This was done mainly in two
ways, firstly, by leaving cycle time (turnaround time) out of the computation of military
value, and secondly, by comparing commodity-to- commodity rather than depot-to-depot.
The community’s review of data calls to depots shows that cycle time was not among the
data requested, and therefore could not have been considered as a component of military
value. Both the Minutes and the Final Report of the Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group
(the IJCS@G, which analyzed all maintenance depots) indicate that at the beginning of the
process, the IICSG’s Maintenance Subgroup, in order to “meet the goals set forth by the
Secretary of Defense, ...established a strategy based upon minimizing the number of sites

performing maintenance, while ... maximizing military value at the commodity level.”
(JCSG Final Report, p. 3, emphasis added). As far as the Barstow community can
determine, this assumption was never tested, nor were its implications for the distinct
depot maintenance organizations maintained by the Army and the Marine Corps
considered. Neither were alternate assumptions of maximizing military value at the
depot level or maximizing military value at the commodity level among Army depots
(either of which might have been more appropriate, given the differences between Army
and Marine Corps logistics) considered.

The fundamental differences between the organization and operation of Marine Corps
and Army depots are causally related to the differences between their missions. Marine
Corps’ ground depot maintenance was “transformed” in the summer of 2003 to provide
greater flexibility and support to its warfighters by integrating the global Marine Corps
logistics, maintenance management, supply chain management, distribution management
and strategic prepositioning functions.

DoD’s recommendation concerning Marine Corps ground depot maintenance is to

e consolidate depot maintenance of Engines/Transmissions, Other Components, and
Small Arms/Personal Weapons at Anniston Army Depot, AL;

» consolidate depot maintenance of Conventional Weapons,
Engines/Transmissions, Material Handling, Powertrain Components,
Starters/Alternators/Generators, Test Measurement Diagnostic Equipment, and
Wire at Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, GA; and

o consolidate depot maintenance of Electronic Components (Non-Airborne),
Electro-Optics/Night Vision/Forward-Looking-Infrared, Generators, Ground
Support Equipment, Radar, and Radio at Tobyhanna Army Depot. PA.

If not rejected, this recommendation’s implementation will ripple through our nation’s
national security capabilities in unintended — and untenable — ways. The effects will
unacceptably increase cycle time (and cycle time for a small, agile force is life or death),
adversely impact the combat-readiness and combat-effectiveness of the Marine Corps,
and compromise the Corps’ ability to fulfill its mission as America’s “9-1-1 Emergency




Response Force.” The recommendation to consolidate depot maintenance workload to
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (MCLBA) will also degrade the readiness of the
Fleet Marine Forces now served primarily by MCLBB (by adding to cycle times the
shipping time to and from MCLBA) and by eliminating important backup capability and
capacity in the Corps logistics system.

The BRAC process is intended to eliminate excess capacity, but not at the expense of
National Security. From a review of this recommendation’s history in the Department of
the Navy and DoD Joint Cross Service Groups’ meeting minutes, it is clear there was an
undue emphasis on finding savings rather than on protecting readiness. The
recommendation appears to be based on an assumption that differences between Army
and Marine Corps depot maintenance models either don’t exist or are insignificant; and
that, therefore, differences between the Army’s and the Marine Corps’ missions also

«either don’t exist or are insignificant. As far as we can determine, these assumptions
were neither explicitly considered nor tested. We believe both assumptions are clearly
invalid and that therefore, the recommendation to realign MCLBB ground depot
maintenance substantially deviates from BRAC Selection Criteria 1 and 3. Therefore we
request that the Commission find that DoD substantially deviated from the Selection
Criteria and reject DoD’s recommendation regarding Marine Corps ground depot
maintenance.

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #1:

We, as representatives of the Barstow Community, ask the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission to reject DoD’s recommendation regarding Marine Corps
ground combat maintenance as a substantial deviation from BRAC Selection
Criteria 1 and 3.

There appears to be a fundamental disconnect between the direction of DoD’s
transformation and its recommendation regarding ground depot maintenance performed
at MCLBB. Specifically, the tenor of the transformational National Military Strategy is
that the other services should become more like the Marine Corps (e.g., in terms of
readiness, flexibility, agility and lethality). Accordingly, DoD is reorganizing and
redeploying its requirements-based structure around the world to transform large,
standing forces into smaller, more flexible, agile and lethal capabilities-based units. Yet
DoD’s recommendations regarding ground depot maintenance amount to moving away
from the Marine Corps model toward the Army model (which is not nearly as responsive
or flexible). We do not understand how such an action can be consistent with the
emphasis of the National Military Strategy and the 20-Year Force Structure Plan on
creating the agile, adaptable, expeditionary forces of the future that guided DoD’s
recommendations to the Commission. It seems to us that the direction of change in
ground depot-level maintenance should rather be toward the Marine Corps’ model of
multi-commodity, “just-in-time” repair and maintenance, not only because that would be
more consistent with the needs of our future forces, but also because the money to
purchase the large inventories of equipment that make the use of the Army’s model
feasible is simply not available.




We ask the Commission to examine this issue carefully to ensure that DoD’s
recommendation for ground depot maintenance performed at MCLBB does not represent
a substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan. If there is a substantial deviation
from the Force Structure Plan, we ask the Commission to reject the recommendation to
realign MCLBB.

COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATION #2:

We, as representatives of the Barstow Community, ask the Commission to compare
the direction of DoD’s recommendation regarding ground depot maintenance at
MCLBB with the direction of DoD transformation to ensure that DoD’s
recommendation does not represent a substantial deviation from the Force

«Structure Plan. If there is a substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan, we
ask the Commission to reject the recommendation to realign MCLBB.

If the capability of MCLBB is not gored in the name of cost savings, MCLBB can
generate even more military value as the provider of ground depot maintenance to the
National Training Center/Fort Irwin (NTC). The Army uses large numbers of tracked
and wheeled combat vehicles in its exercises at Fort Irwin, most brought from their home
stations by units “rotating” in for training. When these vehicles require maintenance or
repair following training rotations, they currently are shipped by rail some 3,000 miles to
the Anniston Army Depot in Alabama for repair and maintenance at a cost of about
$4,000 per principal end item (PEI). DoD could realize significant savings, obtain
greater efficiencies and decrease the amount of time units are without needed equipment
if they were serviced at MCLBB and then shipped directly to the owning organization.
We understand that this is a policy matter and not a BRAC issue, but offer it as just one
example of how MCLBB’s military value can be further leveraged.

EXAMPLES OF ANOMALIES FOUND DURING OUR EXAMINATION OF THE
RECORD OF DOD’S IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BRAC PROCESS

We would like to bring to the Commission’s attention example of anomalies we
discovered during our review of the record.

1.) Minutes of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group Meeting of Feb 10, 2005, p. 10:

Industrial [Joint Cross-Service Group]: MajGen Williams informed the IEG that the
Marine Corps expressed concern that the JCSG's scenarios affecting the MCLB Barstow,
CA do not adequately address Marine Corps needs for depot maintenance. climate
controlled storage, and an asset integration site to adequately provide logistical support to
the warfighter. (Community comment: The Marine Corps’ objection is still valid vis a
vis the recommended realignment.)

2.) Meeting Minutes of the Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group, 02/24/05




“Referring to IND-0127A,...the Marine Corps is concerned that the [Maintenance] sub-
group may not have captured true military readiness and military value based on a
peacetime data capture. Mr. Wynne [Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics] said the scenario has enormous payback quickly and asked
everyone to look hard at the scenario....Mr. Wynne said that IND-0127A ... will
continue forward through the [Infrastructure Steering Group] because the payback is
very good and there doesn’t appear to be any impact to military value....”

(Community comment: This is an example of what we believe was an undue emphasis
on finding savings and not protecting readiness.)

3.) 01 April 2005
Industrial JCSG 2u4 Briefing Notes Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2005

«Subject: Second Candidate Recommendation Briefing by Industrial JCSG to BRAC Red
Team
Questions that arose:
* Are your Ground Maintenance Capacity charts really based on uncertified data?
Solid line is represents the first data call. Then there was an increase, shown by
dotted box. The Army has certified the aggregate numbers, but not the breakouts.
But will be certified before you are finished? Yes. (Salomon) (Community comment:
We understand that not all of the data was actually certified.)
* Need to strengthen your military judgment statements in the quad charts of candidate
recommendations IND-0127A and IND-0127B by explaining why the judgment used is
necessary or consequential.
(Community comment: We do not believe that the “military judgment” underlying the
final version of IND-0127A was ever adequately explained; nor did it truly address the
Marine Corps’ concerns about effectively giving up one of its two multi-commodity
depots.)

4.) N-MM-0465-a DONReviewofCandiateRecommendations.doc:

IND-0127A [scenario initially for closure of MCLBB; later modified to
realignment] Eliminates only heavy equipment ground maintenance
depot west of Mississippi- logistics concerns to support West coast
requirements. Analysis measured workload based on peacetime
tempo and 1.5 shifts; does not measure what we believe to be the
"requirement" as substantiated by recent throughput. (Community
comment: We believe that these problems with a possible closure are also
true of the recommended realignment.)

IND-127B  Use of 1.5 shifts as an analytical construct may overall begin to
overtax our industrial facilities, particularly for ground equipment.
(Community comment: We agree.)

5.) From: DON - Anne R. Davis - April 05, 2005:




Memorandum for Acting Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and
Logistics)

Subj: Provision of Certified Department of the Navy Data to the BRAC 2005 Industrial
Joint Cross Service Group

The GWOT workload up-date provided in response to Discrepancy Data Call 2996
represents Marine Corps War Time Depot Surge requirements. The workload identified
in the various commodity groups greatly exceeds, in some instances, the stated
commodity group capacities. It should be recognized that the identified workloads are
surge requirements and do not represent the Peace Time norms for the individual
commodity groups. It should also be recognized that the Depot's ability to respond to this
requirement is not limited to the Total Capacity or even Maximum Capacity capabilities

«as submitted in the Capacity Data Call. Depot response to War Time surge requirements
includes hiring temp workers, establishing temp work stations/positions, utilization of
indirect workers to accomplish low skill work requirements during overtime hours, etc.
Marine Corps depots also have the unique capability to rapidly re-align individual
commodity group capacities to accommodate continuously changing workload
requirements that have been the hallmark of the GWOT. This capability is available as a
result of the Marine Corps continuing to maintain true multi=-commodity Maintenance
Centers staffed by highly skilled and extensively cross-trained employees.
Unfortunately, sufficient time does not exist to redo and certify to auditable
standards the capacity analysis necessary to demonstrate possible options to this
additional workload.

6.) MCLBB 20 Apr 05 Red Team Briefing Notes:

Is it the Department or the Marine Corps that is registering a complaint about this
candidate recommendation (DON-0165R)? The Secretary and the CNO [Chief of
Naval Operations] are worried about consolidated the maintenance functions. The

Marine Corps is worried about having all maintenance activities on the east coast.
(Johnson) (Community comment: This is still a concemn if the Marine Corps is giving up

one of its two multi-commodity depots.)

7.) GAO Report to Congress on BRAC, July 1, 20085, p. 108

The Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group had proposed to close the depot maintenance
functions at Barstow because of its low military value and to increase opportunities for
joint maintenance at Army depots doing similar work. However, the Marine Corps
objected to the closure because that would eliminate its only West Coast ground vehicle
depot maintenance presence and would increase repair cycle times for the Marine's West
Coast equipment by increasing rail transit and customer turnaround time by 10 to 30
days. (Community comment: The Marine Corps’ objection is still valid vis a vis the
recommended realignment.)
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IL b. Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow: Essential to the Readiness
of “America’s 9-1-1 Emergency Response Force”

Following is a “White Paper” prepared by the City of Barstow to explain further the
importance of Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLBB) to the combat readiness
of the Marine Corps — and indeed, to all branches of the armed services.

MCLBB is essential to operational forces, to regional military installations, and to

the “Joint National Training Capability.” MCLBB provides essential military value to

the Marine Corps, to multiple branches of the U.S. armed forces, to the Department of

Defense (DoD) as a whole, and as an enabler of DoD’s “Joint National Training

Capability.” Future threats will arise from the Pacific Rim. Thus, strategic
«considerations require the preservation and enhancement of MCLBB.

MCLBB can be leveraged to provide even more military value at less cost using
statutory authorities DoD has obtained from Congress. Such authorities as “Center
of Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE) and “Enhanced Use Leasing” (EUL)
could be used to more intensively exploit assets that DoD considers to be “non-excess
but underused,” generating new revenues to offset operating costs, and/or reducing the
“footprint” of DoD facilities. In addition, all heavy equipment used at the NTC should
be repaired at MCB, rather than (as now) brought to the rail yard at MCLBB and shipped
across the country for repair at the Anniston Army Depot in Alabama.

MCLBB is important to DoD “transformation” from a requirements-based to a
capabilities-based force capable of meeting and defeating the threats the U.S. faces
in the 21* century. MCLBB units are facilitized and staffed by skilled personnel and
ideally located to support DoD’s transition to “iterative” design, testing and development
of new vehicles. In other words, to quote from the National Military Strategy, MCLBB
could be used by DoD to assist in transforming the force “through rapid prototyping, field
experimentation, organizational redesign and concept development.”

MCLBB offers great value to Homeland Security and Homeland Defense, both
because of its capabilities and its location between Los Angeles and Las Vegas but
outside potential terrorist “target areas.” MCLBB is located at the hub of an
extensive road, rail and air transportation network and connected by rail to the third
largest port complex in the world.
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Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow:
Essential to the Readiness of the U.S.’s “9-1-1" Emergency
s Response Force

Executive Summary

Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLBB) represents significant military value to the Department
of Defense (DoD), both as key to Marine Corps ground depot maintenance and within the context of a
“transformed” DoD, as well as for the current force. The installation offers significant operational value
and potential due to its location in the high desert, approximately 120 miles east of Los Angeles; at the nexus
of major road and rail intersections; close to major commercial and military aviation facilities and within 150
miles of the third-largest port complex (Los Angeles / Long Beach) in the world and the San Diego Mega-
Portx

MCLBB supports organizations from all Services that are inextricably linked to: the success of combat
and training operations around the world; the effectiveness of critical installations in the region and the
realization of DoD’s vision for a transformed military force and operational structure to meet emerging 21%
Century challenges.

MCLBB is Essential to Operational Forces. Tenant units are direct support elements to the 1% Marine
Expeditionary Force (MEF) based at Camp Pendleton, CA, and its worldwide operations. They provide full-
spectrum maintenance and modernization services to combat organizations worldwide. Thousands of pieces
of MCLBB serviced equipment has been used in combat and/or contingency operations of six of the nine
United States Unified Commands. MCLBB units also directly support the Marine Corps — America’s 911
Emergency Response Force and the high-priority, Maritime Pre-Positioned Force (MPF) program.. The
region’s high-desert, low-humidity climate allows end item open storage for decades with little-to-no adverse
effects.

MCLBB is Essential to Regional Installations and Training. MCLBB units operate DoD’s largest rail
yard. The rail yard - and training enabled by it — are essential to the success of training at the Army’s
National Training Center at Fort Irwin (“NTC/Fort Irwin”) for Active and Reserve Component unit training
from across the country. The rail yard is used to provide similar support to the Marine Corps Air Ground
Combat Center (MCAGCC) at Marine Corps Base 29 Palms (“29 Palms”) that — during peacetime — hosts
one-third of the Fleet Marine Force’s (FMF) Active and Reserve Component units in training exercises each
year. MCLBB units also provide essential logistical support and rapid turnaround maintenance support to
Camp Pendleton and 29 Palms that supports annual training of tens of thousands of Active and Reserve
Component personnel from all Services.

MCLBB is a “Joint/Federal Installation,” but More Importantly, a Key Enabler of the Nation’s Most
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Important “Joint/Federal Complex.” Its units represent organizations from, or with responsibility to
support, United States Unified Commands; Defense Agencies; and Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) activities. MCLBB provides essential transportation,
logistics management and maintenance training and services for units and equipment at NTC/Fort Irwin,
Marine Corps’s MCAGCC, 29 Palms and Camp Pendleton and the Navy’s Port Hueneme. In addition, its
support to NTC/Fort Irwin enables DoD’s Joint National Training Capability in the Southwestern United

Disclaimer: This paper was prepared by the City of Barstow (“City") without the coordination of Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow
(MCLBB) host or tenant organizations' leaders. The opinions expressed are those of the City and do not reflect the views of MCLBB
leaders, tenant organizations or any other DoD or Federal Activity.




States. Maximum value of the Joint/Federal Complex could not be realized without the physical
infrastructure and technical expertise available from MCLBB.

MCLBB Can Be Leveraged for Greater Benefit to DoD. MCLBB offers many ways of generating even
greater military value for much less cost. MCLBB units have nearly all the equipment, facilities and skills
needed to repair and/or refurbish the vehicles and heavy equipment brought to the NTC/Fort Irwin and/or
used there by units during training. DoD could realize significant savings, obtain greater efficiencies and
decrease the time units are without needed equipment items if they were serviced at MCLBB. The
installation possesses Center for Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE) designation for several core
competencies — several with value to private sector companies. Using the CITE authority, MCLBB could
contract, subcontract or partner with private sector and other public sector entities fo generate revenues that
could be used to offset operating expenses, reduce labor rates, modernize equipment, etc. — all of which
would benefit DoD. Enhanced Use Leasing (EUL) Authority could also be employed to reduce maintenance
costs, improve installation operating efficiency and (again) generate revenues that could be used to offset
operating expenses, reduce labor rates, modernize equipment, etc

MCLBB Is Important to DoD Transformation. MCLBB units are facilitized and staffed by skilled
personnel and ideally located to support DoD’s transition to “iterative” design, testing and development of
new vehicles. CITE and/or EUL Authority could be used to make the necessary facilities, space and
personnel available for innovative public-private sector partnering. Virtually all required joint testing and
development activity could be conducted within a 100-mile radius. The installation could also be an
important element in providing services, testing practices and collecting data to support Sea Basing
Transform