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GAO United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20648 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

May 25,1993 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 

This is a supplement to our report entitled Military Bases: Analysis of 
DOD1s Recommendations and Selection Process for Closures and 
Realignments (GAO/NSIAD-93-173, Apr. 15, 1993). 

Many interested parties, including Members of Congress, local government 
officials, and private citizens, have sent us correspondence on base 
closures. Several of these letters were from multiple requesters and 
included attachments of data, analyses, andlor evaluations. Additionally, 
some were delivered as part of a briefing or explanatory presentation. 

In some instances, the letters and material provided useful leads. In other 
cases, the materials add support to issues we were actively pursuing. We 
were not able to follow up on many of the issues or points because of the 
limited time available to us. However, we believe that the letters and 
materials may be helpful to the Commission as it considers the proposed 
closures and realignments. Consequently, we are providing all of the 
letters and materials to the Commission for consideration. Appendix I 
contains copies of the letters and some of the materials we received. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen, Senate and House 
Committees on Armed Services and Subcommittees on Defense, Senate 
and House Committees on Appropriations; individual Members of 
Congress; and the Secretaries of Defense, the Army, the Navy, and the Air 
Force. We will also make copies available to others on request. 
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This supplement was prepared under the direction of Donna M. Heivilin, 
Director, Defense Management and NASA Issues, who may be reached on 
(202) 512-8412 if you or your staff have any questions. 

1 Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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Appendix I 

Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

l.Z March 1993 

General Arrniin t i n o  Of f  i c e  
4n: G st.. N. Y.  
Washing ton. DC 20548 

Dear Comptro l ler  General, 

I now work f o r  the  Defense Contract  Management D i s t r i c t  
Mld-At lan t ic  !DCMDMj i n  South Ph i l ade lph ia .  Yesterdav. i t  was 
anno~inced t h a t  our f a c i l i t y  was being realigned as a p a r t  o f  the 
new rocknd o f  base c!osi~res.  

I f e e l  anqry and betrayed. I ' m  w r i t i n g  t o  ask f o r  .four support i n  
revers ing  o r  mod;fy;na the total Phi:ad=:phle recommended 
c losu res / rea l  lgnments. 

My f a c i l i t y  i s  a D i s t r i c t  Headquarters f o r  Defense c o n t r a c t  
a d m i n i s t r a t ~ o n .  Our eastern boundaries cover the  s t a t e s  from New 
Jersey south through t h e  end o f  V i r g i n i a  a t  t he  Nor th  Caro l ina  
l i n e .  Our western boiindarres are f ram D e t r o i t  south t o  the end o f  
West V i r g i n i a .  We are  the  headquarters f o r  the  second l a rges t  
number o f  con t rac ts  and do1 l a r s  w l t h i n  the  c u r r e n t  f i v e  con t rac t  
admin i s t ra t l on  Districts. No o ther  e : : i s t lng  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e  can 
c la lm  the  d i v e r s i t y  a f  c o n t r a c t  types. con t rac to rs ,  commodities. 
and major weapon systems programs. Whatever DoD buys o r  whatever 
i t em i s  made i n  the USA, we administer  a c o n t r a c t  f o r  i t  somewhere 
i n  t he  Mid-At lan t lc  D i s t r i c t .  For e,:ample, we admin is te r  
c o n t r a c t s  f o r  tanks, t racked veh ic les ,  t rucks ,  pos ta l  vans, 
he l i cop te rs ,  guidance systems, radars,  c l o t h i n g  and t e x t i l e s .  
medical suppl ies.  a i r  defense systems. jamming devices, rad ios ,  
z . p e c i a ? i t ~  macr;ined goods. s t ~ l d i e s ,  th ink- tank proposals, s t a t e  o f  
the a r t  technologies.  e l e c t r o n i c  components, a i r c r a f t  engines. 
m i s s i l e  gc~idance svstems. warr;eads, torpedoes - j u s t  t o  name 6 

few. The two o f  f l c e s  s l a t e d  t o  assume our wcrir dcn' t have egen 
h a l f  t ha t  range o f  products and serv ices.  We deal  w i t h  the 
Fortunes 5(30 companies l i k e  M s r t i n  Mar ie t t a ,  General Dynamics. GE, 
Poeing, IPM, I T T ,  Westlnghouse as we?? as smal l  and medium sized 
companies. 3ur 9 i s t r i c t  has always administered the  g rea tes t  
number o f  cos t  ccntracL-3 snd has resolved the  g rea tes t  number o f  
cos t  accoan t i n g  standards issi ies. 

I rcc:3unt these f a c t s  and f i g u r e s  t o  g i ve  vou a sense o f  the 
d iverse  working knowledge t h a t  the  DCMDM s t a f f  has acquired t o  be 
mission successfu l .  About f ou r  years, our geography and scope 
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  qitadrup:ed. We assimi  la-ted t h a t  increased 
workload w i thout  s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a f f  increases.  I n  the  P h ~ l a d e l p h l a  
D i s t r i c t  s t a f f  c f f i c e ,  we have always met the  chal lenge o f  doing 
more w i t h  l ess  w i t h o ~ i t  r isk. ing q u a l i t y .  We have a proven record 
of succes=fu l l y  reso l v ing  complicated issues to  best  serve the 
Government's i n t e r e s t .  We have been a d r i v i n g  fo rce  behlnd many 
successfu? DLA i n i t i a t i v e s .  More than h a l f  o f  the  DCMDM s t a f f  has 
participated I n  and conducted p r o j e c t s  f o r  our headquarters o f f i c e  
i n  Cameron S ta t i on ,  VU s ince they lacked the  depth o f  
understanding and requ i red  technical e>:pert ise t o  do the  job.  
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Lettere and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

Page 2 o f  Z 

Our proposed c losure  i s  n o t  on l y  an economic l oss  t o  t h e  
Ph i lade lph ia  area: but,  a l o s s  t o  the  q u a i i t v  and pro fess iona l ism 
o f  government and the  Department o f  Defense. No e x i s t i n g  c o n t r a c t  
admin i s t ra t i on  headquarters can sciccessf u l  1 y execute ove rs igh t  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and lend the  needed degree o f  t echn ica l  guldance 
w i t h  t he  span o f  c o n t r o l  which i s  being proposed by t h i s  base  
c losure ,  p a r t i c c i l a r l y  w i t h  t he  v o i d  o f  techn ica l  knowledqe and 
expe r t i se  o f  the ayencv headquarters s t a f f  a t  Cameron S ta t i on ,  VA.  
F ~ i r t i w r .  what i s  saved i n  manpower w i : l  be l o s t  i n  t r a v e l  cos ts  
and bad decis ion making. 

Thfr-e nus t  be a way t o  rediice needless - funct ions and s t i l l  r e t a i n  
the cu r ren t  5 D i s t r i c t  boundaries. I have severa l  s t reaml in ing  
ideas which arc probably t oo  ncimeroiis t o  o u t l i n e  here. I ' m  
w i l l i n g  t o  s labora te  upon request .  MY ideas i nc lude  such i tems as 
the e l im ina t l on  o f  the  t o t a l  q u a l i t v  management (TEM) i n i t i a t i v e s .  
a l l  i n t e r n a l  monthly r e p o r t i n g  svstems, the program s t a t u s  
databasc(7S3jsystem. (By the  way, the PSD system i s  an e l e c t r o n i c  
-, ,,stern , t o  r e ~ o r t  s t a t u s  on a very l i m l t e d  number ( l e s s  than 150) 

programs t o  CSD. S o  f a r .  i t  has cos t  the agency over 81  m i l l i o n ~ i n  
a sof tware development c o n t r a c t  and another 81 m i l l i o n  i n  agency 
wide resaurces t o  support  p r ~ t o t v p i n g  ~f  the system. A f t e r  a year 
and h a l f .  the system s t i l l  doesn ' t  work and i t  does n o t  p rov ide  
the d e t a i l  nor accuracy o f  t he  paper system which i t  has replaced.  
Another 61 m i l l i o n  f o l l o w  on c o n t r a c t  i s  being contemplated t o  
c o r r e c t  the problems w i t h  t he  c u r r e n t  software vers ion . )  

I understand t h a t  our f u t u r e  was a i i l e d  w i t h  t h a t  o f  ou r  
" l and lo rd " ,  Defense Personnel Suoport Center {DPSC). DFSC's 
f u n c t i ~ n s  as w e l l  as the  func t i ons  o f  the Defense I n d u s t r i a l  - supply Center :3ISC! and A v i a t i o n  Supply O f f i c e  (AS01 a r e  being 
moved t o  New Cumberland and Mechanrcsburg. FA. Obviausly , those 
j o b s  are c r l t l c a l  t o  the n a t i o n a l  defense. I t  is j u s t  plain - =L~cpi.d, 4. t o  rzcrea te an o r g a n ~ z a t i o n  i n  a t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  

l oca t i on .  No amount o f  savings w i l l  ever justify t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  
e::perienre and technlca: knowledge which i s  belng l o s t  w i t h  thuse 
planned moves. Moves and conso l i da t i on  o f  c r i t i c a l  f u n c t i o n s  j u s t  
d o n ' t  improve o r  r e t a i n  the  q u a i i t y  o f  those functions. Th is  i s  a 
lesson which should have Seen learned w i th  the  conso l i da t i on  o f  
the ELA f inance o f f i c e s  a t  t he  Defense Finance and Accounting 
Center (EFAS) i n  Columbus, Ohio. DFAS has been paying more prompt 
payment i n t e r e s t  i n  a t y p i c a l  month t h a t  the  t o t a l  prompt payment 
i n t e r e s t  paid annuai ly  by a l l  those f inances o f f i c e s  whose 
func t ions  EFAS assumed. L e t ' s  n o t  rapeat the DFAS debacle. i 
d o n ' t  be l ieve  the Har r isburg  area has several  thousand people ~ i t h  
the procurement 2::pert ise t o  f i l  1  the jobs being moved there.  
Fur ther ,  I c a n ' t  be l i eve  the  Har r isburg  met ropo l i tan  area i s  more 
depressed than the  F'hi l a a e l p h i a  met ropo l i tan  area. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
the proposed c losure  o r  downsizing o f  the Navy Yard, Mc Guire 
A i r  Force Zase. F o r t  Di;.:. Wi l low Grove. DPSC. DCMDM. DISC, and 
ASO. Philadelphia has been l o s i n g  p r i v a t e  sec tor  jobs  a t  an 
alarming pace l ~ k e  GE, Campbell 's,  Mrs. Pau l ' s ,  Whitman 
Chocolates. I n  rase v o ~ i  d i d  n o t  r e c a l l ,  F 'h i lade lph ia  i s  t e e t e r i n g  
on the edge o f  bankruptcy. T h ~ s  move might push us over the  edge. 
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I be l i eve  t h a t  economies cocild be achieved w i t h o ~ i t  l o s i n g  90i3C: 
j obs  zn Ph l  l a d e l  phis.  Fur ther ,  those economies could be e:.: tended 
nationwide and worldwide i f  we s imply e l im ina te  needless 
func t ions .  L e t ' s  e l i m i n a t e  the  f r i l l s  and a l l  the e f f o r t  t o  
support  the Government bureaucracy. We d o n ' t  need TCIM and fancv 
computer systems t o  award and administer defense cont rac ts .  
A 1  though i t  i s  a  n i c e  bene. f i t ,  we don ' t  need t o  pay 100% of  a f t e r  
hours co l l ege  and graduate courses. We d o n ' t  need t o  a t tend 
e:,:peris~ve e x e c ~ r t i v e  seminars. We d o n ' t  need extensive pub l ic  
a f f a l r s  s t a f f s  and agency human i n t e r e s t  magazines. Nor so YW? 

need t o  prepare ex tens ive  .formal b r i e f i n g s  f o r  the e.:ecutive s t s f  f  
on a  regu la r  basis.  We don' t need di.ipl:~c,ate repor ts ,  m u l t i p l e  
layered management chains, mci: .agrmcnt v i s i o n  statements, and 
t a c t l c a l  p l ~ r i s . .  Nhat w e  need i s  t o  e l im ina te  the  M i l i t a r y  An the  
c r i t i c a ?  D L A  5 e c ; a i o n  making p r o c e s s e s  ( s i n c e  they are  never 
torced t o  l ive  w i t h  the  consequences o f  thezr  bad dec is ions)  and 
mak.e c i v i l i a n  managers accountable f o r  t h e i r  ac t ions .  

I know t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  running ra the r  lony bu t  I neeied t o  o u t l i n e  
the  f a c t s  f u l l y  so you could understand m y  p o i n t  o f  view. I ' m  
w i l l i n g  t o  prov ide  f u r t h e r  d e t a i l s  as need. I thank you f o r  your 
t ime and I hope you can do something t o  reverse the base c losure  
dec is ion .  
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United State$ Senate 
125 RUSSELL OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-4002 
202-2214 12 1 

March 15, 1993 

C O M Y m I I  
ERNEST F HOLLINGS 

SOUTH CAROLINA COMMERCE SCIENCE AND 
TR*NSPORTATION c w n w r *  

OmCIS AWROPRIATIONS 
COYMIICI JUITICI S lA l I  AN0 

1635 ASSI-~LT S ~ I W  TMI JuO1CI111 CWII IYI*  
COLUI~IL SC 29201  D t n ~ t c  

aO3-765-573 I u.01 H ~ ~ L T M  AND HUMAN SIRvICIt 

103 Ftolmn BulMINo 
EDUCATION 

S.rmr.maumc SC 2S301 
EMIRCV ANO WArIR OIVILOIYINT 

803-585-3702 
ln lnwn 

I 2 6  F~DIUL I u U * O  BlJDGn 

G n c u n u r  SC 1 8 0 0 1  DIMOCR~TIC POLICY COMMmEE 
103-233-6366 OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 

1 1  2 CUWOY m t 1  
200 EAST B1T S n l R  NATIONAL OCEAN POLICY STUDY 

C w ~ a ~ t t ~ o ~  SC 2S401 
803-111-4525 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
441 G Street, NW 
Hooln 025 
Washington D.C., 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

As you and your staff begin what I know will be a thorough 
review of the FY 93 proposals for Base Closure, I request that you 
pay particular attention to the methodology, analytical data, and 
rationale provided by the Navy to support their recommendations. 
According to my understanding of the process, the Navy is required to 
conduct comparative analysis among type installations, which should 
support their final recommendations. It is my belief that the Navy 
cannot establish a clear, objective case for a number of their 
recommendations. 

In the case of Naval Shipyards, following the clearly 
established evaluation requirements, the Navy should be able to 
present data which shows the Charleston Shipyard less efficient and 
less valuable thar. the 7 Shipyards remaining in the Navy inventory. 
I flatly do not believe that to be the case, and my belief is based 
on more than parochial opinion. I assert that a one-on-one 
comparison between the Charleston Shipyard and other comparable 
shipyards left unaffected is this proposal, will shor Charleston's 
efficiency and economic benefit to the taxpayer to be superior. The 
supporting data provided to me by the Navy does not make a clear case 
for their recommendations for Shipyards nor for Naval Stations. 

Accordingly, I request that in addition to the overall review 
you will provide to the Congress, you provide directly to me a 
summary of your findings concerning the validity of the Navy's 
justification for its proposals regarding both Shipyards and Naval 
Stations. 

With warmest personal regards, I am 

s 
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SHEWOOD BOSHLERT WLYIIN~ION OK(: 
1 5 0  DID~ICI, NIW Vla l i  1 1 1 1  LONOWOlTH HOUSE OPPlCC I U I L O l N ~  

WADWINGTON. PC 10ltS-Jill 
c w n n l r r :  l lO2)  22s-1096 

8CITNCL (PACK. AND TICHNOLWY 
~ 1 1 ~ 0  MPU#UCAN. D W C O Y Y ~ S I  ON S Q E ~  CI*RAL W11CI: 

NBLlC WOlll(4 AN0 TMNllPOIWATION 
4LWANDIR PIINIS FlDERAL BUILOINO 

w m a  RUUWCW aumcoNMlrnt ON WATR 
1 0  BROAD U l S I T  

II8OURCll A*D IrnlmmgNT Congre$$ of tbt Wniteb Qtate~r u n c ~ .  NV 1aso1 

UI lWUMlWlL ON AVUTION (816) 7oa.814) 
SUlCOYYlRll ON ICOWNIC OCVEWWINT 

h?LItT cOMMITTEf ON AOINo #OW of %tgtt$tntatibts TOLL pRll: 1-IW-21a-3125 - 
U.8 0410*110N, NORTH ATLANTIC UI INDLV 
CHADMAN. UORTYUST A ~ ~ C U L W M  UYCU~ 

NQmE48lUIDWSIT CONOMSlDWAL C W T W 4  
ODlnfiibfnpton, 36 20525-3223 

March 23, 1992 

Mr. Robert Moyers 
General Acoounting office 
441 G Btreet, N.W., Room 5100 
Washington, D.C. 10548 

Doar Bob: 

In 1991 the Pentagon rubmitted the following cost-to-close figures 
to the Bame Closure Commission. 

Plattrburgh--827 million 
Barkadale----$l98.5 million 
CrifPims-----$220.1 million 
lUcG~ire--No cost to closo sinco air mobility bases were exempt. 
In 1993, tho Pentagon submitted the following cost-to-close figures 

to the Baae Closure Commission. 
Plattrb~rgh--8114 million 
~arkrdale----S567 million 
Griffiso-----$416 million 
McGuire------8300 million 
Pleamo note that the jump in the Platteburgh ffgur0 is over 4 times. 

The jump in the Barksdale figure is 3 times. Finally, the figure tor 
GriffiSS irntt oven doubled. Tho two baser abovo with the biggest jumps 
in aost-to-cloro are the one8 the Pentagon has picked to keep open. What 
makes me suspicious of the Pontagon numbers for 1993 is the fact that in 
1991 the low cost-to-aloso and immediate payback possibilities made these 
oame bases, Barkadale and Plattaburgh, prime targets for closure. Of 
further intereet is tho fact that the baooo with the biggest jumps in 
coot-to-close have flying missions, the cheapest things to move. 
Griffirr AFB, has bombers, tankers, the Rome Lab, tho 485th EIG, and 
NORAD. Excopt for the flying mission at Griffiso, the remaining 
facilities are extremely expanoive to close. If the Barksdale coot-to- 
close jumps 3 times, Plattoburgh 4 timer, then in ersence, tho coet-to- 
clora Griffiss should have multiplied at leaot six fold. 

I'm asking the General Accounting Office (GAO) to take a close look 
at tho Bentagonts 1993 cort-to-alose figure. of the four bases. 
Somothing ir amirm. 

In the Pentagon announcement, the runway at Griffiea ir clooed and 
Platteburgh im named the mobility base of the East. As you know, 
Griffisr taker oare of the deployment of Fort Drum pereonnel and 
equipment under the 6IOP. If Plattoburgh is to be the mobility base in 
the Eart, tho extension of the runway at Fort Drum, from 5,000 to 10,000 
feet to accommodate airlift aircraft for future deployments, becomes 
necessary, rince Fort Drum personnel and equipment can't go to 
Platteburgh (reaction time). The cost of the extension then becomes a 
part of the cost-to-eetablieh Plattsburgh, as the mobility base. General 
Carl Franklin, of the Pentagon Baae Closure, agreed. 

-"S STA-ICNIPY BQ Y l t D  5 %  PAPER UA3L OF ;ECVC.iD !I$-5 
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Page TWO 
Mr. Robert Moyerr, QAO 

Oeneral PrrnXlin told ur at the March 11, 1993 briefing, Griffiss 
AFB, that the coat of oxtonding thm runway at Fort Drum war $23 million. 
I find that figura to be unbelievably low. Especially in view of the 
fact that the Fort Drum -way a180 neede to bm strengthened to handle 
heavy airlift aircraft. Incidentally, General Hall, Now ~ o r k  state 
National Guard, stated that the Guard cannot coma over to Griffiss AFB 
and #et up aontrol tower faoilitier in the time frame required in the 
BIOP for deployment of Fort Drum unitr. 

I'm arking tho OAO to determine tho real oost to extend and 
strengthen the runway at Fort Drum to inaludo taxiway, lighting, etc. 
roquired for FAA certification. We are informed that the aost is more 
like 667 million. 

I believe that tho Air Force ir groorly underestimating the coat it 
will incur in deploying the Armytrr loth Mountain Divimion swiftly in the 
event of a national emergency, onoe Griffiso APB ir closed. Transporting 
that division ir an Air Forco misoion performed at Griffisa, and in my 
view the readiness operatione and maintrnance coats of moving the 
divirion quickly havm not boen made a part oP the costa-to-close 
Grif fiss. 

In the Pontagon announcement tho Air Force proposes to move the 
485th Engineering Installatione Group from Griffisr AFB, to brill AFB, 
Ogden, Utah. Am you may know, thm 481th EIG is responsible for the 
angineoring and installation of  communication^ equipment throughout the 
Northern U.S., Canada, Europo, and the Near East, They accomplish 49.5% 
of the EOI aonmunicationr equipment of the Air Force. Fifty percent of 
their workload ir overmeam. The 485th, at Griffier, is close to the 
Pentagon and Andrewa AFB, who are two of their prime customere and housed 
with the Rome Laboratory, the ruper lab for (C31). When General Franklin 
war asked how the movo of the 485th EIG to Hill AFB eaves the Pentagon 
money, hio  reaponre waa that the raving8 to the Pontagon ia in the O&M 
corte of closing the Griffiae runway, removing all eupport personnel, and 
fencing in the Rome Laboratory. 

It is diffiault for me to see how the Air F'orco is saving money by 
moving the 486th EIG to Utah. It will now take the engineers at least 
two days more of travel time, TDY expence, and travel expenao, just to 
get to tha same job site8 ae before, Furthennore, part of the Pentagon 
announcement has the 1849th Electronice Installation squadron moving From 
MoClelZan APB to   ill AFB, Utah to consolidate with the 485th EIG. Now 
that McClellan AFB has beon taken off the DOD closure list, this 
consolidation package has beon dierugted. 

Can the GAO determine how much more the move and operation (annual 
basis) of the 483th EIC from Griffiss AFB to Hill AFB will cost the DOD? 

Attached is a copy of General Franklin's chart on wCosts to 
Ertablish~, It is not a cost/benefit analysis; it is a cost analysis. 
However, even the cost number. fail to show any relationrhip to the 1993 
Baee Closure Roport to the C0nmilr8i0n (for example the closure cost of 
Plattrburgh is stated ar $25.8 million not $114 million. It is 
interesting to note that the number of $25.8 million is closer to that 
used in tho 1991 closure study of $27 million and oaatr into doubt ths 
basis for the new Plattsburgh closure number. 

1 
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Paga Throe 
Mr. Robert Meyers, GAO 

Thir table doesn't aurprima anyone. If, for example, you review the 
Air Force's methodology for cornpariaon, am presented by General Franklin, 
it etatem as one of ito criteria: "ompare costs of keeping and 
developing each base to satisfy missionY This, aa opposed to comparing 
costa and benefito. It ia possible that major OMB requirements have been 
violated. 

I would like to know if thia table or chart forwarded to the Base 
Closure Cornmisoion and the GAO. Does this chart analysis comply with OMB 
circular A-947 Can I access the QAO as you audit thim financial data? 
Have bame cloaure requirements been violated? 

Binally let me aay that I hope that the GAO would analyze the Air 
Force preference for one base, one mission, one b o ~ a ,  which ie the policy 
driving the closure deciaionm. The Air Force recently preferred multiple 
miesion baoes, ouch as Griffiso, am the Navy and Army still do, where 
operationu and maintenance coats can be spread over many functions. 
Griffias ha# been a multiple misaion baoe, and what had been one of ita 
chief etren thm haa now become a major liability, in the eyes of some 
people withfn the Air Porce, because of the new preference. 

with warmest regardo, 

SB : pm 
enc . 
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BHERWOOD BOCHLERT W A I Y I * . ~ ~ ~  ormc 
210 DIDTIIDI, NIW vom 1187 WNOWOITH HOUSB orr lct  ~ U I L D I N ~  

WMIIIN~TOYI oc 2oSl6-sz21 
SOUYrmU: (a021 l l a -3BW 

ICIMCL rrrce. AND ~CMNOLOOI 
WINE RUUSLW. S U W M M ~ I  ON BCIWB C ~ ~ M C  omc 

AYX*NODI PIINIS UDBIAL BUILOINQ 
CUBUC WORK* AND TILlNlWllTATIOR 

l ru l l rn  UUUUUCMI. I U B ~ ~ ~ I I  DM WATER 
10 IROAD STIBrI 

MWURCIS &NO I)lVlMNSm Conpress of at mniteb Otirt~ W I ~ A ,  ur lasol 
D U K O Y Y r n  OH AYUIIOII  (111) 101-1146 

D U D C O M Y ~ D  or KONOUIC D M L ~ W  

8ILCCT COMMllTtI ON AGINO #oust of m~t$mtdff be$ TOLL PI118 I-100-216-2611 

- 
UJ. MUOITW4 NORTH AUIUiC MUMILY 
C&MMI. Nomnw8l AOYOULTUR wcus 

NQmrWTUlDWIW CONGRl8bmAL CD*UTU)N 
WWbfttpt~n, BB: 20515-3223 

ADDENDUM 

March 23, 1993 

m. Robort Xoyorr 
General Accounting Offiaa 
441 G Street, N.W., Room 5100 
Washington, D.C. 20448 

Dear Bob: 

I apologize for leaving out on0 important irrua in my earlier 
corrorpondence to you today, but I want to bring an important matter to 
your attention that ii containod in tho Dopartmmnt of tho Air Force 
Analyeee and Recommondatione, Volumo V. 

Ploare note on page 17, Gmographically Koy/Miraion Eamential 
Exclurionr, Kirtland AFB, New Mexico8 Support8 several irreplaceable 
roroarch and tenting facilitiem or8ontial to W D ,  W E ,  and other 
governmental agenaime (Phillipm Lab). On pagm 18, Wright-Pattorron AFB, 
Ohio: Unique combination of organization. and facilitior rupporting 
aerospace roooarch, dovolopmmt, and aaquimition and Headquarters AFMC 
(Wright Lab). On pago 23, Category/Subcatogory Excluaiona, Subtitle 
Indurtrial/Teahniaal Support Category--Produet Center and Laboratory 
Subcategory: Brook. AFB, Toxar, hUSan onginooring reaoarch (Armstrong 
Lab) . 

Three of the four Air Force baaor containin the Air Force eupor P labs were excluded from cloouro/raalipnm.nt con8 dmration because of the 
importance of th0ir rooaarch activitimm. Rome Lab, tho C31 rerearch and 
teating facility of the Air Forco, did not rocoivo tho mamo treatment. 
Why? Tho Air Foroo, after an exhaurtive study, conrolidated all of ito 
rosearch aativitiee into 4 mupor lab8 with an announc.mont on November 
27, 1990. Rome Lab, Griffios AFB, ir the C3I mupor lab. 

with warmest regarda, 
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ameda, CA 94501 

March 24, 1993 

Charles A. Bowsher, Comptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Subject: Comments on 1993 Navy Base Closure Selection Process - Naval Air Station and Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda 
Enclosures: (1) Military Value Matrix for Naval Aviation Depots 

(2) Naval Air Systems Cormnand memo AIR 4221A/1091 
dated 19 Feb 1991 

The following information is provided for GAO's consideration and 
investigation of the 1993 base closure process. Our organization 
has worked closely with Alameda County (Calif.) officials over the 
past three years to articulate the compelling case for retaining the 
Alameda naval complex. We welcome GAO's involvement in the process 
and stand ready to assist in any way we can. 

1. P R O B L m  WITE OBTAINING DATA. 

Attempts to obtain information from the Navy using the 
contact listed in the Navy's report have been unsuccessful. We were 
told to request data via the Freedom of Information Act. Thus, the 
ready availability of closure data is in itself a process problem that 
needs to be addressed. By the time that interested parties obtain the 
information needed, the GAO process is over, the Commission hearings 
are over, and the bases are closed! 

We have reviewed the official Navy closure report to the 
Commission, Analvses and Recommendations (Volume IV) (March 
1993). This report, though claiming to be a comprehensive study, 
fails to provide the specific "matrices" and methods of analysis 
used to determine the military value of an installation. We were 
able to obtain enclosure (I), which we believe is the military 
value matrix used for evaluating Naval Aviation Depots (NADEPs), 
through other channels. As discussed later on, this matrix 
contains either outright errors or inappropriate weighting9 which 
(1) unfairly lowered NADEP Alameda's military value; and (2) 
artificially inflated the value of other NADEPs. 

2 .  HISTORICAL BIAS AGAINST AtAMEDA 

nInstructions received indicate that Alarneda 
reports are to be done in favor of closure." 
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The preceding statement, contained in an internal Navy memo 
(enclosure 2) during the previous closure round (1991), shows the 
bias against NAS/NADEP Alameda that has existed for some years 
within certain parts of the Navy establishment. 

The exposure of this memo coupled with the lack of documentation 
or justification on the part of the Navy in 1991, helped result 
in NAS/NADEP Alameda being removed from the 1991 list submitted 
to the Closure Commission. This year's list of Bay Area 
navy bases is nothing but a rerun of the 1990 closure attempt and 
the aborted 1991 attempt - re-packaged in a new "comprehensive 
study" wrapping for 1993. 

The history of the Navy's attempts to close NAS/NADEP Alameda 
since 1990 clearly shows an anti-Alameda bias. The 1993 Navy 
process is documented in its report (Vol. IV). However, what 
isn't shown in the report is that the same Navy captain that 
signed enclosure (2) was gnce asain directly involved as the 
person who coordinated input of data into the Navy's COBRA model. 

We do not claim that this individual on his own is responsible 
for the bias shown against Alameda. Rather, it is obvious that 
this is coming from much higher within the Navy's chain-of- 
command, and he was just following orders. However, it is 
certainly inappropriate that someone who was knowingly or 
unknowingly a part of a previous biased effort to close a 
facility is once again placed "in the loopln 

3. METHODS OF ANALYSIS AND/OR DATA APPEARS TO HAYE BEEN 
MANIPULATED 

Recent history, coupled with the Navy's admission that it used 
"military judgementn to select its closure candidates rather than 
an empirical evaluation of military value and future strategic 
needs, that causes us to look at the data and process with 
apprehension. Our review of the data indicates that facilities 
were targeted first, and data "made to fita later. 

For example on page two of the NADEP military value matrix 
(enclosure (I)), the first two questions of the Cost section are 
given a point value of 3.7 points each. These questions were not 
asked in any of the Data Calls requested of the NADEPs, nor is it 
clear of what specific value the information is to making a 
closure decision. What is clear is that the questions and the 
weighting assigned them give the NADEPs at Cherry Point and 
Jacksonville 7.4 points each out of the "66" and "65" points 
total each received in being rated the two top NADEPs on 
"military value. I' 

~t is also unclear as to why lfCostfl criteria are given high 

Page 16 GAO/NSIAD-93-173s Mita.ry Bases 



Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

weights of 3.7 points, while under !*Strategic Concerns** there are 
just three questions weighted at 1.68, 0.20, and 1.68 points 
respectively. Neither Jacksonville nor Cherry Point is co- 
located with a deepwater port, nor was the question even 
considered as a strategic concern. 

NAS Alameda, the only certified nuclear carrier homeport on 
the west coast, somehow receives a lower military value rating 
than facilities that do not even exist (Everett, WA) !. There is 
obviously something wrong with a process that rates long-standing 
strengths such as deepwater ports,-adjacent airfield facilities, 
and nuclear carrier capability as either excess or not of value 
militarily. 

Additional examples are: 

1. Alameda closure scenarios contained in the Navy's 1990 and 
1991 closure efforts, are now re-introduced in the form of the 
POM outyear data used to drive 1993 decisions. For example, the 
NADEP military value matrix question No. 5a correctly gives NADEP 
Alameda credit for having missile repair capability. Question 5b 
however, does not give credit in the POM outyears. 

POM outyear projections can slant military value analysis for any 
targeted facility by assuming capability dis-establishment at 
that site, reducing their workload and thereby diminishing 
military value. Question 5b had a value of 1.61 points, not 
given to Alameda. 

2. In the Equipment and Facilities section, NADEP Alameda 
was not given credit for having "...special facilities, 
equipment, or skills to perform aircraft repairsn (question 4c); 
engine repairs (question 6c); component repairs (question 7c); or 
aircraft modifications (10c). These capabilities do indeed exist 
at NADEP Alameda, and the specific data call responses from NADEP 
Alameda provided many pages of documentation proving this. An 
additional 6.43 points should have been credited to NADEP Alameda 
for these questions. 

4. NAVY'S DATA COLLECTION PROCESS WAS FLAWED 

Those with the greatest technical knowledge about a facilities 
unique capabilities and value (the bases themselves) were 
routinely given just a few days to one week to answer a series of 
detailed "Data Calls.I1 The data was sent (for Naval Aviation 
Depots) to Patuxent River MD for further analysis and input, and 
then on to the the Navy's BSEC. 

a. As no information was ever sent back to the facilities 
being studied on exactly what was said about them, it is not 
clear as to whether data was either changed, omitted, or added to 
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present an incorrect picture about a facility's value. 

b. The Navy's certification process does not guarantee a 
fair and impartial process. It instead guaranteed that those who 
would make the final decision would be the ones who "certifiedll 
the data. 

c. Though we do not yet have concrete proof, we have been 
told that data certified at lower levels of the Navy process, was 
altered. 

5. LACK OF CIVILIAN RgVIE3l 

An assumption that was inherent in the base closing process was 
that there would always be a review of military recommendations 
by the proper civilian authority within both the Department of 
the Navy and DoD. However, this was not the case for the 1993 
round of closures, and was a major factor in the targeting of the 
Bay Area's Navy facilities. 

The change of administrations on January 21 coupled with a moved- 
up deadline of 22 February to DoD for individual service 
recommendations provided Navy admirals with the unique 
opportunity to target Bay Area bases without any civilian 
oversight to stop them. The Navy's list was submitted directly 
from Chief of Naval Operations Adm. Kelso to the Secretary of 
Defense. The "listn was then 'leakedn to the New York Times in 
advance so that Secretary Aspin couldn't remove them without it 
appearing npolitical.n He couldn't delay the list without 
risking having no closures take place by missing legal deadlines. 
Additionally, Secretary Aspin had little or no staff in place to 
help him review the list and was also in ill health. 

Thus, facilities such as Alameda are in danger of being closed 
with the taxpayers facing a $2 BILLION cost to build replacement 
facilities. Does anyone believe that it is politically "normalw 
to recommend the closure of all four bases in the district of the 
Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee? In 1995, the 
Clinton administration will have had time to place civilian 
oversight in place to prevent biased lists from being created. 

PAUL S. NAHM 

Page 17 WINSLAD-93-1735 Military Bases 





Appendix I 
Lettere and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

Charles A. Bowsher. page 2 

This ana lys is  i s  pre l iminary  and we continue t o  r e f i n e  our  in format ion.  We 
w i  11 forward addi t l o n a l  informat ion as i t  becomes ava i l ab le .  Should you have 
questions we would be pleased t o  provide whatever assistance we can. Thank 
you f o r  your considerat ion o f  t h i s  matter. 

Don PERATA 
Chair  EDAB 

DPIRGS: 0408c 
cc: Senator Diane Fe ins te in  

Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congressman Ron Dellurns 
Copeland Ha t f  i e l  d and Lowery 
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United States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 1 0 6 5 0 4  

March 26, 1993 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accouting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

Under the procedures of Title XXIX of National Defense 
Authorization Act, the General Accounting Office (GAO) plays a 
critical role in the defense base closure and realignment 
process. Pursuant to statute, the GAO is directed to monitor and 
review the analysis done by the Department of Defense (DoD) in 
its recommendations to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

As you know, eight major naval installations have been 
recommended for closure in California, and an additional two 
bases (McClellan Air Force Base and the Presidio of Monterey) may 
also be considered for closure in the near future. As a result 
of DoD's base closure recommendations, over 100,000 jobs and $4.4 
billion in economic activity could be lost in California alone. 
Closures of these facilities will have a significant adverse 
impact on the surrounding communities and the entire region. 

I have attached two memoranda that describe possible flaws 
in the Navy's reasoning process as it related to the 
recommendation to close four Alameda County installations. I 
urge you to carefully review this information, and suggest that a 
complete audit of the Navy's data collection and analysis may be 
warranted. 

Thank you, in advance, for your prompt attention to this 
matter. If I may be of further assistance, please feel free to 
contact me or Robert Mestman of my staff at (202) 224-2743. 

/(7 

+-)<- i ne Feinstein 

DF : ram 1 
Enclosures 
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ROBERT A BORSKI WMRNGTOU OWICE: 

w oum. PEImmvUU m o m l l # l  
k\nW )(OUU OM B U O  

w117nl.. 1 1 0 1 I 2 1 U l 1 I  
WOUC WORKS AND Bongnee of the United States F m  I lO l I  116461#  

TRUlsrOmnON 
Cur"v.cS"uorvm. pl 

ImmOl~*l am0 OIfmlDn Rmt of 'Weprteentatibes DlsmCT OFFICES: 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS 7141 f u ~ ~ m m o  Avs. 

3ItJashington, bC 2091-3803 MUD~LI*U M ! # I31  

SELECT COYMllT€€ ON AGING 11161 331-3316 
FU: l l l 6 l 3 3 3 - 4 6 0 ~  

March 31, 1993 
1830 M f r m a  87. 

CYw~mo. .  PA 11111 

Mr. Robert L. Meyer I1111 4 2 6 4 6 1 1  

Assistant Director for Logistics 
General Accounting Office 
Room 5102 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

I am writing to request your review of the enclosed report 
by the Naval Supply Systems Command on the consolidation of the 
Aviation Supply Office and the Ships Parts Control Center. 

As you know, on March 12, the Department of Defense ( W D )  
recommended the closure of the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), 
located in my congressional district in Philadelphia, and its 
relocation to the Ship Parts Control Center (SPCC) in 
Mechanicsburg, PA. The Department of the Navy claims that this 
consolidation would save $102.8 million in reduced excess 
capacity costs over twenty years. 

On August 28, 1992, the Naval Supply Systems Command 
(NAVSUP) was tasked by the Department of the Navy to study the 
merits of consolidating these two facilities. The report 
concludes that such consolidation does not make sense both from a 
readiness and business perspective. 

I would greatly appreciate your full review of the data, 
analysis, and recommendations presented in this report. I 
believe that such a review is needed to determine whether the 
Navy accurately assessed the cost-effectiveness of this 
consolidation in its recommendation to W D .  

I would also like to request a meeting at your earliest 
convenience between you and my Legislative Director, Mark Vieth, 
to discuss these matters further. 

Thank you for attention to these important matters. If you 
require any additional information, please call Mr. Vieth at 
(202) 225-8251. 

<ROBERT +[ Member of . BORSKI Congress 

RAB/mdv 
Enclosure 

PRINTEO ON RECYCLE0 PAPER 
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CUFF STEARNS 
l w v  m 

arruwa*ruwro 
molstlwx.- W..SHIIGTOY. a zmi- 

(201) 226-6744 

mLI- FAX pml r l u l r l  

M ~ O A  MJT~~CT wmttc 
ENERDY AND COMMERCE iissemmmvw 

-e*mH1 OCUA.Ft11447t 
-UT UU 

(904)a6~~777 

mUYERCL CONSUUCR 
Crayp~~~ of the %nittd St~tt~ 

FAX PI 561401 I 

mTEcTIon AND %IOIlSe J 1 R m t f a t s l  i7rs KINGOUT AW- tr 
cowrnvwEss sun. 

w n g t ~ n ,  ZOn5-0906 
-6s P Y C  FL 32Wl 

EMRGI COWER m) raerms 
EMIRMAN FAX DO41 111W14S 

MIUTARV PERSOYHEL O ~ r ~ s r m s n u r r  
TASK FORCE I Z E ~ ~ ~ G  FL a r m  

IPW) a a w n o  
HEALTH CARE POLICY April 1, lW3 FAX BQII JIM130 

TASK FORCE 

Mr. Robed L Meyer 
As6i6tant Director of Logistia I.PPU~S 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
441 G SveetN.W., Room 5102 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. me ye^ 

Thank you for meeting with me and my staff to discuss issues rclaung to the General 
Accounting Offict: m i e w  of Ihc Depar(mcnt of the Navy bace clwuw pmccss. I 
appreciated the o p p o d t y  to discuss my c0mx.m~ regarding the Navy's review of Naval 
Air Station Cecil Held. 

Aocording to Navy spokesmen. the de,. to reduce ~naximum c x w ' ~  capacity 
throughout that servicc was h e  hedriving force behind the decision to ~ecommd NA!! 
Cecil Fkld for closure. This recommendation was lmde in spite of k fact that 
expensive military construction at mdvin facilities would be necessary in order to 
mmmodatc units a &cd FieM. 

W e  are concuncd that no cost analysis of capacity ~Wluction alternatives was pwformcd 
by the Navy, mizking it impossible a dckrmine the most lruly C O M - ~ ~ V C  closure 
strategy. For example, the Navy did not run coa dctnminations on the altcrnatlve of 
closing Naval Air Station Occam. in spite 01 the fad that @earn scored significantly 
lower undcr military v a l a  cri6cria 

Cecil Field paswsrres facilities for expansion and surgc capacity that would be difTicult to 
replicate elscwherc without inwing  m b d a l  additional msis to the taxpayer. lhe 
base also could easily accept new missiuns Cmm altcmtive digunents without 
significant milcoa cmts. 

While reduction of excess capacity is clwrly a step In he  process drcdu~ing thc cost of 
defense i n h s m c t m ,  military v;lluc and cast-effectiveness should be the lrey 
determinants. A GAO review of thc Navy's methodoiogy in rcco~nrnendiig the closure 
of C d  Field could clarXy the queqciom rued by their recommendanon. 

in= siarnnFw PRII~D ON PWFU W E  OF RCVUSD ABERS 
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I have attached a l i ~ ~  desaibi some of the specire c o r n s  that have .hem pised 
egnrding the pmposed closure of Gail FA& Thank y w  for your co-n of this 
reqned and I look forward to haring from you. 
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APRIL 1,1993 

MEMOEUNDUM TO MR. ROBERT L. MEYER 

PROM: REPRESENTATIVE CLEF STEARNS 

SUBJ: DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION 
REGARDING NAVAL AIR STATION CECIL mBW) 

-------------------*-----..-------..-------------------------- 

Along with Jacbnvillc's Mayor's Commission on Base Realignment and Closm, 1 have 
reviewed thE Department of Defense mommendations for closing Naval Air Stadon 
Cecil Field as part of che 1993 BRAC pr0ce.s. I would likc to requesl hat the GAO 
review the fdlowiy points in the Navy's imalysis: 

o The Navy did not study alternative realignment options to determine the most 
costeffectivc east mast configuration. in view of h e  requirement to spend Bun- of 
millions of dollam at receiving facilities to accommodatt assets Imm Cecil Field. other 
options should have been explored. On the other hand Cecil Field's misting capacity 
could absorb all & coast F/A 18's at a single location. No cost an-% of this nption 
wcre dueled. 

o Additionally, the Navy did not analyze the cost-effectivcncss and mililary valut: 
cwults of closing Naval Air Station Oceana in s itc of the fact &at Oceans's military 
valuc was rated 10 point. below Cecjl Fidd anfthe severe civilian encroachment 
problems already exking at Wt location. 

o Ln its analysis, rhe Navy assumes saving of $56.7 million per y w  for clusiw 
Cecil Fdd. Ofkin& of the Jackwnvillek bm clawre cotnmission have stared the 
nnmul operaring budget for Cedl Fieid at $10.3 million. This would mulr in a rehvn on 
i n w e n t  of more thw 30 yean, as opposul to thc 6 years esCimated by the Navy. 

The factors included in the Jacksonville analysis were P i  cow related soictly to 
operating Cecil Fidd: civilian employee$ utilities. fncility maintainma? and vehiile 
costs. The 0th costs of o p t i o n  at Cccil would either be eliminated altogcthtr or 
rcplicatcd clscwhue, respiting in no net savings EIW to closing CcciL 

o Comments regarding future civilinn cncmchmcnt at Cecil Pield are largely 
unfounded, particlllnrly compared to ddy-existing problems at MCAS Cherry Point 
and NAS Occam 

The. Navy Fepon recogniles, but the BRAC analysis dom not adequately address, the 
environmental, noise, and operation41 impacts of Uw w e d  realignment cm c a m  
No& Carolina. Qwting the Navy rcpon: 

%it propared rmli nmurt of F-I8 aircrafi to MCAS Chrrry Point will rcsdt in 
signijcanr noise amfolher environmnlrJ impacts, will re$& in si~n$cMtly highttr 
levels of opeWns over eastern Nonl,  Camlina. ond muy,jeopardizc the current special 
uc nimpucrp~posd for Ihc Cherry 1 mi MOAs. As a nsub, significant 
cnvirunmental and &gad chaUengcs to increased uniizan'on of MCAS Chcny Pninf ~d 
related assets in N o h  Carolina can be expecred. " 

-- morc -- 
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Ulo, existing cumachment of busi- a d  homes around NAS Orzana prucnt a 
sa6cty hazard to botb pilots and p p k  on rhe ground. 
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8 7vir April 2, 1993 
:N ALFIEliT 

?,v 'T1BIPDt' F 

-YEPESA CANEPA 
L ~ ~ F .  EDGPEN Robert L. Meyer, Assistant Director 

&bE DO'TE'i 
4UTH VRFZLAND DMN 
- .y Manager U.S. General Accounting Office 
L a c ~ t + t u ~ ~ ~  441 G Street, N.W. 

Room 5100 
Washington DC 20548 

Sir: 

Thank you again for speaking with me this morning regarding 
the Defense Language Institute at the Presidio of Monterey. 
I am attaching a Fact paper that I have put together as my 
briefing outline for a meeting scheduled at 3 :00 Monday 
afternoon with the Commission staff and several 
Commissioners. 

Part of my approach is to make the Commission and staff 
aware of the types of information available to the 
Secretary of Defense when he made his decision to pull the 
Presidio and DL1 off of the list, as well as to provide 
them with specific information regarding the Army analysis 
that we believe to be very faulty. 

The Army's proposal was developed without coordination with 
the General Officer Steering Committee (GOSC), a multi- 
service general officer group that sets policy direction 
for DLI, or coordination with the Defense Language 
Institute itself. As a result, the analysts at TRADOC and 
Department of Army Headquarters misinterpreted some of the 
fundamental student load data. This mistreatment of the 
Training Mission then ripples throughout the analysis in 
terms of skewing the costs in favor of contracting out and 
moving to Ft. Huachuca. 

Additionally, we believe that the Army's analysis is based 
on the $37 million proposal by University of Arizona which 
appears to be a number that is not supported by any 
analysis, just a statement from the University. Our 
concern after looking at their presentation, is that they 
do not understand the full scope of the mission. 
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Additionally, major capital improvement costs have been 
left out of Army analysis. The University of Arizona did 
indicate a willingness to construct facilities, but not for 
free. Their $37 million mark appears to only address a 
portion of the language training mission, not the 
construction costs and not the full range of language 
training support missions. 

Our next issue is that the cost of the DL1 mission in 
Monterey is grossly over inflated. The Army analysis 
charges DL1 with the base operation costs of all Defense 
activities remaining on Ft. Ord after the 7th Division 
deactivates, even though DLI's mission needs at Ft . Ord are 
modest. Most of the proposed activities at Ft. Ord will 
support other Federal activities, such as the Navy 
Postgraduate School, the Defense Data Manpower Center, the 
retired community, et al. The community has argued from 
the beginning that the Army's requested enclave was far 
beyond the needs of the military. 

In summary, we would appreciate it if your audit would 
focus on the appropriateness and completeness of the side 
by side comparison of costs of Ft. Huachuca as compared to 
the Presidio of Monterey, an analysis of the proposal from 
the University of Arizona for its adequacy as the basis of 
comparison with the Army costs, and an audit of the 
specific mission required facilities at DL1 needs that will 
located at the Presidio or at Ft. Ord. 

Sinc rely, 

f i  
Fred Meurer 
City Manager 
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"AN INDUSTRIAL FAMILY" 

NW"A THE NADEP NOWA ASSOCIATION 
C/O 1056 Saw Pen Point Trail, Virginia Beach, VA 23455 

2 April 1993 

Dear Ms. Heivilin, 

On behalf of the 4,300 employees at NADEP Norfolk and as a follow-up to your recent 
visit to the NADEP, I am forwarding some information which you may find useful in 
your review of the Navy/DoD recornendation to close NADEP Norfolk. 

Following the completion of the Defense Depot Maintenance Council's (DDMC) comoodity 
study on engines. NADEP Norfolk prepared a "minority report" to capture the essence 
of our concern about the validity of the decision to move Norfolk's engine work to 
Oklahoma City ALC. After sharing our concerns with Congressman Pickett, the 
Congressman invited Mr. Mike Cocchiola, Executive Director for the Deputy Assistant 
Connnander for Aviation Depots, and Mr. Dan Howard, Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 
to address some of the NADEP's employees most directly affected by the DDMC 
decision. Mr. Cocchiola and Mr. Howard explained that the decision to take Norfolk 
out of the engine business was part of the Navy's master plan which would establish 
our NADEP as the East Coast center for tactical tailhook aircraft repair and modifi- 
cation. This intent was documented in a series of high level Navy and DoD plans. 
Furthermore, Mr. Cocchiola and Mr. Howard convinced us that the lost engine work 
would be offset by new manufacturing work. Based on this information, the NADEP 
NORVA Association discontinued its challenge to the movement of our engine programs. 
Based upon recent events it appears that this decision was made prematurely. A copy 
of our "minority report" is hereby enclosed for your review and consideration. 

In reviewing the BSECIBSAT military value computer model/matrix it became clear that 
NADEP Norfolk was hurt by the absence of an engine program. As a result, we have 
prepared a series of questions relating to the decision to move our engine programs 
to Oklahoma City ALC and the impact of that decision on the military valua of NADEP 
Norfolk. These questions are enclosed as an "Engine Program Point Paper. 

We have thoroughly reviewed the Navy's military value matrix and the scores assigned 
to Norfolk relative to the associated questions. Serious concerns have arisen 
relative to the way the information our NADEP provided in response to a series of 
data calls was evaluated. These concerns have been captured in a series of specific 
questions about the assessment of Norfolk's military value. These, too, are 
enclosed for your review and consideration. 

Finally, a thorough review of the Navy's "Yellow ~ook" raises still further concerns 
about the validity of the BSEC/BSAT recommendation to close NADEP Norfolk. These 
concerns are captured in a paper simply titled "Point PaperM (dated 30 March 1993). 
This informatiorl is also enclosed for your review and consideration. 

Very respectfully, 

P. c . &cLU\,3 
Ross Haines 
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t r t~r  OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY 

College of Buninea unli Puhlic A~lministruticrtl 
Graduate School of Business and Pul~l ic  Adrninimtrutit~~~ 

Norfolk. Viryiniu 235294219 
IIO4-68:3-3.WH 

Mr. Bob Meyer 
GAO Auditor 
Base Closure and Alignment 

5 April 1993 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Mr. Jerry Ghiselli, Naval Aviation Depot Alameda indicated you 
might be contacting me to discuss the relationships among 
capacity, inventory and lead time. I did my dissertation 
research on the benefits of adopting Synchronous 
Manufacturing/Theory of Constraints at Alameda Aviation Depot. I 
built two large scale simulation models based on the processes at 
the engine components division at Alameda. The results have 
provided me with some insights as the use of capacity and the 
effect of capacity utilization on lead time and inventory. 

I believe that the use of higher levels of capacity, required by 
the closures of several depots, will drastically increase the 
lead time required to rework units. This increase in lead time 
will lead to an increase in the amount of spares required and, as 
a direct result, higher levels of expense in inventory. The 
relationship between work-in-process inventory is not a linear 
relationship. It appears that even relatively small increases in 
work-in-process lead to large increases in the lead time required 
for material to flow through a shop. I've experimented with 
increasing the utilization of capacity in the models I've built 
and the results indicate a very large increase in lead time. In 
addition, I've found that this increased utilization makes the 
depot environment much more complex and difficult to manage. 

MY work has shown that dramatic reductions in lead time required 
to rework units at a depot is possible by implementing 
Synchronous Manufacturing/Theory of Constraints. However, these 
improvements may well not be possible if capacity is tightly 
constrained at all depots. By attempting to balance capacity 
with demand the entire system becomes a capacity constrained 
resource. 

The depot environment is different. The requirements on any firm 
in remanufacturing/repair operations are more demanding than a 
traditional job shop. The capacity measurements traditionally 
used will not provide useful results in this environment. 

Old Dominion Uni,ersity i8 m atfirmatire action, equal opportunity institution. 
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I will be glad to provide you with any further information. I 
can be contacted at the numbers below. 

Sincerely, A 

V. Daniel R. Guide, Jr., Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor of Operations Management 
College of Business and Public Administration 
Old Dominion University 
Norfolk, VA 23529 
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April 6, 1993 

Mr. Bob Meyer 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Meyer, 

I am writing to you regarding the proposed closure of the Naval Aviation Depot and 
Naval Air Station in Alameda, California and the process of how the Navy arrived at its 
recommendations. I work at the Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda and my position is 
that of Chief Engineer and Technical Director. As an educated, trained and 
experienced engineer and engineering manager, I deal with facts when solving 
problems. It is from this factual sense that I provide the following for your 
consideration: 

1. We responded to numerous data calls from our headquarters. All of these had 
very short response times. The data pages numbered into the hundreds. 

2. It is apparent that the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) did not 
use the data to make their recommendations. Why do I say that? 

a. Several questions appeared in the final report that were not part of any data 
call that we received. For example: 

(1) Pg No. 10, Qst Ltr e under Production: "Is the amount of total annual 
depot level Aircraft Modification work greater than 10% of the DON total?" 

Alameda received " 0  for this and question 10d (15%), however Alameda 
is currently performing the Navy's largest aircraft modification program, 
the EP-3 ARIES 11. 

(2) Questions 4.c, 6.12, 7.c, and 10.c under Facilities and Equipment ask if the 
NADEP has "special facilities, equipment, or skills to perform" airframe repairs, 
engine repairs, component repairs, and aircraft modifications. 

Alameda received "0" for all four of these 1.69 point value questions 
(10.c is 1.36) however NADEP Alameda is currently capable and is 
currently performing all these functions. 

(3) Questions 13.c and 13.d under Cost: Is the actual overhead cost rate 
applied to direct labor less than $36/hour and is the actual hourly direct labor 
cost less than $23/hour? 
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Alameda received "On on these 3.70 point value (each) questions 
however these questions were not in any of our data calls. 

b. The Naval Air Station, Alameda is currently capable of homeporting several 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. The naval base at Everett, Washington is an 
incomplete facility and is currently not capable of homeporting a nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier (CVN). The BSEC made two erroneous assumptions. 

(1) That Everett is a complete and useable facility. (the Navy has 
conservatively estimated that it will cost at least $700M to complete Everett) 

(2) That all piers are equal. (The Navy's BSEC is apparently unaware of the 
unique Department of Energy requirements including shore power and 
support services that are required to properly berth a nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier at a pier) 

(3) With regard to strategic location, it takes a CVN about one hour from 
NAS Alameda to reach open water outside San Francisco Bay and then about 
16 hours to the training area off San Diego. From Everett, it takes 7-8 hours 
to reach open water followed by a day and a half to reach the San Diego 
training area. Being in the center of the west coast and near open waters, 
NAS Alameda is clearly located more strategically than Everett, Washington. 

The BSEC concluded by giving Everett more points than Alameda for capability to 
berth nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. This was a major error. It would be 
interesting to trace the "certification" process of the Everett data. 

It is clear to me that the BSEC was unable to reach a decision from the data 
collected. Instead of calculating "military value", the BSEC used their "military 
judgement" by taking a map of the United States of America and determining 
where they would like "things" to be, considering goals like consolidating all 
training, establishing master jet bases, and looking for major navy concentrations 
that could be entirely eliminated (these ended up being Charleston, SC and the 
San Francisco Bay Area). The BSEC then went into the data base and: 

(1) looked for capabilities that would justify the retention of the Naval Aviation 
Depot at Cherry Point, North Carolina and the Naval Aviation Depot at 
Jacksonville, Florida. The BSEC concluded that Cherry Point has unique 
"composite repair" capability and Jacksonville has unique "electro-optics" 
capability. The BSEC failed to recognize that other Naval Aviation Depots 
perform composite repairs and that the electro-optics equipment at 
Jacksonville could be easily relocated. The BSEC also concluded that 
movement of workload from Alameda, Pensacola and Norfolk would 
significantly increase the military value of the three remaining NADEPs. 
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(2) used the data base to justify the cost savings of closing the "remaining" 
facilities. 

The remainder of my comments relate to a significant part of the process that was 
overlooked by the BSEC and that is unique capabilities and the costs (dollars and 
loss of readiness) to move these capabilities to other Naval Aviation Depofs. 

The Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda has a number of unique programs and 
workloads that the Navy is not planning to eliminate. Therefore, these programs 
and workloads must be moved, at great expense, to other locations. The following 
is a brief list of these unique programs: 

a. Of all six Naval Aviation Depots, Alameda has the largest component 
program. The work involves the depot-level repair of aviation components 
removed at the organization and intermediate maintenance levels and sent to 
the depot level (since the 0&I levels are not capable to effect the repair). 
Alameda has unique capability for over 5,000 components, i.e, capability 
currently does not exist at the other five Naval Aviation Depots. To move this 
capability elsewhere would involve: 

- relocation/re-installation of industrial plant equipment 
- relocation of unique program support and test equipment 
- development of new technical work orders at the gaining activity 
- relocation of the material spares inventories 
- hiring and training of personnel at the gaining activity or moving the 

NADEP Alameda personnel under Transfer of Function 
- probable facility modification and/or MILCON 

The above steps are involved in what we call capability. The development of 
capability is a very expensive process. The COBRA input, used by the Navy, did 
not consider the relocation costs for unique programs. For consolidation/ 
realignment purposes, it would seem that a simple and effective approach would 
be to examine those Plaval Aviation Depots which have the smallest number of 
unique programs/workloads, because this would translate to the lowest costs to 
move to another location. Previous navy studies have consistently shown that 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville is the lowest cost depot to close, simply 
because Jacksonville has the smallest (of all six NADEPs) number of unique 
programs. 

b. Alameda is the only overhaul depot for the Navy's S-3 aircraft and T56 and 
TF-34 engines. All of the above comments about the costs of moving capability 
apply to these major programs. Alameda is also the sole depot for the Air Force 
TF-34 engine (A-10 aircraft). Again, COBRA did not consider the true costs to 
relocate these programs (and their capability). 
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c. Alameda is the Navy's Cognizant Field Activity (engineering and logistics 
center) for the P-3 and S-3 aircraft and the T56 and TF-34 engines. This 
engineering staff of several hundred performs the vital fleet support functions of in- 
service engineering, without which, many aircraft would be grounded as unsafe to 
fly. This cadre of engineers is the Navy's corporate knowledge and history for the 
above programs. Although most of the P-3 aircraft depot maintenance is now 
accomplished at Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville (a December 1990 decision 
implemented in 1992 under "single-siting" because Jacksonville had no unique 
aircraft depot maintenance program), the P-3 Cognizant Field Activity resides at 
Alameda. Repairs, maintenance instructions for all three levels of maintenance, 
and major modifications for the P-3 are designed by the Alameda engineers. 
Recently, my P-3 engineers developed a totally new maintenance concept for the 
P 3  aircraft. When implemented, the new Phased Depot Maintenance (PDM) will 
reduce the fleet-level maintenance hours, improve the overall material condition of 
the P-3, and make the aircraft more available for flight. Our headquarters, the 
Naval Air Systzms Command, has enthusiastically embraced this new PDM 
concept. In fact, they have directed the other Naval Aviation Depots to review the 
PDM concepts for application to Navy/Marine aircraft for which they are Cognizant 
Field Activity. 

It is doubtful that this highly experienced staff would relocate. Their aerospace/ 
aeronautical skills are very marketable. The loss of this corporate knowledge and 
history would be a major negative impact to the readiness of the P-3 fleet. It would 
take many years for another Naval Aviation depot to replicate such a required and 
necessary staff of experienced engineers. This also applies to the S-3 aircraft and 
T56 and TF-34 Cognizant Field Activity engineering staff. 

d. Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda competed with over twenty commercial 
aerospace companies and one U.S. Air Force Logistics Center (depot) for the task 
of paint stripping, corrosion treatment and repainting of the Air National Guard 
F-15 and F-16 aircraft. Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda won the competition and 
has been performing this work for two years. The major reason that the Air 
National Guard had to contract out this work was that most of the Air National 
Guard aircraft paint facilities around the United States were not in compliance with 
environmental regulations and were secured. Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda has 
aircraft paint stripping, corrosion control, and painting facilities that meet all San 
Francisco Bay Area, State of California, and Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) pollution abatement regulations. In fact, in June 1992, the EPA formally 
recognized the Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda for its leadership and 
accomplishments of reducing paint air emissions by more than 50%. In addition, 
Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda has a new, environmentally compliant plating 
facility. This plating facility is state-of-the-art and undoubtedly one of the finest in 
the United States. It would not make sense (common or fiscal) to abandon these 
expensive facilities or to endure the cost of building duplicate facilities elsewhere. 

e. The Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is also unique among the six Naval 
Aviation Depots in that it has a facility designed for the sole purpose of 
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repairing/modifying tactical missile guidance and control (G&C) sections. This 
missile G&C workload consists of SPARROW, PHOENIX, and SHRIKE. The Naval 
Aviation Depot, Alameda has also been selected as the depot for HARM and 
AMRAAM, with the latter selection conducted under competitive rules. In 1991, a 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) sponsored study, recommended that 
all Army, Air Force and Navy tactical missile G&C work be consolidated at 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) in Pennsylvania. To my staff of missile engineers, 
this recommendation made no sense because LEAD did not have the capability 
to perform the work, e.g. no trained people, no equipment, no facilities, etc. 
However, we were instructed to follow the decision and work with LEAD so they 
could gain capability. We have been doing that, however it is now two years 
since the recommendation. Following numerous Army, Navy, and Air Force 
meetings and the development of transition plans, nothing (people or equipment) 
has moved and no facilities have been modified/constructed at LEAD. In my 
opinion, many taxpayer dollars have been wasted because of a faulty study 
recommendation and the failure to recognize the true costs of developing or 
moving capability. 

3. All of this capability and workload translates to capacity. The Navy's BSEC tried to 
look at capacity simply by looking at facility square footage by type of work. This is a 
very simplistic, ineffective approach. I have enclosed portions of minutes from a 
conference call. Page 6 talks to capacity. 

4. Finally, I believe that the Navy only scratched the surface in analyzing the "technical 
centers" listed in Attachment K of the De~artment of Naw Analvzes and 
Recommendations Nolume IV] of March 1993. When you consider the hundreds of 
millions of dollars invested in the industrial NADEPs, it makes more sense to move the 
technical centers to the NADEPs than to close the NADEPs. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas E. McFarland 
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6 April 1993 

Honorable Charles Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G St., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

Now that the Department of Defense has published its 1993 list 
of base closures, I am compelled to inform you why the Naval 
Aviation Depot and Naval Air Station in Alameda, California should 
be removed from that list. 

With premier corrosion control and component plating 
facilities amongst depots and a long-standing, award-winning, 
dedicated commitment to producing the highest quality products for 
the Department of Defense, Naval Aviation Depot Alameda stands atop 
the list of defense industrial complexes. 

Onlv Naval Aviation Depot Alameda performs overhaul of S-3 
aircraft and related components. The S-3 is one of the most 
important support aircraft in Navy carrier air groups. Sustaining 
both P-3 and S-3 aircraft Cognizant Field Activity (CFA) 
responsibilities, Naval Aviation Depot Alameda retains nearlv all 
corporate engineering and logistical knowledge for the two 
aircraft. Many P-3 and S-3 engineering and logistical staff 
indicate they are reluctant to pull up deep roots in the Bay Area 
and locate elsewhere if the programs move. This could 
detrimentally affect P-3 and S-3 aircraft programs. 

Many aircraft component repair and overhaul programs are 
supported at Naval Aviation Depot Alameda. Many, like the 
missile program, are performed here at less cost than can be 
performed elsewhere. 

Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville, Florida was spared from the 
1993 list of base closures. However, upon examination of the Naval 
Aviation Depot corporate economic figures provided by our command, 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville has had the highest labor cost of 
all depots for the last two fiscal quarters. Due to locational 
nature, Naval Aviation Depot Alameda has suffered in the past from 
high labor costs, but over the last several years we have taken 
great strides towards reducing our costs and bringing them more in 
line with the other depots. Such reductions have come through 
modernization of facilities, reducing overhead, and finding more 
efficient, cost effective ways to process workload. 

The most recent base closure and realignment plan shows that 
of six original Navy depot level aviation repair facilities, two 
east coast repair facilities (Naval Aviation Depots Cherry Pt., NC 
and Jacksonville, FL) and one west coast repair facility (Naval 
Aviation Depot San Diego, CA) will remain. Considering the 
hundreds of millions of dollars it would cost to relocate Naval 
Aviation Depot Alameda programs and build new facilities elsewhere 
for those programs, the vulnerability the United States Navy will 
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experience having only one depot level aviation repair site on the 
west coast, and Naval Aviation Depot Alameda's impressive record on 
modifying, overhauling, and engineering A-6, S-3, and P-3 aircraft; 
T-56, J-52, and TF-34 aircraft engines; and the many other 
components that make Navy aircraft work, I have strong concern that 
closing Naval Aviation Depot Alameda is neither economically, 
strategically, nor politically fair to the Bay Area, the state of 
California, and our nation. 

My concerns regarding Naval Air Station Alameda are simple and 
straight forward. The only way to replace the nuclear aircraft 
carrier home porting capability, not to mention finding new homes 
for all the conventional aircraft carriers and other ships home- 
ported at Alameda, is for the Navy to build new facilities 
elsewhere. The most recent information I've obtained indicates 
these facilities would be constructed in San Diego, CA and Everett, 
WA . 

Officials say completion of the yet inoperative Everett 
complex will cost $500 million and construction of new facilities 
at San Diego will cost $100-200 million. Judging from past 
experience, actual costs will probably far exceed these numbers. 

Considering Naval Air Station Alameda already has all 
necessary home-porting facilities, has recently added a large tract 
of modern Navy housing to accomodate the increasingly large number 
of Navy families located in Alameda, and the fact that Alameda Navy 
families have recently indicated they are happy living in the Bay 
Area and are in no hurry to leave, I must exercise my right as a 
taxpayer to protest the idea of needlessly spending $1+ billion on 
new Navy shipyard facilities, new Navy family housing, and other 
costs associated with closing the Alameda Naval complex. 

If the Navy wants more modern facilities for its ships, why 
don't they just improve the facilities at Alameda? Why doesn't the 
Navy move the P-3 aircraft squadrons resident at the already 
closing NAS Moffett Field in Mountain View, CA to NAS Alameda where 
P-3 engineering, logistics, overhaul, repair, and modification 
facilities currently exist at the Naval Aviation Depot there? 
Closing Naval Aviation Depot Alameda and Naval Air Station Alameda 
won't eliminate the workload performed there. It will just be 
money spent elsewhere. The Bay Area is strategically one of the 
best locations the United States has to offer the United States 
Navy. Operation Desert Storm was a testament to that. 

Please do all that you can to enlighten the Base Closure and 
Realignment Comrnision and other government policy makers on the 
issues I have brought forth herein. We must oppose the seemingly 
insensible idea of closing Naval Aviation Depot Alameda and Naval 
Air Station Alameda. 

flcz Ted E. Price 

Aerospace Engineer 
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April 6, 1993 
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Mr. Bob Meyer 
U.S. Gerneral Accounting Office 
441 G Street 
Room 5102 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

I was glad that you and Dave took time out of your busy 
schedules to meet with Steve Moffitt, Barry Rhoads and me. 

I have enclosed several documents that state clearly the 
problems associated with transporting fuel to Plattsburgh 
during the Winter. 

The Defense Logistics Agency believes that during normal 
operations there will be a 200 to 300 thousand barrel shortfall 
of JP-4 during the winter months of n o m l  day to day 
operations. 

No contingencies could be conducted out of Plattsburgh 
during the winter without its storage tanks being emptied. 
Therefore, there is no way the Air Force can turn this base 
into the Mobile Regional Contingency Center as it has planned. 

I also believe that by calling General Gray or his staff 
at McGuire Air Force Base you will find that they have many 
serious concerns about carrying out the mission in the "north 
country. " 

I hope this information is helpful as you prepare your 
report. If you have any questions regarding the enclosed 
material, or the information we gave you at my office, please 
feel free to contact me. 

Jim Saxton 
Member of Congress 
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Pinited States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10  

April 9, 1993 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
General Accounting Office 
441 G St. NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We are writing to share our concerns about Defense Logistics 
Agency's recommendations to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to disestablish the Defense Logistics 
Services Center (DLSC) and to relocate the Defense Reutilization 
and Marketing Service (DRMS), both of which are currently located 
at the Federal Center in Battle Creek, Michigan. 

We believe there are significant errors in the information 
and assumptions used by the Department of Defense in formulating 
these recommendations. The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) did 
not use the accurate information provided by tenants of the 
Battle Creek Federal Center in calculating the costs of 
operations there. DLA has not provided supporting information 
for its assumptions about costs that would be incurred in 
Columbus, Ohio if its proposed realignments were implemented. 
Critical mission requirements and capabilities of the present 
site were not appropriately weighed by DLA. We believe a more 
complete and accurate assessment of all costs associated with 
moving DLSC and DRMS missions would have yielded a very different 
recommendation. 

DLA's recommendations would have a devastating impact on the 
Battle Creek and Kalamazoo area economies and, if implemented, 
could result in additional loss of tenants and employees at the 
Federal Center. Because the analysis supporting DLA's 
recommendations is so inadequate, implementation might actually 
result in higher costs to the government and significant 
disruption in the essential missions of these agencies. 

GAO's report on the 1991 BRAC recommendations cited 
"inaccurate data," "inadequate documentation of decision-making 
and deliberation," and "improper pre-selection of candidates for 
closure/realignment" as major problems. All of those factors 
should be investigated with respect to the DLA's 1993 BRAC 
recommendations. 
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Page Two 

We formally request that you examine at least those issues 
outlined in the attached questions as you review the work that 
the Department of Defense has presented to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Thank you for your attention to these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Donald W. Riegle j'Jr. '; Carl Levin 
United States Se'nator ; United States Senator 

Nick Smith 
Member of Congress 

enclosure 

cc: The Honorable James A. Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
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GEORGE V. VOINOVICH 
GOVERNOR 

MIKE DEWINE 
LT. GOVERNOR 

STATE OF OHIO 
WASHINGTON OFFICE 

THOMAS F. X. NEEDLES 
DIRECTOR 

444 N. Capitol Street. N.W. a Suite 546. Washington. D.C. 20001 . (202) 624-5844 
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INFORMATION PAPER ON AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
W X C N M E N T  AS L O O m  AT BY 1993 
W E  CLOSURE EXECUTIVE GROUP ( B C S )  

BACKGROUND; Due to bigh operational costs, Ridenbacker ANGB was 
identified for closure by the 1991 Base Realignm@nt and Closure 
(Bmc) Commission. 

The two Air National Guard (ANG) and one Air Force Reserve (AF 
ms) £lying units located there were programed to move to Wright 
Patterson A i r  Force Base. 

Rickenbacker Airport was subsequently opened to commercial use 
which presented an option to moving the ANG units. 

ANG units typically operate for very low costs on civilian 
airfields. 

Cost studies showed that leaving the ANG units at Rickenbacker as 
tenants to the newly formed Rickenbacker Port Authority was more 
cost effective than moving the units to Wright Patterson AFB. 

pBOBLEM: After Rickenbacker became a civilian airfield, the 
Oovernor of Ohio proposed the option of leaving the ANG units at 
Rickenbacker as tenants. 

For unknown reasone, but under the pretense of 'texcess capacity" 
at Wright Patterson AFB, the BcSC only explored two options: 

1. Move Rickenbacker units to Wright Patterson Y E .  
2 .  Move the Springfield ANG unit to Wright Patterson AFB. 

In reality, cost analyses reflect that neither option is cost 
effective. The payback period in both cases is far beyond 20 
years. 

ANAL SISL ANG units on civilian airfields are effiaient 
&s and very Laexliensive to operate. Thus, Mere is not 
much to be saved in operating costs if a unit is moved onto an 
active base. 

Conversely, moving is expensive. Change always incurs 
oonstruction costs which are expensive. Closing/activating 
facilities, and moving people and equipment are also expensive. 

One of the eight criteria considered by the BRAC commission 
requires a return on investment (ROI) of 5 years or less. 

Typical ANG cost models reflect RoI's of 20-100 years and up. 
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COSTS MODELS; Thie information was obtained from published 
%Utes of 1993 A i r  Force BCEG Uatings. 

12 January 1993 -- General Sheppard, NGB/CF, prasented a 
briefing on potential closure and realignment of ANG units. 

A~surptions were that ANG unite stay witBin states and move to 
active Air Force installations. 

Since savings would be low (as discussed above), the ANG only 
evaluated potentially low costs moves. General Sheppard's slides 
reflected 31 ANG units as possible options. 

After assessing each base, the ANG recommended three (3) 
potential options for further evaluation (Great Falls, )IT; 
McEntire, SC; Lincoln, NE). 

General Sheppard also proposed leaving ANG units i n  the 
cantonment area at Rickenbacker and the BCEG agreed that all 
aomponente of thie proposal b. evaluated. 

1 February 1993 -- OMaral Sheppard briefed on ANG excursions 
developed for tho ANG locations identified in the 12 January 1993 
meeting. 

The ANG developed three excursions moving Great Falls IAP to 
Malstrom AFB, however, none of them were sufficiently attractive 
to warrant further considaration. 

The ANC prepared two exaursions for moving McEntire to Shaw AFB, 
and they were olearly not affeative. 

h e  Lincoln to O f f u t t  excursion appearea to be cost effective and 
the BCEG directed the ANC to perfom a site survey on this 
exoursion. 

General Sheppard again reaomended leaving the Rickenbacker units 
in the cantonment area and also stated the ANG would prefer 
keeping the Guard unit at Springfield. The oosts comparison 
summary only reflected two options: 

1. Rickenbacker units to Wright Patterson APE. 
2 .  Springfield unit to Wright Patterson AFB. 

An additional excursion of moving Tucson to Davis Monthan APB was 
also reviewed. This move would require $60 million in 
construotion and would a yield a payback. 
9 February 1993 -- Lt Colonel Callaghan, AF/XOOR, briefed 
proposed redirection of moves previously directed by BRAC I and 
11. 
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One proposal was for ANG units at Rickenbacka to remain in the 
cantonment area and the Springfield unit would move to ~riqht 
Patterson AFB. 

10 Fabruary 1993 -- The BCEG reviawed estimates for moving the 
Springfield unit to Wright Patterson. &timated costs were $3 
million for construction and $1 million to relocate for a total 
of $4 million. Recurring savings were estimated at approximately 
$1 million per year. 

The BCEG reviewed 31 ANG units (locations) for possible 
relocation to active Air Force bases (did not include 
Rickenbacker or Springfield) . 
Various excursions ware examined for each proposed ANG move. The 
excursions looked at various combinations of unit aircraft 
conversions, and facilities used on the active base (new and/or 
excessed) . 
The .least costle excursion of all options reviewed aesumedt 

1. The Guard would convert to KC-135 aircraft at "no cost to 
BRAC " 
2. The Air Force would consolidate KC-135 units to make roam for 
the Guard to minimize construction. 

Even with no-cost/min-cost assumptions, the payback on this 
exaursion was six years. 

As a separate issue, the BCXC reviewed a redirect of the 1991 
BRAC decision on Rickenbacker. 

Due to "exaess spacen at Wright Patterson AFB, the BCEG reviewed 
Rickenbacker py Sprinqfiold to move to Wright Patterson A m .  

Sprinqfiold was an obvious less oostly option since it was only 
one unit (Rickanbacker was two) and was much closer (15 miles vs. 
65 miles). 

CLES : 

After a raview of 31 ANG units and several excursions for moving, 
nono of the options presented a payback of less than six years. 
And, this option with a six year payback, assumed no Cost to 
convert a unit from F-16 aircraft to KC-135 aircraft. 

The BCEG erred in assuming that "excess spacan at Wright 
Patterson AFB required eithar Springfield or Rickenbacker to 
move. 
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GEORGE J.  MITCHELL 
N u t  

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10-1 902 

April 14, 1993 

The Honorable Charles A. Boweher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowaherr 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to any action 
by the General Accounting Office (GAO), in its report on the 
Defense Department's 1993 base closure and realignment 
recammendations, to eingle out Portsmouth Naval Shipyard as a 
poeeible eubrtitute for either of the shipyards recommended for 
closure. 

Aa you know, under the law the GAO must submit by April 15 a 
report containing a detailed analyaie of the Defense Department's 
1993 baee closure recornendations and selection process. This 
must be a fair and balanced review chat does not pregudice any 
particular facility not selected for closure by the Defenee 
Department. 

In order to comply with the baee cloeure law, the Navy 
undertook an analyaie of ehipyarde that was consistent with the 
approved force atructure plan. As a result, it did not consider 
shipyard closure options that would cause a shortfall in the 
Navy's capacity to support the workload aaeociated with that 
force structure. Consequently, it would be counter to the law's 
requirement for consietency with the force atructure plan, and 
therefore inappropriate, for GAO to suggest poesible substitutes 
to the Defense Department's closure recommendations that would 
not aupport tho certified workload requirements. 

In light of the above, I strongly urge you to ensure that 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is not singled out ae o possible 
eubetitute for either of the shipyard6 recommended for closure. 
Such an action would unfairly prejudice the Commission'e review 
of shipyards and could unduly influence ite independent 
aeseasment of the Defense Department's recommendations. 

I appreciate your immediate personal attention to this very 
important matter. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Mitchell 
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I COMMITTEE 
ON 

APPROPRIATIONS 

JAMES P. MORAN 
BTW DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA I - 

SUBCOMMllTEES WASHINGTON OFFlCl 

AND JUOICIARY WAS~INGTON OC 205  15-4608 
(2021 225-4376  

LEGISLATIVE - 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

Bouee of h\epreeentatibee; 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT - @laafi~ngton, 9& 20515-4608 SERVICE TASK FORCE 

SELECT COMMlTlEE ON HUNGER COCHAIRMAN 

April 15, 1993 

Mr. Charles Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

Attached is a copy of a report delivered to Mr. Robert Myer 
of the GAO by Julian W. Fore, Office Managing Partner of Arthur 
Anderson. The letter points out many deficiencies which his firm 
has found in analyzing the data provided by the Department of 
Defense in recommending closure or realignment of a large number 
of DoD activities in the National Capital Region. 

Specifically, they have found that the Cost of Base Closing 
and Realignment Actions (COBRA) model does not accurately 
determine costs associated with such major cost categories such 
as mission, personnel, overhead, and construction. 

Because the COBRA model is central to the analysis 
supporting these massive closures and realignments, I believe 
that this research by Arthur Anderson would be extremely useful 
as the GAO continues to analyze the Department of Defense's 
recommendations. If I can provide GAO with any further 
information, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

% 
es P. Moran 
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April 13, 1993 

US General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Attn: Mr. Robert Myer 
Room 5102 

Arthur Andersen 6;. Cu. 

Suite 400 
One Thomas C~rcie >T\' 
Washington DC 20005-3805 
202 833 5500 
202 833 5515 Fm 

I Dear Mr. Myer: 

As we discussed last week, Arthur Andersen is working on behalf of the Crystal City 
Consortium, the Office of Congressman Moran, and other interested parties to 
independently evaluate the analysis conducted by the Department of Defense ("DoD) which 
resulted in the recommendation to realign a significant portion of the naval commands 
presently located within the National Capital Region ("NCR"). In particular, our efforts 
have focused on an evaluation of the Cost of Base Closing and Realignment Actions 
("COBRA") analysis as cost savings is reported to be the primary rationale for this 
realignment. 

I To date, we have completed the following tasks: I 
Familiarized ourselves with the Navy and DoD base closure (and realignment) 
process and analytic framework. 

Re-created the NCR arithmetic conclusions from the COBRA analysis by 
loading inputs into the COBRA model. We received both the inputs and the 
model from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ("BCC"). 

Copied, reviewed, and inventoried all relevant documents from the BCC 
Library ("BCCL") pertaining to the NCR. We have visited the BCCL several 
times to ensure we have accessed all available information. In addition, we 
reviewed other relevant background documents and reports, such as reports on 
the 1989 and 1991 base closure processes. 

Compared and verified the COBRA inputs with the "Certified Data Calls" 
obtained from the BCC and other information received from the Navy. 

Performed sensitivity analyses on the results of the COBRA analysis. 

I Our more general comments include the following: I 
The COBRA computer model is a "black box" model. It is nearly impossible 
to penetrate it to understand its implicit calculations (i.e., the relationship 
between input and output is not always clear), It is not possible to verify the 
accuracy of the result, let alone unstated but potentially significant assumptions 
internal to the model. 
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April 13, 1993 

Documentation supporting the assumptions to the COBRA analysis is severely 
lacking. There are numerous "Certified Data Calls", but we found little 
documentation linking raw information from the data calls to the COBRA 
analysis (particularly inputs where analysis or judgment is required). 

COBRA was designed for closing or realigning entire military bases or major 
functions; it was not designed for realigning purely administrative commands; 
this, we believe, requires a different kind of analysis. 

As applied to the NCR, the COBRA analysis measures the impact of a 
potential realignment rmd a change the method of procuring space. In other 
words, in the case of the NCR, the COBRA analysis confuses a locational 
analysis with a lease versus own analysis. There is no ability to disaggregate 
the results to determine to what extent the locational analysis -- the 
realignment decision -- separately affects the end result. Moreover, we believe 
the COBRA model is not as suited to a "lease versus own" analysis. 

The GSA, as well as the Navy, have conducted indepth studies of housing 
alternatives in the NCR. The proposed realignment is inconsistent with much 
of that work. There is no reconciliation or explanation of what has come 
before. This is particularly germane in that basic assumptions -- such as the 
requirement of individual commands to be located proximate to the 
Pentagon -- are widely divergent. 

What follows are more specific comments, focusing on four of the six major cost categories 
in the COBRA analysis: mission, personnel, overhead, and construction. 

According to several DoD and BCC sources, "mission costs" include changes in 
operating costs not identified elsewhere in the model. Rent savings are often 
included in this category (or in overhead). However, we have not been able to trace 
prospective rental savings back to DoD-supplied lease cost estimates reportedly taken 
from Certified Data Calls. The black box nature of the COBRA model prohibits a 
property-by-property rental rate evaluation. As such, actual costs and market driven 
escalation rates cannot be traced. Further, the rental rate used in the COBRA 
analysis is GSA's standard level usage charge ("SLUC), which bases charges on 
market lease rates and GSA overhead. These rates are often considerably higher 
than the actual rental rates charged by the landlord(s). Since this is primarily a 
transfer of costs between two federal government entities, it is, we believe, 
inappropriate to integrate this higher rate into the COBRA analysis which has the 
effect of distorting the results. These costs could approach a stabilized annual 
premium of between $5.0 million and $10.0 million over market rental rates. 
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Personnel 

The recommendations set forth in Base Realignment and Closing 1993 ("BRAC-93") 
assume defacto that significant personnel savings can be generated by realigning 
individual commands, and by implication that these savings can only be realized 
through a realignment. This results in a total present value savings of approximately 
$475.0 million (discounted at 7.0 percent), or 80 percent of total BRAC-93 net 
savings for the NCR. There is no reason to expect that these same savings could not 
be realized at the current command locations through a re-organization of proximate 
functions. Our experience in private industry would suggest that "in place" personnel 
eliminations are entirely achievable. 

We find no materials whatsoever to document this conclusion -- that is, that the 
personnel eliminations can only be achieved by a realignment. In response to a 
request from Congressman Moran, The Department of the Navy, Office of the 
Secretary, has indicated that the number of "positions identified as eliminated came 
from individual Certified Data Calls. In search of the facts, we reviewed all data calls 
in the BCCL, including an inventory of data calls received from each command 
dated March 17, 1993. Only one of these Certified Data Calls related to the NCR, 
and it provided no support whatsoever for the number of "positions identied as 
eliminated. In the same correspondence from Congressman Moran, the question was 
asked, "Does the analysis consider to what extent these eliminations could be 
implemented in existing locations?" The response was "No". We are left to conclude 
that no support is available, that the case is not proven, and that cost savings 
attributable to personnel eliminations cannot be included as economic support for the 
NCR realignment. 

Overhead 

Although rental costs are reported to have been incorporated in mission costs, the 
volume of overhead savings for certain clusters (e.g., Cruitcom, Patwent River, and 
SPCC) suggest that rental costs may have also been incorporated in overhead. 
Therefore, our comments on mission costs also apply to overhead costs. Further, the 
actual components of overhead costs and savings are unclear. As such, the results 
cannot be verified. 

Construction 

The recommendations set forth in BRAC-93 assume that no capital improvements 
will be required for substantially all of the existing office space which will receive 
realigned personnel. A field inspection of the space anticipated to accommodate the 
BRAC-93 realigned personnel indicates that a significant amount of this space is 
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substandard and does not meet current GSA standards. Such space will then require 
considerable investment prior to occupancy. 

For example, approximately 740,000 rentable square feet of office space will be 
required to accommodate the personnel realigned to the White Oak Facility (3,799 
personnel). The COBRA analysis provides for 110,000 rentable square feet of new 
construction and 80,000 rentable square feet of renovated space. No provisions are 
made for the 550,000 rentable square feet of remaining office space requirements. 
Our field inspection indicates that there are 200,000 rentable square feet of existing 
available space at the facility. This space does not conform with GSA fire safety 
standards, as it lacks sprinklers, and is reported to contain a considerable amount of 
asbestos. This space will require additional renovation to comply with Navy office 
space standards. Additionally, this space will require additional renovations to 
comply with Navy office space requirements. The remaining 350,000 rentable square 
feet of office space that will be required at the White Oak facility will require a 
combination of new construction and renovation. Our preliminary estimate 
(discounted at 7.0 percent) for these additional construction costs at the White Oak 
facility is between $50.0 and $70.0 million. Other receiving facilities have similar 
problems, though of lesser magnitude. We are forced to conclude that construction 
costs generally are substantially understated. 

Beyond the aforementioned, there are items germane to the analysis of a large-scale 
relocation that were not given adequate consideration. First, the BRAC-93 evaluation of 
realignment costs did not consider other significant recurring costs, such as commutation 
costs, which will likely be incurred as a result of commands being relocated farther from the 
Pentagon and major Navy contractors, even when the efficiencies of collocation, such as at 
the Patuxent River facility, are considered. Based on surveys previously prepared by GSA 
and the Navy, our preliminary estimate of the additional cost of commuting to the Pentagon, 
major Navy contractors, and commercial airports, as well as between the new, more remote 
commands, may approach $70.0 million (discounted at 7.0 percent). Moreover, the COBRA 
analysis did not incorporate the productivity losses which are normally attributable to a 
large-scale relocation. These costs, in our experience, can be quite significant. 

Second, the BRAC-93 evaluation of the NCR includes the realignment of 1,607 personnel 
from Philadelphia to Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. Since neither of these facilities are 
within the NCR, and since the prospective savings of the realignment is $78.0 million 
(discounted at 7.0 percent,) it obfuscates the savings inherent in the realignment of the 
SPCC cluster and the NCR commands under consideration. 

Third, no credit was given for the Navy's ability to reasonably secure favorable lease rates in 
today's market. In fact, the manner in which rental rates are calculated (ignoring, for the 
moment, any GSA subleasing profit) could overstate actual rents today by $3.00 to $4.00 per 
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rentable square foot. It has been our experience that major, high credit tenants typically 
seek and receive rental rate reductions in today's market in exchange for lease term 
extension. 

Conclusion 

There are very significant gaps in the analytic process starting with the collection of data to 
the conclusions derived from this data. The COBRA model introduces many items, such as 
the savings from personnel eliminations, which are confusing and potentially lead to 
erroneous results. The case for a realignment has simply not been made. Further, the up- 
front costs, represented by the total adjusted construction and moving costs may not be 
justified when one considers what could be a very long pay back. The basic presumption of 
this analysis -- that is a predetermined conclusion to realign selected commands from the 
NCR -- is flawed. In no way have the efficiencies and savings which could be achieved in- 
place been examined. If the real issue is a lease versus own decision, then the analysis and 
conclusions presented do not provide the basis for an informed, business-like decision. 

* * * * *  

I hope this brief summary of our findings is helpful as you finalize your evaluation. I will 
keep you up-to-date as our evaluation continues. We would welcome the opportunity to 
meet with you. Please contact me at your convenience if we can be helpful in any way. 

Very truly yours, 

ARTHUR ANDERSEN & CO. 

by fh*." ulian W. Fore 

cc Governor L. Douglas Wilder 
Senator John W. Warner 
Senator Charles S. Robb 
Congressman James P. Moran 
James B. Hunter 111 

SMZ60UO\Myer.U)2 
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City of Chicago 
Richard M. Daley. Mayor 

Department of Aviation 

Davld R .  Mosena 
Cornrn~ss~oner 

Suire 3000 
20 Nonh Clark Slreer 
Chlcago, llllnors 60602 
13121 744-6891 
(317.1 853-0478 (TTITDD) 
(312) 144-1399 (FAXI 

April 15, 1993 

Mr. Robert Meyer 
Assistant Director 
NSIAAD/DMN 
General Accounting Office 
44 G Street, N.W., Room 5102 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

As you know, the Base Realignment & Closure Commission is now 
considering the Department of Defense's recommendation to 
close and relocate the military installation at O'Hare 
International Airport. Unlike the vast majority of base 
closures being considered by the Commission, this 
recommendation is in response to a proposal by the City of 
Chicago. As someone involved in evaluating whether the 
recommendation is in keeping with the intent of the closure 
legislation, I would like to bring certain pertinent facts 
about our proposal to your attention. 

The Mayor of the City of Chicago made this proposal for two 
reasons, which I believe demonstrate its uniqueness as well as 
the responsible nature of the suggested action to the national 
interest as opposed to a parochial desire. 

First, O'Hare is the busiest airport in the world and 
congestion and delay problems at O'Hare affect the entire 
national aviation system. The findings of the Chicago Delay 
Task Force, a jointly commissioned study by the City of 
Chicago, the Federal Aviation Commission and the airline 
tenants at O'Hare, determined that over 100,000 hours of delay 
are incurred annually at O'Hare, substantially more than any 
other airport in the United States. The direct operating 
costs associated with this magnitude of delay exceed $188 
million annually. The resolution of this problem is 
particularly critical today in light of the serious financial 
condition of the nation's airline industry. Operational 
improvements that can be implemented as a result of the 
proposed military relocation will play a key role in reducing 
delay problems at O'Hare and across the country. 

Second, the Mayor is committed to aggressively identifying all 
opportunities to maximize economic development for Chicago. 
Since the City is the owner of the busiest airport in the 
world, we must utilize every opportunity for airport-related 
development in order to provide jobs for the people of the 
City and the region. The relocation of the existing military 
installations at O'Hare will permit us to accomplish this goal 
while at the same time providing an economic stimulus to the 
new military host community. 
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The enclosed materials are intended to demonstrate how the City's proposal is 
consistent with the intent of base closure legislation and to address some of the 
specific concerns already raised by some members of the Commission. 

The request by the City of Chicago that the military installation located at the 
world's busiest airport be closed and its current tenants relocated is exactly 
the type of community recommendation contemplated in Section 2924, of the Base 
Closure and Realignment Act. The Committee Report accompanying the bill states 
specifically that: 

"...[in] the painful process of base closure, special consideration ought 
to be given to communities that actually want their local facility 
closed." (H.R. Rep. No. 101-665, p.388.) 

Regarding the concerns raised by the Defense Finance and Accounting Services 
(DFAS) analogy, we understand the responsibility that you have to carefully 
consider the perception among some that our proposal could possibly create a 
nationwide bidding war for either the retention or closure of military bases. 
We do not believe that such an interpretation of our proposal is warranted (see 
attached discussion). Rather, we believe that, in addition to the specific 
statutory direction authorizing it, our proposal is consistent with the current 
federal policy of optimizing the use and coordination of our nation's military 
and civilian air transportation infrastructure. Furthermore, the Commission, 
unlike a federal, state or local purchasing agency, is not and cannot be, 
pursuant to its enabling legislation, guided in determining its recommendations 
to selecting the lowest or highest responsible bidder as the case may be. The 
Commission will make, as they have in the past, recommendations based upon the 
eight statutory selection criteria. 

We believe that our request warrants the Commission's favorable consideration 
because it meets their eight criteria for review (see attached discussion) and 
will benefit all parties involved. Airfield, roadway and commercial development 
of the site will benefit not only the local economy but also enhance the 
efficient operation of the national air transportation system. The receiving 
location will benefit from the economic stimulus brought by the relocated units, 
and relocation will enable the military to enhance its operational readiness and 
potential for increased force structure. 

I have also enclosed, for your information, an Executive Summary of our recently 
published economic impact study which I believe powerfully demonstrates the 
impact of commercial aviation activity at O'Hare International Airport - -  339,300 
permanent jobs and more than $13.5 billion personal income annually. 

I hope you found this letter and its enclosures helpful. Should you desire 
further details, please do not hesitate to contact me at 312-744-6886. 

Enclosures 
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Appendix I 
Letter6 and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Bedignmente 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
OWEN P I C K E T  HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES C ~ M M I ~ E E S  

~ N D  DISTRICT WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 ARMED SERVICES 
V1RGINIA 

MERCHANT MARINE b FISHERIES 

April 20, 1993 

WASHINGTON OFFICE VIRGINIA BEACH OFFICE. NORFOLK OFFICE 
2- RIIIBURN BUlLDlNO 2710 VIRGINIA B U C H  BOULNI~D W A I W L  C O I N C I  

WAIWI*IGTON O C 20515 V ~ R G ~ W *  BUCH VIRGINIA 23452 112 FAST L ~ ~ L E  CRCE* ROID 
12021 225 4215 (800 a - 3 7 1 0  NORFOLK V4  2- 

18011 583-5892 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We are writing this letter to request the assistance of the 
GAO in evaluating the criteria used to disestablish the Norfolk 
Logistics Systems Business Activity (NLSBA) pursuant to the Base 
Closure and Realignment Acts (P.L. 100-526 and P.L. 100-510). 

This afternoon, we received the enclosed document from the 
employees of the NLSBA. Based upon that communication and data 
we received earlier when touring the facility, we have serious 
reservations about the cost effectiveness of the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

We request that the GAO review the cost effectiveness of the 
OSD recommendations to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission regarding the NLSBA and military value matrices 
developed for that facility. We would greatly appreciate it if, 
as a part of that review, GAO personnel could schedule a site 
visit of the NLSBA. 

Thank you very much for your assistance in this matter. If 
you have any questions, please be sure and let us know. 

//' 

Owen B. Pickett 
Member of Congress 
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Appendix I 
Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignments 

19 April 1993 

The Honorable Owen Pickett 
2430 Rayburn Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Pickett: 

On 17 April 1993, you met with a group of employees from the 
Information Processing Center located at the Norfolk Naval Base, 
Norfolk, Virginia. 

In response to our discussion, we are submitting the following 
information under enclosure (1) dealing with the concerns that we 
have with the credited score we received on the Megacenter 
selection list. 

We are grateful for the support that you have given and will 
continue to give us. 

BOB PARKER 

On behalf of the employees of the Information Processing Center 

Encl: 
(1) Background/Facility Credited Scores 
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GAO United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

January 20,1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
The Secretary of Defense 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The Department of Defense (DOD) stocks hundreds of millions of dollars of 
what it calls insurance items to ensure that the operational capability of a 
weapon system is not compromised. These items are mission essential 
spare parts and supplies that are not expected to fail through normal 
usage. They include aircraft parts such as doors, rudders, and ejection 
seats. DOD regulations state that only one replacement unit of an item may 
be stocked for insurance purposes. 

We reviewed the Navy's and the Defense Logistics Agency's (DLA) 
management of insurance items. Our objectives were to determine if 
insurance stocks were limited to (1) mission essential parts and (2) one 
replacement unit as required by DOD regulations. 

Background DOD inventory control points are responsible for managing insurance 
items. We performed our review at the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), one of 
two Navy inventory control points, and the Defense Industrial Supply 
Center (DISC), one of six DLA inventory control points. As of March 1994, 
ASO managed insurance inventories valued at $193 million and, as of 
April 1994, DISC managed insurance inventories valued at $3 million. 

Spare parts and other supplies normally are designated as insurance items 
during the initial provisioning process. Initial provisioning is designed to 
provide parts until there is a requisitioning history from which relatively 
accurate forecasts of future demands can be made. Typically, these parts 
support a weapon system during the first 2 years of operation. At ASO, 
contractors or manufacturers recommend which parts should be stocked 
for insurance purposes, ASO reviews these recommendations, and the 
Naval Air Systems Command approves the recommendations if it agrees 
with the contractor and ASO. DISC classifies items on the basis of 
submissions by the using military service during the initial provisioning 
process. 
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Results in Brief ASO and DISC stock millions of dollars of unnecessary insurance items. Most 
are not mission essential and frequently are stocked in quantities greater 
than one unit. ASO records show that only about 10 percent of the 
insurance items are mission essential. We questioned the managers of a 
sample of these items, and they stated that about 22 percent are mission 
essential. Similarly, DISC records indicate that only about 42 percent of 
their insurance items are mission essential. We also questioned DISC 

managers, but none had responded to the questionnaire at the time our 
fieldwork was completed. Furthermore, contrary to DOD regulations, both 
ASO and DISC stock about one half of the insurance items in quantities 
greater than one unit. 

The unnecessary inventories occurred because ASO and DISC do not 
periodically review insurance items to ensure that they are mission 
essential and stocked in appropriate quantities. It costs DOD millions of 
dollars each year to manage and maintain these unnecessary inventories. 

We analyzed ASO and DISC records to identify insurance items and Most lnSwance Items determine if they were properly classified. We found that most of the items 
Are Not Mission were not mission essential and, therefore, should not have been classified 

Essential as insurance items. Table 1 summarizes the results of our analysis. 

Table 1: Analysis of lnsurance Items on AS0 and DlSC Records 
AS0 DISC 

Item classification Number Percent Cost Number Percent Cost 
Fully justified as insurance item 1,042 10.5 $65,917,000 1,410 42.3 $1,694,000 

Not mission essential, should not 8,118 81.7 109,466,000 325 9.7 222,000 
be insurance item 

Insurance item justification was 777 7.8 17,749,000 1,600 48.0 841,000 
not determined 

Total 9,937 100.0 $1 93,132,000 3,335 100.0 $2,7!57,000 

Because only a small percentage of the insurance items were fully justitied 
in the inventory control point records, we asked item managers to venfy 
the classification of the insurance items. We randomly sampled 329 ASO 

items and 110 DISC items and sent questionnaires to item managers asking 
them to validate the records. According to the ASO item managers 
surveyed, 51 percent of the items were not mission essential. Table 2 
summarizes the sample results. 
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Table 2: Summary of Sample Results 
From AS0 Item Managers Item classification Number Percent 

Fully justified as insurance item 73 22 
Not mission essential, should not be 169 5 1 
insurance item 

Insurance item justification could not be 42 13 
determined 

Questions not answered 45 14 

Total 329 100 

We did not make a similar analysis for DISC because none of the item 
managers had responded to the questionnaire at the time our fieldwork 
was completed. 

Essentiality Is Not Sigmficant numbers of nonessential parts and supplies continue to be 
stocked as insurance items because ASO and DISC do not have the internal 

Validated controls to periodically review insurance items to iden- those that are 
unneeded because they do not meet essentiality criteria. A s  noted in tables 
1 and 2, only 10.5 percent of s o ' s  insurance items were mission essential 
according to ASO records and only 22 percent were mission essential 
according to item manager responses to our questionnaire. At DISC, 
42.3 percent were mission essential according to its records. 

ASO assigns mission essentiality codes on the basis of reports from end 
users on how the failure of a part affects mission capability. These codes 
range from one where item failure results in minor mission impact to one 
where item failure results in loss of a primary mission capability. DISC 

assigns essentiality codes, called weapon system indicator codes, on the 
basis of data provided by the using military service. 

Neither ASO nor DISC systematically reviews insurance items to validate the 
essentiality codes. ASO does require an annual review to ensure that the 
data elements used to prevent automatic purchases of insurance items are 
correctly loaded in the computer. However, this review does not venfy 
that insurance items are mission essential. DISC does not require a review 
of insurance item essentiality. 

The absence of essentiality reviews contributed sigruficantly to the low 
percentage of mission essential items identified in our review. In addition 
to the 22 percent ASO item managers said were mission essential, they 
indicated that 51 percent of the insurance items were not mission essential 
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and that they either could not or did not determine essentiality for the 
remaining 27 percent. The following examples illustrate the error 
conditions identified. 

ASO stocks three skin assembly units used on the AV-8B aircraft as 
insurance items. These units, which are valued at a total of $158,927, have 
a nonessential coding in ASO'S records. In responding to our questionnaire, 
the item manager agreed with the coding in the record and indicated that 
the units were not mission essential. These assemblies have been in the 
Navy supply system since the weapon system was provisioned in 1986. 

In another case, ASO stocks 12 manual control levers used on the F/A-18 
aircraft as insurance items. These levers, which are valued at a total of 
$997,020, have been in the supply system since 1983. Again, the item 
manager indicated that the lever, although categorized as an insurance 
item in the records, was not mission essential. 

Although DOD Material Management Regulation 4140.1-R, dated Excessive Quantities January 1993, states that only one replacement unit of an item may be 
Are Stocked stocked for insurance purposes, we found that ASO and DISC stocked many 

of the insurance items in quantities greater than one unit. This condition 
was true for both mission essential items and nonessential items. At ASO, 
4,997 insurance items, valued at $126 million, or 50 percent, of the 
9,937 insurance items were stocked in quantities greater than one unit. Of 
the 1,042 mission essential items included in these totals, 510 items had 
excessive quantities valued at $49 million. At DISC, 1,602, or 48 percent, of 
the 3,335 insurance items were stocked in quantities greater than one unit, 
including 784 of 1,410 mission essential items. 

The reasons for the excessive quantities are similar to the reasons that 
nonessential items are stocked as insurance items. That is, much of the 
excessive buildup occurred during the initial provisioning process. DOD 

downsizing and weapon system obsolescence and retirement also 
contributed to the stock buildup. However, neither ASO nor DISC has 
established the internal controls to periodically review insurance items to 
ensure that quantities are kept at the allowable stock level of one unit. 

An additional factor contributing to the excessive quantities is the 
inventory control points' stock retention policies. ASO and DISC have 
computer programs to identify and recommend excess stock for disposal. 
ASO programs search for stocks in excess of retention levels and are run 
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for all stocked items, not just insurance items. However, irrespective of 
retention levels, the programs will not recommend disposal action on 
quantities that fall below a floor of five units at ASO. The DISC programs 
identify disposal prospects on a selective basis and have not been run for 
insurance items. 

The computer programs have not been effective in reducing excess 
insurance stocks at ASO for two mdor reasons. First, contrary to DOD 

regulations, ASO has established retention levels for many insurance items 
that exceed the allowed stockage quantity of one unit. Second, the 
requirement that any disposal recommendation leave an on-hand quantity 
of five units precludes reducing the stockage level to one unit. A s  a result, 
only 330 of the 4,997 insurance items that we found to be overstocked 
were identified as such by ASO'S computer program. 

The following examples illustrate the overstockage conditions identified. 
ASO stocks 20 aircraft seat structures used on the A-7 aircraft as insurance 
items. These structures, which are valued at a total of $2,559,586, have 
been in the supply system since 1979. In responding to our questionnaire, 
the item manager indicated that 14 of these units were removed from 
aircraft as a result of design changes and were unserviceable. The 
remaining six units were serviceable but exceeded the allowed insurance 
stock level of one unit. 

In another case, ASO stocks two electrical equipment racks used on the 
E-2C aircraft as insurance items. These racks, which are valued at a total 
of $687,480, exceed the allowed insurance stock level of one unit but will 
not be reviewed for potential disposal because the quantity falls below 
ASO'S on-hand stockage floor of five units. The item manager agreed that 
the racks were in an excess position but would not recommend this item 
for disposal because of the on-hand stockage floor. 

Holding Costs Are In addition to unneeded procurement costs, DOD incurs large costs to 
manage and maintain excess inventories, particularly items with low 

High demand or years of supply on hand. DOD expresses these holding costs as a 
percentage of the value of on-hand inventory. Holding costs include 
investment cost, or the cost of having funds tied up in inventory; storage 
costs; and obsolescence costs. The holding cost rate varies by inventory 
control point and averages 22 percent at ASO and 18 percent at DISC. 
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In commenting on our draft report, DOD stated that the holding cost rates 
we used may be correct before a purchase decision is made, but once 
material is in inventory the risk of obsolescence is represented as a sunk 
cost and the opportunity to spend the funds on an alternative investment 
has been foregone. DOD also stated that the holding cost rates that should 
have been applied for material in stock is at least an order of magnitude 
less than the rates used in the report. 

DOD did not give an alternative percentage or amount and DOD'S accounting 
systems are not designed to capture actual holding costs. In commenting 
on another report (GAO~SIAD-94-1 10, June 29, 1994), DoD agreed that 
unnecessarily large inventories increase holding costs and acknowledged 
that holding cost rates that only cover storage costs may not be 
appropriate. For example, reducing inventories by quantities sufficient to 
close warehouses would result in savings that exceed storage costs. 

While it is difficult to precisely determine the costs to manage and 
maintain nonessential and excessive insurance stocks, our review and 
DOD'S comments indicate that these costs would be millions of dollars a 
year. 

Recommendations We recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary of the 
Navy and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency, to (1) periodically 
review insurance items to ensure that they are mission essential and 
stocked in allowable quantities and (2) dispose of existing nonessential 
and excess insurance stock. 

We further recommend that the Secretary of the Navy direct the 
Commanding Officer, MO, to set the retention level for insurance items at 
one unit and change the disposal computer program so that the on-hand 
stockage floor for these items also is one unit. 

Agency Comments DOD generally agreed with the thrust of our recommendations but did not 
agree with most of our report fmdings (see app. I). We have evaluated 

and Our Evaluation DOD'S comments and continue to believe that our basic position is sound; 
that is, the insurance inventories contain nonessential and excessive 
stocks. Our comments on some of DOD'S specific statements are at the end 
of appendix I. 
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With regard to our recommendations, DoD stated that it would issue a 
memorandum by June 30,1995, (1) reemphasizing the need to review 
insurance requirements prior to stock replenishment and (2) directing the 
disposal of nonessential stocks. DOD also stated that the Navy will direct 
ASO to reduce insurance stocks where the stockage is not in compliance 
with DOD regulations. 

The promised actions will be helpful, but they do not go far enough. 
Because insurance items are not expected to fail, most will not be 
reviewed if DOD only reviews those in need of stock replenishment. We 
believe that DOD should review all insurance items periodically to identi@ 
nonessential and excessive stocks. Over one half of the ASO insurance 
items have been in the supply system more than 10 years, and 87 percent 
have been in the supply system more than 5 years. Since then, 
requirements may have changed due to DOD downsizing and weapon 
system modification, obsolescence, or retirement. Unneeded insurance 
stocks tie up warehouse space and increase managerial burdens. 

Scope and To determine the adequacy of internal controls in the management of 
insurance items, we reviewed DOD, Navy, and DLA procedures; interviewed 

Methodology agency officials; and analyzed ASO and DISC computer files that contained 
insurance item data as of March and April 1994. ASO files included the 
master data file and disposal file. DISC files included the combined file 
(similar to a master data file) and contract file. 

By reviewing the files, we identified a l l  insurance items managed by ASO 
and DISC. We then analyzed these items to determine which were classified 
as mission essential and which were stocked in quantities greater than one 
unit. We did not assess the reliability of these files. However, to validate 
insurance item data, we randomly sampled items that were not essential or 
exceeded authorized stock levels. The sample included 329 items from ASO 
files and 110 items from DISC files. 

We sent a questionnaire to the ASO and DISC item managers responsible for 
the sampled items. We asked the managers to validate and update the file 
information, provide opinions on the essentiality of the items and causes 
of excess stock buildups, and define the extent that excess stock was 
disposable. Using this data from the ASO managers, we projected the 
results to the universe from which the sample items were drawn at a 
95percent confidence interval. None of the DISC item managers had 
responded to the questionnaire at the time our fieldwork was completed. 
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We performed our review between February and September 1994 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 

The head of a federal agency is required by 31 U.S.C. 720 to submit a 
written statement on actions taken on our recommendations to the Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs and the House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight not later than 60 days after the date of 
the report. A written statement also must be sent to the Senate and House 
Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first request for 
appropriations made more than 60 days after the date of the report. 

We are sending copies of this report to the appropriate congressional 
committees; the Director, Office of Management and Budget; the Secretary 
of the Navy; and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency. 

Please contact me at (202) 512-5140 if you have any questions. The major 
contributors to this report are listed in appendix 11. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mark E. Gebicke 
Director, Military Operations 

and Capabilities Issues 
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Appendix I 

Comments From the Department of Defense 

-- - 

Note: GAO comments 
supplementing those in the 
report text appear at the 
end of this appendix. 

See comments 1 to 4. 

See comment 5. 

See comment 6. 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1-3000 

ACWISITION A m  
TLCWOLOOY 

(L/MDM) 

Mr. Henry L. Hinton, Jr. 
Assistant Comptroller General 
National Security and International 
Affairs Division 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Hinton: 

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, "DEFENSE SUPPLY: 
Inventories Contain Nonessential and Excessive Insurance Stocks," 
dated September 29, 1994 (GAO Code 7030371, OSD Case 9793. The 
DoD partially concurs with the report. 

Although the DoD generally agrees with the thrust of the 
GAO recommendations, the Department does not agree with most of 
the draft report findings. The GAO made several incorrect 
interpretations of DoD policies and procedures, resulting in 
flawed analysis and improper conclusions. For example, the 
report does not accurately (1) quantify the percentage of 
insurance items which are mission essential, (2) describe the DoD 
policy for reviewing mission essentiality determinations for 
insurance items, and (3) distinguish between policies governing 
the acquisition of insurance items versus the retention of 
insurance stocks. 

In addition, the draft report grossly overstates the holding 
costs for stock retention. The holding cost rates the GAO used 
were derived from economic order quantity policy. That policy 
includes provision for opportunity and obsolescence costs. Such 
costs, however, should not be applied against stocks that are 
already procured. 

The GAO issued the draft report for comment without first 
having the benefit of an exit conference dialog between the DoD 
and GAO audit staff. It is likely that such a meeting would have 
surfaced many of the underlying problems identified and provided 
an earlier opportunity to resolve factual errors and misin- 
terpretations reflected in the draft report. 
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Comments From the Department of Defense 

Enclosure 

2 

The detailed DoD comments on the draft GAO report findings 
and recommendations are provided in the enclosure. The DoD 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft report. 

Sincerely, 

AY@n- 
James R. Klugh i' Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

(Logistics) 
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Comments From the Department of Defense 

Now on p. 1. 

Now on p. 2. 

OAD DRAFT REPORT - DATED SEP- 29, 1994 
(GAD CODE 7 0 3 0 3 7 )  OSD CASE 9 7 9 3  

"DEFENSE SWPLY: I-RIES aONTAIlO R O W E S S m U U .  AND 
U[CESSIvE I U ~ Q E  sTomsw 

DEPARTMEW2 OF D-SE m S  

* * * * *  
TINDINGS 

. m: DoD -. The GAO reported 
that DoD inventory control points are responsible for 
managing insurance items. The GAO performed the review 
at the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), one of two Navy 
inventory control points, and the Defense Industrial Supply 
Center (DISC), one of s i x  Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 
inventory control points. The GAO noted that, as of 
March 1994, the AS0 managed insurance inventories valued 
at $193 million and, as of April 1994, the DISC managed 
insurance inventories valued at $3 million. 

The GAO reported that spare parts and other supplies 
normally are designated as insurance items during the 
initial provisioning process. The GAO explained that 
initial provisioning is designed to provide parts until 
there is a requisitioning history from which relatively 
accurate forecasts of future demands can be made. The 
GAO noted that, typically, those parts support a weapon 
system during the first two years of operation. The GAO 
determined that, at the ASO, contractors or manufacturers 
recommend which parts should be stocked for insurance 
purposes, the AS0 reviews the recommendations, and the 
Naval Air Systems Command approves the recommendations 
if it agrees with the contractor and the ASO. The GAO 
also noted that the DISC classifies items on the basis 
of submissions by the using Military Service during the 
initial provisioning process. (p. 2/GAO Draft Report) 

-: Concur. 

m: 
The GAo a n a l G e  
items and determine if they were properly classified. The 
GAO concluded that most of the items were not mission 
essential and, therefore, should not have been classified as 
insurance items. The GAO summarized the results of its 
analysis in Table 1 of the draft report (page 4). 

Enclosure 
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Now on pp. 2-3. 

See comment 1. 

The GAO reported that, because only a small percentage of 
the insurance items were fully justified in the inventory 
control point records, item managers were asked to verify 
the classification of the insurance items. The GAO randomly 
sampled 329 AS0 items and 110 DISC items and sent 
questionnaires to item managers asking them to validate the 
records. According to the GAO, the AS0 item managers 
surveyed reported 51 percent of the items were not mission 
essential. The GAO summarized the sample results in Table 2 
of the draft report (page 5 ) .  (pp. 4-5/GAO Draft Report) 

-: Nonconcur. Contrary to the report finding, 
most insurance items are mission essential. The 
determination of an item's mission essentiality is a 
technical decision made by engineers based on whether the 
absence' of a component item renders a weapon system or end 
item inoperable. The GAO erroneously relied upon the wrong 
data element to perform its analysis, resulting in incorrect 
findings and conclusions. 

Engineers assign source code "PBn to designate an insurance 
item when an analysis indicates that an item's failure would 
degrade the operation of the weapon system, and the 
predicted failure rate is so low that item stockage would 
not otherwise be warranted. The determinations for new 
systems are generally based on a Failure Mode Effects and 
Criticality Analysis. Mission Essentiality Codes are also 
assigned based on engineering data, but DoD policy does not 
require assignment of mission essentiality codes to justify 
source codes for insurance items. Nevertheless, when 
mission essentiality codes are assigned, the assignment 
should indicate that the items are essential. 

The GAO used the wrong data element when attempting to 
validate the mission essentiality for insurance items at the 
ASO. Rather than using the Mission Essentiality Codes, 
which are based on engineering data, the GAO used ]Ltem 
Management Essentiality Codes, which are supply management 
codes based on demand data. While the latter codes provide 
some indication of mission essentiality for items with 
demand history, by definition, insurance items are not 
predicted to fail and few have any demand history. Not 
surprisingly, only a small percentage of insurance items are 
assigned this latter code. 

According to the draft, the GAO found that the overwhelming 
majority of insurance items at the DISC were essential. Of 
the insurance items that the GAO was able to determine the 
mission essentiality, only about nine percent were not 
essential, according to the GAO. For its analysis, the GAO 
used Weapon System Identification Codes, which are derived 
from Mission Essentiality Codes assigned by the Military 
Services' engineers. The GAO was unable to determine the 

2 
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See comment 2. 

See comment 3. 

mission essentiality of nearly half the items at the DISC 
because no codes were assigned. The DoD policy does not 
require the codes to be assigned. 

At both the AS0 and the DISC, the GAO incorrectly sent 
questionnaires to item managers in an attempt to validate 
the coding. The questionnaires should have been sent 
instead to the engineers--the personnel who make the 
determination of mission essentiality. Item managers manage 
inventory and do not possess the engineering qualifications 
to make mission essentiality determinations. Compounding 
the problem at the ASO, the GAO attempted to validate the 
wrong data element. For DISC items, mission essentiality 
determinations must be made by the Service which has 
engineering cognizance of the parent weapon system. That is 
why the GAO received no responses to the questionnaires at 
the DISC. 

Examples c i t e d  in t h e  report intended to i l l u s t r a t e  
nonessential insurance items actually illustrate the 
opposite. For example, the AV-8B skin assembly units and 
F/A-18 manual control handles that the GAO indicated are 
coded as not essential based on the supply management codes 
are, in fact, essential. The skin of an aircraft and the 
handles used in an emergency to crank down an aircraft's 
landing gear would not normally be expected to wear out, 
and, therefore, may not be considered essential to an item 
manager. However, those items are subject to accidental 
damage and are mission essential because the aircraft cannot 
fly with a hole in its skin or with the handle broken. 

-: Is The GAO reported 
that significant numbers of nonessential parts and supplies 
continue to be stocked as insurance items because the AS0 
and the DISC do not have the internal controls to 
periodically review insurance items to identify those that 
are unneeded because they do not meet essentiality criteria. 
As noted by the GAO in tables 1 and 2 of the draft report, 
only 10.5 percent of the AS0 insurance items were mission 
essential according to the AS0 records, and only 22 percent 
were mission essential according to item manager responses 
to the GAO questionnaire. The GAO pointed out that, at the 
DISC, records indicated 42 percent were mission essential. 
The GAO reported that the AS0 assigns mission essentiality 
codes on the basis of reports from end users on how the 
failure of a part affects mission capability. According to 
the GAO, those codes range from one where item failure 
results in minor mission impact to one where item failure 
results in loss of a primary mission capability. The GAO 
noted that the DISC assigns essentiality codes, called 
weapon system indicator codes, on the basis of data provided 
by the using Military Service. 
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Now on pp. 3-4. 

The GAO added that neither the ASO, nor the DISC, 
systematically reviews insurance items to validate the 
essentiality codes. The GAO noted that the AS0 does require 
an annual review to ensure that the data elements used to 
prevent automatic purchases of insurance items are correctly 
loaded in the computer. The GAO pointed out, however, that 
review does not verify that insurance items are mission 
essential. The GAO also noted that the DISC does not 
require a review of insurance item essentiality. 

The GAO determined that the absence of essentiality reviews 
contributed significantly to the low percentage of mission 
essential items identified in the review. The GAO noted 
that, in addition to the 22 percent the AS0 item managers 
said were mission essential, the managers indicated that 
51 percent of the insurance items were not mission 
essential, and that they either could not or did not 
determine essentiality for the remaining 27 percent. The 
GAO provided examples to illustrate the error conditions 
identified. (pp. 5-7/GAO Draft Report) 

Nonconcur. The report did not correctly 
describe current DoD policy for periodic review of insurance 
items, nor evaluate Component compliance. The DoD 
Regulation 4140.1-R requires that the classification of 
insurance items be reviewed upon stock replenishment, which 
can be more or less frequently than a year. The GAO 
apparently mistakenly applied DoD policy for retail stocks, 
which requires annual reviews of insurance items, to 
wholesale stocks. Item managers do not annually conduct 
essentiality reviews. 

As discussed in the DoD response to finding B, the GAO 
findings and conclusions indicating that a low percentage of 
insurance items are essential is based on analysis of 
incorrect data. The lack of credible data undermines the 
GAO case that more frequent essentiality reviews are 
necessary. In addition to using the wrong data element to 
evaluate mission essentiality, it also appears that the GAO 
used the results of questionnaires to item managers to 
validate the wrong data. 

The DOD also does not agree that more frequent review of 
essentiality data would not be warranted or cost effective. 
Essentiality determinations are made when a weapon system or 
end item is initially provisioned and when redesigns occur. 
If redesigns do not occur, there is little reason to expect 
that the initial determination would change during 
subsequent reviews. That is because the costs of retaining 
an insurance item in stock are often less than the cost of 
disposal. The process for conducting reviews would be labor 
intensive and costly because it would entail engineering 
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reviews. On the other hand, of all the items that the DoD 
manages, eliminating insurance items potentially offers the 
least benefit since they are stocked in such small 
quantities. The objectives the GAO seeks to achieve are 
more economically achieved through the DoD pre-buy review 
policy. 

. m: Excecraio... The GAO 
reported that the AS0 and the DISC stocked many of the 
insurance items in quantities greater than one unit--for 
both mission essential items and nonessential items. The 
GAO further reported that, at the ASO, 4,997 insurance 
items--valued at $126 million, representing 50 percent of 
the 9,937 insurance items--were stocked in quantities 
greater than one unit. Likewise, the GAO noted that, of the 
1,042 mission essential items included, 510 items had 
excessive quantities valued at $49 million. The GAO noted 
that at the DISC, 1,602--48 percent, of the 3,335 insurance 
items--were stocked in quantities greater than one unit, 
including 784 of 1,310 mission essential items. 

The GAO reported that the reasons for the excessive quanti- 
ties are similar to the reasons why nonessential items are 
stocked as insurance items. The GAO explained that much 
of the excessive buildup occurred during the initial 
provisioning process. The GAO noted that the DoD 
downsizing, as well as weapon system obsolescence and 
retirement, also contributed to the stock buildup. The GAO 
further noted, however, that neither the ASO, nor the DISC, 
has established the internal controls to periodically review 
insurance items to ensure that quantities are kept at the 
allowable stock level of one unit. 

The GAO concluded that an additional factor contributing to 
the excessive quantities is the stock retention policies of 
the inventory control points. Q e  GAO noted that the AS0 
and the DISC have computer programs to identify and 
recommend excess stock for disposal. The GAO pointed out 
that the AS0 programs search for stocks in excess of 
retention levels and are run for all stocked items, not just 
insurance items. The GAO found, however, irrespective of 
retention levels, the programs will not recommend disposal 
action on quantities that fall below a floor of five units 
at the ASO. The GAO also pointed out that the DISC programs 
identify disposal prospects on a selective basis and have 
not been run for insurance items. 

The GAO concluded that the computer programs have not been 
effective in reducing excess insurance stocks at the AS0 for 
two major reasons: (1) contrary to DoD regulations, the AS0 
has established retention levels for many insurance items 
that exceed the allowed stockage quantity of one unit; and 
(2) the requirement that any disposal recommendation leave 

Page 16 GA0LNSL.D-96-1 DOD Inrmrmce Sfocb 



Appendix I 
Comments From the Department of Defense 

Now on pp. 4-5. 

See comment 4. 

Now on pp. 5-6. 

See comment 5. 

an on-hand quantity of five units precludes reducing the 
stockage level to one unit. The GAO explained that, as a 
result, only 330 of the 4,997 insurance items that it found 
to be overstocked were identified as such by the AS0 
computer program. The GAO provided examples to illustrate 
the overstockage conditions identified. (pp. 7-9/GAO Draft 
Report) 

-: Partially concur. The DoD Regulation 4140.1- 
R establishes a maximum acquisition requirement of one 
minimum replacement unit for insurance items. That limit is 
the maximum quantity that can be procured for insurance 
items. The regulation establishes criteria for retention 
stocks, but not specific quantity limits. Therefore, the 
report is incorrect in stating that, contrary to DoD 
regulations, retention levels for many insurance items 
exceed the allowed stockage quantity of one unit. There are 
many reasons why retention quantities exceed the allowed 
acquisition quantity, including items removed from end items 
as part of force structure reductions and the fact that the 
current acquisition limit was only issued last year. The 
Department does agree that the implementation of the 
retention policy should be examined to ensure quantities are 
not excessive. 

m: -. The GAO reported that 
in addition to unneeded procurement costs, the DoD incurs 
large costs to maintain inventories, particularly items with 
low demand or years of supply on hand. The GAO noted that 
the DoD expresses those holding costs as a percentage of the 
value of on-hand inventory. The GAO noted that holding 
costs include investment cost, or the cost of having funds 
tied up in inventory; storage costs; and obsolescence costs. 
The GAO pointed out that the holding cost rate varies by 
inventory control point, and averages 22 percent at the ASO, 
and 18 percent at the DISC. 

The GAO applied those rates to the value of nonessential and 
excessive stocks to estimate the holding costs. The GAO 
concluded that, on the basis of the data in the AS0 records, 
the holding costs would amount to $39 million, or 22 per- 
cent, of $177 million in not mission essential and excessive 
stocks. The GAO pointed out, however, that on the basis of 
the estimates of the item managers, the holding costs would 
amount to $30 million. The GAO also pointed out that, 
similarly, on the basis of the data in the DISC records, the 
holding costs would amount to $463,000, or 18 percent, of 
the $2.6 million in not mission essential and excessive 
stocks. (p. 10/GAO Draft Report) 

-: Nonconcur. The holding costs cited in the 
report are grossly overstated. The actual holding cost rate 
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Now on p. 6. 

Now on p. 6. 

that should have been applied for material in stock is at 
least an order of magnitude less than rates used in the 
report. The rates used in the report may be correct for 
determining holding cost before a purchase decision is made. 
Economic order quantity policy includes an obsolescence cost 
component and opportunity cost component, which are relevant 
prior to procurement of stock. Once the material is in the 
inventory, the risk of obsolescence is represented as a sunk 
cost. The risk has already been assumed and the opportunity 
to spend the funds on an alternative investment has been 
forgone. There is little market for the items that the 
Department buys as insurance items, and the cost of 
disposing of those stocks exceeds the revenue generated from 
their disposal. 

* * * * . I  

-IONS 

w-w: The GAO recommended that the Secretary 
of Defense direct the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Director, DLA, to periodically review insurance items to 
ensure that they are mission essential and stocked in 
allowable quantities. (p. 11/GAO Draft Report) 

-: Partially concur. The DoD Regulation 4140.1- 
R already requires all DoD Components to review insurance 
requirements prior to stock replenishment. The DoD agrees, 
however, that reemphasis of the policy may be desirable. By 
June 30, 1995, the.DoD will issue a memorandum reemphasizing 
the requirement. 

W-R: The GAO recommended that the Secretary 
of Defense direct the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Director, DLA, to dispose of existing nonessential and 
excess insurance stock. (p. 11/GAO Draft Report) 

-: Partially concur. Although the DoD disagrees 
with much of the GAO underlying analysis, the DoD does agree 
that disposal of nonessential stocks should be done where 
those stocks are determined not to be in compliance with the 
current policy. Accordingly, by June 30, 1995, the DoD will 
issue a memorandum directing that such disposal occur. 

--a: The GAO recommended that the Secretary 
of the Navy direct the Commanding Officer, ASO, to set the 
retention level for insurance items at one unit and change 
the disposal computer program so that the on-hand stockage 

7 

Page 18 GAO/NSIAD-95-1 DOD Insurance Stocte 



- -- - 

Appendix I 
Comments From the Department of Defense 

Now on p. 6. 
f l o o r  f o r  t hose  items a l s o  is one u n i t .  (p. 1 1 / G A O  Dra f t  
Report 

-: P a r t i a l l y  concur. Although the DoD d i sag rees  
w i th  much of  t h e  GAO under ly ing  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  DoD ag rees  
w i th  t h e  t h r u s t  of  t h e  GAO recommendation. Accordingly, by 
June 30, 1995, t h e  Sec re t a ry  of t h e  Navy w i l l  d i r e c t  t h e  AS0 
t o  reduce i t s  stockage o f  insurance  i t e m s  where t h e  stockage 
is  not  i n  compliance w i t h  DoD Regula t ion  4140.1-R. 
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The following are GAO'S comments on the Department of Defense's (DOD) 
letter dated November 28, 1994. 

GAO Comments 1. The item mission essentiality codes we used in our analysis are 
assigned to items to indicate their level of impact on the mission of 
applicable equipment in the event stocks are depleted. The military 
essentiality codes DOD said we should have used are assigned to indicate 
the military importance of a part in relation to a higher component, 
equipment, or weapon. Both s e t .  of codes should provide the same 
indication of mission essentiality and be based on input from technical 
personnel. We analyzed the item mission essentiality codes because the 
Aviation Supply Office's (ASO) records showed these codes for 92 percent 
of the insurance items. We could not analyze the military essentiality 
codes because these codes were not shown on the records ASO provided us 
for over 99 percent of the insurance items. After receiving our draft report, 
DOD asked the Navy to determine the distribution of military essentiality 
codes. This analysis showed that 58 percent of the ASO insurance items 
were assigned a mission essential code, less than 1 percent were assigned 
a not mission essential code, and the remaining 41 percent were blank and 
not assigned a code. The Navy agreed that insurance items that are not 
coded as mission essential must be validated. 

2. Although engineers may make essentiality determinations, we opted to 
send the questionnaire to the managers that have overall responsibility for 
the items. In making this decision, we consulted with ASO officials and 
asked them to review the questionnaire. We made their suggested changes 
and pretested the questionnaire with item managers before it was 
finalized. At no time in the process did ASO officials indicate that the 
questionnaire should be sent to engineers rather than item managers. 
Furthermore, we did not ask the item managers to refrain from consulting 
with engineers, equipment specialists, end users, or others with greater 
technical knowledge in preparing the responses. In fact, the responses 
indicated that such consultations did take place in some cases. 

3. We did receive responses to our questionnaire. In July 1994 we asked 
the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) to complete the questionnaire 
for 110 insurance items, but DISC did not respond to the request by the time 
our fieldwork was completed. However, in October 1994, after receiving 
our draft report, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) provided responses 
for 64 of the 110 items managed by DISC. The responses indicated that 
14 percent of the insurance items were mission essential, 43 percent were 
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not mission essential, and the item managers did not know if the items 
were mission essential for the remaining 43 percent. Also, the responses 
indicated that 57 percent of the insurance items were stocked in quantities 
that exceeded the authorized level of one unit. 

4. At least two sections of the cited regulation state that one unit of an 
item may be stocked for insurance purposes. For example, page 3 3  states 
that essential items with no forecast of failure may be stocked as 
insurance items in quantities not to exceed one replacement unit. 

5. We have modified the report to address DOD'S comments on holding 
costs. 

6. At the completion of our fieldwork, we furnished ASO and DISC with 
written summaries of our findings and potential recommendations. We 
held an exit conference with ASO officials and gave them the opportunity to 
comment on the summary. We gave DISC officials the same opportunity, 
but they did not provide any comments. AU of these actions were taken 
before the draft report was submitted to DOD for formal review and 
comment. In addition, prior to the ASO exit conference and the DISC exit 
conference offer, we had numerous discussions with ASO and DISC officials 
during the course of the review. 
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To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

The Secretary of Defense transmitted his recommendations 
for base closures and realignments to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission on March 12, 1993. This 
report responds to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-510), as amended, which requires that 
we provide the Congress and the Commission, by no later 
than April 15, 1993, a report on the recommendations and 
selection process. We have identified issues for 
consideration by the Commission and have made several 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen, 
Senate and House Committees on Armed Services; the 
Chairmen, Subcommittees on Defense, Senate and House 
Committees on Appropriations; the Secretaries of Defense, 
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force; and other interested 
parties. We will make copies available to others on 
request. 

This report was prepared under the direction of Donna M. 
Heivilin, Director, Defense Management and NASA Issues, who 
may be reached on (202) 512-8412 if you or your staff have 
any questions. Other major contributors are listed in 
appendix V. 

Charles A. Bowsher p~ Comptroller General 
of the United States 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 

The United States is closing and realigning military bases as part 
of its efforts to downsize and restructure its forces and reduce 
defense spending. To ensure that this process is fair, Congress 
enacted the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 
101-510). The act established an independent commission, the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, and specified 
procedures the President, the Department of Defense (DOD), General 
Accounting Office (GAO), and the Commission must follow, through 
1995, to close and realign bases. 

Under these procedures, the Secretary of Defense on March 12, 1993, 
recommended 165 closures, realignments, and other actions affecting 
bases within the United States. The act, as amended by Public Law 
102-484, requires that by April 15, 1993, GAO provide the 
Commission and Congress a detailed analysis of the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations and selection process. 

BACKGROUND 

The 1993 round of closures and realignments is the second of three 
rounds required by the act. In 1991, DOD recommended the closure 
of 43 bases and the realignment of 28 others. The Commission made 
several adjustments to DOD's list and proposed 34 closures and 48 
realignments. The President and Congress accepted the Commission's 
recommendations. The final round is scheduled for 1995. 

For the current round, Congress retained basically the same 
requirements and procedures as in 1991. As before, the Secretary's 
recommendations were to be based on selection criteria established 
by DOD and on a 6-year force structure plan. However, Congress 
added a new requirement that DOD certify the data it presented to 
ensure its accuracy. 

The eight selection criteria, which remained unchanged from 1991, 
include four related to the military value of the installations and 
four that address the number of years needed to recover the costs 
of closure and realignment; the economic impact on communities; the 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel; and the 
environmental impact. DOD guidance to the military services and 
defense agencies directed that they give priority to the four 
military value criteria. 

The force structure plan is the "base force" for fiscal years 1994 
to 1999 developed under the Bush administration. Major elements of 
the plan include 12 active Army divisions, 12 Navy carriers, and 
1,098 active Air Force fighter aircraft. 



The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) relied on the military 
services and defense agencies to select bases for possible closure 
or realignment and established guidance concerning their selection 
processes. The components submitted their proposed closures and 
realignments to OSD in February 1993, and the Secretary of Defense 
made some revisions to these before transmitting his 
recommendations to the Commission. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 

The Secretary of Defense's March 12, 1993, recommendations and 
selection process for base closures and realignments were generally 
sound. GAO believes DOD estimates of savings are overstated, but 
still substantial. However, the recommendations and selection 
process were not without problems and, in some cases raise 
questions about the reasonableness of specific recommendations. 
For example, GAO found that (1) because the Navy's process stressed 
the reduction of excess capacity there were cases where a base was 
recommended for closure, even though its military value was rated 
higher than bases that remained open; (2) the Army chose not to 
recommend a base for closure in part because of environmental 
cleanup costs--a reason excluded from cost of closure calculations; 
(3) the Air Force's documentation of the basis for some of its 
final recommendations makes it difficult to understand the 
justification for some decisions, although Air Force officials' 
oral explanations seemed to justify the recommendations; and 
(4) the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) overstated estimated savings 
of its realignments. GAO provides these and other matters for the 
Commission's consideration. 

Further, OSD did not exercise strong leadership in providing 
oversight of the military services and defense agencies during the 
process. As a consequence, some technical problems occurred, and 
the opportunity to consider consolidation of maintenance facilities 
on a DOD-wide basis was lost. In addition, GAO found the standards 
used for DOD's cumulative economic impact analysis were not 
supportable. 

GAO also found that DOD's practice of ignoring governmentwide cost 
implications remained unchanged, even though GAO had recommended 
otherwise. DOD believes its responsibility is to determine whether 
its recommendations will result in savings to DOD, without 
consideration of the effects on other federal agencies. These 
costs could be substantial when they involve moving from General 
Services Administration facilities into newly constructed DOD 
facilities. In addition, hospital closures could also increase 
government Medicare costs. 



Savinas Are Substantial but Do Not 
Include Governmentwide Costs 

GAO found that DOD has made improvements to the model it uses to 
estimate the return on investment of its closure and realignment 
decisions. However, GAO found opportunities for improvements still 
exist. For example, DOD continues to restrict costs and savings 
solely to DOD, even though its actions have cost implications for 
other federal agencies. GAO has recommended in the past that DOD 
consider the governmentwide implications of its recommendations. 
In addition, DOD has not validated the accuracy of the basic 
formulas that are used in the model. GAO's revised estimate of the 
savings shows a reduction of about $940 million from DOD's $12.8 
billion savings estimate for the major bases for the 20-year 
return-on-investment period. GAO's estimate does not include any 
governmentwide cost implications. 

Lastly, although not a cost attributable to closure decisions, the 
services' initial estimates for environmental cleanup costs at the 
recommended bases are currently estimated at about $725 million. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO makes a number of recommendations to the Secretary of Defense 
to improve the implementation of future DOD processes for selecting 
bases for closure and realignment. Included among them are actions 
to (1) improve OSD's oversight of the process, (2) establish 
procedures and milestones for considering the closure and 
realignments of similar military service activities, (3) develop a 
supportable standard for measuring cumulative economic impact, 
(4) improve data documentation and accuracy, and (5) include 
governmentwide cost implications of closure and realignment 
decisions. 

GAO also recommends that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission consider taking a number of actions, including 
(1) analyzing Navy recommendations where the base recommended for 
closure had a higher rated military value than ones remaining open 
and where alternative scenarios produced generally the same excess 
capacity reductions but cost and savings estimates were not 
developed, (2) requesting supporting information from the Air Force 
in those cases where data does not adequately explain base category 
ratings, (3) considering the Army actions on Fort Monroe and the 
Defense Language Institute, and (4) analyzing DLA cost and savings 
estimates. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

GAO did not request official comments from the Department of 
Defense. However, it informally discussed its findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations with DOD officials and included 
their comments where appropriate. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The United States is closing and realigning military bases as part 
of its efforts to downsize and restructure its forces and reduce 
defense spending. On March 12, 1993, the Department of Defense 
(DOD) recommended 165 closures, realignments, and other actions 
affecting bases within the United States. The recommendations were 
submitted to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 
which will consider them as it develops its list of proposed 
closures and realignments for the President and Congress. 

PAST BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EFFORTS 

In 1988, DOD and Congress initiated major efforts to reduce defense 
spending by closing and realigning military bases. The Secretary 
of Defense chartered a commission in May 1988 to recommend bases 
that could be closed or realigned, and Congress established 
legislative requirements for the commission. In December of that 
year, the DOD commission recommended the closure of 86 bases, the 
partial closure of 5 bases, and the realignment of 54 bases.' The 
Secretary of Defense and Congress accepted all the commission's 
recommendations. 

In January 1990, as a result of the shrinking defense budget, the 
Secretary of Defense unilaterally proposed the closure of 35 
additional bases and the realignment or reduction of forces at more 
than 20 other bases. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), 
however, did not provide specific written guidance to the military 
services and defense agencies2 on how to evaluate bases for 
possible closure or realignment. The services, consequently, used 
different processes, none of which was as comprehensive and well 
documented as the one followed by the DOD commission in 1988. 

Concerned about the Secretary's January 1990 proposals, the 
Congress passed the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (P.L. 101-510) halting any closures based on the January list 
and requiring new procedures for closing or realigning bases. The 
act created the independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission; established procedures for the President, DOD, General 
Accounting Office (GAO), and the Commission to follow; and required 
that all bases be compared equally against (1) selection criteria 

'See our report, Military Bases: An Analysis of the Commission's 
Realianment and Closure Recommendations (GAO/NSIAD-90-42, Nov. 
29, 1989). 

'1n this report, military services and defense agencies are 
referred to as components. 



to be developed by DOD and (2) a force structure plan for the 
following 6 fiscal years. 

Under the new procedures, DOD in April 1991 recommended the closure 
of 4 3  bases and the realignment of 28.3 The Commission made 
several adjustments to DOD's list and proposed 34 base closures and 
48 realignments. The President and Congress accepted the 
Commission's recommendations. 

DOD is in the process of carrying out the base closures and 
realignments approved in 1988 and 1991. 

CURRENT BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EFFORTS 

For the current round of base closures and realignments, Congress 
retained essentially the same requirements and procedures as in 
1991. In December 1991, Congress amended the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act to require that the Secretary of Defense submit 
his recommended closures and realignments to the Commission by 
March 15, 1993. As before, the Secretary's recommendations were to 
be based on DOD's selection criteria and a 6-year force structure 
plan. A key amendment to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act was a requirement that DOD certify the data it presented to 
ensure its accuracy. 

Selection Criteria 

DOD used the same eight selection criteria as in 1991. These are 
shown in table 1.1. 

%ee our report, Military Bases: Observations on the Analyses 
Supportinu Proposed Closures and Realiqnments (GAO/NSIAD-91-224, 
May 15, 1991). 
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Table 1.1: DOD Criteria for Selecting Bases for Closure or 
Realignment 

Force Structure Plan 

r 

Category 

Military value 

Return on investment 

Impacts 

The 6-year force structure plan (fiscal years 1994 to 1999) used by 
DOD in evaluating bases for closure or realignment was the "base 
force" developed under the Bush administration. Major elements of 
the base force include 12 active Army divisions, 12 Navy carriers, 
and 1,098 active Air Force fighter aircraft. 

Criteria 

1. The current and future mission 
requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of DOD's total 
force . 

2 .  The availability and condition of 
land, facilities, and associated 
airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at 
both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

5. The extent and timing of potential 
costs and savings, including the 
number of years, beginning with the 
date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to 
exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The ability of both the existing and 
potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 

In his March 15, 1993, report to the Commission, the Secretary 
stated, 

"I am not recommending any base for closure that would 
conceivably be kept open under a revised force structure 
plan .... Unless the force structure is increased above 



the 'base force,' we will have all the bases we need. I 
am confident, therefore, that future changes will 
decrease [the] force structure, and will require more, 
not fewer, base closures than those I will recommend at 
this time." 

Certification Requirement Added 

A 1991 amendment to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
requires that persons who submit information to the Secretary of 
Defense or the Commission "shall certify that such information is 
accurate and complete to the best of that person's knowledge and 
belief." This requirement applies to service secretaries, the 
heads of the defense agencies, and other officials with substantial 
involvement in the base closure and realignment process. The Act 
requires the Secretary of Defense to prescribe regulations for 
ensuring compliance with this provision. 

OSD Policy Guidance to the 
Services and Defense Aqencies 

OSD relied on the military services, the Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA), and the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) to 
evaluate their bases for possible closure or realignment. In 
memoranda dated May 5, August 4, and December 4, 1992, OSD 
established requirements and guidelines concerning the processes 
the DOD components were to use in selecting candidates for base 
closure and realignment. These requirements superseded those that 
had been issued for the 1991 round of base closures. 

In the May 5 memorandum, the Deputy Secretary of Defense provided 
general policy guidance, record-keeping requirements, internal 
control guidelines, and responsibilities. It delegated authority 
to issue implementation instructions to the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Acquisition). The Under Secretary, in turn, delegated 
this authority to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production 
and Logistics). 

Among other instructions, the Assistant Secretary's August 4 and 
December 4 memoranda 

-- required that installations with like missions, capabilities, or 
attributes be grouped together for evaluation; 

-- stated that when a particular group of installations is found to 
have no excess capacity, the DOD component does not need to 
perform further analysis of that portion of the base structure; 

-- required DOD components to develop measures and factors for 
applying the DOD selection criteria and to describe the 
relationship between each measure and factor used with the 
criteria; 



-- encouraged DOD components to cooperate in looking for cross- 
cutting opportunities for base closures or realignments; 

-- required the use of the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) 
cost model to calculate costs, savings, and return on 
investment; 

-- stipulated that DOD components establish procedures and criteria 
for certifying data; 

-- required that any service- or agency-specific cost factors used 
in the COBRA model be justified in the DOD components' 
documentation; 

-- provided instructions on calculating certain costs and savings 
for input into the COBRA model and clarified certain cost 
assumptions contained in the COBRA model; 

-- provided guidance on calculating the economic impact on 
communities affected by base closures and realignments; 

-- provided guidance on documenting the environmental impact of 
base closures and realignments; 

-- required DOD components to consider the impact of closures or 
realignments on guard and reserve units; and 

-- required DOD components to document the steps taken to give any 
communities special consideration in response to valid requests 
received under section 2924 of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment ~ c t . ~  

OSD did not issue base realignment and closure (BRAC) definitions 
in time for the DOD components to use in their closure and 
realignment process. As a result, several of the closure 
recommendations were not consistent with OSD's definition of 
closure. Appendix I contains OSD's BRAC definitions along with a 
listing of major base "closures" which were not consistent with 
OSD's definition. 

DOD's Recommended Base 
Closures and Realianments 

The DOD components submitted their recommendations to OSD by 
February 22, 1993. OSD reviewed these recommendations and made two 
substantive revisions to them. OSD deleted an Air Force 

4~ection 2924 mandates that the Department give special 
consideration to community proposals related to base closure and 
realignment. 



recommendation to close McClellan Air Force Base in California and 
deleted an Army recommendation to close the Presidio of Monterey, 
California, and relocate the Defense Language Institute to Arizona. 

With these changes, the Secretary of Defense transmitted his 
recommendations to the Commission on March 12, 1993. The Secretary 
recommended closures of 31 major bases, realignments of 12 major 
bases, and other actions (closures, realignments, 
disestablishments, and relocations) affecting 122 smaller bases. 
The bases affected by the recommended actions are listed in 
appendix 11. 

DOD stated that the recommendations, if approved, will result in a 
total net savings of $4 billion between fiscal years 1994 and 1999 
and recurring savings of $3.1 billion starting in the year 2000. 
According to DOD, the recommended base closures and realignments, 
combined with those approved in 1988 and 1991, will reduce the 
domestic base structure by about 15 percent, measured by the plant 
replacement value. DOD defines "plant replacement value" as what 
it would cost to replace all the buildings, pavements, and 
utilities at a base. The bases affected by the current 
recommendations represent about one-third of the 15-percent 
reduction. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, as amended, requires 
that we provide to the Commission and to Congress a detailed 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations and 
selection process. The act specifically requires us to submit our 
report by April 15, 1993. 

From August 1992 to March 1993, we monitored the process as it was 
implemented by DOD components. Our analysis of the recommendations 
was conducted between March 15, 1993, and April 13, 1993. 

We performed our work at OSD, the military services' and defense 
agencies' headquarters, and various military commands and 
installations. We interviewed and obtained pertinent documentation 
from officials at these locations. 

At OSD, we obtained information about policy guidance provided to 
DOD components and OSD's oversight role in the base closure and 
realignment process. In our discussions with officials, we 
discussed cross-servicing opportunities, OSD's use of cumulative 
economic impact as a criterion for assessing potential closures and 
realignments, and OSD's review of the recommendations submitted by 
the DOD components. 

We also reviewed the processes the DOD components used to evaluate 
their bases and select candidates for closure and realignment. 
Because each of the components developed its own selection process 



our methodology differed somewhat for each. Generally, however, we 
reviewed documentation and interviewed officials to determine 
whether the processes complied with legislative requirements and 
OSD guidance, were adequately documented, and employed sound 
methodologies and techniques. 

For selected recommendations, we conducted more detailed analyses 
of the decision-making process. For instance, we reviewed the 
minutes of Navy meetings to track that service's deliberations. We 
generally relied on the service audit agencies to validate the data 
used in the selection processes. However, in varying degrees, we 
independently validated selected data, observed DOD component audit 
agency personnel as they performed their work, and in some cases 
examined their workpapers. 

We reviewed the COBRA cost model and the components' use of the 
model. We evaluated the changes made to the model since the 1991 
round of base closures and realignments, the model's formulas for 
making calculations, and the cost factors and data used as inputs 
into the model. We also conducted selected sensitivity analyses to 
determine the impact of data inaccuracies on cost and savings 
estimates. 

We performed our work in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. 



CHAPTER 2 

OSD'S OVERSIGHT AND REVIEW OF 
PROCESS CAN BE IMPROVED 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense had responsibility for 
providing guidance and overseeing and reviewing the closure and 
realignment recommendations for the military services and defense 
agencies. We identified several areas where there are 
opportunities to improve the implementation of these 
responsibilities. Our review of the actions OSD took with regard 
to the components' recommendations shows that its cumulative 
economic impact analysis is not methodologically sound. 

OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES 

In addition to providing selection criteria and policy guidance 
(see ch. I ) ,  OSD's oversight efforts in the 1993 process included 
(1) seeking greater opportunities for cross-service consideration 
of recommendations related to maintenance depots, (2) determining 
the cumulative economic impact within defined geographic areas, and 
(3) reviewing the components1 recommendations before the Secretary 
of Defense submitted DOD's final overall recommendations to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

In its August 4, 1992, policy memorandum, OSD required DOD 
components to continually look for cross-servicing opportunities. 
In a December 3, 1992, memorandum, OSD directed the services to 
prepare integrated proposals, with cross-service inputs, to 
streamline DOD depot maintenance activities and increase 
efficiency. These were to be considered for submission to the 1993 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Each service was to 
identify its excess maintenance capacity and each was assigned lead 
responsibility for a specific maintenance area. 

In its December 4, 1992, policy memorandum, OSD provided guidance 
for calculating the economic impact on closing, realigning, and 
receiving communities. In memoranda dated December 24, 1992, and 
January 28, 1993, OSD instructed the services to include personnel 
data developed in the 1988 and 1991 rounds on their 1993 economic 
impact spreadsheet so that OSD could determine the cumulative 
economic impact on communities. 

After receiving the components' proposed closure and realignment 
recommendations, OSD reviewed and analyzed the recommendations to 
ensure that they complied with law and DOD policies. The Secretary 
of Defense included the results of these reviews in his March 1993 
report. 



OSD'S OVERSIGHT ROLE COULD BE STRENGTHENED 

OSD established requirements and general guidelines concerning the 
processes that DOD components were to use in selecting candidates 
for base closure and realignment. However, it did not actively 
oversee the process. The lack of oversight and strong leadership 
resulted in several inconsistencies in the process. For example, 
the services used different estimating processes and some incorrect 
cost factors in their cost models.' Also, inconsistencies in the 
military services' measures of depot maintenance costs and 
management processes did not allow OSD the opportunity to consider 
elimination of duplication in DOD maintenance depots on other than 
a service-by-service basis. Further, OSD's cumulative economic 
impact standard was not adequately justified. 

Cross-service Opportunities Not 
Considered When Evaluatinq Maintenance 
DeBOts for Possible Closure 

The services recommended 9 of DOD's 30 maintenance depots for 
closure or realignment. However, little consideration was given 
during the development of the recommendations to the potential for 
cross-servicing among the  depot^.^ Achieving cross-service 
opportunities was hampered by (1) the lack of a common measure 
among the servicesf depots, (2) the lack of a strong leadership 
role by OSD, and (3) the short time period to implement cross- 
service proposals. 

A Joint Chiefs of Staff Executive Working Group's study of DOD 
maintenance depots concluded that the depots have excess capacity3 
of between 25 and 50 percent and that unnecessary duplication 

1 See chapter 4 for a discussion on inconsistencies relating to 
the cost models. 

2~ross-servicing is intended to achieve cost savings by 
transferring work on comparable systems from one service to the 
depot of another service to take advantage of economies of scale 
and to avoid the cost of maintaining dual capabilities in a 
second service. 

3~xcess capacity was identified by subtracting the planned fiscal 
year 1995 work load from the fiscal year 1987 capacity. Fiscal 
year 1987 was used because the study group believed it was a peak 
year with larger overall employment and more accurately reflected 
what work a depot facility could absorb during work load 
consolidation. 



exists throughout the service  depot^.^ DOD's measure of depot 
capacity is the maximum number of work positions a depot can 
accommodate in a single 8-hour shift. In reality, when the 
workforce is reduced, many depots elect not to use equipment and/or 
change shop configuration, which results in reduced work positions 
and lower computed capacity levels. 

In response to the Working Group's conclusions, the Secretary of 
Defense, in December 1992, tasked the services with developing 
proposals that would streamline defense depot maintenance 
activities through cross-servicing. Recommendations resulting from 
this effort were to be included for consideration during the 1993 
base closure and realignment process. As part of the services' 
efforts, they identified excess maintenance capacity but did not 
address the issue of unnecessary duplication. 

In early February 1993, the services attempted to include some 
cross-servicing as part of the 1993 base closure and realignment 
process, with the Army taking the lead on ground systems and 
equipment maintenance and the Navy the lead on rotary-wing 
maintenance. Fixed-wing aviation and aviation systems and ship, 
watercraft, and ship systems were not considered. However, no 
recommendations resulted from these efforts. According to several 
service officials, the services had difficulty overcoming their 
narrow views of their own depots; thus, a general consensus could 
not be reached, especially on issues pertaining to estimating cost. 
Also, the short time frame within which the services had to 
complete their work impeded this cross-servicing effort. 

The services' attempt at considering cross-servicing opportunities 
for ground systems and equipment depot maintenance ended in 
disarray. Some of the problems brought to our attention included 
(1) the services' inability to agree on cost comparability measures 
for maintenance work that was similar but not identical and (2) the 
withdrawal of the Air Force's participation because of a possible 
compromise in the Air Force's competition with the Army for 
maintenance work resulting from the 1991 closure of the Army 
maintenance depot in Sacramento. Thus, the services made their 
decisions on ground systems and equipment depots independently 
based on each service's own excess capacity. 

For rotary-wing aviation maintenance depots, Army and Navy 
officials said that neither service could agree on common measures 
to evaluate these depots. Also, these officials said that there 
was insufficient time to gather and certify standard data. Thus, 
the Army and the Navy did not consider cross-servicing or 
duplication when looking at their rotary-wing maintenance depots. 

4 ~ e  are currently reviewing the Working Group's methodology and 
analysis and plan to report on its study later in 1993. 



However, the Navy did use helicopter maintenance work-load data 
from all three services in concluding that the work load justified 
maintaining two of the three rotary-wing maintenance  depot^.^ 

Officials from the three services all stated that consideration of 
cross-servicing possibilities among the depots was impeded by the 
lack of strong leadership and direction. For example, an Air Force 
official said that the services will not make any significant 
progress dealing with cross-service options because of the 
uncertainty of the direction OSD will follow. Also, other 
officials said that until issues concerning the management 
structure of DOD maintenance depots are resolved, no progress will 
be made among the services covering cross-service and duplication. 

OSD's Economic Impact Standard 
Is Not Adequately Supported 

Although OSD issued guidelines to DOD components for calculating 
the economic impact on communities of their recommended actions, it 
did not instruct the components on how these economic impacts were 
to be considered. Also, OSD's cumulative economic impact standard 
was not adequately justified. 

DOD Components' Analysis 

During their analyses of installations for closure or realignment, 
the components calculated the economic impact of their proposed 
actions on affected communities. Such calculations reflected the 
change in direct and indirect employment in a community, county, or 
metropolitan statistical area6 that would result from closing or 
realigning bases, as a percentage of the employment in the area. 
While each component calculated the economic impacts of its 
proposed actions according to OSD instructions, these impacts did 
not affect the components' closure and realignment recommendations. 

The DOD components first determined changes in military, civilian, 
and contractor employment at each base (direct employment). They 
then entered this data into computerized spreadsheets developed by 
the Office of Economic Adjustment and the Logistics Management 
Institute. These spreadsheets contain multipliers to compute 
indirect loss of jobs off the base resulting from the lost spending 

5 ~ h e  Air Force has its helicopters maintained at the three 
existing rotary depots (Corpus Christi Army Depot and Cherry 
Point and Pensacola Navy Depots). 

6~enerally, the economic area is defined as the county where the 
installation is located. If the county is part of a metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA), as defined by the Bureau of the Census, 
then the economic area is the MSA. In a few cases, the economic 
area is defined as a multi-county, non-MSA area. 



power of base jobs. They also contain data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics on the total number of jobs in the economic areas. 
Thus, the spreadsheets can be used to estimate the total job 
impact, both direct and indirect, as a percentage of the number of 
jobs in the economic area. 

The indirect employment multipliers assigned to installations vary 
according to the economic size of the area and the function of the 
installations; multipliers are lower in rural areas because of 
fewer within-area purchases and are highest for installations such 
as repair facilities that require extensive purchases from the 
surrounding economic area. So that the impact of closures and 
realignments still pending from earlier base closure rounds would 
be reflected in the cumulative economic impact considerations, the 
services and defense agencies were also instructed to enter data on 
personnel moves remaining from the 1988 and 1991 rounds of base 
closures and realignments. 

OSD's Analysis 

During prior base closures and realignments, the components 
calculated the cumulative economic impact a closure or realignment 
had on the local region; however, there was no standard specifying 
how the components or OSD were to consider those impacts. 
According to an OSD official, the cumulative economic impact on 
regions during the 1991 base closures was not considered 
significant because of the more limited number of closures and 
realignments up to that point in time. With the increased 
recommendations being proposed for the 1993 base closures, OSD 
again reviewed the cumulative impact of closures and realignments 
on specific regions. 

During the 1993 process, however, OSD established a standard 
against which to evaluate cumulative impact. OSD compiled the 
information provided by the components into a master spreadsheet 
that calculated the cumulative effect on an economic area of 1988, 
1991, and recommended 1993 actions, across services and agencies. 
In developing standards to determine if any area might be suffering 
a significant negative cumulative economic impact, OSD established 
three principles: (1) the standard had to be quantifiable, while 
still allowing room for judgment; (2) the standard had to recognize 
the difference in economic recovery potential, since, according to 
OSD, the complexities of labor markets in large metropolitan areas 
make economic recovery more difficult than in smaller areas; and 
(3) the standard had to allow for closure of bases. 

According to OSD, it considered a job loss of 3 percent to 
constitute a "normal change" in an area employment population. OSD 
then subjectively determined that a job loss of 5 percent, which it 
termed "substantially more than 3 percent," would be a part of the 
standard for unacceptable economic impact. According to OSD, all 
areas impacted by the 1993 closure recommendations with a 



cumulative economic area impact of 5 percent or greater fell into 
two groups: those with an employment population of at least 
750,000 and those with an employment population of about 300,000 or 
less. 

OSD subjectively chose a 500,000 employment population as the 
second part of its standard for unacceptable economic impact. 
Thus, OSD's cumulative economic impact standard was established--5 
percent cumulative job loss in areas with an employment population 
of 500,000 or more. 

When OSD applied this economic impact standard, only the Sacramento 
area (employment of over 750,000) met the criteria. On the basis 
of the components' proposed recommendations for 1993 closures in 
the Sacramento area, the cumulative economic impact on employment 
in the area would have been 5.6 percent. Therefore, the Secretary 
removed McClellan Air Force Base and the related DLA distribution 
depot from the 1993 closure recommendations. 

OSD's Analysis Is Not Adequately Supported 

It appears that OSD's standard of over 500,000 and over  5 p e r c e n t  
is arbitrary. In discussions with officials from OSD, the 
Logistics Management Institute, the Office of Economic Adjustment, 
and the Department of Commerce, we were unable to validate the 
standard. For example, OSD officials could not provide us adequate 
justification for 5 percent as the appropriate job impact 
threshold. In addition, we found no evidence to support OSD's 
assumption that economic recovery would be more difficult in a 
larger metropolitan area than in a smaller area. Furthermore, if 
the measures were valid ones, consideration should have been given 
to the impact in areas which were very near one standard and 
greatly exceeded another. 

For example, OSD calculations of economic impact in Oakland, 
California, showed a cumulative economic impact of 4.9 percent and 
a workforce of over 1 million. OSD officials were unable to 
adequately explain to us why 5 percent was considered a significant 
economic impact but 4.9 percent was not. Also, the data showed 
that in addition to Sacramento, there were 23 communities with 
cumulative economic impacts over 5 percent. These impacts ranged 
from 6.3 percent to 72 percent7 and workforce populations ranging 
from 10,957 to 309,406. For example, the job loss calculated for 
Charleston, South Carolina, with an employment population of 
243,000, was 15.3 percent. 

7~ort Polk, Vernon Parish, Louisiana. 



Further, the considering of cumulative economic impact is late in 
the process making it difficult to assess alternative closures and 
realignments scenarios. 

CHANGES TO 1993 PROPOSED CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

After receiving the military services' and defense agencies' 
proposed closure and realignment recommendations on February 22, 
1993, OSD reviewed the recommendations and the underlying analyses 
to ensure that the law and DOD policies were followed. OSD 
identified and resolved issues which warranted attention, including 
subsequently changing several recommendations before submitting 
them to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Observations on Recommended Chanqes 

The changes deleted from the recommended closure list include 
(1) the Air Force's maintenance depot and DLA's distribution depot 
at McClellan Air Force Base, California; (2) the Army's Presidio of 
Monterey, California; and (3) the Marine Corps' support activity in 
Kansas City, Missouri. The realignment of the O'Hare Air Reserve 
Station from O'Hare International Airport, Chicago, Illinois, was 
also added to the list. 

According to OSD officials, the proposed closure of McClellan Air 
Force Base was not recommended to the Commission because such an 
action, when combined with prior closures and realignments for the 
region, exceeded the cumulative economic impact standard 
established by OSD. These officials said that the proposed Army 
closure of the Presidio of Monterey, which required the relocation 
of the Defense Language Institute and the need to contract for 
language training, was deleted as a recommendation for closure 
because of concerns raised within DOD about the negative impact 
such actions would have on defense intelligence.' The proposed 
closure of the Marines' support activity in Kansas City was deleted 
because its closure was part of the DOD Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service's (DFAS) consolidation recommendation. The Air 
Force Reserve Station at O'Hare International Airport was added as 
a recommended closure because the city of Chicago exercised its 
right under section 2924 of Public Law 101-510 to propose the 
O'Hare Airport reserve station relocation to a site acceptable to 
DOD and at no cost to the federal government. The law mandates 
that DOD give special consideration to such a proposal. 

Other issues receiving attention by OSD included the following: 

 h he Commission has added McClellan to the list for 
consideration. The Presidio of Monterey has also been added. 
Both recommendatians are discussed in more detail in chapter 3. 



-- Defense Finance and Accountinq Service consolidation: DOD's 
ongoing finance center consolidation plan was affected by the 
1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission decision to close 
Fort Benjamin Harrison. The Commission directed DOD to submit 
its consolidation plan for DFAS in the 1993 round. However, 
because of concerns over the public policy implications of the 
"opportunity for economic growth" portion of the DFAS plan, the 
Secretary deleted the DFAS recommendation for 1993. Because the 
Secretary withdrew DFAS from the 1993 recommendations, we did 
not include our analysis of the DFAS consolidation plan in this 
report. (App. I1 provides a summary of the DFAS process.) 

-- Army base structure: The Secretary reviewed the Army's 
recommendations to determine whether they were consistent with 
the approved force structure plan and the need to station the 
forces being brought home from overseas. The Secretary 
concluded that no additional closure recommendations are needed 
at this time. As discussed in chapter 3, we found no basis to 
question this decision. 

-- Undoinq previously approved recommendations: The Secretary 
established standards for when prior base closure 
recommendations approved by the Commission could be changed. 
OSD standards are (1) accept the change if it is required to 
implement a new base closure or realignment recommendation, (2) 
reject a change if it would reclaim ownership of any part of a 
base that was to be in excess due to prior closure actions, and 
(3) accept a change if DOD would significantly benefit either in 
cost savings or in military effectiveness. In our opinion, this 
position appears reasonable. 

-- Revisitinq previously rejected recommendations: OSD reviewed 
five current recommendations that were previously rejected by 
the 1991 Commission. OSD determined that the Commission's prior 
concerns were adequately addressed during the 1993 round and 
should be forwarded with revisions to the 1993 Commission. We 
reviewed these recommendations and believe there have been 
substantial revisions to the prior recommendations which merit 
reconsideration. 

-- Below-threshold recommendations: OSD reviewed service and 
agency recommendations that were below the 300 personnel 
threshold and concluded that they should be submitted to the 
1993 Commission. DOD is permitted to submit these 
recommendations under the Base Closure and Realignment Act. 

-- Chemical defense traininq: OSD evaluated the concern by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy that the Army's 
Chemical Defense Training Facility at Fort McClellan was vital 
to DOD's training, deterrence, and arms control mission. OSD 
agreed with the Army's recommendation to close Fort McClellan 



except for this training facility. We found no basis for 
questioning this decision. 

CONCLUSIONS 

OSD should exercise greater oversight and leadership over the base 
closure and realignment process to ensure consistency among the 
components1 procedures for recommending closures and realignments. 
DOD was unable to consider the elimination of duplicative 
maintenance depot capacity across services because of the lack of 
common measures. In addition, OSD applied an arbitrary cumulative 
economic impact standard that is not well supported. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense 

-- Provide specific direction and supervision over the base closure 
and realignment process to ensure consistent data collection and 
analysis among the DOD components. (Specific recommendations in 
this area are contained in chapters 3 and 4). 

-- Provide detailed policies and procedures for future cross- 
service opportunities including setting common standards and 
measures; also, in order for these actions to be effective, they 
must be started soon and have established milestones that are 
compatible with the time frames for the 1995 base closure and 
realignment process. 

-- Establish a supportable standard for assessing cumulative 
economic impact and review its process to make sure there is 
sufficient time to consider the results of these assessments. 

We also recommend that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission consider providing guidance to DOD on assessing 
cumulative economic impact. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE DOD COMPONENTS' PROCESSES AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS WERE GENERALLY SOUND, 
BUT SOME PROBLEMS AND QUESTIONS EXIST 

The military services and defense agencies each used different 
processes that emphasized different factors for developing their 
base closure and realignment recommendations. Each was based on 
the eight DOD selection criteria and gave emphasis to military 
value. (App. I11 summarizes the selection processes used by the 
DOD components.) The processes the military services and defense 
agencies used appear to be basically sound. However, in varying 
degrees we found a lack of documentation, data accuracy problems, 
and inaccurate cost and savings estimates. In addition, there was 
a reliance on assumptions about future military needs and military 
judgments which could affect specific recommendations. We 
identified several specific recommendations that should be 
reconsidered, and in other cases we present questions for the 
Commission's consideration. 

NAVY PROCESS AND IMPLEMENTATION WERE 
GENERALLY SOUND, BUT SOME QUESTIONS EXIST 

The Navy had 28 major closure or realignment recommendations. This 
was the largest number among the services and defense agencies. 
Based on our review of the process, we believe the Navy's 1993 base 
structure evaluation process complied with force structure and 
criteria requirements. In addition, the process was well 
documented; and using a statistical sample of Navy activities, the 
Naval Audit Service validated the accuracy of data submitted by the 
bases and checked the data submitted into the analytical process. 
Judgments and assumptions made by senior military and civilian 
officials were a substantial part of the process. Therefore, we 
identified several cases where reasonable questions can be raised 
about some of the final recommendations, and we present these for 
the Commission's consideration and to illustrate the difficulty and 
complexity of the process. 

Key Features of the Process 

The overriding goal of the Navy's process was the elimination of as 
much excess base capacity as possible throughout the Navy. 
Implicit in this goal was the assumption that the results would 
represent savings to the Navy while retaining the base structure 
necessary to meet force structure needs. The Navy's approach was 



to review similar types of bases1 by category--for example, 
shipyards--and minimize the excess capacity in that category. 

The Navy's first step was to determine whether excess capacity 
existed in each category of bases. The capacity analysis compared 
the estimates of maximum existing capacity in each category to the 
anticipated requirement based on the January 19, 1993 force 
structure plan (Bush administration base force). Capacity was 
determined on a category-by-category basis but was generally an 
estimate based on current facilities and equipment. For example, 
the requirements for naval stations were determined using the 
number of ships projected to be in the force in 1999, the final 
year of the Bush base force structure plan. Determining the 
requirements for major support functions, such as shipyards and 
naval aviation depots, was more difficult and was based on 
anticipated work load.' 

Military value assessments on a category-by-category basis were 
made and evaluated along with capacity considerations in developing 
recommendations. When a category of bases was determined to have 
excess capacity, all bases in that category were evaluated againqt 
the four military value criteria. The military value score for 
each base in a category was generally derived from answers to as 
many as 151 questions. The questions were assigned point values 
based on the four military value criteria: readiness, facilities, 
mobilization, and cost/manpower. An average military value was 
then computed for each category. 

Critical to the Navy's process was a configuration analysis which 
was designed to eliminate as much excess capacity as possible in 
each category while retaining or improving the overall military 
value average. It is important to note, however, that in the 
Navy's configuration analysis the average military value for a 
category of bases was more important than individual military value 
scores for the bases in that category. This was due to the scope 
of the analysis, which was category-wide rather than on a base- 
versus-base level. In some cases, however, the individual military 

l~he Navy operates a variety of activities and functions, such as 
naval stations, aviation depots, training centers, etc. 
Throughout the Navy segment of this report, all Navy activities 
will be referred to as bases. 

 h he amount of ship and aircraft maintenance work is dependent on 
several factors, including operational tempo, maintenance 
policies and procedures, and funding. The Navy used the 
programmed work-load requirements through 1997, which are the 
most accurate figures. 



value of a base was used when circumstances dictated a narrow 
choice between two bases. Deliberations on configurations were 
conducted by the Navy for the various categories, using total 
capacity of the category and the capacity of each base in the 
category. The 1999 force structure requirements were analyzed and 
applied in a manner designed to minimize excess capacity by 
category. The solutions, however, were not based solely on 
quantitative analysis, because assumptions based on military 
judgments were an important part of the process and its results. 
For example, the naval station analysis assumed that the split 
between ships located on the East and West coasts would remain 
consistent with current practice. 

When the Navy believed it had reached the best solution in terms of 
capacity reduction and resulting military value average in a 
category, a calculation of return-on-investment was run to confirm 
that the results of the configuration analysis would produce 
savings. In only a few cases was the return-on-investment analysis 
run on more than one scenario. This was done to test the 
feasibility of an alternative, not to determine which, of competing 
alternatives, produced the greatest savings. 

Once a closure scenario for a category was identified, evaluations 
were done based on the three remaining criteria: economic impact 
on locations near a closing base, environmental impact of a 
closure, and community impact on an area where functions may be 
located. However, the three impact criteria were not generally 
assessed for multiple possible scenarios. More specifically, the 
economic, environmental, and community impact assessments were 
generally done only for the final recommendations. 

Observations on the Methodoloay Implementation 

Our review of the process and its implementation centered on 
several categories of bases. The recommendations in those 
categories require acceptance of the assumptions used. The 
recommendations based on the Navy process eliminate excess capacity 
and are projected to produce savings. However, because the Navy's 
objective was to reduce excess capacity to the greatest extent 
possible, it did not routinely seek alternative closure scenarios 
in order to assess relative cost savings. We identified one 
recommendation adopted by the Navy which was based on a second 
alternative that produced a greater savings. In this case, 
however, circumstances regarding military value rather than cost 
led the Navy to consider this particular alternative. This and our 
other observations are discussed below. 

Naval Audit Service Validated Most 
Data and Reviewed Analysis 

Based on our observations, the Naval Audit Service contributed 
substantially to the accuracy of the Navy base structure analysis 



process. It must be noted, however, that due to time constraints 
the Naval Audit Service did not validate the certified data 
collected from bases impacted by a closure/realignment decision 
during the final stage of the analytical process. This data was 
used in the return-on-investment calculations for closure 
scenarios. The Naval Audit Service did verify that information 
taken from the data calls was accurately used in the return-on- 
investment calculations. 

The Naval Audit Service was tasked to validate data used in the 
Navy's process and to review the accuracy of the analysis. On 
March 15, 1993, the Naval Audit Service issued its report on the 
implementation of the Navy's 1993 process. The report concluded 
that effective internal controls were established and that the data 
used in the process was reasonably accurate and complete. The 
report also stated that the Navy's process met statutory and DOD 
requirements. The Naval Audit Service conducted their review 
concurrently with the base closure and realignment process, and 
periodically reported findings to the Navy, which took immediate 
corrective action. 

We reviewed audit guidelines and audit work in several stages of 
the Naval Audit Service review. During the data validation phase, 
we accompanied Naval Audit Service management on supervisory visits 
to six East Coast Navy and Marine Corps sites. At these sites, we 
discussed with both management and field auditors their methodology 
and findings to date. We observed actual data validation tests 
which, in the case of building size, were done by physical 
verification using measuring wheels. We also observed much of the 
Naval Audit Service work during the closure and realignment 
evaluation phase, which included verifying the accuracy of input to 
military value, configuration, and cost and savings analyses. 

Shipyards 

The Navy first determined the maximum capacities of the various 
shipyards. This was based on the estimated maximum amount of work 
each shipyard could do through 1997 with existing facilities and 
eq~ipment.~ These figures were compared to requirements, as 
identified in future-year budget estimates through 1997; the 
difference was considered excess capacity. In identifying closure 
candidates, the goal was the maximum reduction of excess capacity 
with a constant or higher average military value. In doing this, 
the Navy paid particular attention to the shipyards' ability to do 
work on nuclear-powered ships and their components, since this 
represents a large and more specialized requirement. The Navy used 
the most accurate information available to them to determine 

3 ~ h e  measure of capacity was direct labor man-days based on 
single-shift, 8-hour days. 



requirements (budget estimates through 1997); however, the accuracy 
of future requirements, both nuclear and non-nuclear, may be 
subject to question in light of possible future force reductions. 

In assessing the military value of the shipyards, the Navy 
developed a matrix of 151 questions after consultation with their 
technical experts, and then assigned values to each. The large 
number of questions considered appears to provide a reasonable 
sample of shipyard attributes. The answers to the questions were 
taken from the certified data calls provided by the shipyards. 

The configuration analysis was designed to reduce excess capacity 
to the maximum extent possible while meeting the Navy's nuclear and 
total shipyard work requirements. This analysis also sought to 
arrive at an average military value score which was at least as 
high as the original average for all bases in the category. The 
nuclear work-load requirements were the primary factor in 
developing shipyard closure recommendations. Minutes of Navy 
deliberations detail its decision to recommend the closure of 
Charleston and Mare Island Naval Shipyards. 

Three other naval shipyards were rated as having a lower military 
value than Charleston--Pearl Harbor, Hawaii; Mare Island, 
California; and Portsmouth, New Hampshire. The Navy's shipyard 
recommendations were one case where, after excess capacity 
reductions were achieved, a base with a higher military value was 
closed in place of one with a lower military value. 

Operational Air Stations 

The overall goal of reduction in excess capacity for this category 
involved two measures. The Navy determined that these would be: 
apron space (square yards) and hangar space (square feet) required 
for various types of aircraft based on established standards. Once 
again, the bases provided the information used to determine the 
maximum capacity at those facilities and to determine their 
relative military value scores. The 1999 force structure plan was 
used to derive future requirements. The variance between 
requirements and maximum capacities was identified as excess. 

The 95 questions which comprised the air station military value 
matrix were generated by the Navy in consultation with technical 
experts. The average military value for the category was more 
important in the subsequent configuration analysis than were 
individual scores. 

We reviewed the configuration analysis and traced decisions 
regarding the rules for air stations to minutes of Navy 
deliberations. One of these rules, for example, was that a 67- 
percent active and 100-percent reserve aircraft basing requirement 
was to be preserved. Subject to military judgment, these rules 
guided the configuration analysis. Several configurations were 



assessed before a final decision was reached. The Navy recommended 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, and Naval Air Station Alameda for 
closure. This resulted in excess capacity being cut by at least 50 
percent while arriving at an average military value for the 
category that was higher than the original average for all bases in 
the category. 

Our review of the configuration analysis showed the importance the 
Navy placed on excess capacity reduction. It also illustrates that 
some bases recommended for closure had a higher individual military 
value score than air stations that were retained. 

Naval Stations 

The capacity analysis for this category involved two measures: 
berthing (in feet of space and depth of water) and intermediate 
ship maintenance (in direct labor man-days). Each naval station 
provided the above data as a basis for computing maximum berthing 
capacity and maximum intermediate maintenance capacity. A 
comparison of existing capacity to the requirements for the number 
and types of ships in the 1999 force structure was used to 
determine that excess capacity existed. 

We reviewed the 117 questions used to derive military value scores 
for naval stations. The questions were developed by the Navy in 
consultation with technical experts. There were special cases 
where military value questions relevant to naval stations were also 
applied to bases in other categories. An example of this is 
Alameda and North Island Naval Air Stations. Since both of these 
bases are air stations, they were assigned military values based on 
their responses to questions in the air station category. However, 
both bases are capable of berthing ships--specifically, aircraft 
carriers. As air stations, both received points for this 
capability. However, the number of points awarded was less than 
those received for bases assessed as naval stations because of the 
assumption that it is not as important from a military value 
standpoint for an air station to be able to berth a carrier. 

The naval station configuration analysis involved the use of 
"cruiser equivalencies" as a means of uniformly quantifying the 
berthing required by the 1999 force structure as a starting point 
for elimination of excess capacity. We reviewed the 
appropriateness of "cruiser equivalents" and found it to be 
reasonable. A set of rules guided the configuration analysis, and 
we traced these rules to records of Navy deliberations and 
determined that the rules were based on military judgment. Some 
examples of these rules were: that San Diego and Norfolk, because 
their capacity cannot be absorbed by the other naval stations of 
each coast, should be a part of any solution; and that there should 
be berths for 67 percent of all ships, except aircraft carriers. A 
100-percent requirement was set for carriers. These rules became 



important with respect to assigning a priority to carrier berthing, 
which drove the subsequent ship assignments to a large degree. 

In achieving the goal of reducing excess capacity, the Navy 
recommended Newport (ship berthing only), New London (ship berthing 
only), Staten Island, Charleston, Mobile, and San Francisco for 
closure. There was a close decision between whether to recommend 
Mobile or Pascagoula Naval Stations for closure--both have the same 
berthing capacity. This decision illustrates a case where 
individual military value scores were used as decisional factors by 
the Navy. Since the "cruiser equivalencies" of only one of these 
places were required, the Navy determined that Pascagoula's higher 
military value score made its retention more desirable. 

In the case of North Island and Alameda, their individual military 
value scores were less important to the ultimate decision. Their 
scores as air stations were used to compute the average military 
value for the naval station category. However, the Navy's 
configuration analysis captured all berthing space, regardless of 
whether it was located at an air station or a naval station. The 
Navy determined that because the West Coast was to berth five 
carriers, the three carrier berths at North Island, the one at 
Everett, and the one at Puget Sound were required to meet future 
needs. This solution did not require the carrier berths at 
Alameda. In addition, the Navy determined that since the air 
station configuration resulted in the recommendation to close 
Alameda Naval Air Station, the Naval station recommendations made 
all the more sense. 

Naval Aviation Depots 

The measures the Navy used to determine the amount of capacity for 
naval aviation depots were maximum supportable direct labor man- 
hours in the following categories: airframes, engines, components, 
and other work. Each depot provided certified information 
concerning their capacities in the four areas with existing 
facilities. Comparison of the fiscal year 1997 requirements to 
existing capacity indicated that almost 50 percent excess capacity 
existed in this category. 

We reviewed the 79 questions used to compute the relative military 
value scores for each depot. These questions were developed by the 
Navy with the assistance of technical experts. The questions 
focused on the work performed in each of the four primary areas of 
depot work, such as in airframe repair, and on related factors such 
as quality of life and the environment. 

We examined the results of the Navy's configuration analysis. The 
Navy developed an initial scenario which would have closed the 
depots at Alameda, Pensacola, and Cherry Point. This configuration 
would retain the Norfolk depot. Subsequently, the Navy recognized 
that its configuration analysis of operational air stations 



included a recommendation to close Cecil Field, which would create 
a large Navy/Marine Corps aviation concentration at Cherry Point in 
addition to Norfolk. The Navy decided that having a depot near an 
aviation fleet aircraft concentration was desirable. Both Norfolk 
and Cherry Point satisfy this requirement. Therefore, the Navy 
reran its configuration analysis to cost out the closure of the 
Norfolk depot in place of Cherry Point. This second configuration 
allowed slightly less capacity in one category of depot work than 
work-load projections require. The Navy judged this to be an 
acceptable risk. In addition, this configuration provided greater 
savings. The resulting recommendation was for the closure of 
Alameda, Pensacola, and Norfolk. This overall recommendation 
further reduced excess capacity and raised the average military 
value of the naval aviation depot category. 

This case illustrates that, though the Navy clearly considered 
alternative configurations based on operational reasons in this 
case, the development of alternative scenarios could result in 
greater savings. The final NADEP recommendation resulted in 
substantially higher estimated savings. However, the scenario 
requires the Navy to accept some risk that it will not need the 
small amount of capacity indicated as lacking. 

Traininq Centers 

The capacity analysis for naval training centers focused on the 
numbers of personnel that could be trained using training, messing, 
and berthing facilities as indicators. Each training center 
provided data on maximum capacity for the indicators, and after 
comparing it to 1999 requirements, the Navy determined that excess 
capacity existed. The Navy developed 72 questions to derive 
military value scores. The questions were developed by the Navy in 
consultation with technical experts. 

We reviewed the Navy's configuration analysis which resulted in the 
recommendation to close the Naval Training Centers at San Diego; 
California; and Orlando, Florida, and retain the Naval Training 
Center at Great Lakes, Illinois. The Great Lakes facility had the 
most capacity of any training center, particularly for trainers. 
In addition, the Navy indicated that the unique training equipment 
and facilities located at Great Lakes would be most difficult and 
costly to relocate or replicate at another training center. When 
reviewing the cost and savings data supporting this decision, we 
noted that the per-capita overhead costs are much higher at Great 
Lakes than at the other two facilities. In this case the Navy did 
not run alternative cost scenarios involving Great Lakes. 

Inventory Control Points 

In determining the amount of excess capacity in its inventory 
control points, the Navy used several measures. These measures 
include: requisition volume, staff days spent on weapons system 



support, staff days spent on security assistance, and budgeted work 
years. Based on the certified data provided by the two inventory 
control points, the Navy determined that their capacity exceeded 
the projected 1999 requirement by 42 percent. 

The Navy determined the relative military value of its two 
inventory control points by analyzing their responses to 64 
questions. The questions, which were developed with the assistance 
of Navy experts, focused on the support services provided to 
customers, their equipment and facilities, and quality of life 
issues. 

We examined the configuration analysis the Navy used to determine 
how to best reduce its excess capacity. Based on this 
configuration analysis, neither inventory control point had enough 
capacity to meet the requirement. However, since there was excess 
capacity in this category, the Navy decided to consolidate its two 
inventory control points at one location. The Navy chose to close 
the Aviation Supply Office in Philadelphia and relocate the 
necessary personnel, equipment, and support to the Ships Parts 
Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. This realignment was 
considered as part of a larger group of moves, including relocating 
the Naval Supply Systems Command, the Defense Printing Systems 
Management Office, and Food Systems Office also to Mechanicsburg. 
One of the Navy's goals in consolidating its operations was the 
reduction of overhead cost. In this case, we noted that the Navy 
expects to eliminate 255 jobs by closing the Aviation Supply 
Office. These jobs are a combination of base operations and 
general or administrative positions. In using its cost and savings 
model to determine if this closure was economically feasible, the 
Navy considered all of the above moves as a group and did not cost 
them separately. 

While we did not have sufficient time to fully analyze this 
proposed realignment, we believe that because of its relationship 
to several DLA and other Navy moves, the cost and savings of this 
realignment should be carefully considered. 

ARMY PROCESS AND IMPLEMENTATION WERE 
GENERALLY SOUND, BUT SOME QUESTIONS EXIST 

The Army has proposed closure and realignment actions that will 
affect seven installations. We found that the Army's decision 
process for evaluating and recommending installations for closure 
or realignment complied with legislation, was well documented, was 
supported by generally accurate data, and appears reasonable. With 
one exception we have no reason to question the Army's 
recommendations. The exception is the decision by the Acting 
Secretary of the Army not to recommend Fort Monroe for closure. We 
believe the Acting Secretary's rationale was not well supported. 



Process Methodoloqy Key Features 

The Army's two-phase process included an evaluation of the military 
value and ranking of the installations in phase I. In phase 11, 
study candidates were selected and then put through an evaluation 
process which ultimately ended up in closure or realignment 
recommendations. Of the 95 bases which were assessed for military 
value, the Army selected 35 study candidates. 

One key feature used in selecting the study candidates was a 
capacity analysis of the Army installations. This was done by 
comparing existing installations to the force structure plan, which 
is a key element in determining future basing needs. However, 
because the need for all installations do not lend themselves to a 
direct correlation with the force structure, the Army used other 
studies and inputs such as military value assessments, major 
command visions, and the Army's basing strategy in its base closure 
candidate selection process. The Army's philosophy is that each 
major command must articulate its vision (how it will organize and 
operate) for the future before optimal basing decisions can be 
made. This is especially true for the installation-intensive major 
commands, such as those requiring maneuver areas. 

Candidate Analysis 

Once the study candidates examined by the Total Army Basing Study 
(TABS) Groups were approved by the Under Secretary of the Army and 
Vice Chief of Staff, alternative approaches to addressing the 
candidates were developed. These alternatives were then analyzed 
based upon feasibility, affordability, economic impacts, and 
environmental impacts. The alternatives were also examined for 
consistency with the force structure, the Army basing strategy, the 
major commands' reshaping proposal (visi,ons), and the DOD selection 
criteria. Portions of the analysis were performed using the 
following: 

-- COBRA model to calculate the affordability of each 
recommendation. 

-- DOD's Office of Economic Adjustment model to calculate the 
socioeconomic impacts. 

-- Impact assessments prepared by the Office of the Chief of 
Engineers to evaluate environmental impacts. 

-- Installation military value assessments. 

The TABS Group used these assessments as a basis for developing 
recommendations to be presented for approval by the Army 
leadership. The standard Army approval process--Program and Budget 
Committee, Select Committee, and the Secretary of the Army--was 
used to obtain final decisions. 



The Army Audit Agency (AAA) evaluated all aspects of phase I1 of 
the process. This evaluation included reviewing the return on 
investment calculations to include a verification of all data input 
into the cost model. The AAA review consisted of evaluating the 
appropriateness of the data sources, the approaches used, and the 
reasonableness of the assumptions made in the calculations. 

Observations on Methodoloqy Implementation 

In our analysis of the process we evaluated both phases, which 
included the military value assessment and resulting rankings, the 
selection of candidates and the analysis of them, and the resulting 
recommendations. We relied heavily on the scope and results of the 
work done by AAA. We found that the Army followed its process and 
that the key features used in selecting study candidates, which 
included the force structure and other selection criteria 
established, were appropriate. We found no reason to question the 
resulting recommendations with the exception of the Acting 
Secretary's decision not to recommend Fort Monroe for closure. 

Phase I 

In the initial phase of the process the Army identified and 
categorized the installations to be reviewed and then evaluated 
their military value. In general, military value was based on 
measures of merit and related measurable installation attributes 
which were related to the DOD established selection criteria. 

AAA performed a detailed analysis of this phase of the process. 
AAA performed its audit at each of the major commands--Forces 
Command, Training and Doctrine Command, and the Army Materiel 
Comrnand--and also verified data accumulated at six installations 
which were randomly selected in a multi-stage statistical sample. 
We accompanied AAA to one of the installations it visited as well 
as each of the major commands, and to a limited extent validated 
its verification efforts. We also noted that the TABS Group did 
some independent verification of the major commands' submissions. 

AAA found that the Army's assessment of installation military 
values was generally consistent with guidance that the TABS Group 
issued and was reliable for further use in the 1993 basing study. 
While AAA did find some errors, they were not material and did not 
cause the rankings of the installations to change. Based on AAA's 
review and our limited verifications of its work, we found no 
reason to question the data used to determine the military value or 
the resulting rankings of the installations. 

Phase II--Candidate Selection 

In determining the need for bases, the force structure was a key 
element. This requires assumptions relating to the number of 
divisions there will be in the structure and how many divisions 



will be based in the United States versus overseas. Future 
decisions will be made by the administration which will address 
these questions. However, because the force structure was such a 
key element in base closing and realignment decisions, we believe 
that the Army's approach of using the Bush base force structure is 
reasonable given the uncertainty about future changes. In 
addition, because the need for many Army bases is not related, 
either directly or indirectly, to the number of divisions in the 
force structure, the other measures used for making basing 
decisions such as major command visions and the basing strategy, 
are also a reasonable approach. 

The number of candidate bases selected for study as closure 
candidates in each of the installation categories and the number 
available and are shown in table 3.1. 

Table 3.1: Army Installations and Number Selected as Study 
Candidates 

The following summarizes our review of the process, with emphasis 
on how key features were used in selecting candidates in each of 
the categories. 

Installation 
categories 

Command and control 

Professional schools 

Depots 

Maneuver 

Major training areas 

Branch schools 

Commodity oriented 

Production 

Proving grounds 

Ports 

Medical centers 

Total 

Command and Control 

The Command and Control installations such as Forts Belvoir, 
McPherson, and Monroe house primarily, but not exclusively, non- 

Number of 
installations 

11 

5 

11 

11 

10 

13 

12 

13 

4 

3 

2 

95 

Number of study 
candidates 

7 

1 

8 

4 

6 

3 

4 

0 

1 

0 

1 

35 



deployable headquarters and activities which oversee the day-to-day 
functions that control the manning, equipping, training, and 
sustaining of the Army. There is no direct connection between the 
need for these types of installations and the force structure. The 
primary decision factors for these installations are the military 
value assessments and the major command vision statements as 
appropriate. In addition, the basing strategy states that 
functions should be consolidated and small, single-purpose bases 
should be closed where feasible. All but four of these bases were 
study candidates. The four that were not studied--Forts Meade, 
Myer, Ritchie, and Schafter--were deferred from study because there 
were no restructuring or reshaping initiatives in the vision 
statements that affected them. We are not aware of any evidence to 
question this decision. 

The remaining bases were studied for closure or realignment. After 
varying degrees of analysis, they were all deferred from further 
study. For example, Forts McPherson and Monroe were study 
candidates because they are single-purpose bases. In both cases 
the study was deferred for operational reasons. In addition, Fort 
McPherson was deferred because of high costs and an extended return 
on investment. 

The TABS Group had proposed that Fort Monroe be closed and that the 
headquarters of the Training and Doctrine Command be moved to a 
base about 20 miles away. The return on investment of this closure 
was calculated to be $28 million annually beginning in 1998. The 
Acting Secretary of the Army, however, rejected this proposal, 
citing (1) the "turbulence" within the Training and Doctrine 
Command and (2) the installation's high environmental cleanup 
costs, estimated to exceed $600 million. 

We cannot support the reasons given for not considering this 
recommendation. First, the downsizing and restructuring of U.S. 
military forces have caused turbulence throughout DOD. Second, OSD 
has stated that restoration environmental costs are not to be a 
consideration in determining the return on investment. And third, 
the projected savings are sizeable. 

Army Professional Schools 

Army professional schools such as West Point and Carlisle Barracks 
are not related to the force structure and are considered unique in 
the missions they perform. The only mention in the Training and 
Doctrine Command's vision statement that pertained to a 
Professional school was the relocation of defense language training 
to a follow-on training location. On this basis, the Army selected 
the Presidio of Monterey, home of the Defense Language Institute, 
as a candidate for study. Following its analysis, the Army 
recommended the Presidio be closed and the Institute's mission be 
moved to Fort Huachuca, Arizona. The Army anticipated contracting 
with a university to provide language training. 



The Secretary of Defense, however, deleted this recommendation from 
the list transmitted to the Commission. The Secretary cited 
concerns by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, 
Control, Communications, and Intelligence that moving the Institute 
would severely disrupt the flow of linguists to national security 
missions. Among his concerns were the Army's plans to contract 
with a private university. In rebuttal, the Army cited other cases 
in which it has cooperated successfully with universities--the 
Judge Advocate School at the University of Virginia and the 
Comptroller School at Syracuse University. Further, the Army also 
pointed out that it has had considerable experience with 
realignments and that these have not resulted in significant 
disruptions. 

We noted that base operating costs associated with the move 
appeared to be high; however, we did not have sufficient time to 
investigate the reasons. Also, the cost of the contract to provide 
the language training services, which is a key factor in 
determining the costs, has not been finalized. These final 
contracting costs are not known. 

The major missions of Army depots (such as Anniston, Red River, 
Letterkenny, and Tooele) are to receive, store, issue, and maintain 
equipment and ammunition and to operate depot maintenance 
facilities for Army ammunition and equipment. There is an indirect 
relationship between the current depot capacity needed and the 
force structure. A study by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1992 
identified a significant amount of excess depot capacity and 
widespread duplication among the services. The annual excess 
capacity identified at Army maintenance depots exceeded 8 million 
direct labor hours. 

In analyzing the excess capacity and how to downsize, the Army 
considered, among other things, the following factors: the 
relative military value of all depots; the workforce skills; the 
excess capacity; the ability of the depots to accommodate new work- 
load levels; the proximity of the depots to heavy forces; and the 
resulting savings. As a result, the Army is recommending that 
Letterkenny and Tooele be downsized and realigned to depot 
activities. While the Services were asked to streamline depot 
maintenance across service lines and eliminate duplication, as 
discussed in chapter 2, this was not done. 

Maneuver 

The Army currently has 14 divisions, 11 of which are stationed in 
the United States at installations such as Forts Hood and Carson. 
The Army force structure plans call for 12 divisions in the future, 
with 9 based in the United States. The Army recommended no bases 
for closure or realignment in this category. The Army believes it 



would be premature to take these actions given the uncertain nature 
of the future U.S. force structure, the disposition of overseas 
forces, and the mix of forces. The Army also cited its fiscal year 
1993 basing strategy, which states that the Army must maintain the 
capability to station up to 10 divisions in the United States. In 
addition, the Army determined that its maneuver bases are currently 
overcrowded. Each base has shortfalls in at least two of the four 
critical facility categories (barracks, family housing, 
maintenance, and operational/cornrnand and control). 

The Army needs firm decisions on the future of the base force, 
disposition of forces overseas, and the mix of forces before 
closing a base capable of supporting a division. We found no 
evidence to cause us to question the reasonableness of this 
position. 

Major Traininq Areas 

These bases (for example, Forts Irwin, A.P. Hill and Greely) 
provide facilities for both the active and reserve components for 
large unit training exercises. With the exception of Fort Irwin 
(home of the National Training Center) and Fort Polk (home of the 
Joint Readiness Training Center), there are no active component 
tactical units stationed at these installations. 

The need for these installations is indirectly related to the force 
structure. This is because there is a need for geographically 
dispersed large unit training areas that forces can use on a 
rotational basis. The primary user of these installations is the 
reserve components. All plans and indicators show that reserve 
components will not be reduced in large numbers. Also, because of 
demographics (the components need to be close to where they train), 
there appears to be is no basis for closing or realigning any of 
these bases at the present time. 

Initial Entrv/Branch Schools 

Initial entry training/branch schools (such as Forts Benning, 
Bliss, and Jackson) have the mission of providing the Army with 
trained individual soldiers, developing the doctrine that describes 
how the Army will fight, defining the Army's material requirements, 
designing the Army's organizations and developing the Army's 
leaders. 

The need for initial entry training/branch schools and how many are 
indirectly related to the force structure. However, these schools 
are directly related to the various branches of the Army--such as 
the Infantry school located at Fort Benning and the Armor school 
located at Fort Knox. The Training and Doctrine Command, which is 
the proponent for schools, stated in its vision statement that 
branch schools are necessary unless there is a change in Army 
doctrine or the battlefield. In other words, as long as the Army 



plans to use infantry in future battles there will be a need for an 
infantry school. Therefore, the Command's approach is to find ways 
of operating the schools more efficiently through actions such as 
collocating or consolidating the schools to the extent possible. 

The current recommendation to close Fort McClellan fits into this 
approach. If approved, there will be three schools located at Fort 
Leonard Wood--Engineers, Chemical, and Military Police. The 
Training and Doctrine Command is also looking at consolidating the 
combat service support schools--Transportation, Ordnance, and 
Quartermaster. According to Army officials, this action, if 
accomplished, does not meet the BRAC threshold of involving more 
than 300 authorized civilian personnel. Another initiative being 
looked at by the Command is the reduction of schools doing basic 
combat training. Currently, there are four schools--Forts Jackson, 
Leonard Wood, Knox, and Sill--doing basic combat training. All of 
them but Jackson have more than one type of training mission. 
According to an Army official the current thinking is to close down 
basic training at two of these bases that have other missions. If 
accomplished in this way, the action will not meet the BRAC 
threshold. 

Commodity Oriented 

Commodity-oriented installations such as Fort Monmouth, Rock Island 
Arsenal, and Fort Detrick are industrial facilities that include 
laboratories, engineering and logistical management centers, and 
national inventory control points. Military value was the most 
important factor in the analysis of this category. The need for 
these installations is related to performance of their mission and 
not the force structure. While not specifically mentioned in the 
Army Materiel Command's vision, the need to relocate from leased to 
government-owned facilities was a vision objective that affected 
some of these facilities. Two recommendations were made related to 
installations in this category--closure of Vint Hill Farms and the 
move of the Communications and Electronics Command from a leased 
building in New Jersey to Rock Island Arsenal. The closure of Vint 
Hill Farms, which had a low military value, supports the basing 
strategy to consolidate similar functions and close small 
installations when feasible to do so. The Communications and 
Electronics Command move is based on reduced operations cost. 

Other Cateaories 

Installations in the remaining Army categories (production, proving 
grounds, ports, and medical centers) were deferred from further 
study primarily because of their unique military value. For 
example, White Sands Missile Range, a proving ground, is one of the 
only sites in the United States that is large enough to fire all 
organic missile and artillery systems, and the Military Ocean 
Terminal in Oakland, California, provides the only secure water 
terminal facility in support of the Pacific and Far East theaters 



of operation. We have no evidence to indicate that these 
exclusions were inappropriate. 

AIR FORCE PROCESS APPEARS 
REASONABLE BUT DIFFICULT TO VERIFY 

The Air Force has proposed closures and realignments affecting 
seven bases. Our review shows that these recommendations will 
reduce both costs and excess capacity, and that the data used was 
generally accurate. The Air Force selection process complied with 
force structure and criteria requirements. The judgments of the 
Base Closure Executive Group and the Secretary of the Air Force 
played a major role in the process. However, these judgments were 
not clearly documented. As a result, in some cases the Air Force 
process does not lend itself to independent verification of the 
decisions from existing documentation. 

Key Factors of the Process 

The principal elements of the Air Force process included: (1) 
DOD's future yearsf force structure plan; (2) a base capacity 
analysis; (3) a depot analysis; (4) detailed information gathered 
for each base; and (5) the eight DOD selection criteria. 

In determining excess capacity, the Air Force performed a base 
capacity analysis (including on-site surveys at 48 bases) to 
determine the maximum number of aircraft or missions that could be 
accommodated at existing bases. The Air Force compared this 
capacity data to the future years' force structure plan to project 
the amount of excess capacity. This analysis resulted in the 
identification of four large aircraft bases and one small aircraft 
base as being excess to the Air Force's future needs. 
Additionally, the Air Force led a joint analysis of fixed-wing and 
rotary-wing aviation at the direction of OSD and determined that it 
had excess depot capacity of about 8.7 million direct labor hours. 

Bases were analyzed against all eight DOD selection criteria with 
priority given to military value and with emphasis on readiness and 
training, future mission, and cost. A color coding system--red 
(low), yellow (medium), and green (high)--were used to distinguish 
between the military value attributes given to each of the bases. 
This analysis was based on detailed information on each base 
gathered through a structured questionnaire. In addition, each 
base was subject to a cost and savings analysis that assumed 
closure of the base. 

Observations on Implementation of the Process 

We found that the data used to support the process was generally 
accurate, but we could not always independently verify the process 
decisions without extensive interpretation and discussion with Air 
Force officials. We found no evidence that would lead us to 



challenge the decisions. However, the decisions require acceptance 
of OSD and Air Force assumptions regarding future operations. The 
Air Force Audit Agency validated data used in the process; however, 
its validation did not include validating the rating of bases and 
the selection process at the Air Force headquarters. 

The following sections provide our observations, by installation 
category, on each recommended closure and realignment. 

Flvina Cateaorv 

The flying category included 38 bases that support flying 
operations. This category was divided into three subcategories-- 
operations, pilot training, and special operations. The operations 
subcategory was further divided into missile, large aircraft, and 
small aircraft mission areas. The Air Force recommended actions 
affecting large and small aircraft bases. Our review of the 
recommendations illustrates the difficulty we had in tracking the 
decision-making process and also shows the emphasis the Air Force 
placed on costs and savings considerations in its decisions. 

Larqe Aircraft 

The large aircraft subcategory included 21 bases that support 
bomber, tanker, airlift, and mobility missions. The bases were 
evaluated in terms of their capability to support these missions, 
and some bases were evaluated more than once. The bases were rated 
and arrayed in three groups from most to least desirable. A 
discussion on each large aircraft base recommended for closure or 
realignment follow. 

Closure of K.I. Sawyer Air 
Force Base, Gwinn, Michiqan 

Our analysis indicates that closing this base will likely result in 
savings and reduce large aircraft base capacity. According to the 
Air Force's documentation, K.I. Sawyer did not appear to rate lower 
than other rated bases when measured against the DOD selection 
criteria, even though the Air Force reported it did. However, on 
the basis of its rating, it was grouped in the least desirable 
category and selected for closure. 

In reviewing the Air Force data, we were unable to independently 
determine the basis for the grouping. We had to rely on Air Force 
officials for an explanation to understand the decision. The Air 
Force said that the low cost to close the base and quick payback 
period were major factors in its grouping and recommendation for 
closure. We noted that this base's primary mission currently has 
one bomber unit with 14 B-52s. On the basis of the information 
provided and our review of the cost and savings data, we have no 
reason to disagree with the Air Force's explanation. 



We noted, and the Air Force concurred, that because of an error in 
the Air Force COBRA analysis for recurring costs, the payback 
period for the closure will be 3 years instead of 1 year. However, 
this payback period was still among the quickest of the large 
aircraft bases. 

Realiqnment of Griffiss Air 
Force Base, Rome, New York 

Based on our review of Air Force data, we were unable to 
independently determine the basis for the Griffiss grouping, and we 
had to rely on Air Force officials to explain the grouping. 

Our analysis indicates that realigning the base will likely result 
in base operation savings and reduce aircraft base capacity. Air 
Force documentation indicates that Griffiss, like K.I. Sawyer, did 
not appear to rate lower than the other rated bases when measured 
against the DOD selection criteria, even though the Air Force 
reported it as being in the least desirable category. The Air 
Force explained that Griffiss was first selected as a closure 
candidate, but upon further analyses it proved more economical to 
leave the Rome Laboratory at Griffiss and Griffiss became a 
realignment action. We have no reason to disagree with the Air 
Force decision. 

Griffiss was also considered and evaluated as a potential site for 
the Air Force's mobility mission on the East Coast. However, when 
compared to other East Coast large aircraft bases for the principal 
mobility attributes considered important by the Air Force, 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York, was found to be best suited 
for this mission. 

Realiqnment of McGuire Air Force 
Base, Wriqhtstown, New Jersev 

Our review of this recommendation shows that realigning the base to 
an Air Force reserve facility will likely result in overall savings 
once the realignment is accomplished. However, realigning the base 
to a reserve facility does not eliminate the entire base capacity 
from the Air Force base structure. Under this realignment, the Air 
Force plans to reduce the number of aircraft at McGuire from 70 to 
42. When measured against the DOD selection criteria, McGuire did 
appear to rank low compared to other large aircraft bases, 
according to Air Force documentation. 

McGuire was also considered and evaluated for the Air Force's 
mobility mission on the East Coast. When compared to other East 
Coast aircraft bases for the principal mobility attributes 
considered important by the Air Force, and airspace congestion in 
the New York/Philadelphia area, Plattsburgh Air Force Base was 
found to be best suited for this mission. The Air Force told us 
that consideration had been given to potential fuel supply 



shortages and other operational considerations in reaching its 
decision. However, these considerations were based on assumptions 
related to mobility issues which we did not review. 

Realianment of March Air Force 
Base, Sunny Meade, California 

Our review of this recommendation shows that realigning March Air 
Force Base to an Air Force reserve facility will likely result in 
overall savings. However, realigning the base to a reserve 
facility does not eliminate the entire base capacity from the Air 
Force base structure. Under this realignment the Air Force plans 
to reduce the number of aircraft at March from 60 to 43. Air Force 
documentation shows that when March was measured against the DOD 
selection criteria it did rank low when compared to other large 
aircraft bases. 

March Air Force Base was also considered for the Air Force's 
mobility mission on the West Coast. When compared to other West 
Coast aircraft bases for the principal mobility attributes, Travis 
Air Force Base, California, was found by the Air Force to be best 
suited for this mission. 

Small Aircraft 

There were 11 bases included in the small aircraft subcategory that 
provide trained combat ready aircrews, aircraft, and support 
personnel for deployment in support of theater work plans and 
contingency operations. The bases were evaluated in terms of their 
capability to support a fighter wing. The bases were rated and 
arrayed in three groups from most to least desirable. 

Closure of Homestead Air 
Force Base, Homestead, Florida 

Our analysis shows that closing Homestead Air Force Base will 
result in savings and reduce small aircraft base capacity. 
Homestead's low rating when measured against the selection criteria 
and the high cost to rebuild the base justify the Air Force's 
recommendation. Overall, Homestead rated lowest in three of the 
eight criteria, and it showed a fast payback and low closing costs. 

Industrial/Technical Support Cateqory 

The industrial/technical support category included 10 bases that 
provide technical support for depot-level maintenance, research, 
development, test and acquisition. This category was divided into 
three subcategories--depots, product centers and laboratories, and 
test facilities. Only the depot bases were evaluated against the 
DOD criteria. Two of the six depots were recommended by the Air 
Force for closure to reduce depot capacity. The recommendations 
were driven by the amount of excess depot capacity and costs and 



savings considerations. As with the flying category aircraft, we 
had difficulty tracking the decision-making process. 

Closure of McClellan Air Force 
Base, Sacramento, California 

The Air Force recommended McClellan for closure to reduce excess 
depot capacity by 6.3 million direct labor hours. DOD deleted the 
base from the list transmitted to the Commission. (See ch 2. for a 
more detailed discussion of this action.) Our analysis indicates 
that closing this base will likely reduce excess capacity. Our 
review of Air Force documentation indicates that McClellan has the 
lowest one-time closure costs ($635 million) and quickest payback 
periods of the six depots. According to Air Force officials, 
McClellan rated low compared to the other depots, although Newark 
was the lowest. 

Closure of Newark Air 
Force Base, Heath, Ohio 

Our analysis shows that the closure of Newark would likely reduce 
overall Air Force depot capacity by 1.7 million hours. The Air 
Force rated Newark lower than the other depots against the 
selection criteria. Air Force opinion is that privatization of the 
facility could result in additional reduced costs to the Air Force. 
We noted that the Air Force in its costs and savings analysis 
included a $68 million recurring contractor cost, which 
approximately equals the reduced personnel savings. However, the 
Air Force data indicates a slight savings from reduced operating 
costs. The Air Force is uncertain whether a buyer can be found to 
purchase the facility or whether it will operate as a government- 
owned, contractor-operated facility. 

Excluded Bases 

On the basis of its capacity analysis, the Air Force excluded 19 
bases in categories and subcategories having no excess capacity, 
some excess capacity, or high costs to relocate and replicate the 
mission. The categories and subcategories included: the 
flying/pilot training, flying/special operation forces, industrial 
technical support/technical training centers, and other/major 
headquarters. Also, there were 16 bases excluded from the process 
because they were considered geographically or mission essential. 
For example, Elemendorf Air Force Base, Alaska, was considered a 
key port of entry into the United States, crucial to reinforcement 
in the Pacific, and critical to the defense of Alaska. We found no 
reason to question the exclusions. 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY'S BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT PROCESS WERE GENERALLY SOUND, 
BUT SAVINGS ARE QUESTIONABLE 

DLA recommended closure or realignment actions affecting 14 
 installation^.^ Our review found that DLA's selection process for 
identifying potential closure or realignment candidates was 
reasonable. The process followed force structure and criteria 
requirements and DOD policy guidance. However, we also found that 
due to problems in DOD's cost and savings model, the savings 
resulting from the DLA recommendations were overstated. 

Key Features of the Process 

DLA did not participate in the 1991 round of closures and 
realignments. At that time, the agency was involved in a major 
reorganization as a result of DOD's decision to transfer the 
distribution mission and related facilities, as well as the 
contract management missions and plant representative offices, from 
the military services to the DLA. The agency currently occupies 
many old, outdated facilities with high operating, maintenance, and 
overhead costs. DLA viewed the 1993 base closure and realignment 
process as an opportunity to consolidate bases and achieve 
significant efficiencies. 

DLA's mission, unlike those of the military services, is not 
specified in the DOD force structure plan, even though DLA is a 
combat support agency. The agency based its closures and 
realignment analysis on the eight DOD selection criteria and the 
agency's concepts of operation, with reduction in cost as a key 
objective. The concepts of operations played a key role because 
they serve as long-term strategic planning documents for DLA's 
major business areas. Through application of the force structure 
plan to the concepts of operations, DLA assessed its current and 
future operations to identify organizational needs and base 
structure requirements. 

To assess its installations for closure or realignment, DLA first 
classified its bases into four categories that reflect its 
operations: (1) inventory control points, (2) service and support 
activities, (3) distribution depots, and ( 4 )  regional headquarters. 

Each base in these categories was evaluated for excess capacity and 
military value. DLA performed the military value analysis using 
the first four DOD selection criteria, along with considerations of 

4 ~ h e  DLA distribution depot at McClellan Air Force Base, 
California, is not included in this total. This depot was 
removed from DOD's recommended list of closures as part of the 
Secretary of Defense's decisions not to close McClellan Air Force 
Base. 



the seventh and eighth criteria. The agency developed more 
specific measures of merit, related to the criteria, to assess the 
military value of its bases. 

Observations on Implementation of the Process 

DLA1s selection process complied with force structure and criteria 
requirements; however, some of its cost savings appear 
questionable. The data used in the selection process was certified 
as to its accuracy and completeness by the commanders at each of 
the bases. Most of the data used in the process was reviewed and 
favorably reported on by the DLA Office of Internal Review. We 
selectively reviewed the Office of Internal Review's workpapers and 
performed our own independent analysis of certain aspects of the 
process and resulting recommendations for each category of 
activities. Our analysis indicates that DLA's recommendations were 
driven by cost and savings implications. 

Inventory Control Points 

DLA manages six inventory control points whose responsibilities are 
to acquire supply items and manage inventories. By September 1994, 
the inventory control points are expected to manage approximately 
90 percent of DOD's consumable items. The inventory control points 
are the Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, Virginia; the 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, Ohio; the Defense 
Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio; the Defense Personnel 
Supply Center and the Defense Industrial Supply Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and the Defense Fuel Supply Center, 
Cameron Station, Alexandria, Virginia. The Defense Fuel Supply 
Center was excluded from the process because it was affected by a 
1988 decision to close Cameron Station. 

DLA considered excess capacity at the inventory control points to 
be the amount of space not currently utilized and the capability to 
assume more work load. The revised requirements were derived from 
the implications of the DOD force structure plan and from the DLA 
concepts of operations for inventory control points. Four 
inventory control points--the Defense Construction Supply Center, 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Defense Industrial Supply 
Center, and Defense General Supply Center--were evaluated for 
excess capacity as a group because they manage similar hardware 
items. The Defense Personnel Supply Center was considered 
separately, as it handles personnel items (including clothing, 
medical supplies, and food) which are not comparable to hardware 
items. The results of the military value analysis were used as a 
starting point in reconfiguring inventory control points and 
determining which should be evaluated for closure or realignment. 

Our analysis indicates that DLA's evaluation of the inventory 
control points was primarily designed to identify the potential for 
reductions in overhead costs. DLA used DOD1s cost and savings 



model to evaluate the potential costs and savings of closing or 
realigning the inventory control points. However, several of DLA's 
realignment cost saving assumptions are not compatible with the 
basic cost model assumptions. As a result, DLA's closures and 
realignments savings were overstated. 

Service and Support Activity Bases 

When DLA began its selection process, it had four service and 
support activity bases--the Defense Logistics Services Center, 
Battle Creek, Michigan; the Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Service, Battle Creek, Michigan; the Defense Logistics Agency 
Systems Automation Center, Columbus, Ohio; and the Defense 
Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The 
assets and resources of the DLA Systems Automation Center were 
subsequently transferred to the Defense Information Systems Agency, 
and it was excluded from the selection process. DLA determined 
that its remaining service and support activities have unique 
missions, functions, and work load. As a result, DLA evaluated 
these bases individually rather than as a group. We agree that 
this was an appropriate approach. 

The Defense Logistics Service Center is responsible for 
implementing the legislative requirements for a federal catalog of 
items used by the U.S. government, providing support relating to 
item intelligence, and managing data development and dissemination. 
The Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office is responsible for 
property disposal (including hazardous items) and reutilization and 
marketing of excess personal property within DOD. Both of the 
activities, located in General Services Administration-owned space, 
were determined to have excess capacity as a result of changes in 
mission requirements. The reduction in their space requirements is 
projected to result from decreased personnel, increased workload 
activities, and consolidated missions/activities. DLA recommended 
that these activities be realigned to the Defense Construction 
Supply Center as a means of reducing DLA overhead cost. While this 
may be cost-effective from DOD's perspective, it may not be from an 
overall government perspective. Because of the problems in the 
cost model, we believe the projected savings from the consolidation 
will not be as large as projected. Since the move is from one 
government-owned facility to another, the overall cost and savings 
implications for the federal government should be considered in the 
Commission's decision. 

The DLA Clothing Factory, part of the Defense Personnel Supply 
Center, produces approximately 3 percent of DOD's clothing 
requirements. Based on a study by the Defense Personnel Supply 
Center, DLA concluded that the work performed by the factory could 
be done at less cost by commercial sources. We reviewed the study 
and believe its overall conclusions are reasonable. 



Distribution Depots 

Following the lead of the military services, DLA has recommended 
closing five of its distribution depots that are collocated with 
military service maintenance depots also recommended for closure. 
These five depots have a total of 56 million cubic feet of storage 
space. In addition, DLA reviewed all distribution facilities and 
identified additional storage space reduction opportunities 
totaling 105 million cubic feet. However, no recommendations were 
made to close additional depots. Officials stated that this area 
will be looked at in the future. 

Excess capacity for distribution depots was based on current 
storage space and production capability that exceeds current 
requirements, projected decreases in demand for material through 
1999, increases in workload efficiencies, and reductions in 
inventory. Over the next several years, reducing defense operating 
forces in accordance with the DOD force structure plan reductions 
will result in a similar reduction in the DOD logistics support 
infrastructure. Additionally, based on the recently completed DOD 
supply depot consolidation, DLA projects that it will achieve 
efficiencies and economies of scale in distribution operations. 
DLA believes that its distribution initiatives will (1) redefine 
the distribution spectrum to include the full process cycle from 
vendor to customer, (2) improve the direct vendor delivery process, 
and (3) use a single location stockage policy that will reduce 
operating costs and storage requirements. The result will be a 
supply depot structure that is more streamlined from the current 
configuration, with fewer depots and less annual workload, and that 
operates more efficiently to support the DOD mission. 

The elimination of excess capacity was a major factor in DLA's 
distribution depot recommendations, with some consideration given 
to the military services' closure and realignment recommendations. 
DLA was conservative in making its estimates of the excess capacity 
that would result from reduction of the supplies it stores for the 
military services. It assumed that the services would focus their 
inventory reduction efforts on high value items and not on those 
that are taking up large amounts of storage space. Accordingly, 
DLA translated the 42-percent inventory value reduction goal into a 
30-percent space reduction estimate. DLA officials say this 
estimate also considers supplies returned to their depot system 
from reductions in force structure. A large portion of supplies 
stored by DLA is owned by the military services and decisions about 
when to buy, store, and dispose of those items is made by the 
services, not DLA. An estimate of how much DOD inventory will need 
to be stored in the future is clearly critical to determining DLA's 
capacity needs. 

In addition, as discussed in chapter 2, the Commission has decided 
to consider the closure of McClellan Air Force Base. The DLA 



distribution depot located there should be included in that 
consideration. 

Reqional Headquarters 

The Regional Headquarters category consists of the Defense 
Distribution Region headquarters locations and the various 
headquarters sites of the Defense Contract Management Districts. 
The Defense Distribution Region headquarters mission is to provide 
overall administrative support, including resourcing and budgeting, 
operational support, and distribution management for all the depots 
located within their respective boundaries. The Defense Contract 
Management Districts perform worldwide contract administration 
services for DOD organizations, U.S. government agencies, foreign 
governments, and international agencies. According to DLA, the 
Defense Distribution Region headquarters involve less than 300 
authorized civilian personnel each and were excluded because they 
did not meet these criteria for submission under the act. 

Capacity for the Defense Contract Management Districts may be 
viewed in terms of the number of Defense Contract Management Area 
Operations and Defense Plant Representative Offices for which 
operational support and management oversight is performed. Excess 
capacity was measured by administrative space, span of control, 
space available to accommodate additional personnel, the type of 
space available, and efficiencies for the category through 1999. 
The evaluation of excess capacity was based on assumptions derived 
in part from implications and trends related to the DOD force 
structure plan, such as: (1) reduced procurement funding; (2) 
fewer major weapon systems in full-scale production; (3) more 
research and development contracts; (4) more maintenance, overhaul, 
and repair work; (5) additional reimbursable workload for the 
Defense Logistics Agency to provide support to civilian agencies; 
and (6) additional workload for the Defense Logistics Agency as 
military services and DOD agencies delegate more to the Defense 
Contract Management Command. 

Since Defense Contract Management Command international field 
activity bases are located outside of continental United States, 
the command was evaluated independently. For the determination of 
military value, the Defense Contract Management Districts were 
evaluated within their peer group based on several critical areas 
such as essentially of mission, suitability of location, 
operational efficiency and expendability of mission. The results 
of military value analysis were used as a starting point in 
reconfiguring the Defense Contract Management Districts and 
determined which districts should first be evaluated for closure 
and mission realignment. Reducing the number of districts, with a 
corresponding reduction in overhead cost, appeared to be the basis 
for these recommended realignments. 



In assessing DLA's recommendations for realignment or closure of 
the Defense Contract Management Districts, we found that the 
Internal Review staff for Defense Contract Management District 
Northcentral was unable to verify the base operating cost figures 
that were submitted to DLA. The cost and savings model runs 
submitted to us by DLA had major differences in the base operating 
cost of Northcentral Defense Contract Management District when 
compared to the other four Defense Contract Management Districts. 
Although we question the accuracy of the base operating costs 
figures for Defense Contract Management District Northcentral, our 
analysis shows that there are still cost savings associated with 
the closure of Defense Contract Management District Northcentral 
and Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic and the 
realignment of their workloads to the remaining districts. 

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY PROCESS 
AND IMPLEMENTATION WERE GENERALLY SOUND 

DOD is reorganizing its data processing facilities. In its current 
phase, DOD plans to merge some existing facilities into 15 
consolidated "megacenters." DOD estimates this consolidation 
will save $599 million from fiscal years 1994 to 1999. Although 
none of the affected facilities exceeds the BRAC thresholds, DOD 
has submitted these proposed consolidations for Commission 
consideration because DOD believes (1) that their combined effect 
is significant in that 636 civilian positions will be realigned and 
2,804 military and civilian positions will be eliminated and (2) 
that based on past experience, legislation may be passed that would 
delay the implementation (such as P.L. 102-396). 

Kev Features of the Process 

In November 1989, DOD initiated plans to consolidate data 
processing facilities as a means of achieving budget reductions. 
This effort, described and directed by Defense Management Review 
Decision (DMRD) 924, called for each DOD component to obtain 
approval of a plan detailing its proposed consolidation actions. 
The Army's and DLA's actions under this decision are largely 
completed, whereas Air Force actions are still underway. 
Legislative restrictions have inhibited the Navy's attempts to 
activate its plan. DMRD 924 was followed by DMRD 918, which 
mandated a DOD-wide approach to consolidation and required the 
transfer of data processing facilities, personnel, and equipment 
to DISA. 

In January 1993, DISA chartered a team to develop a consolidation 
proposal for submission to the Commission. The DISA approach is to 
close excess data processing facilities by moving their work loads 
to a selected number of megacenters located in existing facilities. 

The DISA team used the most current consolidation plans developed 
by the Defense components under DMRD 924 as a basis for identifying 



megacenter candidates. The DOD components had initially identified 
a total of 192 candidate sites for consolidation; the DOD 
components, and then the DISA team, applied certain selection 
criteria and reduced this number to 36. After ranking the 36 
sites, the team projected the total work load and distributed it to 
the ranked megacenter candidates, one by one, until all work load 
requirements were satisfied. This exercise determined that 15 
megacenters would be necessary; the remaining 21 candidate sites 
would be disestablished. Other sites initially identified by the 
component agencies have been or are being disestablished under 
those agencies' DMRD 924 processes, except for 23 of the Navy's 
sites. 

Observation on Implementation of the Process 

There are two processes that led to DOD's recommended list of 15 
megacenters: the process used by the individual components to 
arrive at candidate sites and the process used by the DISA team to 
eventually select 15 of those sites. 

We did not evaluate the components' processes during this review. 
However, in a December 1992 reportt5 we stated that the Navy used 
verifiable data and a conceptually sound analytical rationale to 
ensure that its consolidation plan met applicable requirements. 

DISA team members told us that they have concerns about the 
accuracy and completeness of some of the work load data contained 
in the Air Force's DMRD 924 plan. They said the Air Force plan was 
outdated, piecemeal, and not as complete as the other components' 
plans. Moreover, the Air Force Audit Agency reported in January 
1993 that the Air Force's planned consolidation could actually lose 
rather than save money. 

Regarding the DISA process used to select the 15 megacenter sites, 
we believe the approach DISA used and the proposals that resulted 
were reasonable. DISA, however, used data that was not validated 
for the 36 megacenter candidate sites. Recognizing this flaw, the 
DISA team sent members to visit the sites and validate the data. 
DISA officials told us that these visits, which were completed by 
March 15, 1993, still had not resulted in consistent and uniform 
data on the sites. Additional visits are to be scheduled. 
However, DISA officials told us that this data problem, as well as 
the concerns with the Air Force work-load data, are not significant 
enough to change the list of 15 megacenters. 

5~nformation Technoloqv: Comments on Navv Facility Consolidation 
Plan (GAO/NSIAD-93-87, Dec. 3, 1993). - 



CONCLUSIONS 

The military services' and defense agencies' base closure and 
realignment processes produced recommendations to close 32 major 
bases and realign 12 others. In addition they included 
recommendations for closure, realignment, and disestablishment of 
122 small bases. We found the processes and resulting 
recommendations to be generally sound. However, we did find 
problems concerning the adequacy of documentation and accuracy of 
technical data and cost and savings estimates. This occurred in 
varying degrees among the services and defense agencies. In most 
cases, these problems were not severe enough to question the 
recommendations. In some cases, accepting the recommendation 
requires acceptance of certain key judgments and assumptions. Our 
service- and defense agency-specific conclusions follow. 

The Navy's closure and realignment recommendations represent a 
substantial portion of DOD's overall recommendations. We found the 
process used as the basis for developing the recommendations to be 
generally sound. We did note that the Navy's process had an 
overall goal of reducing excess capacity and there are situations 
where recommendations were made to close a base with a higher 
absolute military value than other bases in the same category that 
were not closed. Further, as a general rule the Navy did not 
attempt to optimize costs and savings; it only ensured that 
reasonable savings resulted from the scenarios that were selected. 
We did note in one case where selection of an alternative scenario 
resulted in larger savings. 

Army 

The Army's closure and realignment recommendations affected seven 
installations. The process and recommendations were generally well 
supported and documented. The Army's actions were principally 
based on force structure considerations. Given the uncertainty 
about future force structure changes, the Army's approach was 
reasonable. However, we did identify two specific concerns. 
First, it is unclear whether the movement of the DL1 would have a 
negative impact on intelligence capabilities, and there are 
potentially significant unresolved cost and savings issues 
associated with the move. Second, the reasons the Army gave for 
not recommending Fort Monroe for closure are not well supported. 

Air Force 

The Air Force recommendations affected seven bases. The data used 
to support the selection process was generally accurate. However, 
in several cases, understanding the conclusion reached using the 
data required interpretation and discussion with Air Force 
officials. While we have no basis to question the decision, they 



do require the acceptance of Air Force assumptions. In addition 
the Air Force Audit Agency was not involved in verifying data 
during the final stages of the process. 

Defense Loqistics Aqency 

DLA recommended closure and realignment actions involving 14 
installations. Because DLA operations are not directly related to 
changes in the force structure, DLA focused on reducing excess 
capacity and optimizing savings. DLA's process was well 
documented, and it used generally accurate data. However, savings 
estimates were overstated in a number of cases. In addition, 
military service inventory reduction plans were not fully 
considered in assessing depot capacity needs. 

Defense Information Systems Aqency 

DISA is recommending the merging of its existing facilities into 15 
consolidated centers. We did not independently verify the data 
used in this process; however, it appears that data accuracy 
problems exist. The extent of these problems has not been 
determined by DOD. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend for the 1995 round of base closure and realignments 
that the Secretary of Defense direct: 

-- the Air Force to establish procedures to fully describe all 
decision justifications and expand the Air Force Audit Agency 
involvement to include validating the military value grading and 

-- the Director of DLA to consider future reductions in the 
military services' inventory when assessing capacity needs. 

We recommend that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
consider taking the following actions: 

-- Closely analyze those Navy recommendations where (1) the base 
recommended for closure had a higher military value than ones 
that are remaining open; (2) judgments and assumptions about the 
future were critical to the recommendations; and (3) an 
alternative scenario would have produced approximately the same 
amount of excess capacity reduction and military value, but cost 
and savings were not analyzed. 

-- Closely analyze the Army recommendations relating to the 
realignment cost of DL1 and reexamine the Army's justification 
for not including Fort Monroe on the closure list. 



-- Request the Air Force to provide additional information where 
necessary to support the basis for its recommendations, in those 
cases where it is not evident from existing documentation. 

-- Closely analyze the Defense Logistics Agency's cost and savings 
estimates and include DLA's McClellan Air Force Base 
distribution depot in its considerations. 

-- Request DOD to provide its most current work-load data 
projections on the DISA consolidation in order to better 
consider the DISA recommendations. 



CHAPTER 4 

SAVINGS ARE SUBSTANTIAL, BUT IMPROVEMENTS 
CAN BE MADE TO THE ESTIMATES 

DOD has corrected many of the limitations and weaknesses of the 
COBRA cost model used to calculate costs and savings; however, 
problems still exist. Further, DOD continues to exclude costs that 
may be incurred by other federal agencies as a result of its 
actions. These could be substantial, particularly where 
realignment recommendations involve moving from federally owned 
facilities and building to new DOD facilities. 

Further, because of problems associated with the model, DLA 
miscalculated the overhead costs and savings of its proposed 
closures and realignments. We also have some concerns about the 
impact of differing assumptions used by each of the DOD components 
in performing their calculations. We estimate that, after 
correction for these problems, DOD's proposed base closures and 
realignments will result in savings of about $940 million less than 
the $12.8 billion in savings it estimated for major bases over the 
20-year period. 

We agree with DOD's position that environmental restoration costs 
are a liability to DOD regardless of its base closure 
recommendations, and that DOD should not consider those costs in 
developing its cost and savings estimates as a basis for closure 
recommendations. However, the cleanup costs are substantial. For 
the bases on the closure list, environmental restoration costs are 
estimated to be about $725 million. The past experience has been 
that DOD's preliminary estimates tend to be conservative. 

HOW THE COBRA COST MODEL WORKS 

The cost model consists of a set of formulas, or algorithms, that 
use standard factors and base-specific data in its calculations. 
Each DOD component had its own set of standard cost factors derived 
from readily available information.' For example, the Air Force 
used a cost factor of $42,986 as the average civilian salary of its 
personnel. This factor was derived from prior-year Air Force 
budgets. The Army, on the basis of engineering planning factors, 
used a cost factor of $102 per square foot as the construction cost 
for administrative buildings. The DOD components obtained base- 
specific data from each installation and from centralized data 
bases. This data, for instance, might specify that 100 civilian 
positions would be eliminated if certain activities at a base are 
eliminated. 

'some cost factors are identical for each component because they 
are mandated by regulation or law. 
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With these standard cost factors and base-specific data, the cost 
model can be used to calculate the estimated costs and savings of 
closure and realignment actions for both closing and receiving 
installations. The model can also be used to compare various 
closure and realignment scenarios to determine the most cost- 
effective one. The model also estimates both the number of years 
until the return on investment (ROI) of these actions is achieved 
and the net present value (NPV) of each action over a 20-year 
period. The return-on-investment year occurs when the savings 
generated by a closure or realignment equals the costs incurred. 
The net present value is the current total value of a closure or 
realignment over the 20-year period given certain assumptions about 
future inflation and interest rates. 

FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED TO THE COST MODEL 

DOD has improved the cost model since it was first developed and 
used in 1988. However, it still does not include governmentwide 
cost implications, and the model's formulas have not been 
validated. 

Improvements to the Model 

The 1993 version of the cost model is the product of a number of 
improvements incorporated into the model since the 1988 round of 
closures and realignments. For the first round, the model was a 
complex spreadsheet, and we found a number of errors in it. By 
1991, DOD had converted the model into a formal computer language 
and had corrected a number of problems. However, we identified 
several additional weaknesses and limitations in the 1991 model. 

Prior to the 1993 BRAC round, representatives from each of the 
services and OSD participated in working groups that incorporated 
improvements to the model that addressed many of the weaknesses and 
limitations we previously identified. These improvements are shown 
in table 4.1. 



Table 4.1: Improvements to the COBRA Cost Model 

Governmentwide Cost Not Included 

Weaknesses and limitations 
found in 1988 and 1991 

Formulas: Users may alter 
algorithms. 

Military construction: Actual 
known costs of military 
construction projects cannot be 
entered. 

Data entry: Data entry format 
is limited and net result is 
inaccurate data. 

Health care costs: Percentage 
of retirees liable for Medicare 
at each installation should be 
entered into model. 

Multibasing capability: Model 
needs an expanded capacity to 
include more losing and gaining 
facilities. 

Family housing: Operational 
cost of family housing not 
fully considered. 

Force structure: Overhead 
savings due to force structure 
reductions should not be 
included in the model. 

Homeowners Assistance Program: 
Methodology is not standardized 
for all DOD components. 

Land sales: Revenues from land 
sales are difficult to 
estimate. 

Documentation: Models have not 
been documented. 

1993 cost model features 

Users cannot alter formulas. 

Military construction costs can 
be entered. 

Data entry format problems are 
eliminated. 

Percentage of retirees eligible 
for Medicare can be entered 
into the model for each 
installation analyzed. 

Model allows up to 15 bases to 
be included in the scenario as 
either gainers, losers, or 
both. 

Model includes estimates of 
family housing operation 
savings at losing bases and 
cost increases at gaining 
bases. 

Overhead savings due to force 
structure reductions are 
excluded. 

Methodology has been 
standardized. 

Analyses rarely include land 
sales. 

Model is documented in a users 
manual, algorithm manual, and 
programmers' manual. 



DOD did not act on our recommendation in the 1989 and 1991 reports 
that Medicare costs be included in the cost model. When hospitals 
close, some military retirees over age 65 who previously used these 
facilities will be required to use Medicare, increasing the cost of 
this program to the federal government. DOD, however, continued to 
exclude Medicare costs from the 1993 cost model. DOD believes only 
direct DOD costs should be included. The 1993 list of recommended 
closures and realignments includes a number of hospitals. The 
associated Medicare costs will increase the total cost of these 
actions to the federal government, but data was not readily 
available to estimate these costs. 

In addition, and potentially significant in terms of the 
acceptability of closure and realignment recommendations, is the 
treatment of costs when DOD moves from space it is renting from the 
General Services Administration. DOD counts the reductions in rent 
as savings even when the buildings are federally owned facilities. 
In some cases, the moves require construction of new DOD facilities 
and the rental savings are used to offset and justify the 
construction costs. In actuality, this may not represent an 
overall savings to the government. 

Model Not Validated 

In a June 1992 letter to the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics), we recommended that the cost model's 
algorithms and programming be independently validated. We noted 
that formulas for computing costs and savings are complex and have 
in past base closure and realignment efforts contained errors that 
have produced inaccurate estimates. DOD, however, has not 
independently validated the model. 

PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED IN USING THE COST 
MODEL RESULTED IN OVERSTATED SAVINGS 

Generally, the military services accurately applied the cost model 
in developing the return on investment for their recommendations. 
However, this was not the case for DLA. DLA did not adjust 
overhead rates to reflect weaknesses in the model. Other DOD 
components were aware of this problem from prior use of the model 
and made adjustments accordingly. In recalculating DLA's 
estimates, we found that in most cases overall estimated savings 
decreased significantly. 

DLA Experienced Problems Usina the Model 

If shortcomings in the model are not compensated for, the model 
generates excessive savings when an installation's functions are 
moved to a base with a lower overhead rate. For example, DLA 
recommended that the functions of the Defense Logistics Service 
Center in Battle Creek, Michigan, be moved to the Defense 
Construction Supply Center in Columbus, Ohio. DLA calculated an 



overhead savings of $30.2 million annually by moving from the 
Battle Creek facility, based on that installation's per person 
overhead rate of $71,243. In calculating the costs and savings for 
this move, DLA used the existing overhead rate at the Columbus 
facility. DLA calculated that existing overhead costs at Columbus 
would increase by just $2,250 per person after this move. The 
Columbus facility communications costs are only 30 percent of the 
Battle Creek facility cost. While the consolidation should produce 
some cost efficiencies in existing communications, much of the 
communications costs at Battle Creek will be transferred to 
Columbus along with the functions being realigned and should be 
reflected in the operations cost. 

In addition to the above problem, DLA realized after its 
recommendations had been submitted to the Commission, that it had 
entered erroneous information on the communications costs into the 
model for each base it analyzed. DLA is planning to submit revised 
calculations to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Another problem in DLA's methodology as it related to overhead 
costs was its use of some Army standard cost factors, including a 
factor that is critical to calculating overhead costs and savings. 
The factor is based on the relationship of assigned personnel and 
existing square footage to overhead costs. DLA used the Army cost 
factors because it lacked previous experience in the base closure 
and realignment process and deferred to the Army's experience. 
DLA, however, has primarily industrial- or commercial-type 
facilities that are not comparable to Army installations. Using 
this overhead cost factor in the model may have overstated the 
cost-effectiveness of recommended closures and realignments. 

Revised Estimates Show Reduced Savinss 

When overhead costs and savings of DLA's recommended closures and 
realignments are recalculated to correct the previously discussed 
problems, the overall savings estimates decrease significantly. 

To obtain a more accurate estimate of overhead costs and savings, 
we adjusted the overhead calculation when it appeared that (1) the 
savings estimate for an action was significantly overstated due to 
the model's overhead computation methodology and (2) costs we 
believe will continue at the receiving installation were claimed as 
savings. In place of the Army standard cost factor used by DLA, we 
used a more conservative cost factor--one that was similar to that 
used by the Navy, which is more in line with DLA-type 
installations. When appropriate, we adjusted the communications 
cost of the realigning function to the new installation and revised 
other overhead costs at realigning installations to reflect the 
possible impact of functions they are to receive. Our numbers are 
based on DOD figures and do not reflect the impact of non-DOD 
costs. 



Table 4.2 shows the impact of these overhead adjustments on the 
overall savings and the net present value of these actions over 20 
years. Although reduced, DLA's proposed closures and realignments 
should result in savings. As previously noted these estimates do 
not include governmentwide cost implications. 

Table 4.2: Impact of GAO Adjustments on Savings Calculations 

aThese two bases are considered as a package because of the 
interrelated nature of their moves. 

Problems Noted in the Components' Use of the Model 

GAO estimate 

$246,176,000 

89,211,000 

139,919,000 

171,944,000 

18,199,000 

110,846,000 

165,112,000 

Base 

Defense Logistics 
Service Center/Defense 
Reutilization Marketing 
Center 

Defense Electronic 
Supply Center 

Defense Personnel 
Support Center and 
Defense Industrial 
Supply Centera 

Defense Clothing Factory 

Defense Contract 
Management District West 

Defense Distribution 
Depots, Oakland, 
Pensacola, Letterkenney, 
Charleston, Toelle 

Defense Contract 
Management District 
Northcentral/ 
Midatlantic 

We have two other concerns about the cost and savings estimates 
generated by the DOD components. First, the components used cost 
factors in some cases that led to significantly different 
calculations of the specific costs and savings associated with 
closure and realignment actions. Second, the components decided 
unilaterally that they did not need to calculate some costs and 
savings because they believed the costs and savings would not occur 
or would be insignificant. 

DLA estimate 

$403,423,000 

190,736,000 

474,793,000 

171,850,000 

33,160,000 

111,304,000 

185,024,000 



Different Cost Factors Were Used 

The DOD components used different cost factors to calculate (1) the 
percentage of civilian salary to be paid to employees who are 
subject to a reduction in force, and (2) the cost increases due to 
the administrative support of base closure and realignment actions. 
We do not believe the use of different cost factors was justified. 
While it appears the use of these different cost factors is not 
significant enough to alter a closure decision, their use affects 
the accuracy of cost and savings estimates. 

When a base is closed, DOD compensates the civilians who lose their 
jobs in a reduction in force. The compensation is a percentage of 
their salary based on their age and their years of service. The 
older the employee and the longer the time in service, the higher 
the percentage. In calculating cost and savings estimates, the 
Army and the Navy used a much lower percentage than that used by 
the Air Force and DLA. The Army and the Navy assumed they will pay 
11.2 percent and 15 percent, respectively. The Air Force assumed 
it would pay 31 percent, and DLA assumed it would pay 42.69 
percent. 

The Army and the Navy based their figures on previous reductions in 
force. An Air Force official, however, told us that historical 
experience was not a sound guideline. The official stated that 
when future closures occur, there will be limits on the ability of 
DOD personnel to transfer to other positions within DOD or other 
federal agencies. As a result, the Air Force estimates that a 
significantly larger number of individuals with more time in 
federal service would be subject to reductions in force, which 
increase compensation costs. In addition, all services assumed 
that 30 percent of individuals affected by these reductions would 
find other positions in DOD or with other federal agencies under 
the Priority Placement program and could not be subject to 
reductions in force. This does not seem to be a reasonable 
assumption. 

The Army deviated from the other DOD components in calculating the 
administrative costs to support closure and realignment actions. 
The standard factor for this cost used by all DOD components, 
except the Army, was 10 percent. The Army decided that this factor 
overstated the administrative support costs for these moves, 
particularly when a small percentage of individuals is realigned 
from a large base. The Army subsequently changed this cost factor 
to .1 percent. Although there was no analytical basis for the 10- 
percent factor, the Army's use of the low factor may understate 
these costs. 

Certain Costs and Savinqs Were Excluded 

The services decided that certain costs would not occur. The Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force did not think that hiring new personnel 



resulting from realignments would generate any costs. Also, the 
Army did not include factors for costs and savings for military 
health care at closing or realigning bases. 

The Army, the Air Force, and the Navy assumed that if the base 
receiving additional personnel must hire new employees to meet 
personnel requirements, this would not result in added costs to 
DOD. In 1991, the Army used a standard factor for new hire costs 
of $5,000 per new employee. While this cost is difficult to 
calculate, hiring new employees generates a cost. The Defense 
Logistic Agency used a standard factor of $1,056 in its costs 
estimates for each new employee hired. 

The Army did not calculate the costs or savings of realignment and 
closure actions for the military health insurance program; however, 
the other services did. Army officials stated that closing bases 
such as Fort McClellan would have increased costs for military 
health insurance because retirees who had used its medical facility 
would be required to use the military health insurance program. 
These officials also stated that offsetting this cost at the 
closing installation are medical program cost savings at receiving 
bases that increase their capacity to care for retirees. The Army 
said these costs and savings would be roughly equal and did analyze 
them further. In contrast, the Navy and the Air Force calculated 
these costs and, since these services transferred medical personnel 
to areas that had higher military health insurance costs than were 
incurred at the closing facility, they claimed savings. 

REVISED SAVINGS ESTIMAT~S ARE 
LESS, BUT STILL SUBSTANTIAL 

Taking into consideration the problems previously discussed, we 
developed revised cost and savings estimates for all base 
realignments and closures having major cost and savings 
implications. Table 4.3 shows DOD's estimates on a service basis 
and our revised estimates. We calculated the net present value and 
the return on investment over a 20-year period, the one-time costs 
incurred, for major base closure and realignment recommendations. 
(See app. IV for estimates for each major base.) As we noted 
earlier, this estimate is for DOD savings only and does not reflect 
governmentwide cost implications. 



Table 4.3: Recalculation of Components' Savings for Major Closure 
Recommendations 

Note: To estimate the one-time costs of these actions, we assumed 
that all civilian employees would receive 50 percent of their 
salary if subject to a reduction in force, that none of these 
employees would find positions in DOD or other federal agencies, 
and that any civilian hired due to a realignment would cost $1,056. 

Service 

Army 
NPV 

Air Force 
NPV 

Navy 
NPV 

DLA 
NPV 

Total 
NPV 

CERTAIN SAVINGS ESTIMATES ARE VERY SENSITIVE 
TO CHANGES IN CONSTRUCTION PROJECTIONS 

DOD estimate GAO estimate 

$996,393,000 $967,751,000 

2,043,602,000 1,854,401,000 

8,214,044,000 8,122,440,000 

1,570,290,000 941,407,000 

$12,824,329,000 $11,885,999,000 
A 

We also tested the sensitivity of closure and realignment costs and 
savings to increases in military construction by reviewing the 
effect on estimates if construction costs were increased 100 
percent. We found that while most estimates were not sensitive to 
this increase, a few were. Table 4.4 lists the closure and 
realignment estimates that were sensitive to the cost increase. 



Table 4.4: Estimates That Are Sensitive to Military Construction 
costs 

Air Force/McGuire 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Navy/NASa Cecil 
Field 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

N ~ V ~ / N T C ~  
Orlando/San Diego 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Navy/consolidation 
of naval aviation 
functions at NAWCC 
Patuxent 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Estimate with 100- 
percent increase in - 

DOD estimate construction 

*Naval Air Station. 

b~aval Training Center. 

'Naval Air Warfare Center. 

In addition, we noted military construction costs associated with 
the recommendations are a substantial portion of the one-time cost 
of the recommendations. The Navy will require an estimated $2 
billion in military construction costs to accomplish its 
recommendations. 



ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP COSTS ARE NOT 
CONSIDERED IN MAKING CLOSURE DECISIONS, 
BUT ARE SUBSTANTIAL 

The costs of environmental restoration were not, with one 
exception, a factor in the DOD base closure decision-making 
process, and we concur that they should not be. The Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(P.L. 96-510) and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 (P.L. 99-499) require the Department to restore 
contaminated sites on military bases, whether the bases are closing 
or not. Environmental cleanup costs, however, are likely to have a 
significant budgetary impact since pressure for rapid conversion 
and reutilization of closed bases will not allow these costs to be 
spread over many years. 

Estimated Cleanup Costs 

The services' estimated cleanup costs for 32 bases affected by the 
1988 and 1991 closure actions exceed $2 billion, and their 
preliminary estimates for the bases recommended for closure in the 
current round are about $725 million. 

Service officials indicated that the 1993 BRAC estimates are 
preliminary because detailed environmental surveys have not been 
done. Past preliminary estimates have proven to be very low. For 
instance, when Pease Air Force Base was recommended for closure in 
1988, the Air Force's initial estimated cleanup cost was $11 
million. The estimated restoration cost increased to $63.6 million 
in fiscal year 1992 and $102.1 million in fiscal year 1993. Most 
recently, the estimate had reached $114 million. 

It is too early to assess what impact environmental cleanup will 
have on the timely disposal of properties since most bases are not 
expected to close until the last quarter of fiscal year 1993 or 
later. As of December 31, 1992, DOD had sold $15.5 million worth 
of base closure property. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Despite problems we noted concerning the accuracy of certain cost 
factors, DOD's 1993 recommendations for base closures and 
realignments should yield a substantial savings to the Department 
of Defense. However, DOD did not consider the governmentwide costs 
and savings associated with its recommendations. Although we did 
not have sufficient time to estimate the costs and savings, they 
involve such areas as the impact of hospital closures on Medicare 
costs and the loss of rental fees paid to the General Services 
Administration. Consequently, the ultimate governmentwide budgetary 
impact of the recommendations is not known. 



The cost model used to generate the costs and savings of closure 
and realignments actions, while an effective instrument for 
generating the cost and savings of most actions, is not as 
effective when calculating the costs and savings of certain 
realignment actions. The impact of these limitations most 
significantly impacted DLA's cost and savings estimates. 

Additionally, certain of the major recommended closure and 
realignment cost and savings estimates are very sensitive to 
changes in military construction cost estimates. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To improve DOD's cost and savings estimates, we recommend that the 
Secretary of Defense direct the following actions be taken: 

-- Identify the governmentwide implications of the 1995 base 
closures and realignment recommendations. 

-- Form working groups similar to those that previously addressed 
the limitations of the cost model and address problems 
experienced during the 1993 round. At a minimum, the group 
should focus on those problems that affect estimating overhead 
costs for realigning activities. 

We also recommend that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
have (1) DOD identify those closures and realignments that have 
cost and savings implications that affect other federal agencies 
and (2) closely examine those recommendations that could be 
affected by the weaknesses in the cost model and that are sensitive 
to changes in military construction costs. 



APPENDIX I 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DEFINITIONS 

APPENDIX I 

The following definitions were provided by OSD to the Department of 
Defense components for use in the base closure and realignment 
process. Following the definitions is a list of major closures 
which we identified as not consistent with the "close" definition. 

CLOSE 

All missions of the base will cease or be relocated. All personnel 
(military, civilian and contractor) will either be eliminated or 
relocated. The entire base will be excessed and the property 
disposed. 

Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to bridge between base 
closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and property disposal, 
which are separate actions under Public Law 101-510. 

CLOSE, EXCEPT 

The vast majority of the missions will cease or be relocated. Over 
95 percent of the military, civilian, and contractor personnel will 
either be eliminated or relocated, All but a small portion of the 
base will be excessed and the property disposed. The small portion 
retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by the 
reserve component. Generally, active component management of the 
base will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or training areas 
retained for reserve component use do not count against the "small 
portion retained." Again, closure (missions ceasing or relocating) 
and property disposal are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
510. 

REALIGN 

Some missions of the base will cease or be relocated, but others 
will remain. The active component will still be most of the 
remaining portion of the base. Only a portion of the base will be 
excessed and the property disposed, with realignment (mission 
ceasing or relocation) and property disposal being separate actions 
under Public Law 101-510. In cases where the base is both gaining 
and losing missions, the base is being realisned if it will 
experience a net reduction of DOD civilian personnel. In such 
situations, it is possible that no property will be excessed. 
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RELOCATE 

The term used to describe the movement of missions, units, or 
activities from a closing or realignment base to another base. 
Units do not realign from a closing or a realigning base to another 
base, they relocate. 

RECEIVING BASE 

A base which receives missions, units, or activities relocating 
from a closing or realigning base. In cases where the base is both 
gaining and losing missions, the base is a receivinu base if it 
will experience a net increase of DOD civilian personnel. 

MOTHBALL, LAYAWAY 

Terms used when retention of facilities and real estate at a 
closing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
or contingency needs of DOD. Bases or portions of bases 
"mothballed" will not be excessed and disposed. It is possible 
they could be leased for interim economic uses. 

INACTIVATE, DISESTABLISH 

Terms used to describe planned actions which directly affect 
missions, units, or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated, 
bases are closed. 

MAJOR BASES IDENTIFIED AS "CLOSURES" 
THAT ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH OSD'S DEFINITION 

Fort Georqe B. McClellan, Alabama 

Close Fort McClellan. . . . Retain an enclave for the U.S. Army 
Reserves. Retain the capability for live-agent training at Fort 
McClellan. 

Navy 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Valleio, California 

Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). . . . Family housing 
located at Mare Island NSY will be retained as necessary to support 
Naval Weapons Station Concord. 
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Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California . . . . Ship 
Intermediate Maintenance Department disestablishes. 

Naval Traininq Center, Orlando, Florida 

Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando . . . . Naval 
Education and Training Program Management Support Activity 
disestablishes. 

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida 

Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP) . . . . The dynamic 
components and rotor blade repair will remain in place. 

Naval Air Station Barbers Points, Hawaii 

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point . . . . Retain the 
family housing as needed for multi-service use. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illinois 

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview . . . . Family housing 
located at NAS Glenview will be retained to meet existing and new 
requirements of the nearby Naval Training Center (NTC), Great 
Lakes. 

Naval Electronics Centers 

Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) St. 
Inigoes, Maryland . . . . The ATC/ACLS facility at St. Inigoes and 
the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain in place and will be 
transferred to Naval Air Systems Command. 

Naval Station, Staten Island, New York 

Close Naval Station Staten Island . . . . Recruiting District, New 
York, disestablishes; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 

Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston . . . . Family housing located 
within the Charleston Navy complex will be retained as necessary to 
support the nearby Naval Weapons Station Charleston. 
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Air Force 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

Close Homestead Air Force Base (AFB), Florida . . . . All essential 
cleanup and restoration activities associated with Hurricane Andrew 
will continue until completed. If Homestead AFB resumes operations 
as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert facility may be rebuilt in a 
cantonment area. 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 

Close Newark AFB, Ohio . . . . some workload will move to other 
depot maintenance activities including the private sector. We 
anticipate that most will be privatized in place. 

O'Hare International Airport, 
Air Force Reserve Station, Illinois 

Close O'Hare Air Reserve Station (ARS) . . . . The City desires to 
acquire the property for aviation-related commercial use. . . Close 
O'Hare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago. . . . If these 
conditions are not met, the units should remain at O'Hare 
International Airport. 
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BASES AFFECTED BY DOD1s MARCH 1993 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

This appendix shows, by military service and DOD agency, the bases 
and activities that would be affected by the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations. Table 11.1 shows the major bases that were 
recommended for closure, table 11.2 shows the major bases that are 
affected by realignment recommendations, and table 11.3 lists the 
smaller bases and activities that would be affected by closures and 
realignments. 

Table 11.1: Major Bases Recommended for Closure 

L 

Service/agency 

Armya 

Navy 

Base/installation 

Ft. McClellan, Anniston, Alabama 

Vint Hill Farms, Warrenton, Virginia 

Naval Station Mobil, Alabama 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, 
California 

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, 
Iroine California 

Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, 
California 

Naval Hospital Oakland, California 

Naval Station Treasure Island, San 
Francisco, California 

Naval Supply Center Oakland, 
California 

Naval Training Center San Diego, 
California 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, 
Florida 

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, 
Florida 

Naval Training Center Orlando, 
Florida 



APPENDIX I1 APPENDIX I1 

'The Army base closure and recommendations listed are only those 
included in the Secretary of Defense's report. 

Air Force 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 
Hawaii 

Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, St. Inigoes, Maryland 

Naval Air Station Meridian, 
Mississippi 

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts 

Naval Station Staten Island, New York 

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, South 
Carolina 

Naval Station Charleston, South 
Carolina 

Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas 

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, 
Virginia 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Gwinn, 
Michigan 

Newark Air Force Base, Heath ,Ohio 

O'Hare Airport Air Force Reserve 
Station, Chicago, Illinois 

Defense Electronics Supply Center, 
Dayton, Ohio 

Defense Personnel Support Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
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Table 11.2: Major Bases Recommended for Realignment 

Service 

Army 

Navy 

Air Force 

Base/installation 

Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

Ft. Belvoir, Alexandria, Virginia 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, 
Connecticut 

Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(Dahlgren) White Oak Detachment, 
White Oak, Maryland 

1st Marine Corps District, Garden 
City, New York 

Naval Education and Training Center, 
Newport, Rhode Island 

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

March Air Force Base, California 

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
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Table 11.3: Smaller Bases and Activities Recommended for Closure 
and Realignment 

L 

Service/agency 

Navy 

Base/activity 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, 
Port Hueneme, California 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Western Engineering Field Division, 
San Bruno, California 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations (Surface) Pacific, San 
Francisco, California 

Public Works Center San Francisco, 
California 

Naval Electronic Security Systems 
Engineering Center, Washington, D.C. 

Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida 

Naval Supply Center Pensacola, 
Florida 

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

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, 
Indian Head, Maryland 

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan 

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island 

Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, 
Planning and Procurement, Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire 

Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft 
Division, Trenton, New Jersey 

DOD Family Housing Office, Niagara 
Falls, New York 
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Navy National Capital 
Region activities 

Naval Air Technical Services 
Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations (Surface) Atlantic (HQ), 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, Charleston, South Carolina 

Naval Hospital Charleston, South 
Carolina 

Naval Supply Center Charleston, South 
Carolina 

Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port 
Hueneme, Virginia Beach Detachment, 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 
Driver, Virginia 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations (Surface) Atlantic, 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations, Bremerton, Washington 

Security Group Command, Security 
Group Station, and Security Group 
Detachment, Potomac, Washington, D.C. 

Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, 
Virginia (including the Office of 
Military Manpower Management, 
Arlington, Virginia) 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Alexandria, Virginia 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, 
Virginia 
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- 

Naval Supply Systems Command, 
Arlington, Virginia (including 
Defense Printing Office, Alexandria, 
Virginia, and Food Systems Office, 
Arlington Virginia 

Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Tactical Support Office, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Gadsden, Alabama 

Montgomery, Alabama 

Fayetteville, Arkansas 

Fort Smith, Arkansas 

Pacific Grove, California 

Macon, Georgia 

Terre Haute, Indiana 

Hutchinson, Kansas 

Monroe, Louisiana 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 

Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

Joplin, Missouri 

St. Joseph, Missouri 

Great Falls, Montana 

Missoula, Montana 

Atlantic City, New Jersey 

Perth Arnboy, New Jersey 

Jamestown, New York 

Poughkeepsie, New York 

- 

Navy/Marine Reserve 
activities 

Naval Reserve 
activities 
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r 

Altoona, Pennsylvania I 
Kingsport, Tennessee 

Memphis, Tennessee 

Ogden, Utah 

Staunton, Virginia 

Naval Reserve 
facilities 

II I 
Billings, Montana II 

Parkersburg, West Virginia 

Alexandria, Louisiana 

Navy/Marine Corps 
Reserve Centers 

Midland, Texas 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 

Readiness Command 
regions 

Defense Contract Management District 
Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois 

Defense Logistics Service Center, 
Battle Creek, Michigan 

Abilene, Texas 

Olathe, Kansas (Region 18) 

Scotia, New York (Region 2) 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Contract Management District 
Midatlantic, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 

Ravenna, Ohio (Region 5) 

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, 
California 

Defense Distribution Depot Pensac~la, 
Florida 

U Defense Logistics Agency Clothing 
Factory, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

* 



APPENDIX I1 APPENDIX I1 

-. 

DOD data processing 
centers 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Charleston, South Carolina 

Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, 

r 

Utah 

Defense Contract Management District 
West, El Segundo, California 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Service, Battle Creek, Michigan 

Defense Industrial Supply Center, 
Pennsylvania 

11 1 I Diego, California 

Navy 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 
Division, China Lake, California 

Facilities Systems Office, Port 
Hueneme, California 

Fleet Industrial Support Center, San 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California 

Navy Regional Data Automation Center, 
San Francisco, California 

t 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station, San Diego, California 

Naval Command Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, San Diego, 
California 

Bureau of Naval Personnel, 
Washington, D.C. 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station, Washington, D.C. 

II I Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida 
I 

II I Naval Air Station, Mayport, Florida 
I 

* 
Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station, Washington, D.C. 
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Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, 
Georgia 

Naval Computer and Telecomrnunications 
Area Master Station, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii 

Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii 

Enlisted Personnel Management Center, 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station, New Orleans, Louisiana 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Patuxent River, Maryland 

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, 
South Carolina 

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Area Master Station, Atlantic, 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus 
Christi, Texas 

Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, 
Virginia 

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, 
Washington 

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, 
Washington 

Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, 
Washington 
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Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, 
California - 
Regional Automated Services Center, 
Camp Pendleton, California 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry 
Point, North Carolina 

Regional Automated Services Center, 
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 

Regional Processing Center, McClellan 
Air Force Base, California 

Air Force Military Personnel Center, 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas 

Computer Service Center, San Antonio, 
Texas 

7th Communications Group, Pentagon, 
Arlington, Virginia 

Information Processing Center, Battle 
Creek, Michigan 

Information Processing Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Information Processing Center, Ogden, 
Utah 

Information Processing Center, 
Richmond, Virginia 

Defense Information Technology 
Service Organization, Indianapolis 
Information Processing Center, 
Indiana 

Defense Information Technology 
Service Organization, Kansas City 
Information Processing Center, Kansas 

Defense Information Technology 
Service Organization, Columbus Annex 
(Dayton), Ohio 

7 

1 

Marine Corps 

Air Force 

Defense Logistics 
Agency 

Defense Information 
Sys tems Agency 
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SUMMARY OF SELECTION PROCESSES 
USED BY DOD COMPONENTS 

This appendix summarizes the processes used by the Army, the Navy, 
the Air Force, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), the Defense 
Information Systems Agency (DISA), and the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to evaluate and select bases for closure 
or realignment. Each DOD component developed its own selection 
process, so terms and definitions are not always consistent. 

The Army followed a two-phase process to select bases for closure 
and realignment. In the first phase, the Army identified its U.S. 
installations, categorized them by function, and evaluated their 
military value. In the second phase, the Army used the base force 
structure, along with the military value assessments and other 
information, to identify candidates for closure or realignment and 
then performed a more detailed analysis of the candidates. The 
Army followed basically the same process in making its 1991 base 
closure and realignments proposals. 

The Army's process was directed by the Total Army Basing Study 
(TABS) Group, which the Army established on August 1, 1992. The 
TABS Group was responsible for developing, evaluating, and 
documenting base closure and realignment alternatives and 
recommending alternatives to the Secretary of the Army. 

Determininq Military Value 

The Army identified 95 installations, which included all 
installations meeting the criteria for consideration by BRAC within 
the United States, and grouped them into 11 major installation 
categories related to Army functions such as training. Each 
category was assigned to an Army major component, which would be 
responsible for evaluating the bases' military value. Table 111.1 
shows the five Army functions and related installation categories 
and the evaluating components. 
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Table 111.1: Army Installation Categories and Evaluating 
Components 

To assess the military value of the installations and rank them 
within their category, the Army developed the following five broad 
measures--termed "measures of merit": 

-- Mission essentiality: The ability of an installation to 
generate, project, and sustain combat power in support of 
national military goals. 

I 

-- Mission suitability: The ability of an installation to support 
the operational requirements of its assigned units. 

Evaluating component 

Army Forces Command 

Army Training and 
Doctrine Command 

Army Materiel Command 

Army Health Services 
Command 

TABS Group 

Installation category 

Fighting 

Maneuver 

Major training area 

Subtotal 

Training 

Initial entry/branch schools 

Professional schools 

Subtotal 

Industrial 

Depots 

Commodity-oriented 

Proving grounds 

Production 

Ports 

Subtotal 

Medical centers 

Command and control 

Number 

11 

10 

2 1 

13 

5 

18 

11 

12 

4 

13 

3 

43 

2 

11 
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-- Operational efficiencies: The cost of operating and maintaining 
the installation. 

-- Expandability: The ability of an installation to increase 
current mission activities and accept other functions at the 
same location. 

-- Quality of life: The ability of an installation to support 
soldiers and their families. 

The relationship between the Army's measures of merit and DOD's 
criteria for military value is shown in table 111.2. 

Table 111.2: DOD Military Value Criteria and the Army's 
Corresponding Measures of Merit 

The measures of merit were weighted numerically to reflect their 
relative importance, with the weights varying for each category. 
However, the mission essentiality and mission suitability measures 
received the strongest emphasis for all categories. Specific 
installation attributes were established for each measure of merit 
to enable comparison among installations and help provide an 
overall assessment of an installations's military value. The 
attributes, like the measures of merit, were weighted. 

DOD criteria for military value 

1. The current and future mission 
requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of DOD's 
total force. 

2. The availability and condition of 
land, facilities, and associated 
airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at 
both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower 
implications. 

Army measures of merit 

Mission essentiality 
Mission suitability 

Mission suitability 
Expandability 
Quality of life 

Mission suitability 

Operational efficiencies 
Expandability 
Quality of life 
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The Army component responsible for evaluating each installation 
category gathered the necessary data and assessed the military 
value of the individual installations. The components followed 
guidance issued by the TABS Group that defined the attributes, 
described their purpose, identified the methodology for measuring 
the attributes, identified the reference or source where data 
should be obtained, determined the unit of measure, and provided 
criteria for scoring the weighted values of the attributes among 
competing installations. 

The components calculated military value using a decision support 
software package called Decision Pad (D-Pad). D-Pad allows the 
decision maker to evaluate a set of alternatives or courses of 
action (in this case, the installations) by weighing a given set of 
criteria (attributes). The output of D-Pad was a rating, ranked 
from best to worst relative to the criteria, for each installation. 
Army officials stressed that this quantitative assessment provided 
the starting point in the evaluation of the Army's base structure; 
it did not produce recommendations for closing or realigning bases. 

Identifyina and Assessinq Alternatives 

In the second phase of the Army's selection process, the TABS Group 
developed a list of study candidates for possible closure or 
realignment. The basis for selecting these candidates included the 
force structure plan for fiscal years 1993 to 1999 developed under 
President Bush. This was used to identify excess capacity. In 
addition, because the need for all installations do not lend 
themselves to a direct correlation with the force structure, the 
following information was also used: 

-- The military value assessments produced in the first phase; 

-- The Army's fiscal year 1993 basing strategy, which discusses (1) 
the Army's force structure; (2) opportunities to eliminate, 
collocate, or consolidate branch, school, center, and industrial 
base functions; and (3) the closure of small, single-purpose 
installations where feasible. 

-- The major commands' vision statements of how they saw themselves 
organizing and operating in the future. These vision statements 
were prepared specifically for the Army's base closure and 
realignment process and were approved by the Secretary of the 
Army and the Army Chief of Staff. 

After considering the TABS Groups recommendations, the Under 
Secretary of the Army and the Army Vice Chief of Staff made the 
final decisions on which installations would be candidates for 
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further study. Of the 95 installations within the United States, 
35 were approved as candidates. These are listed in table 111.3 by 
installation category. No ports or production facilities were 
selected for further study. 

Table 111.3: Candidates for Closure or Realignment 

Installation category 

Fighting 

Maneuver 

Major training area 

Training 

Initial entry/branch schools 

Professional schools 

Industrial 

Depots 

Base 

Ft. Drum, New York 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii 

Ft. Richardson, Arkansas 

Ft. Wainwright, Arkansas 

Ft. McCoy, Wisconsin 

Ft. Chaffee, Arkansas 

Ft. A.P. Hill, Virginia 

Ft. Dix, New Jersey 

Ft. Pickett, Virginia 

Ft. Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 

Ft. McClellan, Alabama 

Ft. Eustis/Ft. Story, Virginia 

Ft. Lee, Virginia 

Presidio of Monterey, California 

Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 

Anniston, Alabama 

Red River, Texas 

Tooele, Utah 

Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 

Seneca, New York - 
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Once the candidates were approved, the TABS Group assessed the 
return on investment (payback period in terms of years), the 
feasibility that the proposed actions could be completed within 
prescribed time frames, and the economic and environmental impacts. 
The group performed these assessments using (1) the COBRA cost 
model, (2) internal feasibility studies, (3) the Office of Economic 
Adjustment's economic impact model, and (4) environmental impact 
statements prepared by the Office of the Chief of Engineers. The 
TABS group provided its final list of candidates for closure and 
realignment to the Secretary of the Army. 

Commodity-oriented 

Proving grounds 

Medical centers 

Command and control 

NAVY 

Sierra, California 

Savannah, Illinois 

Rock Island, Illinois 

Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey 

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 

St. Louis Federal Center, 
Missouri 

Dugway, Utah 

Fitzsimons, Colorado 

Ft. Belvoir, Virginia 

Ft. McPherson, Georgia 

Ft. Monroe, Virginia 

Ft. Gillem, Georgia 

Ft. Buchanan, Pennsylvania 

Ft. Hamilton, New York 

Ft. Totten, New York 

The Department of the Navy selected bases for closure and 
realignment using a four-step process. First, the Department of 
the Navy identified its U.S. installations, grouped the 
installations into categories and subcategories, and developed a 
comprehensive data base. Second, the Department of the Navy 
analyzed the total capacity of each subcategory and assessed the 
relative military value of similar bases. Third, the Department of 
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the Navy developed closure scenarios for reducing excess capacity 
in each subcategory while accommodating future force requirements. 
Finally, after developing options, the Department of the Navy 
estimated the costs and savings of the potential closure and 
realignment actions and analyzed their economic, community, and 
environmental impacts. With this information, the Department of 
the Navy finalized its list of recommended closures and 
realignments. 

The Secretary of the Navy established the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee to direct the selection process and recommend 
installations for possible closure and realignment. The Evaluation 
Committee consisted of six flag/general level officers, of which 
three were from the Navy and three were from the Marine Corps, and 
was chaired by a senior civilian. A team of technical experts and 
analysts was also formed to provide assistance. 

Cateqorizinu Installations and Developina a Data Base 

The Department of the Navy identified a total of 1,027 
installations within the United States without regard to whether 
they had fewer than 300 civilian personnel. To facilitate its 
analysis of these bases, the Evaluation Committee divided them into 
three major categories and 30 subcategories, as follows: 

-- Militar~ Personnel Support: Administrative Activities, National 
Capital Region Activities, Recruit Training Centers, Marine 
Corps Recruit Depots, Training/Education Activities, Reserve 
Centers, Medical/Dental Activities. 

-- Wea~on System and Material Su~~ort: Technical Centers; 
Inventory Control Points; Weapon Stations; Naval Aviation 
Depots; Shipyards/Ship Repair Facilities; Supervisors of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair; Marine Corps Logistics 
Bases; Public Works Centers; Reserve Maintenance Facilities; 
Industrial Reserve Plants. 

-- Shore Support of Operatinu Forces: Operational Air Stations, 
Reserve Air Stations, Training Air Stations, Naval Bases, Marine 
Corps Bases, Supply Centers, Construction Battalion Centers, 
Naval Facilities, Naval Satellite Operations Centers, Security 
Activities, Surveillance Activities, Telecommunications 
Activities, Miscellaneous Other Support Activities. 

The Department of the Navy developed a data base of information-- 
the Base Structure Data Base--for use in its analysis. Some of the 
information in the data base came from existing Department of the 
Navy data bases, but most of it was gathered through a series of 
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questions or requests for specific data sent to the installations. 
In accordance with the Department for the Navy's implementation of 
the certification requirements in the law, the responses to the 
data calls were certified as accurate and complete by the 
originator (the installation) and by each level of the chain of 
command up to the Evaluation Committee. 

Assessina Capacitv 

Using the information in the Base Structure Data Base, the 
Department of the Navy analyzed the capacity of installations. 
Capacity measures varied by installation type. For example, the 
capacity of a naval air station was the maximum number of aircraft 
squadrons that could be accommodated by existing facilities; the 
capacity of a naval station was based on its ability to perform 
intermediate-level maintenance and the amount of berthing space it 
had, etc. 

The Department of the Navy compared this capacity data against the 
requirements anticipated under the Bush Base force fiscal year 1999 
force structure plan to determine the amount of projected excess 
capacity. Certain subcategories, such as medical/dental activities 
were found to have no or minimal excess capacity and were excluded 
from further consideration. The Department of the Navy also 
determined that it would be inappropriate to consider industrial 
reserve plants, which are operated by contractors. 

When a subcategory was projected to have excess capacity, the 
Department of the Navy analyzed the military value of the 
individual installations within that subcategory. The Evaluation 
Committee utilized a series of questions relating to military value 
developed from the data calls that could be answered yes/no or 
true/false from the information in the data base. The questions 
were ranked on their importance, given a numerical value, and 
aligned with one or more of the four DOD selection criteria for 
military value. 

Determininu Closure and Realianment Options 

The Department of the Navy developed a computer model as a tool to 
consider alternative base structure configurations for the more 
complex subcategories. The capacity and military value data 
developed in the second phase of the process provided the basic 
inputs for the model. The model's algorithm was constructed to 
produce a solution in each base category that minimized excess 
capacity, and to the extent possible, produced an average military 
value at least as high as the average for each category. 
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Additional constraints were entered into the model for each 
subcategory as the Evaluation Committee believed appropriate to 
consider operational realities. Thus, for example, the model was 
designed to require that there be at least one fleet concentration 
on the Atlantic Coast and one on the Pacific Coast. 

The configuration options produced by the model were then 
evaluated. In some cases, the Evaluation Committee made changes to 
the configurations on the basis of military judgment. For 
instance, the model determined that closing the naval station and 
submarine base at Pearl Harbor would maximize the reduction of 
excess capacity, but the Evaluation Committee believed it was 
important to retain these bases in order to preserve a naval 
presence in the Pacific theater. In addition, the Department of 
the Navy stated that, while the Marine Corps' two training bases, 
two logistics bases, and two recruit depots were projected to have 
excess capacity, it was not possible to close any of them because 
the remaining base in each subcategory could not handle the 1999 
force structure requirements. 

Analvzinq Costs and Savinas and 
Economic and Environmental Impacts 

As its final step, the Department of the Navy calculated the cost 
and savings, economic, and environmental impacts of the closure and 
realignment actions contained in the final configurations. The 
Department of the Navy used the COBRA cost model to analyze costs 
and savings and used the Office of Economic Adjustment's economic 
impact model to determine how the closures and realignments would 
affect the local area. 

For installations that would receive more personnel as a result of 
other bases' being closed or realigned, the Department of the Navy 
determined the impact on local and regional infrastructure, 
including housing, schools, public utilities, public 
transportation, and recreational facilities. Two installations 
indicated a need to expand the local infrastructure, according to 
the Department of the Navy, and these costs were factored into the 
COBRA cost model. 

AIR FORCE 

The Air Force followed essentially the same selection process as it 
did in 1991. It first identified bases within the United States 
and sent them a questionnaire to collect relevant data. It then 
analyzed the capacity of the bases and determined base structure 
requirements for future years. After excluding some bases from 
further consideration because they are mission essential, the Air 
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Force performed a more detailed analysis of the remaining 
installations to develop its final recommendations. 

Key Players in the Air Force Process 

The Secretary of the Air Force appointed the Base Closure Executive 
Group to direct the selection process and provide him with 
recommended base closure and realignment actions. Staff support 
was provided by a working group. 

The Executive Group and working group continued to function without 
interruption following the 1991 process. This decision allowed the 
retention of expertise and the ability to improve the 1993 process. 
The Executive Group approved an internal control plan and milestone 
dates for the 1993 process, and involved the Air Force Audit Agency 
to assist the bases and commands to validate the data collection 
for the questionnaire. This action resulted in additional guidance 
to the bases and major commands to improve the data gathering 
process. The audit agency reviewed the base closure questionnaire 
data and provided the Executive Group reasonable assurance that 
data used to compare active bases were materially accurate and 
questions asked treated all bases objectively. We monitored the 
Audit Agency's involvement in the process. Guidance to the major 
commands also established a responsible person in each command to 
ensure primary responsibility for certifying the accuracy of the 
data. 

Bases Included in the Process 

The Air Force identified 100 bases (75 active and 25 reserve) that 
met the criteria for consideration under the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act. The Executive Group sent a detailed 
questionnaire to these bases to gather the necessary data for its 
analysis. The Executive Group also directed an analysis to 
determine each base's excess capacity by comparing the fiscal year 
1992 force structure requirement (for example, the number of 
aircraft it could accommodate) with the requirement projected for 
fiscal year 1999. The results of the capacity analysis were used 
in conjunction with the force structure plan for fiscal years 1993 
to 1999 to determine the Air Force's base structure requirements. 
In addition, the Air Force determined the costs of relocating or 
replicating the facilities of a given base if it were closed or 
realigned. 

At this point, the Air Force excluded 16 installations from further 
consideration because they were deemed either to be essential to 
the Air Force's mission, or to be located in geographically 
important areas. For instance, Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, 
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was considered a key base for providing airlift support to the 
President and Congress. The remaining bases--84--were grouped into 
five major categories and subcategories, as shown in table 111.4. 
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Table 111.4: Air Force Installation Categories 

APPENDIX I11 

Installation category I Number 
I !I 

Special operations forces 1 II 

1 1 Flying 
1 Operationsa 

Pilot trainingb 

Industrial/technical support II 

32 

5 

Depots 

Product centers and laboratories 

6 

3 

Test facilities 

Training 

Other I II 

1 

Technical trainingb 

Education 

Major headquarters 6 
I 

I 

4 
C 

Space operations 

Air Reserve component I I 

C 

Cantonments 
I II 

2 

"This subcategory was further divided into missile bases, large 
aircraft bases, and small aircraft (fighter-type aircraft) bases. 
The missile bases were also considered under the large aircraft 
category. 

I II 
Air National Guard 

Air Force Reserve 

base was considered under both the pilot training and 
technical training subcategories. 

14 

11 

'The bases in this subcategory were deemed "mission essential" and 
excluded from further consideration. 
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The Air Force evaluated the remaining bases by subcategory, 
eliminating from further analysis those that were projected to have 
no excess capacity or unreasonably high relocation or replication 
costs. Six subcategories with a total of 19 installations were 
eliminated. These subcategories (and the number of bases) were 

-- industrial/technical support--test facilities (1 base), 

-- industrial/technical support--product centers and laboratories 
(3 bases), 

-- training--technical training (4 bases), 

-- flying--special operations forces (1 base), 

-- flying--pilot training (5 bases), and 

-- other--major headquarters (6 bases).' 

Color Codinu and Rankinu the Bases 

The remaining bases (40 active and 25 reserve) were subjected 
individually to a more detailed analysis. The Air Force evaluated 
the active bases against DOD's eight selection criteria (listed in 
ch. 1). To do this, the Air Force developed sub-elements for each 
criterion. The information for the sub-elements was gathered by 
the working group primarily from the bases through a standard 
questionnaire. The bases were evaluated under common sub-elements 
for seven of the eight criteria. For the first criterion--current 
and future mission requirements and impact on operational readiness 
of DOD's total force--different sub-elements were developed to 
reflect the different missions of the various categories of bases. 

The Air Force scored bases on a color-coded rating system: A 
"green" rating meant that for a particular characteristic, the base 
was more desirable for retention; "red" meant least desirable; and 
a "yellow" rating fell in between. Each color could also have a 
plus or minus designation. After scoring the bases for individual 
sub-elements, the Air Force gave an overall color rating for six of 
the eight DOD selection criteria for each base. The COBRA cost 
model was used in the Air Force's analysis to provide quantitative 
data for the other two DOD criteria. 

'one installation, Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas, was listed in 
two subcategories: training--technical training and flying-- 
pilot training. 
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The Acting Secretary of the Air Force made the final selections of 
the active bases to be recommended for closure and realignment. 
The Air Force stated that these selections were based on the force 
structure plan and the selection criteria, with consideration given 
to excess capacity, efficiencies in base use, and evolving concepts 
of basing the force. 

Air Reserve and Air National Guard 

The 25 Air Reserve components, including Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve bases, were considered separately from active Air 
Force bases for two reasons. First, these bases have special 
relationships with their respective states, and moving units across 
state boundaries was believed to be impractical. Second, the force 
structure plan does not call for a reduction in reserve components, 
and the Air Force found no excess capacity. Consequently, the Air 
Force considered cost-effective realignments, but not closures, in 
evaluating reserve component bases. 

Some potential realignments were analyzed, but none proved to be 
cost-effective. However, during this review the Executive Group 
identified a cost-effective air reserve realignment that did not 
meet the base closure threshold (300 civilians) and included it in 
the Air Force recommendations. The recommendation moves the 
Springfield, Ohio, air reserve to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
Ohio. 

The Air Force also considered that, as proposed by the city of 
Chicago, its air reserve base at the O'Hare International Airport, 
Illinois, be relocated to the Greater Rockford, Illinois, airport. 
This recommendation is contingent on the city of Chicago's 
financing the full cost of the transfer without any cost to the 
federal government. Such proposals are allowed under section 2924 
of Public Law 101-510. This provision mandates the Department to 
give special consideration to the proposal. 

Chanses to 1988 and 1991 Base 
Closure Commission Recommendations 

The Air Force recommended changes to six active bases and one guard 
base that were recommended for closure and realignment in 1988 and 
1991 because of force and base structure changes and Air Force 
evaluations that redirected missions and functions. The changes 
will result in military construction cost avoidances. For example, 
the Air Force recommends that the 1991 Commission recommendation to 
close Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, Ohio, and relocate it to Wright 
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, be rescinded. The Air Force wants 
to retain certain functions at Rickenbacker in an cantonment area 
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and operate as a tenant at the Rickenbacker Port Authority airport. 
According to the Air Force the State of Ohio is willing pay for 
much of the cost associated with the operations of the airfield. 
The Air Force projected a savings of $11.7 million for military 
construction cost avoidances at Wright Patterson. 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

To select bases for possible closure or realignment, DLA first 
categorized them by function and collected pertinent data. The 
agency then determined whether the bases had excess capacity and 
evaluated their military value. Using this information, it 
eliminated certain bases from further consideration. For the 
remaining bases, DLA developed various closure and realignment 
scenarios and analyzed these scenarios in more detail to determine 
its final list of recommendations. 

This effort was directed by the DLA Base Realignment and Closure 
Executive Group, which was assisted by a working group. 

Cateqorizina Bases and Collectina Data 

DLA identified 4 9  bases in the United States and grouped these into 
four categories by their function. These categories are listed in 
table 111.5. 

Table 111.5: DLA Installation Categories 

To gather data for its analysis, the Executive Group sent 
questionnaires to the bases (DLA uses the term "primary level field 
activities"). The questionnaires were tailored to each category. 
Other data sources included DLA headquarters, OSD, and the military 
services. 

Category 

Regional headquarters 

Distribution depots 

Inventory control points 

Service/support activities 

Number 

9  

30 

6 

4  
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Evaluatins Capacity and Military Value 

DLA analyzed how much physical space was available at each base and 
how much space was currently used, determined what work load 
changes were anticipated and whether the base had space to 
accommodate these changes, and evaluated whether the base had room 
to expand its facilities. This data was used to quantify the 
extent to which an installation could be constrained by physical 
space, production capability, and other limitations. In performing 
this analysis, DLA considered 

-- the future years' force structure plan, 

-- projected changes in the military services' basing and 
operations, and 

-- DLA initiatives to improve operational efficiency and 
effectiveness. 

DLA next analyzed the military value of its bases. This analysis 
resulted in a ranking of each installation relative to others in 
its category. To perform this analysis, DLA developed four 
measures of merit, each of which had applicability to one or more 
of the DOD selection criteria. These were as follows: 

-- Mission essentiality: The mission assigned to an installation 
plays an essential role within DOD and also benefits non-DOD 
customers. The functions performed in accomplishing the mission 
may be unique. The strategic location of the facility and the 
span of control are important to effectively accomplishing the 
mission. 

-- Mission suitability: The installation supports assigned 
missions. This criterion also includes such issues as the age 
and condition of facilities, the quality of life, location, and 
proximity to transportation links. 

-- Operational efficiencies: The installation's mission is 
performed economically. Operational costs include 
transportation, mechanical systems, use of space, personnel 
costs, and facility operating costs. 

-- Expandability: The installation can accommodate new missions 
and increased work loads, including sustained contingencies. 
Considerations include requirements for space and 
infrastructure, community encroachment, and increased work load. 
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These measures were refined by category and assigned numerical 
weights to reflect their relative importance within the category. 
More specific sub-elements were also developed for each measure, 
and these were weighted as well. Each base received a final score 
on its military value, and the results were assigned one of three 
color scores: green for the highest rated bases, yellow for the 
next highest rated group, and red for the lowest rated group. 

When the working group presented the results of its analysis to the 
Executive Group, the names of the individual installations were 
coded to preclude subjectivity regarding their scores. The 
Executive Group approved a final ranked stacking of the bases in 
each category. 

Developinq and Evaluatina Scenarios 

DLA began this stage in the process by eliminating certain bases 
from further consideration on the basis of their capacity and 
military value rankings. According to DLA, the bases that remained 
candidates for closure or realignment were those that were ranked 
"significantly lower" than similar bases within their category. 

With these prospects, DLA developed alternative scenarios. A 
number of factors were considered, including the implications of 
the DOD force structure plan and projected work load estimates. 
DLA stated that coordination with the military services and other 
agencies was vital in developing scenarios that were viable. DLA 
evaluated the return on investment of the scenarios using the COBRA 
cost model. The Office of Economic Adjustment's economic impact 
model was used to assess community impact. DLA also reviewed the 
infrastructure and environmental impacts of the scenarios. 

The DLA Director reviewed the Executive Group's recommended base 
closure and realignment actions and forwarded his recommendations 
to OSD. 

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 

DISA's objective in the base closure and realignment process was to 
select data processing centers for disestablishment, consolidating 
their work loads at new "megacenters." Using plans developed by 
the DOD components, the agency selected candidates for 
consideration as megacenters. DISA established criteria for 
ranking the sites, scored each site against the criteria, and 
developed a rank ordering of the sites. To determine the number of 
megacenters needed, the agency determined data processing work load 
requirements and distributed this work load to the sites, starting 
with the top-ranked site, until the requirements were satisfied. 
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On the basis of its analysis, DISA recommended that 44 data 
processing centers be disestablished and their work loads 
transferred to 15 megacenters. 

This analysis was performed by the DOD Data Center Consolidation 
Planning Team, which the Director of the Defense Technology 
Services Office established in January 1993. 

Selectina Candidate Sites 

The 1989 Defense Management Review called for the consolidation of 
data processing centers as a way to streamline administrative 
support systems. Following the review, OSD directed DOD components 
to prepare a plan for consolidating their data processing centers. 
The plans submitted by the Army, the Air Force, the Navy, and DLA 
identified a total of 158 data processing centers that were to be 
disestablished, their work loads transferred to consolidated 
Centers operated by the individual DOD components. 

OSD subsequently changed its approach to the management of data 
processing centers. In September 1992, OSD directed that a central 
agency--DISA--be responsible for DODfs information support 
capability and required that data processing facilities, 
technology, personnel, and other related assets be transferred to 
DISA. OSD also mandated that future consolidations be undertaken 
DOD-wide. Beginning in January 1993, DISA piggybacked its 
consolidation efforts onto DODfs base closure and realignment 
process. 

The DISA team that performed the analysis is the same team that had 
developed the Navy's site selection methodology and consolidation 
plan. The team applied this methodology to DOD's megacenter 
planning. DISA's first step was to identify data processing 
centers that could be considered candidates for megacenters. The 
consolidation plans developed by the DOD components served as the 
basis for identifying candidates. DISA believed this was the most 
expedient approach given its 3-month deadline. The agency 
identified 36 candidates. 

Rankinq the Candidates 

DISA next established criteria for ranking the candidate sites. It 
defined 15 selection criteria grouped into three broad categories: 
facilities, security, and operations and cost. The team weighted 
these criteria in accordance with their relative importance, as 
shown in table 111.6. 
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Table 111.6: DISA Selection Criteria and Their Weights 

Weights in percentages 

Using information obtained through data calls and site visits, the 
team scored each candidate against the 15 criteria and weighted and 

Criteria 

Facilities criteria 

Total space 

Conditioned space 

Convertible space 

Contiguous space 

Air conditioning 

Chilled water 

Electrical power 

Building condition 

Subtotal 

Security criteria 

Back-up power 

Communications diversity 

Security perimeters 

Survivability 

Subtotal 

Operations criteria 

Proximity to fiber optic hub 

Communications bandwidth 

Regional operations costs 

Subtotal 

Total 

Weight 

2 

18 

2 

2 

6 

2 

8 

10 

50 

10 

5 

15 

5 

35 

2 

3 

10 

15 

100 
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summed the results. This provided the rank order of the 36 
candidate sites. 

Determinina the Number of Meaacenters Needed 

DISA determined the required number of megacenters based on data 
processing work loads, The agency determined the total megacenter 
work load by totaling the installed processing capacity of all 
sites to be consolidated, then adding a factor of 50 percent. 
According to DISA officials, the 50-percent factor was used to 
allow for a contingency of unspecified future work load increases. 

This work load was then distributed to the candidate sites 
beginning with the top-ranked site. When that site's maximum 
capacity was reached, the work load was distributed to the next 
site on the list. DISA worked its way down the list until all the 
work load requirements were met. The results showed that DOD 
required 15 megacenters, and the cut-off point on the list of 
candidates was set accordingly. The proposed megacenters are 

-- Resource Management Business Activity, Columbus, Ohio; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Ogden, Utah; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Dayton, Ohio; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, San Antonio, Texas; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, St. Louis, 
Missouri; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Rock Island, 
Illinois; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Gunter Annex, 
Montgomery, Alabama; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Jacksonville, 
Florida; 
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-- Resource Management Business Activity, Denver, Colorado; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Warner-Robins, Georgia; 

-- Resource Management Business Activity, Cleveland, Ohio; and 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Huntsville, 
Alabama. 

The DISA team determined the return on investment of the 
consolidations using the COBRA cost model. The team also reviewed 
the DOD selection criteria and determined that the proposed 
consolidations (1) met the criteria regarding military value; (2) 
would yield a return on investment of 247 percent; and (3) would 
have minimal to no economic, community, and environmental impact. 
Consolidations of the data processing centers are expected to 
achieve a net savings of $599 million from fiscal years 1994 to 
1999. Annual savings are estimated at $290 million, with an 
immediate return on the one-time investment of $408 million. 

DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
recommended that DOD submit a plan to the 1993 Commission for 
consolidation DFAS's finance and accounting operations. DFAS 
subsequently developed a plan for (1) consolidating its work force 
and (2) selecting sites for the consolidated finance and accounting 
centers, a process it refers to as the "Opportunity for Economic 
Growth." The Secretary of Defense, however, rejected the site 
selection process, citing concerns about its public policy 
implications. Instead, the Secretary directed that the DFAS 
consolidation continue, for the time being, at the existing 
centers. OSD plans to review options for a permanent consolidation 
and make a final decision later. If this review indicates that any 
part of the consolidation plan requires review by the Commission, 
the Secretary will submit recommendations as appropriate in 1995. 

Consolidatinu Finance and Accountinu Personnel 

DFAS was established in January 1991 to consolidate all of the 
finance and accounting activities of the military services and 
defense agencies, with the aim of improving service and saving 
money. The agency had begun formulating its strategic plans and 
related consolidation initiatives when the Commission recommended 
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that these efforts be included in the base closure and realignment 
process. 

In 1992, DFAS identified about 45,000 personnel working in the DOD 
finance and accounting network. About 10,000 of these are located 
at the five existing DFAS centers. The remaining personnel are 
scattered at more than 360 field offices operated by the military 
services and defense agencies. DFAS expects many of these 
personnel to eventually transfer to DFAS centers. 

Initiatina the Site Selection Process 

When the Commission recommended that the consolidation be part of 
the base closure and realignment process, DFAS's initial response 
was to determine whether existing DOD facilities could satisfy its 
anticipated consolidation requirements. The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Production and Logistics) said that the existing 
facilities would be insufficient without considerable cost to DOD. 

Subsequently, DFAS initiated a nationwide site selection process-- 
the "Opportunity for Economic Growth." This process, modeled after 
a similar process used by the Bureau of Engraving and Printing in 
1985, was designed to provide DFAS with modern, low-cost facilities 
in exchange for jobs and ancillary employment opportunities. DFAS 
believes this process would allow it take advantage of incentives 
offered by local communities hoping to attract these jobs and 
thereby reduce the cost to the federal government. 

Solicitinq Proposals 

In its solicitation, DFAS requests that interested communities 
submit proposals for 4,000- or 7,000-employee future centers (or 
both). DFAS required that each proposal address specific 
requirements in three major categories: (1) cost to DOD, (2) site 
and office characteristics, and (3) community characteristics. 
DFAS also encouraged communities to offer special features and 
incentives such as transitional office space, employee benefits, 
training programs and facilities, and other support that would 
reduce costs to DOD and its employees. Since DFAS's mission does 
not dictate that its facilities be specially configured or located 
in specific geographical location, the site selection process had 
few restrictions. 

DFAS announced the site selection process on March 2, 1992, and 
published it in the Commerce Business Daily on March 3, 1992. To 
ensure widespread publicity, DFAS also delivered the announcement 
to each Member of Congress and to the National Governors 
Association. 
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Evaluatina the Proposals 

DFAS received a total of 216 proposals from 112 communities in 33  
states by the due date of June 1, 1992. To evaluate the proposals 
the agency developed about 50 criteria prior to receiving community 
proposals. Using these criteria, DFAS chose 20 communities, 
including a total of 44 specific sites, as finalists. 

The finalists were notified on December 1, 1992, and DFAS, GAO, and 
DOD Inspector General officials visited each community during 
December to discuss each community's proposals, address questions, 
explain the final proposal requirements, and inspect the proposal 
sites. DFAS received final proposals that were limited to no more 
than one 4,000-employee site and one 7,000-employee site per 
community by the January 4, 1993, due date. 

DFAS considered five existing centers equally with the community 
proposals because it did not consider them existing centers as 
having special military value related to its mission requirements, 
operational readiness, physical location, facilities, labor force, 
or mobilization support capabilities. DFAS officials reasoned that 
the agency is primarily an administrative support organization that 
can carry out its mission in any geographic location. Therefore, 
DFAS used the same criteria to evaluate the new proposed sites and 
the current center sites. 

As the site selection process proceeded, DFAS needed to determine 
its future personnel requirements. The agency projected an 
increase to about 33,000 personnel by 1996 and then a decrease to 
about 21,000 personnel by 2012. The projected decrease beginning 
in 1996 is based on several key assumptions involving the 
downsizing of U.S. military forces, the increase in productivity, 
and the implementation of standard systems. 

DFAS evaluated the final proposals and ranked them to employ 21,000 
personnel. DFAS selected a facility structure of five 4,000- 
employee finance centers. 

Costs and Savinas 

Each of the above alternatives were evaluated for costs and savings 
(including relocation costs). Costs during the period 1993-1999 
varied from a low of about $173 million for alternative four to a 
high of about $360 million for alternative two. Annual outyear 
savings varied from a high of about $47 million per year for 
alternative four to a low of about $4 million for alternative two. 
Using DFAS's calculations, alternative four was the most 
advantageous to the agency. On the basis of DFAS's cost analysis, 



APPENDIX I11 APPENDIX I11 

the rate at which DFAS consolidates and transitions to a future 
structure is the single largest cost determinate. 

These cost estimates, however, do not include salary cost savings 
that DFAS expects to realize from its consolidation plan. The 
consolidation plan will reduce the number of finance and accounting 
personnel from its current total of about 45,000 to 21,000 by the 
year 2012. If DFAS is able to carry out this plan, it projects 
that it will save about $870 million per year in salary costs after 
the consolidation is complete. 
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RECALCULATION OF SERVICES COSTS AND SAVINGS 

Table IV.l: Recalculation of Army Costs and Savings 

i 

- 
Base 

McClellan 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Vint Hill Farms 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Monmouth 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Letterkenny 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Tooele 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Fort Belvior 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Totals 
NPV 
One-time cost 

DOD estimate 

$135,433,000 
110,316,000 

3 

92,707,000 
72,421,000 

3 

95,995,000 
92,863,000 

3 

166,970,000 
105,696,000 
Immediate 

387,204,000 
73,730,000 
Immediate 

118,084,000 
11,304,000 
Immediate 

$996,393,000 
$466,330,000 

GAO estimate 

$129,945,000 
117,270,000 

4 

91,846,000 
73,511,000 

3 

92,989,000 
96,592,000 

3 

161,071,000 
112,629,000 
Immediate 

377,100,000 
85,472,000 
Immediate 

114,800,000 
14,967,000 
Immediate 

$967,751,000 
$500,441,000 
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Table IV.2: Recalculation of Air Force Costs and Savings 

GAO estimate 

$725,132,000 
75,729,000 
Immediate 

302,301,000 
144,394,000 

3 

599,000 
38,290,000 

13 

305,221,000 
134,871,000 

2 

254,735,000 
197,947,000 

4 

266,413,000 
122,017,000 

3 

$1,854,401,000 
$713,248,000 

r 

aThe difference between the DOD and GAO estimates was caused by an 
error made concerning recurring costs for this action (see ch. 3). 

Base 

Homestead 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

K. I. Sawyera 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Newark 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

March 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

McGuire 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Grif f is 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Totals 
NPV 
One-time cost 

DOD estimate 

$725,750,000 
75,090,000 
Immediate 

483,418,000 
143,648,000 

1 

6,532,000 
31,624 

8 

305,283,000 
134,798,000 

2 

255,132,000 
197,477,000 

4 

267,487,000 
120,829,000 

3 

$2,0431602,000 
$703,466,000 
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Table IV.3: Recalculation of Navy Costs and Savinss 
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'~arine Corps Air Station. 

'Naval Air Station. 

dNaval Aviation Depot. 

'Naval Training Center. 

'Naval Station. 

gNaval Supply Center. 

'Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center. 

i~aval Surface Warfare Center. 

'Naval Air Warfare Center. 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STAT ION 
3 

ALEXANDRIA,  V IRGIN IA  22304-6 100 <&* a 
0s. 

i2-4 MAR 1934 \ '" &+* 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO 

CAAJ (BRAC) 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 ,(BRAC95L001) 

TO : Commanders of DL>- Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DCMDC, DCMDM, DEUR, DPAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJ (BRAC) letter, 7 Feb 94, subject: Round 4 BRAC. 

2. As indicated in the reference, the Round 4 BRAC process is under- 
way. To assure you receive all relevant BRAC 95 correspondence, this 
and all subsequent letters relating to the process will be numbered in 
the subject line. The numbering system will be similar to that used 
in BRaC 93 (i.e., BRACLOOO~, etc.). However, to avoid any possible 
confusion, we will include the year in the number (i-e., BRAC95L001, 
etc.) . 

.&%" 3. The BRAC process requires tight control of information until the 

3 Secretary of Defense's recommendations are forwarded to the 1935 BFAC 
Commission. Therefore, all requests for BRAC related information, 
including Freedom of Information requests, will be forwarded to the 
DLA BRAC Team for response, except as noted below. All written 
political and Congressional inquiries with a BRAC connotation will be 
forwarded to Congressional Affairs (CAAG), regardless of to whom it is 
addressed. CAAG will assign all such inquiries to the DLA BRAC Team 
for response. 

a. Service/Defense Agency requests for BRAC-related data for DLA 
entities which are tenants on Service/Defense Agency bases should be 
provided promptly, with an information copy provided to the DLA BRFiC 
Team. 

b. Service/DoD Inspector General (IG) or Audit Agencies have a 
unique role in the BRAC process, as does the General Accounting Office 
( G A O ) .  The DoDIG and the GAO are entitled to access to ERhC related data 
prior to the Secretary's recommendations being forwarded and thus you 
should provide information they request. However, requests from Service 
Inspector General personnel should be submitted to the Headquarters 
Internal Review Group (DDAI) prior to release. 

4. The BRAC 95 process will make better use of business area exper- 
tise in developing the tools we will use in evaluating capacity and 
military value, and in selecting and specifying sources for data 
collection. Your employees may be asked to participate in that 
process. Capitalizing on business area and field activity expertise 
will assure sound analytical tools are developed, and will make the 
data call process less onerous for us all. A new requirement for BRAC 
55 will be to have all personnel involved in the BRAC process to sign 
a nondisclosure statement. Nore guidance will be provided soon. 



CAAJ (BRAC) PAGE 2 
SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 (BRAC95L001) 

5. DDAI is responsible for the audit of your data collection process/ 
information. DDAI will use PLFA auditors and DDAI staff to audit all 
data collection efforts. In addition, the DoDIG will participate in 
the process. 

6. Headquarters has contracted with the Navy Public Works Center 
(PWC) to evaluate facilities at our inventory control points and 
distribution depots. Although not the sole purpose of the PWC effort, 
some of the data derived from this evaluation will be used for BRAC 
purposes. Commanders need to ensure their staffs are involved with 
this process and are active participants. Commanders will be required 
to certify certain PWC elements for use in the BRAC 95 analysis. 

7 .  For planning purposes, we will have a pre-data gathering request 
conference in the late April/May timeframe. At that time, we will 
review BRAC data requirements with members of the PLFA staffs to insure 
understanding of each requirement and to identify sources to be used in 
gathering the data. In addition, the BRAC Team will also provide on 
site assistance to activities who request support. 

8. For your information, enclosure one is a list of BRAC points of 
contact for both HQ DLA and the PLFAs. The current BRAC General Order 
and Charter are at enclosure 2. 

2 Encl - ''%=%T- Team Chief 

DLA BRAC Team 1 
cc: 

DCMDC 
DCMDM 



'1 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE WORKING GROUP Rev: 3/22/94 

* Core Members 

ORGANIZATION NAME - 

CAAJ (BRAC) * Margie McManamay 47146/45379 
Chief BRAC Team 

* Col Dennis Reynolds 47146/45379 
Deputy Chief BRAC Team 

* Cathy Kelleher (Plng) 47146/45379 
* Jack Marshall (Plng) 47146/77211 
* Nancy Miller (Plng) 47146/77211 
* Bob Wagner (Ping) 47146/77211 
* Bob Bourassa (COBRA) 47146/77211 
* Terry Beall (Comptroller) 47146/77211 
* John Green (Civ Pers) 47146/77211 
* Ward Ceaser (Matll Mgm)47146/77211 
* John Davis (Facil) 47146/77211 
* Tina Dorris (Depots) 47146/77211 
* Lucy Daris (DCMDs 47146/77211 
* Charles Yates (Admin) 47146/77211 
* Christine Raysome (Adrnin)47146/77211 
* Nancy Morgan (Admin) 47146/77440 
* Gail Boyce (Ping) 47146/77211 
* Diana Ulbricht (Admin) 47146/77211 

BRAC Core Group fax# is DSN 284-3966/677-7259 ............................................. 
-----------------------------------I--- 

BRAC Business Area Points of Contact 

CAI . - Frank Bokowski 
Ron Sullivan 

CAAV Larry Wilson 
E a r l  Nichols 

FOB Noel Lacey 41991 30435 

FOM Linda Dove 43174 30574 

FOX Ann Van Dyke 46481 3D385 

DDAI 

CAH 

CAHM 

Oliver Coleman 
Emilia Snider 

Mike Malone 
Jim Carr 

Elaine Skreptack 47186 

Lt Col Violet Nicklin 43103 
LTC Richard Petty 47120 



ORGANIZATION NAME - 
MMDB Leonard Yankosky 

Jeanne Masters  

MMD I Marvin Dubois 

MMDO Glenn Kirby 
James Sanchez 

Greg E l l swor th  
Amy Sa jda  

Roger Nelson 
Sharon Til lman 

MMS George Baden 
(Cata log ing)  
MMS Karen Haas 
( D m )  

MMS Barbara  Crawf o r d  
(Supply) 

CAAE M a j  Dave Koehler 
Dennis L i l l o  

CAAG Dan McGinty 
Nancy Broder ick  

CAN - L t  Col Walter Benson 
Frank Krtan j e k  

Jim Geiger  
Tom Seymour 
Tim Chase 
J e n n i f e r  Culko 



I BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 

PLFAs 

ORGANIZATION NAME - PHONE # FAX # 

SUPPLY CTRs 

DCSC 

Bill Breil 850-2250/1501 850-1158 
Walt House (Budget) 850-1691 
Gary Perry (Workload) 850-3186 
Vikki Hawthorne (Pers) 850-5037 
Nancy Harris (Facilities) 850-1030 
John Majorine (ADP) 850-3267 
Annette Ruchty (Mrktg) 850-3891 
Bill Matthews (Implern) 850-2682 
Virginia Dean (Admin) 850-1583 
Kathy May(Admin) 850-3077 

DESC Joe McGeehan 986-6155 986-5125 
Paul Rizzo (Facilities) 986-6372 986-6485 

6 4 2  3 Sandy Clemons (Budget) 986-5 993 986-5190 
-,- 3%. 

DFSC Col. T.J. Boland 284-7403 284-3498 

DGSC Tom Brooks 695-3049 695-5250 

DISC Linda Friedrich 442-2308 442-0679 

DPSC . - Jerry Gregory 444-4126 444-7343 
Betsy Smith (Elec Comm) 444-8405 
Terry McGinley(Contract)444-5844 
Carl Kaufman (Mktg) 444-5800 
Glenn Chenoweth(Sm Bus) 444-2321 
Ed Hintz (Counsel) 444-2630 
Bridget Fitzgerald (Dist) 444-7390 
Don Merrill(Human Resrc)444-2331 
Frank Johnson (Pub Affrs) 444-2311 
Jack Kavchok(Pub Affrs) 444-2313 
Bill Stern(Hea1th & Envr)444-5883 
Reynaldo Garcia(Enginr) 444-5882 
Norman Gilliam(Spce Mgr)444-4146 
Bernie Arinsberg (Prprty) 444-2293 
Len Aquilino (Admin Svcs) 444-3700 
Thomasine Davis (ADP) 444-4679 
Ron Funk (Subsistence) 444-3846 
Elaine Reif snyder (C&T) 444-5606 
Carl Maunz (Medical) 444-2103 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 
PLFAs 

ORGANIZATION NAME - 
DISTRIBUTION REGIONS/DEPOTS 

DDRE 

LTC Ron Medley 977-5616 
Ron Marichak 977-7760 
Naomi Gelsinger (MS Coord) 977-5018 
Pam Gowdy (Dist Workload) 683-4826 
Regina Battle (Dist Wrkload) 977-6002 
Linda Kilpatrick (Dis .Misl. ) 977-8215 
Deana Eckert(Dis.Mis1.) 977-8038 
Denise Davis(Res/DataCall) 977-8585 
Pat Compton (Personnel) 977-4128 
Paul Okum (Personnel) 977-6112 
Jim Annas (Security) 977-7286 
John Vaughn (Security) 977-7036 
John Bianco (Install/Env) 977-5270 
Jeff McCauslin(Install/Env)977-6706 
Thorn Bettinger (ADP) 977-5802 
Gail Major (ADP) 977-7436 

DDSP 
Carol Melvin 
Richard Backtel 

DDRV 

PHONE 

Karen Bourgeois 
Jim Tucker 

David Burnett 
Dan Faust 

DDCO 
Donald Brown 850-3295 
Gregory Mastenbrook 850-1570 

DDLP - 
Bill Johnson 
DeDe Estes 

DDTP 
Capt Glen Steffenhagen 795-7694 
Kenneth Graham 795-7286 

$ 
.f DDNV 

Ken Nowitzky 
Sally Overcash 

FAX # 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 
PLFAs 

ORGANIZATION NAME - PHONE FAX # 

Sharen Lovejoy 683-4817 683-4528 
Glenna Kallal 683-6249 683-6066 

DDAG - 
Mike James 567-5897 567-6355 
Lowell Joyner  567-5801 567-6355 

DDAA - 
Don Hamm 

Regina Larnbert 942-3743 942-3085 
CDR J e f f  Swanson 942-3743 942-5270 

DDWG - 
Brenda C o l b e r t  468-6450 468-6802 
Marie Cranford 468-3465 468-6802 

fi???? 3 DDRW - 
C9.y. r ,  
- .  Linda McCoy 462-2362 

Tppila Gonzales 462-2310 
Diana Stock (Budget) 462-2385 
J i m  Bagley(Personnel)462-3941 
LCDCR Goeks ( D i s t r )  462-9329 
Jay  Jennings  ( D i s t r )  462-9114 
M a  j Barge t  ( F a c i l )  462-9527 
Eugene K i r k p a t r i c k  (Fac) 4 62-9199 
Hazle Holman ( F a c i l )  462-9220 
V i c t o r  Hernandez (Per )  462-3865 

DDBC - 
Terri Ulibarri 282-6361 282-6360 
Sean Bupara 282-6165 282-6360 

DDCT - 
Edward S love r  861-2557/2558 861-4560 
Mari lyn M i l a m  861-2316/3640 861-4560 

DDDC - 
Dick Wood 
W e s  Dawson 

D D J C  - 

DDMC - 

CPT Teich 
Jim Malone 

Mary Vogel 633-1400 633-3867 
Mary Anne Baradine 633-1501 633-3867 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 
PLFAs 

ORGANIZATION 
DDRW (con ' t) 

NAME - PHONE 

DDOC - 
Carl Bartholomew 672-5140 672-5143 
LCDR Cooper 672-5667 672-5143 

DDOO - 
Elaine Patterson 339-2895 
Faye Eades 339-7226 

DDOU - 
Carolyn Brunson 352-6970 352-6802 
Pat Doliva 352-6356 352-6730 

DDPW - 
Dave Blackwood 439-7474 439-5919 
Teresa Lowery 439-5944 439-5919 

DDRT - 

DRMS 

FAX # 

DDST - 

SERVICE CENTERS 

DSAC 

. - 

DASC 

DLSC 

DNSC 

Larry Ashlin 829-3219 829-3661 
Reon Hall 829-4685 829-2592 

Gary Haynes 945-6009 945-3651 
Cindy Forrester 945-5552/7420 945-2015 

Charles Cantor 
James LaVanchy (Organiz) 
Warren White (Budget) 
William Widdows (Facil) 

Catherine Kualii 
Andrew ~erillo 
Judith Lubkin 

Teresa Popham 
Nancy Benham 

Harry Craft 

Cathy Prior 932-7216 
Gail Wassom(Pub1ic Affairs) 932-7016 
Micheal Dennis(Interna1 Rvw) 932-7113 
Dan Ball (Facilities) 932-7268 
Ernest Hubbard(Faci1ities) 932-4965 
Nils Strand(Faci1ities-GSA) 932-7341 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 
PLFAs 

ORGANIZATION NAME PHONE 

DRMS (con't) 
Charles Groene (Facil-GSA) 
Suzanne Metzger(Equipment) 
Lt Col. James Osborne(Secy) 
Joel Zimmer (Legal) 
Barb Ritter (Civ Personnel) 
Sgt . Sanders (Mil Personnel) 
Sheila Rayburn(Contracting) 
Wayne Barg (Budget) 
Roger Erway (Organization) 
Bill Fox (Systems) 

DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS 

DCMDW 
Chris Ott 
Betty Wilson 

DCMCI 

DCMDN 

. - 

Barry Roland 
John Rayford 

FAX # 

Harry A. Khachadoorian 955-4455 
Karen Cleaves 955-4392 
John Colacchio (Ops Sup) 955-4092 
Joe Cass (Civ. Pers) 955-4036 
Denise Duca (Work Dev. ) 955-4029 
Bruce Krasker (Counsel) 955-4269 
Angelo A. Caterino (Plg) 955-4456 
Ann Jensis-Dale (PA) 955-4298 
Robert Totino (Budget) 955-4445 
Steve Shea (Facilities) 955-4321 
Bob Foley (ADP) 955-3057 
MAJ Don Strick (Mil Per) 955-4308 
Cindy Veasey (Int . Revw) 955-4794 
MAJ Donald Strick (EEO) 955-4314 
Jim Mooney (Security) 955-4300 
Jack McDonough (Sml Bus) 955-4318 

Suzanne Eason 697-6276 697-2899 
Chuck Hunt(Faci1ities) 697-6712 
Jean Laltrello (MilPers) 697-6413 
Pat Benton (Budget) 697-6364 
Elly Aemisegger-Beale(Ops Supp)697-6317 
Diane Stubblefield(0ps Supp)697-6621 



\ 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE EXECUTIVE GROUP 

ORGANIZATION NAME PHONE # 

DLA-DD 

CA 

FO 

GC 

CAH 

MM 

MMD 

MMS 

AQ 

CAI 

* CAAV 

*CAAJ (BRAC) 

Maj Gen Farrell 

Mr. Thurber 

CAPT Rountree 

Mr. Baird 

Mr. Ressler 

BG McFarlin 

BG McFarlin 

RADM Chamberlain 

RADM Vincent 

Mr. Scott 

Ms. Barnett 

Ms. Gallo 

Mr. Roy 

Mr. Grady 

Mr. Knapp 

Mr. Wilson 

COL McKenna 

Mr. McGinty 

Mr. Reitman 

Ms. McManamay 

*NON-VOTING MEMBER 

(4 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA w0ab 1 0 0  

GENERAL O m E R  
NO. 3-9L  

I. AUTHORITY: DL-A-D approval of CA Staff S~rnn,z-ry Sheet bz ted  
10 December 1993, subject: Reestablishment of the D L A  Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Grou? cnd 9 U C  Team. 

11. Pursuant to c i t e d  authority and effective 2 0  ?ebrja,-y 1994: 

A. The D m  BRAC Pxecutive Group is reestzblished to direct 
the DLA base realignment and closue process. The Executive 
Group guides DLA policies, procedures, and recornendations 
related to the development and impleaentation of base 
realignment and closure actions. The Director, D-LA makes the 
final decision on which bases to recommend to the Secretary of 
Defense  for realignment and closure and approves plans for 
implementation of base realignment and closure actions. The 
BRAC Senior Technical Advisors, non-voting members of the 
Executive Group, provide  executive level technicel support and 
advice to the voting members of the DLA BRAC Executive Group. 

B. The DLA BRAC Team is reestablished to provide techniccl 
staff support to the DLA BRAC Executive Group for development of 
SXAC zecommendations and inplementation of BRAC actions. The 
3.3-\C T e r n  is divided into two wozking groups: The SFLAC 95 - 
Working Group and the BRAC Implementation Wcrking Group. 

1. The BRAC 95 Working Group provides technical staff 
scpport ts t h e  DLA BRAC Executive Group in the following areas:  
development of policies and procedures, including DLA 
s~belements to DoD selection criteria and definitions for excess 
capacity; Intern21 controls; dzta collection; analysis to 
support recommendations far =ealiqment and closure of 3-LA 
zc~ivities; and the aevelopmect of the finel report and 
s=??crzlns eoc-mecCztion. 

2 .  The 57XAC Iz?lemectatioc Wcrklx~ G r ~ c ?  2r~vides 
b2lemeczatioc snp?o= f ~ r  all approved 3 F S C  actioas f c r  3RA2 
8 8 ,  S U C  9i, 9 a C  93, and 3XAC 95. The S22C Inplenentatlon 
Xorkin5 Grot? develo?s clans for k p l e n e s t i n ~  acpr~ved SREsC 
retommenczti~cs; develc?s Succet req~ireae?ts . in . conjunctioz 

h -.. 3usizess Zanagenezz Offices, Field Activ:=~es, and - - ? i ~ ~ c ~ i z l  3:zire stzff f3r S C ~ ~ S S I C R  t3 DoD; provides cuiden=e 
2~~ cn-site assiszance; schedcles tracks Lz-.;lenectazio2 . . .z.:lest3nes; . . azd pravides liaisgc with CS3, t h e  Ser~ices, end 
l s s i n , - ; 5 z ~ r . ~ n g  sites. 



GENERAL ORDER 
NO. 3 - 9 k  

111. A t t a c h e d  is t h e  C h a r t e r  f o r  t h e  DLA BRAC E x e c u t i v e  Group 
and t h e  BRAC Working Team. 

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR: 

Atch  

DISTRIBUTION 
2 

CHRISTINE L. GALLO 
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
( P l a n s  & P o l i c y  I n t e g r a t i o n )  



DLA BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) EX: 3UTIVE GROUP 
M?D BRAC TEAM CHARTER 

I. AUTHORITY 

The DLA BRAC Executive Group and BRAC Team we-e reestab- 
lished by General Order 3-94 to develop and implement DLA's base 
realignment and closure process, procedures, recommendations, and 
actions. 

11. BACKGROUND 

A. Reductions in the Defense infrastructure through base 
realignments and closures are being stressed by the Secretary of. 
Defense to increase military efficiency and effectiveness and 
reduce the cost of the Defense establishment. 

B. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act ~f 1990 (PL 
101-510), as amended, established a process and procedures for 
closing and realigning bases. OSD guidance elaborates on the 
requirements of the Act. 

I .. 1. Bases are grouped into categories with similar 
r .  

. , missions or capabilities/attributes. 

2 .  Categories are assessed for excess capacity to 
determine whether reduced requirements from the Military Services 
and other customers can translate into the realignment or closure 
of DLA activities within a category. 

3 .  Activities within a category identified as having 
excess capacity are evaluated against DoD selection criteria and 
DLA subelements to the DoD selection criteria. 

4 .  Specific DLA activities and space may be identified 
which will be candidates for closure/realignment. 

5. The Secretary of Defense must close and realign all 
military installations recommended for closure and realignment by 
the BRAC Commission, unless the president does not approve the 
recommendations or a congressional joint resolution of disapprov- 
al is enacted. 

6. The Secretary must initiate all the closures and 
realignments within two years and complete all the closures 
within six years, beginning from the date the President approves 

t the recommendations. 



7 .  DLA must provide to OSD any recommended closures or 
realignments. Exceptions are 1) the closure of a military 
installation where fewer than 300 civilian personnel are em- 
ployed, or 2) the realigirment of a military installation employ- 
ing at least 300 civilian personnel which reduces civilian 
personnel by fewer than 1,000 or by less than 50 percent. DLA 
installations which meet these exceptions may be closed or 
realigned at DLA's direction without formal BRAC review. 

111. RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. DLA.BRAC Executive Group: 

1. Directs the DLA base realignment and closure process. 

2. Guides DLA policies, procedures, and recommendations 
related to the development and implementation of base realignment 
and closure actions., 

3. Makes recommendations to the Director, DLA for his 
decision concerning any proposed DLA base realignment or closure 
which falls within the thresholds of the Act. 

,L-- 

4. Provides staff representatives to the DLA BRAC Team, ,; 

either full or part time. 
-%-A. 

5. Includes the following voting members (one alternate 
may be identified to vote for each member in an "acting" capacity): 

Principal Deputy Director, DLA (Chairman) 
Deputy Director, Corporate ~dministration (~irst vice 

Chairman ) 
Deputy Director,  ater riel Management (Second Vice 

Chairman ) 
Deputy Director, Acquisition 
Executive Director, Contract Management 
Executive Director, Procurement 
Executive Director, Supply Management 
Executive Director, Distribution 
Executive Director, Plans and Policy Integration 
Executive Director, Human Resources 
Chief Financial Officer 
General Counsel 



6. Includes the following non-voting mernbe ; who serve as 
Senior Technical Advisors and provide executive le 21 technical 
support and advice: 

Deputy Executive Director, Supply Managemtnt 
Deputy Executive Director, Distribution 
Assistant Executive Director, Installations Group 
Staff Director, Environment and Safety 
Executive Director, Information Services 
Staff Director, Congressional Affairs 
Staff Director, Public Affairs 
Chief, DLA BRAC Team (Executive Secretary) 

7. The Principal Deputy Director: 

a. Serves as Chairman of the DLA BRAC Executive 
Group. 

b. Serves as the Agency senior leadership focal point 
for DLA base realiqnment and closure. - 

c. Represents DLA at OSD BRAC Executive Group 
.-.. . .. . '. 

meetings. 
- . . ; . . ., r . .  - . . . : . -. ... d. Schedules in-progress reviews, as necessary, with 

the DLA BRAC Executive Gr-oup to provide members with information 
and elicit direction. 

e. Provides general guidance to the Chief, DLA BRAC 
Team, to implement tasking or other direction from the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group. 

f. Monitors DLA BRAC Executive Group and BRAC Team 
progress. 

Reports progress BRAC actions the Director, 
DLA . 

8. The Deputy Director, Corporate Administration: 

a. Serves as the First Vice-Chaiman of the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group. 

b. Is designated as the alternate to the Chairman in 
his absence. 

9 .  The Deputy Director, Materiel Management: 



a. Serves as tfie Second Vice-Chainnan of the D m  BRAC 
Executive Group. 

b. Is designated as the alternate to the First Vice- 
Chai,man in his absence. 

10. The Chief, DLA BRAC Team; 

a. Serves as the Executive Secretary of the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group. 

b. Makes presentations to the DLA BRAC Executive 
Group concerning DLA BRAC Team developmental and implementation 
efforts as well as other BRAC issues. 

c. Records proceedings of the DLA BRAC Executive 
Group. 

d. Takes direction from the Chairman, D L A  BRAC 
Executive Group. 

e. Provides day-to-day direction to the D L A  BRAC 
Team. 

f. Serves as the senior staff liaison for BRAC 
operational issues with other staffs from OSD, the Military 
Services, and DLA activities. 

B. D L A  BRAC Team: 

The D L A  BRAC Team is divided into two working groups: the BRAC 
95 Working Group and the BRAC Implementation Workinq Group. 

1. The BRAC 95 Working Group: 

a. Provides technical staff support to the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group for BRAC 95. 

b. Develops policies and procedures, including defini- 
tions for excess capacity, DLA subelements to DoD selection 
criteria, and internal controls. 

c. Collects data and performs analysis to support 
recommendztions for realignment and closure of DLA activities. 

d. Writes the draft and final reports and provides 
sup?crting documentation. 



2. The BRAC Implementation Working Group: 

a. Provides technical staff support to the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group related to BRAC implementation actions. 

b. Develops plans for implementing approved BRAC 
recommendations. 

c. Provides guidance to field activities and ensures 
consistency in all functional implementation actions. 

d. Provides on-site assistance to DLA field activities. 

IV. DURATION 

This charter is in effect until the DLA BRAC Executive Group and 
BRAC Team are disestablished by the Director, DLA. 

Approved : Mi 5~ 
EDWARD M. STRAW 
Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
Director 

Date: Ibm 1qq4 



IN REPLY 

REFER TO C w  (BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

@ 9 MAY 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 (BRAC95L002) 

TO: Commanders of DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DEUR, DPAC) 
Chief, Defense Automatic Addressing System Center 

1. Decisions concerning DLA activities to be studied for BRAC 95 have been made by the 
Director and are at enclosure 1. 

2. Heads of activities to be studied will be required to certify all data provided as being accurate 
to the best of their knowledge. This certification requirement applies not only for the initial data 
call but also for any supplemental data calls and corrections to data previously provided. When 
you provide information for use in the BRAC 95 process, you are required to provide a signed 

'3 certification that states, "I certlfjr that the information contained herein is accurate and complete 
to the best of my knowledge and belief." The signing of this certification constitutes a representa- 
tion that the certlfjrlng official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for 
its accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification 
executed by a competent subordinate. Be aware that false certifications could be a criminal 
violation of 18 USC 1001, Fraud and False Statements. 

3. We hope to minimize the number of data calls provided to you. In that regard, our assumption 
is (as noted in paragraph 2 above) that all efforts for accuracy have been made and that you have 
a continuing obligation to provide corrections of information previously submitted as soon as the 
error is discovered. 

4. More information to all activities to be studied can be expected in the near future. 

1 Encl 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



ACTIVITIES TO BE STUDIED IN BRAC 95 
b 

t 

ICPs SERVICEISUPPORT COLLOCATED DEPOT 

DCSC DLSC LETTERKENNY 

DGSC DSAC TOBYHANNA 

DISC DAASC NORFOLK 

DPSC(as an activity) DRMS ALBANY 
ANNISTON 

DCMDs 
DCMDN 
DCMDS 
DCMDW 
DCMCl 

STAND ALONE DEPOTS 

REGION HQ 
JACKSONVILLE 
WARNER ROBINS 

DDRE BARSTOW 
DDRW CORPUS CHRIST1 
DRMS Operations McCLELLAN 

RICHMOND 
COLUMBUS 
MEMPHIS 
OGDEN 
SAN JOAQUIN (TRACYISHARPE) 
SUSQUEHANNA(MECHANICSBURG1 

NEW CUMBERLAND) 

EasWest OKLAHOMA CITY 
PUGET SOUND 
RED RIVER 
SAN ANTONIO 
SAN DlEGO 
CHERRY POINT 
HILL 



IN REPLY 

REFER TO c AAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

S: 30 Jun 94 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 (BRAC95L003) 

TO: BRAC Executive Group 
Commanders of DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DCMDC, DCMDM, DFSC, DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 18 Mar 94, subject: Statements of Nondisclosure. 

b. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 24 Mar 94, subject: BRAC 95 (BRAC95L00 1). 

2.  The BRAC 95 Internal Control Plan and checklist is at enclosure 1. It has been approved by 
the HQ DLA Executive Group, and coordinated with the DLA Internai Review Office (DDAI) 
and the Department of Defense Inspector General. As a result, completion of the Nondisclosure 
Statement provided in reference la  (as modified at enclosure 2) can now be accomplished. Please 
insure all those currently involved in your BRAC 95 process complete this statement. If new 
people become involved in the process later, insure they also complete this statement. The 
original signed statement should be provided to CAAJ(BRAC) by 30 Jun 94 and as new 
statements are completed. 

3.  As noted previously, the heads of activities to be studied in BRAC 95 will be required to 
certifL all data provided as being accurate to the best of their knowledge. This certification 
requirement applies not only for the initial data call but also for any supplemental data calls and 
corrections to data previously provided. All personnel who provide information for use in the 
BRAC 95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certiQ that the 
information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief." 
The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has 
reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or 
(2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate. 
Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC 95 process must certify that 
information. You should also maintain copies of those certifications at your activity on file for 
audit purposes. 

4. The BRAC charter provided via BRAC95L001 has been changed; two additional voting 
members of the BRAC Executive Group have been identified. A new charter is at enclosure 3. 



CAAJ(I3RAC) PAGE 2 
SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 (BRAC95L003) 

5. A current point of contact list is at enclosure 4. 

4 Encl 

cc: 
DCMDC 
DCMDM 
DFSC 
DNSC 
DASC 
DESC 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



Round 4 - B;rsc Realignmor.~t a n d  (:losurc (EKAC) 

An Internal Control J31an for 
the Collection and Analysis of Data 

13 APR 1994 

A. The objectives of the plan are to ensure that: 

1. The data are: 

a .  Consistent and standard. 
b. Accurate and complete. 
c. Certrfiable as  required by law. 
d. Verifiable by HQ D L 4  Business Area and PLFA functional managers. 
e. Auditable by D L 4  internal review offices and external audit and  
inspection agencies. 
f. Replicable by a t h u d  party using documentation developed during the  
data collection procedures. 
g. Stored and analyzed in a secure area and; 

2. There shall be a separation of duties so tha t  the collection of data,  the analysis 
of data,  data verification, and site selections are accomplished by different groups 
of individuals. The Chef  DL4  BRAC Team will ensure the accomplishment of a n  
unbiased and impartial BRAC process. 

B. Procedures of the plan include the following: 

1. fiifonn guidunce defining data requirements and sources. 

a. Functional representatives on the BRAC Worhng Group are  to  define 
data requirements, sources of information, and data elements for their a reas  
of responsibility. The purpose of developing uniform guidance is to ensure 
tha t  collection of the data is consistent and standard. 

b. Functional representatives on the BRAC \Vorhng Group will decide 
what  data elements are to be collected, and will prepare plans for the 
collection of data. 

c. To ensure consistency and correctness of the data collection plans, the 
plans \vill be written and coordinated through the B R i C  Working Group, 
approved by the Executive Group, and published for distribution. 

ti. PLFAs are to submit data to the BRAC Working Group 



e .  Each category of activity will have a data collcction plan and will include 
the following minimum information: 

(1) Type of data to be collected. 
(2) Type of f ach ty  from w h c h  i t  is to be collected. 
(3) Souce(s) of the data. 
(4) Method of collection, (e.g., extraction from manual  files or ADP 
systems). 
(5) Time period represented by the data. 
(6) Time period during which the da ta  is to be collected. 
(7) Position or title of individuals who are to collect the data. 
(8) Medium in which the data is to be collected, (e.g., electronic, 
paper, data base, spreadsheet, etc.) 
(9) Format in whlch the data is to be reported. 
(10) Suspense date for reporting to the  BRAC Working Group. 

2. Systems forven'fiing the mu- of duta at all levels of oornmand, ie.,  HQ 
DLA, PLFAS, SLFAS, etc 

. a. PLFA commanders have overall responsibility for the collection and 
submission of complete and accurate data. The BRAC Working Group will 
not accept submissions of draft data. 

6. Commanders (and, where applicable, management team representatives) 
a r e  to certify, to the best of their knowledge, tha t  the da ta  submitted a t  
the  request of the BR4C Executive and Working Groups are  accurate and 
complete. Commanders' certSication is based on their confidence tha t  the 

. - da ta  have been verified by management. The BRAC Internal Control 
Checklist is to be signed a t  the level a t  whlch the data was collected. 

c. PLFA commanders are to appoint a BRAC Point of Contact (BRAC-POC) 
who will be responsible to the PLFA commander and the BR4C \Yorking 
Group. The BRAC-POC will ensure: 

(1) Uniform data collection guidance is followed in the data 
collection process. 
(2) Internal control checklists (see para  B.2f) are completed for 
every data collection plan. 
(3) Assistance in Internal review audits (see para B.2e) to insure on 
time completion. 
(4) Data to be certified by the commander are accurate and 
complete. 



( 5 )  Data submissions to the BRAC Working Group arc  forwarded on 
time. 

d. The DLA Internal Review Office (DDAI) is responsible for auditing the 
accuracy and completeness of data submitted for the BRAC process. 

e .  DDAI will provide audit policy and perform on-site ~ e r ~ c a t i o n  of 
selective data. DDAI will be augmented by DoDIG, PLFA audit  staffs and 
HQ DLA subject matter experts (engineers, facility specialists, etc.) for 
performance of on-site verifications. 

&W.-* 
E.::I,~I- 
i..,':' I.. - , - - .  9 

(1) The purpose of the internal review audits is twofold: (a) serve 
a s  par t  of the commander's certification process; and (b) determine 
whether the data is supported by a n  audit trail. Auditors shall test  
data accuracy, verlfy that  the data were collected in  accordance with 
the data collection plan, and recommend corrective action. Internal 
audits of data can be completed before submission to the B.RAC 
Working Group, but not later than  30 days after the initial 
submission of the data to the BRAC Worhng Group.. 
(2) Internal review auditors normally review statistical samples of 
data. The actual level of effort must  be enough to achleve reasonable 
assurance of data accuracy. 
(3) PLFA internal review office will not be used to collect data,  
except a s  required to perform audits. 

f. Internal Control Checklist 

(1) A checklist will be used by BRAC POCs to verrfy the accuracy 
and completeness of data and document an  audit trail for third- 
party verlfication. 
(2) Third-party verlfication may be affected by the DoD IG,  the 
GAO, the Defense BRAC Commission, etc. 
(3) The checklist is to be included in the data collection plans. 

g. Functional managers of the BRAC \Vorking Group are responsible to the 
BRAC Executive Group for verifying data collected by the PLFAs. 
\'erfiications are to be performed on a n  as-needed basis and will consider 
ver~fications done by the PLFA personnel and audits by internal review 
personnel. 



h. Members of the BRAC Executive Group arc responsible to the Director, 
DLA, for making recommendations that  fulfill the requirements and the 
intents of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, P.L 101- 
510, a s  amended and the B M C  U'orlung Group is responsible for 
submitting the data to the Executive Group. All submissions and 
recommendations to the Director, DLA, will be certified by the Chief DLA 
BRAC Team and the Chairman of the BR4C Executive Group (DM-DD). 
Finally, the Director, D M ,  must certlfy to the Secretary of Defense tha t  
da ta  used in m a h n g  BRAC 95 recommendations to the Secretary are  
accurate and complete to the best of h s  knotvledge and belief. 

3. Doccrmentatwn justifying w m c t w n s  made to data resewed from shr-dinate 

c0RunrmdS. 

a. Corrections to previously certified data a re  to be submitted to the 
Director of the BRAC Worlung Group and copies furnished to DDAI for 
subsequent verification. PLFA commanders who discover errors in da ta  
previously certified are  to submit such corrections a s  soon a s  the error is 
discovered, w i t h n  the  time frames established by the BRAC Executive 
Group. If the BRAC Worhng Group discovers errors in previously 
certdied data,  the BRAC Worhng Group shall task the PLFA(s) to make 
corrections, and establish appropriate suspense dates. 

b. All corrections must  be fully documented in  writing. Documentation 
should consist of a t  least: 

(1) A reason for the correction. 
(2) The data element(s) involved. 

. - 
(3) A comparison between original and corrected data. 

. (4) Verification by the responsible PLFA manager. 
(5) CertLication by the PLFA commander. 

C .  The BR4C LVorking Group is responsible for considering all properly 
justified and substantive corrections of data in the overall analysis. 

4. Requests h m  OSD and the BRAC Commission after the DLA 
mwmmendations huve been provided to OSD for additional analysis or data will be 
reviewed by 00.41 and certifwd by the Director. An audit trail will be maintained 



a. Responsibilities. The BRAC Worlung Group is responsible for 
performing and coordinating all BRAC related analyses. Members of the 
BRAC Worhng Group are responsible for performing BRAC related 
analyses for those DLA activities where they have functional responsibility. 
The BRAC Worhng Group will request analyses from field activities 
or from the DLA Operations Research Office, Defense General Supply 
Center, Richmond, where the application of operations research or 
economic analysis is required. 

b. Procedures. The BRAC Working Group will develop a n  audit trail  t ha t  
will maintain the integrity of all data submitted by the PLFAs. 

c. Clcrssification of Analysis. The BRAC Working Group is to determine 
when analysis results will be classified above the close hold level. Kormally 
this will occur when the analysis has yielded sigmficant findings, results, or 
conclusions tha t  are envisioned a s  recommendations for Executive Group 
approval. Prior to this  time all w o r h g  papers, data,  models, or 
preliminary results wdl be treated a s  close hold. BRAC related Information 
wdl not be released to anyone outside the BRAC Executive or Worlimg 
Groups (except the DoDIG and GAO) unless authorized by the  Director, 
DLA, Chairman of the BRAC Executive Group or the Principal Deputy. 

d. Analysis Evaluation. DDAI will be responsible for evaluating the  
analyses performed by the BRACWG. 

e. Storage of Results. If analysis results are classified Confidential or  
SECRET, they are to be secured in a n  area to be designated by the C h e f  of 

. - the BRAC Worhng Group. 

6. Pmcedunes to chech the aocurac~l of the mLalyses made from the data 

a. All new submissions of data w d  be analyzed to  determine accuracy and 
changes to analyses will be made a s  appropriate. 

b. For audit trail purposes, the original analysis is to be retained and 
marked appropriately. 

c. DDAI will be responsible for evaluating all new submissions of data 
requested by the BR4CWG in the time frames required to meet OSD/BRAC 
Commission suspenses. 



7. A n  assessment &J DDAI of the adeqwc_v of the BRA C Z n t e d  Contml Plan. 

a. The DDAl representative to the BRAC Working Group will determine 
whether the internal control plan is adequate by periodically reviewing: 

(1) Managerial (BRAC-POC) verXications of the data. 
(2) Internal review audit reports on data accuracy. 
(3) Commanders' certrfications of data have been accomplished in 
accordance with the law. 

b. The BRAC Working Group will return data that have not been collected 
in compliance with the internal control plan. Cognizant PLFAs will revise, 
as necessary, data that  have been returned in thls manner. 



DLA BRAC INTERNAL CONTROL CHECKLIST 

1. Name of PLFA/SLFA: 

2. BRAC-POC Identification: Alternate BRAC-POC Identification: 
a. Name: a. Name: 
b. Office Symbol: b. Office Symbol: 
c. Phone: c. Phone: 
d. Fax: d. Fax 

3. Data Collection Plan Identification: 

(note: attach copy of data collection plan) 

4. W o r k ~ a ~ e r s  - For each data collection plan: 

a. D o  workpapers exist? Y e s  No- 
b: - b e  workpapers neat, legible, 
and organized? Yes- No- 
c. D o  workpapers show dates the 
data was .collected? Yes- No- 
d. As appropriate, do the workpapers 
show either the "beginning and end~ng 
datesn of the period covered by the 
data, or the "as of date" of the data? Y e s  No- 
. - 

5. Data C311ection Personnel - Review the workpapers for this data c3llection plan. Do the 
workpapers ind~cate: 

a. The name, offlse symbol, and 
phane number of the tndividua':~) 
wh3 callected each element of deta 
f3r thts collect~on ;Ian? Yes- No- 

t:. That the data was ver~fted 31- 

by management personnel independent 
o! the da:a collectton grocess? Yes- No- 



6. Sources of Data - Review workpapers for this data collection plan. For each data 
element, answer the following questions. 

a. If data came from existing files, 
do the workpapers indicate the files 
used and locations of the files? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

b. For all computations, do the workpapers indicate: 

I] The raw numbers/figures that went into 
the computation? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

2) The files or  other source of data for the 
raw numbers/figures? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

3) The method of computation? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

4) Whether computations have 
been verified? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

51 Do the computations ensure 
the validity of the data projected 
for 33 September 1994? Yes- N o  N/A- 

.- c.  For data davelopad through analysis, do the workpapers indicate: -- . - 
- . 1 I The person who performed 

t h e  analysis? Yes- N o  N/A- 

2 )  The so~~rce!s) of information 
used in the analysis? Yes- No- N/A- 

3 )  The type of rnformatmn in 
the analysis? Y e s  N3- N/A- 

4)  The method of analysis? Yes- N:,- N/'A- 



d. If the w o m a p m  include testimonial information or data, do the workpapen indicate: 

1 ) The name, position, title, 
grade, office symbol, and phone 
number of the person[s) who 
gave the testimony? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

21 The name, position, title, 
grade, office symbol, and phone 
number of the person(s) who 
recorded the testimony? Y e s  N O  N/A- 

3) The date the testimony 
was, given? Y e s  N o  N/A- 

s. If the w o d q a p r s  contain data based on observations Ie.g., phrical mea6umment8. 
work counts, itsm counts], indicate: 

I) The name, position, title, 
grade, office symbol, and phone 
number of the person(s1 who 
made the observations. Y e s  N o  N/A- 

. - 2) The date and time the 
- - - - observations were made. Y e s  N o  N/A- 

31 The specific method of 
observation, (note: the list 
of examples in paragraph 5.e 
IS not an ali inslusive I~st). Y e s  N 3  N/'A- 



7. Audit of BRAC Data 

a. Has an audit of this data been scheduled by the 
Internal Review Office (DDAI]? (Note: If an audit 
has not been scheduled, or if there is no plan t o  
schedule an audit, do not complete item 7.b - 7.fl. Y e s  No- 

b. Has the audit been started? Yes- NO- 

c. Has the audit been completed? Y e s  No- 

d. If the audit has started, but not yet completed, 
will it be completed within 30 days after certification 
of the  data and submission to the BRAC Working 
Group? Yes- No- 

'ec If the audit has been completed, has a report 
been published; does the BRACPOC have a copy 
on file; a r d  has a copy of the report been submitted 
to DDAI in accordance with the BRAC Audit Guidance? Y e s  No- 

f. If the complet~,d audit report contains recommen- 
dations for the Improvement of data, has there been 

. - compliance with those recommendations? 
. - . - 

SISNATURE DATA PREPARE8 

Y e s  No- 

?AINTE;3 NAME. OFFIZE S Y M ~ O L ,  TELEPHONE NC]. 



NONDISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

(Name ) I acknowledge and state that: 

1. I have read and understand the requirements of the DLA Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Internal Control Plan for the 
Collection and Analysis of Data. 

2. Unless authorized to do so by law, I will not release to 
anyone outside the Government or to members of Congress any of 
the information generated as part of the BRAC process which is 
considered CLOSE HOLD information until the BRAC '95 
recommendations, if any, are made public. 

3. Unless authorized to do so by law, I will discuss matters 
under consideration in the BRAC '95 review process only with 
Government personnel who have an official need to know the 
matters being discussed. 

(name, grade, title) 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
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  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V IRGINIA 22304-6100 

C A I  

16 F e b r u a r y  1 9 9 4  

GENERAL ORDER 
NO. 3-94 

I. AUTHORITY: DLA-D approval of CA Staff Summary Sheet dated 
10 December 1993, subject: ~eestablishment of the DLA Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Executive Group and BRAC Team. 

11. Pursuant to cited authority and effective 10 February 1994: 

A. The DLA BRAC Executive Group is reestablished to direct 
the DLA base realignment and closure process. The Executive 
Group guides DLA policies, procedures, and recommendations 
related to the development and implementation of base 
realignment and closure actions. The Director, DLA makes the 
final decision on which bases to recommend to the Secretary of 
Defense for realignment and closure and approves plans for 
implementation of base realignment and closure actions. The 
BRAC Senior Technical Advisors, non-voting members of the 
Executive Group, provide executive level technical support and 
advice to the voting members of the DLA BRAC ~xecutive Group. 

-1" 

b --:. 3 B. The DLA BRAC Team is reestablished to provide technical 
staff support to the DLA B ~ C  Executive Group for development of 
BRAC recommendations and implementation of BRAC actions. The 
BRAC Team is divided into two working groups: The BRAC 95 
Working Group and the BRAC Implementation Working Group. 

1. The BRAC 95 Working Group provides technical staff 
support to the Dl& BRAC Executive Group in the following areas: 
development of policies and procedures, including DLA 
subelements to DoD selection criteria and definitions for excess 
capacity; internal controls; data collection; analysis to 
support recommendations for realignment and closure of DLA 
activities; and the development of the final report and 
supporting documentation. 

2. The BRAC ~mplementation Working Group provides 
implementation support for all approved BRAC actions for BRAC 
88, BRAC 91, BRAC 93, and BRAC 95. The BRAC Implementation 
Working Group develops plans for implementing approved BRAC 
recommendations; develops budget requirements in conjunction 
with Business Management Offices, Field Activities, and 
Financial Office Staff for submission to DoD; provides guidance 
and on-site assistance; schedules and tracks implementation 
milestones; and provides liaison with OSD, the Services, and 
losinglgaining sites. 



GENERAL ORDER 
NO. 3-94 

111. Attached is the Charter for the DLA BRAC ~xecutive Group 
and the BRAC Working Team. 

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR: 

Atch 

DISTRIBUTION 
2 

CHRISTINE L. GALLO 
Executive Director 
(Plans & Policy Integration) 



DLA BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) EXECUTIVE GROUP 
AND BRAC TEAM CHARTER 

I. AUTHORITY 

The DLA BPAC Executive Group and BRAC Team were reestab- 
lished by General Order 3-94 to develop and implement DLA's base 
realignment and closure process, procedures, recommendations, and 
actions. 

11. BACKGROUND 

A. Reductions in the Defense infrastructure through base 
realignments and closures are being stressed by the Secretary of 
Defense to increase military efficiency and effectiveness and 
reduce the cost of the Defense establishment. 

B. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (PL 
101-510), as amended, established a process and procedures for 
closing and realigning bases. OSD guidance elaborates on the 
requirements of the ~ c t .  

1. Bases are grouped into categories with similar 
missions or capabilities/attributes. 

2. Categories are assessed for excess capacity to 
determine whether reduced requirements from the Military Services 
and other customers can translate into the realignment or closure 
of DLA activities within a category. 

3. Activities within a category identified as having 
excess capacity are evaluated against DoD selection criteria and 
DLA subelements to the DoD selection criteria. 

4.  Specific DLA activities and space may be identified 
which will be candidates for closure/realignment. 

5.  The Secretary of Defense must close and realign all 
military installations recommended for closure and realignment by 
the BRAC Commission, unless the President does not approve the 
recommendations or a congressional joint resolution of disapprov- 
al is enacted. 

6. The Secretary must initiate all the closures and 
realignments within two years and complete all the closures 
within six years, beginning from the date the President approves 
the recommendations. 



7. DLA must provide to OSD any recommended closures or 
reaiignments. Exceptions are 1) the closure of a military instal- 
lation where fewer than 300 civilian personnel are employed, or 2) 
the realignment of a military installation employing at least 300 
civilian personnel which reduces civilian personnel by fewer than 
1,000 or by less than 50 percent. DLA installations which meet 
these exceptions may be closed or realigned at DLA's direction 
without formal BRAC review. 

111. RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. DLA BRAC Executive Group: 

1. Directs the DLA base realignment and closure process. 

2. Guides DLA policies, procedures, and recommendations 
related to the development and implementation of base realignment 
and closure actions, 

3 .  Makes recommendations to the Director, DLA for his 
decision concerning any proposed DLA base realignment or closure 
which falls within the thresholds of the Act. 

4 .  Provides staff representatives to the DLA BRAC Team, 
either full or part time. 

5. Includes the following voting members (one alternate 
may be identified to vote for each member in an "acting" capacity): 

Principal Deputy Director, DLA (Chairman) 
Deputy Director, Corporate Administration (First Vice 

Chairman ) 
Deputy Director, Materiel Management (Second Vice 

Chairman ) 
Deputy Director, Acquisition 
Executive Director, Contract Management 
Executive Director, Procurement 
Executive Director, Supply Management 
Executive Director, Distribution 
Executive Director, Plans and policy Integration 
Executive Director, Human Resources 
Chief Financial Officer 
General Counsel 
Deputy Executive Director, Supply Management 
Deputy Executive Director, Distribution 



6. Includes the following non-voting members who serve 
as Senior Technical Advisors and provide executive level techni- 
cal support and advice: 

Assistant Executive ~irector, ~nstallations Group 
Staff Director, Environment and Safety 
Executive Director, Information Services 
Staff Director, Congressional Affairs 
Staff Director, Public Affairs 
Chief, DLA BRAC Team (~xecutive Secretary) 

7. The Principal Deputy Director: 

a. Serves as Chairman of the DLA BRAC Executive 
Group. 

b. Serves as the Agency senior leadership focal 
point for DLA base realignment and closure. 

c. Represents DLA at OSD BRAC Executive Group 
meetings. 

d. Schedules in-progress reviews, as necessary, 
.- with the DLA BRAC Executive Group to provide members with infor- 

mation and elicit direction. 

e. Provides general guidance to the Chief, DLA BRAC 
Team, to implement tasking or other direction from the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group. 

f .  Monitors DLA BRAC Executive G r o u p  and BRAC Team 
progress. 

g. Reports progress on BRAC actions to the ~irec- 
tor, DLA. 

8. The Deputy Director, Corporate ~dministration: 

a. Serves as the First Vice-Chairman of the DLA 
BRAC Executive Group. 

b. Is designated as the alternate to the Chairman 
in his absence. 

9. The Deputy Director, Materiel Management: 

a. Serves as the Second Vice-Chairman of the DLA 
BRAC Executive Group. 



b. Is designated as the alternate to the First 
Vice-Chairman in his absence. 

10. The Chief, DLA BRAC Team: 

a. Serves as the Executive Secretary of the DLA 
BRAC Executive Group. 

b. Makes presentations to the DLA BRAC ~xecutive 
Group concerning DLA BRAC Team developmental and implementation 
efforts as well as other BRAC issues. 

- 

c. Records proceedings of the DLA BRAC Executive 
Group. 

d. Takes direction from the Chairman, DLA BRAC 
Executive Group. 

e. Provides day-to-day direction to the DLA BRAC 
Team. 

f. Serves as the senior staff liaison for BRAC 
operational issues with other staffs from OSD, the Military 
Services, and DLA activities. 

B. DLA BRAC Team: 

The DLA BRAC Team is divided into two working groups: the BRAC 
95 Working Group and the BRAC ~mplementation Working Group. 

1. The BRAC 95 Working Group: 

a. Provides technical staff support to the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group for BRAC 95. 

b. Develops policies and procedures, including 
definitions for excess capacity, DLA subelements to DoD selection 
criteria, and internal controls. 

c. Collects data and performs analysis to support 
recommendations for realignment and closure of DLA activities. 

d. Writes the draft and final reports and provides 
supporting documentation. 



2. The BRAC Implementation Working Group: 

a. Provides technical staff support to the DLA BRAC 
Executive Group related to BRAC implementation actions. 

b. Develops plans for implementing approved BRAC 
recommendations. 

c. Provides guidance to field activities and ensures 
consistency in all functional implementation actions. . 

d. Provides on-site assistance to DLA field activities. 

IV. DURATION 

This charter is in effect until the DLA BRAC Executive Group and 
BRAC Team are disestablished by the Director, DLA. 

Date: lorn f qq4  

Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
Director 
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Chief BRAC Team 
* Col Dennis Reynolds 47146/45379 
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DCSC 
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DDRE 
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Ron Marichak 977-7760 
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DDOC - 
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DDOU 
Carolyn Brunson 352-6970 
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Dave Blackwood 439-7474 
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DDRT 
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IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

, o r s ~ ~ r v r ~  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 9 

4 *&* 
CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 a C 

it D MAY 1994 *, z 
*P?*NT *OCQt 

S: 30 June 1994 

SUBJECT: Preparation for Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Letter Data Call (BRAC95L004) 

TO: Commanders of DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DFSC, DESC, DNSC, DCMDC, DCMDM, DASC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1. The cost data which will be used for BRAC 95 will be compiled by the HQ DLA Management Analysis 
Statistical System (MASS). Actual data will be FYTD as of 30 June 1994. The remaining 3 months must 
be estimated by you so we have a full year of data. All data submitted in response to BRAC 95 data 
collection will require certification bv the activitv commander or ornanizational head. 

2. Each activity's June 1994 FYTD data will be placed in your designated analyst's home directory on 
MASS. To accomplish this, please provide the user ID of your designated analyst. The data file is for you 
to modify to reflect estimated year-end data. Once complete, we will extract the modified file from the 
analyst's directory for our BRAC 95 cost data. A certified summary level, hard copy of this file will then 
be forwarded to DLA Headquarters to become part of the certified data used in BRAC 95. 

3 .  In preparation we ask that all nonlabor obligation entries and corrections be made to the Appropriation 
Accounting System (AAS) by 30 June 1994. All corrections to labor accounts should be done prior to the 
last biweekly cost run in June and if split end-of-month accruals are a problem, make a special effort in 
June to correct these problems. 

4. If the actions in paragraph 2 are carried out, your certification of the MASS data will be straight- 
forward; otherwise, changes would have to be detailed by activity, organization, cost code and object class. 

5. Any questions you have on the above requirement may be directed to Mr. Jack Francisco, BRAC Core 
Team, DSN 284-7146. 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 

cc: 
DESC 
DASC 



IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VlRGlNlA 22304-61 00 

SUBJECT: Input for Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Data Call Workshop 
(BRAC95LOO5) 

TO: Commanders of DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DFSC, DESC, DCMDC, DCMDM, DNSC, DASC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1. Last week your staff was advised of a tentative timeframe (28-30 June 94) for our pre-BRAC 
data call workshop. We intend to devote a portion of the workshop to a discussion of labor- 
management relations issues relative to the BRAC 95 process. 

2. In order to make this session most productive, please provide us an advance list of your labor- 
management relations issues, questions andor concerns. We will structure the discussion around 
them. Please provide your list to this HQ DLA, CAAJ(BRAC) - John Green, not later than 
20 June 94. You may fax your list to this HQ DLA if you wish. The fax number is (DSN) 
284-3966; (Commercial) 703-274-3966. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

V 



IN R E P L Y  

R E F E R  TO CAAJPRAC) 

OEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 1 0  

7 1 JUN 1994 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Guidance (BRAC95L006) 

TO: DDRW-D 

1. Reference: DDRW-RO letter, 2 May 94, subject: DDRW BRAC Team Workshop. 

2. Responses to the comrnents/questions reflected in the enclosure to DDRW-RO's letter are at 
enclosure 1. 

1 Enci 

cc: 
PCSC 
DGSC 
DISC 
DPSC 
DCMDN 
DCMDS 
D C r n W  
DChtCI 
DDRE 
DDRW 
DRMS 
DLSC 
DSAC 
DPLASC 

'earn Chief 
DLA BRAC 



TOPICS THAT REQUIRE SUPPLElMENTARY INFORMATION OR CLARIFICATION 
\ 
1 

ISSUES FROM THE DLA HOSTED BRAC 95 MEETING-14 Mar 94 

1. Comment/Question: When will a copy of the BRAC Internal Control Plan for the 
collection and analysis of data be disseminated to DDRW? Statements of Nondisclosure 
cannot be executed without this plan. 

Response: Provided via BRAC95L003, dated 23 May 94. 

2. Comment/Question: Specific guidance pertaining to the level of union involvement for 
BRAC 95. 

Response: We believe "specific" guidance to be inappropriate to the spirit and intent of DLA 
Labor-management relations program policy an3 of E.O. 1287 1, Labor-Management Partner- 
ships. We believe the nature of union involvement in the BRAC process at DDRW should be 
grounded in the principles of partnership as set forth in the Executive Order and in the recently 
concluded DLAIAFGE Partnership Council Agreement (reference CAHS letter, 28 Apr 94, 
subject: DLNAFGE Partnership Agreement). 

In the terms of "general" guidance, we would refer DDRW to the attached Memorandum for 
Record, 18 Mar 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closures; 1995 (BRAC) and Labor- 
Management Relations (attachment 1); and the attached letter, CAAJ(BRAC), dated 15 Apr 94, 
addressed to Mr. Frank L. Lakis, President, DLA Council of AFGE Locals (attachment 2). 

Requests for guidance on specific issues should be directed to Ms. Karen Cavileer, Labor 
Relations Officer, this HQ, ATTN: CAHS, phone: @SN) 284-6050. 

3. Comment/Question: The date for the upcoming Base Operating Systems Costing meeting. 

Response: After further discussions with Region budget representatives, it was determined that 
there will be no separate Base Operating Systems Costing meeting. MMD is reviewing and 
analyzing the type of cost questions to be asked. The BRAC FO representative, using field and 
MMD inputs, will prepare the cost section of the data call. 

4. Comment/Question: The date for the BRAC 95 data call review workshop to be held at 
DDRW. 

Response: The BRAC 95 pre-data call review workshop will be held when all data call questions 
have been developed. The current estimate is in the late-June timeframe. You will be notified as 
soon as the date is determined. If additional BRAC Team assistance is required at DDRW after 
the workshop has been completed, we'll provide support as appropriate. 

; 5. Comment/Question: The revised PWC schedule for DDRW Distribution Depots. 



Response: The latest PWC schedule is provided at attachment 3. It is provided in the context 
that the PWC efforts are ongoing primarily for the DLA master planning efforts. Only portions of 
the PWC efforts will be directly related to BRAC. The respective PWC report sections and refer- 
ences will be included in the data call. The Headquarters POC for the PWC interface is Tom 
Karst, MMDIM, DSN 284-0612. 

ISSUES GENERATED FROM THE DDRW BRAC POC WORKSHOP 

1. Comment/Question: Define the elements of the COBRA model; i.e., what is its makeup 
and its purpose. Is it possible that invalid or outdated formulas exist within the software? 
Explain how it impacts the rating/ranking of depots, if at  all? 

Response: At attachment 4 is a copy of the COBRA User's Manual for BRAC 93. Minimal 
changes are being made for BRAC 95. In the manual you will find a definition for each data 
element which is available within the model. Most of the elements are self explanatory. The use 
of each element is dependent upon the type of element, such as cost. The elements are used as 
input to the various algorithms programmed into the model. We are not aware of any invalid or 
outdated formulas in the model. The model serves only to cost out various scenarios that are 
developed by the analyst. The model does not generate rankings or rank order of any type. The 
military value analysis is the process which is used to rank the depots. 

2. Comment/Question: Will the BRAC 95 process include Defense Distribution Depot 
Oakland @DOC), or the Tooele facility? If so, will they both be included in the PWC and 
805 report reviews? 

Response: No. See BRAC95L002, dated 9 May 94. However, there will be questions in the 
data call concerning attainable cubic feet of stock currently stored at depots identified for closure 
in earlier BRAC rounds that will be moved to another depot. 

3. Comment/Question: Will destinations and tonnage be provided when calculating the 
cost of movement of stock? Also, several depots have facilities at  more than one location. 
Will the calculation allow for storage facilities at  different geographic locations? Zf not, 
how will this impact the rating and ranking process. 

Response: You will not be asked to calculate costs for movement of stock during the BRAC 
analysis period. If, however, an activity in your Region is selected for the closure list, a "real" 
look will be taken for budget purposes and will include movement of stock as one of the elements. 
You will be asked to answer a question on tonnage in relation to the total tonnage shipped during 
FY 94. When performing the capacity review, all locations attached to specific depots will be 
included; i.e., Long Beach with San Diego. We will be looking at each individually, and then as a 
whole for the parent site. 

4. Comment/Question: Will "blanketf1 assumptions be incorporated into the BRAC 95 

) data call? If so, how will the assumptions be determined? 
.* 



Response: At this time there are very few assumptions. One may be given when asked to 
calculate thruput capacity; i.e., current mechanization and facilitation, no constraints on resources, 

,! etc. Everyone will be treated equally. If, when the data call is completed, there are assumptions, 
we will review them during the workshop. 

5. Comment/Question: Will the BRAC 95 data call include questions relating to the 
layaway or reuse of buildings as well as the costs to remove or relocate equipment? 

Response: Yes. The data call will have questions relative to the availability of excess buildings 
present at the respective installation, as well as local DoD activities. Additionally, activities will 
be required to identifjr how excess buildings can be made available. There will also be questions 
relative to the amount of equipment at an activity. The cost to remove and reinstall equipment 
will most likely be derived from standard factors at the headquarters. These factors will be used 
across DLA for any BRAC analysis. 

6. Comment/Question: Does your office plan to develop a standard format for inputting 
BRAC 95 data and/or require all depots to use a common software application; i-e., 
Microsoft Word, Enable, LOTUS 1-2-3, etc.? If universal software is required, will your 
office orchestrate the software acquisition training, etc.? When is it projected a decision 
will be determined regarding this issue? 

Response: The BRAC Office is developing a standard format for the input of most data call 
e,;; 
c- +?.L questions. The field will only need a 286 (or better) personal computer and a spreadsheet pro- 
* ._ -> gram, such as LOTUS 1-2-3 or the Enable spreadsheet. We will clearly identiiy the data call 

responses that are to be automated and will provide instructions (and format) to run the auto- 
mated program we develop. Details will be provided at the pre-BRAC Data Call Workshop. 

7. Comment/Question: Define preparer and the responsibilities associated with this title; 
i.e., signature of Statement of Nondisclosure, certifier, etc. 

Response: The individual who prepares and/or gathers the data is required to sign a 
Nondisclosure Statement and certlfjr that the data provided is accurate. See CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 
18 Mar 94, subject: Statements of Nondisclosure, BRAC95L002, and BRAC95L003. 

8. CommentlQuestion: Define the responsibilities of the Certifier. Since the Site 
Commander is accountable for the depot, is this the only certification required for the 
BRAC data package a t  the depot level? If not, what level do we request certification? If 
certification is required at the lowest level, what ramifications will be experienced by the 
certifier for improper data and could this become a union issue? 

Response: As noted in BRAC95L002, the signing of the certification constitutes a representation 
that the certifying official has reviewed the information and either (1) personnally vouches for its 
accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed 

, by a cornpetant subordinate. 
*j 



At a minimum, certification should be accomplished by the collectorl provider of the data, his 
immediate supervisor and the Commander. We are not in a position to categorically say whether 

i 
/ improperly certified data will or wit! not "become a union issue." 

The nexus would have to be some linkage to the terms of the applicable collective bargaining 
agreement or to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 7101-7135. In addition, as you know, the union has 
the unfettered right to raise virtually any concern or issue that it believes violates or compromises 
its understanding of governing law, rule, regulation, or agreement. 

We do not believe that inlproperly certified data, per se, would lead to any "harm," from a "union 
issue" perspective, as long as it is discovered and corrected in a timely manner before it is applied 
to final analysis and evaluations. We believe the extensive audit and inquiry features of the BRAC 
95 process virtually guarantees that "improper" data will be discovered and corrected before final 
recommendations are made. False certifications of data could under some circumstances result in 
criminal charges. 

9. CommentIQuestion: Is the Management Information System (MIS) our sole source to 
provide workload data? 

Response: MIS is not hlly matured and all sites do not have MIS up and running. You will be 
asked to use the same methodology you use for preparing your MMR statistics for the questions 
you will be asked. 

10. Comment/Question: Confirm the start point for the workload baseline; i.e., actual 3rd 
Qtr, and projected 4th Qtr, FY 94. 

Response: To be determined. 

11. CommentIQuestion: Explain workload projection methodology. 

Response: To be determined. 

12. Define bin (weight capacity) and bulk (weight capacity; is rack considered bin or bulk; 
is bulk categorized as medium bulk, heavy bulk, and hazardous materiel; etc.) 

Response: All definitions will be those given in the OUSD (LIMRM) memo, 23 Dec 93, subject: 
Definitions of Distribution Depot Functions (attachment 5).  

13. Comment/Question: Define wholesale versus retail stocks. 

Response: The difference between wholesale versus retail stocks is one of ownership. It has 
been noted that this is not visible to the pickerfpacker. For this reason, you will not be asked to 
differentiate between wholesale and retail stocks. 

- 14. Comment/Question: Define a "shift;" i.e., 8 hourslprimelsecondary/full staffed. 



Response: More information will be provided in the data call when asking for a normal shift to 
j allow for those depots that work four 10-hour shifts, flex days, etc The important thing to 

remember is that calculations can be made using an 80-hour pay period and dividing by 10--this 
will be the figure we are looking for. 

15. Comment/Question: Define what should be counted under reimbursable work versus 
nonreimbursable work; i.e., funding documents in place versus those that have been 
identified but have no funding, etc. 

Response: Reimbursable work will be identified as with fbnding documents in place and as work 
performed but not funded. That information is available from the field. 

16. CommentlQuestion: How do we identify accountable (1348 generated) and 
nonaccountable (no paperwork) workload for workload counts? 

Response: To be determined. 

17. CommentlQuestion: On data that can only be obtained from the host, who is the 
primary source @LA HQ or RegionfDepots) to solicit data from host services and who 
provides this information? 

Response: The BRAC 95 data call will be sent to the regions. Each depot may be asked by the 
region to provide certain data. The region will then forward this certified data to HQ DLA. 

18. Comment/Question: Define throughput capacity; i.e., fully staffed regardless of 
current staffing, equipmentfautomated systems a t  100 percent capacity. 

Response: Throughput capacity is the capability the facility was designed to do. You will be 
given additional parameters; i.e. normal shift, two shifts, etc., in the data call request. 

19. Comment/Question: Define top ten customer parameters; i.e., lines, tons, etc. 

Response: At this time there is no question on identification of customers other than through 
mileage. However, there are DLA Operations Research/Econornic Analysis Office (DORO) 
studies currently in progress that are making these calculations. This information may come fiom 
certified studies. You will be notified. 

20. Comment/Question: Will data be provided by facility or geographic location. More 
than one geographic location can compose a depot; i.c, TraceyBharpe equals Defense 
Distribution Depot San Joaquin. 

Response: Tracy/Sharpe are one facility as is Mechanicsburg/New Cumberland. All others; e.g., 
Ogden and Hill report separately. 

.- 



21. CommenVQuestion: When is it anticipated that workload issues will be defined? 
Once these issues have been defined, DDRW can commence establishing programs to 

) capture data. 

Response: You will be given all instructions with the data call. There will be ample time to make 
the caIculations. You should receive the data call sometime in June and have it completed by the 
end of August. Some types of information you will gather from the 805 report and others from 
the PWC report. Some data may be turned in after the due date depending on the timing of your 
PWC review. 

5 ATTACHMENTS 



18 Marc: 1994 

MENORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closu,~es, 1995 (BRAC 95) and 
Labor-Management Relations ., 

1. The undersigned met on 18 March 1994 to discuss DLA 
~ g s m e n t ' s  responsibilities and obligations to its labor-unions 
In the BRAC 95 process. 

2 .  Of particular focus was the issue of the union's access to 
, 

and involvement in activities related to the data that we will be 
using to analyze and evaluate the DLA BRAC candidate activities. 

3 . Department of Def &e ( I b D )  policy mermrandum dated 7 Jan 
1994, siject : 1995 Base RealigmEnts and Closures (BRAC 95) , 
states that "(d)ata and analyses used by the DoD Cmpnents to 
evaluate military installations for closure and realqment will 
not be released until the Secretaryls recomnendations have been 
forwarded to the 1995 (Defense Base Closure and Xeali-t) 
Comnission on March 1, 1995, unless specifically requlred by 
law. " 

4 .  Consistent with this policy and consistent with DoDts pending 
declination to agree to a Cormussion request to allow it to be 
afforded access to this data in advance of 1 Mzrch 1995 (which, 
perforce, would put DoD in the position of acquiescing to similar 
reguests f r m  members of Congress) , we concluded that Dm' s labor 
unlons are nat privy to any of the data that we will be using in 
the BRAC 95 process. This includes paP,icipation in the 
fomc~lation of the dzta requirements, the csntent of the &ta 
call, ac:ivities relaced to &ta acqdisition, access to the &ta 
that is szhnitted by the field to D Z  Xe.iquarZers, au8its of t he  
hta, mii analysis of the data. 

5 .  Labr unions will be permi t ted  access to this data at the 
s a ~  t i r e  it is releasable to other ~ ~ ~ r s  of th? ?u5lic (i . e. . 
~"~?r.zer,tly, on or after 1 K.',arch 1995) . 
6. Infivi~dal eployees, who my or m y  n-t ~ ~ 2 z e r s  of a l a b r  
unicz' s bargaining  nit a?d/or hTna may or m y  not be officers of 
a l k r  snion, ray parricipare ir. activities related to the 3XAC 
95 j3f2 zq~izem2-nts a~a arxilysis ~r3:2ss1 as "etedzed by 3-S 
~Z-1a~2P-r.: . 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
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  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V I R G I N I A  22304-6100 

1 5 APR 1994 

Mr. Frank L. Lakis 
President, DLA Council of AFGE Lacals - - -  

2613 south Bouvier Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19145-4506 

Ear Mr. Lakis: 

Thank you for your letter of 23 March 1994 concerning the Base 
Realignrent and Closure (BRAC) process. I am pleased to hear of . 
your continued high level of interest in this mst important and 
sensitive process. I- full agree with your position that cooper- 
ation and partnership be & hallmarks of the DLA Council of AFGE 
Localsf interface with DLA1s BRA. mess. I will see to it that 
you are afforded o rtunities to kc- as irrvolved and as EP" lnformed as possib e. 

- 

For starters, you will find attached to this letter a copy of the 
rremrandum £ran the f o m r  Deputy Secretary of D e f w e  dated 
7 January 1994 (Ehcl 1) which establishes policies, rocedures, 
authorities, and respon,sibilities for implemznting t e BRAC 1995 g 
process, as well as cupies of recent D L 4  letters on this subject 
(Encls 2 and 3 ) .  -- - - 

As you know, DLA participated in the BRAC process for the first 
time in 1992-1993. That mess has resulted in decisions 
approved by Congress whicf: we are now irrplementing. You are w e l -  
cane to have a representative of the DLA Council attend the 
weekly B W  1993 utplenentation -status reetings that are held 
here at DLA Headquarters. Colonel Dennis Reynolds, USAF, Deputy 
mief, Dis i  2aAc Team, heads up DLA1 s B3AC 1993 iqlmntation 
efforts. Colonel Reynolds, or a me-r  of the  D7A 9XAC Team 
staff, will be happy to provide p u t  or ysur representative, with 
a schedule of forthcaning metings. Colonel Reynslds can be 
reached at (Dm) 284 -7146. 

I aqee with your suggestion that Ms. D i b S l e  be provided with 
weekly updates of the 3-C 1995 process. A2Za7g3'nC7ts can be 
ra3e thxough Ps . Marjie McManamay, Chief of the DLA W C  Team. 
Pis. McMmxmy can be reached at (Dm) 284-7146. In addition, you 

material which will be pravlded with higher level infomticna- 
dxs n3t require "close hold" protectis3 as if becorns available 
to us, as well as siriila= material which we may issue. 



SITE TEAM START FINISH 

H I L L  A F B  D3 6 J U N E  2 4  J U N E  

C1 6 J U N E  1 7  J U N E  CORPUS C H R I S T 1  

* P H I L A D E L P H I A /  
O K L A H O U  C I T Y  1 3  J U N E  2 9 J U L Y  - 

2 7  J U N E  2 2  J U L Y  A N N I S T O N  

27 J U N E  2 2  J U L Y  

P U G E T  SOUND/ 
McCLELLAN 1 3  J U N E  

6 J U N E  

2 7  J U N E  

1 AUGUST 

2 5  J U L Y  

27  J U N E  

25  J U L Y  

2 2  AUGUST 

27  J U N E  

I1 J U L Y  

STARTED 

2 4  J U N E  

- 2 4  J U N E  

5 AUGUST 

26  AUGUST 

1 9  AUGUST 

2 2  J U L Y  

1 9  AUGUST 

23 SEPTEMBER 

8 J U L Y  

29  J U L Y  

15 SEXTD4BER 

BARSTOW 

S A N  D I E G O  

TOBYHANA 

ALBANY 

LETTERKENNY 

R E D  R I V E R  

CHERRY P T  

J A C K S O N V I L L E  

DLA NORFOLK 

ROUGH AND READY 
I S L A N D  2 5  J U L Y  2 SEPTEMBER 

6 SEPTEMBER 30 SElTEM3ER 

2 9  AUGUST 16  SETEMBER 

GRANTTE C I T Y  
9 

AUBURN, WA 



DLA SCI-IEDULE 

. . Team 

Richmond 
New Cumberland 
Memphis 
Tracy 
Mechanicsburg 
S harpe 
Odgen 
Columbus 

I0 Jan 
22 Feb 
14 Mar 
14 Mar 
4 Mar 
25 Apr 
25 Apr 
9 May 

1 April 1994 

- Finish 

11 Mar 
31Mar . 

22 Apr 
22 Apr 
13 M a y  
17 Jun. 
24 Jun 
24 Jun 







PREFACE 

COBRA Version 4.02 includes several new features and enhancements which greatly 
increase the model's overall capabilities as well as improve the "user friendliness" of the 
operation of the system.. Before you can start using V4.02 you must run the installation 
program per the instructions (see Chapter 2). The major enhancement in COBRA V4.00 
and subsequent versions is the creation of a Multi-Basing modelling capability. This has 
made these versions so different from earlier versions of  the model that COBRA FILES 
CREATED USING EARLIER VERSIONS THAN 4.00 SHOULD BE CAREFULLY 
REVIEWED FOR CORRECTNESS OF INPUT DATA BEFORE THEY ARE RUN ON 
V4.02. 

A quick summary of the ,major improvements in COBRA V4.00 and beyond include: 

The ability to model closure/realignrnent scenarios involving up to 15 separate bases, 
each of which can be a Losing Base, a Gaining Base, or both a Losing and a Gaining 
Base. 

Numerous improvements have been incorporated to accommodate unique costs and 
savings, which allow industrial activities to be modeled without disconnecting the 
model's standard algorithms. In those cases where the unique attributes of an 
activity cannot be accommodated by the standard algorithms, a "Unique Activities" 
data entry screen can be used. 

Revised calculations to better account for Construction Costs, Transfer of Military 
Students, Costs of Local Moves, CHAMPUS Costs, Homeowners Assistance Costs, 
and several other costs/savings factors. 

Easier and more logical input of data, with information on a single base input on a 
small number of base-specific screens rather than being spread over many general 
lnpu t screens. 

General improvement of output reports to include printing of File Narne/Date of 
Data Input/Date of Printout, uniform Dollar Values in Thousands (with Commas), 
and other similar improvements. 

A Print Menu which allows printing of COBRA reports without exiting COBRA as 
well as the creation, modification, and printing of Report Groups. 

The inclusion of this User's Manual as well as User's Training with the COBRA 
program deliverable. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 THE MANUAL 

The extensive modifications and enhancements that have been incorporated into this version 
of COBRA make its operations and capabilities much different from previous versions. This 
manual should therefore be read completely, even if the user is familiar with COBRA. The 
manual is written so that after its initial reading, users need generally refer to only the 
section(s) where he or she has a question. 

Throughout the manual, when a single key-press is described, the notation c > is used (for 
example <ENTER> means to press the ENTER key). Similarly, when two keys are to be 
pressed at the same time, they are both shown within the < > (for example < A n - S >  
means to press the ALT and the S keys, simultaneously). When a string of characters are 
to be pressed they will be shown within quotation marks (for example "B:" means to press 
the B and the : keys, sequentially). 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model was originally developed in early 
1988 by the United States Air Force Cost Center, in conjunction with the Logistics 
Management Institute, to evaluate the cost of Air Force stationing actions. This Lotus 
Spreadsheet based model was adopted by the 1988 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission to evaluate and compare the relative costs of stationing alternatives. 
Throughout 1988 the Commission reviewed and revised the model so it could be used by . 
all Services. As a result it was used to produce all cost estimates used by the 1988 Closure 
Commission. 

At the conclusion of the Commission, the General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed the 
COBRA model and provided the Commission with a list of minor model modifications, and 
stated in their final report "* that the Cost of Base Realignment Actions Model used by 
the Commission and the Services is a conceptionaily sound tool for evaluating costs, savings, 
and payback periods." Consequently, the model was revised once more to satisfy those 
GAO concerns that could be accommodated. Ultimately, this model was released in May 
1989 and was selected as the starting point to evaluate the 1991 Commission stationing 
actions. It soon became apparent that the revised Lotus based COBRA would have 
difficulty satisfying the long term Department of Defense (DOD) requirements. 

The Department of the Army then took over the continued development and modification 
of the COBRA model. Richardson and Kirrnse Engineering, Incorporated was tasked to 
make a detailed examination of the model and to provide recommendations as to how it 
could be improved. The Lotus 1-2-3 COBRA was found to be a valuable analytical tool, 



but with several limitations. R&K Engineering subsequently converted COBRA to a true 
computer model using the Pascal programming language. Several versions of this new 
COBRA program were deveioped and used for the 1991 Commission. The latest version 
in general use was V1.42. 

In early 1992, R&K was again tasked to make a series of enhancements to COBRA in 
preparation for the 1993 Commission. The result is as described in this manual. 

1.3 CAPABILITIES AND OPERATIONS 

The COBRA model is designed to estimate the costs and savings associated with a proposed 
base closure or realignment action, using data that is readily available to the Service staffs 
without extensive field studies. In addition, the model can be used to compare the relative 
cost differences between various stationing alternatives. It is not designed to produce 
budget estimates, but to provide a consistent method of evaluating closure and realignment 
options. Although COBRA produces data formatted similarly to Service budget data, an 
exact match between the two should not be expected. 

COBRA calculates the costs and savings of base closure/realignrnent scenarios over a period 
of 20 years, or longer if necessary. It models all activities (moves, construction, 
procurements, sales, closures) as taking place during the first 6 years, and thereafter all costs 
and savings are treated as steady-state. The key output value produced is the Payback 
Period or Return on Investment Year. This is the point in time where savings generated 
equal (and then exceed) costs incurred. In other words, this is the point when the 
realignment/closure has paid for itself and net savings start to accrue. 

COBRA allows closure/realignment scenarios to be compared in terms of how soon Return 
on Investment is achieved and thereafter, how many dollars are saved. Should Return on 
Investment not be  achieved for a specific scenario, that action will have a net cost rather 
than savings during the period of analysis. Similarly, if a scenario has a long Payback Period 
(late Return on Investment) it will not start to generate net savings until well after the 
action would have been completed. Not only would such an action generally be less 
beneficial than one with earlier Return on Investment, but the accuracy of the estimated 
Payback Period would be dependent on the long-term validity of COBRA inputs (e.g. 
Inflation Rate, Discount Rate, etc.). 

Net Present Value costs and savings figures generated are reported as Present Value dollars. 
In simple terms, this is the amount of dollars that would have to be invested during the Base 
Year at the assumed discount (interest) rate to cover the costs or match the savings at a 
specific point in the future. This is important because it eliminates artificial distinctions 
between scenarios based on inflation, while highlighting the affects of timing on model 
results. 
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CHAPTER 2 - INSTALLATION of COBRA V4.02 

2.1 HARDWARE REQUIRED 

COBRA will run on any IBM PC-compatible computer with MS-DOS 3.00 or higher, 640K 
of RAM, and at least one megabyte of disk space to hold the program, input data, and 
reports. Theoretically, COBRA could be run on a single high-density 5.25" or 3.5" disk 
drive; however, this leaves much to be desired. The minimum RECOMMENDED 
configuration is a 10 MHz 286 computer with at least one megabyte of RAM, MS-DOS 5.0 
running in high memory, and a hard disk with an access time of 30 ms or less with ten 
megabytes free before installing COBRA COBRA will run on monochrome systems; but 
color is highly recommended, since color is used to emphasize different fields on the menus 
and input screens. 

2.2 INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS - GENERAL 

COBRA is supplied on a floppy diskette as a file named COBIN402.EX.E, a self-extracting 
archive containing the program, overlay, and assorted data files. The diskette also contains 
INSTALL.EXE, a program for safely creating directories and installing COBRA, and a text 
file named READ.ME containing installation instructions. Specific instructions for installing 
COBRA can be found in the sections below, see the section which applies to your system. 
(Note that "floppy drive equipped systems" implies lack of a hard disk; if your system has , 
a hard disk, you should use the "hard disk equipped systems" section.) 

2.3 INSTALLATION INSTRUCT'IONS - HARD DISK DRIVE EQUIPPED SYSTEMS 

Insert the COBRA distribution diskette into one of your floppy disk drives. (For the 
purpose of illustration, we will assume you use the "A:" drive; if not, then use "B:" wherever 
the instructions say "A:".) 

Issue the command "A:INSTALL". This will execute the program I N S T U E X E  supplied 
on the floppy disk that you inserted in the "A:" drive and start the installation process. 

The program will then display the current disk and directory in use by MS-DOS, and the 
amount of free space left on that disk, and a menu of options for the user. COBRA will 
not be installed on any disk with less than one megabyte (a little over one million bytes) of 
available space. The Installation Screen will look like Figure 1: 

3 
x* 



The current directory is: C:\DOS\ 
The current directory has 43814912 bytes free. 

Press < I >  to pr t  COBRA f i l e s  in current directory 
Press <2> to prt  U)ORA f i i e s  in C:\COBRA 
Press (32 to chenge to a different directory 
Press to Cancel W6RA instal lat ion 

FIGURE 1 - Installation Screen 

Pressing < 1 > will cause COBRA to be installed in the current directory if there is sufficient 
free space on the disk. If there is not, the program will issue a warning and return to the 
Installation Screen. If an old version of COBRA is already in the directory, those program 
and system files will be ovewritten. 

Pressing < 2 >  will install COBRA in a directory named "C:\COBRA. If there is no 
"C:\COBRA directory, the installation program will create it. As with option 1 >, it will 
check for available disk space and will oventlite any old COBRA system and program files. 

Pressing c3 > will allow the user to change the current drive and directory. The user will 
be asked to enter the new drive and directory (such as "D:\COBU). If the directory does not 
exist, the installation program will create it. The user should now press < 1 > to complete 
the installation in the new drive and directory. If for some reason the directory cannot be 
created (such as a write-protected or non-existent disk), the program will issue a warning 
and return to the Installation Screen. 

Pressing <ESC> will cancel the COBRA installation and return the user to DOS. When . 
COBRA has been successfully installed using options < 1> or <2>,  the user will be 
returned to the DOS prompt, in the directory to which COBRA has been installed. Enter 
"COBRA then if you want to run COB= 

2.4 INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS - DOUBLE FLOPPY DISK DRIVE EQUIPPED 
SYSTEMS 

The installation procedure for double floppy systems is identical to the procedure for hard 
drive systems, except that instead of a hard disk, use a formatted floppy disk in the other 
floppy disk drive. The second floppy drive (the one COBRA is being installed on) MUST 
be either a 5.25" or 3.5" high density drive. For instance, a typical installation procedure 
would consist of: 

1. Insert the COBRA distribution diskette in drive "A:". 

2. Insert a blank formatted high-density disk in drive "B:". 



3. Issue the command "B:". 

4. Issue the command "A:INSTALL". 
L, .. 

5. See the Section 2.3.3 above for remaining installation instructions. 

2.5 INSTALLITION INSTRUCTIONS - SINGLE FLOPPY DISK DRIVE EQUIPPED 
SYSTEMS 

Although COBRA can be run on systems that have only one floppy disk drive and no hard 
disk, such a system cannot be used to install COBRA on a floppy disk from the original 
distribution diskette as in 2.4 above. You can, however, use a doublefloppy disk drive 
equipped system to install COBRA on a floppy disk; or install it on a hard disk and copy 
the files from there to a floppy disk; or, if your single floppy drive has at least 1.44 
megabytes capacity, copy COBIN402.EX.E and 1NSTALL.EXE onto a high-density disk, and 
then run INSTALL from there. (In this case, it is recommended that- you delete 
COBIN402.EXE and 1NSTALL.EXE from that disk after installation, to save space.) 
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CHAPTER 3 - OPERATING COBRA 

C 
it is assumed that users of COBRA will be generally familiar with the operation of the 
computer. No general keyboard instructions are therefore provided in this manual; rather 
only COBRA specific information will be included. Should users require generalized 
computer operation information they should consult their computer manual(s). The most 
efficient operation of COBRA is achieved by using a mouse wherever possible. Therefore, 
instructions in this manual will key on "mouse commands" to the system. However, in all 
cases "keyboard commands" will also be described so that the COBRA user can individually 
determine how he or she is most comfortable "navigating" through COBRA. 

3.1 INITIATING COBRA 

To open the COBRA program access the disk/directory where COBRA has,been installed 
(see Chapter 2), type "COBRA and press c ENTER >. The "About COBRA" window will 
then appear (see Figure 2). 

This welcome screen identifies the COBRA model and its version number; the telephone 
number of R&K Engineering, the COBRA developer, is also provided. I 

To close the "About COBRA window and access the Main Menu, click on the "OK" at the 
bottom-center of the window. Other methods of closing the window are: clicking on the 
Close Window Square [ m  ] at the upper-left of the window border; clicking on the words 
"ESC-Close window" on the bottom border; pressing c ENTER > ; or pressing < ESC>. 

3.2 THE MAIN MENU 

The Main Menu is the starting point for using the COBRA program. Upon closing the 
initial display of the "About COBRA window, the screen will display the Main Menu (see 
Figure 3). Along the top of this screen are displayed the "Help", "File", "DataBase", "Input 
Data", "Reports", "Utilities", and "Windows" menu selections. During the use of COBRA 
additional menu windows, reports, and other data are displayed on the screen, however the 
Main Menu seleciions will always remain displayed behind any other active displays. Each 
of the Main Menu selections is summarized below. 
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3.3 HELP 

From the Main Menu the Help selection is made by either clicking on the word "Help" \.. 

along the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing <ALT-H>. The Help menu will 
appear (see Figure 4). By clicking on the words "About COBRA" or by pressing <A>, the 
"About COBRA" window will again be displayed (see Section 3.1, above). The Help menu 
may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of 
the screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or 
by pressing < ESC > . 

3.3.1 Viewing Help 

Users of COBRA may want to access the on-screen COBRA Help Text while they are 
working. This can be done by selecting a Help file to view or by invoking the Context- 
Sensitive Help. Help files can be selected only from the Help menu. By clicking on the 
words "View Help" or by pressing < V > , the "View Help" window is displayed (see Figure 
5). This window may also be opened from the Main Menu, by pressing <ALT-F1>. The 
user can view the Help text by double clicking on the Help file which is desired. The Help 
files may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the Help files list, with 
the < t > < L  > keys then being used to highlight the desired Help file. The highlighted 
Help file can then be viewed by clicking on the word " O K  or by pressing <ENTER > . The 
user may move up or down through the Help text using the mouse or the < t > < 4  > and , 

< Page Up > <Page Down > keys. This window may be closed and the user returned to the ( 
Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or 
by pressing < ESC > . 

3.3.2 Printing Help 

The user may want to print one of the Help files. This is done by clicking on the words 
"Print Help" on the Help menu or by pressing < P > .  This will display the "Print Help" 
window, from which a Help file may be selected for printing exactly as it would be selected 
for viewing (see Section 3.3.1 above). 

3.3.3 Context-Sensitive Help 

The COBRA user may want to access information which is specific to the place in COBRA 
where he or she is at the time. This is most easily done through the use of Context- 
Sensitive Help. This feature is invoked by pressing <F1>,  or clicking on "Fl-Help", which 
will display on-screen text intended to provide information specific to that place in COBRA 
where the user is at the time. The user may move up or down through the Help text using 

B the mouse or the < t > < s > and <Page Up > <Page Down> keys. 
. - * 
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A number of highlighted cross-reference words in the Context-Sensitive Help text are 
provided so the user can skip to other Help texts which cover related subjects. The user can 
change the designated keyword in the text by clicking on it, or by pressing <TAB > one or 
more times. Then press <ENTER> to shift to the cross-referenced Help text. 

3.3.4 Files in Use 

The user should always be aware of which Data and Standard Factors files are in use. By 
clicking on the words "Files Used" on the Help menu or by pressing < F > , the "Files in Use" 
window is displayed (see Figure 6). If Data and Standard Factors files are in Program 
memory at the time this window is opened, they will be indicated here. The Data file in use 
is also displayed along the bottom border of the Main Menu and will remain there until 
replaced in, or cleared from Program memory. The window may be closed and the user 
returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the "OK", or by clicking on the Close Window 
Square, or by pressing either <ENTER > or <ESC>. 

3.3.5 On-Screen Calculator 

By clicking on the word "Calculator" or by pressing <C> from the Help menu, a simple 
four-function calculator will be displayed. This can also be done from the Mzin Menu by 
pressing <ALT-C>. To operate the calculator you can either click on the buttons with the 
mouse, or use the keyboard. The calcu!ator has four arithrnatic function keys, ten number 
keys, and "C" to clear the calculator, "+" to erase the last character entered, and "2" to 
change the sign of the number in the display. The keyboard keys <Backspace > and <-> 
also erase the last character and change sign, respectively. The calculator may be closed 
and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by 
pressing < ESC > . 

3.3.6 On-Screen Calendar 

By clicking on the work "CalenDar" or by pressing <D > on the Help menu, a calendar of 
the current month can be displayed. The current date is also highlighted. Past and future 
months can be displayed by clicking on the r A or by pressing the < + and < - > keys. 
The calendar may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the 
Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 6 - "Files in Use" Window 



3.4 FILE 
f 
\. 

The File selection is made by either clicking on the word "File" along the top of the Main 
Menu screen, or by pressing c ALT-F>. The File menu will appear (see Figure 7). The 
File menu may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an 
open area of the screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the 
bottom border, or by pressing < ESC>. 

3.4.1 Loading Saved Data 

COBRA users may want to run a saved scenario, or retrieve a saved scenario in order to 
confirm entries and/or make changes. By clicking on the words "Load Data File" on the 
File menu or by pressing <L>,  the "Load Data File" window is displayed (see Figure 8). 
This window may also be opened from the Main Menu, by pressing <ALT-L>. Retrieval 
of a saved data set (in the form " 0  .CBRU) is done by double clicking on the file name 
desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB> to move the-cursor to the 
Data files list, with the c t > < s  > keys then being used to highlight the desired Data file. 
The highlighted Data file can be retrieved by clicking on the word "OpenW.or by pressing 
<ENTER>. Any Data set which was in COBRA Program memoy will be removed and 
replaced when the new Data set is loaded. Once loaded, the file name of the Data set will 
be displayed at the bottom border as described in Section 3.3.4 above. To load data sets 
from previous versions of COBRA see Loading Old Data (Section 3.83). This window may 
be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by 
clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC >. 

3.4.2 Saving Current Data 

New or revised scenarios should be saved for future retrieval and use. By clicking on the 
words "Save Data File" on the File menu or by pressing < S >, the "Save Data File" window 
is displayed (see Figure 9). This window may also be opened from the Main Menu, by 
pressing < ALT-S >. The saving of the currently used data set is done by typing the Data 
file name desired or leaving the previously saved file name, and then clicking on the word 
"Save". The file may also be saved by pressing c ENTER>. This window may be closed, 
the save canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word 
"Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing cESC>. 

3.4.3 File Directory 

The user may want to review the list of COBRA files in storage. This is done by clicking 
on the words "File Directory" on the File menu or by pressing < F > .  This can also be done 
from the Main Menu by pressing cF2>.  This creates and displays a Report named 



FIGURE 8 - "Load Data File" Window 

FIGURE 9 - "Save Data File" Window 



"COBFILES.RPT' which lists all Data files and Standard Factors files in the current 
. directory. These files are displayed with the English text name on the left (this is the user r 

created common name/description), and the complete path name on the right (includes the '-. 

user defined file name). The mouse or < t > < r > keys can be used to scroll through the 
files list. This window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking 
on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing <ESC>. 

3.4.4 Clearing the Data Set 

To create a COBRA scenario from scratch, the Program memory should be cleared of any 
other Data set that may have been in use. By clicking on the words "Clear Data Set" on the 
File menu or by pressing < C>, the currently used Data Set is removed from the COBRA 
Program memory (If previously saved, it remains saved). A new Data Set can then be 
created using the "input Data" menu. This window may be closed and the user returned to 
the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, 
or by pressing < ESC>. 

3.4.5 Deleting Saved Data 

The user may want to permanently remove a scenario Data set from disk when it is 
outdated and no longer under consideration. By clicking on the words "Delete Data File" 
on the File menu or by pressing < D >, the "Delete Data Filen window is displayed (see 
Figure 10). The deletion of a saved Data file is done by double clicking on the file to be 
deleted. The Data files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB> to move the cursor 
to the list, with the c t > < r > keys then being used to highIight the desired Data file. The 
highlighted Data file can then be deleted and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
clicking on the word "OK or by pressing <ENTER>. This window may be closed, the 
delete function canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word 
"Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing <ESC>. 

3.4.6 Loading Standard Factors 

If the scenario Data set does not have a specific Standard Factors fileassociated with it, or 
if the user wants to change the Standard Factors file to be used, the new Standard Factors 
file must be loaded into Program memory. By clicking on the words ZOad Standard 
Factors" on the File menu or by pressing <0>, the "Load Standard Factors" window is 
displayed (see Figure 11). The retrieval of a saved Standard Factors file (in the form 
"* .SFF') is done by double- clicking on the file name desired. The Files list may also be 
accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the Standard Factors files list, with the 
< t > < 1 > keys then being used to highlight the desired file. The highlighted Standard 
Factors file can be retrieved by clicking on the word "Open" or by pressing < E N E R > .  



FIGURE 10 - "Delete Data File" Window 

FIGURE 11 - "Load Standard Factors" Window 



j This window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the 
word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC> . C 
3.4.7 Saving Standard Factors 

New or modified Standard Factors files should be saved for future retrieval and use. By 
clicking on the words "Save Standard Factors" on the File menu or by pressing < V >, the 
"Save Standard Factors" window is displayed (see Figure 12). Saving the currently used 
Standard Factors file is done by typing the Standard Factors file name desired or leaving 
the previously saved file name, and then clicking on the word "Save". The file may also be 
saved by pressing <ENTER > . This window may be closed, the save canceled, and the user 
returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Canceln, or by clicking the Close 
Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.4.8 Clearing Standard Factors 

To create a new Standard Factors file from scratch, the Program memory should be cleared 
of any other Standard Factors file that may have been in use. By clicking on the words 
"CleaR Standard Factors" on the File menu or by pressing < R > ,  the currently used 
Standard Factors file is removed from the COBRA Program memory (If previously saved, 
it remains saved). A new Standard Factors file can then be created using the "Input D a t a  --- 
menu. / 

I 

3.4.9 Exiting COBRA 

When the user has finished using COBRA, he or she should always use the Exit command 
to terminate the program. This is required to prevent inadvertent loss of data by improper 
termination (such as switching the computer off). By clicking on the Words "Exit COBRA" 
on the File menu or by pressing c X >  the user may exit COBRA and return to the DOS 
prompt. This command may also be selected by pressing <ALT-X> from the Main Menu. 
These are the only proper methods of exiting the COBRA program. 

3.5 DATABASE 

COBRA has two types of databases which can assist the user in entering scenario data (see 
Section 3.6 and Chapter 4). The Database selection is made by either clicking on the word 
"DataBase" on the Main Menu, or by pressing <ALT-D>. The Database menu will then 
appear (see Figure 13). The use of these databases wilI allow the user to save and retrieve 
both base-specific data (see Section 4.4) and distances between bases (see Section 4.2). The 
storage and retrieval of this information will make initial scenario data entry easier and will 

i 
i 

2 0  



FIGURE 12 - "Save Standard Factors" Window 

FIGURE 13 - DataBase Menu 



k i p  F i l e  Dat&re lnprt Data Rq3rt8 U t i l i t i e s  Wndocs 00:22:36 

FIGURE 14 - "Load Base(s)" Menu 

Select Base(s) t o  ~ o d :  

[ I 2-Caap Dusty 
I I 3-C.rp Frozen 
1.1 4-C.q  Rocky 
r I 5-Crp s w p y  
1 I b F t  lk.d 
1'1 7-Ft DeLuxe 

FIGURE 15 - "Load Base(s) From DataBase" Window 



3.5.2 Saving Base(s) 

When the user wants to save information from Program memory to the Base Information 
database, the Save Base(s) function is used. This will save information on selected bases 
from the current scenario to a Base Information database. By clicking on the words "Save 
Base(s)" on the Database menu or by pressing < S >, the "Save Base(s)" window is displayed 
(see Figure 16). The selection of the Base Information database file, to be saved to, is 
made by clicking on the file name desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing 
<TAB > to move the cursor to the database files list, with the < t > < J  > keys then being 
used to highlight the desired database file. The highlighted database file can be accepted 
by clicking on "OK" or by pressing <ENTER >. A new Base Information database file can 
be created by entering a new file name and clicking on "OK" or pressing <ENTER > . This 
window may be closed, the save canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
cliclung on the word "Cancel", by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

When a Base Information database file has been selected the "Save to DataBase" window 
is displayed (see Figure 17). This window consists of one page, listing all bases which are 
used in the current scenario. The user may now select those bases to be saved to the 
database from Program memory. The base is selected by clicking on the space in front of 
the base name, or by typing the highlighted number/letter for the base, or by scrolling to 
the base name and pressing <SPACE BAR > to select it. A selected base will appear with 
[XI in front of it on the list. The selected base(s) are saved into the database by clicking 
on "OK", or by pressing c ENTER > . This window-may beclosed, the save canceled, and 
the user returned to the Main Menu, by clicking on the word "Cancel", by clicking on the 
Close Window Square, or by pressing < E X > .  



FIGURE 16 - "Save Base(s)" Window 
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3.5.3 Loading/Saving Distances 

The second COBRA database is the Distances database, which contains the distances 
between pairs of bases. These can be used to enter distance information required on Data 
Entry Screen 2 (see Section 4.2). When the user wants to load distances from, or save 
distances to the Distances database, the Distances function is used. By clicking on the word 
"Distances" on the Database menu or by pressing <D>, the "Distances" window is displayed 
(see Figure 18). The selection of the Distances database file to be loaded fromlsaved to 
is made by clicking on the file name desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing 
<TAB > to move the cursor to the database files list, with the < t > < 1 > keys then being 
used to highlight the desired database file. The highlighted database file can be accepted 
by cliclung on "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>. A new Distances database file can be 
created by entering a new file name and clicking on "OK" or pressing <ENTER > . This 
window may be closed, the save canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
cliclung on the word "Cancel", by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC >. 

When a Distances database file has been selected the "Distances DataBase" window is 
displayed (see Figure 19). This window consists of one page, listing all bases which are used 
in the current scenario. The user may now select a pair of bases to check for distance data 
The pair of bases is designated by picking one from the right column and a second from the 
left column. Bases are designated be clicking on the space in front of the base name or on 
the name itself, or by typing the highlighted numberlletter for the base, or by scrolling to 
the base and pressing the <SPACE BAR >. Designated bases will have ( 0  ) in front of their 
names. When the user clicks on "OK", or presses <ENTER> a "DB/Memory Transfers" 
window is displayed. 
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The "DB/Memory Transfers" window (see Figure 20) displays the names of the two bases, 
and the distance currently in Program memory as well as that in the database. If these 
distances are not the same, the user can transfer the correct value from one data location 

c 
to the other. This is done by clicking on one or the memory transfer choices (Memory to 
DataBase or DataBase to Memory) and either clicking on "OK" or pressing < ENTER > , 
Should no transfer be wanted, the user can click on "Cancel" or press < ESC> to return to 
the "~is tances  DataBasem window, and another pair of bases may be selected. 

The "Distances DataBaseU window also has two shortcut transfer options. By clicking on 
"All > Mern" or pressing <M>, all distances in the database between pairs of bases in the 
scenario can be transferred to Program memory. Similarly, by clicking on "Al1>DBw or by 
pressing < D >, all distances in Program memory can be transferred to the database. When 
either of these options is selected COBRA will inform the user as to how many distances 
were found. Care must be taken when loading distances to Program memory since COBRA 
expects only to have distances entered when people/equipment moves are planned between 
those bases (see Section 42). The "Distance DataBase" window can by closed.and the user 
returned to the Main Menu by clicking on "Cancel", by clicking on the Close Window 
Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.6 INPUT DATA 
- % 

To create a scenario from scratch or to change an already loaded Data set the Input Data 
selection is used. The Input Data selection is made by either clicking on the words "Input 
Data" along the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing <ALT-I>. The Input Data 
menu will then appear (see Figure 21). The Data Entry and Standard Factors screens are 
entered by clicking on the desired screen name. A screen may also be entered by typing the 
highlighted number/Ietter ( show in a different color) or by cursoring to the desired screen 
name and pressing <ENTER>. Data entry is covered in detail in the Chapter  4. T h e  
Input Data menu may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking 
on an open area of the screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the 
bottom border, or by pressing <ESC>. 
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FIGURE 21 - Input Data Menu 



3.6.1 Deleting a Base 

The user may wish to change an existing scenario by simply removing one of the bases \ 

involved. The deletion of a base removes the specific base and all activities involving that 
base from the scenario. By clicking on the words "Delete Bases" on the Input Data menu 
or by pressing < D >, the "Delete Bases" window is displayed (see Figure 22). The deletion 
of a base(s) from the scenario is done by designating the base(s) listed on the window by 
clicking in the space in front of the base name, and then clicking on the word "Delete" or 
pressing <ENTER >. A base may also be selected by moving the cursor to the base (using 
the < t > < s > keys) and then pressing the Space Bar. Another way to designate the base 
to be deleted is to type the highlighted number/letter in front of that base name. To cancel 
the delete function, close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word 
"Cancel", or click on the Close Window Square, or press <ESC>. 

3.7 REPORTS 

COBRA output Reports are created, viewed on the screen, and printed using the Reports 
selection on the Main Menu. The Reports selection is made by either clicking on the word 
"Reports" along the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing < K T - R  > : The Reports 
menu will then appear (see Figure 23). The Reports menu may be closed by clicking on 
another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the screen surface, by clicking 
on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or  by pressing < E X > .  - - - -- 

/' 

I 

3.7.1 Generating Reports (Running COBRA) 

The user must generate COBRA Reports using the current Data set and Standard Factors 
before these Reports can be viewed or printed. By clicking on the word "Execute" on the 
Reports menu or by pressing < E > , the COBRA program will generate all Reports. This 
must be done before Rewrts can be viewed in the screen or printed. Reports can also be 
executed from the Main Menu by pressing C ALT-E>. Output Reports are covered in 
detail in the Chapter 5. 

If while it  is executing, COBRA detects inconsistencies in the scenario data a Scenario Error 
Report will be generated (see Section 5.21). This Report should be reviewed, and potential 
errors resolved before the other COBRA Reports are used for analysis purposes. 



FIGURE 23 - Reports Menu 



3.7.2 Base-Specific Report 

The user may want to see or print those portions of COBRA Reports which refer to a 
specific base. This is done using the "Base Report(s)" function. By clicking on the words 
"Base Report(s)" on the Reports menu or by pressing <B> the "Base Report(s)" window 
is displayed (see Figure 24). This window lists all bases used in the closure/realignment 
scenario, from which the user can choose the base(s) to assemble a Report for. The user 
selects the base(s) by clicking on the space by the base name (or on the name itself) or by 
typing the highlighted number/letter of the base. A base may also be selected by moving 
the cursor to the base (using the <t > < s  > keys) and then pressing the Space Bar. The 
base Report is created when the user clicks on "OK" or presses <ENTER>. When a base 
is selected a Report is created from all parts of the standard COBRA Reports which relate 
to just that base (these are the One-Time Costs, Military Construction, and Personnel 
Movement Reports). The selection of the "(Totals)" base will assemble the summary 
sections of each of these same Reports. The window can be closed and the Base Report(s) 
function canceled by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking on the Close Window 
Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.7.3 Saving a Base-Specific Output 

By clicking on "OK" or by pressing <ENTER> on the "Base Report(s)" window, the "Save 
Base Report" window is displayed (see Figure 25). This window allows the user to name 
the new Report (a default name is provided) and to save the Report by clicking on the word 
"Save" or by pressing <S z or by pressing CENTER >. If more than one base has been 
selected, a different "Save Base Report" window is displayed for each base. The window can 
be closed and the window for the next base displayed, or if there are no more bases the . 
Save Report function canceled by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking on the Close 
Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 24 - "Base Report(~)" Window 



I 3.7.4 Viewing a Report 

. 
Analysis of COBRA outputs can be done by viewing Reports on the computer screen or by 
studying printed Reports. By clicking on the words "View Report" on the Reports menu or 
by pressing < V>, the "View Reports" window is displayed (see Figure 26). This can also 
be done from the Main Menu by pressing cALT-V>. The selection of a Report for 
viewing on the screen is done by double clicking on the name of the desired Report. The 
Report file fist may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the Reports 
file list, with the <t  > c i  > keys then being used to highlight the desired Report. The 
highlighted Report can then be vi 3ved by clicking on the word "Open" or by pressing 
<ENTER>. This window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing 
<ESC>. 

3.7.5 Printing a Report 

Although COBRA output Reports can be viewed on the computer screen, eve&ally paper 
copies of at least some Reports will be needed. By clicking on the words "Print Report" on 
the Reports menu or by pressing c P > , the "Print Reports" window is displayed (see Figure 
27). This can also be done from the Main Menu by pressing cALT-P>. The Report is 
selected by double clicking on the name of the desired Report. The Reports file list may 
also be accessed by pressing <TAB> to move the cursor to the Reports file list, with the 
< t > ~1 > keys then being used to highlight the desired Report. The highlighted Report * 

can then be selected by clicking on the "OK" or by pressing <ENTER >. Once a Report 
is selected it is immediately printed and the user is automatically returned to the Main 
Menu. To cancel the Report selection before printing, close the window, and return to the 
Main Menu, click on the word "Cancel", or click on the Close Window Square, or press 
<ESC>. 



FIGURE 26 - "View Reports" Window 
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3.7.6 Deleting a Report 
r 

Although standard COBRA Reports (Report formats) should generally not be deleted, it 
may be desirable to delete a user-assembled, base-specific Report. By clicking on the words 
"Delete Report" on the Reports menu or by pressing < R > , the "Delete Report" window will 
be displayed (see Figure 28). To delete a Report double click on the name of the Report. 
The Report file list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the list 
, with the < t > < s  > keys being used to highlight the desired Report. The highlighted 
Report can then be deleted by clicking on the "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>. To cancel 
the delete function, close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word 
"Cancel", or click on the Close Window Square, or press <ESC>. 

3.7.7 Viewing a Group of Reports 

Many COBRA users will want to view two or more different Reports for an individual 
scenario. By clicking on the words "View Group" or by pressing < W >  on the Reports 
menu, the "View Group" window is displayed (see Figure 29). There are skveral preset 
Report Groups already programmed, which match Report batches used in previous versions 
of COBRA. These Report Groups may be viewed, modified, or added to as described 
below. 



FIGURE 28 - "Delete Reportn Window 

FIGURE 29 - "View Groupn Window 

.37 



The Report Group is selected by double clicking on the name of desired group on the "View 
Group" window. The Report Group file list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB> to 
move the cursor to the list, with the <t > cr > keys being used to highlight the desired 
group. The highlighted Report Group can then be selected by clicking on the "OK" or by 
pressing <ENTER >. When a Report Group is selected the "Reports in Group" window 
is displayed (see Figure 30) showing the Reports that are currently included in that group 
([XI indicates that the Report is included). When the word "Clear" is clicked or the <C> 
is pressed on the "View Group" window a blank "Reports in Group" window is displayed. 
When the word "Cancel" is clicked, or the Close Window Square clicked, or <ESC> pressed 
the "View Group" window is closed and the user returned to the Main Menu. 

To add a Report to or delete a Report Gom the group on the "Reports in Group" window 
click on the Report name. Reports may also be added/deleted by typing the highlighted 
letter in front of the Repon name, or by highlighting the desired Report (<TAB> to move 
from right to left column, and c t  > < L  > keys to move cursor to desired Report) and 
pressing the <Space Bar>. To view the group shown on the "Reports in Group" window 
click on the word "View" or press <V>. To save the Report Group shown click on the 
word "Save" or press < S >. Any view or save actions selected will be executed 'and the user 
returned to the "Reports in Group" window. See section 3.9 for a discussion of windows 
manipulations. To close the window and return to the Main Menu click' on the word 
"Cancel", or click on the Close Window Square, or press <ESC>. 

- .--- - 

3.7.8 Saving a Group of Reports 

The user will generally want to save a new or modified Report Group for future retrieval 
and use. By clicking on the word "Save" or pressing <S> on the "Reports in Group" 
window, the "Save Report Group List" window is displayed (see Figure 31). If the user has 
changed an existing Report Group, the old name will be displayed, othenvise that field will 
be blank. The modified group list can be saved under the old name by clicking on the word 
"Save" or by pressing CENTER > twice. The modified group or a newly created group list 
can be saved in the same way, after the new name has been typed in the space indicated. 
The save function can be canceled and the user returned to the "Reports in Group" window 
by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing 
cESC>. 



FIGURE 30 - "Reports in Group" Window 

FIGURE 31 - "Save Report Group List" Window 
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,i 3.7.9 Printing a Group of Reports 

Most COBRA users will need two or more different Reports printed for an individual 
(.. 

scenario. By clicking on the words "Print Group" or by pressing < G > on the Reports menu, 
the "Print Groupw window is displayed (see Figure 32). The "Print Group" window may also 
be opened from the Main Menu by pressing <ALT-G >. A Report Group can be selected, 
modified, and saved exactly as described in Sections 3.7.7 and 3.7.8. The only difference 
between theuprinting of Report Groups and the viewing of Report Groups described earlier, 
is that the "Reports in Group" window used for the former has a "Print" button while that 
of the latter has a "View" button. All other functions are the same. 

3.7.10 Deleting a Group of Reports 

The user may at some point want to delete a Report Group from COB= This process 
will only delete the grouping of the Reports; no Report that was in the group will be deleted 
from COBRA when the group of Reports is deleted. By clicking on the words "Delete 
Group" on the Reports menu or by pressing < D >, the "Delete Report Group" window will 
be displayed (see Figure 33). To delete a Report Group double click on the name of the 
group. The Report Group file list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the 
cursor to the list , with the < t > cr > keys being used to highlight the desired group. The 
highlighted group can then be deleted by clicking on the "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>. 
To cancel the delete function, close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the 
word "Cancel", or click on the Close Window Square, or press < ESC>. . 



FIGURE 32 - "hint Group" Window 

FIGURE 33 - "Delete Report Group" Window 
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3.8 UTILITIES 

The Utilities selection is made by either clicking on the word "Utilities" along the top of the 
Main Menu screen, or by pressing <ALT-U>. The Utilities menu will appear (see Figure 
34). The Utilities menu may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by 
clicking on an open area of the screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" 
on the bottom border, or by pressing < ESC>. 

0 

3.8.1 DOS Shell/Change Directory 

By clicking on the words "DOS Shell" or by pressing <D> on the Utilities menu the DOS 
may be accessed. The user may return to COBRA by typing "EXIT' at the DOS prompt. 
Similarly, by clicking on the words "Change Dir" or by pressing < C >  the "Change Directory" 
menu is displayed (see Figure 35). The current directory will be displayed on this window, 
both in directory name and directory tree format. The directory may be changed using this 
function, with all file loads and saves, from that point on, going to or coming from the new 
directory. The user may type in the new drive and directory into the "Directo~name" field, 
or may designate the new directory on the "directory tree". The user can click on "Chdir", 
or press <C> to change the directory but return to this window. By clicking on "OK", or 
by pressing <ENTER> the directory will be changed, and the user returned to the Main 3 i 5  2$ 
Menu. By clicking on "Revert", or pressing <R> the directory will revert to the initial 

- -. setting (when the window was first opened) and the userretumedto this window. Lastly, 
by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing <ESC> the change directory 
actions are stopped, and the user returned to the Main Menu. 



FIGURE 34 - Utilities Menu 
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3.8.2 Changing Printer Set-Up 

COBRA is delivered with a default printer device name which should allow printing on most 
printer set-ups. If printing with COBRA does not work, it may be necessary to change the 
Printer Set-Up inside of COBRA. By clicking on the words "Printer Setup" on the Utilities 
menu or by pressing < P >, the "Printer Setup" window is displayed (see Figure 36). The 
default device name is "PRN" which will work with most system configurations. Should a 
system not be able to print with this setting (a LAN for example) the correct device name 
can be entered in the "Enter Printer Device Name:" field. Click on "OK" to accept the new 
device name or press <ENTER > . 

If the user wants to change the directory to be used to store Reports, the new entry can by 
typed into the "Enter Report Directory" field. This may be useful if the user wants to run 
a new scenario or set of Reports, while continuing to save the current Reports in memory. 
Unless the directory is changed, any new Reports will automatically ovenvn'te the old ones. 
Click on "OK" to accept the new directory or press <ENTER >. 

The type of characters used make the borders for Migration Diagrams (see section 5.18) 
can also be changed by clicking on the desired space. The pre-set value should work in 
most cases, however use of ASCII characters may be necessary for some printers. Click on 
"OK" to accept the new border format or press <ENTER > . To cancel the change(s), close 
the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel", or click on the Close 
Window Square, or press < ESC > . 

3.8.3 Loading Old Data 

Users may want to load old scenario Data sets, created with earlier versions of COBRA. 
By clicking on the words "Load Old Data" on the Utilities menu or by pressing cL>, the 
"Load Old Data File" window is displayed (see Figure 37). The retrieval of an old, saved 
Data file (in the form " 0  .COB") can be done by double clicking on the file name desired. 
The Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the Data files 
list, with the < t  > <r > keys then being used to highlight the desired Data file. The 
highlighted Data file can be retrieved by clicking on the word "Open" or by pressing 
< ENTER >. Old Data files will automatically be modified in order to be compatible with 
COBRA V4.02 (old cumulative figures converted to by-year values, "hard-wiredN.factors 
input as variables, etc.). Old Data files should always be reviewed, therefore, to be sure that 
no additional changes to input data are needed (see Chapter 4). Old Data files, once 
loaded and converted to the current format, should be saved (see Section 3.4.2). This 
window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word 
"Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing <ESC>. 
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FIGURE 36 - "Printer Setup" Window 
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3.9 WINDOWS 

Many of the functions of COBRA, as well as inputs of data and outputs of Reports are 
accomplished through the use of windows displayed on the computer screen. The easiest 
way to operate COBRA in this windows environment is by using a mouse, however keyboard 
operations are also possible. The Windows menu selection is made by either clicking on the 
word "Windows" along the top of the Main Menu, or by pressing <ALT-W> (see Figure 
38). The following discussion will describe general windows operations using mouse, 
keyboard, and the Windows menu. The sample COBRA window (see Figure 39) is notional; 
all windows features are described for it, however no actual COBRA window has all of 
these features active. 

( I )  Close Window Square. Clicking on this part of a window will close it, just as if 
< ESC> had been pressed. The Close Window Square is only present if the window 
is active. 

(2) Window Title. By placing the mouse cursor on the title and pressing the mouse 
button, the window can be moved (dragged) to another location on the computer 
screen. This can also be done by pressing < CTRLFS >, or selecting "Size/MoveW 
on the Windows menu; the window can then be moved using the arrow keys, and 
placed by pressing < ENTER > . 

(3) Window Number. A number is only presented when more than one window can, 
be displayed (such as when viewing Reports). Clicking anywhere on an inactive 
window will make that window active (only one window can be active at a time). 
Pressing <ALT> and the Window number will also make the window active. 
Pressing < F6 > or selecting "Next" on the Windows menu will shift the active window 
to the next window; < SHIR-F6 > will shift to the previous window. 

(4) Zoom Icon. Clicking on this icon (t ) will expand the window to its full size, and 
place the unZoom icon in its place. Clicking on the unZoom icon 1s ) will shrink the 
window back to its previous size. Pressing <F5 > or selecmg "Zoom" on the 
Windows menu will also toggle the active window between Zoomed and unZoomed 
conditions. 

( 5 )  Vertical Scroll Bar. Clicking on the triangles above or below the bar will scroll 
the text in the window up or down, while dragging the square will  move the text 
proportionally. The text can also be moved using the c t > c z > and < Pageup > 
or < PageDown> keys. 

(6) Horizontal Scroll Bar. Clicking on the triangles left or right of the bar will scroll 
the text in the window left or right, while dragging the square will move the text 
proportionally. The text can also be moved using the <- > <- > keys. 



FIGURE 38 - Windows Menu 
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(7) Grow Comer. Clicking here and dragging will allow window to be resized. This 
can also be done by pressing < CTRL-FS > or selecting "Size/MoveW on the Windows 
menu; the window can then be sized using <SHIFT> and the arrow keys, and placed 
by pressing c ENTER > . 

C 
(8) Input Field. This is where input is entered to COBRk All Data and Standard 
Factors screens contain this type of field. Other examples are windows where file 
nam& are entered. To use an input field, move the cursor to the field using the 
mouse or the keyboard, then type in the applicable entry and press <ENTER >. 

(9) Button. Examples are "Cancel", "Nextn, "Save", and "OK buttons. Clicking on 
a button with the mouse causes COBRA to react as though an actual button with the 
same function had been pressed with a finger. Buttons can also be activated by 
typing the highlighted character, or by pressing <ENTER> to activate the 
highlighted button. 

(10) Checkboxes. These allow the selection of one or more items from a list (such 
as Reports or Bases). The item(s) are selected by clicking on it/them with the 
mouse, by typing the highlighted character, or by moving the cursor onto the item 
and pressing the < SPACE BAR > . 

(1 1) Radio Buttons. These function just like checkboxes, except that only one item 
may be selected from each list (such as for Printer Setup-or-the Distance Database). 

{'.-. Selecting a second item will cancel the previous selection (just like the buttons on , 
your car radio). 

When the user wants to display more than one window on the screen (several Reports for 
example) they may be sized and moved using the features described above, or they may be 
automatically displayed as either tiled or cascaded windows (see Figure 40). These 
automatic windows displays are invoked from the View Reports" mode by pressing < CTRL 
F7 > or cF7> respectively. These can also be selected from the Windows menu by 
selecting 'Tile" or "Cascade" or pressing <T> or <C> . 

3.10 WARNING/CONFIRMATION BOXES 

There are several safety features built into COBRA, designed to prevent inadvertent 
termination of the program, deletion of files, or other possible user errors. These are 
presented as "Warningn or "Confirm" boxes (see Figure 41) alerting the user to the situation, 
and requiring the user to indicate if he or she wants to continue with the operation. The 
choice is made by clicking on the option desired, or by typing the highlighted letter, or by 
pressing < ENTER > to chose the preferred (highlighted) option. 



FIGURE 40 - Tiled and Cascaded Windows 
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3.1 1 ADVANCED OPERATIONS (Using Command-Line Parameters) 
f 
\ 

To allow for more efficient use of COBRA, or to automate some tasks, it is possible to issue 
some COBRA commands directly from the MS-DOS command line by use of Command- 
Line Parameters. 

As was described in Section 3.1, entering "COBRA" is suf£icient to initiate COBRA and 
provide access to the Main Menu. The user can then load a Data file to work with, through 
the COBRA menus. If the user wished to have COBRA automatically load a certain Data 
file when COBRA was initiated, he or she would enter "COBRA /L=filenameN at the 
command prompt. COBRA will be then loaded, but the Data file named "filename" will 
already be in memory when the user is given access to the Main Menu. 

To initiate COBRA, load a Data file, and execute i t  to create Reports, the user would enter 
"COBRA /E=filenameU. COBRA will then be initiated, and the user will be given access 
to the Main Menu after the Data file named "filename" has been loaded and the Reports 
executed. 

If the user wishes to create Reports from a Data file without modifying data before (or 
after); entering "COBRA /X = filename" will cause COBRA to load the scenario and execute 
the Reports, after which COBRA will return the computer to the MS-DOS command line. 
This option is most useful for automating COBRA Report generation through MS-DOS 
batch files. 

Additionally, another parameter can be used to change the directory into which the Reports 
will be created. By using "/D=directory" after "COBRA" (and another parameter, if 
specified), the default Reports directory specified in the Set-Up file (see Section 3.8.2) will . 
be overridden by the directory specified in this parameter. 

These advanced features are completely optional. The user may choose never to use them. 



CHAPTER 4 

DATA INPUT 



CHAPTER 4 - DATA INPUT r 
The COBRA model requires the input of specific data before it can execute its Reports. L 
This is done through the Data Entry screens and the Standard Factors tables which were 
briefly described in Section 3.6. Whether data is being input for the first time, or it is being 
modified from a saved data file, it is important to understand all of the inputs that are 
components of the COBRA model and therefore impact the reported results. Data Entry 
screens are'constructed so that the user need only select one screen for the initi2 
input/update of data, thereafter moving between screens/pages by clicking on the words 
"Next" and "Previous"; respective keyboard commands are < ALT-N > and <ALT-P > . This 
saves the data on a screen/page to Program memory. The screen/page can also be saved 
and the user return to the Main Menu by clicking on "Done" or pressing <ALT-D >. To 
close the Data Entry screens without saving and return to the Main Menu click on the Close 
Window Square or press <ESC>. Be sure to save new data to Program memory before 
closing a screen/page, or it will be lost. The cursor is moved from place to place on a 
screen by using the mouse or by repeated pressing of the <ENTER >, <TAB>, <Shift- 
TAB >, or the < r > < r > keys. The four Standard Factors tables are similarly completed. 
Detailed screen inputs are described below. See Section 3.4.2 for saving current scenario 
data to disk. 

4.1 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 1 - GENERAL SCENARIO 

This is the first Data Entry screen, where the general information is entered 
which defines the scenario being analyzed. Screen 1 (see Figure 42) is 
contained on one page. c 

FIGURE 42 - Screen One - General Scenario 



O ~ t i o n  Package Name 
This is a free text name for the realignment/closure option. This appears on most 
output Reports and on the File Directory (see Section 3.4.3) (Allowed entries up to 
20 characters) 

Service 
The Service running the scenario (Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, or other 
agency). This entry is only for information, all calculations are identical for the 
various Services, except that the Army uses vehicle tons rather than numbers of 
vehicles moved (see Section 4.3). (Allowed entries up to 20 characters) 

G r o u ~  
The Major agency (Major Command/Staff Element) running the scenario. (Allowed 
entries up to 20 characters) 

Standard Factor File 
The Standard Factor file that is to be used with this scenario. When a Data set has 
been loaded the previously used Standard Factors file will be displayed here. When 
the user enters a different name, that new Standard Factors file replaces the old one 
and becomes the one to be used. When entering a new (never saved) name, users 
need not enter the path and extension; these will be automatically added. (Allowed 
entries up to 79 characters) 

Model Year One is Fiscal Year 
The first fiscal year of modeled scenario. COBRA will automatically show the 
correct years on other screens and Reports based on this year. (Allowed entries four 
digits, 1990 to 2100) 

Let Model do Time-Phasing? - 

The default (Yes) will cause the model to automatically schedule construction and 
shut downs based on the movement of personnel. The entry of "No" allows user 
entered scheduling (on Screen 5) to be applied to construction and shut downs. 
(Allowed entries Y or N) 

Base Name 
The name of each base involved in the scenario (up to 15 individual bases per 
scenario). The names entered will automatically be entered where appropriate in the 
remainder of the Data Entry screens. See Section 3.5.1 for a discussion of loading 
bases from the database. (Allowed entries up to 20 characters) - .  

State - 
The two letter abbreviation of the state where the base is located. (Allowed entries 
2 characters) 



Close Year (or Deactivate Year) 
If the base is to be closed or deactivated, the year that the action will be 
accomplished. This is used in calculating Return On Investment years (see Section 
5.1). (Allowed entries 0 to 6) Entry of the default (0) means that the activity at the 
base is realignment only. Cost/savings algorithms are different if a base is not 
closing or deactivating. 

Base ~eacticated 
If the base is to be deactivated rather than closed, enter "Y" for yes. Cost/savings 
algorithms are different if the base is deactivating rather than closing. (Allowed 
entries Y or N) 

Summarv/Descri~tion 
This is a six line, free text field for the user to enter a summary description o f  the 
scenario being modeled. This is for information only, but if entered, it will be 
printed on the Realignment Summary Report (see Section 5.1) and will appear in the 
File Directory (see Section 3.4.3). (Allowed entries up to 60 characters per line) 

Tirne/Date of Data 
The tirne/date of the data used in the scenario; this will be printed on each COBRA 
output Report. If a saved data file is used the timeldate of that file will 
automatically be displayed here. The user can type in a new time/date in any 
desired format, or use the k t  entry to enter the actual time/date. (Allowed entries 
up to 20 characters) 

Set - 
This allows the user to enter the actual timeldate in the Time/Date of Data field.. 
Entering [XI in the&t space will enter the current timeldate in the format HH:MM 
MM/DD/YYYY. (Allowed entries [XI or [ 1) 



4.2 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 2 - DISTANCE TABLE 

Screen 2 (see Figure 43) will be displayed on one or more pages, depending on the 
number of bases entered on Screen 1. 
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- FIGURE 43 - Screen Two - Distance Table 

Distance Between Bases 
The distance in miles between bases involved in movements of personnel or 
equipment. All combinations of bases which were entered on Screen 1 will be 
presented with a place to enter the distance between them. The user will enter only 
the distances between bases which, in the scenario, will have movements take place 
(eg. If the scenario shows movements from Base A to Base B, and from Base B to 
Base C, the user will enter distances between A and B, and between B and C, but 
not enter the distance between A and C.). The combinations of bases shown to have 
moves planned (distances between them entered) will be automatically entered where 
appropriate on the remainder of the Data Entry screens. See Section 3.5.3 for a 
discussion of loading distances from the database. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 15,000.0 
miles) 



4.3 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 3 - MOVEMENT TABLE 

For each pair of bases with movements planned (as defined by Screen 2 
entries), the user will enter the personnel, equipment, and vehicles moving in 
each of the scenario years. The model will use these figures to calculate 
personnel and transportation costs and to automatically schedule construction 
andphutdown at each base. The pain of bases wiil be entered automatically; 
the user need only enter the data below for the appropriate pair of bares. A 
separate page will be presented for each pair of bases (see Figure 44). 
NOTE: The use of by-year rather than cumulative numbers is a change from 
previous versions of COBRA. 

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

L i s t  Moves i n  Year ONLY! 

FIGURE 44 - Screen Three - Movement Table 

Officers 
The total number of officer and warrant officer positions moving from one base of a pair 
to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 30,000 officers) 

Enlisted 
The total number of enlisted p e n o ~ e l  positions moving from one baie of a pair to the 
other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 30,000 enlisted) 

Civilians 
The total number of civilian government employee positions (not contractors) moving from 
one base of a pair to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 
30,000 civilians) 



Students 
The total number of student slots (PCS and TDY) moving from one base of a pair 
to the other in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 30.000 students) 

Mission Eaui~ment 
The total tons (2000 pounds/ton) of mission equipment moving from one base of a 
pair to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 
tons) ' 

Sup~ort  Eaui~ment 
The total tons (2000 pounds/ton) of support equipment moving from one base of a 
pair to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 
tons) 

Military Light Vehicles 
The total number of vehicles which will be driven from one base of a pair to the 
other base in each year of the scenario. The A m y  enters tons rather than number 
of vehicles. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 vehicles, or tons for Army) 

Heavy/Special Vehicles 
The total number of largejspecial vehicles which will be transported (not driven) 
from one base of a pair to the other base in each year of the scenario. The Army 

.- enters tons rather than number of vehicles. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 vehicles, or 
tons for Army) 



4.4 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 4 - BASE INFORMATION (STATIC) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will 
enter the specific information below. This data defines the starting point at 
each base as well as lists values which are expected to remain relatively 
constant at the base over the period of analysis. It will not change over the 
scenario years, and will change very little, if at all, from one scenario to 
another. A separate page will be presented for each base (see Figure 45). 
The user should save this data for each'base so that time can be saved when 
the same base is part of another scenario. See Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.4 for 
discussions of loading this data from/to the database. 
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FIGURE 45 - Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

Total Officers 
The total number of officers assigned to the base at the beginning of the scenario. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 officers) 

Total Enlisted 
The total number of enlisted personnel assigned to the base at the beginning of the 
'scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 enlisted) 

Total Students 
The total number of students assigned to the base at the beginning of the scenario. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 students) 



Percent Militarv Families Living On Base 
The percent of assigned military families which live on the base at the beginning of 
the scenario. (AIowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Total Civilian Employees 
The total number of civilian government employees (not contractors) assigned to the 
base $1 the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 civilians) 

Percent Civilians Not Willing to Move 
The percent of assigned civilian employees who if their positions were moved to a 
new base would not be willing to relocate to the new base. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 
100.0 percent) 

Officer Housing Units Vacant 
The total number of officer family housing units (sets of quarters) which are vacant 
at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,000 units, usually 0) 

Enlisted Housing Units Vacant 
The total number of enlisted family housing units (sets of quarters) which are vacant 
at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,000 units, usually 0) 

Total Facilities 
. . The total square feet of facilities, except for Family Housing, existing on the base at 

the beginning of the scenario. Family housing units and costs are treated separately 
from the rest of the base facilities. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 square feet) 

Acreage on Base 
The total acres on the base at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 
10,000,000 acres) 

Officer VHA 
The average Variable Housing Allowance for officers who live off-base. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 20,000 $/month) 

Enlisted VHA 
The average Variable Housing Allowance for enlisted personnel who live off-base. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 20,000 $/month) 

Per Diem Rate 
The per diem rate at the base. (Allowed entries 0 to 400 $/day). 

Frei~ht Cost 
The average cost of freight movement expected at the base. (Allowed entries 0.00 

i to 100.00 $/ton/mile) 



1 RPMA (MRP) Non-Payroll 
The Real Property Maintenance Activities (for Navy, Maintenance of Real Property) 
budget for the base at the beginning of the scenario which does not include either 
payroll or family housing costs (which are accounted for separately). (Allowed 

c 
entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

RPMA f MRP) Payroll 
The Xeal Property Maintenance Activities payroll budget for the base at the 
beginning of the scenario which does not include family housing costs (which are 
accounted for separately). (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Communications Costs 
The base communications budget at the beginning of the scenario. If not separated 
from other Base Operations Costs they may be entered as part of the Base 
Operations Non-Payroll Costs, and no communications costs entered here. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Base Operations Non-PavrolI 
The base operations budget for the base at the beginning of the scenario which does 
not include military or government civilian payroll costs (which are accounted for 
separately). Service contracts, which do include contractor payroll costs, should be 
included in this figure. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

.-. . 
Base Operations PavrolI 

The base operations payroll budget at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Family Housing C o s ~  
The total family housing budget for the base at the beginning of the scenario. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Area Cost Factor 
The published Area Cost Factor for construction costs at the base. (Mowed entries 
0.00 to 5.00) 

CHAMPUS In-Patient 
The average cost paid by CHAMPUS for each in-patient visit of retirees and their 
dependents to civilian (off-base) hospitals/treatment facilities. (Allowed entries 0 to 
99,999,999 $/visi t) 

CKAMPUS Out-Patient 
The average cost paid by CHAMPUS for each out-patient visit of retirees and their 
dependents to civilian (off-base) hospitals/treatrnent facilities. (Allowed entries 0 to 
99,999,999 $/visit) 



1 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare 
The percent of retirees and dependents who are eligible for Medicare rather than 
CHAMPUS. This is used to adjust CHAMPUS costs for those entitled to Medicare 
coverage. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Homeowner Assistance Program 
Designated [XI if the base will have Homeowner Assistance Program costs incurred. 
When HAP is not applied at a base Relocation S e ~ c e s  Entitlement (RSE) costs 
may be incurred for civilian employees. (Allowed entries On [XI or Off [ I) 

Unique Activitv Information 
Designated [XI if the activity being modeled can not be modeled using standard 
calculations. Marking this field with an "Xn will disconnect several of the model's 
algorithms and make Screen 8 - "Unique Activitiesn available for data entry (see 
Section 4.8). (Allowed entries On [XI or Off [ I) 



4.5 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 5 - BASE INFORMATION (DYNAMIC) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will 
enter the specific information below. A separate page will be presented for 
each base (see Figure 46). This data does change over the scenario years, and 
will be greatly different from one scenario to another. 
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FIGURE 46 - Screen Five - Base Information (Dynamic) 

One-Time Unique Costs - 
i h e  unique expenditures during each year which can not be portrayed properly 
elsewhere. (Allowed entries -99,999 to 999,999 $K) 

One-Time Moving COSQ 
The unique costs of moving during each year. Examples are special equipment or 
munitions transponation or calibration of laboratory equipment after it is moved. 
(Allowed entries -99,999 to 999,999 IK) 

Environmental Non-Construction Reauired 
The costs (negative if savings) in each scenario year of environmental mitigation, 
whichare not construction. An example would be the purchase of additional sewage 
treatment, or solid waste disposal from off base. (Allowed entries -99,999 to 999,999 - 
$K) 



Activi tv Mission C o s ~  
The change in mission costs each year realized by the activity(ies) which are involved 
in the closure/realignment. These are costs incurred by the activity; not part of the 
normal operations of the base. Examples of activity mission costs are fuel to travel 
to training areas, supplies, contracts, etc. not part of .normal base overhead costs. 
These net costs (enter a negative value if a net savings) should be entered for the 
base.,the activity is located at. The figure entered in the last year will be assumed 
to continue throughout the remainder of the modeled years. (Allowed entries 
-99,999 to 999,999 $K) 

Miscellaneous Recurring Costs 
Recurring costs (enter a negative value if a savings) in each year, which are not 
covered in other entries above. The figure entered in the last year will be assumed 
to continue throughout the remainder of the modeled years. (Allowed entries 
-99,999 to 999,999 $I() 

Prouertv + BUY / - Sale (AC) 
The purchase or sale of land during each scenario year (acres). (Allowed entries 
-99,999 to 999,999 acres) 

Property + BUY / - Sale ($K) 
The purchase or sale price of land during each scenario year. (Allowed entries 
-99,999 to 999,999 $K) -- 

Construction Schedule 
The user may enter the percent of construction to be completed (and therefore the 
percent of construction costs incurred) in each year. User must have entered "Nu for 

' 

Let Model do Time-Phasin~? on Screen 1; otherwise COBRA will calculate the 
construction schedule based on percentage of personnel moving in the next year (this 
is so construction is finished before the people who require those facilities are 
moved. (Allowed entries 0 to 100 percent) 

Shutdown Schedule 
The user may enter the percent of facilities shutdown to I-.: completed in each year. 
User must have entered "N" for Let Model do Time-Phasin~? on Screen 1; otherwise 
COBRA will calculate the shutdown schedule based on percentage of personnel 
moving out. (Allowed entries 0 to 100 percent) 

Construction Avoidance 
The savings during each year generated by not having to construct projects (less 
Family Housing projects) which are no longer necessary because of the 
closure/realignment action. (Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 



Family Housing Construction Avoidance 
The savings during each year generated by not having to construct Family Housing 
projects which are no longer necessary because of the closure/realignment action. 

C 
(Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 SK) 

Procurement Avoidance 
The .savings (negative if costs) during each year generated by the 
reduction/cancellation of current contracts (not already included in mission, RPMA, 
or Base Ops costs). If reduction/cancellation of a contract will result in penalty 
costs, they should be subtracted from the savings in the first year that savings are 
reported. Also any termination penalties for mission, RPMA, and Base Ops 
contracts should be reflected here. The figure entered in the last year will be 
assumed to continue throughout the remainder of the modeled years. (Allowed 
entries -99,999 to 999,999 $K) 

Facilities Shut Down . 

The total square feet of buildings to be closed. (Allowed entries 0 t o  99,999,999 
square feet) 

Family Housinn Shutdown 
The percent of Family Housing that is to be shutdown. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 
percent) 



4.6 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 6 - BASE INFORMATION (PERSONNEL) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will 
enter the specific information below. A separate page will be presented for 
each base (see Figure 47). This data does change over the scenario years, and 
will be greatly different from one scenario to another. NOTE: The use of by- 
year rather than cumulative numbers is a change from previous versions of 
COBRA. 
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FIGURE 47 - Screen Six - Base Information (Personnel) 

Officer Force Structure Changes 
The total number of officer and warrant officer position changes at the base in each 
year, independent of the closure/realignment action. Costs/savings resulting from 
force structure changes are excluded from COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries 
-30,000 to 30,000 officers) 

Enlisted Force Structure Changes 
The total number of enlisted position changes at the base in each year, independent 
of the closure/realignment action. Costs/savings resulting from force structure 
changes are excluded from COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 
enlisted) 

Civilian Force Structure Changes 
The total number of civilian position changes at the base in each year, independent 
of the closure/realignment action. Costs/savings resulting from force structure 
changes are excluded from COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 
civilians) 



Officer Positions Eliminated 
The total number of officer and warrant officer positions eliminated at the base in 
each year, as a direct result of the closure/realignment action. Savings resulting 
from positions eliminated reductions are included in COBRA calculations. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 30,000 officers) 

Enlisted Positions Eliminated 
The total number of enlisted positions eliminated at the base in each year, as a 
direct result of the elosure/realignment action. Savings resulting Born positions 
eliminated reductions are included in COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries 0 to 
30,000 enlisted) 

Civilian Positions Eliminated 
The total number of civilian positions eliminated at the base in each year, as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. Savings resulting from positions eliminated 
r~ductions are included in COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries 0 to 30,000 
civilians) 

Military Caretakers 
The total number of military personnel added to (or if negative, subtracted from) a 
caretaker force at the base for each year. It is assumed that military caretakers are 
enlisted personnel. This is used -only if the base is deactivating. (Allowed entries 
-30,000 to ?0,000 military) 

Civilian Caretakers 
The total number of government civilian personnel added to (or if negative, 
subtracted from) a caretaker force at the base for each year. This is used only if the 
base is deactivating. (Mowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 civilians) 

On-Base In-Patient Retiree Visits 
The yearly change in the number of in-patient visits of retirees and their dependents 
to the on-base hospital/treatment facilities. .This is used to calculate costs/savings 
of changes in CHAMPUS load. (Allowed entries -9,999,999 to 99,999,999 visits) 

On-Base Out-Patient Retiree Visits 
73e yearly change in the number of out-patient visits of retirees and their dependents 
to the on-base hospital/treatment facilities. This is used to calculate costs/savings 
of changes in CHAMPUS load. (Allowed entries -9,999,999 to 99,999,999 visits) 



I 4.7 DATJ'i ENTRY SCREEN 7 - BASE INFORMATION (CONSTRUmON) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will 
enter the specific information below. A separate page will be presented for 
each base (see Figure 48). If construction is not needed at the base, the 
Screen should be left blank. 
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FIGURE 48 - Screen Seven - Base Information (Military Construction) 

Descriution 
The description of a construction and/or rehabilitation effort required to support the 
ciosure/realignment scenario. (Allowed entries up to 20 characters) 

Category 
The MILCON category of the requirement, from Standard Factors Table 4 (see 
Section 4.13). The user may, if desired, only type in the first three letters, and the 
program will automatically complete the entry from those categories on the 
Construction Standard Factors Table. If the entry is not listed on Standard Factors 
Table 4, COBRA will change it to "OTHER". (Allowed entries up to 5 characters) 

New Construction 
The size of the new construction required, in the appropriate units of measure (SF, 
SY, LF, BL), from Standard Factors Table 4 (see Section 4.13). This value times the 
unit cost on Standard Factors Table 4, is the basis of new construction costs. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 of the unit of measure) 



Rehabilitation 
The size of the rehabilitation requirement, in the appropriate units of measure (SF, 
SY, LF, BL), from Standard Factors Table 4 (see Section 4.13). This value times the 

., unit cost and rehabilitation vs new construction, on Standard Factors Table 2, is the 
basis of rehabilitation costs. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 of the unit of measure) 

Total Cost 
The total cost, for the requirement where it is listed, for new construction and/or 
rehabilitation needed to support the closure/realignment action. When the user 
enters a figure here construction costs are not calculated but the figure entered here 
is accepted as the total cost; COBRA then disregards the New Construction and 
Rehab figures for Military Construction cost calculations (although these figures are 
used elsewhere, and must be entered). Requirements in the "OTHER" category have 
no unit costs in the Standard Factors table, and must have their Total Costs entered 
here. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K) 

Comments 
This is a place for the user to enter up to a full line of text to describe or clarify the 
scope of the construction listed. The screen only shows a small window of this text 
at one time, however when printed the entire line will appear on the line right below 
that showing the numerical information for the requirement. (Allowed entries up to 
60 characters) 



,I 
4.8 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 8 - BASE INFORMATION (UNIQUE ACTIVITIES) 

This Data Entry screen is available for those situations where the model's 
standard algorithms do not apply. "Unique Activities" are defined as those 
installations for which the model's overhead, support for move, 
caretaker/mothball, and equipment/vehicle movement algorithms cannot be 
used:' Most industrial activities can be accommodated without the use of this 
screen. In  those cases where Screen 8 is required, the user must first 
designate the base as a Unique Activity on Screen 4 (see Section 4.4). A 
separate page will be presented for each indicated base (see Figure 49). 

[ a 1  S c r m  Eight - Base Information (Unique A c t i v i t i w )  
[SKI 1 

FIGURE 49- Screen Eight - Base Information (Unique Activities) 

Administrative a n d  Planning Overhead Costs 
The administrative and planning overhead costs for each scenario year. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 9,999,999 SK) 

Operating Overhead Costs - 
Ibe operating overhead costs for each scenario year; the figure entered for the last 
year will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 9,999,999 SK) 

Mothball Overhead Costs 
The mothball overhead costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 
$K) 



Caretaker Overhead Costs 
The caretaker overhead costs for each scenario year; the figure entered for the last 
year will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Maintenance of Space Overhead Costs 
The maintenance of space overhead costs for each scenario year; the figure entered 
for the last year will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study 
years. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 SK) 

Other Overhead Costs 
The overhead costs for each scenario year which are not included in the overhead 
costs listed above; the figure entered for the last year will be assumed to continue 
through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

O~erating Overhead Savings 
The operating overhead savings for each scenario year; the figure entered for the last 
year will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study ye.ars. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Other Overhead Savin~s 
The overhead savings for each scenario year which are not included in the operating 
overhead savings listed above; the figure entered for the last year will be assumed 
to continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed entries 0 to 
9,999,999 $K) 

Packing/Unpacking Movin~ Costs 
The packing and unpacking moving costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 
0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Freight Moving Costs 
The freight moving costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Vehicle Moving - Costs 
The vehicle moving costs for each scenario year, excluding those vehicles which are 
driven. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 SK) 

Driving Mnvine Cosg 
The cosk of driving vehicles during their movement. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 
$ K) 

Loss Rate Moving Costs 
The costs of losses due to moving during each scenario year. (Allowed entries 0 to 
9,999,999 $K) 



i 
4.9 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 9 - EXPLANATORY NOTES 

A single page screen is provided for the user to make any end notes that are desired 
(see Figure 50). These may explain the overall scenario or expand on information 
input on a specific Data Entry or Standard Factors screen. This information will be 
printed only on the Input Data Report (see Section 520). 

Screen Nine - Explnrtory Notw 

FIGURE 50 - Screen Nine - Explanatory Notes 

Explanatorv Notes for I n ~ u t  Data Report: 
A free text input of user's notes referring to one or more screens. (Allowed entries 
15 lines of up to 60 characters; although only 52 characters show per line, on this 
screen at one time) 

Pages Footnoted: 
User indicates screen(s) to which the note(s) apply, by clicking on the space for that 
screen, or by moving the cursor to highlight that screen and pressing the Space Bar, 
or by typing the highlighted numberlletter of the screen. These screens will then be 
identified as having note(s). (Allowed entries On [XI or Off [ I) 



4.10 STANDARD FAmORS TABLE 1 - PERSONNEL (see Figure 51) r. 
This and the other Standard Factors Tables contain information common to all bases in the \ 
scenario. This data will not change for any one scenario, and should change very little, if 
at all, from one scenario to another. These Standard Factors tables should be saved for use 
in subsequen! scenarios (see Section 3.4.6). 

FIGURE 51 - Table One - Standard Persorlnel Factors 

J 

Officers Mamed 
The percent of total officers who are married. Married officer couples, assigned to 
the same base should be counted as one married officer (i.e. Do not double-count 
two officers who are married to each other). This is used to calculate HAP, HHG 
transportation, and Family Housing budget. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

- L=J I ~ D I ~  une - stuxrrra ~ a r s o m c i  Factor8 

Civ Ret i  red p.y Futor:?g#jjtjgjjj$% 
pr ior  i ty p lwrmt .Tzzg.%,zp%: .:~:,<;....,..::;;;::,::IIx 

................. pps p 1 Kc I-lv PC. ..<<<r<<: .P;~#?:;,@;:j::<Z. .% ..... ,i ....,.. *:::: 
Ci PC. tost (f) ::?-<::??::$? ,?::;;;?:?&;?$;;;{ 

Officer Salary ( f / y c s r ) : : ~ $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  llew nirc cat (f).$T::.i':~jlil'"'v$e .,...,> ........... >..A 
. . S ~ S Z < ~  ........ .<.:..*... ......... c<<*.<<. 

Off icer  BAO w/Depdts (S):3'mfP@g 
Enl is ted Salary ( $ / Y e a r ) : ~ ~ j ; i ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ; ~  Hat n d i n  H m  p r i c e ( ~ ) . ~ i ~ ~ ? ? ? " 3 ' " '  .~w.r..c<r..r.~~~~p.p~ z...,, *>V,).'~"" 

En[ i sted BAO u/Depdts (f ) :;i:B;jii{;.:7jill. ........................... :.::.:. .. Hanc Sate Reinkrrse  ate::^^^^^@@^.-$ 
A~~ U-1 oy cost ($/ueek) . ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; : : ; i : ; j ~ j ? :  ... +.<.... : ............. Max H a w  Sale Reilkrrs(f):Ij;;~;~~;i23S ...................... <..<. ....... 
Unenploy €1 i g i b l e  (weeks) -i.?:ji:,;i'::j?.,5:;i > ,,..,.-,..,,,. 

H a n  Purch R e i n h r ~ t  Rate:giff$:@g$3 ...................... 
C iv i  l ian Salary ($/Year) :@ji;/:;!i;j!@;i, Max H a w  Purch Reihr($):$@$Kj{.g;; 

Heme Ounr$h i p R a t e : g { ~ $ ~ ; $ ~ ~ ; . g ~ ~  
C i  vi i an Turnover :'@:$$%%$$% HAP H- vatuc ~ ~ t ~ : ; g $ j l j m $ X  .,.. .. ,*.,L.,, >,>,... 

C i v i l i a n  Early ~etircment:@$jm@% HAP Receiving ~ a t e : g m - $ h  
Civ i l ians O u i t t i n g : ~ ; 3 3 9 ~ ~ 8 : %  R$E H- value Rate:gzjgjF&33 

i vi, iM * Pay tor . ............................ i":"':::"":"::'+ .(.:LI'<<LI<*::I(.: ,((. '% :::::>;:::$:;<<Pit(- RSE Receiving Ra t e : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ X  ....................................... 

Stwdsrd Factors F i l e  .... De+criptfon .::<::%$<..??:.:~?$?:~:::?:y?:?;<$:::*.~$~y:: .......................... .." . .-..:c..*:<c:??:.>?:<.:<<:::::l"l:> 
: .................... ............................................. 

i 

Enlisted Married 
The percent of total enlisted personnel who are married. Mamed enlisted couples. 
assigned to the same base should be counted as one married member (i.e. Do not 
double-count two enlisted members who are married to each other). This is used to 
calculate HAP, HHG transportation, and Family Housing budget. (Allowed entries 
0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Enlisted Housine MILCON 
The percent of new Family Housing and Bachelor Quarters construction to be 
assigned to enlisted personnel. This is used to determine the allocation of newly 
constructed on-post housing/barracks. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 



Officer Salary 
The average officer annual salary. This is used to calculate the savings of elimination 
of officer positions. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $/Yr) 

Officer BAO - With De~endent~ 
The average Basic Allowance for Quarters for officers, with dependents. This is used 
to calculate costs/savings of changes in the officer population living off-post. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 20,000.00 $/month) 

Enlisted Salary 
The average enlisted annual salary. This is used to calculate the savings of 
elimination of enlisted positions. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $/Yr) 

Enlisted BAO - With De~endent~  
The average Basic Allowance for Quarters for enlisted, with dependents. This is 
used to calculate costs/savings of changes in the enlisted population living off-post. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 20,000.00 $/month) 

Avera~e Unemplovrnent Costs 
The average unemployment cost. This is used to calculate unemployment costs over 
the period of unemployment eligibility. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 2,000.00 $/week) 

. . 
Unemplovment Eligibility 

The period of time over which unemployment payments are paid. Used in 
conjunction with Average Unemployment Costs and personnel positions lost to 
calculate unemployment costs. (Allowed entries 0 to 52 weeks) 

Civilian Salary 
The average annual salary, for government civilian employees. This is used to 
calculate costs/savings of changes in the size of the civilian workforce. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 S/Yr) 

Civilian Turnover 
The average percent of government civilian employees who normally leave their 
positions for reasons not related to closure/realignment actions. This is used to 
adjust the size of the civilian workforce for normal turnovers. (Allowed entries 0.00 
to 100.00 percentlyr) 

Civilian Earlv Retirement 
The average percent of government civiiian employees who retire early as a result 
of closure/realignment actions. This is used to adjust the size of the civilian 
workforce for early retirements, and to calculate early retirement costs. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 



Civilians Ouittin 
The averfge percent of government civilian employees expected to quit their jobs, r 

x .  
and therefore forego severance pay, unemployment pay, and other benefits (except 
for terminal leave) as a result of closure/realignment actions. This is used to adjust 
the size of the civilian workforce for personnel who quit their jobs. (Allowed entries 
0.00 t.0 100.00 percent) 

Civilian RIF Pav Factor 
The average percent of government civilian employee annual pay that will be paid 
as severance pay to those losing their jobs as a result of Reduction In Force 
associated with the closure/realignment action. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

Civilian Retired Pav Factor 
The average percent of increase in government civilian retirement pay as a result of 
early retirements. This is used to calculate the costs of early retirements. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Prioritv Placement 
The average percent of government civilian employees who receive other government 
jobs as a result of the Priority Placement System. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

PPS Placements Involving PCS \ 
The percent of personnel who receive jobs through the Priority Placement System 
who must move more that 50 miles. This is used to calculate moving costs. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Civilian PCS Cost 
The average cost of relocating a government civilian employee to a new location, 
who has received a job through the Priority Placement System (if the move is over 
50 miles). An average Permanent Change of Station cost is used since PPS 
placements will result in relocations to undetermined locations. (Allowed entries 
0.00 to 99,999.99 $) 

New Hire Cosf 
The average cost to hire a new civilian employee. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 10,000.00 
$> 

National Median Home Price 
The median home cost over the entire United States. This is adjusted by the base 
Area Cost Factor, and then used to calculate HAP and RSE costs. (Allowed entries 
0.00 to 2,500.00 SK) 



Home Sale Reimbursement Rate 
The average percent of home sales reimbursement. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

Maximum Home Sale Reimbursement 
The maximum reimbursement for home sales. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 25,000.00 $) 

Home Purchase Reimbursement Rate 
The average percent of home purchase reimbursement. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
100.00 percent) 

Maximum Home Purchase Reimbursement 
The maximum reimbursement for home purchase. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 25,000.00 
$ > 

Home Ownership Rate 
The average percent of military personnel and government civilian employees who 
own their homes. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) Home Value Rate 
The percent of house value that HAP will pay. This is used to calculate HAP costs, 
which reported on the HAPJRSE line of the output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 
to 100.00 percent) 

Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) Receiving Rate 
The average percent of homeowners who will be provided with this service. HAP 
will only be costed at a base when RSE is not applied, and it will be reported on the 
HAP/RSE line of output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Relocation Service Entitlement (RSE) Home Value Rate 
The percent of house value that RSE will pay. This is used to calculate RSE costs, 
which reported on the HAP/RSE line of the output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 
to 100.00 percent) 

Relocation Service Entitlement (RSE) Receiving Rate 
The average percent of Civilian homeowners who will be provided with this service. 
RSE will only be costed at a base when HAP is not applied, and it will be reported 
on the HAP/RSE line of output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Standard Factors File Descri~tion 
A free-text entry for the user to describe the Standard Factors file. This is only used 
when the user calls-up the File Directory (see Section 3.4.3). (Allowed entries 20 
characters) 



4.1 1 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 2 - FACILITIES (see Figure 52) 
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FIGURE 52 - Table Two - Standard Facilities Factors 

RPMA Buildinns Index 

' , 

: 

.. 
.-.' 

:. 

Previous ( I d i c e s  are used as ex-ts a - a 
The exponent of base building square footage, used in Real Property Maintenance 
Activity Non-Payroll cost calculations. This represents the nonlinearity of the 
relationship between change in base building area and the change in RPMA cosis; 
normal value of this index is 5 1.0. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 5.00) 

- 

BOS Population Index 
The exponent of base population, used in Base Operations Support Non-Payroll cost 
calculations. This represents the nonlinearity of the relationship between change in 
base population and the change in BOS costs; normal value of this index is 5 1.0. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 10.00) 

Support for Move Factor 
Coefficient that the Base Operations Suppon (Payroll and Non-Payroll) is multiplied 
by to calculate the costs of administrative support for movements of personnel and 
equipment. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0) 

Caretaker Admin S ~ a c e  Needs 
The average administrative space required for each caretaker. (Allowed entries 0.0 
to 1,000,000.0 SF) 



Caretaker Percent of Original RPMA 
The average percent of original Real Property Maintenance Activity costs which 
apply to facilities under caretaker status. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Mothball Cost 
The average cost to mothball facilities. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 $/square 
foot) ' 

NPV/ROI Discount Rate 
The discount rate to be used for the Net Present Value and Return On Investment 
calculations (see Sections 5.1 and 5.2). (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.0 percent) 

NPV/ROI Inflation Rate 
The inflation rate to be used for the Net Present Value and Return On Investment 
calculations (see Sections 5.1 and 5.2). (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Inflation Rates for Finance Re~or t  
The inflation rate projected for each of the six years of the scenario. These are used 
for the Financial Summary Report only (see Section 5.13). (Allowed entries 0.0 to 
100.0 percent) 

Averape Bachelor Ouarters Size - - . - -. - . 
The average square feet of bachelor quarters. This is used to convert square feet of 
construction into sets of bachelor quarters. (Allowed entries 0 to 500 square feet) 

Averape Family Quarters Size 
The average square feet of family quarters. This is used to convert square feet of . 
construction into sets of family quarters. (Allowed entries 0 to 2,000 square feet) 

Rehabilitation vs New Construction Costs 
The average percent of new construction costs required to rehabilitate a space of 
equal size. This is used to adjust costs for rehabilitation rather than new construction 
requirements. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Inform i n M 1~ 
The average percent of construction cost required to provide communications; only 
used for categories measured in square feet. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Desi~n Percentage 
The average percent of construction cost which must be added to accomplish 
planning and design. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 



SIOH Percentagg 
The average percent of construction cost which must be added to cover project 
supervision, inspection, and overhead. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Contingencv Percent= 
The average percent of construction cost which must be added to cwer unforseen 
(contkgenc-) requirements. (Mowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Site Preparation Percentas - 
The average percent of construction cost which must be added to cover site 
preparation of the construction area. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 



4.12 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 3 - TRANSPORTATION (see Figure 53) 
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Material Per Assigned Person - 

The average weight of material per person assigned, other than mission and support 
equipment which is included on Screen 3. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 10,000.00 pounds 
per person) 

:'I 
., ,: 
. 

Officer HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per officer family. (Allowed entries 0 to 
100,000 pounds/family) 

Enlisted HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per enlisted fanily.  (Allowed entries 0 to 
100,000 pounds/family) 

Militarv HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per single military member. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 10,000 poundsf military) 

Civilian HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per government civilian employee. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 100,000 pounds/employee) 



Total HHG Cosu 
The average cost of packing, storing, and unpacking 100 pounds of household goods. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 S/1001b.) 

ShiDDinr! Loss Rate 
The average percent of material lost in transit. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 
percent) 

Equipment Packinp and Crating 
The cost for packing and crating of material to be moved. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 
100,000.00 $/ton) 

Militant Light Vehicle 
The average cost per mile of driving military light vehicles. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
1,000.00 $/mile) 

HeavvvSpecial Vehicle 
The average cost per mile of transporting (not driving) heavy or special military 
vehicles. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 1,000.00 $/mile) 

POV Reimbursement 
The average reimbursement rate for driving Personally Owned Vehicles. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/mile) 

Air Transport 
The average cost of air transporting a passenger. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 
$/mile) 

Miscellaneous 
The average moving cost per direct employee, not covered by other moving costs. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/employee) 

Averape Militant Tour Length 
The average length of military assignments. This is used to adjust the moving costs 
to account for those personnel who would move each year, independent of the 
closure/realignment action. (Allowed entries 1.00 to 20.00 years) 

Routine PCS C o s ~  
The average routine PCS costs per militaly position, per move. This is used in 
conjunction with the Average Military Tour Length to offset PCS costs to account for 
personnel who would move each year, independent of the closure/realignment action. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 S/person/move) 



One-Time Officer PCS C o s  
The average one-time costs of officer PCSs, per person. This is used in conjunction 
with the number of officer positions eliminated to estimate costs of moving officers 
to their "final" locations. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/person) 

One-Time Enlisted PCS Costs 
The average one-time costs of enlisted PCSs, per person This is used in conjunction 
with the number of enlisted positions eliminated to estimate costs of moving enlisted 
personnel to their "final" locations. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/person) 



4.13 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 4 - CONSTRUCnON (see Figure 54) 

Figure 54 - Table Four - Standard Construction Factors 

Cost per Unit of Measure - 

The average cost.per Unit of Measure (UM) for new construction of each of the ,, 

military construction categories listed. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $/UM) ' 

Bachelor Quarters Construction Units 
This construction-category unit of measure is entered by the user as either SF or EA. 

Family Quarters Construction Units 
This construction category unit of measure is entered by the user as either SF or EA. 

Environmental Construction Units 
This construction category line is for mnstmction required for environmental 
mitigation. The units of measure for this category may be filled in by the user 
(Allowed entries 2 characters e.g. KG, TN, etc.). Only include actual on-base 
construction here; non-construction environmental mitigation costs are entered on 
Screen 5. 

Optional Catenories/Units 
These are lines for entry of up to 16 construction requirements (and UM) which do 
not fit into the listed categories, or that the user wishes to specifically separate from 
other requirements in a category which is listed. (Allowed entries up to 20 
characters for categories, 2 characters for units) 



CHAPTER 5 

REPORT OUTPUT 



CHAPTER 5 - REPORT OUTPUT 

This chapter will cover the various Reports that COBRA generates. Although most Reports 
provide outputs in tenns of dollar costs and savings, several also provide non-dollar value 
information (such as numbers of personnel, square feet of construction, etc.). Both cost. 
and savings, can be reported as positive or negative numbers. A cost reported as a positive 
number represents an actual cost, and a negative cost represents an actual savings. 
Similarly, a savings reported as a positive number represents an actual savings, and a 
negative savings represents an actual cost. The viewing and printing of individual and group 
Reports was discussed earlier (see Section 3.7) and therefore, will not be discussed again 
here. Appendix B contains sample COBRA Repom. 

5.1 REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (File name COBSUM.RPT) . 

The key output of the COBRA model is the Realignment Summary. This Report is 
contained on two pages, which display key values with which to evaluate .the modeled 
scenario and to compare it with other scenarios. 

Break Even Year (Years to Break Even) 
This is Fiscal Year (and the years it takes), from the start of the closure/realignment 
action, to generate enough savings to offset the Total Costs. In other terms, this is 
the Payback Period. 

ROI Years / 

The Return On Investment Years is the number of years, after completion of the 
(.. 

closure/realignment action, to the break even point. 

Option NPV in (Year 20) 
The Net Present Value of the costs (if negative number, savings) of the realignment 
in constant First Year dollars. This is a measure of the total costs (over the 20-year 
period of analysis) to be realized by taking the closure/realipment actions in the 
scenario. The larger the negative value of NPV, the more the net savings and the 
more advantage there is to the realignment. If the NPV is not a negative number 
the realignment will result in a net cost over the 20-year period. 

Total One-Time Cost 
The cost of doing the closure/realignrnent modeled. This is the amount that must 
be offset by the net savings generated by the action. 

Net Costs. Mission 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, realized by the operations 
of the organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment. These are in such 
areas as fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base overhead 
functions. 



Net Costs. Personnel 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs 
such as severance pay. 

Net Costs. Overhead 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Actiities, Base 
Operations Support, and Administrative and Planning. 

Net Costs, Construction 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in 
construction requirements. 

Net Costs. Moving 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to movement of 
personnel and material. 

Net Costs, Other 

'3 The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to factors not covered 
= in the other net costs lines. Examples are sale/purchase of real estate, non- 

construction environmental mitigation, procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

Officer Force Structure Reductions 
The total number of officer positions eliminated each year at the bases, independent 
of the closure/realignment action. 

Enlisted Force Structure Reductiom 
The total number of enlisted positions eliminated each year at the bases, independent 
of the cIosure/realignment action. 

Civilian Force Structure Reductiorq 
The total number of civilian positions eliminated each year at the bases, independent 
of the closure/realignment action. 

Officer Positions Eliminated 
The total number of officer positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. - 

Enlisted Positions Eliminated 
The total number of enlisted positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. 



Civilian Positions Eliminated 
The total number of civilian positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. 

Officer Realimments 
The total number of officer positions realigned each year. 

Enlisted Realignments 
The total number of enlisted positions realigned each year. 

Student Realignments 
The total number of student positions realigned each year. 

Total Military R e a l i m e n g  
The total number of military positions realigned each year. 

Civilian Realignments 
The total number of civilian positions realigned each year. 

Total Realignments 
The total number of all types of positions realigned each year. 

Surnmarv/I>escri~tion: 
If the user has entered a text description of the scenario, it will be printed here (see 
Section 4.1) 

Costs. Mission 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, realized by the operations of the 
organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment. These are in such areas 
as  fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base overhead functions. 

Costs. Personnel 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in housing 
aliowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs 
such as severance pay. 

Costs. Overhead 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in-each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities, Base 
Operations Support, and Administrative and Planning. 

4 Costs. Construction 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in construction 
requirements. 



Costs. Moving 
The costs (if negative number. savings) in each year, due to movement of personnel 
and material. 

Costs. Other 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to factors not covered in 
the other net costs lines. Examples are salelpurchase of real estate, non-construction 
environmental mitigation, procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

Saving. Mission 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, realized by the operations of the 
organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment activities. These are in 
such areas as fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base 
overhead functions. 

Savin~s. Personnel 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes- in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs 
such as severance pay. 

Savin~s. Overhead 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities, Base 
Operations Support, and Administrative and Planning. 

Savines. Construction 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in construction . ' 
requirements. 

Savings. Moving 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to movement of personnel 
and material. 

Savings. Other 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to factors not covered in 
the other net savings lines. Examples are sale/purchase of real estate, non- 
construction environmental mitigation, procurement changes. and CHAMPUS. 



5.2 NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (File name NPV.RPT) 
/ I 

Another key COBRA Report is the Net Present Values (NPV) Report. This is usually ". 

contained on a single page, which displays the Cost and Inflated Cost for each year, and 
NPV of the cost of the realignment for each of the years of the analysis period (only uses 
more than one page if the years to achieve a net savings is large). The point where the 
NPV goes from a positive value (a cost) to a negative value (a savings) is the Break Even 
Year of the scenario; also shown on the COBRA Realignment Summary Report. 

Year - 
The scenario year for which the costs are reported. 

Cost - 
The cost in each year of the analysis (Base-Year dollars). 

Inflated Cost 
The inflated cost in each year of the analysis (Then-Year dollars). - 

NPV - 
The Net Present Value of the cumulative cost in each year of the analysis. These are 
the discounted values of the respective inflated costs for each year. 

5.3 APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY REPORT (File name APPSUM.RPT) 
I 

This Repon provides summary costs, savings, and net costs of the closure/reaIignment. It 
shows general cost/savings for each year of the scenario, to include the "Beyond" year(s). 
If the total net costs have not become a negative number (meaning a net savings) at or 
before the "Beyond" year, no savings are realized for the closure/realignment action. 

5.4 AF'PROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (File name APPDET-RPT) 

This Report provides detailed yearly costs, savings, and net costs of the closure/realignment. 
It is structured similarly to the Appropriations Summary Report, except that the break-out 
of costs/savings is in greater detail. Total costs, savings, and net costs are identid to those 
reported on the Appropriations Summary Report. Again, if the total net costs have not 
become a negative number (meaning a net savings) at or before the "Beyondn year, no 
savings are realized for the closure/realignrnent action. 



5.5 APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL FIXED COSTS REPORT(Fi1e name APPDETFX.RI)T) 

This Report provides detailed yearly futed costs, savings, and net costs of the closure/ 
realignment. It is identical to the Appropriations Detail Report, except that the 
costs/savings shown are only those that are fixed (one-time), and as such are always zero 
in the "Beyond" year(s). The combination of this Report and the Appropriations Detail, 
Steady-State Costs Report forms the Appropriations Detail Report. 

5.6 APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL, STEADY-STATE COSTS REPORT 
(File name APPDETSS.RPT) 

This Report provides detailed yearly steady-state costs, savings, and net  costs of the 
closure/realignment. It is identical to the Appropriations Detail Report, except that the 
costs/savings shown are only those that are steady-state. The combination of this Report 
and the Appropriations Detail, Fixed Costs Report forms the Appropriations Detail Report. 

5.7 ONE-TIME COST REPORT (File name 1TIMCOST.RPT) 

j ' -  3 This Report provides the total one-time (fixed) costs, savings, and net costs for each base 
-- . in the scenario, and for the total scenario. The total of the yearly net costs shown on the 

Appropriations Detail, Fixed Costs Report is identical to the Total Net One-Time Costs 
shown on this Report. 

5.8 MISSION COSTS REPORT (File name MISSION.RPT) 

This Report provides the yearly mission costs, savings, and net costs for the entire scenario 
being modeled. 

5.9 MOVING COSTS REPORT (File name M 0 V I N G . V  

This Report provides the yearly PCS, freight, and one-time moving costs of the entire 
realignment scenario. 

5.10 OVERHEAD COSTS REPORT (File name 0VERHEAD.RPT) 

This Report provides the yearly overhead costs (if negative number, a savings) for the entire 
scenario, to include the "Beyond" years. 



5.1 1 PERSONNEL COSTS REPORT (File name PERSONNE.RPT) fl 
\ 

This Report provides the yearly personnel costs (if negative number, a savings) for the entire 
scenario, to include the "Beyond" years. Previous versions of COBRA contained a 'Transfer 
Version" and a "Shutdown/deactivate Version" of this Report; only one version is now used. 

5.12 OTHER COSTS REPORT (File name 0THER.RPT) 

This Report provides the yearly costs (if negative number, a savings) for costs not covered 
in other cost-specific Reports, for the entire scenario. 

5.13 FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT (File name FINANCE.RPT) 

This Report is the budget information for the realignment scenario in a format which can 
be provided directly to the Service's Budget Office. This Report is not intended to be used 
for comparison/decision purposes, but rather is intended to provide post-decision input to 
the budget process. This is a new Report, never before contained in COBRA. 

5.14 RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (File name RPMABOS.RPT) 

This Report shows changes in Real Property Maintenance Activity, Base Operations < 
Support, and Housing costs for each year of the scenario. 

5.15 BOS, WD, SF, AND RPMA DELTAS REPORT (File name DELTAS.RPT) 

This Report shows, for each base, the number and percent change in personnel, Base 
Operations Support costs, Real Property Maintenance Activity costs, combined RPh4A and 
BOS costs, land acreage, and building square footage. Also shown are the ratio of changes 
in BOS, RPMA, RPMA plus BOS, acreage, and square footage to changes in personnel. 

5.16 MILITARY CONSTRUCTZON ASSETS REPORT (File name MILCONAS.RPT) 

This Report provides military construction requirements and costs for each base, and a 
single-page summary of costs for all bases involved in the closure/realignment. The cost of 
each requirement includes not only the construction costs, but also the design, SIOH, site 
preparation, information management, and contingency costs; also shown are land purchases 
and construction avoidances. 



5.17 PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS REPORT (File name PERSONELRPT) 

This Report shows a one-page summary of yearly personnel realignments for the entire 
scenario. 

5.18 PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (MIGRATION DIAGRAMS) 
(File name PERSMOVE.RPT) 

This Report consists of two sections. The first section provides a by-year Report of 
personnel moving to and/or from each base. The second section provides for each base, 
a diagram (graphic quality table) showing the starting population, ending population, and 
change in population (caused by realignments, force structure changes, and positions 
eliminated) for officers, enlisted, student, and civilian employees. 

5.19 PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (File name P E R S P E R C . R ~  

This Report shows the yearly number and percentage of personnel changes at each base 
(percentages are used for automatic scheduling of construction and facilities to be shut 
down). Also shown are the time-phasings as calculated from the yearly personnel changes. 
This is a new Report, never before contained in-COBRA, 

5.20 INPUT DATA REPORT (File name 1NPUTDAT.RPT) 

This Report is a print-out of all Data Entry Screens and Standard Factors Tables showing. 
the scenario inputs upon which the other Reports are based. 

5.21 SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (File name ERROR.RPT) 

This Report is created only if COBRA finds inconsistencies in scenario data Since all 
Reports are generated at once, the other Reports will have been made using potentially 
incorrect data When a Scenario Error Report is present, therefore, it should be checked 
immediately to determine if data corrections should be made. Once corrections are made , 

to scenario data the Reports must be executed again before they are used for analysis 
purposes. The specific data inconsistencies that COBRA checks for are: 

Option Package Name, Service 
If the Service is not recognized by COBRA the Report will say so and use the default 
algorithms. COBRA will also remind the user if no Option Package Name has been 
entered. 



Base Names 
COBRA will alen the user if there are two bases with the same Name, or if a base C 
has no name. 

Close Year/Deactivate 
COBRA will alert the user if a base is deactivating but has no year to be deactivated 
entered. 

Time-Phasing of Construction or Shutdown 
If the user is entering these schedules (rather than letting COBRA do them 
automatically) COBRA will d e n  if the yearly percentages do not total to 100%. 

Care takers 
COBRA will check that no base loses more caretakers than it has, and than none are 
assigned to a base unless it is to be deactivated. 

Personnel Movement/Migration 
COBRA will check that no base loses more personnel than it has, and that none 

4 
remain, or move, after it closes. pk 

>;; .Aq 

Personnel Realiments  - 
COBRA checks that civilians retiring, civilian turnover, civilians quitting, and civilians 
not willing to move never exceed 100%. 

I 

Military Construction 
COBRA will alen the user if a requirement uses a unit cost of SO. Also, no 
requirement with an "OTHER" category must have the total cost specified. 

RPMA Calculations 
COBRA will alen the user if a base has more acres sold, or more square feet 
shutdown, than it had. Also if a base still holds facilities after it closes. 



APPENDIX A 

TABLE of ACRONYMS 
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APPENDIX A - TABLE of ACRONYMS 

Acronvrn 

AC 

DOD 

DOS 

EA 

GAO 

HAP 

HHG 
- 

LAN 

LF 

MILCON 

,.k MRP 

NPV 

Meaning 

A r m y  Material Command 

Basic Allowance for Quarters 

Barrel 

Base Operations Support 

Civilian Health and Medical 
Program for the Uniformed 
Senices 

Department of the Army 
-. 

Department of Defense 

Disk Operating System 

Each 

General Accounting Office 

Homeowners Assistance 
Program 

Household Goods 

Local Area Network 

Linear Foot (Feet) 

Military Construction 

~aintenance of Real Property 

Net Present Value 

Acronym 

PCS 

POL 

POV 

PPS 

RDT&E 

RIF 

ROI 

RSE 

SIOH 

SF 

SY 

TDY 

UM 

VHA 

SK 

Meaning 

Permanent Change of Station 

Pea0h.111, and Lubricants 

Privately Owned Vehicle 

Priority Placement System 

R-ch, Development, Test 
and Evaluation - 

Reduction in Force 

Return on Investment 

Real Properq Maintenance 
Activities (MRP for the Navy) 

Relocation Service 
Entitlement 

Supenision, Inspection, 
and Overhead 

Square Foot (Feet) 

Square Yard(s) 

Unit of Measure 

Variable Housing AUowana 

Thousands of Dollars 
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APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE COBRA REPORTS 



APPENDIX B - SAMPLE COBRA REPORTS 

This appendix contains a set of sample COBRA reports, generated £rom a 
fictional closure/realignrnent scenario. AU standard COBRA reports are 
included, except the Input Data Report (which is only a printout of the input 
data hat  makes-up the scenario). Also removed are additional base-specifilc 
sections of reports when one such section adequately illustrates COBRA . 
output. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SU+IARY (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As Of 1557 03/19/1991, Rcport Created M:27 08/19/1992 

' ~rerp : FORSUM 
Service : US Arsy 
Option Package : ALFA 

Star t ing Year : 1992 
Break Evcn Year: 2004 (Year 13) 
ROI Year : 2004 (7 Years) 

Option NW in  2011 (tY) : -18,224 
Total One-Time Cost (SK) : n,167 

Net Costs ($0 Constant Dol lars  
1992 1993 1W4 1995 1996 - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - -.-- 

Hisn 0 -340 -714 -2,414 -3,094 
Pers -665 -3.115 -6,089 -8,538 -10,386 
~ v h d  1,300 1,128 1,067 1,073 9 , m  
Cons 1,993 3,164 3,560 19,797 7,919 
Movg 2,UO 1,000 2,321 3,813 2,665 
Othr 3,307 2,387 2,096 582 2,929 

1992 1993 lW4 - - - - -  --.-- - - - - -  
FOUCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 
En1 i s t d  0 0 0 
C i v i L i m  0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIHINATED 
Of f i ce rs  10 10 10 
En l i s ted  10 10 10 
C i v i l i a n  10 70 40 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Of f i ce rs  60 60 60 
En l i s tod  60 60 60 
students 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 120 120 120 
C i v i l i a n  60 0 30 
TOTAL 180 120 150 

TOTAL .--.- 



COsRA R E A L ~ Q ~ Y T  SUWI(ARY (tOBRA Ver 4.02) Page 2 
Oatr ha O f  1 5 3 7  03/19/1991, Report Created W:27 08/19/1992 

Costs (Sw) Constant Do l l a rs  
1992 1993 1994 -----  .---- ----. 

Misn 0 550 1,155 
Pers -135 -269 -404 
Ovhd 1,300 1,128 1,067 
Cons 2 . m  3,959 4,355 
Movg 2,620 1,180 2,501 
Othr 3,540 2,620 2,329 

TOT 10,114 9,169 11,003 29,046 30,202 13,349 9,199 

Savings (LK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1992 1993 1994 1W5 1996 1997 Bey& ----- ----. - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  

Misn 0 890 1,869 6.319 8,099 8,900 8,900 
Pers 531 2,845 5,685 8,000 9,784 10,309 10,309 
Ovhd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cons 795 795 795 0 0 0 0 
Movg 180 180 180 180 180 0 0 
Othr 233 233 233 233 2,333 233 233 

TOT 1,739 4,943 8,762 14,732 20,3% 19,442 19,442 

MET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As Of 1 5 3 7  03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/19/1992 

Year 

1-2 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2 0 w  
2010 
201 1 

I n f  l e t 4  Cost(S) 

8,375,533 
4,225,354 
z,zco,n4 

14,313,905 
9 1 8 0 6 , m  

-6,093,052 
-10,242,589 
-10,242,589 . 
-10,242,589 
-10,242,589 
-10,242,589, 
-10,242,589 - 10,242,589 
-10,242,589 
-10,242,583 
-10,242,589 
-10,2C2,589 
-10,242,589 
- 10,242,589 
-10,242,589 



AppnopRtATtUtS r u l r u R Y  (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As O f  15:37 03/19/1991, Rcport Created 08:27 08/19/1992 

v 
G ' W  : FORSCOW 
Servi ce : US Amy 
Option Peckage : ALFA 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Beyond 
- - a -  --.- -- - -  . .--I .--.------ 

COSTS (SK) 
nilcon 2,292 3,254 3,579 16,270 6,508 2,929 0 
F M  HWSlMG 
Construct 497 7OS R 6  3,527 1,411 635 0 
Operation 0 16 39 125 164 180 180 

OW 3,572 2 , W  3,409 4,984 18,631 6,590 6,104 
M i l  Pers 812 812 812 812 711 0 0 
Envir n i t  945 945 945 0 0 0 0 
HAP/RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land Purch 1,250 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurants 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 1,002 1,663 2,279 4,461 5,227 5,600 5,500 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 10,370 9,739 11,841 30,181 32,653 15,934 11,784 

SAVINGS (SKI 
Milcon 7 % 7 9 5 7 9 5  0 0 0 0 
FM llOUSlNC - . . -  

Construct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 0 0 0 1,202 1,202 1,202 
W 194 1.77s 3,832 5,395 6 , n l  7,431 7,431 
n i  1 Pers m 1,821 2,871 3,920 4,441 4,261 4,261 
Emir n i t  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HAP/RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land R e m  0 0 0 0 2,100 0 0 
Procurants 233 233 233 233 233 233 233 
Other 0 890 1,869 6,319 8,099 8,900 8,900 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 1,994 5,514 9,600 15,867 22,W 22,027 22,027 

NET COSTS (SK) 
M i  L C o n  1,497 2,459 2,784 16,270 6,508 2,929 0 
FAW HOUSING 
Construct 497 705 776 3,527 1,411 635 0 
Opcratian 0 16 39 125-1,031)-1,022-1.022 

OUI 3,378 569 -423 -410 11,860 -841 -1,326 
M i l  Pert 40 -1,009 -2,058 -3,108 -3,730 -4,261 -1,261 
E m i r n i t  PC5 945 945 0 0 0 0 
HAP/RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
L n d  1,250 0 0 0 -2,100 0 0 
P r o c u r r t t  -233 -233 -233 -233 -233 -233 -233 
Other 1,002 m 410 -1,asa -2,872 -3,300 -3,400 
nisc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 8,375 4,225 2,241 14,314 9,206 -6,093-10,242 



APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL (COBRA Vcr 4.02) 
Data As Of 1537 03/19/1991, Rmport C r ~ t o d  08:27 08/19/1992 

1 

G r W J  : FORSCOl 
Service : US A n y  
Option Package : ALFA 

COSTS(tK) - - - - - - - - -  
n i  L C ~  
FAM HWSING 
Construct 
Operations 

08W 
RPMA 
BOS 
UniqOperat 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i r  

CIV W I N G  
Per D i e m  
WV Miles 
Hane Purc 
HHG 
n isc  
Hous H u n t  
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing  
Loss Rate 

CHAnWS 
Unarploynt 
OTHER 
Caretaker 
A c h i  nP 1 an 
Shut&un 
Maintain 
N w  H i re  
1 T i w o v e  
Uniqut 

MIL PERSOllNEL 
MIL MOVING 

E l i m  PCS 
Per D i e m  
POV ni 
HHG 
Miac 

21 27 30 30 
290 362 362 362 
0 0 0 0 

84 63 0 0  
147 122 0 '  0 

140 140 0 0 
7 7 0 0 

293 293 0 0 
511 Sll 0 0 
18 18 0 0 

127 127 0 0 
6 4 0 0 

164 164 0 0 

23 23 0 0 
873 399 142 0 
790 316 142 0 
2% 118 53 0 
39 17 7 0 
0 4,833 4,833 4,833 
22 17 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL (COBRA V l r  4.02) - Page 2 
Data As of  15:37 03/19/1991, Rcport Created M:27 W/19/1W2 

V 

HwseAllou 
Procurement 
HAP/RSE 
Envir M i t i g  
I n f o  Manage 
OTHER 
Mission 
One-Time 

Land Purch 
Misc Recur 

TOT COSTS, 10,370 9,?39 11,BLl 30,181 32,653 15,934 11,781 

SAVINGS(W) --------.-- 
MILCOW 

C o o t  Avoid 
FM HWSlNG 
Construct 
Operations 

Ogcl 

RPUA 
BOS 
Uni+rat 
Civ Salary 
Civ Moving 
Freight 
CHAMPUS 
Unique Other 

MIL PERSOllNEL 
SALARY 
Of f i ce r  
En1 i s ted  

t i i t  Moving 
HovseALlw 

Procursamt 
HAP/RSE 
Envir M i t i g  
I n f o  Muuge 
OTHER 
Mission 

Lan&evcnuc 
Miac Recur 

TOT SAVINGS 1,994 5,514 9,600 15,867 22,846 22,027 22,027 



TOT NETCOST 8,375 4,225 2,241 14,314 9,806 -6,093-10,242 

APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL (COBRA Ver 4.02) - P.g. 3 
Data A. O f  1 5 3 7  03/19/1991, Report t reatad 06:27 0W19/1W2 

-J 

NETCOST(%) lW2 1993 1994 19% 19% l w 7 B y o n d  
.---..-l--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - ----.-.-*- 

Mi lcon 1,497 2,459 2.m 16,230 6,5W 2,929 0 
FM M I N I ;  
Construct 497 7'05 776 3,527 1,411 635 0 
Operatiosrr 0 16 39 125-1 ,038-1 ,022-1 ,022  

OW 
R W  0 0 2 14 16 16 16 
BOS 68 -54 -110 -198 -273 -406 -406 
UniqOpcrat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 56 -1,113 -3,269 -4,669 -5,939 -6,650 -6,650 
CivMoving 1,792 16 1,266 1,266 1,261 0 0 
Other 1,461 1,720 I,* 3,176 11,959 880 

MIL PERSOWNEL 
n i l  Salary 4 5 7  -1,372 -2,287 -3,201 -3,659 -3,659 -3,659 
Mi 1 Moving 632 632 632 632 531 0 0 
HwseAtlow -135 -269 -404 -539 -602 -602 -602 

P r o c u r n m t  -233 -233 -233 -233 -233 -U3 -233 
HAP/RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n v i r n i t i g  945 945 945 0 0 0 0 
Info  n l w g e  0 111 122 556 222 100 0 
Other 1,002 662 288 -2,414 -3,094 -3,400 -3,400 
L a r d  1,250 0 0 0 -2,100 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 4,833 4,833 - 4.8U- ,  
nisc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL, FIXED COSTS (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data Ao Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Rcport Created 08:27 08/19/1992 

7 

C r w p  : FORSCOW 
Service : US Amy 
Option Package : ALFA 

M i  l con 2,292 3,254 3,579 16,270 6,508 2,929 
FAM HWSlNC 
Construct 497 705 i763,527 1,411 635 

OW 
C I V  SALARY 
RIF BC 
Rat i r e  147 

C l V  MOVING 
Per Diem 195 
WV Wiles 10 
Hcmne Purc 411 
HHG 71 6 
n i s c  25 
How H m t  178 
PPS 0 
R I T A  257 

FREIGHT 
Packing 25 
Freight  90 
Vehicles 0 
Dr i v ing  0 
Loss Rate 2 

Unarploymt 22 
OTHER 
AdminPlan 596 
Shutdom 0 
Mainta in 0 
N e u  H i r e  90 
11 inw)40ve 0 

M I L  PERU)IINEL 
W I N G  

E l i r  PCS 101 
Per Diem 73 
POV Mi les  28 
HHC 536 
Misc 71 

n a g d l  ta r  0 
Procuruutt* 0 
HAP/RSE 0 
Envir n i t i g  945 
l n f o  M w g e  0 
OTHER 
One-Time 1,002 
Lwd Purch 1,250 

TOT COSTS 9,647 8,309 9,622 21,%9 21,561 4,169 



APPRO. DETAIL FIXED COSTS (CC8RA Vet 6.02) - P.g. 2 
Date As Of 1 5 3 7  03/13/1991, Rcport Crwted 08:27 08/19/1902 

7 

SAVINGS(%) l W 2  1993 19% 1995 1996 l W 7  
- - - - - - - - - - *  ---. ---- I--- * .  - - - -  - - - -  
MILCON 
Cost Avoid 7% 795 795 0 0 0 

FAH HQlSiNt 
Cwtruct  0 0 0 0 0 0 

OW 
Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Moving 180 180 180 180 180 0 

Procuramt* 233 233 233 233 233 233 
HAP/RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envir M i t i g  0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Menage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LandRev~uc 0 0 0 0 2,100 0 

TOT SAVINGS 1,208 1,208 1,208 413 2,513 233 

NETCOST(%) l W 2  1W3 1994 1995 1996 1997 -------.--- .I*. .--- . -- - -  I-_. 

M i  L C m  1,497 2,459 2,784 16,270 6,508 2,929 
FAM HHOUSlNG - .  
Cwrstructn 497 ?05 776 3,527 1,411 635 
w 
Civ Salary 231 462 231 231 185 0 
Civ Moving 1,792 16 1,266 1,266 1,264 0 
Freight 117 469 529 2,022 874 344 
Unc~~ploymt 22 84 22 22 17 0 
Other 686 447 335 251 10,188 141 

MIL PERSONNEL 
nov i ng 632 632 632 632 531 0 
HouseA 1 l ow 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Procuramt* -233 -233 -233 -233 -233 -233 
HAP/RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n v i r n i t i g  945 945 945 0 0 0 
l nfo  Menage 0 111 122 556 222 100 
OTHER 
Cne-Tim 1,002 1,002 1,002' 0 0 0 

Lmd  1,250 0 0 0 -2,100 0 

TOT NETCOST 8,439 7,101 8 ,4 l l  24,546 18,868 3,916 

P r o c u r a n t  values continut i n t o  Btyord Years. 



APP. DETAIL, STEADY-STATE COSTS (COBRA V8r 4.021 
Data AS Of 1 5 5 7  03/19/1Wl, Report C r r a t d  M:27 08/19/1992 

v 

C r o w  : FORSUll 
Service : US A r a /  
Opt ion  Package : ALFA 

COSTS(SK) 
. -* - - - - - -  

FAW HOUSING 
Operat ions 

ObW 
R W  
BOS 
UniqOpcrat 
CHAMWS 
OTHER 

Caretaker 
Unique 

OTHER 
Miss ion 

U isc  Recur 

TOT COSTS 

SAVINGS(SK) 

FAH HOUSING 
Operat ions 
ow 

RPUA 
BOS 
UniqOperrt  
C i v  Sa lary  
CHMWS 
UniqOther 

MIL PERSONNEL 
SALARY 
O f f i c e r  
E n l i s t e d  

HwseAl  low 
OTHER 

Miss ion 
U isc  Recur 

TOT SAVINGS 

1992 1993 1094 _ 1995 1996 1097 Beyond .-.- -- - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  *--. ----.- 



&:-..&i; 3 _ I.. .,? 

APP DET, STEADY-STATE COSTS (#1#li VW 4.02) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report O u t a d  W:27 08/19/1992 

n 
YETCOST(%) 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Beyond ---_---.--- .-.- - - - -  --*I --a- ---- ---- - - - - - -  
FAW #OUSINt 

R W  0 
80s 68 
UniqOpcrat 0 
Civ Salary -175 
c w s  0 
OTHER 

Caretaker 636 
Uniqur 0 

MlL PERSONNEL 
SALARY 
Off fcer -322 
Enl isted - 135 

HaureALlov -135 
OTHER 
Mission 0 

Misc Recur 0 

TOT NETCOST -63 -2,875 -6,173-10,232 -9,062-10,009-10,009 
- 



BASE WE-TIME COST REWLlT (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
- 

Data As O f  15:37 03/19/1991, Report Creetrd 08:27 06/19/1992 

Ease: F t  Deluxe, U 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars) 

n i l c o n  w/o AvoiQncer 
+ Moving 
+ Eliminated U i l i t a r y  PCS 
+ Adninistrative/Support 
+ I(othbalt1Shutdown 
+ C i v i l i a n  R I F  
+ C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i reumt 
+ C i v i l i e n  New H i r n  
+ C i v i l i a n  PPS 
+ Land Purchases 
+ Envi rormnta l  n i t i g s t i o n  
+ b e - T i m  Uniquc Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 
+ Uncrrploymnt 
+ I n f o  Managcmnt Account 
-..------I.-.------------.-- 

= Total One-Time Costs 

- 
n i l c o n  Cost Avoidances 0 

+ Procurement Cost Avoi&nces 0 
+ L d  Sales 2,100,000 .---..--.-.-----...--------.-.------ 2-------- 

= Total One-Tim Sevings 2,100,000 

Total One-Time Costs 27,456,671 - Total One-Tim Savings 2,100,000 
--------..--------I------.-----.-.----------- 

= Total Net Onc-Tim Costs 25,356,671 

NOTE: A separate pege l i k e  the above w i l l  be provided f o r  each bore in the 
c lo~ure / rea l ignncn t  scenario. i n  order t o  save spece, t h n e  other pages are oaitted 
here. 



TOTAL WE-T lME COST REWIIT (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 011:ZT W/19/1W2 

(A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

n i l c m  U/O ~ v o i b n c -  ~ Z , X S , S ~  
+ nw ing  12,%,172 

Eliminated m i l i t a r y  PCS 406,360 
+ A&inistrativa/Support 1,559,699 
+ Mothbal l / W ~ t d o n  10,OOO,000 
+ C i v i t i m  R I F  630,000 
+ C iv i l ian  Early Retirement 710,500 
+ C iv i l i an  Ncw Hires 
+ C iv i l ian  Pps 90,m 32,000 
+ Land Purchases 1,250,000 
+ Envirormntal Mi t igat ion 2,835,000 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 3,W,OOO 
+ HAP / RSE 0 
+ Uncnpl~ymcnt 168.m 
+ Info Xamgwnt  Accovlt 1,111,752 ---*------------.----.--.--.-..--.--.--.----- 
= Total One-Tim Costs n, 167,542 

ni lcon Cost AvoidwKes 2,385,000 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidences 1 ,398,000 
+ Land Sales 2,lW,W)O -.----------.-*------*..-.-.-.----.-...---.-. 
= Total Ont-Tim Savings 5,885,000 

Total --Time Costs 77,167,542 - Total --Tim Savings 5,883,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - * * - - - - - - - -  

= Total Net One-Tim Costs 71,284,542 



MlSSlOU COSTS (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As Of  15:37 03/19/1991, Report C r e a t d  W:Z7 08/19/1992 

G r V  : FORSCW 
Service : US A r y  
Option Package : ALFA 

Yearly Cost Breakwt (SKI 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1994 1 9 9 7  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  .--- -.-. 
Mission Costs 0 550 1,155 3,905 5,005 5,500 
Mission Savings 0 890 1,869 6,319 8,099 8,900 

Net Mission Costs 0 -YO -714 -2,414 -3,094 -3,400 

* These values also apply t o  Beyond Year calculat ianr.  

WOYING MSTS (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As O f  1S:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/79/1992 

Grwp : FORSCW 
Service : US A m y  
Option Package : ALFA . .  

Yearly Cost Breakout (SKI 

PCS COSTS 
. M i l  Per Diem 

Civ Per Diem 
n i l  POV m i  
Civ POV m i  
Hwse Purch 
n i t  HHG Cost 
C i v  HHG Cost 
n i l  Xisc 
Civ M is t  
House nur t  
R I T A  Costs 
n i l  Moves 

Subtotal 2,323 531 1,791 1,791 1,?91 0 

FRElGHT COSTS 
P s c k i ~  25 19 23 23 23 0 
Freight 90 225 257 873 399 142 
Vehicle 0 158 174 790 316 142 
Dr iv ing  0 59 65 296 118 53 
Lots Rate 2 9 10 39 17 7 

Subtotal 117 U9 5 2 9 2 , 0 2 2  874 344 

OTHER COSTS 
1Time Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 2,440 1,000 2,321 3,813 2,665 344 



OVERHEM m T S  REPORT (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
0 

Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created W:27 08/19/1992 

(ALL n l w s  i n  Dol lars) 

1992 &hill/- Coat 596,000 
+ Uniq -rating Cost 0 
+ RPCUBOS Change 68,134 
+ n o t w t i  tort o 
+ Caretaker Cost 635,7W 
+ Maintain Space 0 
+ nisc R e c u r  Cost 0 
+ Uniq Other Cost 0 - Uniq Operating Savings 0 - Uniq Other Savings 0 
--------*-----------.----*---.--- 

Total Overhead Cost 1,299,925 

1993 h&in/- Cost 447,000 
+ Uniq Operating Cost 0 
+ R P t W O S  Change -38,583 
+ Mothball Cost 0 
+ Caretaker C o s t  719,501 
+ Maintain Space 0 
+ nisc ~ecur cost 0 
+ Uniq Other Cost - 

-- - -  0 - -  

- Uniq Operating Savings 0 
- Uniq Other Savings 0 ----------------------.-.-------* 
Total Overhead Cost 1,127,911 

Adain/Supp Cost 335,250 
+ Uniq Operating Cost 0 
+ RPK4BOS Change -68,912 
+ H o t h b l l  Cost 0 
+ Caretaker Cost 800,653 
+ kainta in Spnce 0 
+ nisc Recur Cost 0 
+ Uniq Other Cost 0 - Uniq -rating Savings 0 
- Uniq O t h e r  Savings 0 -.--..--.*--..------..---.--.-... 
Total 0mrhe.d Cost 1,066,971 



OVERHEAD CMTS REPUIT (COBM Ver 0.02) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Creatod W:27 06/19/1992 

( A l l  value8 in Doltws) 

&in/- Cost 25 1,437 
+ l h i q  Cperating Cost 0 
+ ~ O O E U m g .  -58,371 
+ n o t h b l l  too t  0 
+ Caretaker Cost 879,932 
+ Maintain Space 0 
+ Risc R e c u r  Cost 0 
+ l h i q  Other Cost 0 - l h i q  Operating Savings 0 - l h i q  Other Savings 0 .------.---.----.---.---.----.--- 
Total Overhead Cost 1,072,999 

A&in/kqp Cost 188,578 
+ Uniq Operating Cost 0 
+ RPMABOS Change -1,294,953 
+ Hothball Cost 10,000,000 
+ Caretaker Cost 879,932 
+ Maintain Space 0 
+ Rirc R e c u r  Cost 0 
+ Uniq Other Cost 0 - l h i q  -rating Savings 0 - h i q  Other Savings 0 ----------------.-.------.------- 
Total Overhead Cost 9,?73,558 

hrhin/Slgp Cost 161,433 
+ Uniq Operating Cost 0 
+ RPIUBOS Change -1,411,554 
+ k t h b r l l  Cost 0 

Carttaker Cost 879,932 
+ Maintain Space 0 
+ Xisc Recur Cost 0 
+ UI iq  Other Cost 0 - l h i q  Operating Savings 0 - Ihiq Other Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Overhead Cost -390,188 

OVERHEAD CMTS REPORT (COBRA Ver 4.02) - Page 3 
Data As O f  15:37 03/19/1991, Report Creatod W:27 08/19/1992 

(Al l  values i n  Dol lars)  

- Beyond Years l h i q  -rat ing Cost 0 
+ R P t u W S  Chmge -1,Clt,5% 
+ Caretaker Cost 879,932 
+ ~ i n t a i n S p . c e  0 
+ X i u  Recur Cost 0 
+ m i q  other Cost 0 - Uniq -rat ing Savings 0 - l h i q  Other Savings 0 ----------.-.-------.--.-.-.---.. 
Total Overheed Cost -531,621 



PERSWNEL COSTS REPORT CPERS4UYE.RPTI V8r 4-02> 
Data As of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/19/1002 

v 

( A l l  values in  Dollars) 

1 W2. Housing A l l w n c e  -134,657 - Off icer  Sa Lary Saved 322,202 - Enl is ted Salary Saved 135,142 - C iv i  l imn Salary Saved 175,000 - Eliminated M i l i t a r y  -101,590 
----.-.----------------*-.*-------*-*-- 

Total Personnel C a t  -665,412 

1993 Housing ALLownce -269,313 - Of f i ce r  Salary Saved 966,607 - Enl is ted Salary Saved 405,427 - C i v i l i a n  Salary Saved 1,575,000 - Eliminated M i l i t a r y  -101,590 
-- - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - -*  

Total Persomcl Cost -3,114,758 

1994 Housing A1 Lowme - Of f i ce r  Salary Saved - Enl is ted Salary Saved - C i v i l i a n  Salary S a d  
- Eliminated M i l i t a r y  .---.--.-----*--.---.--- 

Total Persomel Cost -6,069,105 

1995 Housing At lownce - 538,627 
- Of f i ce r  Salary Saved 2,255,417 - Enl is ted Salary Saved 945,997 
- C i v i l i a n  Salary Saved 4,900,000 - Eliminated M i l i t a r y  -101,590 -----*--.---------------*----.--------. 

Total P e r s o m l  Cost -8,538,452 



PERSWNEL COSTS REPORT lPERSONYE.RPT1 (COBRA Ver 4.02) - Page 2 
Data As Of  1537  03/19/1991, Report Creatod M:27 08/19/1W2 

v 

( A l l  valuer i n  Dol lars) 

1 996 Housing A l l w u w e  
- Of f i ce r  Salary k v e d  - Enl is ted Salary S a v d  - C i v i l i an  Salary Saved - El in inatad M i l i t a r y  
-* - - - - - - - -* - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - -  

Total Persanr l  Cost -10,385,978 

1997 Housing A l l w n c e  - Of f i ce r  Salary Savd  - Enl is ted Salary Saved - C i v i l i an  Salary Saved - Eliminated M i l i t a r y  

Total Persomel Cost -10,910,978 

B C Y ~  Housing Allowance -602,218 - Of f i ce r  Salary k v e d  2,577,620 - Enl is ted Salary Saved 1,081,140 - C i v i l i a n  Salary Saved 6,650,000 
-Fa 

--..-------*.--..-.-----..-.-----.---.- 
Total Persomcl Cost -10,910,978 



OTHER COSTS (COMA Ver 4.02) 
Data As Ot 15:37 05/19/1991, Report C r e r t d  W:27 08/19/1992 

Y 

C r a g  : FORStOn 
Service : US A m y  
Option Package : ALFA 

Yearly Cost Breakout (SIC) 

lW2 1993 1994 
- m e - *  --.-. -* - - -  

CHAMPUS' 0 0 0 
New Hires 90 0 0 
R l F  Pay 84 315 84 
Early Retire 147 147 147 
L a d  Sales 0 0 0 
Land Buys 1,250 0 0 
E n v i r m t l  1,947 1,947 1,947 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
U-loynmt 22 84 22 
PPS 0 16 6 
I WA 0 1 1 1  122 
Proc Avoid. -233 -233 -233 ---..---------.------------...--..... 
TOTAL 3.307 2.387 2,096 

Procuraacnt Cost Avoidances and CHAMPUS costs continue 
in to  the Beyond years. 



BASE REALIWEYT AND CLOSURE 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY ( C W  Ver 4.02) 

(US ARMY/ALFA) 
Data As Of 1 5 3 7  03/19/1991 

Report Created 08:27 08/19/1992 
(DOLLARS IN THWSANOS) 

FY l W 2  
WE-TIME IHPLEMENTATIOW COSTS: - - - - - - -  
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -* - - - - . - - - - - -* -  

M i l i t a r y  Construction 2,292 
Family Houfing 

Ccwt ruc t ion  497 
Operations 0 

Envi r m t  945 
Operation and M a i n t e ~ n c e  3,572 
U i l i t a r y  Personnel - PCS 81 2 
Other 1,002 
RevenuesfromLandSales(-)  1,250 

TOTAL COSTS 10,370 9,739 

SAVINGS : - - - - - - - -  
M i l i t a r y  Construct im 
Family Housing 

Construction 
Operations 

Operation wd Maintenance 
M i  1 i ta ry .  Personnel 
Other 

C i v i l i a n  ES 
U i l i t a r y  ES 

TOTAL SAVINGS 1,994 5,514 

NET IMPLEMENTATIW COSTS: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
M iL i ta ry  Construction 
Fami l y  Hour ing 

Construction 
Operations 

Envi rarnrnt 
Opmratim and Maintenance 
M i  1 i tary  Personnel 
Other 
Revewes from Land Sales 

C iv i  1 i~ ES 
W i l i  t a r y  ES 

NET IMPLEMENTATIOW COSTS _- 8,375 4,225 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
FlNAWClAL SU+WI (COBRA Ver 4.02) 

(US WY/ALFA) 
Data As O f  1537  03/19/1991 

Report Created M:27 08/19/1?92 
(DOLLARS IN T H W S )  

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATIOII COSTS: .------.---.-------..--.------ 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Hasing 

Construction 
Operations 

Envi r m t  
Operation end M a i n t ~ ~ n c e  
M i l i t a r y  Persomcl - PCS 
Other 
Revccucs frm Land Sales ( - )  

TOTAL COSTS 30,181 32.653 

SAVINGS: 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fanity Hasing 

Construction 
Operations 

Operation and Maintenance 
M i l i t a r y  Persomcl 
Other 

C i v i l i a n  ES 
M i l i t a r y  ES 

TOTAL SAVINGS 15,867 22,846 

NET IHPLEMNTATION COSTS: -.----------------------- 
M i l i t a r y  C m s t r w t i m  
Femily Housirq 

Construction 
Operations 

Envi rarmt 
+ration and h i n t m a m e  
Rititary Persanai 
Other 
Revtruta from Lmd  Sales 

C i v i l i an  ES 
M i l i t a r y  ES 

NET IRPLEWFNTATIOII COSTS 14,314 ' 9,bW 



RF'MA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As O f  15:37 03/19/1991, Report Crertd 08:27 08/19/1992 

v 

(All values in  Dollars) 

1992 RPCU Changes 0 
+ 80s Changes 68,134 
+ Housing Changes 0 
---.--.---.--.---*.-*------*- 

Total Changes 68,134 

1993 RfW Changes 0 
+ BOS Changes -54,234 
+ Wowing Changes 15,651 ----------------------.------ 

Total Changes -38,583 

RPCU C h q e s  2,186 
+ BOS Changes -110,226 
+ Housing Changes 39,128 .-.---..-----------------.--- 

Total Changes -68,912 

1 995 RfW Changes 14,295 
+ BDS Changes - 197,875 
+ Hwsing Changes 125,208 
-*--- . --- . ---------- . ----*---  

Total Changes -58,371 

1996 R F W  Changes 16,164 
+ BOS Changes - 273,453 
+ Housing Changes -1,037,664 -------.---------------..-.-- 

Total Changes -1,294,953 

1997 R P ( U  Changes 16,122 
+ BOS Changes -405,663 
+ nousing Changes -1,022,013 
- - . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - . - - . .  

Totalchanges -1,411,554 

Beyond R F W  Changes 16,122 
+ BOS Changes -405,663 
+ nousing Changes -1,022,013 --.--*----.-.-.-.----..-.---- 

Total Changes -1,411,554 



BOS, PERSOWMEL, LAW, SF, AND RPHA DELTAS (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As O f  15:37 03/19/1W1, Report Created 08:ZT 08/19/1992 

C r V  : FORSCOn 
Service : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 

Base - - - -  
F t  Deluxe 
canp S u u r w  
Ft Beach 
Canp Dusty 
C m p  Frozm 
F t  Buffalo 
Base X 

Base 
- * - -  

F t  Deluxe 
cani, S w w  
F t  Beach 
Canp D u t y  
C a n p  Frozm 
F t  Buffalo 
Base X 

BOSCS) 
Change Xhng ---..- -.--- 

-767,700 -30.00% 
72,407 1.55% 
72,407 1.55% 
72,407 1.55% 
72,407 1.55% 
72,407 1.55% 

0 0.00% 

DELTA CHART REPORT (COBRA Ver 4.02) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/19/1992 

Base - - - -  
F t  Deluxe 
caap S W  
F t  Beach 
C.rp Duaty 
C q  Frozen 
F t  BuffaLo 
Base X 

F t  Deluxe 
c n p  
F t  Beach 
Canp Dusty 
C n p  Frozen 
Ft  Buffalo 
Bas. X 



DELTA CHART REPORT (COBRA Ver 6.02) - P ~ Q O  3 - 

Data As Of 15:37 05/19/1991, Rcport Creatd  08:27 08/19/1W2 
V 

Base .-.. 
F t  Deluxe 
C a w  S u w  
Ft Beach 
Camp Dusty 
 can^ Frozen 
Ft Buffalo 
Base X 

Base - - - -  
F t  Deluxe 
Carrp s u w  
Ft Beach 
Camp D w t y  
Cmp Frozen 
F t  Buffalo 
Base X 

SF 
Change -.---. 

127,900 
71,938 
71,938 
71,938 
71,938 
71,938 

0 



MILITARY COWSTRUCTIW ASSETS (COQIU Ver 4.02) - P.o~ 3 
v 

Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created W:27 08/19/1992 

Grolg : FORSCDn 
Service : US Array 
Option Pukage : ALFA 

n i l con  for  Base: F t  Beach, CA 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 

Dcrc r ip t im:  .-----.------ 
He1 icopter park 
Opr hi lding rehab 
&/En headquarters 
CPO rehnb 
*eel vehic m i n t  
Enl is ted barracks 
Enl is ted h w s i n g  
D iv is ion  log s tg  
Cons01 d in ing fac 

n i  icon 
Categ - - - - -  
Hor i z 
AirOp 
OFzsra 
A h i  n 
na in t  
Each0 
FwlQ 
Stora 
DinFc 

Using Rehab 
Rthab Cost* --.-- 
8,000 271 
5,000 383 

21,000 1,221 
4,000 221 
6,000 349 

0 0 
0 0 

6,000 205 
0 0 

New Ncw Total 
M i  LCm Cost* Cost* 

Total Construction Cart: 8,256 
+ Cost f o r  L a d  Purchases: 250 - C a r s t r u t i o n  C w t  Avoid: - - -- 0 - ---" 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL: 8,506 

Milcon Costs include S i te  Preporation Costs, Design Costs, 
Contingency P laming  Costs and SIC# Costs &ere .pp l ie .b le  

NOTE: A r e p r a t e  psge l i k e  the above w i l l  be provided f o r  each b s e  i n  the  
c l o s u r e / r e a l i m t  scenario. I n  order t o  save s p ~ e ,  these other pages are  arittd 
here. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTIW ASSETS (COBRA Ver 4.02) - Page 8 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/19/1992 

A l l  Costs in U: 

B u e  Y r r  --.-.---- 
Ft Deluxe 
c..p S w m W  
F t  Beuh  
C r r p  Dusty 
C r r p  Frozen 
F t  Buf fa lo  
Base X *-.---.---.-...- 
Totals: 

Total 
n i l c o n  .------ 

0 
8,807 
8,256 
7,706 
7,706 
9.906 

0 --.-----.. 
42,383 

L u d  
Purchase - - - - - - - -  

0 
250 
250 
250 
250 
250 

0 .---.--.--- 
1,250 

C w t  
Avoid 

-.-a*- 

0 
-2,385 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 -..--.--.-*-. 

-2,385 

Total 
Cost 

--*.. 

0 
6 , b R  
8,506 
7,956 
7,956 

10,158 
0 

, - - - - - -  

41,248 
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PERSOUYEL PEALIWUJEYTS [PER#)WEL.RPTl (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
Data As Of 1537  03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/19/1002 

Croup : FWSCOn 
Service : US A y  
OptiOil PBCkage : ALFA 

Rate 1992 199s 1996 19% 19% 1997 .---- -.-. ---. *.-. -.-. - - - -  
Civs Eliminated 7 0 7 0 7 0 1 0 6 0  0 
Civs Early Ret i r *  8.00% 6 6 6 6 5 0 
Civ Turnover* 15.00% 11 11 11 11 9 0 
C i v r o u i t t i n g *  10.00X 7 7 7 7 6 0 
C i v r  Not Moving** 4 4 4 4 3 0  

C i v r  Avail. t o  Move 42 42 42 42 37 0 
Civs Required 60 0 30 30 30 0 
Shortfall(-)/Overage(+) -18 42 12 12 7 0 
N e w  C i a  Hired 1 8 0 0 0 0 0  

P r i o  PLuement# 44.00% 0 31 12 12 7 0 
Civs Iml RIFed 0 1 1  0 0 0  0 
Civs novrd 42 0 30 30 30 0 

Total Retired 6 6 6 6 5 0  
Total RlFed L 1 5 C 4 3 O  
Total PPS# 0 31 1 2 - -  12 - - 7  -- 0-- --- % 

Total H i r e d  60 0 30 30 30 0 

* In moves o f  Less than 50 miles Ear ly  Retiremmts, C i v i l i a n  
Turnover, C'ivil ians Quitting, and C i v i l i ans  Not U i l l i n g  t o  
Clove are not calculated. 

4 The ra te  o f  c i v i l i a n s  not w i l l i n g  t o  move var ies frw bnsa 
t o  h s e .  

f Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a PCS. The ra te  of  PPS 
plac-to involving PCS is 50.00X 



PERSONNEL lKMIIENT REmT (COBRA Vcr 4-02> 
Q Oatr As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created M:27 08/19/1992 

Ft Deluxe, U 

1WZ:-  Civ i l i ans  
+ Students 
+ En l i s ted  
+ Of f icers - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total 

Grim Loarn Net wins -- - - -  --*-*. ---.-.-.- 
0 &0 -60 
0 0 0 
0 60 - 60 

0 60 - 60 
---.-.----------*---------*------ 

1993 : Civ i  1  ians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 

. + En l i s ted  0 60 -60 
+ Of f i ce rs  0 60 - 60 
- - - - - . - - - - - - - - . - . - - - - - - - - i - r - . - - - - - - - - - r - - . - - - - - - -  

Total 0 120 - 120 

1994 : Civ i  1  ians 0 30 -30 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ En l i s ted  0 60 - 60 
+ Of f i ce rs  0 60 - 60 
. -------*-*--------- . .-*---------- .-------**--*---  

Total 0 150 -150 

1995: Civ i l i ans  0 30 -30 
4 Students 0 0 0 
4 Enl i s ted  0 60 -60 
+ Of f i ce rs  0 60 -60 .---.--------*----------------------..-----.--.--- 

Total 0 150 -150 

1996: Civ i  1  ians 0 30 -30 
4 Students 0 0 0 
+ Enl is ted 0 60 -60 
4 Officers 0 60 -60 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - * - . - - - - - *  

Total 0 150 -150 

1997: C i v i  1 ims 0 0 0 
4 Students 0 0 0 
+ En l i s ted  0 0 0 

Off  i cerr  0 0 0 -.------.----.-----.--------.--------------------- 
Total 0 .  0 0 

TOTAL : Civ i  l i u m  0 150 - 150 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ En1 i r t e d  0 300 -300 

- + Of f  i c e r r  0 300 -300 -.--------------.-*-----------*-.------.--------.- 
Total 0 7SO - 750 

NOTE: A separate p r ~ e  l i k r  the above m i l l  be providod f o r  each bare in the 
closure/realignment scenario. In order t o  rave -8, t h n e  other pager a r r  aaittod 
here. 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA Ver 4.02) - Page 8 
DetaArOf15:3703/19/1W1,R.portCreatdO8:2708/19/1W2 

t 
F t  Deluxe, U 

START END CHANGE 
O f t  i cers 500 160 -340 
En1 i s t e d  500 166 -334 
Studcntr 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 1,000 326 -674 
Civ i l i ans  1,000 666 -334 
TOTAL 2,000 WZ -1,008 

START 
Of f i ce rs  1,000 
En l i s ted  1,000 
Stu j tn ts  
TOTAL MIL 2,000 
C i v i l i a n s  2,000 
TOTAL 4,000 

F t  Beach, CA 

START END CHANGE 
Off icers 1,000 1,050 +50 
Enl i s ted  1,000 1,050 +50 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 2,000 2,100 +I00 
C i v i l i a n s  2,000 2,025 +25 
TOTAL L.000 4,125 +I25 

NOTE: A separate box Like those above w i l l  be provided fo r  each bere i n  the 
c losure/ rea l igment  scenario. I n  order t o  save r p u e .  these other boxes are caittd 
here. 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA Ver 4.02) 
. Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created Ob:12 M/20/1992 

Base: Ft Deluxe, CA 

Year 
*.a- 

1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

TOTALS 

Mwing In  
Total Percent - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

*--.- -.----. 
0 0.00% 

Base: C e n p  Suaupy, LA 

Year .--- 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1 995 
1 996 
1997 

TOTALS 

Moving In  
Total Percent - - - - -  ----.-- 

30 26.00% 
20 16.00% 
25 20.00%- 
25 20.00% 
25 20.00% 
0 0.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

125 100.00% 

Base: Ft Beach, CA 

TOTALS 

Moving I n  
Total Percmt 

Wovc Out/ELim 
Total Percent 
-*--. ---.--- 

210 20.59% 
210 20.59% 
210 20.59% 
210 20.59% 
180 17.65% 

0 0.00% 
*---. - - - - - - -  
1020 1oo .m  

Move Out/Elim 
Total Percent .---. 

0 0 . m  
0 0 . m  
0 0.OOX 
0 0 . m  
0 0 . m  
0 0 . m  ---.- ----.-- 
0 0.00% 

Move Out/ELfr 
~ o t a l  Percent ---.- ------. 

0 0 . m  
0 0 . m  
0 0 . m  
0 0 . m  
0 0.OOX 
0 0.001 - - - - -  -----.- 
0 0 . m  

ShutDn 
TirPhas -------  
20. 00% 
20. om 
20.00X 
20.0OX 
20.00% 
0.00x - - - - - - -  

100.00X 

NOTE: A separate table L i k e  those above u i  l l  be prwidcd f o r  each b s c  i n  the 
c loswe/ rca l  i g m t  scenario. In  order t o  save spece, these tables arc mitttd here. 



SCEMARIO ERROR REPORT (CDBRA Ver 4.02)  
.) Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:27 08/19/1992 

C r V  : FORSCCH 
Service : US A r y  
Option Package : ALfA 

Scenario F i l e  : C:\PRWECTS\COBRA\ftURM\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs f i Le  : C:\PROJECTS\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFf 

  he fo l lowing base(s) have C i v i l i n  and/or n f l i t a r y  caretakers 
a s s i p n d  even though they are not kirq deactivated. 

Ft Deluxe, CA 

The fo l lowing base(s) s t i l l  have Off icers, Enlisted, 
C iv i  1 ians, and/or Students present a f t e r  Closing: 

F t  Deluxe, CA 

The fol lowing base(s) moved out personnel, rqufpncnt, 
and/or vehicles a f t e r  k i n g  closed o r  deact lvrtcd: 

F t  Deluxe, U 

The fol lowing bese(s) s t i l l  had square footage when thcy 
closed: 

Ft Deluxe, U 



Page left blank intentionally. 
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APPENDIX C - FILES DIRECTORY f- 
This Appendix lists the File Name and the Title/Description of Nes which are 

L 

provided with COBRA V4.02 (Help files and Reports files). They are listed 
here to assist the user who may not recognize the File Name as it appears on 
the COBRA screen or window. This information is also available to the user 
through Context-Sensitive Help (see Section 3.33). Should the user need 
similar information on user-defined files (Data files and Standard Factors 
files) it is available through the on-screen Files Directory (see Section 3.43) 



File Name 

BACKGRND.HLP 
J 

CONTENTS.HLP 

DATABASE.HLP 

FILE.HLP 

HELP.HLP 

1NPUT.HLP 

0UTPUT.HLP 

REPORTS.HLP 

SCREEN1.HLP 

SCREEN2.HLP 

SCREEN3.HLP 

SCREEN4.HLP 

SCREENS.HLP 

SCREEN6.HLP ' 

SCREEN7.HLP 

SCREEN8.HLP 

SCREEN9.HLP 

STDFCTR 1.HLP 

STDFcrRz.HLP 

STDFCTR3.HLP 

STDFCTX4.HLP 

UTILITY .HLP 

WINDOWS.HLP 

HELP FILES 

Titlc/Dcsai~tion 

Background, Capabilities, & Operations 

List of Help & Reports files 

Description of DataBase Menu options 

Description of File Menu options 

Description of Help Menu options 

Description of Input Data Menu options 

Description of Output Reports (see list below) 

Description of Reports Menu options 

Description of General Scenario ~ a t a  Entry 

Desuiption of Distance Table Data Entry 

Description of Movement Table Data Entry 

Description of Static Base Data Entry 

Description of Dynamic Base Data Entry 

Description of Personnel Base Data Entry 

Description of Military Construction Data Entry 

Description of Unique Activity Data Entry 

Description of Explanatory Notes Data Entry 

Description of P e r s o ~ e l  Standard Factors 

Description of Facility Standard Factors 

Description of Transportation Standard Factors 

Description of Construction Standard Factors 

Desuiption of Utilities Menu options 

Description of Widows Menu options 



REPORTS FILES 

Fde Namt 

1TIMECOST.RPT 

APPDET.RPT 

APPDETFX.RPT 

APPDETSS.RPT 

APPSUM.RIT 

COBSUM.RPT 

DELTAS.RPT 

ERROR.RPT 

FLNANCE.RPT 

1NPUTDAT.RPT 

MILCONAS.RPT 

MISSION.RPT 

MOVING-RPT 

NPV.RPT 

0THER.RPT 

0VERHEAD.RPT 

PERSMOVE.RPT 

PERSONEL.RPT 

PERSONNE.RPT 

PERSPERC.RPT 

RPMABOS.RPT 

T i t l e ~ ~ t i o n  

One-Tic  Cwts Report 

Approprhhs  Detail Report 

Appropriations Detail, Fixed Costs Report 

Appropriations DctaiI, Steady-State Report 

Appropriations Summary Report 

Realignment Summary Report 

BOS, Land, SF, and RPMA Deltas Report 

Scenario Error Report 

Fianaal Summary Report 

Input Data Report 

Military Construction Assets Report 

Mission Costs Report 

Moving Costs Report 

Net Present Values Report 

Other Costs Report 

Overhead Costs Report 

Personnel Movement Report 

Personnel Realignments Report 

Personnel Costs Report 

Personnel Yearly Percentages Report 

RPMA/BOS Change Report 
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. . ~EMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MLITARY DEP-S .. . t i  ,,+:f: ,.. . A .  .. 
. .. 

' DIRECTOR; DEFENSE LOCISTICS.AGENCY 
DOD COMPTROLLER 

SUBZECTr Definitions of Distribution Depot Functions 

The attached definit ions are approved f o r  DoD use in 
standardizing distr ibution depot functions and implementing . un i t  cost 
budget guidance. . Much progresp has been made by the. Semites and the 
Defense Logistics Agency (Dm) in defining responsibi l i t ies  f o r  ' 

d i s t r i bu t ion  operations a t  former Service dis t r ibut ion depots. Thesr 
de f in i t i ons  are largely the by-product o f  these agreements ; y e t  in 
some areas ,  they are a necessary c la r i f i ca t ion  of functions perceivec 
s l i g h t l y  d i f fe ren t  among the Capnents. I a lso  consider these 
d e f i n i t i o n s t o  be useful i n  d e t e m h i n g  and specifying what scope of  
work within dis t r ibut ion operations is appropriate f o r  outsourcing. 

.. . - -  '' . . 

It has bean our intent t ha t  the functions included and excluded 
i n  u n i t  cost  r a t e s  r e f l ec t  as much as possible the camon 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  services performed f o r  a l l  DoD custcmers. Accordingly, 
as we m e  t o  multiple ra tes  and other pricing mechanism t h a t  
recover more precisely t h e  actual  costs of varying distribution 
operations, some functions (e.g., uni t  and set assembly) may become 
reimbursable functions. . . 

I n  the future, these definit ions w i l l  be included i n  a rev is ion  
t o  DoD 4145.19-R, which w i l l  became a DoD Distribution Operations 
Regulation t o  be published by Dm. Also, the  definit ions w i l l  l i k e l y  
be included i n  a n  appendix-to t h e  next revision of the DoD Materiel  
Management Regulation, DoD 4140.1-R, t h a t  will define Dm's physical  
d i s t r i bu t ion  mission. We thank each of you fo r  t h e  koments provided 
during s ta f f ing .  

' Deputy under secretary (Logistics ) 

Attachment ? 



DISTRIOUTION DEPOT FUNCTIONS 

Jncluded i n  Unit Cost Rate m 
Receipt ............-..,.,....,.,.......................... , 1 

Traffic Hanagement (Inbound Hateriel). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .', . . . 111.1 
Offload... ....... .... ......... ......................... 'fi?;. .:A7? 
Tally .................................................... , .#. i7 

Product Receipt Evaluation .......................... ; . . ,  

Receipt Process Docuarenta~~n...~..........~~,.... 
Stow ...........-.m................................. 

. , Issue .......... 0 .  ...........*......**................*~.. 
StockSeZectlon ........................ .. ............ 2' .. L . .. . . Packaging (Level "Ca) . . . . . . . . . , . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . i0 2 . 
Contaher  Fabrication.. . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 ' 

Issue Process w n t a t i o n . . .  ....................... .. 3 
LOLLd/Se CUB................................,,.......... 3 .  
Traffic -gent. (Outbound Materiel) ; . . . . . . . . . . .'. . . 3 
CONUS Second Destination Transportation, . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Denial Research...................................... . 4 

~ e h o ~ ~ h ~ o o o e o . o e o . o o o o o o o o * . . . o o o . * o m o o o . o o o o o o . . o o o -  4 
Depot Stock Repositioning ....,............................ .4 ' . 
Intradepot M ~ t . * ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  4 
Cyclic Imp&on,...: ..................................... 4 

. Location SUrveys . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~ . . . . . . . , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
fnvantories.,.............................,,.............. 5 
Care of Storage Fac i l i t i e s  and Materiel in Storage.. . . . . . . 5 
U n i t  and SetAss~ly/Dbassembly. ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~  5 

Secondam Items Unit Cost Subdiviaioa 
 bin.^...^..;.^^^...^.^^^^^^^^^^^^.^....^..^^^.^^ 6 . 
Medium B ~ l k ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . . . . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  6 
Heavy B~l)c....~.................~...~..................... 6 
Hazardous ...... e.............i............................ 6 

End Item Definition for ~istribution Demt Omrations 
End Item Processing.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

~xcluded From U n i t  Cost Rate 
Container Consolidation Point Processing ........,....*..,. 

, Demilit2~ltization...........................~,............. 
Deplayable Medical Systems (DEPKEDS ) Processing. . . . . . . . . . . 
Food Ration Unitization.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Materiel ~ f u r b i s b n t . . . . . . ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . .  
~obilization Exercise Support. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Preservation &d Pachging (Greater Than Level "C") . . . . . . . 
Preservation and Packaging of Returns and Other ~eceipts.. 
Stock Readiness.........................................~o 
Supply Support to Maintenance.... ......................... 
Suspended Foreign Military Sales Shipments ................ 
Unit Materiel Fielding .................................... 



DEFINITIONS 

. . > ' . t . ,  
*PC.. 

..,.;,:. .:.* The follovlng functions are Jnc1 uded in mi t cost rat,, . . . -. 
,' .- : -. L ~ z d :  . -:.v 

p e c e i ~ t .  The receiving of inbound supplies , including new 
, 

procurement, cuat- returns, depot nraintenancs returns not ;*ziJ& 
c lass i i i ed  as end i t am,  Pareign Uitsry Sales (M) nauteriel;".ktal 
Package Fielding materiel, and contingency materiel, The count f oCi. 
materiel received is made on the bash of each l ine  of materiel 
received (single NSN, any quantity). (End items, which are - 
reimbursed outside the unit cost  ra te  fo r  secondary itam., w i l l  be 
counted on a per each basis. ) Now procummt receipt lines are 
counted separately as rece ivd ,  i.e., i f  a contractor makes mult ipla  
shipments frcm a single procurement action, each m a 1  s h i p n n t  
received is counted as one receipt. 

a 

Traffic Manauement (Inbound Hateriell. Overall planning, 
managanent , and administration of t r a n s p o a a o n / t r a f  fic management 
function. relating to  receipt of materiel frun manufacturers, . 
custewvs (including W), ports, and other depots. Includes 
off-loading f o r  transhipnent, off-loading directly into a - 
distr ibut ion fac i l i ty  or to  customers, and diversion and 
reconsignmnt df shipments. Also includes reconciling Governmat and 
Coxmzcial B i l l s  of Lading (GBL/CBL) w i t h  contract DDZSO 'a. " -  . -.----' ' 

Offload. Opening of incoming containers and vehicles. W g  
blocking, bracing and other materiel. Unloading transportation 
car r ie rs  and moving materiel t o  a location where receipt evaluation 
process begins, 

Tally. Verifying number of containers and item count of incaning 
. materiel. 

Product Rece i~ t  Evaluation. Technical inspection and acceptance 
of materiel received from vendors, other storage installations,  and 
returned frcna custumers. Includes unloading and physical handling of 
materiel within inspection area; inspection of materiel t o  confinn , 

identification, classification, and conformance t o  specified 
requirements (quantities, condition code, etc. ) ;. movement of sample 
selections t o  and from inspection fac i l i t ies ;  inspection of incaming 
containers f o r  evidence of tampering and damage t o  materiel; 
preparation of inspection and receipt reports ( t o  include preparation 
of reports of discrepancies (RODS), transpoRation discrepancy 
reports (TDRs ) , and product quali ty deficiency reports ( WDRs ) ) ; and 
a11 supervision and cler ical  suppoR identified directly t o  the  



receipt inspection process. Excludes special inspections required by 
the inventory control points (e.  g., product quality inspectionu, . 

opening/closing of multiple engine containers). . 

Pecei~t P m e s  
2,s $2 

s m ~ n t ~ t i ~ n .  All processing of dwrmrsnta&~(L 
incident to the receipt function. Includes receipt of intorm4tioA- . 

3 - , . .. from document control, transportation curriers, or apprapriat. .',+,, . ,,. . -: - to? $&,: r , ' - .  offices; checking, recording, and extracting infomution f- -*i& 
documents; receiving and processing contracts; checking contractsr'tor" 
fast pay (discount) transactions; processing, copying, filing, and . 
maintaining contract files; posting receipts of materiel as to stock 

. . number, quantity, lot number, location, condition code, and ownership 
code; answering inquiries as to rece ipt  status of materiel due in? 
muintaining preposition files; processing tallies for movemant of 
materiel fran maintenance to supply; rttviaw for accuracy of 
documentation; and filing of appropriate receipt documentation. 

Stow. placing inccening materiel in a storage location, - . - 
Issue. The selection of stock fran storage and release to 
transportation (or directly to the custaner) for delivery of materiel 

3 to the consignee. Includes Materiel Release Orders (MROs) , Disposal 
Release Orders (DROs), and Redistribution Orders (RDOs), as well as 
any i s sues  to mintenance activities collocated with distributbn 
depots, Includes issues f r a  wholesalc and retail stocks. The count 
for materiel issued (except end items) is made on the basis of each 
NSN issued, any quantity. However, if multiple t ransportat ion units- 
(i.e., multiple transportation control numbers (TCNs)) are rquimd 
to effect a single action, the number of lines is based on the ntrmbcr 
of TCNs. (End items, which are' reimbursed outside the unit cogt rate 

. for secondary items, will be counted on a per each basis. Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) related DROs and RDos are generally 
reimbursed on an actual costs basis.) 

The followfag f u n d f  ons are part of the f ssue function: 

Stock Selection. The physical handling and mvement of materiel 
from point of storage to and within the preservation, packing, 
shipping o r  assembly/disassembly areas. Includes preparation of 
shipment units, including unitization and palletization. 

Packaqins (Level "C" 1. processing of materiel being prepared 
for Level "C" (minimum protection) shipment as defined by the Joint 
Service Regulation on Packaging of Materiel (AR 700-15/NAVSUPINST 
4030,28C/AFR 71-6/MCO 4030.33C/DWLR 4145.7). Includes all of t h e  

) - following when such efforts are performed for h e d i a t e  shipment: 
unloading/physical handling of materiel within the packing area; 
preaervation/represervation, packaging/repackaging of the materiel; 



and all clerical and supervisory support r e l a t e d  to  those procease.. 
Includes packaging/packing of hazardous materiel being prepared f o r  
shipment t o  conform t o  Title 49, Code of Federal Regulat$ona (Cm), 
perf o-nce Oriented Packaging, ~ n t e r n a t i o n a l  Air Transportation i <:,%; 
Association (IATA), International H a r i t i m e  Organization (IMO), and.'-: ... 
m i l i t a r y  a i r  (AFR 71-4/TM 38-250) requirements. 

,.',.(* - - . \  

container Fabric-. Assembly and manufacture of f b r - &  .--. +. d 

conta iners  ( e . ,  single,  double o r  t r i p l e  w a l l ) ,  wooden boxes, ---.T;.: 
crates, and o ther  shipping containers (excluding reusable sh ipping 
con ta ine r s )  for level 'C* packing. Includes all blocking and bracing 
devices  inc iden t  t o  shipping materiel a t  l e v e l  'C" packaging. . 
Includes associated in te rna l  mwewnt of t ranspor ta t ion  conta iners ;  
document processing in support of container manufacturing; and a l l  
supervis ion  and c l e r i c a l  support t h a t  can be identified directly t o  
t h e  container  manufacturing process. 

- Jssue 'Process Documentatioq. All processing of documentation 
i n c i d e n t  t o  the i s sue  of materiel. Includes a l l  document process ing  
within t h e  organizational uni t  performing warehousing, packing, and 
shipping operations. Also includes responding t o  custcaaer follow-up 
i n q u i r i e s .  . 

@ad/secure. Loading of modular containers. Accumulation of . 
shipment units and loading of sh iprent  units into t r a M p o M t i o n  
containers/vehicles.  Includes nai l ing,  s t rapping,  seal ing,  s t a p l i n g ,  
s t e n c i l i n g  , tagging, and weighing of modular c o n t a i n e r s ; m a r l c i n g a n h  
l a b e l i n g  of ex te r io r  shipping containers; appl ica t ion  of blocking,. 
bracing,  and cushioning materiel on or within the transportation 
vehic le ;  and closing transportation vehicles and applying s e a l s .  

Traffic ~anauement (Outbound Materiel 1. Overall planning , 
management, and administration of t r anspor ta t ion / t r a f f i c  management 
functions r e l a t i n g  t o  all outbound shipments (including hazardous, 
overs ize ,  overweight, and c l a s s i f i e d  mater ie l )  t o  include; shipment 

' planning, routing, c a r r i e r  select ion,  arranging for and/or i n s p e c t i n g  
equipment. Also includes diverting, re-consigning and expediting 
f r u s t r a t e d  shipments, coordinating with por t s  on pending a r r i v a l  and 
onward movement, certifying c a r r i e r  b i l l s  and o the r  r e l a ted  
documents, preparing and d i s t r ibu t ing  Government B i l l s  of Lading 
( G B L s ) ,  maintaining t a r i f f  f i l e s ,  reporting requirements of  
government owed/leased containers, arranging average demurrage, 
s ide-track,  and s imi la r  agreements w i t h  c a r r i e r s .  Also inc ludes  
providing infoxmation i n  support of contract ing f o r  rates and routes .  

CONUS Second Destination Transportation. Shipments from 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  depots to a CONUS c u s t o m e r w ~ n r l . - - ' - -  , ,  - 



4&egiaal--Freight W l i d a  tion-Center)-, Consolidation and 
containerization Point, or  Port of Embarkation. 

' . ;*; 
Res . ~ l l  efforts t o  k i t e  a t m k  af ter  ;nitiai.bi..uE 

e f f o r t s  resul t  E i t h e r  coznplete or  par t id  ahorrage of t h e  q&aty 
required t o  f i l l  a Xateriel Release Order (MRO) ,  
Order (DRO) , or Redistribution Ordcr (RW). Includes all 

. proamsing i n  c o m m o n  with partM and total ~ m t i t y  
actions. - 7 3  

2%. following functions, although & dfrsct subsets of receipt and 
issue, are also incJuded in tho bad c receipt  and ism vni t cost 
ra tet 

Rewarehousinq. Movement of materiel fnm one storage location t o  
another within t h e  installation t o  ensure proper storage of xnateriel, 
to replenish b h  locations, and/or consolidate locations incident t o  
the s t w  prcress. Includes the phy~ical  handling and .ovemont of 
aa te r i e l :  checking, tallying, and visual inspection of materiel k i n g  
moved: palletizing and repair of contaismm incident to 
rewarehousing: and cler ical  actiou necessary t o  load/add/delete 
computer locations. 

pemt Stock Rewsitioninq. m n t  of materiel frcn ozm depot to 
another a t  the discretion of the ~ i s t r i b u t i o i l  Region. All cost. 
associated w i l l  be borne by the Distribution Region. (Costs of  
redistribu tiom that  are required because -of -misrou-etums 
i . e. , not i n  cclapliance w i t h  Sarvioa and DLA s t a k  mitionFng 
guidance), Base Realignment and C l o s u r e  actions, or at invantory 
control  point discretion w i l l  be borne by the owner.) - - 

Intrademt Movement. Internal movement within the depot or  to 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Offices (DRHOs) of stocks in t h e  
custodial  care of the depot. Excludes movemnt of stod;s, equipment, 
and other materiel owned by consumer level organizatims, hosts or 
tenant ac t iv i t ies  colocated w i t h  distribution depots. 

Cyclic Inspection. Selection and examination of snmpIss of a l l  
materiel  i n  storage t o  determine the i r  quality and t o  evaluate 
c o n f o r m ~ c e  t o  established storage serviceability standards. 
Includes periodic visual inspections t o  locate visible dcfects, 
leaks, and broken exterior ccmponents. Also includes intpection and 
appropriate tes t ing for  s h e l f  l i f e  items, and reclassification 
actions directed by materiel managers as a result  of cyclic/periodic 
inspections. 

Location Surveys. The physical verification, rather tban actual  item 
count, between actual assets and recorded data t o  ensurs t ha t  a l l  



assets are properly recorded as t o  location, identity, condition, and 
unit of issue. Location surveys are taken t o  validate a l l  storage 
records a t  leas t  once each year; o r  on a sample  basis t o  . ident i fy 
problem areas; or based on a requirement to perform a rummy after. a 
rewarehousing effort.  
L 

v . Preparation for  and trking of scheduled or special - 
$y:iEL%vBntorie#. Include. physical counts, in-float ~ a N b n  
controls,  research perfocmal pr ior  t o  adjustment of depot balances, 
and adjustments prepared and processed as a resul t  of those count..' 
These inventories are in i t ia ted  as a resul t  of inventory 
ssmplbg/priorit ization, the nqirenmt t o  invemto~y m d . 1  ~IXEJ and 
controlled item. annually, denials, location a m y  identified 
discrepancies, itom. identif ied by location re con cilia^ as 
discrepant, and other scheduled/special inventory . 
Care of   to rase Faci l i t ies  and Materiel i n  Storaqg. Maintenpace of 
proper storage and care of muteriel i n  storage. Inc lnb .  
supplies; replacing fal len stocks; infestation and pest control 
measures applied inside a &rage warehouse o r  shed wbsrs Inateriel fs 
stowed; minor re&s (requiring less than one hour per storage 
location and using only readily available repair materiels, 8 .  g. 
common lubricants) t o  aahtaLn materiel in proper coadition or 
prevent further deterioration; .-king of storage &/C0nL- 
or bins (excludes exterior shipping containers or unit/int-diab- 
packs ) ; maintaining temporary records of stock locations ; 
applications of f loor  markings ycleaning-of-ureas o t h r  than 
related t o  workstatiom; and relocation of storage aids rad 
equipment, including disassembly and reassembly. Includes 
assembly cost  (labor and supplies, but not equipent)  of box pallets 
and other  storage aids. 

U n i t  and Set Assembl~/Disassembly. Building o r  breakdam of materiel 
into o r  from a unit or set. For example, an assembly of surg ica l  
instnrments in to  specialized kits. Major assembly/disassembly 
e f f o r t s  associated with fabrication, manufacturing, rebuild and 
repa i r  are excluded. 



The following are u n i t  cost subdivis ions  of the basic  r e c e i p t  and 
issue functions for secondary i tams. 

. &. Items stored i n  autoolated o r  mechanized bin areas, - 1 

non-mechanized bin  areas, and package racks within b i n  areas. # _ _  .. 

&S&W 'Bu& It- which are stored i n  a pa l le t  rack locution in -?i;y;&-; 
bulk areas or in bulk warehouse locations and are proce.sm~i in' lus:@~:; 
than truckload receipts/shipnents o r  f u l l  truckload rece ipt / sh ipn+.  
o f  a single,  easy-to-handle commodity (e-g., subsistence, c lothing) .  

peaVJ' Bulk- It- t ha t  are hard-to-handle and -rally unwleti& 
(e.g., steel, w i r e ,  cable, rope, tires, lumber, anchors, etc.) which 
are stored in bulk warehouses o r  outside amas. 

Hazardous Materiel, The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 49 
identifies hazardous materiel as a substance o r  material that t h e  
Secretary of Transportation has deteIlninad t o  be capable of posing all 
unreasonable r i s k  to health, safety, and p r o m y  wben trunsported in 
commerce.  his is expanded to include items of supply (substances or 
materiel), t h a t  because of its quantity, concentration, physical, 
chemical, o r  infectious character is t ics ,  may either caase or 
significantly contribute t o  serious, irrevexsible, or incapacitating 
i l l n e s s  o r  an increase in mortality. Hateriel may also p e  a 
substantial present o r  potential  hazard t o  human health or  the 
environment when improperly treated,  stored, transported, disposed 
of, or otherwise managed.-(Fonrri-rate purposes: Includes one 
or more pallet load receipts/shipnents of hazardous or radioactin 
items. For rate purposes, excludes binnable hazardous or radioactive 
items.) 

Ead Items, because they are not maaayed in the DBO1' StqpJp Hanagcmsat 
Account and because of their unique handling characteristics and 
requirements, are reimbursable at a s e p a r a t e l y  d s t u d n e d  unit -st 
r a t s .  The f o l l d n g  d e f i n i t i o n  of end item processing is not 
i n t e n d e d  t o  be a standard DoD d e f i n i t i o n  of end i teprs /uapon systmns, 
b u t  a d e f i n i t i o n  capable of distinguishing end items frcm secondrry 
itas for purposes of d i s t r i b u t i o n  opera t ions ,  

End T t e m  Processing. Receipt, issue, and transpartation actions for 
a final combination of end products, component parts ,  and/or 
materiels that are ready for their intended use, e.g., sh ips  and 
watercmf t , vehicles and t r a i l e r s ,  a i r c r a f t  , and armaments Includes 
receipt, movement, assembly, packaging, and delivery of c o l l a t e r a l  
mater ie l  incident t o  the end item. 



 he following functions are e x c l u d e d  frm t h e  bas ic  rece ip t  and i s r u e  
u n i t  cost rate, and therefore require a reimbursable order frm urn 
custonwr. 

\ ' ,  \ 

GontqFner C 
,,YV 

onsolidation Point Pr-. ~ c t i o n s  supporting the2&!4$T * .  operation of a container consolidation point (CCP). The purpose of . 'a  
CCP is $0 ccmbine shipments from multiple shippers t o  generate f u l i : :  --,.&. 

container or air pallet loads of cargo f o r  d i r ec t  'ahipmnt to ..': 
overseas custaners. 

zatio?b Any actions t o  destroy (by mutilation, cut t ing,  -- 
cmshing, scrapping, melting, burning, o r  other a l ternat ives)  the . 
mi l i t a ry  offensive/defensive capabi l i t i es  of equipment and materiel 
directed for tun- in  to Defense Reutilization Managenrent Offices 
(DM?) 

De~lovable ~edical Systems I DEPMZDS I Processinq. Storage, assembly 
disassembly, and issue associated with hospi ta l  systems capable of 
b i n g  transferred and s e t  up in thea te r  using I n t e n a t i o n a l  

. i Standardization Organization ( ISO) shipping containers. 

Foad R a t i o n  Unitization. Preassembly, disassembly, packing, and 
assembly of pallets and assoc iated  documentation of subristence item 
to include traypacks, &rations, or -1s Ready-to-Eat (: 3 E 3  ) . 

- 

Materiel Refurbishment. Repair or refurbishment of mission stocks, 
such as patching tents;-sandbl'asti~tg and painting gas cylinders, 
removing dents and painting helmets, as perf orrned by 'the distribution 
depot maintenance shops. 

Mobilization Exercise Support. Use of d i s t r ibu t ion  depot resources 
for simulation of supply support or deployment exercises, generally 
at Air Force m g i s t i c s  Centers (ALCs). 

Presentation and Packaains to Levels Greater Than t h e  Standard 
. "Level C". Inventory control point (ICP) or customer (8 .g .  depot 

maintenance) directed actions to meet preservation and packaging 
specif icat ions  or  contract requirements above level  "C" (canmcrcial 
pack). Includes prepacking, represenration, remarking, and repacking 
of items for storage which requires building wooden external 
containers (crating) or  procuring reusable shipping containers. 
Includes l ining, belting, cleaning, dipping, spraying, and 
application of preservation and i n t e r i o r  packaging painting and 
masking. 

Presentation and Packasins of Returns and Other Receipts. Includas 
wrapping, coating, sealing, building wooden boxes and procuring 
reusable containers, as  required, before placing mnteriel i n  a 

, 



storage location. Applies to new receipts and materiel returned from 
cus tmers and depot maintenance, 

i 

S t a c k  R 
.'I, \.>A. 

eadinesg. Alao frequently referred to as Care of Supplies 'in: - .- 
Storage (COSIS). Includes the inspection/testing, exercising, 
preservation, packing, minor repairs (requiring more t h a n  one hour t o  
perform per storage location or materiel not readily available), (*$ 
i n t e d i n t r a  depot ~novemnt ,  and other oprations p e r f d  w e r  a d  
above standard storage requirements for secondary and end items. 
These actions are coordinated with and approved by the ICP t ha t  
the materiel. Efforts are performed as a result  of unscheduled 
inspections, scheduled cyclic test ing,  Quality Deficiency Reports, 
and item deficiencies found during stock selection. 

Suoalv Support to Maintenance. Action. of supply depot personnel to  
support maintenance actions which are over and above normal support 
to customen. Includes fabricating boxes, pallets, breaking down 
crates for reparable materiel issued to maiatenance, denuding 
( uripackaging ) materiel going to depot maintenance, stripping 

. repairable items, cannibalization to support mainten- needs, 
painting, and applying modification kits. All other ~aov-nt of 
items from supply to maintenance, and back into stock are included in 
the standard issue/receipt function. 

Suswnded shiments. Shipents held due to suspensions (e.g., the 
State Department placing a suspension on a Foreign J + f i l i t ~  Sales 
(FMS) shipment). charge; incurred include rewarehousing, physical 
inventory and others a. defined by DoD 7290.3-M, .FMS Finance a d  
Accounting Manual, Section 708. 

Unit Materiel ~ieidin~. Actions s u p p o ~ i n g  receiving, assembling, 
and holding support equipment, generally at one of the former m y  
depots (New Cumberland, Red River, or Sharpe) to consolidate totdl 
package fielding (TPF) materiel pending a coordinated release and 
shipment t o  a staging site or handoff point, 
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Interagency Issues Team Responsibilities 

Analyst 
Bob Bivins 
Ed Flippen 
Dave Henry 
Tyrone Ligon 
Dierdre Nurre 
Ty Trippet 
Marilyn Wasleski 

Assignment 
COBRA 
FAA Issues 
Economic Impact Database 
Maps 
Environmental Issues (EPA) 
Defense Investigative Service 
Defense Logistics Agency 



February 13, 1995 

MEMORANDUM TO C_OMMISSION STAFF 

From: David Lyl 

Subj : Standard Letter Procedures 

The following process will be followed for all outgoing correspondence: 

1. Draft all letters using IT Times New Roman 12pt. Route all draft versions on 
non-letterhead paper in a manila folder. Paragraphs are indented and left justified. 

2 .  The responsible office will coordinate, route, and track the letter from the initial 
draft to draft approval. The responsible office should coordinate a draft response with 
all action addressees using the ECTS routing slip if the letter is an ECTS response. 
For all other letters. the responsible office should fill out an a m ~ h e d  routing sheet. 
clearly placing an "X" in the Action Addressee column next to the names of staff 
members who n~ill coordinate the draft response. The names of adtlrlonal actior: 
addressees ma! DC per, and inked into the biad: blo~ils 

-- . . - Foiim.inr s s r r  coorama~ior:. mt: responsi~ie cfficr n.ii --narc. rnt 
corresponaen:e m-oug;? tnc apprcpriatc deparment heads fci- thzir- inpu; a n i  
recommendation:. ,411 edited version. cf thz drzf: letter shoui6 bz z\'ailabi.= '--. 1,). 

a:?zrtmen: hezc ix-omatiori and discussior. 

4 d .  The letter is tnen routed to the Director of Administration. The Director of 
Administration is responsible for proof-reading and ensuriny the continuity of all 
Commission correspondence. 

6. The responsible office will then make all changes before bringing the draft letter 
back to the appropriate department head. The responsible office will then bring the 
letter to the Staff Director. Upon approval by the Staff Director, the responsible office 
will provide the approved draft to the Executive Secretariat who will prepare a 
letterhead version for signature. (All outgoing correspondence will be signed by the 
Staff Director or Chairman unless otherwise approved.) Once signed, the Executive 
Secretariat will ensure proper cataloguing and delivery. 

- . Also attached is a sample of the proper formar for ali ierter- correspondence. 
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March I .  1995 (CENTER DATE) 
-1 (3 RETURNS FROM DATE TO ADDRESS BLOCK) 
6 

The Honorable Robert E. Ba~rer 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations) 
3300 Defense Pentagon, Room 3E813 
Washington, D.C. 20301-3300 & 
-1 
Dear Mr. Bayer: -1 

-1 
Thank you for your letter of February 26, 1995 requesting information of the 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. (FOLLOWING WILL BE 
THE BODY OF THE LETTER.) 

= BODY OF LETTER SECOh9 PARAGRAPH. 

Should ~ ~ o u  need additional assistance in the future, please do noi hesitate to 
contact me. -1 

I v 

= (5 TABS i --.-i- < j n - s v f i . ;  i 
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THE D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

1.8' L 703-696-0504 

I ALAN J. DLXON, CHAIRMAN 

) varch 30, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 

6 TUS over 
AL CORNELLA 

1 REBECCA COX 
I 

I 
Colonel James H. Allen, USA I 
Commander, U. S. Army Garrison 
Fort Pickett 

1 

Blackstone, VA 23 824-5000 I 
I 

Dear Colonel Allen: I 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5 .  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

I 
I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Fort Pickett. The 

briefings and discussions with you, your staff, and community and congressional officials provided 
us with a great deal of valuable information about the training conducted at Fort Pickett. This 
information will be very helphl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The briefings 
conducted by Mr. Asher Weaver during the driving tour were most informative. I would also like 
to thank Mr. Jim Caul, Mrs. Kitty Conley, and Command Sergeant Major Steven M. Foust for 
their efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

I 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Fommissioner 



*D COMMISSIONER: 

BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT PICKETT, VA 

28 MARCH 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Senator John W. Warner 
Senator Charles S. Robb 
Representative Norman Sisisky 
Representative L.F. Payne 
Governor George Allen 
Secretary Robert Skunda, Virginia 

Deparnent of Commerce 
Dr. James Harris, Mayor of Blackstone 
Dr. John Cabin, Southside Community 

College, Fort Pickett 

Colonel James H. Allen, Post Commander 
Mr. Jim Caul, Post BRAC Transition Chief 
LTC Harry L. Bryan, Jr., Army National 

Guard Analyst, The Army Basing Study 
Mr. Asher Weaver, Range Operations Officer 
CSM Steven M. Foust, Post Sergeant Major 
COL Lany R. Fulbright, U.S. Aml!? (Retired) 
General Sam Wilson, U.S. Army (Kenred) 
COL Charles J. Williams, Jr., 1J.S. .'inn>. (Retired), 

Fort Pickett Support Group 

Mr. Bsn Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 
Mr. Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
LTC Steve Bailey, Army Team Analyst 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Regional training center that supports acti7.e Army and Resenle Components and other 
Department of Defense activities. 

Close Fort Pickett, except minimum esse~rial training areas and facilities as 3.1 enclave for the 
Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum Training Facility to Fort Dix, KJ. 



DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

The Army has reduced its active and reserve forces considerably and must reduce excess 
infrastructure to meet future needs. Fort Pickett is very low in military value compared to other 
major training area installations, and has virtually no active component tenants. Annual training 
for reserve component units can easily be conducted at other posts such as Forts Bragg, A.P. Hill, 
and Camp Dawson. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED; 

Media Center (Bldg 3 1 O), Mobilization and Training Building (Bldg 3 16), Virginia Army 
National Guard Mobilization and Training Equipment Site, Central Wash Facility, Pesticide 
Building and Railhead, United States Army Reserve Center, Equipment Concentration Site #SS, 
Forces Command Petroleum Training Module, Pickett House, Direct Support/General Support 
Maintenance Area, Recycling Operations, Military Operations in Urban Terrain (M0UT)NOUT 
Assault Course, Water Treatment Plant, Waste Water Treatment Facility, Peregory Brigade 
Complex, Annual Training Area, and Blackstone Army Airfield. 

Commissioner Cox held a fifteen-minute press availability with members of the Virginia 
Congressional Delegation, followed by a working lunch and community support group 
presentation in "Mitchell's" contracted Community Club on post. 

IiEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

No militarily significant or previously unknown issues were discovered. For clarification, the 
following issues were discussed: 

Airfield Capability--Despite claims to the contrary, Blackstone Army Airfield is not capable 
of full C-14 1 operations; the Army has correctly credited Fort Pickett as having a fully capable 
C-130 airC2ld. Headquarters, U.S. Air Force confirmed that the standard planning length of a C- 
141 airfield is 9,000 feet, with an extreme minimum of 7,700 feet for full-weight take-offs and 
landings. The 5,300 foot runway could handle (witli 24-hour in advance FAA approval) a C-141 
almost devoid of cargo and with a low amount of fuel remaining. 

Nearest Railhead--The Army has credited Fort Pickett with having its nearest railhead as "0" 
miles away, vice "9" miles as reported by Fort Pickett's own personnel in the data calls. 
Recalculation of this attribute's weighted value adds the equivalent of about one point in the total 
of 1000 points in the Army model, and does not change Fort Pickett's ranking in the 
"Deployment Network" attribute. 

BudgetISavings Discrepancy--Was due to briefing chart; footnoted at the bottom of the chart 
was the annual funding for environmental funding of "approximately 2M annually". it-, our post- 
visit review with Colonel Allen, the addition of the actual total FY95 budget matches the annual 
recurring savings of $20.733 million in the rounded figures on the chart, and the projected 
savings are conservative since Military Pay is not included in his budget, for exampie. 



The "Bad Datawrong  Decision/Underestimated Military Value" recurring theme--While 
a useful refrain for supporters of Fort Pickett, the facts show Fort Pickett ranks eighth out of ten 
Major Training Areas: the Army has not said it is a bad or worthless installation. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Economic Impact--Fort Pickett is the largest single employer for the Nottaway and Lunenberg 
county area. The standard MSA used by DoD, based on the 1992 Census Data, for Fort Pickett 
was the Nottaway-Dinwiddie County MSA. Few Fort Pickett employees live in Dinwiddie; 
many do reside in Lunenberg, hence the economic impact by county is different than forecast. 
The community group also claims a total job loss figure more than twice as high as DoD (840 
vice 362), but without a detailed analysis. 

Military Value--local citizens do appear to genuinely support the retention of Fort Pickett. 

PEOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Determine the costs for a company-size Reserve Component unit to operate and maintain a 
Reserve Component enclave at Fort Pickett. 

Determine the cost savings if the operation and maintenance of the Water Treatment Plant 
were transferred to the town of Blackstone, and Fort Pickett then purchased its water. 

Ascertain whether the $30 million annual Fish and Wildlife appropriation would continue if 
Fort Pickett closed. 

Identify which National Guard andlor Resenre units would still maintain their equipment at 
Fort Pickett and continue to conduct training there following closure. 

Determine how the National Guard Bureau and U.S. Army Reserve Command decide how or 
if to fund the enclave for Reserve Component training. 

Learn how many miles of hard-surface road Fort Pickett maintains. (AXSWER: 54 miles of 
asphalt road and 20 miles of concrete road.) 

Request a classified briefing by Special Operations Command on Navy SEAL and other 
special operations training conducted on Fort Pickett or the surrounding area. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

January 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has built a solid reputation for 
fair, objective and factual review and analysis of those bases recommended by the Secretary of 
Defense for closure or realignment based on the Force-Structure Plan and the Selection Criteria. It 
is the duty and responsibility of the Commission's staff for the 1995 process to uphold these 
standards and to continue in the open and independent environment which the Commission enjoys. 

This handbook provides examples, guidelines, policies, and procedures to assist analysts in 
understanding the breadth and depth of their responsibilities. The volume of work to be performed 
in such a short period of time dictates that each analyst operate with limited supervision. The in- 
depth review and independent analysis become the final factual basis for decisions and if 
challenged in court, the back-up information used in defense of whatever lawsuits may be initiated. 

This is not meant to alarm you but to make you aware of the importance and seriousness of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's work. The final decisions of the 
Commission represent a foundation for tomorrow's Defense infkistructure; however, they could be 
devastating to many communities. Therefore, our work must be as thorough and accurate as 
humanly possible. 

Our analysis and oversight is greatly enhanced by concerned communities most affected by 
the closures and realignments. We encourage their involvement in the process which actually 
broadens and strengthens our own analysis. In fact, wZ consider the communities' work to validate 
or present factual information about the bases as an extension of our staffs work. 

Our finshed products and back-up documenkition are an open book for all to see. Let's 
uphold the high standards set by the review and analysis work of the 1991 and 1993 Commissions. 

staff ~ i rec top  
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a R&A Staff (Continued): 

a* The staff member designated to take notes will prepare a meeting summary and forward the 
summary to the Liaison Office within 24 hours of the meeting 

aa Staff members will provide any requested follow-up to the Liaison Office for further 
distribution to the community 

Liaison Office: 

Provide direct contact with community groups which request meetings 
*a Schedule meetings and reserve conference room 

Coordinate with R&A Team Leaders andlor the Director of R&A to determine which R&A 
Team will assume responsibility for the meeting 
Coordinate with the designated R&A Team Leader to ensure an R&A staff member is 
designated to take notes and prepare the meeting summary 

a* Publish Memorandum of Meeting as early as possible prior to the meeting and ensure that 
the Commission attendees are listed and an asterisk denotes the person responsible for note 
taking and summary preparation 

*a Attend the meeting, distribute the Memorandum of Meeting of all attendees, and update list 
of attendees 

am After the meeting, update the list of attendees on the Memorandum of Meeting, incorporate 
the meeting summary fiom designated staff member into the Memorandum of Meeting, and 
distribute the Memorandum of Meeting to appropriate staff members within 48 hours of the 
meeting 

am Ensure that the Executive Secretariat receives a copy of the Memorandum of Meeting 
which will be the official Commission record of the meeting 

a* Provide any required follow-up to the community group 

Executive Secretariat: 

File official copy of Memorandum of Meeting 
Distribute copies of Memorandum of Meeting to the Staff Director, Executive Director, 
Director of Communications, General Counsel, Director of Congressional and 
Intergovernmental Affairs, Director of Review and Analysis, and the responsible R&A 
Team 

Attachments: 

1. Memorandum of Meeting Shell 
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me Recommend subjects for hearings and proposed witnesses to StafTDirector no later than 
midJanuary 

Responsible R&A Team: 

oe Provide requested information to Travel & Advance for preparation of invitation letters to 
witnesses 

ee Coordinate agenda with Travel & Advance at least five days prior to the hearing 
ee Consolidate proposed questions prepared by each R&A Team and provide 16, three-hole 

punched copies to Travel & Advance by COB three days before the hearing 
ee Respond to Commissioners' questions and requests for information 
ee Attend hearings 

Prepare thank you letters with follow-up questions for appropriate witnesses and give to 
Executive Secretariat for dispatch no later than two days after hearing 

Military Assistant: 

Provide notice to the Federal Register at least one month prior to the hearing, but in no 
event later than 10 days before the hearing 

Travel & Advance: 

Dispatch letters inviting witnesses at least two weeks prior to the hearing 
Arrange for stenographer no later than seven days prior to the hearing 
Draft hearing agenda in coordination with responsible R&A Team no later than five days 
prior to the hearing 

me Arrange Commissioners' travel no later than five days prior to the hearing 
0. Make luncheon arrangements for Commissioners and appropriate staff no later than five 

days prior to the hearing 
ee Provide hearing schedule to Commissioners' secretaries no later than three days prior to the 

hearing 
ee Inform the Chairman and Staff Director of Commissioner attendance no later than three 

days prior to the hearing 
Prepare 2 1 read-ahead books by COB two days before each hearing and distribute them as 
follows: one copy to each Commissioner, the Staff Director, the Executive Director, the 
General Counsel, the Director of Communications, and the Director of Congressional and 
Intergovernmental Affairs; six copies to Review & Analysis; and two copies to the 
Executive Secretariat 

ee Send read-ahead books to Commissioners by over-night mail at least two days before each 
hearing 

ee Provide record copy of read-ahead book to Executive Secretariat 



March 15 

A.M. I C L O S U R E N T  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Purpose: To present publicly the recommended Department of Defense base 
closures and realignments. 

Expectation: Macro view of how the closures and realignment recommendations 
mesh with the Force-Structure Plan, the final selection criteria, the threat, and the 
declining DoD budget. 

Witness: 

The Honorable J ,es Aspin, Secretary of Defense, the Pentagon, Washington, DC 
20301 

PRELIMINARY LIST OF SUGGESTED QUES T IONS 

Force Structure 

1. During the development of this round of base closures, the Services were given the 
Base Force Structure as a basis for developing their recommendations, i.e., 12 Army 
divisions, 450 ships, and 26 Air Force wings. 

Do your current base closure recommendations anticipate a force structure lower 
than the Base Force, or will a new force structure and additional closures and 
realignments be addressed in the 1995 round? 

2. In your speech before the American Defense Preparedness Association on February 
1 1, you said that a long-term strategic review of defense spending will begin in late 
March to assess threats, reconcile conflicting budget projections, and guide defense 
spending fi-om 1995 through the end of the century. Based on this pending review, 
have you minimized the number of closures and realignments? 

3. Considering the lack of significant changes in the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff Report on Roles. Missions. and Functions of the Armed Forces of the United 
States (Feb 93), do you envision asking the Chairman to take a deeper look at areas 
of potential cost savings and base closures and realignments? 

4. Is the future Force-Structure Plan being developed based on projected world 
situations and threats, or is it being driven strictly by future budget numbers? 

5. What future changes are expected in the Force-Structure Plan, and what effect are 
these changes expected to have on the 1995 base closure round? 



HEARING AGENDA (continued) 
MARCH 15,1993 

2 1 1 8 RAYBURN BUILDING 

Admiral Frank Kelso 
Acting Secretary of the Navy 
Opening statement 

Commissioner questions of Admiral Kelso 

The Honorable John Shannon 
Acting Secretary of the Army 
Opening statement 

Commissioner questions of Secretary John Shannon 

Hearing Adjourns 
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provide whatever support is required or requested by the Commissioner. Attachment 3 provides 

w guidance concerning base visit support to Commissioners. 

After the base visit the analyst will prepare a draft trip report in the format shown in 
Attachment 4. No later than the second workday after returning, the analyst will provide the 
draft report for comment to his team leader and the most senior Commission staff member at the 
base visit (if other staff attended). After including all comments, the analyst will then fax the 
draft trip report with a personal note to the lead Commissioner on the base visit. The note should 
include a request for any changes or additions to the trip report to be included prior to 
distribution. After incorporation of any Commissioner comments, the analyst will deliver the 
final trip report to the R&A Director's Direct Hire Analyst, who will provide it to the Executive 
Secretariat for final distribution. 

l Responsible R&A Team: 

*e Assign analyst to assist with Commissioner base visit 
*e Analyst prepares input to the Commissioner Base Visit Book, including Base Summary 

Sheet, and provides to the R&A Director's Direct Hire Analyst at least one week prior to 
scheduled visit 

ee Analyst tells Military Assistant those itemslareas that & be included on the base visit * Analyst travels to base prior to scheduled visit (if schedule permits) and confirms 
arrangements for Commissioner's visit 
Analyst accompanies and provides support to Comrnissioner(s) during visit 

e* Analyst must be aware that competing/opposing/rival community groups may compete 
for Commissioner's time and should keep the Cornrnissioner(s) focused on base assets 
and assessment of military value-communities make their case at regional hearings 
Analyst prepares draft base visit trip report, obtains and incorporates Commission staff 
comments, and sends final draft by facsimile to the senior Commissioner on visit within 
five workdays after return fiom base visit for comments 

e* Analyst incorporates Commissioner's comments and provides final trip report to the R&A 
Director's Direct Hire Analyst 

ee Collect and handcarry or mail any handout materials to Executive Secretariat 
me Prepare thank you letters to base personnel and provide to Executive Secretariat for 

dispatch 

R&A Director's Direct Hire Analyst 

*e Retain copy of final base visit trip reports in the Base Reference Books 
ee Distribute input to Commission Base Visit books and base visit trip reports in 

coordination with Travel & Advance and Executive Secretariat. 



COMMISSIONER BASE VISIT BOOKS 

CONTENTS 

1. Summary Sheet 

2. Secretary of Defense Recommendation 

3. Installation Categories 

4. Installation Information 

5 .  State Map - DoD Installation and Statistical Data 

6 .  State Closure History w 
. t  

7. Additional Information (if necessary) t 



COMMISSIONER BASE VISIT BOOKS 

CONTENTS 

1. Jibe Summary Sheet 

2. Secretary of Defense Recommendation 

3 4? Installation Categories 

,3 2 
y #? Installation Information - q" 

State Closure History 

&)OF s State Map - DoD Installation Statistical Data 

7 
. Additional ~nformation 



SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

MILITARY ISSUES 

(Include pertinent items) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

(Include pertinent items. This information will be provided by OSD in its report to the 
Commission. The Interagency Issues Team will provide comments and any additional 
information, as appropriate.) 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSfiSSUES 

(Include pertinent items. This will be your initial opportunity to document and start 
analysis on community concerns. This list will be refined as additional inputs are gained 
through the actual visit, regional hearings, and community visits to the Commission 
office. These community concerns/issues along with R&A staff identified issues will be 
the basis for the adds and final deliberation hearings. These issues will be validated or 
rejected after consultation with the appropriate experts.) 

Analyst's NameITeamlDate 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

INSTALLATION NAME 

DATE 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

;IF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Y ISSUES IDENTIFIED 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

HANDBOOK 

1995 

SECTION E REGIONAL HEARINGS 



w l Responsible R&A Team: 

me Assign analyst(s) to attend Regional Hearings 
Provide, as necessary, base visit data (see Section D, Attachment 1) to the R&A Director's 
Direct Hire Analyst at least one week prior to the hearing for use in preparing 
Commissioners' Regional Hearing books 
Attend Regional Hearings and assist Travel & Advance in the collection of community 
handout materials. Return materials to Executive Secretariat. 

me Prepare Regional Hearing Issue Summaries within one week of hearing date 

l R&A Director's Direct Hire Analyst: 

Assemble base visit data (see Section D, Attachment 1) for use in regional hearing books 
and provide to Travel and Advance to incorporate into the Commissioners' Regional 
Hearing books 

** Retain file copy of Regional Hearing Summaries 
o* Distribute Regional Hearing Summaries in coordination with Executive Secretariat 

l Military Assistant: 

Provide notice to the Federal Register at least one month prior to the hearing, but in no 
event later than 10 days before the hearing 

l Travel & Advance: 

ee Arrange for regional hearing site 
ee Arrange for travel for Commissioners and staff attending hearing 
eo Assemble and distribute Regional Hearing Books 
em Attend hearing 
ee Return all lmndout materials received at hearing to Executive Secretariat by the most 

expeditious means 

l Liaison Office: 

em Coordinate community attendee list with Members of Congress 

l Communications 

me Provide opening remarks for lead Commissioner 
** Arrange press availabilities 
ee Attend hearing to support Commissioners 

II 
Attachments: 

1. FormatIExample - Regional Hearing Issue Summary 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

HANDBOOK 

1995 

SECTION F ADDS HEARlNG 



Responsible R&A Team: 

a* Respond to queries from Commissioners regarding bases to be considered for discussion 
** Make available to Commissioners all community input and proposals regarding bases to be 

considered 
** Using the attached formats, prepare all appropriate presentation material for discussion with 

senior staff no later than three days prior to the hearing 
** Prepare read-ahead material and provide 16, three-hole punched hard copies to Travel & 

Advance by COB three days before the hearing 
** Provide 16 copies of the final presentation material to Travel and Advance no later than 

COB the day prior to the hearing to ensure inclusion in the read-ahead books prior to the 
start of the hearing 

** Respond to Commissioners' questions and requests for information 

General Counsel: 

** Work with the R&A Teams and the Commissioners in acquiring and formulating the list of 
bases to be reviewed for further consideration 

*a Coordinate with DoD General Counsel to review and research all potential conflicts of 
interest regarding the bases to be reviewed 

** Provide counsel to Commissioners on an Attorney Client basis regarding any conflicts and 
subsequent recusals 

Military Assistant: 

** Provide notice to the Federal Register at least one month prior to the hearing, but in no 
event later than 10 days before the hearing 

Travel & Advance: 

** Arrange for stenographer no later than seven days prior to the hearing 
*a Arrange Commissioner's travel no later than five days prior to the hearing 
** Make luncheon arrangements for Commissioners and appropriate staff no later than five 

days prior to the hearing 
a* Provide hearing schedule to Commissioners' secretaries no later than three days prior to the 

hearing 
a* Inform the Chairman and Staff Director of Commissioner attendance no later than three 

days prior to the hearing 
** Send read-ahead books to Commissioners by over-night mail at least two days before each 

hearing if available 
** Prepare 16 read-ahead books by COB two days before each hearing 
a* Insert final presentation material in the books prior to the hearing 
a* Take all necessary materials to hearing room 
** Set-up and clean-up hearing room w a* Prepare and submit travel vouchers for Commissioners as soon as possible after the hearing 



(Service) Categories 

Highlighted categories have commissioner candidates for further consideration. 



Base Analysis 
Category: 

MAJOR ISSUES Name of Installation (*) Name of Installation (*) Name of Installation (*) 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
(CONSTRUCTION/HOUSING) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL IMPACT MILICIV 

' ECONOMIC IMPACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
- - 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Commissioner candidate for further consideration 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

HANDBOOK 

1995 

SECTION G MOTIONS 



among the staff and Commissioners, a list of various options will be generated by the analyst and 
forwarded to the General Counsel who will develop the appropriate formal motions in draft form. 
It is possible to have four or five motions for an individual installation (e.g. closure, various 
realignments, or rejection of the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense). Again, the 
dependent nature that one action has on other actions must be clear. The General Counsel will have 
final approval over the completeness and legal sufficiency of any motion. All motions must be 
developed in sufficient time to allow for thorough review by the senior staff, but most importantly 
by the General Counsel. Accordingly, analysts should develop recommended options as 
comprehensively as possible in order to eliminate any ambiguities. Every effort should be made to 
have options completed and to the General Counsel at least four days prior to deliberations so that 
adequate time exists to develop specific motions. Questions should be discussed and resolved with 
the Team Leader or General Counsel. 

. . . .  
onslb&es and &~ensa :  

Responsible R&A Analyst: 

@a Develop options to the Secretary's list of recommendations 
*a Ensure all senior staff is aware of any dependent actions associated with various options 
ma Forward approved options to the General Counsel who will develop draft motions, options 

should be provided to the General Counsel at least four days prior to deliberations 
aa Review draft motions with the General Counsel for appropriate intent and 

comprehensiveness 
aa Assist the General Counsel in developing motions during deliberations, if required 

General Counsel: 

aa Be aware of various options under discussion including any which are dependent on other 
related options 

aa Upon receipt of options fiom the R&A staff, develop draft motions for Commissioners' use 
at least two days prior to deliberations 

@a Review draft motions with responsible R&A staff to ensure appropriate intent and 
comprehensiveness 

*a During deliberations, develop motions, in concert with the R&A staff, as required 

Attachment: 

1. Motion Shell 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

HANDBOOK 

1995 

SECTION H DELIBERATION HEARlNG 



l Responsible R&A Team (continued): 
* 

91DI 
*a Prepare 16 copies of hearing books containing the final presentation material and provide to 

Travel & Advance no later than COB the day prior to the hearing to ensure availability to 
the commissioners prior to the respective deliberation hearing 

*e Respond to Commissioners' questions and requests for information 

l General Counsel 

ee Provide counsel to Commissioners on an Attorney Client basis regarding any conflicts and 
subsequent recusals 

l Executive Secretariat 

ee Prepare read-ahead material consisting of such items as base visit and regional hearing 
summaries and the latest DoD and community correspondence 

l Military Assistant: 

ee Provide notice to the Federal Register at least one month prior to the hearing, but in no 
event later than 10 days before the hearing 

w l Travel & Advance: 

ee Arrange for stenographer no later than seven days prior to the hearing 
me Arrange Commissioner's travel no later than five days prior to the hearing 
*a Make luncheon arrangements for Commissioners and appropriate staff no later than five 

days prior to the hearing 
ee Provide hearing schedule to Commissioners' secretaries no later than three days prior to the 

hearing 
Inform the Chairman and Staff Director of Commissioner attendance no later than three 
days prior to the hearing 

e* Prepare 16 read-ahead books by COB two days before each hearing 
ee Send read-ahead books to Commissioners by over-night mail at least two days before each 

hearing if available. 
e* Insert final presentation material in Commissioners' books prior to the hearing 
ee Take all necessary materials to hearing room 
ee Set-up and clean-up hearing room 
ee Prepare and submit travel vouchers for Commissioners as soon as possible after the hearing 

l Liaison Office: 

ee Schedule hearing room 
em Notify "Super 20" a' ee Monitor and control dais visits 



(Service) Categories 

Highlighted categories have installations DoD has 
recommended for closure or realignment or 
Commissioners have added for further consideration for 
closure or realignment. 



t Name of nstallation 

DoD Recommendation: As stated by DoD 
or 
Commissioner Add for Consideration: Study for closure or realignment due to ... 

Visiting Commissioner: 

Category: 

ONE TIME COSTS ($M) 
Construction Housing 

STEADY STATE SAVINGS 
($MI 

BREAK EVEN YEAR ECONOMIC IMPACT (%) 
93 Cumulative 





Scenario Summary 
(Name of Installation) 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 

(State DoD recommendation) 

One Time Costs: 
Steady State Savings: 

SCENARIO I 

One Time Costs: 
Steady State Savings: 
Break Even Year: Break Even Year: 

PRO PRO CON CON 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

HANDBOOK 

SECTION I FINAL REPORT 



e m  Recommend subjects to be included in the Issues for Further Consideration chapter no 
later than mid-April 

e m  Draft narratives for the Issues for Further Consideration chapter as assigned 

l Responsible R&A Team: 

m e  Draft Commission Findings and Commission Recommendation(s) sections for each 
alternative recommendation for which a motion has been developed prior to deliberation 
hearing 

m e  Finalize Comm&sion Findings and Commission Recommendation(s) sections for each 
recommendation no later than one day following the applicable deliberation hearing 

m* Make necessary changes resulting fiom staff review immediately upon receipt 

l Administration-Editor: 

*a Edit all R&A-drafted materials; write and edit all remaining sections of the final report 
e m  Coordinate and manage all aspects of preparing and producing the final report 

1. Format for Commission Findings and Recommendations 





DEFENSE !,OGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

1 0 JUN 1994 
IN REPLY 

REFERTO C A M  (BRAC) 

TO: Commanders of DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(Less DFSC, DESC, DCMDC, DCMDM, DNSC, DASC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

SUBJECT: PreData Call Workshop BRAC 95L007) 

I. As previously discussed with your BRAC points of contact, the PreData Call Workshop will 
take place at the Holiday Inn Fair Oaks, 1 1787 Lee Jackson Memorial Highway, Fairfax, VA. 

2. The workshop will begin at 0900,28 June and is scheduled to wrap-up at 1600 on 30 June. 
Attendees must make their motel reservations with the Holiday Inn by 17 June 1994, at (703) 
352-2525. When making reservations, please tell the hotel that you are with the DLA BRAC 
Workshop. Non-smoking rooms are available. if attendees wish to arrive earlier in the week 
and'or stay later, the Holiday Inn should accommodate you. There will be no registration fee for 
the workshop, however, all attendees must stay at the Holiday Inn in order for DLA to secure free 
conference facilities. Refreshments will be provided free of charge during the conference breaks. 

3. The Holiday Inn offers a courtesy van to and from Dulles International Airport and can be 
contacted via the Holiday Inn Shuttle courtesy phone at Dulles Airport. The hotel offers free 
parking to those attendees with rental cars. Directions from Dulles International and Washington 
Natiorial Airports are enclosed. 

4. The Holiday Inn is adjacent the Fair Oaks Shopping Mall which features over 100 stores, 
numerous restaurants, and movie theaters. Holiday Inn guests may, at no charge, use the 
facilities at a near-by health club; shuttle senlice is provided. For those attendees who desire to 
sishtsee after hours (12 miles to MJashington, DC historic sites), a courtesy van is available to and 
from the nearby Vienna Metro Station. 

5. An agenda for the conference will be provided at a later date. Please provide the names of 
your workshop attendees by 23 June to Mr. Jack Marshall or Ms Gail Boyce, DSN 284-5379. 

Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



From National Airport 

Itxi1 National Airpon onlo Koutc 1 
Nonh through Crystal City t In- 
terstate 66 West. Go approximate1 y 
15 miles to Exit 57B (Routc 501 
1)ullcs hrpon). n e  Holiday Inn 
Fair Oaks will h to the left side of 
the road when exiting the ramp. 
Go approximately 112 mile to the 
Shopping Center Exit on the right. 
Follow the Shopping Center Exit 
and bear lcft at the end of the ramp. 
n~t: Holiday Inn Fair Oaks will be 
to the left of the mall parking lot 
(across from Hecht 's). 

Holiday Inn Fair Oaks Location 

From Dulles Airport 

t31 I>ullcs Ajrpc7n loward Wastlir~g- 
Lon. TAc I..xit 1 (Route 28.  Sully 
Road). Turn right at Ihc ljght and 
fo1Iow~~:ro;ulq~proxlnlacly 5 n u l a  
to Route 50, l a  Jackson hghway.  
Stay on Lec J a c h n  ~ g h u a y  for 
approximately 6 miles. Whcn you 
cross thc intcrscction of West Ox 
Road and LAX J a h n  hghway,  the 
Fair Oaks Mail isdirectly on Ihc right. 
Take the mall exit on the right and 
bearleh. The Holichy Inn Fair Oaks 
wil l  be to lhc left of thc mall parking 
lot (across from Hccht's). 

1 1  7 8 7  LC- Jackson H l g h h a y  F a ~ r i ~ x ,  V ~ r g ~ n ~ a  7 0 3 1 3 5 2 - 1 5 2 5  Fax 7 0 3 f 3 5 2 - 4 4 7 1  
h c d  and Q ~ a t t d  b) O l h  M a n a g m m t  U n k  L~crnu- trom Hol~ddy Inns. I M .  



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

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

A L E X A N D R I A ,  V I R G I N I A  22304-61 00 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO C N ( B R A C )  

SUBJECT: AgendalDraft Data Call (BRAC9SL008) 

TO: BRAC Points of Contract at DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DESC, DCMDC, DCMDM, DNSC, DASC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1. Reference: CAAJ(BRAC) letter, dated 10 June 1994, subject: Predata Call Workshop 
(BRAC9SLOO7). 

2. At enclosure 1 is our agenda for the workshop scheduled via referenced letter. At enclosure 2 
is the draft data call which will be reviewed in detad at the workshop. 

3. Please review the draft data call and be prepared to discuss your concerns and questions at the 
workshop. If time allows, it may be appropriate to discuss any concerns or questions with the 
applicable BRAC Team point of contact via telephone before the workshop. This may allow for 
clarification/resolution of the issue before the workshop or give our point of contact time to 
prepare to address the issue at the workshop. 

4. Other comments: 

a. Nondisclosure statements, accomplished per BRAC95L003, must be provided at or before 
the workshop for those planning to attend. 

b. At enclosure 3 is an updated point of contacts list. 

c. Dress is casual for the workshop. 

d. Administrative phone numbers at the workshop will be 703-756-2912/2933, fax number is 
703-756-46 14. 

3 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURES (BRAC) 95 
PREDATA CALL WORKSHOP 

AGENDA 

ARLINGTON/FAlRFAX BALLROOM 

28 JUNE 1994 

Opening Remarks - Mr. Thurber 

General Guidance - Ms. McManamay 

Audit Process - Mr. Coleman 

DoDIG Process Review - Ms. Weaver 

Break 

Civilian Personnel, Community Information, Tenants, Services Received 
Rendered - Mr. Green 

Lunch 

Labor Management Relations - Ms. CavilieerMr. Green 

Military Personnel - Lt Col Nickliin 

Facilities - Mr. Davis 

Break 

Financial - Mr. Francisco 

Environmental - Mr. Lillo 

Closing Remarks - Ms. McManamay 

Social (outside of Ballroom) 



29 JUNE 1994 
BREAKOUT SESSIONS 

*DISTRIBUTION (Arlington Ballroom) 

0800 - 1000 Mr. Green 
1300 - 1500 Mr. Davis 

*ICPs/DLSC/DRMS(Fairfax Ballroom) 

0800 - 1000 Mi. Davis 
1000 - 1 100 Mr. Francisco 
1300 - 1500 Mr. Green 
1500 - 1700 DLSCIDRMS Mission 

*DCMDs(Lee Room) 

1000 - 1200 Mr. Green 
A' 1400 - 1600 Mr. Francisco 

*DSAC/DAASC(Jackson Room) 

***0800 - 1000 Mr. Francisco 
***lo00 - 1200 Mr. Davis 

1500 - 1700 Mr. Green 

* Open time between 0800 - 1700 will be used to discuss mission questions. 

** BRAC Team personnel will meet subsequent to the 1700 workshop adjournment. 

*** DLSCDRMS should meet in the Jackson Room for the 0800 session with Mr. Francisco and 
1000 session with Mr. Davis. 



30 JUNE 1994 
BREAKOUT SESSIONS 

DISTRlBUTION(Arlingnton Ballroom) 

0800 - 1000 Mr. Francisco 

ICPs/DLSC/DRMS(Fairfax Ballroom) 

* 

DCMDs(Lee Room) 

0800 - 1000 Mr. Davis 

DSAC/DAASC(Jackson Room) 

* 

**WORKSHOP SESSION 

1030 - 1200 Summary - Ms. McManarnay 

* Open time between 0800 - 1000 will be used to discuss mission questions. 

* * In ArlingtionlFairfax Room 



C ~ E T I ~ u r N  

D E F E N S E  LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS d 

C A M E R O N  STAT ION 
9 

ALEXANDRIA,  V IRGIN IA  22304-6 100 3 
% 

r8 JUL 1991 %+, ,..'" 
I& HEPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAkT (BRAC) CLOSE HOLD S: 15 September 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(Less: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1. The BRAC 95 data collection request, reflecting discussions at the pre-data call workshop on 
28-30 June 1994, is at enclosure I.  These data requirements are designed to provide information 
that will assist in assessing realignment and closure options for the DLA BRAC candidate 
activities in the BRAC 95 process. Nothing in the questionnaire is designed or should be 
construed to bias one activity over another. 

2. \ m e  comprehensive instructions are contained in the body of the enclosure, please pay 
special attention to the following: 

,: i? 

.= : - *.'h 4- 

4, 

a. Certification of all data by the activity Commander is required. The certification statement 
provided in BRAC95L002 and BRAC95L003 is mandatory. 

b. General instructions for compiling the data call are in Part I of the questionnaire. Specific 
instructions are contained in each of the other Parts. 

c. If you request your subordinate activities to collect data, please provide them with a copy 
of this package. This will help eliminate confusion, unnecessary calls for clarification, and delays. 
Lnquiries about specific Parts of the data call should be addressed to the members of the HQ DLA 
BRAC Core Working Group identified in the data call. 

d. Reproducible hard copy (and diskettes, where appropriate) responses to this data call must 
be received by this Headquarters, CAAJ(BRAC), by 15 September 1994. There will be no 
exqensions. However, we do realize that some Distribution Depots will not be able to respond 
hlly to portions of Part IV and V by that time. 

e. Every effort should be made to ensure the data submitted on 15 September 1994 is correct 
Modifications should only be made if there is a significant variance between estimated and actual 
year-end data. Significant variation will be defined on a case-by-case basis. Absolutely no 
modifications will be accepted after 3 1 October 1995. 

CLOSE HOLD 



CAAJ (BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 
SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009) 

f. Answer all questions,. If a question is not applicable to your activity, write "not applicable" 
after that number. Do no leave out a number, or renumber the responses. 

3. While every effort has been made to develop a comprehensible set of data requirements, the 
process may require issuance of supplemental data calls in selected areas. We will try to avoid 
this to the maximum extent practicable. 

4. I am sure you are aware of the extreme importance and sensitivity of this process. 

a. All BRAC-related data is "Close Hold", and should be so marked. Although "Close 
Hold" is not an official classification, all BRAC-related documents, working papers, and computer 
disks should be safeguarded, stored, and destroyed as if they were For Official Use Only 
information until after the Secretary of Defense's recommendations are forwarded to the 
President's Commission on 1 March 1995. Access to and involvement with the BRAC data 
collection process should be strictly on a "need-to-know" basis. Each individual involved in the 4 - -.. data collection process must sign a Nondisclosu~e Statement. Due to the sensitivity of the 
process, your BRAC Team should be provided a separate work area(s) which can be secured 
from unauthorized access both during and after normal duty hours. 

b. The magnitude of the effort that will be required to respond to this letter cannot be 
underestimated. While the amount of data required is voluminous, each piece is absolutely 
essential to this analysis. Sufficient resources must be dedicated to the data collection process. 
We would anticipate several individuals being needed on a hll-time basis to assure your response 
is thorough, timely, and accurate. The staff of the HQ DLA BRAC Core Working Group is 
available to provide guidance and on-site assistance, as necessary. 

5. I ask that you give this your personal support and attention. 

1 Encl 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



DEFENSE LOGlSTiCS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 
Or;. +@' 

S: 30 September 1994 " ff ' 
IN REPLY 

R TO CAAJ(BRAC) 
CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call 
(BRAC95LO9A) 

TO: Commanders DLA Inventory Control Points 
(Less: DESC) 

1. Reference: CM(BRAC) letter of 8 July 1994, subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
(I3RAC) 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. A supplemental data collection request pertaining to Part V - Inventory Control Point (ICP) 
Data Call Questions is at enclosure 1. Questions V.6 through V10 replace questions V.6 
through V10 of the reference. Questions V17 through V22 are additions to the questions in 
Part V of the reference. 

3 .  Due to the timing of this supplemental request, response to Part V of the data call will not be 
due until 30 September 1994. Response to all other Parts of the data call must be received at 
Headquarters by 15 September 1994. Reproducible hard copy of your responses to Part V 
questions must be certified by the activity Commander. 

1 Encl -CATHY 
~ e $ t ~  Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

CLOSE HOLD 



PART V: ICP DATA CALL QUESTIONS 
(SUPPLEMENTAL) 

Questions V6 through V10 replace similarly numbered questions in the original Data Call 
(BRAC95L009). Questions V17 through V23 are new, additional questions. 

V.6 List by Federal Supply Class the number of items managed at your ICP in the following 
categories as of 30 September 1994. 

V.6.a Stocked 
V.6.a(l) Active (items with at least one requisition in the last 365 days) 

V.6.a(l)(a) Active items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential 
Reutiliization Stock 

V. 6 .  a(2) Inactive 
V.6.a(2)(a) Inactive items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential 
Reutilization Stock 

V.6.b Non-Stocked but centrally procured 
V.6.b(l) Active 

V.6.b(l)(a) Active items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential 
Reutilization Stock 

V.6.b(2) Inactive 
V.6.b(2)(a) Inactive items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential 
Reutilization Stock 

V.6.c Non-Stocked but locally procured 
V.6.c(l) Number of Items 

V.6.c(l)(a) Items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential 
Reutilization 

Source of Data: Justifjr source 

V.7 List by Federal Supply Class the total dollar value of the inventory managed at your ICP in 
the following categories as of 30 September 1994. 

V.7.a Acquisition Cost 
V.7.a(l) Stocked - Active 
V.7.a(2) Stocked - Inactive 
V.7.a(3) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 
V.7.a(4) Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

CLOSE HOLD 



V. 10. List by Federal Supply Class the total dollar value and number of contracts awarded at 
) your ICP in the following categories during FY 94 estimated through 30 September 1994. 

V. 1O.a Manual Large Contract Awards (include the placement of Long-Term 
Contracts) 
V. lO.a(l) Stocked 
V. lO.a(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1O.b Manual Small Contract Awards (include SASP Phase 11) 
V. lO.b(l) Stocked 
V. 1 O.b(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1O.c Automated Small Contract Awards (include COPAD) 
V. lO.c(l) Stocked 
V. 1 O.c(2) Non- Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1 O.d Delivery Orders, 
V. 1 O.d(l) Stocked 
V. 1 O.d(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1O.e Cancellations and Terminations by Reason Code 
V. lO.e(l) Stocked 
V. 1 O.e(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1 O.f Modifications 
V. lO.f(l) Stocked 
V. 1042) Non-stocked Centrally Procured 

Source of Data: Justifjl source 

V. 17. List by Federal Supply Class the number technical actions generated by, or received at, 
your ICP in the following categories during FY 94 estimated through 30 September 1994. 

V. 17.a Referrals to Technical (3 53) 

V. 17.b Missing Data Work Lists (MDWLs) 

V. 17. c New Supply Support Requests (S SRs) 

Source of Data: Justify source 

3 

CLOSE HOLD 



V. 18. List by Federal Supply Class the number of quality actions received by your ICP in the 
) following categories during FY 94 estimated through 30 September 1994. 

V. 18.a Reports of Discrepancy 
V. 1 S.a(l) Distribution Depot Responsibility 
V. 18.a(2) ICP Responsibility 

V. 18. b Quality Deficiency Reports 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V. 19 List by Federal Supp!y Class the number inventory management actions generated by your 
ICP in the following categories during FY 94 estimated through 30 September 1994. 

V. 19.a Supply Control Studies by "reason for study" code 

V. 19.b Disposal Reviews 

V. 19.c Contract Termination Reviews 

V. 19.d Non-NSNs converted to NSNs 

V. 19.e Other Manual Actions 
V. 19.e(l) Requisitions that failed edit and validation 
V. 19.e(2) Reports of Excess (FTE) 

Source of Data: Justif) source 

V.20 List by Federal Supply Class the number of fbll time paid equivalents and total labor 
dollars expended in Direct Labor (interested in having it broken out by Procurement, Technical 
and Item Management if at all possible) by your ICP during FY 94 estimated through 
30 September 1994. 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V.21 List by Federal Supply Class the number of fit11 time paid equivalents and total labor 
dollars expended in Indirect Labor support (interested in having it broken out by major elements 
of the Integrated Product Units if at all possible) by your ICP during FY 94 estimated through 
30 September 1994. 

.! Source of Data: Justif) source 

4 

CLOSE HOLD 



V.22. What are the number of hll time paid equivalents and total labor dollars expended by 
your ICP in performing General and Administrative hnctions during FY 94 estimated through 
30 September 1994. 

Source of Data: Justlfy source 

V.23 Place each FSC managed by your ICP into one of the following classifications. Also 
indicate for each FSC the percentage of items that are Weapon System coded and the 
percentage that are not weapon system coded. 

V.23.a Troop Support 

V.23.b General Support 

V.23 .c Hardware 

5 

CLOSE HOLD 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. V I R G I N I A  22304-6 100 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L09B) 

TO: Administrator 
Defense Automatic Addressing Systems Center 

1. Reference: General Order No. 43-94, 2 August 1994, establishing the DLA Systems Design Center 
@SDC) as a Primary Level Field Activity under the management, direction, and control of the Executive 
Director for Information Services (CAN). 

2. Pursuant to the above reference and effective 14 Aug 94, the Defense Automatic Addressing System 
Center (DAASC) was hsestablished and its missions, objectives, and resources transferred, in place to 
DSDC. 

3. Due to this organizational realignment, you are requested to provide your response to the BRAC 95 
Data Call to DSDC BRAC Office by 12 Sep 94. This &la call is still due to HQ DLA on 15 Sep 94. In 
addition to your original DAASC Data Call, the following supplemental data call questions should be 
answered by 30 Sep 94 and forwarded to the DSDC BRAC Office, Columbus, OH: 

a. Commercial standard for size of an information system is determined by function points. Provide 
for each AIS a calculated function point analysis. Methodology will be provided by the DSDC BRAC 
Office, who will be in contact with you. 

b. List specific knowledge, skills, and abilities required to do your mission (functional, technical, 
customers, etc.). 

c. What functions of the DAASC mission could be contracted? 

d. Assess impact, advantages, or disadvantages on customer if the functions (paragraph c above) were 
contracted out. 

e. Do you have written I;lans to support surge capabilities for natural disaster, emergency, 
contingency, and wartime operations? Lf yes, what are they? 

f. What is the production capacity of your production mainframes? Include both the Dayton machlne 
and the Tracy machine. Use FY 94 for your computations (actual data through the present date, plus your 
best projection through the end of Sep 94). Request your measurements mirror the DoD measures; i.e., 
DASD Storage. CPU hours, MIPS, etc. 

g. How much excess processing capacity do you have, if any? 

h. Divide your labor and nonlabor costs for DAASC into your operations component and your design 
component, by site. Prorate your General and Administrative (G&A) costs to the two components, based 
on percentage of total cost for each. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 I - SfL 1994 

) SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L09B) 

4. Any questions should be directed to the DSDC BRAC Chief, Mr. Jim LaVanchy, DSN 850-9329, or to 
the DLA BRAC point of contact, Ms. Gloria Millen, DSN 284-637 1. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC i /  

cc: DSDC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (I3RAC) 95 Supplemental Data CAI (BRAC9SL09C) 

TO: Commander 
DLA Systems Design Center 

1. Reference: General Order No. 43-94,2 August 1994, which established the DLA Systems Design 
Center (DSDC) as a Pnmary Level Field Activity under the management, direction, and control of the 
Executive Director for Information Services (CAN). 

2. Pursuant to the above reference and effective 14 Aug 94, the following actions resulted: 

a. The Defense Automatic Addnssing System Center OAASC) and the DLA Systems Automation 
Center @SAC) were disestablished and their missions, objectives, and resources were transferrod in 
place, to the DSDC. 

b. The Central Design Activity mission, objectives, and resources of the DLA Admhktrative Support 
Center (DASC), the Defense Fud Supply Center (DFSC), and the Defense Loptics Services Center 
(DLSC) were transferred, in place, to thc DSDC. 

3. Request that your BRAC Office collect the information nuxsary for completion of the BRAC 95 Data 
Call from DASC. DFSC, and DLSC in order to portray a complete Witary Value assessment for DSDC. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO 

cAAJ(BRAC) 

S: 30 September 1994 
CLOSE HOLD 2 0 SE? 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call Part V (BRAC95L009D) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Inventory Control Points 
(LESS: DESC) 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 10 Aug 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L009A). 

b. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 8 Jul94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data 
Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. Disregard the instructions provided in reference la; respond to all of the questions referenced 
in Part V (enclosed) of referenced lb. 

3 .  Provide applicable information to this office no later than 30 Sep 94. Your point of contact is 
Mr. Ward Ceaser, DSN: 284-7 146. 

1 Encl 
Team Chief 1 
DLA BRAC 



PART V: ICP DATA CALL QUESTIONS 

Points of Contact: Mr. Ward Ceaser 
HQ DLA 
ATTN: CAAJPRAC) 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6 100 

Phone: DSN 284 - 7146 
Commercial 703 - 274 - 7 146 

Fax: DSN 284 - 3966 
Commercial 703 - 274 - 3966 



V. ICP DATA CALL OUESTIONS 

V.1. Does any other DOD activity perform the same or similar mission as your activity? 

Source of Data: There is no definite source; qualify your response. 

V.2. What percentage of your total business is represented by non-DOD customer support? 

Source of Data: J u w  source. 

V.3. What percentage of your workForce @aid equivalent) performs support for non-DOD 
customers? 

Source of Data: J u W  source. 

V.4. Do any field activities or other entities (based on support agreements) report directly to your 
activity? 

Source of Data: Just@ source. 

V.5. If the answer to Question # V.4 is yes; what percentage of your workforce @aid equivalent) 
directly supports these field activities? 

Source of Data: Justify source. 

V.6. How many items are managed at your ICP in the following categories (as of 30 Sep 94)? 
Reference Note # 1. 

V.6.a. Active (stocked items with at least 1 requisition in the last 365 days). 

V.6.b. Inactive 

Source of Data: Justify source. 

V.7. What is the total dollar value of the inventory managed at your ICP in the following 
categories (as of 30 Sep 94)? Reference Note # 1. 

V.7.a. Acquisition cost. 

V.7.a.(l) Active. 

V.7.a.(2) Inactive. 



V.7.b. Standard cost. 

V.7.b.(l) Active 

V.7.c. Revalued cost. 

V.7.c.(1) Active 

V.7.c(2) Inactive 

Source of Data: Justify source. 

V.8. What is the total business volume to all customers as 30 Sep 94? Reference Note # 1. 

V.8.a Dollar value of sales? 

V.8.b. The number of requisitions? 

Source of Data: Jusbfy source. 

V.9. How many purchase requests were generated at your ICP as of 30 Sep 94? Reference Note 
# 1. 

Source of Data: J u m  source. 

V.lO. What is the total dollar value and number of the contracts awarded at your ICP as of 30 
Sep 94? Reference Note # 1. 

Source of Data: Just@ source. 

V.ll. Identifjl unique missions (other that item management) which are assigned to your activity 
and specify the worHorce @aid equivalent) involved in accomplishing each mission 
(excludes Inter-Service Support Agreements). 

Source of Data: JustifL source. 

V.12. Do you have written plans to support surge capabilities for natural disaster, emergency, 
contingency, and wartime operations? If yes; What are they? 

Source of Data: Justifjr source. 
v-2 



) V.13. How much additional related mission responsibilities to support customers can be provided 
without additional personnel andlor infrastructure? 

Source of Data: Justfy source. 

V.14. How many weapon systems are registered in the Weapon System Support Program 
(WSSP) at your activity? (Not applicable to the Defense Fuel Supply Center) 

Source of Data: Justifjr source. 

V.15. How many National Stock Numbers (NSNs)/item, registered in the WSSP, are managed 
by your activity? (Not applicable to the Defense Fuel Supply Center) 

Source of Data: Justrfy source. 

V.16. How many NSNs/items; managed at your activity are considered to be war stoppers? 

Source of Data: JuTustrfL source. 

NOTE # 1: Use your actual data as of 30 Jun 94 as a baseline to project the 30 Sep 94 total. 

NOTE # 2: Defense Personnel Support Center- respond by commodity where applicable. 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
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 IRGIN IA  22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO 

CAAJ (BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 
S: SEE PARA 2 
2 In SEP 9(194 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call 
(BRAC95 L009E) 

TO: Commander, DLA Inventory Points 
(LESS: DESC) 

1. Reference: CAAJ (BRAC) letter, 10 Aug 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L09A). 

2. The enclosed questions are amended versions of the supplemental questionaire provided to you in the 
referenced letter (BRAC 95L09A). Disregard the instructions provided in the referenced letter and respond 
to the enclosed questions accordingly. The Defense Logistics Agency Operational Research Office 
(DORO), has agreed to assist you in the compilation of required data where indicated; otherwise you are 
responsible for providing answers to the questions. Thus, the following information is required from you 
whlch will give DORO access to the applicable files: 

a. Your file and record layout (applicable to the stratification tape), no later than 28 Sep 94. 

b. Authorization to access and utilize your latest stratification tapes, no later than 28 Sep 94. 

c. Authorization to access and utilize your stratification tapes for the month of Sep 94, no later than 
10 Oct 94. 

3. Provide the requested information to DORO and notification to CAkl (BRAC) that the information has 
been provided. Your point of contact at DORO is Mr. Tom Lanagan, DSN 695-4918 or Commercial 
(804) 279-49 18. 

4. After the extraction and compilation of the applicable data by DORO, a product m~ill be provided to you 
for review and certification by 23 Oct 94. Your suspense for submitting the certification of data from 
DORO in conjunction with data collected at your center to this office is 3 1 Oct 94. Your point of contact 
at this office is Mr. Ward Ceaser, DSN 284-7146. 

1 Encl 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 

CC : 
: DORO (T. Lanagan) 
. j' 

MMSX (CAPT Moore) 



1200 20 September 1994 

Supplemental Data Call for the Inventory Control Points 
REVISIONS 

V.6 List by Federal Supply Class the number of items managed at your ICP in the following 
categories as of 30 September 1994. 

V.6.a Stocked 
V.6.a(l) Number of active Items (items with at least 1 requisition in the last 365 days) 

V.6.a(2) Number of inactive Items 

V.6.a(3) Number of items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential Reutilization 
Stock. Activities will provide copies of their September 1994 stratification tapes to DORO. 
With the exception of subsistence items, DORO will use these tapes in conjunction with the 
central historical data base to provide the data in this area. The results will be sent back to 
the respective activities for their review and certification. Data for subsistence items will be 
provided directly from DPSC . 

V.6. b Non-Stocked but centrally procured 
V. 6. b(1) Number of active items 

V.6.b(2) Number of inactive 

V.6.b(3) Number of items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential Reutilization 
Stock. Activities will provide copies of their September 1994 stratification tapes to DORO. 
With the exception of subsistence items, DORO will use these tapes in conjunction with the 
central historical data base to provide the data in this area. The results will be sent back to 
the respective activities for their review and certification. Data for subsistence items will be 
provided directly from DPSC. 

V. 6 .c Nan-Stocked but locally procured 
V.6.c(l) Number of Items 

V.6.c(2) Items with Economic Retention Stock and Potential Reutilization. Activities 
will provide copies of their September 1994 stratification tapes to DORO. With the 

exception of subsistence items, DORO will use these tapes in conjunction with the central 
historical data base to provide the data in this area. The results will be sent back to the 
respective activities for their review and certification. Data for subsistence items will be 
provided directly from DPSC. 



V.6.d Stocked Non-NSN 

) V.6.d(l) Number of Items 

V.6.e Non- Stocked Non-NSN 
V.6.e(l) Number of Items 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V.7 List by Federal Supply Class the total dollar value of the inventory managed at your ICP 
in the following categories as of 30 September 1994. With the exception of subsistence data 
which DPSC will provide directly, DORO will produce the information for subparagraph 
V.7.a from the central historical data base and forward it to the cognizant activities for review 
and certification. Activities will individually provide the data requested in subparagraph 
V.7.b. 

V.7 .a DLA owned and DLA managed materiel 

V.7.a(l) Acquisition Cost 
V.7.a(l)(a) Stocked - Active 
V.7 .a(l)(b) Stocked - Inactive 
V .7 .a(l)(c) Non-Stocked Cen~rally Procured 
V.7 .a(l)(d) Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

V.7.a(2) Standard Cost (DORO will use the September 1994 stratification tapes to 
produce this information). 

V.7.a(2)(a) Active - Stocked 
V.7.a(2)(b) Inactive - Stocked 
V. 7. a(2)(c) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 
V. 7. a(2)(d) Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

V.7.a(3) Revalued Cost 
V.7.a(3)(a) Active - Stocked 
V. 7. a(3)(b) Inactive - Stocked 
V.7 .a(3)(c) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 
V. 7 .a(3)(d) Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

V .7. b Serviced owned DLA managed materiel 
V.7.b(l) Active - Stocked 
V.7 .b(2) Inactive - Stocked 
V. 7. b(3) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 
V .7. b(4) Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

Source of Data: Justify source 



' V.8 List by Federal Supply Class the total business volume to all customers as of 30 
September 1994. 

V. 8.a Dollar value of sales 
V.8.a(l) Stocked NSNs 
V.8.a(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured NSNs 
V. 8. a(3) Non-Stocked Locally Procured (Decentralized non-catalog sales) NSNs 
V. 8. a(4) Stocked Non-NSNs 
V. 8. a(5) Non-Stocked Non-NSNs 

V.8.b The number of requisitions. With the exception of subsistence data which DPSC 
will provide directly, DORO will produce the information for subparagraphs V.8.b(l) 
through V. 8 .b(3) from the central historical data base and forward it to the cognizant 
activities for review and certification. 

V.8.b(l) Stocked 
V. 8. b(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 
V. 8. b(3) Non-Stocked Locally Procured 

Source of Data: Justify source 

&$: V.9 List by Federal Supply Class the number of purchase requests generated at your ICP in 

- 3 the following categories as of 30 September 1994. With the exception of subsistence data 
which DPSC will provide directly, DORO will produce the information for subparagraphs 
V.9.a and V.9.b from the central historical data base and forward it to the cognizant activities 
for review and certification. 

V.9.a Large Purchase Requests (greater than or equal to $25,000) QUESTION V.9 
V.g.a(l) Stocked a 
V.9. a(3) Stocked Direct Vendor Delivery DELETED 
V .9.a(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured IAr ITS 

ENTIRETY 
V .9. b Small Purchase Requests 

V.g.b(l) Stocked 
V. 9. b(3) Stocked Direct Vendor Delivery 
V. 9. b(2) Non-S tocked Centrally Procured 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V. 10. List by Federal Supply Class the total dollar value and number of contracts awarded at 
your ICP in the following categories as of 30 September 1994. With the exception of 
subsistence data which DPSC will provide directly, DORO will produce the information for 
subparagraphs V. 10. a through V. 10. f from the central historical data base and forward it to 

i the cognizant activities for review and certification. Further, due to the uncertainty regarding 



the availability of contract modification workload data, DORO will also provide the logic they 

,) 
used to extract it for activity review and certification. 

V. 1O.a Manual Large Contract Awards (include the placement of Long Term Contracts) 
V. lO.a(l) Stocked 
V. lO.a(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1O.b Manual Small Contract Awards (include SASP Phase 11) 
V. lO.b(l) Stocked 
V. 10. b(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1O.c Automated Small Contract Awards (include COPAD) 
V. lO.c(l) Stocked 
V. lO.c(2) Non- Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 10. d Delivery Orders 
V. lO.d(l) Stocked 
V. lO.d(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

V. 1O.e Cancellations and Terminations by Reason Code 
V. lO.e(l) Stocked 
V. 10. e(2) Non-Stocked Centrally Procured 

-, .. , V. 1O.f Modifications 
V.lO.f(l) Stocked 
V. 10. f(2) Non-stocked Centrally Procured 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V. 17. Hardware Inventory Control Points list by Federal Supply Class the number technical 
actions generated by, or received at, your activity in the following categories as of 30 
September 1994. Due to the difference in the technical workload mix and supporting systems, 
DPSC is only required to provide this data at the "commodity" level (subsistence, medical, 
and clothing and textile) 

V. 17. a Technical support 
V. 17 .a. (1) Technical Support Actions for Procurement 
V. 17. a. (2) Technical Support Actions for Supply 
V. 17 .a.(3) Value Engineering Studies 

V.17.b Missing Data Work Lists (MDWLs) 

V. 17.c New Supply SupportISpecial Program Requests (SSRs and SPRs) 



Source of Data: Justify source 

V.18. List by Federal Supply Class the number of quality actions received by your ICP 
in the following categories as of 30 September 1994. With the exception of subsistence 
data which DPSC will provide directly, DORO will produce the information for 
subparagraphs V.18.a and V.18.b from the CDCS data base and forward it to the 
cognizant activities for review and certification. 

V. 18. a Reports of Discrepancy 
V. 18 .a(l) Distribution Depot Responsibility 
V. 18.a(2) ICP Responsibility 

V. 18 .b Quality Deficiency Reports 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V. 19 List by Federal Supply Class the number inventory management actions generated by 
your ICP in the following categories as of 30 September 1994. 

V. 19 .a Supply Control Studies by "reason for study" code 

V. 19.b Disposal Reviews 

V. 19.c Contract Termination Reviews 

V. 19.d Non-NSNs converted to NSNs 

V. 19.e Other Manual Actions 
V. 19.e(l) Requisitions that failed edit and validation 
V. 19.e(2) Reports of Excess (FTEs) 

V.19.f Procurement Cycle Period (PCP) (Note: DORO to produce information) 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V.20 List by Federal Supply Class the end strength number and total labor dollars expended 
in Direct Labor by your ICP during FY 1994 estimated through 30 September 1994 and 
consistent with the BRAC Data Call, Part 11. 

I 



Source of Data: Justify source 

j 
V.21 List by Federal Supply Class the end strength number and total labor dollars expended 
in Indirect Labor support by your ICP during FY 1994 estimated through 30 September 1994 
and consistent with the BRAC Data Call, Part 11. 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V.22. What are the end strength number and total labor dollars expended by your ICP in 
performing General and Administrative functions during FY 1994 estimated through 30 
September 1994 and consistent with the BRAC Data Call, Part 11. 

Source of Data: Justify source 

V.23 Place each FSC managed by your ICP into one of the following classifications. Also 
indicate for each FSC the percentage of items that are Weapon System coded and the 
percentage that are not weapon system coded. 

QUESTION V.23 IS DELETED IN 
V.23 .a Troop Support ITS ENTIRETY 

: ??*- . - * .-*< 3 
V.23. b General Support 

V.23 .c Hardware 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAAJ(BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 2 4 SE^r 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call Part V (BRAC95L009F) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Inventory Control Points (ICPs) 
(LESS: DESC) 

1. Reference: CAM (BRAC) letter 30 Sep 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) 95 Data Call Part V (BRAC95L009D). 

2. The intent of question V6 was to identify all items which your ICP manages. Therefore, the 
definition of active items in the reference should read: Items with at least 1 requsition in the last 
2 years. Items not included in V6a should be included in V6b. Do not use the definition of 
inactive national stock numbers in DoD 4140.1-R in responding to question V6b. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

C A M E R O N  STAT ION 
ALEXANDRIA,  V IRGIN IA  22304-61 00 

".., '2 
Q r ~ t ~ T  "L otF 

6Q.T !;y y-7:; 
i4:: ..*, -*. 

CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call and Financial 
Information (BRAC95L009G) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Inventory Control Points 
(LESS: DESC) 

1. Reference is made to CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 22 Sep 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call (BRACL009E). 

2. Your suspense for submitting the certification of data from the Defense Logistics Agency 
Operations Research Office in conjunction with data collected at your center to this office is 
extended to 4 Nov 94. Your point of contact for this issue is Mr. Ward Ceaser, DSN 284-7146. 

3. The end of year data fiom the Management Analysis and Statistical System (MASS) is on the 
&! -. enclosed disk. This should be compared to your original submission and the criteria in - - 

BRAC95L018. You are not required to resubmit if the data meets the criteria of BRAC95L018. 
This is just a benchmark fiom which you can make a decision. Your point of contact for this issue 
is Mr. Jack Francisco, DSN 284-7 146. 

1 Encl 
' T'& Chief 

DLA BRAC 

cc: 
MMSX (CAPT Moore) 



IN REPLY 

REFER TO 

CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STAT ION 
ALEXANDRIA,  V IRGIN IA  22304-6 100 

S :  14 Nov 94 
CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call 
(BRAC95LOO9H) 

TO: Commander, DRMS 

1. Reference is made to CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 8 Jul 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009), Part V (DRMS Operations (East and West) Data Call 
Questions). 

2. The enclosed questions are supplemental to the questionnaire provided to you in the 
referenced letter. Provide your responses to this office not later than 14 Nov 94. Your point of 
contact is Mr. Ward Ceaser, DSN 284-7146. 

1 Encl 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



V. DRMS OPERATTONS (EAST & WEST) 

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA CALL QUESTIONS 

V.9. Do you have written plans to support surge capabilities for natural disaster, emergency, 
contingency, and wartime operations? If yes, what are they? 

Source of Data: JustifL source. 

V. 10. How many additional related mission responsibilities to support customers can be 
provided without additional personnel and/or infrastructure? 

Source of Data: DAISYJDBMS. 



IN REPLY 

REFERTO 

CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE HOLD 
S: 14 Nov 94 

3 - KOV 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L0091) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Inventory Control Points 
(LESS: DESC) 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 8 Jul94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data 
Call (BRAC95L009), Part V. 

b. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 22 Sep 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L009E). 

2. The enclosed questions are supplemental to the questionnaires provided to you in the 
referenced letters. Provide your responses to this ofice not later than 14 Nov 94. Your point of 
contact is Mr. Ward Ceaser, DSN 284-7146. 

1 Encl 
</% . V.McM AMA f*- 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

u 



V. ICP SUPPLEMENTAL DATA CALL QUESTIONS 

V.24. Is the mission essential to DoD? 

Source of Data: JustifL source. 

V.25. Does the location of your facility provide ready access to major transportation modes (air, 
bus, and train)? 

Source of Data: JustifL source. 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

R E F E R  To CAAJ(BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L009J) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Inventory Control Points 
(LESS: DESC and DFSC) 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(E3RAC) letter, 10 Aug 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Supplemental Data Call (l3RAC95L009A). 

b. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 22 Sep 94, subject: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Supplemental Data Call (BRAC95L009E). 

2. A supplemental data call was forwarded to you by the above references. DORO was charged 
to provide you data to assist you in answering many of these questions. We understand that this 
data has been received by each of you and that none of you are comfortable with the DORO data. 
Therefore, we suggest you develop responses for this data call using your data and your own in- 
house methodology in accordance with the following schedule: 

Provide your certified responses to questions V20, V21, and V22 (reference lb) to CAAI(BRAC) 
no later than 28 Nov 94. 

3. For the remaining questions (reference lb); provide your certified respanses to CAAJ(BRAC) 
no later than 12 Dec 94. 

Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 

cc: 
DORO (T. Lanagan) 
MMSX (CAPT Moore) 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STAT ION 
ALEXANDRIA.  V IRGIN IA  22304-6100 

l N  CAAJ(BRAC) 
REFER TO 

0 3  A U G  1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95LO 10) 

TO: Conlmanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 

Administrator, DAASC 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, dated 8 Jul 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC9SL009). 

b. CAAJ(l3RAC) letter, dated 23 May 94, subject: BRAC 95 (BRAC95L003). 

2. Corrections/clarifications to reference l a  are noted below: 

a. Paragraph 2e, "3 1 October 1995," should be "3 1 October 1994." 

b. Paragraph 2f. second line, chanse "no" to "not." 

c. Amendments and corrections to Part IV are at enclosure 1. In addition, a printing problem 
has been discovered with the disks provided for responses to Part IV questions. A new disk 
should be provided this week. 

d. Part VII - The example format on page VLI - 2 for responding to the Part \'TI questions 
inadvertently omitted authorized and assigned headers for question WIA3 regarding military 
personnel. If question VIIA3 is applicable, please be sure to modify the format for reporting Part 
VII data correctly. 

e. Clarification to Part VUI questions are noted below: 

(1) VIIIB2 - Public transportation service should be within at least one block of the base. 
Please apply a reasonable interpretation of the term "within one block of the installation." The 
block should not be so long as to require the individual to walk an inordinate distance to the 
installat ion. 



CAAJ CBRAC) PAGE 2 
: SUBJECT: ~ a s e  Realignments and Closures (33RAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L010) 

(2) VIIlG - Two- year colleges which grant Associates Degrees and 4-year colleges and 
universities which grant Bachelor Degrees which are located within the confines of the base 
installation may be identified. Do not include colleges and universities which conduct courses 
within the confines of the installation and do not provide a cumculum at the installation leading to 
the granting of an Associates Degree (2-year college) or a Bachelor's Degree (4-year colleges and 
universities). 

f. Corrections to Part IX questions are noted below: 

(1) RCRA-Section B, page IX-8, question E l 3  lOe*, "contact" should be "contract." 

(2) Natural Resources, Section C, page IX -14, question IXC8a, change "habitat" to "flood 
plain. " 

(3) Natural Resources, Section C, page IX - 16, asterisks should be reflected on questions 
1XC15* and lXClSa(l)*. 

(4) Natural Resources Section C, page IX - 17, questions IXC17b* and TXC17c* should 
read IXC18b* and IXC18c". 

g. Questions concerning Section X, Technology Data Call, should be directed to Mr. Frank 
Krtanjek or Ms. Glenda Turner, on DSN 284-6281. 

h. The methodology to use in responding to question XI. 1 is as follows: To estimate the total 
weight of an activities' mission equipment, the total number of items within the activities' 
inventory should be multiplied by the estimated average identified below. Support equipment 
(such as furniture, office equipment, and personal computers), weights should be calculated as a 
coefficient of total staff. Suggested source is EMACsBOSS systems. The combination of both 
results will provide a reasonable estimate of total weight of an activities' equipment inventory. 
For the locations that do not have EMACsLBOSS identifjr your methodology for identimg the 
number of items. The estimates and applications are: 

Type of Activity Mission Equiv Support E q u i ~  

Host Activity: 5.38T x EMACS Inventory .35 Tons x Staff 

Tenant Activity 3.3 1T x EMACS Inventory .35 Tons x Staff 

Questions should be directed to Mr. Bob Bourassa or Mr. Tim Chase of the DLA BRAC Team. 



, CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 3 
1 SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BUC)  95 Information (BRAC95L010) 

3. To enhance the communication process and provide for documentation within the DLA BRAC 
Team, we generate a record of significant telephone conversations with PLFA BRAC personnel. 
To hrther our communications with your staff we will periodically provide a copy of these 
records of conversations to your primary BRAC point of contact. We recommend that you share 
this information at your activity. 

4. Please be sure that all nondisclosure statements have been provided to this Headquarters. All 
should have been received by 30 Jun 93, per reference lb. However we continue to receive calls 
from individuals for whom we have no nondisclosure statements. 

5. Continue to provide us changes to your activity's BRAC point of contact/telephone 
number as often as necessary. 

6. Procedures for dealing with BRAC 95 CLOSE HOLD information are provided at enclosure 

2 Encl 



BRAC 95 Data Call 

Part IV Amendments and corrcctions 

1. For ICP's, Depots (Stand alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters : Attacl~ment 1 provides 
Page IV-29 "Definitions." This page was omitted from the original data call package. 

2. For ICP's, Depots (Stand alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters : Pages IV-i to IV-vii, 
" O v e ~ e w "  of the Automated Facilities Data Call of the origi~lal data call, This page has been superseded 
by tl:e "Part IV - Automated Users Guide" which provided wit11 the floppy disks. 

3. For ICP's, Depots (Stand aloile and Collocated) and Region Headquarters : Attachment 2 provides a 
surnxnary of the automated data screens and the scope of what tl~cy pcrtain to relative to buildings or 
facilities. 

4. For Collocated Depots: Attachment 3 is a new page opening page (precedes page IV-1). This corrects 
the reproduction errors on the original data call. 

5. For Collocated and Skvld Alone Depots: There are no pages IV-21 through IV-26. 



Net useable special space: Space which because of architectural features or the installation of 
fixed (built-in) equipment and special utilities, is adapted for special use. Included as labo- 
ratory and clinic areas, darkrooms, private toilets, gymnasiums, target ranges, security vaults, 
housing quarters, electronic data processing rooms (computer rooms) with special air 
conditioning, warehouse areas, light industrial-type operational with installed equipment, 
conference rooms with built in projection and audio equipment, libraries with fixed stacks, and 
food service areas. (Ref DLAR 5305.2 dtd 20 Oct 86) 

Net useable storage space: Space consisting of concrete, wood block, or unfinished floors, 
bare block or brick interior walls and containing minimal lighting and heating, and unfinished 
ceilings, which does not in its present state provide and environment suitable for an office 
operation. This type includes but is not limited to attics, basements, warehouses, sheds, 
uninlproved ares of loft buildings, unimproved building cores, general storage areas, closets, 
supply rooms, storerooms, file rooms (not finished to office standards) and inside parking. 
(Ref DLAR 5305.2 dtd 20 Oct 86) 

Real property facility: As defined in DLAM4270.1. In summary, a separate and individual 
building, structure, or other real property improvement (open storage, sewer system, road, 
etc.). 

['?.$ Restricted: Restricted for future developrnen t due to environmental constraints (wetlands, 
, , 

-2 
landfills, archeological sites, criticallsensitive habitats (as defined by US Fish and Wildlife 
service and or the state), installation restoration program (IPR), etc.), operational restrictions 
(eg., explosive arcs, ranges) or cultural resources restrictions (historic landmarks, listed in 
National register of historic places, etc.). Identify the reason for the restriction when 
providing the acreage on a separate fact sheet, one page maximum. 

Tenant: An "operating unit" attached to a host or BOS operating unit" for the purpose of 
admi~listrative andlor logistical support. See DLAR 7150.1 for additional clarification. 
Unrestricted: No restrictions on development. 

Automated Users Guide: See the attached users and installation guide. 
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1 . . 

BRAC 95 FACILITIES AUTOMATED SUMMARY 

DATA INPUT REQUIREMENTS BY AUTOMATED SCREEN 

SCREEN APPLICABLE APPLICABLE TO 
NUMBER DESCRIPTION TO ALL BLDGS ALL FACILITIES *? 

? (OPEN STORAGE, ROADS, DlST SYS,ETC.) 

FACILITY INVENTORY ** 

USVSlZUUSER 

YES- 
YES 

R TENANTS, THE FACILITIES WHICH YOU USE. SEE THE DATA CALL FOR A DEFINITION 

' ' MUST BE ADDED FIRST 

*" ONLY FOR BUILDINGS WITH ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE. SEE THE DATA CALL FOR A DEFINITION. 

"" FOR PERMITTED SITES, BE SURE T HE INSTALLATION SYSTEMS LISTED IN THE DATA CALL ARE ADDRESSED 

.*... SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THE ITEMS SHOWN IN THE DATA CALL. 

***.** FOR PERMITTED SITES, ADDRESS THE CAPACITY AND DEMAND FOR THE SYSTEMS LISTED IN THE DATA CALL. 

Page 1 



MANDATORY DATA C A L L  FORMAT FOR RESPONSE - 
1) Provide responses on the 3 . 5  disk in the automated database 
provided on the disk, in addition to hardcopy printouts of the 
databases from the available print options. The only exceptions 
to the automated responses are specifically indicated in the data 
call questionnaire. The mandatory format for the non automated 
portion of the data call questionnaire is a single page 8 1/2 x 
11 hardcopy, titled with the PLFA and SLFA designation, and the 
appropriate number for the question. 

2) All data shall be as of 30 September 1994 .  

3 )  Headquarters DLA BRAC Building and Facilities Representative 
is John Davis, phone ( 7 0 3 )  274-7146,  fax ( 7 0 3 )  274-3966.  

4) Time extensions'will be granted for those portions of the data 
call which are dependant on the PWC report, and the activity has 
not received a copy of the PWC report as of 1 5  September 1 9 9 4 .  



BRAC 95 DATA CALL 
"CLOSE HOLD" PROCEDURES 

I 
A. DEFINITION: BRAC Data Call information is sensitive unclassified, Close Hold 
information which must be withheld from the public until such time as the BRAC 
95 Final Recommendations are approved by OSD. Close Hold Data Call 
information includes: 

1. The BRAC 95 Data Call, responses to data call questions, and the final 
data call submission. 

2. Working papers compiled in a manner as to be clearly identified as 
BRAC 95 Data Call related. 

3. Data contained in BRAC 95 briefing charts, other than BRAC 95 process 
charts. 

B. ACCESS: Material determined to be Close Hold must be safeguarded from 
public disclosure whether i t  is marked or not. Close Hold information may be 
disseminated to DLA personnel when their official BRAC duties require access 
(i.e., need-to-know principal). Any personnel requiring access to BRAC data call 
information must have signed a DLA BRAC 95 Nondisclosure Statement on file 

~ 9 2  
with their BRAC Program Manager. No security clearance is  required for access 
to BRAC Close Hold information. 

-,; 3 
C. MARKING: All BRAC 95 Close Hold data that may be placed in  a location 
visible to unauthorized persons must be marked "Close Hold." Additionally, any 
Close Hold data that is subject to indiscriminate handling or public release must 
be marked "Close Hold." Management officials and supervisory personnel are 
responsible for ensuring that records determined to be Close Hold are marked as 
such when necessary. When marking Close Hold documents, the words "Close 
Hold" must appear at the bottom of the first and back pages and the outside of 
the front and back covers (if any). Additionally, the words "Close Hold" must 
appear at the bottom of each internal page containing Close Hold information. 

D. STORAGE: The following represents the minimum storage requirements for 
Close Hold information: 

1. During Duty Hours. Close Hold records must be placed in a location 
not visible to unauthorized persons if the work area is accessible to them. 
(Unauthorized personnel include anyone who is  not involved in the actual data 
gathering for the portion of the BRAC Data Call being worked on in  the 
accessible area, and anyone who has not signed a BRAC 95 Nondisclosure 
Statement.) When the office is left unattended, Data Call material must be 
placed in  a locked cabinet. Under no circumstances is BRAC Data Call material 
to be left unattended. Close Hold material may be stored in the locked trunk of a 
vehicle during duty hours if i t  is necessary in the conduct of official business and 
impractical to do otherwise (such storage is prohibited during nonduty hours 
unless deemed necessary during the course of a temporary duty assignment). 

LC-\ 2 



BRAC 95 DATA CALL "CLOSE HOLD" PROCEDURES (continued) 

I 2. During Nonduty Hours. Close Hold BRAC 95 data must be kept in  
locked cabinets. Locked buildings or rooms to which unauthorized persons do 
not have access is considered sufficient protection. 

3. Retention at Home. BRAC personnel may take Close Hold material 
home i f  it is necessary as part of their duties and impractical to do otherwise. 
When taken home the Close Hold material must be: 

a. stored in a manner sufficient to preclude access by unauthorized 
persons (e.g., a locked briefcase). 

b. returned to DLA, as it remains DLA property. 

E. TRANSMISSION: 

1. General. Close Hold material may be transmitted via Registered, U.S. 
Postal Express mail or via cleared DLA courier. Close Hold material need not be 
double wrapped for mailing. Return receipts are suggested for Close Hold 
material, and "To Be Opened By Addressee Only" markings on the packaging are 
required. 

&,J: 
: -. , :A. 
+:.::. 3 2. TelephonelTelefax. Care must be taken when discussing Close Hold 

data over the telephone i f  your work area is accessible to unauthorized persons. 
(Unauthorized personnel include anyone who is not involved in the actual data 
gathering for the portion of the BRAC 95 Data Call being worked on in the 
accessible area). Telefax of BRAC 95 Data Call information i s  prohibited. 

F. DESTRUCTION. Destruction of Close Hold material is to be accomplished by 
or in the presence of DLA personnel: 

1. Burning. Burning is  approved for the destruction of Close Hold BRAG 
95 material. 

2. Strip Shredding. Strip shredding can be utilized to destroy Close Hold 
BRAC 95 material (paper products and floppy disksldiskettes only). 

3. Destruction Records. No destruction records are required for Close 
Hold material. 

G. ADP SECURITY. No approval is required to use PC's or word processors to 
process "Close Hold" information. i ow ever. Close Hold information contained 
on floppy disks, diskettes or other removal media requires the same protection 

j as other "Close Hold" material. Close Hold BRAC material should not be 
composed or stored on local area networks (LAN) or computer hard drives. 



BRAC 95 DATA CALL "CLOSE HOLD" PROCEDURES (continued) 

H. VISITOR CONTROL. All individuals who are not BRAC team employees and 
have not signed a BRAC 95 Nondisclosure Statement will be under escort while in 
areas where Data Call materials are accessible. 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

lN R E P ~ Y  CAAJ(BKAC) 
REFER TO 

CLOSE HOLD 91 AUG 1,094 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L011) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Prinlary Level Field Activities (F'LFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, dated 8 Jul 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

b. CAAJ(l3RAC) letter, dated 3 Aug 94, subject: BRAC 95 (BRAC9SL010). 

2. There have been many questions concerning use of the internal control checklist. One 
checklist can be used for multiple questions if the questions are answered by the same person, 
come from the same source, amd use the same methodology. All three criteria must be met. 

3. Please amend question II.C.9 (page 11-15) as follows: BAQ Quarters: Enter the monthly 
Basic Allo~~snce for Quarters for each officer and for each enlisted person, as applicable. If not 
applicable, enter "0. " 

4. Additional clarification to part IV of reference la is enclosed. A third revised disk cotaining 
print form files omitted from some disks previously provided will be sent separately to each 
activity. 

5. For questions VI.A.8 and VI.A.9, contractors that operate on an "on call" basis should be 
ident.ified iS the activity buys ope-half work year (1044 hours) or more of its services. 

6.. Many of the DLA BRAC Team personnel will be TDY to your activities in the next few 
wecks. If you have critical questions that need to be answered by a specific person, do not 
hesitate to advise us so we can contact them and provide you with a timely response. 

1 Encl 
Teap~ Chief 
DLA BRAC 



BRAC 95 Data Call 

Part IV Amendments and corrections - Revision 2 

1. For ICPts, Depots (Stand alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: Question IV.A.2, use the 
automated lookup table (see the Part IV Automated Users Guide) for a listing of "off-post" leased sites. 
The "99999" designation has been expanded to have a unique number for each site. 

2. For all activities: Attachment 1 is a listing of area cost factors. 

3. For ICP's, Depots (Skmd alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: Revised floppy disks were 
nlailed 3 August 1994 to perform the following; 

a. Correct program problems with the Print, Utility, Add Building Component data, Add Facility 
CoddSizeIUse and revised Edit BMAR options. Contact your BRAC POC, followed by the HQ BRAC 
oace,  if you did not receive the disk. 

b. Extract Construction costs from the PWC LRMP automated progranl as indicated in the 
instruction to question IV.A.24 of the original data call. Contact your BRAC POC, followed by the HQ 
BRAC oflice, if you did not receive the disk. 

4. For Collocated and Stand Alone Depots: There are no pages IV-21 through IV-26. 

5. For ICPts, Depots (Stand alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: Question IV.A.25, tlie 
paragraph between question IV.A.25.d and IV.A.25.e 11% a typograpllical error. The third sentence 
should reference the "Rationale" field of question IV.A.25. 

6.  For Collocated Depots : Questions IV.A.26, "ADD Instzllation UtilityAdrastructure" of the Automated 
Facilities Data Call , Enter "N" for the unit of Iileasure for tlie installation systems. 

7. For Depots (Stand alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters : Question IV.A.27.b - IV.A.27.e, 
Delete the word "electric." This word was inadvertently addcd to Uie original data call package. 

8. For ICPts, Depots (Stand alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: Question IV.B.29, substitute 
"and" for tlie word "or" in the paragraph (the fourth or fifth line depending on your data call). 

9. For ICPts, Depots (Stand alone arid Collocated) and Region Headquarters: Question IV.B.38, substitute 
"real property" for the word "property." 



. . 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3000 

MEMORANDUM FOR: SEE DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: Area Cost Factors and Unit Prices for FY 1996-1997 
Department of Defense Facility Construction 

The Tri-Service Committee on Cost Engineering has compiled 
the attached list of area cost factors and unit cost data to be 
used in preparation and review of the FY 1996 and FY 1997 
Military Construction and Family Housing Budgets. FY 1995 costs 
are also provided, and may be used for updating the FY 1995 
program. 

The unit cost data were developed as a result of historical 
bid data and escalated to an assumed award date of April 1, 1996, 
and April 1, 1997 respectively, and an assumed mid-point of - construction of October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997, 
respectively. These costs may be adjusted to reflect economies 
of scale and local conditions as required. This method should 
not be used in lieu of specific cost estimates based on actual 
design and site information.. 

The unit cost data are provided in both square meters and 
square feet. 

Foreign country location factors have not been surveyed. 
They have been adjusted for current exchange rates only. 

ne 
Under Secretary of Defense 

Installations) 

Attachment 

Envtonmental Security -- Defending Our Future 



ALABAMA 
MOBILE 
MONTGOMERY 

(A) ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
(A) FORT MCCELLAN 
(A) FORT RUCKER 
(AF) M W L L  AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) MOBILE AREA 
(A) REDSTONE ARSENAL 

i 

AlASKA 
ANCHORAGE 
FAIRBANKS 

(N) ADAK NAVAL STATION 
(AF) EIELSON AIR FORCE BASE 
(AF) ELMENDORF AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) FORT GREELY 
(A) FORT RICHARDSON 
(A) FORT WAINWRIGHT 
(AF) SHEMYA AIR FORCE BASE 
(AF) CLEAR AFB 

I ARIZONA i FuGSTAFF 

* 

AREA COST FACTOR REPORT 20-Aug-93 
PI' 95-96 

CONUS ACF INDEX ALL LOCATIONS P 1 

TUCSON 1 (AF) DAVIS MONTHAN AIR FORCE BASE 1 

STATE 
- 

(A) 'FORT HUACHUCA 
(AF) LUKE AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) NAVAJO ARMY DEPOT 
(N) YUMA MCAS 
(A) YUMA PROVING GROUND 

LOCATION 
FACTOR --____________-- - 

ARKANSAS 
FORT SMITH 
PINE BLUFF 

(A) FORT CHAFFEE 
(AF) UTTLE ROCK AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) PINE BLUFF ARSENAL 

CAUFORNIA 
SAN DIEGO 

I 
SAN FRANCISCO 

(AF) BEALE AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) CAMP PENDLETON MARINE CORPS 
(N) CENTERVIU BEACH (SF) 
(N) CHINA LAKE NAVAL WEAPONS CEN 



1 
f 

/ C O N U S  Act= iNDEX ALL LOCATIONS p 2  j 
L------- 

I 
STATE . i 

FACTOR 1 _ - _ ~ -  --, 

. . I 
I 

CALIFORNIA 
(A,) EDWARDS AFB 
(N) EL CENTRO NAVAL AIR FIELD 
(N) ELTORO 
(A) FORT HUNTER LIGGETT 
lA\ FORT IRWIN v -, - 
(A) FORT O R 0  
(N) LOS ANGELES AREA 
(AF) MARCH AIR FORCE BASE 
(AF) MCCLELUN AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) M O N T E R N  AREA 
(A) OAKLAND ARMY BASE 
(N) PORT HUENEME AREA . 

(A) RIVERBANK ARMY AMMO PLANT 
(A) SACRAMENTO ARMY DEPOT 
(A) SHARPE ARMY DEPOT , 

(A) SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 
(N) STOCKTON AREA 
(AF) TRAVIS AFB(SF) 
( A n  VANDENBERG AIR FORCE BASE 
(Nj 29 PALMS MARINE CORPS BASE 

j COLORADO 
I COLORADO SPRINGS 
I DENVER / (AF) AIR FORCE ACADEMY 

(AF) CHEYENNE MOUNTAIN \ (AF) FALCON AIR FORCE STATION 
\ (A) FnZSlMONS ARMY M E 0  CENTER 
I (A) FORT CARSON 
; (AF) PETERSON AIR FORCE BASE 

(A) PUEBLO ARMY DEPOT \ (A) ROCKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL 

I CONNECTICUT 
1 BRIDGEPORT - 

NEW LONDON 
(N) NEW LONDON AREA 
(A) STRATFORD ENG PLANT 

I 
DOVER 
WlLMlNGTON 

(AF) DOVER AIR FSRSE BASE 

'. 



1 FLORIDA 
MIAMI 
PANAMA CITY . . 

(AF) CAPE CANAVERAL 
(AF) EGLlN AIR FORCE BASE 
(AF) HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) JACKSONVILLE AREA 
(N) KEY WEST NAVAL AIR STATION 
[AF) MCDlLL AIR FORCE BASE 
\ - ,  

(N) ORLANDO AREA 
(N) PANAMA CITY AREA 
(N) PENSACOU AREA 
(AF) TYNDALL AIR FORCE BASE 

GEORGIA 
ALBANY 
ATWNTA 

(N) ALBANY AREA 
(A) FORT BENNING 
(A) FORT GILLEM 
(A) FORT GORDON 

I (A) FORT MCPHERSON 
, (A) FORT STEWART 
I (AF) ROBINS AFB 
\ (N) KINGS BAY 

, HAWAII 
HONOLULU 

I KANEOHE BAY ! 
! (N) BARBERS POINT NAVAL AIR STA \ 
I (N) BARKING SANDS 

! 

! [ A \  FORT DERUSSY (HON) 
i 
! 
, I , - - , . -  

(A) FORT SHAFTER 
: ,,.., 

(AF) KAENA PT 
1 (N) KANEOHE MARINE CORPS AIR ST 1 
1 IN) PEARL HARBOR 
) i ~ )  POHAKULOA 

(A) SCHOFIELD BARRACKS 

I I (A) TRIPLER ARMY MEDICAL CENTER ) 
(AF) WHEELER AIR FORCE BASE I ' (N) FORD ISLAND I 

BOISE 
MOUNTAIN HOME 

(AF) MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE 



1 r 

ILLINOIS 
BELLEVlLtE 
CHICAGO 

(N) GREAT LAKES (NTC)(CHIC) 
(A) ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL 
(A) SAVANNAH ARMY DEPOT 
(AF) SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) FOREST PARK (CHIC) 
(N) GLENVIEW(CH1C) 

1 

STATE 

: 

INDIANA 
INDIANAPOLIS 
LOGANSPORT 

(N) CRANE NWSC 
(A) FORT BENJAMIN HARRISON 
(AF) GRISSOM AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND 

CONUS ACF INDEX ALL LOCATIONS P 4  ! I 
----a 

I i I 

i 

LOCATION I 

FACTOR I 
- -- -- -5-1 

* :  

a,t; ~: I IOWA 3 ) ,a 1 BURLINGTON 

DES MOINES ' (A) IOWA ARMY AMMO PLANT I 1 KANSAS 
MANHATTAN 
WICHITA 1 (A) FORT LEAVENWORTH 

/ (A) FORT RILEY 
(A) KANSAS ARMY AMMO P U N T  

i (AF) MCCONNELL AIR FORCE BASE 

/ KENTUCKY 
LEXINGTON 
LOUISVILLE 

(A) FORT CAMPBELL 
(A) FORT KNOX 
(A) LEXINGTONlBLUE GRASS AD ' (N) LOUISVILLE NAVAL AIR STATION 

LOUlSlANA 
NEW ORLEANS 
SHREVEPORT 

(AF) BARKSOALE AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) FORT POLK 
(A) LOUISIANA ARMY AMMO PLANT 
(A) NEW ORLEANS ARMY BASE 



CONUS ACF INDEX 
ALL.LOCATIONS P 5 

- - . - - - - - - - - - -  7 -------- ! 

STATE LOCATION 
FACTOR -- . > 

0.84 1 MAINE 
BANGOR 
PORTLAND 

(N) BRUNSWICK AREA 
(N) CUTLER WINTER HARBOR 

I MARYLAND 
BALTIMORE 
LEXINGTON PARK(DC) 

1 (A) ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 
! ( A n  ANDREWs AIR FORCE BASE (DC) , , 

(A) FORT DETRICK 
(A) FORT GEORGE G MEADE 
(A) FORT RlTCHlE (BALT) ' 

(A) HAPQY DIAMOND LAB(DC) 
(N) INC IN  HEAD(DC) 
IN\ PAT JXENT RIVER (DC) 

I 
1 (N) BETHESDA 
; (N) CHELTONHAM(DC) 

'.- I (N) CHESAPEAKE BEACH : (N) THURMONT 

MASSACHUSETTS 
BOSTON 
FITCHBURG 

(A) ARMY MAT & MECH LAB 
(A) FORT DEVENS 
(AF) HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE 

MICHIGAN 
DETROIT 
, . . , . . - 

(A) DETROIT ARSENAL 
(AF) K I SAWYER AIR FORCE BASE 

MINNESOTA 
DULUTH 
MINNEAPOLIS 

( MISSISSIPPI 
BlLOXl 

1 COLUMBUS 
(AF) COLUMBUS AIR FORCE BASE ) 1 (N) GULPPORT AREA 
(AF) KEESLER AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) MERIDIAN NAVAL AIR STATION 
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' CONUS ACF INDEX XI ALL LOCATIONS 

L-L------- 
-- 1 

I 
1 LOCATION 

FACTOR 
! 

-__ __ ---I 
1.02 

I 
I 

! 1 MISSOURI 
KANSAS C I N  

I SEDALlA 
i ( A )  FORT LEONARD WOOD I 
/ (A) LAKE CITY ARMY AMMO PLANT 1 
/ (A) ST LOUIS ARMY AMMO PLANT 

1 ! (AF) WHITEMAN AIR FORCE BASE 
! 
I 
i MONTANA 

1 GREAT FALLS 

i (AF) MALMSTROM AIR FORCE BASE 
I 

I ! NEBRASKA 
GRAND ISLAND , 

i OMAHA 
; (A) CORNHUSKER ARMY AMMO PLANT 
I (AF) OFFUTT AIR FORCE BASE - 
I - 

t:.* 

HAWTHORNE 
LAS VEGAS 

' (N) FALLON 
a (A) HAWTHORNE ARMY AMMO PLANT 

(AF) NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
CONCORD 
PORTSMOUTH 

(AF) NEW BOSTON AFB(C0NC) 

NEW JERSEY 
NEWARK 
TRENTON 

(N) BAYONNE MOT 
(N) EARLE 
(A) FORT DIX 
(A) FORT MONMOUTH 
(AF) MCGUIRE AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) PICATINNY ARSENAL 

: NEW MEXICO 
ALAMOGORDO 

i ALBUQUERQUE 
i (AF) CANNON AIR FORCE BASE 

(AF) HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE 
(AF) KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 1 (A) WHITE SANDS MR 



(A) FORT DRUM 
(y SENEW ARMY DEPOT 
(N) STATEN ISLAND 
(AJ U S MILITARY ACAE)IY 
(13 WATERVUET A R s w  
(M NLAGARA 
(AF) GRlmSS AFB 
(m ~larrS3UFtGH AFB 

. . 

GREENSBORO 
(N) CF LAJEUNE (NORF) 
(N) CHERRY POlW(N0RF) 
(A) FORT BRAGG {FAYETTEVVLO 
(N) NEW RmR(HORF) 
(AO POPE AFB ( F A W I L L O  
0 SEWIOUR JOHNSON 
(A) SUNW P O l m  

. I NORTT. DAKOTA 
GRAND FORKS 
MINOT 

1 DA?TON 1 
YOUNGSTOWN ! I 

1 (a) WVENN~LRMY AMMD PUNT 
(an W R I G H T - P A T ~ E R ~ ~ ~  AFB i 

LAWON 
OKLAHOMA C m  

mR ALTUS AIR FORGE BASE , . 
(A)  FORT S1U 
(A) MCALESER ARMY AUMO P m  1 
(AF) TiNKER AIR FORCE B G E  
(m V ~ C E  -(OK am I 
OREGON 

PENDLE-TON 
I 

PORTLAND 
(A) UM );FILM ARMY DEPOT 

I 
\ 
I 
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ALL LOCATIONS 
I 

CONUS ACF INDEX P 8  1 
_._L_._-------- --------- 1 

LOCATION I STATE 
FACTOR - -:i - - ----_~~---- I-- & \ 

PENNSYLVANIA 
PHl lADELPHlA 
PITTSBURGH 

(A) CARLISLE BARRACKS 
(A) 1NDlANTOWN GAP MR 
(A) LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
(N) MECHANICSBURG AREA 
(A) NEW CUMBERLAND ARMY DEPOT 
(N) PHILADELPHIA AREA 
(A) TOQYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 
(N) WARMIN STER 

j RHODE ISLAND 
NEWPORT 
PROVIDENCE 

1 SOUTH CAROLINA 
CHARLESTON / COLUMBIA 

(N) BEAUFORT AREA 
: (AF) CHARLESTON AIR FORCE BASE 
! (A) FORT JACKSON 

' I (AF) SHAW AIR FORCE SASE 
I 

I SOUTH DAKOTA 

! RAPID CITY SIOUX FALLS 
! (AF) ELLSWORTH AIR FORCE BASE 

1 TENNESSEE 
I CHATTANOOGA 
I MEMPHIS 
! (A) VOLUNTEER ORDINANCE WORKS 
: (AF) ARNOLD AFB 

TEXAS 
I 
I SAN ANGEL0 

SAN ANTONIO 

( (AF) BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE 
i (A) CAMP BULLIS 
/ (N) CORPUS CHRIST1 AREA 
1 (AF) DYESS AIR FORCE BASE 

(A) FORT BLISS 
(A) FORT HOOD 

) 
(A) FORT SAM HOUSTON 
(AF) GOODFELLOW AIR FORCE 
(AF) KELLY AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) KlNGSVlLLE AREA 



WISCONSIN 
MADISON 
MILWAUKEE 

j (A) BADGER ARMY AMMO PLANT 

I (A) FORT MCCOY 

7 

CHEYENNE I i (At=) F E WARREN AIR FORCE BASE 

i 

' 1 WASHINGTON DC 
I FORT MCNAIR 

I (A) WALTER REED ARMY MED CENTER 
1 (A) BOLLING AFB 
I 

CONUS ACF INDEX ALL LOCATIONS 
-- I 

I 
LOCATION I 

STATE I . ! 
- - -i - FACTOR 

- 

, , 

1 (N) NAVY LOCATION 
I 

1.03 . I  : 

WEST VIRGINIA I 
BLUEFIELD 1 .oo 

1.06 
I 

I CHARLESTON I 
I 
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UTAH 
OGDEN 
SALT LAKE CITY 

(A) DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 
(A) FORT DOUGLAS 
(AF) HlLL AIR FORC-E BASE 
(A) TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 

STATE LOCA~ION 

_ _ _ _ _  ---- FACT OR 
_ _ _ L _ - p -  

-- ITEMS 0.84 
(AF) LACKLAND AIR FORCE BASE 0.87 

(A) LONE STAR ARMY AMMO PLANT 0.94 

I (A) LONGHORN ARMY AMMO PLANT 0.81 I 

VERMONT 
BURLINGTON 
MONTPELIER 

(AF) RANDOLPH AIR FORCE BASE 

VIRGINIA 
NORFOLK 
RICHMOND 

(N) DAHLGREN 
(A) FORT A P HlLL 
(A) FORT BELVOIR(DC) 
(A) FORT EUSTIS 
(A) FORT LEE 
(A) FORT MONROE 
(A) FORT MYER(DC) 
(A) FORT PICKETT 
(A) FORT STORY 
(N) QUANTICO 
(A) RADFORD ARMY AMMO P L  
(A) VlNT HlLL FARMS 
(AF) U N G L E Y  (NORF) 

0.87 

: WASHINGTON 

! 
SPOKANE 
TACOMA 

/ (N) BREMERTON 
(AF) FAIRCHILD AIR FORCE BASE 
(A) FORT LEWIS 

- ) (AFJ MCCHORD AIR FORCE BASE 
(N) SILVERDALE 
(N) WHIDBEY ISLAND 
(A) YAKIMA FIRING RANGE 
(N) EVERETT(BREMERTGN) 

(A) RED REVER ARMY DEPOT 0.94 , (AF) SHEPPARD AIR FORCE BASE 1 0.90 
0.93 

I 
(N) DALLAS I / (AF) LAUGHLIN AFB 1.15 
(AF) REESE AFB 0.95 i I 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
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  

A L E X A N D R I A ,  V I R G I N I A  2 2 3 0 4 - 6 1  00 

lN CAAJ (BRAC) 
REFER TO 

CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (E3RAC95L012) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, D E W  DPAC) 
Administrator, DAASC 

1 .  Part I11 of the BRAC 95 Data Call will require an additional file. This file will be called 
"HRSPLFA. JUN". The new format will be as follows: 

REGION PLFA ORG COST OBJ COST P A D  
(DEPOTS (ACT CODE ACCT. CLASS TYPE HOURS 
ONLY) CODE) CODE @%m, 

Gt-ACAP, 
WM) 

2 POS 2 POS UPTO 5 UPTO9  HRS- 3 POS 
POS POS 

2. This data will be based on 30 Jun 94 MASS download. A separate HRSPLFA.JUN file will 
be provided to all activities by 16 Aug 94. This data must be certified and returned by 15 Sep 94. 
Activities requiring help in retrieving this file should contact Phil Boswell, DSN 284-6647. 

Deputy Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

CLOSE HOLD 



l N  R E P L ~  CAAJ(BRAC) 
REFER TO 

c@4ST17U7m4 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
3 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 a . 3 D A U G  ig& 
P 

0s. ..r, , ..+*** 

CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L013) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 

Adnlinistrator, DAASC 

1. Reference: CAAJ(BRAC) letter, dated 8 Jul94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call 
(B.RAC95L009). 

2. Specific reference is made to Part VIII of the Data Call (Community Information Data Call 
Questions), question WII.M. (New Housing Starts). Question VIII.M.24. asks for the number 
of housing units authorized for one-unit structures by building permits for years 1990, 1991, 
1992, and 1993 in the metropolitan statistical area(s) of the county(ies) in which cities and towns 
are listed in response to question VIII.I.20. (Area of Residence: Civilian Employees). The U.S. 
Bureau of the Census' annual "Construction Reports" is cited as the required source for this data. 
The original Data Call indicated that the report containing 1993 data for this question was 
expected to be issued in July 1994. We have recently secured a copy of this report and are 
forwarding Table 3 in its entirety to all addressees and pertinent portions of Table 4 to those 
addressees that need it. 

3. In answer to additional questions that have arisen in connection with question VIII.M.24.: the 
following additional instructions apply to the following activities: 

a. For Defense Depot Susquehanna (Mechanicsburg and New Cu~nberland): As applicable, 
use the Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, PA Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) for the counties of 
Cumberland, Dauphin, and Perry. Use the York, PA MSA for the county of York. Reminder: 
We require a separate input for Mechanicsburg and a separate input for New Cumberland. 

b. For Defense Depot Tobybanna: Use the Scranton-Wilkes Barre-I-Iazleton, PA MSA for the 
counties of lackawanna and Luzerne. For Monroe and Wayne Coucties, use l'able 4 (Monroe 
Caunty; M1ayne County). 

c. For Defense Depot Letterkenny: For Shippensbusg, PA, use Cumberland County (Table 
4). 

J 
d. For Defense Depot Cherry Point: For Carteret County, use Table 4 (Carteret County). 



C AAJ(l3RAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 
) SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L013) 

Questions concerning this letter or any portion of Part VIII of the Data Call should be directed to 
Mr. John D. Green, @SN) 284-7146. 

4. Part IX, Section D, question IX.D.12 directs listing cost information on PCBs in Section G 
(Compliance and Cleanup Costs). The listing for PCBs was inadvertently omitted from the table 
in question IX.G.2. Please insert PCBs between Asbestos and Radon in table IX.G.2. 

5. Part IV amendments and corrections - Revision 3 

a. For all activities: Report costs in FY 94 dollars, unless escalation factors to FY 96 have 
been already applied in the estimates. E F Y  96 factors have been applied, indicate the FY 95 and 
FY 96 factors used. 

b. For DCMD's and DLSC: Enclosure 2 is the method for calculating utilization rate for 
warehouses. The POC is Rick Rohdenberg, DSN 284-7541. 

c. For ICP's, Depots (Stand Alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: 

(1). A printing problem has been found in the printing of the BRAC-95 submission, Main 
menu option 4. Under submenu option 8, Community SupportRart E, the program does not print 
the data entered, only the blank form. To print this information, enter the appropriate data and 
when all the entries are made, do a print screen for this page of data. 

(2). A save to disk problem may be encountered in Main menu option 6, under submenu 
option 2, Save to disk. The extent of the problems is dependent on the configuration of your 
computer. Contact the HQ DLA BRAC office if you encounter problems. 

d. For Depots (Stand Alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: There is an error in 
the spreadsheet question IV.B.28. The spreadsheet wording does not match the wording in the 
original data call. The question that must be answered in the one stated in the original data call. 

e. For Depots (Stand Alone and Collocated) and Region Headquarters: Question IV.B.37 
The are, two question 1V.B.37'~. Number the responses, IV.B.37.a and IV.B.37.b. 

f. For ICP's, Depots (Stand alone) and Region Headquarters: Question IV.B.40; Revised 
wording is as follows: "Submit Operations and Maintenance Costs for your activity on DLA form 
724 (RCS DLA (SA)753." For activities at Army sites, the equivalent Army reference is the 
Army "Red Book" or Technical data report. 
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g. For DLA Permitted ICP's, Depots and Region Headquarters: Question IV.A.25: This 
question applies to Facilities, as stated in the data call. You should address required projects up 
to FY 2015 for the following Facilities, identical to question IV.A.24: 

Installation electrical systems 
Installation energy systems (supply and distribution) 
Installation water systems (supply and distribution) 
Installation sewer systems 
Installation storm drainage systems 
Installation roadways and parking areas 

2 Encl 
Team Chief \ 

DLA BRAC 
V 

-- 1 -  
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Table 3. Mstropolitrn Atear-New Privately Owned 
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) Table 3 Metropolltan Arens-New Privately Owned Housing Unlts Authorized in Permit- 
lssulng Places: 1993-Con. 
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Table 3. Metropolitan Areas-New Prlvateiy Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permlt- 
issuing Places: 1993 -Con. 
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. lable 4. New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit-Issuing Places: 
1992 a d  1993-Con. 
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-Table 4 .  New Privately Owned Housing 
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Table 4 .  New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit-Issuing Places: 
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Table 4. New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit-Issuing Places: 
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w- .......................................... 
W r (  F.ro*(*Ld co*nhp ................................. 
W a d  Uwd -........-...-..----------------------- 
WQ Smrpo kmndv ................................. 
Woadax*  ~...-.-..-...........--------------.---- 
w- D\rrrrp ...................................... 

-rung- 

EYMSYLVANIA-Con. 

cunbrl.ndCavty crrombu#l-....----..----------------------------- 
cry. baarQl.-.--..........--..-------.--------------- 
Cwkm ro*rrrp M ....................................... 
acllrcn kzuww ....................................... 
EYPmboro*nrrhp ................................. 
rrmpor, carrriD ....................................... 
Hopr*l.l ........................................ 
Lmq*r ........................................ 
LOrr Man ..................................... 
Lo*r Frmdrrd *nrrhp ................................. 

1992. 
total 

S a n n ~ ~  ................................. 
Sam HIlrn bmhlp ................................... 

(NI -.-.--.--.-.---.--.------------- 
Vppr Nm xmwv ..................................... 
uppu r=mwcfd Prrrhlp BI) .............................. 
Uarrlrrmhth.nrrp .................................... 
W a d  F v v C r  bcugh .................................... 
w w  - cwmlw ................................. 
W c . m b p b q  baaph.. .................................. 

1993 

- I 

(NA)  

- I - I 

I 
- I 

(NA) 1 
- :  - I 

5 u ~ t n a m e  3 u d 4 v r b  T ~ W  lvn\ 2uuta 



Defense Depot Cherry Point 
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Table 4. New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit-Issuing Places: 
1992 and 1993-Con. 

Q n r e l  County 
Atl.ntr Boach t a n  ...................................... 
Buuiorc town ............................................ ....................................... Clpe culeret town 
Canare1 County Ummofporsted Area * .................... 

........................................ EmrM I.). ~own 

J F u  meaning ol a ~ B V I a ~ s  snd symbols see 1ntlo6ucuon 1 
.--- - - 

1 1993 

M u & e u l  City Ian * .................................... 
Nwpoll town ........................... ------ ..... ................................... Rne Kno(l S M W  t a n  

c.lJrrbr c w l t y  
Brookfad town ........................................... .................... Calaro l  County Unncorporaled Area t 
H**oy C ............................................... 

Pernnt-irsu!ng places I992 
lola1 

NORTH CAROLINA- Con 

OMlrn CMIy ........................................... I 
Omvan County 

mowM Cawny Unncaponted Arw 
I ....................... 

E m o n  t a n  ............................................ I 

2 unttr Toul I I un~l  

C*y caulty -.-..---..-------------------------------------- 
ckVeLud County 

c4meIMd coulty lJ lmmpmIIed Area .................. 
)(m+ Moullmn ........................................... 
swby .................................................. 

-Carny 
Ceno Gorde cown ........................................ 

....................................... c4UdDam town 
bkrmbos COvnty UNrCUP0rd.d Area I .................. 
Fau BhH (Om (N) ........................................ 
U t e  W-w (Om .----.----------.------------------- 

.......................................... T a b u  Gty ~own 
................................................ WM,alllo 

chvefl -ty c f m  coumy unncapon1.d &ea ..................... 
H.velOdr. ................................................ 

................................................ Nsw Bern 

CmbodwW County 
GmbMend C M t y  Urifwwvuated Arm # ................. 1 
Fayenwile ....................................... I 
h c a  Millo Unm .......................................... 
SpnoO W e  lawn ............................. i 

' 3 and 4 unlts 1 5 uolls of mow 

I 
! 

Dare County 
Dare Counk UnrnXqxated Ares .......................... 
Kit; Denl Hlns town 

I 
....................................... i 

K C  H.rc Unn (N) ............................... ! 
Mantw lorn.-. .......................................... j 
~ a p  Hasa town ......................................... I 

.................................... SGimern Shores town 

bw3son C a n t y  
................... bndm h n t y  Umorpaated  Area r 

Lex~gton  .............................................. j 
Thcmunlle .............................................. ' 

Dane County ; 
0@1n County .............................................. ' 

tXrnam County ! 
.................................................. Dumam 

DurNm Gxmb U r r n ~ a p ~ a t e d  Area ....................... ; 

~amco+nbe Countv 
................. Swc-amm County U r n w a l e d  &ea r ' 

Rnelws 1 0 m  I ......................................... 
P n m l e  town C ...................................- ' 
Tarbxo town ..................... ..-- ... -. . -. ..-.- : 

............................................ Wh;i.kWS I O m  

F m n  County 
;mm County Urnncorpwsied Area C ................... .. 

............................................ HmslcnS.lem 
I 

crankltn County .................................. I 

5aston County 
Sas:cn h n t y  L l n ~ l l e d  Area I ..................... ' 
;o,1w r ....... 

Gales h n t y  (NI .....................................---. 

Graham County IN) ......................................... 

G - ~ m n e  Cmnh 
........................................... c,esamoa r 

.................... Gtanrdle CGinty Un~ncofpaled Area 8 

Sresne Counry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - .  . . 

5 . a ~  (mln:te5 3: end 0 1  labe 
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Introduction 

This report provides statistics on the number and valu- 
ation of housing units authorized by building permits in 
approximately 17,000 permit-issuing places. It includes 
summary statistics for States, metropolitan statistical areas 
(MSA's), consolidated metropolitan statistical areas (CMSA's), 
primary metropolitan statistical areas (PMSA's), and indi- 
vidual places. 

The data relate to new housing units intended for 
occupancy on a housekeeping basis. They exclude mobile 
homes (trailers), hotels, motels, and group residential 
structures, such as nursing homes and college dormitories. 
They also exclude conversions of and additions and 
alterations to existing buildings. For sources and coverage 
of data, see Appendix A. 

The 17,000 permit-issuing places account for a major 
portion of new residential housing units started in tne 
United States. In 1993, approximately 93 percent of all 
privately owned housing intended for occupancy on a 
housekeeping basis were constructed within permit-issuing 
places. 

CONTENTS OF THE TABLES 

Table 1 shows 1993 and historical data for the United 
States by type of structure inside and outside MA's, and 
regions. Table 2 shows 1993 statistics by type of structure 

-for the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto 
Rico. Table 3 shows 1993 statistics by type of structure for 
the 250 MSA's, 18 CMSA's and their 73 component 
PMSA's. Table 4 provides the total number of new pri- 
vately owned housing units authorized In 1992 and 1993 
for each of the 17,000 permit-issuing places, Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, and new permit-issuing places identified 
since 1984. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

During 1993, 'local building permit off ices in approxi- 
mately 17,000 permit-issuing places authorized the con- 
struction of 1,199,063 new privately owned housing units 

with a total valuation of $106.8 billion. This was 10 perce: 
above the 1,094,933 housing units authorized in 199: 
Eighty two percent of the housing units authorized in 19E 
were single family, and 18 percent were in buildings WI: 

two units or more. 

Approximately 84 percent or 1,008,952 of the 1,199,06 
units authorized were located in metropolitan statistic 
areas. The four most active areas; Washington-Baltimor 
DC-MD-VA-WV CMSA, New York-Northern New Jerse 
Long Island, NY-NJ-CT-PA CMSA, Atlanta, GA MSA, ar 
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha, IL-IN-WI CMSA; accounted f ;  
151,119 units or 13 percent of all units authorized in tt 
United States. Forty two percent or 500,722 units auth, 
rized in 1993 were located in the South region. The thrc 
most active states, which accounted for 277,198 units 
23 percent of all u~;ils authorized, are Florida, Californi 
and Texas. 

ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS 

The following abbreviations and symbols are used 
this publication: 

Data not available separatbly. 

# See explanatory footnotes following Table 

- Represents zero. I 
(N) Permit-issuing places identified since 17,O 

place universe established in 1984; activity ' 
these places not included in summary stat 
tics. 

(NA) Data not available. No report received. 

(z) Less than 500 units, S500,OOO or .5 perce 

r Revised. I 
(NR) Permits not required for this type of constrj 





Table 3. Metropolitan Areas-New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit- 
Issuing Places: 1993-Con. 

I' - 000-place sends F n  nteamng of Lbbrmabml 1M symbols. we Introducm 1 

........... BImmgton. IN MSA 
Blwmngton 1 ............... 

GloomtnglorrNonnal. IL MSA -.-. 
Bloorn~ngton C ............... 
Normal t o m  ................. 

.......... Base Ci ID MSA 
Base Pf;ty ------ ::: ------. -- - 
Nmmpa ...................... 

Nvrnbw of I vatuatron llhousmdS Of dollars) Number of houslnO uwts 

In sffucturm mlh - I In slructufes mth- consol~aaled melr0Wllt.n 
slaltstlCal .fans 

Bos1on-Wucenler.Lawence, MA- 
NH-MEGT CMSA ............. 
Boston. MANH P W  ........ 

Bwton .................... 
Combriage ................. ................. Gbucortar 
Lynn ...................... 
Wai'hm..-...-.--.-.-..... 

and primary meboDolrt.n 
3 and 4 s u t l n w  M a s '  

Tolnl unlls 

FRchburpLarnnrfu. MA 
..................... PMSA' 

Ftlchburg .................. 
Lununater- ................ 

5 uots 
OT more 

L a w e m .  MANH PMSA ..--.. 
Lawancn .................. I 

Lorr*I. MA-NH P M U  ......... 
L M l l  ..................... 

Manchester. NH PMSA ........ 
M n d m a t a  ................ 

Nashua. NH PMSA ........... 
NaLhua .................... 

Ntm Bedford, MA PMSA ...... 
New Bedtord ............... 

PMSA ................... ... I 
PoRYnaRh ................ ................. j 

Worcesler. MA-CT PMSAZ-..-. 
WOrcdSl~( ................. 

Bronnv i l le -Har lmn~er r  B.mo. 
TX MSA ................... ... 
Srownmlle .................. 
Huhogen .................... 
San Ben110 ................... 

6 rrCol-e S u m .  7X MSA .. 
%an ....................... I 
a l lege S u m  ............. .. I 

BufialPN~gara Falls. N Y  MSA-.. 
Buna~o ...................... .............. N ~ a ~ a r a  Falls ... 

Bu.l!ng:~. VT MSA ............. I 
Gutimgton ................... I 

Canton-Ma~rl l~n.  OH MS.4 ...... 
L n t o n  ................... ... i 
Maswllon ..................... 

Caw:. W MSA ............... ; 
c3asfJef ................... / 

Cejar Rapds. 1A MSA ........... 
;acu R w s  ................. 

..... Champaqn.Uhana. IL MSA 
................ ,nanoaqn r 

..................... u r ~ a n a  ' 

CharIeslon-NMh Chaneslm. SC ! 
M SA ........................ 
Cna-es:x .......... .... . ... . , 
h M h  Charleslon ............. 

Chalesl~n, WV MSA ........... 
Cnsneston ................... I 

Charlone-Gaslonra-Rock Lcsl: NC- / 
Si HSA ...................... 

Chananwga TN-GL USA . . .  
C n a r a n q a  ............. 





Fa*;~-Vwtnea<. Y3.MN MA..- 1 879 : 821 2 1 2 i  j 1 029 ; 49 i 1~ y; 78 483 I 80 , 1 499 / 25 623 
F 2 . r  ....................... 1 253 : 15C ' 2 !  1 3 ,  782 , 

46 329 1 80 1 228 19 081 
h 1 5 . w l h a C  ................. 296 . 5 .  - t  6 ,  0 7  I i(i 1 1 4 13 361 i 271 , 2 952 

........... Fare"evn1.e kt KSA 3 550 2 638 38 i 62 : 812 ' 50 ' '94 291 IF2 221 I 1 5C8 2 1 8 4 ,  33377 
;a.enev~~Ie ................. 919 541 4 I 40 , 334 !9 ! 59 267 i 4 2  268 / 15: 1 625 . 15 2:' 

Table 3. Metropolitan Areas-New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit- 
Issuing Places: 1993-Con. 

.............. Flcre-ce AL MSA 469 255 10 32 ! 1W 1 14 15 505 14 500! 222 46: ' 3 323 
6 r e f i r e  * .................. 366 ' '95 4 ,  19 148 '3 l z  729 1 1  515 75 217 2 923 

.............. Flo:e?itt SC VSA 642 469 6 .  15 ' 52 1: 4: 357 3: I85 24 1 56 ' 5 424 
T13trnce. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  142 . ;jj ! 3 1 32 6 , E b?2 , 941 r 2C: M 640 1 

[17.(;00.pllce sene¶ For meaning of abbrev~alms and symbols. me lnlroducl~on] 

I Number of hOuSng unlls 

h n a c  - -- - -- ------- ----- -- 77 7 70 1C 2 083 327 1 766 
Put H W ~  ................. 41 35 6 1 2 972 2 672 300 

Fini MI PMSA ............... 1 022 1 6 4 101 4 802 
Fknl ....................... 30 BBO 

Do-. AL MSA 17 523 
Doman ................... 10 208 

Dover. DE MSA ................ 92 49 1 1 9% 
Owe, ................... .... 92 49 1 1843 

Dubwue. IA MSA .............. 52 65 
hbuow .................... 52 23 

DLlulbSupeoor. MN-WI MSA .-.. , 16 3 
DulGh. ...................... (N A) 
swenoT ..................... 3 

~ a u  a w e ,  wl MSA ............ 11 
E ~ L  Cbre ................... 11 

El Paw. TX MSA 
I 

1 399 . 62 1 7 379 
...................... El ?as0 1 336 1 621 7 379 

Elkbn.Goshen. IN MSA ........ 12 227 524 1 5 577 
E lkun ...................... - I 
Gomen ...... 2 52; / 1 42; 

Elmlrh NY MSA ................ ! 128 2 9 828 1 
i l n r a  ..................... .. 

End. OK MSA .................. 8 0 ,  2 1% 1 370 
E X  ......................... : 79 I 6 070 / 150 i 

Ene. PA MSA ................... 973 ! 690 1 
Ene ......................... 183 i 35 I 

Ewene-Spnngheld, GR MSA .... 1 478 1 244 1 136 1 6 1 146 916 ! 135 625 1 3 181 i 2 300 1 5 810 :'i ::I :<ens.. .................... 714 , 532 I 72 935 I 13 28.9 1 2 149 912 1 5 587 
Sznngfald ................... so1 291 - i 4 ! 1 :[ 2 6 6 0 6 1  262081 - 1  175 / 223 

Melropol11e.n sla?lshcsl areas, 
conwl~aaled rnelrcpd~lan 

sIa!Isl1cai areas. 
and primary mebopditan 

StaSSbd areas' 

Number ol Valualwn (Ihwaands of dollars) 

Tola1 

pnvaleb 
owned 

rtnrlurer 

unit¶ or i 1011 more - 12 

3 
1 

2 
2 

174 

5 un~ts 
or more 

45 415 

779 
573 

660 
660 

' 89 701 

578 

18 
7 

22 
22 

2 289 
161 
167 

2 016 
619 

89 
73 

510 
178 

2 702 
302 

2 209 
239 

In struclures w~th- 

300 843 
14 292 

41 744 
33 827 

28 016 
13 491 

1 618 241 
7 186 
6 230 

79 842 
21 U 9  

2 873 
2 300 

21 761 
7 914 

108 994 
10 387 

93 805 
14 891 

Deboil t .................. 184 36 148 

5 units 
or more 1 UNI 

253 120 
14 292 

39 528 
31 962 

26 328 
11 803 

1 744 948 

28 

58 
48 

3 
3 

62 
19 
11 
8 

35 
4 

8 
8 

24 
4 

34 1 
43 

294 
4 

In slruclurw 

1 unit 1 2 units 

Daflona Beach. FL MSA .-.-.-.. 1 3 845 3 017 22 
Daflona Beacn ............... 103 

DecsW. A1 MSA ............... 525 
DeUlur Z ................... 

2 9 769 3 789 60 5 920 

mth - 

3 and 4 
units 

6 
3 - 

182 
84 

6 
4 

34 
8 

Dacat~. IL MSA ................ 
Decatur ..................... 

Denvw-Boul6er-Greelq. CO 

I 
1 3 a N I 4  

2 urulr 1 u n ~  

1 036 / 1 272 
8 I 

- i 
- 1 1 437 

894 

181 
24 - 

130 
2 

428 
428 

9 708 
952 331 373 322 341 1 

470251 40013 

1 311 

600 
600 

3 884 

2 
2 

CMSA ........................ 1 17 006 
B w W - L O ~ Q ~ M ~  CO PMSA . 1 3 067 

Boulder.. .................. 506 
Longrnonl .---.-.----------- I I 459 

Denver. co PMSA ............ i 12 974 
b n v ~  .................... I 998 

Greeley. U3 PMSA ........... 
Grwley. ................... 

D ~ s  Manes. !A MSA ............ 

252 
131 

42272 

1 u o  we 
65 551 

78 180 
33 708 

286188 
29 732 

225 
104 

290 492 
41208 

1 351 3 w  
39 514 

71 217 
29 782 

271067 

1 8 0 1 5 2 9  
306 680 

29 594 

1 394 567 

14 535 120 

604 

7 192 
3 970 

1 623 
1 159 

2 852 
324 
443 

10 &U 
343 

840 
35 1 

460 

2 46s 
619 

487 
487 

31 9% 15 345 1 4% 263 

1 :A: i 
E I D e s  Manes .................. 

Dehot!-Ann Arbor-RmC MI 
C M U  ........................ 1 19272 16099 130 1 6 6 1 8 4 6  ffi5 1 7 475 1 23 214 

12 
4 
8 

80 
32 

28 
20 

26 1 384 1 1 976 
153 - I 

A m  Albor. MI PMSA .......... 
Ann krbOr ................. 280 

blrDI1. MI PMSA ............. 

24 
6 

1 W 

3 882 

18 982 

291 187 1 114 

D e a r m  .................. i 351 88 20 

29 230 

1 275 596 

364 

6 085 



' Table 3. Metropolitan Areas-New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit- 
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hwlzburp-Lebanon-Carhsh. PA 
......................... i us; ' 

.............. %<>se txnough I 
................... * m m s 3 u f C  - ..................... a LeDUrOn 

IC .............. = Ma. CT MSA I 
..................... 

? ................ -=c 
-lorn 1 I 

[ I  7.000.olace ser~es For meanlnp 01 abbrenallons arid symtwls, see ln~oduclwn 1 - 

I Number of hwvq uMs N u m b  @I / Valuatwn (lhourrrds ol dollar¶) 
Melropolllan sla11s11caI areas. I 

pnvalety r---- 
cond~daled metropol~tan In slruchres n t h -  o w e d  ( In stnr lue+ mtn- 

rnac~skel areas. s~nr1ures 
and prmary melropol~tan , m l h 5 !  

.... g M W Y M ~ r g a n t m ,  NC MSA 1 ................... t ' ~ + . J N  * 
................... Z h w n t o n  1 

sla11st1caI areas' I i 

f .............. = -. HI MSA , 
w--eulr; ..................... ' 

I ............... -. LA MSA 
kwna ...................... i 

/ 
? m o h C a h s t o n - W u o r u .  TX mu--- ..................... 

.......... g ... TX PMSA' 1 

3 and 4 1 
I 

sunits 

- 
i G.%tor-Texas C q ,  l% 

pus* . - - - . - -. - - - - - - - - -. - - -. 
'+%ton ................. ! 

................. 3, le=Gtv j 

Toml 3 1 unll * 2 umls ( un~ts O( more 

I I 
Fort Myers-Cape Coral. FL MSA - 364 (34 465 195 ' 338 468 1 12 086 1 27 680 ; 86 961 

Cape Coral .................. 60 997 . 59 947 600 1 - t  360 
FM Myers ................... 1 1 1 3 l l  3 6 5 3 1  - 1 7 484 

I 
Forl Pmrce-Pori St. Cum. FL 
MSA ......................... 58 35; g; 1 268 059 

................... Foe P~erce 6 1 303 
................ Pon st. ~ u c m  111 212 84 815 

Fort Srn~lh. AA-OK MSA ] 
610 ,7263: 44615 ........ 

F M  Smith ................... I r n  
- 21 452 1 X )  554 

..... For( Wahon Beach. FL USA 1 817 1 577 17 113 316 106 797 
FM Wahon Buch .... ....... i 3g IS I - - 1 701 / 1 701 

Fod Warn, IN MSA ............ 2 473 2 271 10 192 11 274118 268295 
F M  W l p  1 ............... 34 1 159 178 10 22 723 1 17 581 

Fresno. CA MSA ............... I 4 955 81 332 55 U 1 4 a 7  416611 
Fresno ...................... 2 012 1 778 48 36 150 24 173889 162156 
Maaera ...................... 287 206 12 11 58 8 22-1  18701 

I 

28 000 
432 

5838 

1 288 
898 

410 

682 
330 

5 722 
3 209 

612 

6 2 29 013 
3 132 

347;/ 17088 

1 3 6 0 !  - I 
2 4 1 1 '  3 7 0 0  

- I 
3 726 
1 836 

559 

5 142 
4 812 

15 428 
6 789 
2 496 

Gadsden. AL MSA .............. 270 189 1 81 4 17 2e5 ! 14 835 
I 

Gadsdan .................... 
............ Gvnesville. FL MSA 

GamneswIIe ................... 
Glens Falls. NY MSA ........... 

Glens Falls -.--..-.-.---..-.- 
Gdbrboro. NC MSA' ........... ................... Gokhtwro 

G r a d  Fmk.6. NDMN MSA ..--.. 
Gnnd F a k r  # .............. 

2 450 
1 950 li - i 2:l 13089 

344 

68 1 
471 

160 

4 656 

220 

236 
236 

13 366 
1 8 6 6  

3 1 8 0  
1343 

U 
154 
219 

234 
?34 

2 089 
150 

70 

1 4a3 
609 

565 
17 

542 
125 

421 
313 

...................... 5 351 4 836 84 ................ Grand Rapids 316 259 
Hdb nd ...................... 130 100 4 
Mlnke~on ................... 140 30 

Grea Fat!% MT MSA ........... 108 2 
................... Great Falls 1 09 2 

Green Ba WI MSA 2?8 ............ 
Green L~ay ................... 32 

Gr€ambuo-W~ton-Saiem-H'ih 
 pan^ NC M S .  .--.--.--.--..-- 7 547 
Bul~npton ................... 
Greensboro .................. 2 
Hgh Pan1 ................ 4 

............... Hnrlon-Salem 

- 1  10332 

613 / 1 Q50 

- 
15 

962 
I 

205 

502 6 
17 

U 4  24 

4 

39 18 

242 
138 

2 307 
1 827 

960 
960 

5 798 113 

4 
1 4 

57 

11 
11 

555 
555 

4 614 
4 614 

24 292 
2 548 
1 %a 
4 662 

4 

8 

f0 
53 

16 
16 

1 
108 

............ Grocnnlle. NC USA 877 1 6 - 3 923 
- ! 

G r e  # ................. 6 923 
J 

s GreenntleSparlanSur~.Amwsm, / I 
...................... SL MSA 5 1 0 0 1  4 7 - 1  56 1 3ii 24: 

m .................... I 76 I 4 I - u:-)e / 2:; 83 t - I 1 68 - ................... 
spuUnburo .................. I 6 0 ,  60 : - 1 I 

518 
57 
26 

110 

pi @ZVi 70 383 34 625 

151 4W971 389170 
- 1  6 W /  63B6 
7 ' 12 461 7 974 
- i  4 ~ 1  4 0 8 3 1  

1846; $ 1  10525 
I 

2 5 8 2 1  a 2 5 1  

426 
3 901 

55 

517 
324 

49 

15 
15 

159 
159 

1 3 3 0  

47 
2 
4 

17 

21 701 
21 701 

8 381 

5 487 

479 765 U S  019 
19 217 1 16659 
10 171 8 U 3  
7 670 2408 

1 

. 44 
36 

2 

2 
2 

6 
8 

- I 

4 0 C 3 /  2053 

97 764 1 84 LO5 
31 511 1 21 179 

I 46 588 

3 637 

26 913 21 179 
176691 12085 

24 81'3 

545 728 
I 0  507 
€4 536 

D: / 23 37 372 

11 353 :::" 11353 

38 156 646 

580 730 
11850 
70 093 

5 

1 O W  

228 

124 801 

1 

86 - 
26 



Table 3. Metropolitan Areas-New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit- 
I 
i Issuing Places: 1993-Con. 

lli.000.place serms Fw meantnp 01 abbrewal~ons and symbols. see Inlroduclion 1 

- ! Number of houwrp unlls / Number of Valuation /thou~.nos of dollars) 
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Melropol~lan stalistral ayess. j 

consol~aaled metr0~011tan i I In 8lrucnnes *nth - 
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o.vmed 
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wllh 5 

' urutr cw 
more 

5unns 
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t- 

Totdl 1 unir 
3 a d  4 

UNU 

and primary melropoltlan I 
sta~isscaI areas' I 

I TOW ( 1 unit 

ucavene IN MSA .............. 738 ' 48 1; 1 78 699 1 71 116 1 1 234 ! - 3 6 34! 
Lalayere .................... 69 44 - I 38 I ' 430 i 265 I 1 OW / - t  1 Oi! 

i 
m e  thanes. LA MSA .......... 7 3  €46 1 3 4 :  14 i - i 60 171 ! 58 245 1 394 532 i 

Lake Charies ................. 165,  129 / - I 11 1 6 2 0 6  1 4 7 0 0 /  9741 5 3 2 :  22 1 14 ! 
I 

Lare~and.W~nI~r Haven FL MSA . 2 C55  2 K' 43 l I 24 , 174 463 / 171 052 I 1 670 / 185 ! 1 551 
Lakelala .................... ~ 2 ;  2C5 8 '  24 16348  14 295 ' 1 5 5  
Hinter Maven ................ 5 ' 47 

- I / 
- 1  4 7 4 7 1  4 5 6 2 1  185 ! 

La?cas!er PA h4SA ............. 2 741 2 16s 35 14 ' - 1 537 
281 2 3 : 2 9 4 '  1 9 9 1 1 9 /  29 29 

Lancasler .................... 9 '  9 342 I 342 1 - I 
I 

. La?s.?g-Eas! Lansnng U ;  USA.. 1 B53 7 416 16 10 1 411 . 3- 1 172 167 I 145 034 1 782 j 657 25 63 
East Lansing ................. rS 39 6 I - 1 4 932 ! 4 622 :: \ Lansing.. .................... 125 cF 2 .  6 6 8 1  2 7 6 . ;  7' 

I i 
3 8' 

Laredo TX MSA: ............... : 3 9  8E9 ' 6 I 558 52 j 62 393 1 46 834 I 139 ' 2 7 1 0 '  12 60 
-afeoe ..................... IN*, i ' i ~ l  (NAI , 

l6 
(NAI (NAI / INA) j IhA) / \%A) 1 I N N  I h L  

I 
.......... Las Crwcs. NM L!SA 1 008 935 4 11 3 1 78 624 1 76 €62 ~ ,2? : 21: 1 6' 

-as Crucos .............. 607 504 4 11 . :: 3 / 45 100 / 41 138 ' 29 217 1 61 

Las v g a s  NV.AZ MSA.. . . . .  2: C ~ S  " 454  1-4  ' 393 ! 2 994 313 1 I 374 598 i 219 274 7 e74 : 17 032 130 51 
C24 . . . . . . . . . . .  6 (323 64 94 817 7e 3 ~ 5  386 , 335 383 2 664  ' 3 588 23 42 

- * -  / .as:iice -.I V 5 A  
I 

963 c - -3. .......... 172 63 19! 20 66 544 52 894 . 8 625 . 3 626 3 4C 
.awlence . . . . . . .  1 1  36s 156 63 . 183 

.- I 9  I 54 008, 39 191 7 989 3 626 3 X 

! SPC teolnote~ a: 01: -' :at3c 

75 180 
44 766 

1 130 800 
8 414 

305 105 

88 594 
38 908 

43 453 
1 77 

163 158 
15 249 

4 6 0 2 2  
11 137 

681 329 
343991 

33220 
10 018 

19 535 
415 

61 164 
2 124 

29 320 

58 444 
3c 574 

1 072 300 
8 349 

278 831 

74 390 
27 088 

39 223 
1 77 

157 918 
11 318 

45714  
10 828 
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3 2 4 5 1  
9 973 

17 578 
415 

49 787 

19 689 900 

76 571 
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2 484 
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17 
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80 
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769 
45 

50 
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1 045 
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1 95 

45 

6 513 
5 714 
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306 

1 274 
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2 999 
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~nee tson  .................... 100 ! 98 
Ind~anapbl~s # ............... 3 303 1 2 510 

. .............. Iowa CI IA MSA I 652 
Iowa '& .................... j 4 1 223 
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Jack ux,--...--.--........-.. 

.............. Jackson. MS MSA 2 217 1 954 

36 59 
12 46 
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2 3 1 ,040 
18 893 

29 0% 1 
4 2 6 3 !  

238 
2 

66 

26 
20 

2 

18 

67 

33 
25 

M 
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4 

7 

22 

11 
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TN.V.4 MSA ................... j 1 515 
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- 4 4 Xx 
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Jacksonwlk# ............... , % I  176, 2 
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Jemeslown .................. i 5 I 

........ JanesnlleBebl. WI MSA 90 
R e b l  ................... .... I 29 1 4 
Janeswlle .................... I 440 1 219 I 78 
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4 

18 
18 

113 
16 

36 
24 
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210 / 13 99: 

8 170 4 37 155 

2 489 I 9 217 
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49 310 / 3 008 / 
335 ! 

1 '80 / 1 28; 

I 
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Knorv~lle .................... ' 
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210 
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25 
25 

205 
113 

48 

147 
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1 117 

3 301 
65 
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894 

429 

1 479 
70 

388 
63 1 
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420 
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352 

- I  

Bnsrol. TN ................... 54 54 
................. Johnson Giy 328 4 

................... ffing span. I77 2 

............ i Johnsfown. PA MSA 
Johnslown ................... 

Jcdm. MO MSA ................ 
....................... Jopl~n 

K6IarnaL0(~Battle Owk. MI 
......................... MSA 1 397 14 

! Banle Creek ................. i 226 1 76 1 
K a l a m u w  ................... ; * !  64 I 4 I 

....... 

1 0 9 6  
24 

53 

22 
17 

6 

22 
22 

5 
5 

24 
18 

- 
2 

13 

3 W  

- 
145 
02 

n 

48 
UI 

450 
126 

3 64C 
3 MC 

' 225 
225 

11 460 
5 530 

1 609 

4 960 

4 1 W  

8 175 
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1 DO: 
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76C 
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11 79' 
1 93:- 

58 
34 

1 0 7 2 3 /  2707: - I 

673 / 8 28; 
2 182 ( 

I 

- ! - I - I 

18 991 528 
11 594 
7 560 

1 116 430 - 92743  

- 149862 - 72 224 

- I 

88 064 

418 ! 35 
274 22 

Oak Rlclpe ................... ) - I  

12 
9 

3 

3 
3 

20 
8 
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37 384 
10 093 

2 298 
2 484 

3 1 6 7 3  
20 467 

26 030 
116 

39 670 
n 702 

153470  
9 517 
4 465 

Kokornl. IN MSA ............... 434 , 272 1 4 2 
~ o k o m o  ..................... 235 49 / 36 1 

I ......... La Crosre. WI-MN MSA 64: 481 , 19 
I 

Ls 90% ................... 73 / 19 1 

120 j 37 326 : j 120 11 7 U  

81 i 8 55 055 
41 1 3 1 3 233 

I 
? i 91 e l ?  Lala*ene. LA MSA ............. 1 :% . !  1 2 ? i  I I 6 I Y i 

Lnlayene .................... 
I I I 



i \ 
...................... 2 1 9 9 , i  1 5 6 0 1 ;  168 

.... m b .  FL PMSA : 12 964 9 806 I 
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............ h-- 2 

FL WSA ............. 9 om 5 793 : 122 
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; 

In structures mth- 
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40 1 - I 
- ! 

L a ~ o n  3 K  MSA ............... 213 2 - b 
2 ...................... do 4 - \ Lawton 

...... ~ ~ ~ $ t o n . A u b u m .  ME MSA 183 
- i 

34 Auburn ................... ..- 34 
~ews~on..................... t 29 I - 

Lerrngtcn. KY MSA ............. 158 128 
~ex~ngton-Fayene .-.-..-.-..- 
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~ l m a  + ..................... 

............... L d n .  NE MSA 
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m e  Rock-North Lime Rock. AR 
MSA ......................... 
con*Ry .--.-------..-------- 
Jacksonville .................. 
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Pklm SDnnpS ............. .. 
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t 
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IS 
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75 
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138 
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74 
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83 
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107 

2% 
148 
27 
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91 
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..................... 
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2 
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2 
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2 
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2 
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u-w .................... i 42 17 I 67; , 7% 
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3 - i r  X 2 .  13 835 20 7 151 ......................, I61 1 15-4 4 i 3 .  - I 
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14 

1 084 16 
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j 2 214 272 
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1 26 250 6 U 5  
EU 
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1 766 1 716 
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4 

92 

258 

3f 
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16 

9 

81 
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36 
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35 

30 

357 / 1 072 
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_ ' I 4 27? 

I I 
16 313 1 40 448 

I 

4 40b 

2 347 

1368 
84 
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57 

4 
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2 874 
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10 347 
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49  1 471 184 - 12 526 

u ow 
15 182 
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12 526 
43 575 
2 741 

55249 75 

3 164 354 

780 PIP 
55 406 
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1 121 143 
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728316 

43 575 ' 1  I 4 %  
1 34 8 8 7  
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4 3 7 6 1 1  16360 
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67 
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37 

12 402 
8 2 n  

187 

8 307 

357 782 

211 81) 

133 796 
6 338 

117 179 
2 348 

69 688 :: :: I '25 850 

40 

376 
12 817 

6 869 

11 461 9 781 - !  1 6 5 0  

33 303 
82 261 

294 410 
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14 101 

24 - 
1 - 
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4 

248 

8 874 

24 189 
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30 376 
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Nc* Haven-Mcoden. CT I i I I 
I 

PMSA ....................... 1 0% ! 20 I - 1 455 
I 

171 1 2 6 8 5 7 )  112IUl6,  
Menoen ................... 57 - 3 2 i l i  3 2 7 1  
h e r  Haven ................ 4 3 ,  6 '  1 2 ,  31 ' 6 1  3 1 9 0 1  - i 
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I 
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1--- 

NUW OI hourng unns / ~urnber 01 i varuat~on ( ~ h w ~ n d s  01 dollars) 

.......... I.€-- Y M .  NY PUSA i 314 2 82; ! I 762 ( 
Bronx boroqh ............. 1 293 78 8 554 * 
S?cumlvn b0:oug'l.. .......... 1 016 165 i 502 i 
Manhattan b a m h  .......... 1 .. 48 . 

............ hrrarX. NJ PMSA 4 738 3 045  320 
hewark ................... X3 '39 1 216 

Melropol~lan stalisbcal areas. I pnvatstv 
cOnsol8daled melrowltldn 

S181rSltCBI areas. lr: ~tn+ctures wth- w f l e d l  

...... VerDu-gb NY-PA PUSA I E X  ' 522 40 
kwlwlgh ............... I 

I 

PoUpnreepSIB .............. 263 

J e w  Gty. NJ PMSA ......... 4 G  1 254 30 
................... Bayonne I 6 1 3 '  3 

545 

Jersey Gfy ................. j 315 \ 210 ( 
I I I I 

Mddlesex-Somarel.HunIadon, ! I 

hJ PMSA ................... 5 063 I 4 324 671 ' 783 , 3 278 21 27; 

I 

, ............ 368 11 845 
7 iw 
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i - 2c I 

hmvalh .................. 39 14 
5:amlora .................. €54 ! 26 2 

! 

lUnn 

5 616 

649 070 

581 760 
4 427 

24 759 

68 201 
1 350 

1 965 342 
8 808 
3 288 

130 651 
55 052 

158 527 
33 248 
22921 

40431 
6 980 

117 270 
80 016 

29 258 
1 591 

92 066 
5 277 

186 715 
18 643 

729 850 
40 053 

211 604 

68716 
117 

3 144 

278 214 
23 487 
3 337 

2 856 537 
166 701 

87 9Y8 
1 58 

102 502 
10 032 

I 
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1 

Totel 

09199 

816 132 

723 705 
20 240 
32 877 

92 337 
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2 105 070 
19 177 
5 404 

155 700 
57 086 
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36 834 
25313 

40807 
7 016 
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91 991 

34 004 
4 981 
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6 349 
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3 1U 

2U6 MI 
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91 652 
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1 stwctures 
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.......... :.s.tt~~l. h: PUSA.. 1 3 : ~  ee 1 

- 
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2 unts 

, 
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05 
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26 

70 
70 

1 448 
560 

247 

4 142 

1 388 
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787 

50 
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692 

147 901 
6 597 

732 

I70 

M~twaukeo-Raune. WI CMSA ..-. 
Mtlwsukee.Waukwha. WI 
PMSA ...................... 
Mlkaukee ................. 
Wauke.ha ................. 

Racine. WI PMSA ............ 
RaCme .................... 

M-s-SL Paul. MN-WI 
MSA ......................... 
Mmneawla .................. 

..................... S t  Paul 

M m e .  AL MSA ................ .................... Moble--. 

~ o d e s ~ o .  CA MSA .............. 
Modesto.. ................... 
Tv)ock ...................... 

Monroe. LA MSA ............... 
Monroe. ..................... 

Monlgommy. AL MSA ........... 
M f f l l 0 0 m ~  C ............... 

M W .  IN MSA ................ 
Munue ...................... 

MWb Buch.  SC MSA -..-..--.- ................. MflLe Baath 

N W .  FL MSA --..-.----..--.. 
N.p(a ................... ... 
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- - 
wlth - 
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uNI , Or more 
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I 
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3 065 

116 552 
247 5 3'5 
703 / 1 4C3 

923 

3 247 
3 081 
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SIdell ................... 
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9- CT PMSA ......... 18 ................. 3 
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Dan*. CT PMSA - 
Danbury I; ................ 

Dutdwtsa Csunw. N Y  PMSA ... 10 
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2 CSL 
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2 045 
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M 
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&(e 
16 
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405 2 5 4 E  

2 6 0 0 1  €5'- 
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41 
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6% 
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16 04: 
17. 

12 775 
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3 

16 

20 

ea 
85 
3 

12 
12 

47 
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334 
26 
12 

32 
2 

2 338 
89 
3Q 
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59 

32 

24 
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2 247 1 603 
713 

I sn 

I - 3 

: j 
182 - 1  5 c y  

- I 

55 344 
- I 10 293 

426 ' 2 5?F 
129 / 2 526 

152 : 
152 1 

249 

228 
12 
48 

21 

168 
3 

1 3 

34 
2 

3 - 
2 

2 626 207 

u o  
372 

UC 
54 

1 767 
1 296 

34 2 

2 163 
202 
68 

463 
90 

BO 

1620 
85 

3 650 
373 

8 187 
572 

2 311 

751 
3 

27 

160 
7 
5 

47 
7 

34 5 
34 1 

420 
/ 52 

1 641 
1 226 

255 

61 ! 

180 14 

10 
4 

4 
2 

2 
2 

30 

1 195 
53 

1 702 
40 

7 671 
54 9 

1 078 

749 
3 

27 

3 373 

112 
56 

20 
20 

41 1 
32 

1 719 
328 

383 
14 

2% 

14 
7 

1 
1 

46 
4 

134 
4 

56 
1 

39 

- 

1 - 

39 '1 8 6 

54 

38 
6 
20 

2 

1 &( 
4 

95 
3 

57 

100 4 
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I IP structures n t h  - 
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pnvatw , 
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m e  
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21 

5 
4 
6 

(NA) 
36 

8 
4 

- - 
1 - - 

. - 
35 

8 
17 
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0 

2 
2 

25 

: 
2 

18 
7 

10 

62 
2 

M 

6 

- 

\ 
]17,000.ptace sews   or meaning o+ &brewatans and rymools ~ n t r o a x t a n  I -- 

t4um-r o! houung uruls 
~ e t ~ ~ p o l t t a n  rlalml'Cdl areas. - 
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9 0 6 3  

42 033 
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12 781 
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1 3 0 5 0 8 9  
5 4 2 5 6  
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201983 
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' 

Trenton ................-... - ! 3 

waterbury. CT PMSA .-.---.-- 5% .! 54 2 
Waterbufy ................. 79 

1% 1 131 1 .................... v- 2 1 

&I7 087 
406 922 

39 175 
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623 426 

51 707 
4 714 

719 726 
27 867 
82 192 
12 949 
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(NA' 
140 437 

109 094 
8 245 

41 013 
29 272 
12 641 

411 331 
45 274 

181 581 
4 604 

241 M)O 
6 487 

143 469 

1 1 5 4  529 
25714  

22261  
10 BOB 

!a 558 

12 389 
3 622 
1 349 
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2 874 
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1 571 830 
71 431 

1 2 6 9 8 8 1  

18 978 

18 934 

1 2 32; 
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(NA) 
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-t&wark. DE-MD : I I ' 85 j 3 2 3 2 !  3 147 i RcS* ...................... - 1 
.................... i 146 

W-sqOn.. ............... - 1  11 
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1401 5 5 8 3  
120 2 142 - 1  2 7 0 0  
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(NA) 

5 'N* /  462 8 7 1 1  
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4 
4 

(Yi? 
12 

1 

~~r(o lk .Vi rg.q~a Beach-Nmvort 
122 ............ N ~ W ,  VA-NC MSA 9 732 7 943 

416 Hampton -. .-. . - - ------ -. --- - 

4 

79 j - ,  8 3 0 2 ,  

1 84 2 020 
68 1 650 
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981 150 
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59 

3 778 28 039 
380 379 7 122 

2 669 10 603 
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1 09: 7 41? 
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724 407 
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69 ! 6 1 
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I - I 3 880 
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~ o r l o l k  ...................... 
p~nsmouth  ----. . - .. - - ----- -- 
suliolk ...................... 

................ Vlrgtnia Beach 

-18. FL MSA ................. ....................... -la 

o&,w-Mind. TX MSA ..-..-. 
Mdlar-4 .--.-.----.--- ------- 
m e  ssa ...................... 

m ~ a -  OK ........ 
N m n  ..................... 
@wunvl Cay ............... 
--nee ..-..--.-..--------- 

-ha, NE-IA MSA --..-..-.-.. 
................ Councli B M l s  

orruh. t ................... 
Or(.&, FL MSA ............... 
aundo ..................... 
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......................... 
ManetlaL .................... 
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pa7ucol. ................... 
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Puma Z ..................-. 
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165 

(NA) 
2 002 
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cmnen ................... - I 
f'wbwph ................ 183 i 16 1 3 

1 1 ~ l l v i n o - s ~ t o n . N J  I 
4 mu  - -. . - - - - - - - -. . - - - - - - - 292 i - 8 Bnopcsn .................. I - 8 
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26 
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58 
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*!ton r ..................... , 24 ' 
Gollevtlle 4 .................. 
Earl 51 Louts 
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I 
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Womsocket ................. 
Fall Rrver .................... 
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Prwo 
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~ t a b f b ~ . l  areas 
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RI-MA MSA ................ 96 4 266 297 
Anleboro .................... 10 2 11 645 
Pawiuckel ................... 13 4 989 
Prowbence. .................. 22 6 6 1 406 
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W a m c k  ..................... 92 

i I San An~e lo  I x USA .......... 311 3C5 t i? 413 23 213 20-3 
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Roanoke. VA MSA' ............. BOB 852 30 2 , 57 087 54 806 
Roanoke .................... 145 100 1 24 1 5 978 4 095 
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................... Berkeley 
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..................... 21 8 
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22 
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76 

42 
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67 
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52 
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1 
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70 
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3 
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1 
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10 
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9C 
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W% ...................... 
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5 772 1 1 260 

237 259 / 222 214 
I 

57 526 50 543 

140 1 , 

270 1 30 24 

52 904 
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Metropol~tan staIIswal areas. 
consoldrtW metropobun 

s t a l ~ s ! ~ ~ I  areas. 
and plman, metropglrtm 

~ l a ~ s t ~ c a l  areas 

Washrtgton CGMDVA-WV 
PMSA-Con 
washnglon ................ 

............. Freaemksburg 
Arltn@on Cwn ly  -..-.---.-.. 
Frederick .................. 

Waterloo-Cdar Falls IA MSA ... 
Ceaar Falls .................. 
w a ~ e r l w  .................... 

Wausau. WI MSA ............... 
W a u u u  .-.-.-.-.-.--.----.-. 

WWI Palm Bum-Bou Raton. 
FL USA ...................... 
Boca Raton .................. 

............ west Palm Beach 

W ~ n g  WVQH MSA ......... 
w w n g  I ................. 

............... Wduia KS MSA 
W W  .---...-...--......... 

WsM. F a t  r* MSA .......... 
W- Fala .-.-.-------.-.-- 

PA MSA ........... 
w-w-....-...--------- 

mmhgton NC USA -.----.-..- 
wmqwll.-.--..------------ 

.............. Y 8 b - N .  WA MSA 
Y m . .  .................... 
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W m  ...................... 
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............. 
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t 
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6 
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128 
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Y&%. ................... 1 331 
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6 
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1 un~ t  
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6 

24 1 
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8 
6 

I !  1 ,  

86 521 1 923 :: ::: j 3 1 6 4 7  
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3 end 4 1 5 un~ts 
Total units or more 
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28 
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47 
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20 

2 368 
1 338 

34 7 
273 

n 7  

2 42: 

528 
32 

2 494 
11 

1 1 7 2  
(NA) 

3 

2 umls 

- I 

i I I 

- , 3 738 / 1 003 

1 569 

- I - 1  4 3 0 0  

I 

8 
4 
4 

68 
12 

194 
14 

24 
20 

4 
4 

4 

56 

164 
62 

QO 

' 26 
(N Al 

8 

3 and 4 
unns 

43 

4 2 3 2 9  42 329 / - 1 I 
- I 1 2 0 7 1 0 1  2 0 7 1 0 ,  - I - I 

20 557 
523 

25 807 
27 720 

15 76' 
523 

24 238 
23 420 

3 
3 

28 
8 

310 
46 

4 

20 
20 

11 

?' 

135 
57 

20 

107 
(NAl 

5 u r n  
or more 

1 63 

10 
120 

units or ( more 

1 

1 
10 

159 
83 
W 

81 
40 

1 357 
128 
159 

5 
5 

142 
W 

18 

13: 

46 
34 

4 6  

n o  
( M I  

15 966 
7 549 
4 063 

51 802 
5 518 

787 895 
61 192 
21 370 

6 424 
1 562 

212 170 

21 019 474 ' 213 1 ' 4 j 6 6  
284 1 213 3 113 
190 / - I 1 252 

I 
3 2 9 9  81i 1 575 7 

4 

116 
2 

10 

1 
1 

16 

815 

14 7 4  
840 

57 641 
7 453 

918 541 
74 347 
26 992 

6 634 
1 772 

218 021 
14 

- - 
2 

l? 

7 
6 

8 

29 
(MI 

85C 

22 505 93 396 
8 1 W  ' 1  5 6 2 2  

1 1 5 7 4 0 /  111729 

360 
360 

10 2 W  
200 

1 315 4 435 

3 6 5 9 1  
25 994 

22 307 

22132: 

70 150 
10 181 

875 
875 

995 

35 356 
24 759 

21 131 

209828  

53 594 
3 007 

3 015 

214536  208606  
472 1 472 

144 893 1 122 095 
(NAI 

364 

3 37: 

8 628 / 6 080 
2 974 2 863 

3 167 / 700 

I 

672 

560 

1 6 4 8  
1 336 

1 6 6 0  

7 686 6 960 8 144 

(NAI 
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Table 4 .  New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit-Issuing Places: 

1 1992 and 1993-Con. 
/ {&or mean,ng ol aborovlallons and svmbols. seo ~ntroducl!on : 

.... -- - -- --- - . 
1933 

Perm~l-~ssu~cg places I952 -----___c_____________ 

---- IOU1 Total 1 untl 2 unlle 3 and 4 unlls I 5 un~ls or more 
I 

CALIFORNIA -Con I ; I i 
San aernard~no County -Con. I 

........................................ lwentyn~ne Palms I 
.................................................. up(ana 
................................................ V1Cll)~llle I 

Yuca~pa ................................................. i 

San Doego County 
................................................. Carlaad 
.............................................. cr.uIa V I S ~  
............................................... Coronado. 

E! Capn ................................................. 
................................................ Enc~ruias 

............................................... Escondtdo 
lrnpmal Beach ........................................... 

................................................. La Mesa 
L m  Gmve ............................................ 
Nalxmn! Oty ............................................. 
Ocesnwde ............................................... 
Powav ................................................... 
Sari h g a  County U n l m a l e d  Area t 

............................................... San h g o  I 
.................. 

.............................................. San Marcos ! 
Sanlw .................................................. 
Socam Bench ............................................ 
Vtsta .................................................... 

San F r a m x o  County 
............................................ San Fl- 

Sari Josqwn County 
E s c a b n  ................................................. 
Lnthrop .................................................. 
L a < .  .................................................... 
Manteca ................................................. 
Rlpor ................................................... 

................... S.n Josguin C m t y  Un*lcaporaled Area 
s13cklon ................................................. 
Ira cy--...--...-..--------------------------------------- 

.............................................. Menlr Dnrk 
................................................. Matlame i 

PaCd58.. .....-.......................................... 
Pwma V l l W  low?. 

I ....................................... 
............................................ neerod my I 

............................................... Sari Bruno 

............................................... Sari &?or I ............................................... San Mateo I 
Sari ~ a e o  County U ~ ~ a l o d  Area .................... i 
Sornn San Fra- ...................................... I 

Haxsae(gwn ........................................... I 

LD7)WC .................................................. 
........................................... Sanis Barbara I 

.............. Santa Bamwa County Umncorpormled Arm r 1 .............................................. SdrNaMyr~  1 (11) 

Sanla Clara C w n w  
C s m n  .............--................................. 
C*rmw ................................................ : 
G I I ~  ................................................... 

................................................ .as.- i (10, 
,. LOS *nn H~IIS 10-n ...................................... ! 

. -.: 
Lm GI!% t o m  .......................................... ! 
MIIDUS ................................................... 
Monte Sweno. ...................................... 8 

Morgnl w , ~  ............................................ 
Moun!a.n VIW .......................................... i 
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Table 4. New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized in Permit-Issuing Places: 
1992 and 1993-Con. 

) tior meanjcg of abbrenatans and symbols, u m(roduct!on 1 

-- 
5 units or more 

Permcl.~sswng plans 

CALIFORNIA-Con. 

Orange County -Con. 
Lapona N w l  ............................................ 

............................................. LOS Alam~tos ............................................. Mtswon Vlep 
........................................... Newport Beach 

Orange .................................................. 

I 
1992. 1 
tow 

..................... Orange County Unhaxpxsted A r u  * 
Placenba ................................................ 
San Ciemente ..--..-.-.---------------------------------- 
Son Juan Wst rano ...................................... 
Sanla Aru .----.-.-..---.-------------------------------- 
Saal Beach .............................................. 
Slanton .................................................. ................................................... Tusun 

................................................ Villa Park 
Wertmmster ............................................. 
Yorb. bnda --.- .-. .-. ---.------------ - ------ .- ----- ----- - 

Placer County 
Aubvn .................................................. 
Cottax ................................................... 
bmotn .................................................. 
Lows t a n  ............................................. ....................... Placer County U n u ~ ~ ~ 0 1 a l . d  Area i 

Rockl~n .................................................. 
Rosenlle .------------..-.-.----------------------------. 

Ph~mas County 
P l u m  County Uninmpon1.d Area ........................ 
Ponda .................................................. 

Rive&% County 
Banrung ................................................. 
e e a u m t  . .--.-. --. -..-. -. .-- ----------------- ---- -----. 
BWhe ................................................... 
Cal~mera ................................................ 

............................................ Cathedral City 

Coachella .-------..- ------ --- -- - - ---- - ------ ------------- 
Corona .................................................. 
Dew! ~ o t  Spr.gs ....................................... 
Hemel- .................................................. 

............................................. IndYln Wells 

NOTCO ................................................... I 
Palm Dger( ............................................. 

............................................. Palm Spnngs 
Perrls 
Rancho Mrage 

................................................... I 
........................................... I 

................................................ Rwerwe 
R~ersade County U~ncorlxmted Area ...................... I 

....... ................................... San Jaunto .... I 
Temecula ................................................ I 

Sacramento Cwnty 
F o l m  .................................................. 
Gnlt ..................................................... 
ISklrn ................................................... 
Sacramento.. ............................................ 

................... Sacramento County 'Jmncap~ated Arm 

San BeMo Counry 
w011151* ................................................. 

.................... Sari Bemto County Uruncuporated ku i 
Snn Juan Baubsta ........................................ ! (38) 

San Bernardtno h n t y  
AOe'?nlo ................................................. 1 
Appie kaJley t o m  ........................................ 
Barstcw ................................................. 
B q  Sear Lake i ............................................ 
Cnmo ................................................... I 
Ch~no H~lls ............................................... 1 (03) 
Collon. .................................................. 
Fontana ................................................. 
Gram Terrace ........................................... 
Hesper~a ............................................... I 

I Hqhla nd I ................................................. 
Loma L~nda .............................................. ' ( 1  1) 

.? Monlclas ................................................ ' . . Needles 
I . ................................................. 

..... , Ontarto .................................... ... ! 

See lwlnotes rt end of ta5:a 



REPORTING INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR THE DOD STORAGE SPACE MANAGEMENT REPORT 

DD Form 805  

1. Header Section. 

a. Report Date. Enter the two digits of "dayu, llmonth'l 
and "yearw to represent the as of date. 

b. Installation Code. Enter a four character alpha 
identity code. 

c. DoD Component. (ARMY, DLA, NAVY, Etc.,) 

d. Name of Installation. 

e. City Name. Enter the name of the city in which the 
installation is located. 

f. State/Country Code. Enter the state/country code in 
which the installation is located. 

g. Outgranted to: Enter the name(s) of the service or 
organization receiving the outgrant. Outgranted space is 
defined in paragraphs 3.a. (5)  and 3.a.(6). Additional entries 
will be annotated in the remarks section. 

h. Outgranted SF: Enter the amount(s) of gross storage 
space outgranted as defined in paragraphs 3.a.(5) and 3 . a . ( 6 ) .  
Entry should be in thousands unless otherwise noted. 
Additional entries will be annotated in the remarks section. 

i. Ingranted from: Enter the name(s) of the DoD component 
which storage space has been ingranted from as defined in 
paragraph 3.a.(8).(a). Additional entries will be annotated in 
the remarks section. 

j. Ingranted SF: Enter the amount(s) of gross storage 
space ingranted as defined in paragraph 3.a.(8).(a). Entry 
should be in thousands unless otherwise noted. Additional 
entries will be annotated in the remarks section. 

k. Leased from: Enter the name(s) of the private or 
commercial source which space is being leased from. Additional 
entries will be annotated in the remarks section. 

1. Leased SF: Enter the amount(s) of gross storage space 
leased. Entry should be in thousands unless otherwise noted. 
Additional entries will be annotated in the remarks section. 

m. Annual Leasing Cost: Enter the annual cost charged for 
the leased space. 



n. POC: Enter the Point of Contact (POC) for this Storage 
Space Management Report. This should be the Storage Specialist 
completing the installation report. 

o. DSN: Enter the Defense Switched Network (DSN) 
telephone number of the report POC. 

Column Data Definition Storage) 

a. "Item" is the list of Line Data defined in Paragraph 3. 

b. "Total Covered" is equal to the sum of the entries in 
columns C through K. 

c. "General Purpose Heatedw is space in buildings designed 
for storage purposes in which the temperatures can be 
controlled within specified limits by application of heat. It 
does not include space equipped with operating humidity control 
devices, areas specially designed for storage of highly 
flaxrmable or hazardous materials (conforming storage). 

d. "General Purpose Unheatedtt is space other than 
controlled humidity and flammable/hazardous in buildings 
designed for storage purposes that are not equipped with a 
heating capability. 

e. "Controlled Humidity" is warehouse space equipped with 
operating humidity control equipment. 

f. nFlammable/Hazardouslt is warehouse space specifically 
designed for the storage of hazardous and/or flammable 
materials excluding, explosives, ammunition and ammunition 
components. 

g. "Chillw is refrigerated warehouse space in which the 
temperature can be controlled between 32 degrees F. and 50 
degrees F. 

h. "Freezett is refrigerated warehouse space in which the 
temperature can be controlled below a level of 32 degrees F. 

i. "Shedtt is space in nonwarehouse buildings without 
complete sides and end walls. (Exclude transitory-type 
shelters.) 

j. "Othert1 is any space assigned for storage operations, 
within a structure designed for other than storage 
purposes; e . g . ,  barracks, dry tanks, hangers, transitory 
shelters, and quonset buildings. A transitory shelter is a 
prefabricated sectional, metal structure, normally with 
complete sides and ends but without utilities,'classed as a 
storage aid rather than a real property facility. 

k. "MagazineM is space in a warehouse or igloo-type 



structure, used for the storage of explosives, ammunition, or 
loaded ammunition components. 

1. #@Open Unapproved" is the total gross square feet of 
open storage space occupied by assets not approved for open 
storage (assets in open storage which require covered storage). 
Entries will be in lines 23 and 24 only. The "Total NSF 
Occupiedw (Line 23) and the I1Total CF Occupiedw (Line 24) 
entries will be included in Lines 23 and 24 of Cols. M and/or 
N. 

NOTE: Assets stowed in areas such as docks, roadways, 
etc. that require/should be in.covered storage that is not 
valid storage space will be annotated on Lines 23 and 24 as 
well. A note stating where this stock is located should be 
placed in the "Remarksw block. 

m. Itopen Improved1@ is open space which has been graded and 
hard surfaced or prepared with topping of some suitable 
materials so as to permit effective materials handling 
operations. 

n. "Open Unimprovedw is open space which has not been 
surfaced or improved but is used for storage purposes. 

3. Line Data Definitions and Descriptions. 

a. Section A - "Gross Space Availablel1. All data reported 
in section A are in thousands of square feet (SF). 

(1) Line 1, IsTotal SF Prior Report1@. Enter total space 
reported in the prior report. (Total of line 2 plus line 8 
from prior report). 

(2) Line 2, "Total SF This Period". Enter the gross 
storage space (SF) at the installation or activity (regardless 
of its location or the purpose for which the space being used 
was designed or is designated) which is assigned or used for 
any operation concerning storage or the support of storage 
functions at the installation or activity. This total includes 
all sross space except inqrantedlleased space. 

(3) Line 3, Itunusable SF". Enter the amount of gross 
SF included in the categories defined below. 

(a) Space so deteriorated that it fails to provide 
a sufficiently protective environment for the storage of 
material. 

(b) Space that is unsafe for storage operations or 
its use would be in violation of established regulations. 

(c) Space that is restricted from use due to 
inadequate physical security protection. 



(d) Space that is temporarily removed from storage 
operations due to building construction, modification, or 
upgrade as well as storage aid erection/removal, fixed MHE 
erection/removal, etc. 

(4) Line 4, "SF in Standbytt. Enter the amount of gross 
storage space in standby status that is contained in completely 
empty covered structures, or open improved areas which are not 
required to support the installation's mission and which have 
been secured.   his entry will not include vacant Y-sites (sites 
with earthen barricade on four sides). Igloos currently used as 
fallout shelters will be included and identified under 
"Remarksv. Space in completely empty sections of covered 
structures that can be isolated and iocked is authorized to be 
placed into standby. 

(5) Line 5, ttOutgranted SF (Non-DoD) ". Enter amount 
of gross storage space which is outleased, licensed, or 
permitted to private or non-DoD, Government (federal, state, 
county, local, or foreign) agencies for their operation (e.g., 
storage space identified under support agreement(s) and not 
available for the reporting activities operations).  his 
includes all space which is allocated, assigned, or used for 
the storage of material other than that owned by the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Marine corps, or the Defense Logistics Agency. 
For purposes of this report, material or supplies belonging to 
all other defense agencies will be treated as non-DoD material. 
Include space leased to private industry on a landlord-tenant 
basis for which rent is paid by the lessee. Also, include 
space classified as storage space at the time it was leased, 
licensed, or permitted, even though it is not now being used 
for storage purposes. When a change occurs since the last 
reporting period, show under llRemarkstt the complete agency 
name(s), the company or companies concerned, and the amount of 
gross space (covered and open, separately) used by, assigned 
to, or allocated to each. 

(6) Line 6, "Outgranted SF (DoD) If. Enter the amount of 
gross storage space which is licensed or permitted to another 
DoD component for their operation (e.g., storage space 
identified under support agreement(s) and not available for the 
reporting activities operation). Include space classified as 
storage space at the time it was licensed or permitted even 
though it is not now being used for storage purposes. When a 
change occurs since the last reporting period, show under 
l1remarksW the component name and the amount of gross space 
(covered and open, separately) licensed or permitted to each. 

(7) Line 7, ItTotal SF Outgrantedtl. Enter the sum of 
lines 5 and 6. 

(8) Line 8, ItTotal Ingranted SFu. Enter the total 
gross square feet of storage space ingranted and/or leased to 
the installation. (Total of lines 8a & 8b) 



(a) Enter the amount of interlintra Service space 
operated which is ingranted by license, Support Agreement, or 
permit from one of the DoD or Government components. 

(b) Enter the gross square feet of leased storage 
space. This is space leased by an installation from a private 
or commercial source and is not part of, or connected to the 
installation. 

(9) Line 9, "Total Availablett (lines 2 plus 8 less 
3,4, and 7). Enter the sum of Total SF This Period (line 2) 
plus Total Ingranted Space (line 8) less the sum of Unusable SF 
(line 3) and SF in Standby (line 4) and Total SF outgranted 
(line 7). 

(10) Line 10, "Aisles, Structural Loss, and Support 
Space (SF)It. Enter the sum of the SF used for aisles, the SF 
lost due to structural features and the SF used for support 
space. 

"Aislesn are defined as the amount of SF used in 
storage areas for movement of material to and from storage 
locations. This excludes material.conveyor systems. 

"Structural Losstt is defined as space not usable for 
storage.because of construction features or physical 
characteristics. Within covered storage areas, such items as 
rest rooms, columns, firewalls, elevator shafts, stairwells, 
ramps, steam pits, switch panels, loading wells, and door 
clearances will be considered as structural loss. Within 
improved open storage areas, such additional items as 
firebreaks, stream beds, railroad tracks, and clearances 
maintained for utility lines should be considered as structural 
loss. 

"Support Spaceu is defined as the space used in 
support of storage operations. Support space includes all 
space used for preservation and packaging, assembly, packing 
and crating, container manufacturing, receiving, inspection and 
identification, shipping, material conveyor systems, 
supervisory/administrative storage offices located in 
warehouses or other facilities used for storage operation, 
employeest rest areas, locker rooms, tool rooms, time clock 
areas, mechanical equipment rooms in refrigerated and 
controlled humidity warehouses, battery charging stations 
located in warehouses, and similar support functions. Support 
space also includes civil engineering (public works) functions 
that are in support of storage operations and are located in 
warehouses or other facilities used for storage operations. 
Work aisles that are contiguous to these support areas are 
classified as part of such support areas. Support space does 
not include general administrative offices. 

9 

4. 

f b. Section B - "Net Space Availablett. All data reported in 
section B are in thousands of SF or thousands of cubic feet 



(CF) as appropriate for the specific line. 

(1) Line 11, "NSF in Bin Area". Enter the net SF of 
Space occupied by erected bins. The SF is determined based on 
the outside dimensions, length times width, of the bin storage 
aids. 

(2) Line 12, "NSF in Rack AreaM. Enter the net SF of 
space occupied by erected racks. The square feet is determined 
based on the outside dimensions, length times the width of the 
rack storage aids. 

(3) Line 13, "NSF in Bulk Areaw. Enter the SF of 
storage space designed for bulk storage. The SF is determined 
based on the inside dimensions (length x width) of the painted 
floor lines that determine/identify storage locations. 

(4) Line 14, "Total NSFv. Enter the sum of the lines 
11, 12 and 13. (Check: Lines 10 & 14 must equal line 9) 

(5) Line 15, ItTotal Cubic Feet (TCF) in Bin Areau. 
Enter the TCF in storage areas occupied by erected bin storage 
aids. Bin area TCF is computed by multiplying the bin area NSF 
(line 11) by the unobstructed stacking height. The unobstructed 
stacking height is defined as the distance between the floor 
and the lowermost point of either sprinkler heads, joists, 
rafters, beams, or roof trusses, lighting fixtures or ductwork 
less the following safety clearances: 

(a) 1 112 feet when vertical distance between 
floor and lowest obstruction that does not exceed 15 feet. 

(b) 3 feet when vertica, distance between floor 
and lowest obstruction is greater than 15 feet. 

(c) 3 feet when hazardous materials are involved 
or in storage areas not equipped with sprinklers. 

(d) Exception - a clearance of only 14 inches is 
required for reclaimed drum storage, regardless of stacking 
height, provided that the building is of all-metal construction 
and contains no electric wiring. 

The unobstructed stacking height as defined above is an 
indicator of only the theoretical capacity of a facility. It 
does not allow for limitations which may be imposed by existing 
storage aids, material handling equipment (MHE), or floor load 
capacity. Therefore, the TCF also is an indicator of 
theoretical capacity. 

(6) Line 16, I1TCF in Rack Area." Enter the TCF of 
storage areas occupied by erected rack storage aids. The rack 
area TCF is computed by multiplying the rack area NSF (line 12) 
by the unobstructed stacking height as defined above. 



(7) Line 17, "TCF in Bulk Area." Enter the TCF of 
storage areas designed for bulk storage. The bulk area is 
computed by multiplying the bulk area NSF (line 13) by the 
unobstructed stacking height as defined above. The TCF of 
improved open storage will generally be computed using an 
average stacking height of 10 feet; however, where local 
conditions and actual commodity characteristics dictate a 
specific stacking height, the latter will apply. In unimproved 
open storage, report only cubic space actually occupied, by 
multiplying SF occupied by a representative (sample) stacking 
height. 

(8) Line 18, "Total TCF". Enter the sum of lines 15, 
16 and 17. 

(9) Line 19, "Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) in Bin 
Area." Enter the ACF in storage areas occupied by erected 
storage aids. The bin area ACF is computed by multiplying the 
bin area NSF (line 11) by the height in feet from the floor to 
the top of the bin storage aid or to the height which can be 
reached by existing MHE, whichever is less. 

(10) -Line 20, "ACF in Rack Area". Enter the ACF in 
storage areas designated for rack storage. The rack area ACF is 
computed by multiplying the rack area NSF (line 12) by height 
in feet from the floor to the top shelf (level) of the rack 
plus the additional height to which material can safely be 
stacked on the top shelf of the rack. For example, if the 
height from the floor to the top shelf is 12 feet and material 
can be stacked on the top shelf to a height of 4 feet, the 
attainable stacking height is 16 feet for the rack set. 

(11) ~ i n e  21, "ACF in Bulk Arean. Enter the ACF in 
storage areas designed for bulk storage. The bulk area ACF is 
computed by multiplying the bulk area NSF (line 13) by the 
stacking height limitations, and attainable with available MHE. 
Cubic space beyond the reach of available MHE lift height and 
floor load limitations will not be reported even though safety 
limitations or permissible stacking heights have not been 
attained. (The cubic capacities reported on this line are 
limited to those attainable under present storage arrangements 
and achievable with available equipment.) The cubic capacity of 
improved open storage space will generally be computed by using 
an average stacking height of 10 feet. Where local conditions 
and actual commodity characteristics dictate a specific 
stacking height, the latter shall apply. In unimproved open 
storage, report cubic space by multiplying occupied SF by a 
representative (sample) stacking height. 

(12) Line 22, I1Total ACFw. Enter the sum of line 19, 
20 and 21. 

c. section C - llOccupied Storage Spacew. All data reported 
in section C will be in thousands of SF or thousands of CF as 
appropriate for the specific line. 



(1) Line 23, "Total NSF Occupied8l. Enter the total 
amount of NSF of areas designated for bin storage (line ll), 
rack storage (line 12), and bulk storage (line 13), which is 
actually occupied by material. 

(2) Line 24, IrTotal ACF Occupied1I. Enter the total 
amount of net ACF of areas designated for bin storage (line 
19), rack storage (line 20), and bulk storage (line 21, which 
is actually occupied by material. 

(3) Line 25, "Total Vacant NSFII. Enter the result of 
line 14 minus line 23. (Check: Lines 23 & 25 must equal line 
1 4  

(4) Line 26, Itvacant ACF in Bin Areat1. Enter the 
total amount of vacant ACF in the Bin Area." 

(5) Line 27, "Vacant ACF in Rack AreaM. Enter the 
total amount of vacant ACF in the Rack Area. 

(6) Line 28, l1Vacant ACF in Bulk AreaN. Enter the 
total amount of vacant ACF in the Bulk Area. 

(7) Line 29, "Total Vacant ACFN. Enter the sum of 
lines 26, 27 and 28. (Check: Line 24 & 29 must equal line 22) 

(8) Lines 30 & 31 "Unobligated Vacant SF/CF1*. Not 
used. 

d. Section D. IIRernark~~~ The following types of remarks 
will be submitted when appropriate. 

(1) Last Report. A remark will be provided which 
indicates that the current report submission is the last that 
will be made by t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i o n .  The reason f o r  r e p o r t  
termination will be explained. 

(2) Significant Data Changes. Explanation to changes 
in total covered or improved open storage from one report 
period to the next which exceed 50,000 gross SF (GSF) for 
activities reporting 1,000,000 or more GSF. Activities 
reporting less than 1,000,000 GSF will explain changes of 5,000 
GSF or more of covered space or 20,000 GSF or more of open 
improved space. 

(3) Significant ~equired Space Changes. Report known 
future changes in requirements which are expected within the 
next 12 months. Changes in required TCF, either upward or 
downward of 500,000 CF of more for any column (type of storage 
space) will be reported. The remark will include the amount of 
the requirement, the reason for the change, and the expected 
effective date. 

(4) Significant ACF Changes. Installations with firm 



knowledge of changes in ACF which are expected upward or 
downward of 500,000 CF or more for any column (type of storage 
space) or any decreases which will inhibit mission performed. 
The remark will include the amount of the change, the reason, 
and the expected effective date. 

( 5 )  contingency or Wartime Storage Requirements. From 
contingency or wartime scenario planning documents report 
estimates of covered total storage requirements in thousands of 
CF if significantly different from requirements previous 
reported. Installations without firm knowledge of such plans 
may defer to the component headquarters for input. 

(6) Initial Report. Installations reporting for the 
first time will cite the date of activation of the 
installation, its primary function, and a brief description of 
the types of material to be stored. 

(7) Inactivation. An installation or activity 
scheduled for inactivation will cite the proposed date. When 
known, the actual effective date and authority will be shown. 
When an installation or activity is to be completely closed 
out, the last report submitted will be marked #'Final Reporttt. 
If an installation is completely closed out between reporting 
periods and the last report submitted was not marked "Final 
ReportH, a special report marked "Final Reporttt will be 
submitted to reflect any changes. 

(9) Standby. List the amount of space placed in or 
taken from standby status. 

(10) special Situations. Report explanations of data 
submitted or conditions of which management should be 
cognizant. For example, if storage space of a particular type 
such as humidity controlled is currently occupied by material 
which can be safely stored outside or in storage affording less 
protection, the amount of such space should be identified. 

(11) Stock Located in Non-Storage Areas. Materiel 
stowed on docks, roadways, etc. that are not valid storage 
areas. The remarks should include NSF and CF of the stock as 
well as the type of valid storage space needed to store the 
materiel. 

(12) Number of Bin and/or Rack Openings/~ocations and 
Number Occupied. Annotate the number of bin and/or rack 
openings/locations available and annotate the number of bin 
and/or rack openings/locations occupied. 
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DEFINITIONS & TERMS 

COVERED STORAGE - Storage space within any roofed structure. 
WAREIIOUBE - A building designed for storage purposes and 
constructed with roof and complete side walls. 

UNgEATED SPACE - Area not equipped with heating facilities or 
heating equipment is inoperable. (Col. D on DD805) 

CONTROLLED HUMIDITY SPACE - Space which has been especially 
prepared for and equipped with equipment for controlling 
humidity. The equipment must be in operating condition to 
report as humidified space on the DD805 (Col. E). 

FLAKMABLE L HAZARDOUS WAREHOUSE - Area designated for the 
storage (conforming to all applicable laws and regulations) of 
flammable and hazardous material. (Col. F on DD805) 

CEILL SPACE -. Refrigerated warehouse area in which the 
temperature can be controlled between 32 and 50 degrees F. 
(Col. G on DD805) 

. FREEZE SPACE - Refrigerated warehouse area in which the 
temperature can be controlled below 32 degrees F. (Col. H on 
DD805) 

SHED - A building without complete side and end walls. (Col. I 
on DD805) 

TRANSITORY SHELTER - A prefabricated, sectional, metal 
structure, normally with complete sides and ends but without 
utilities, classed as a storage aid rather than a real property 
facility. When used for storage, it is reported as "other" 
space. (Col. J on DD805) 

DRY TANK SPACE - Area in tanks designed for the storage of 
supplies other then bulk liquids or gases. (Col. J on DD805) 

WET TANK SPACE - A tank designed for the storage of liquids. 
(Col. J on DD805) 

OTHER SPACE - Any area assigned for storage operations within a 
structure designed for other than storage operations. (Col. J 
on DD805) 

TRAILER STORAGE SPACE - Space allotted for the purpose of 
storing materiel in trailers. (Col. J on DD805) 

RAIL STORAGE SPACE - Space allotted for the purpose of storing 
materiel in rail cars. (Col J on DD805) 



IGLOO SPACE - Area in an earth covered structure of concrete 
and/or steel designed for the storage of ammunition and 
explosives. (Col. K on DD805) 

MAGAZINE SPACE - Area in a warehouse-type structure above or 
below ground designed for storage of ammunition and explosives. 
(Col. K on DD805) 

OPEN UWAPPROVED - Assets not approved for open storage that are 
stored in valid open storage space or non-storage areas. These 
uassets" are defined as materiel that require/should be in 
covered storage. (Col. L on DD805) 

This does not include assets that may be stored in valid 
ttopenn storage but are in fact stored in non-storage areas such 
as docks, roadways, etc. 

OPEN IXPROVED SPACE - Area that has been graded and hard 
surfaced or prepared with topping of some suitable materiel so 
as to permit effective materiel handling operations. (Col. M on 
DD805) 

OPEN UNIMPROVED SPACE - Area which has not been surfaced but 
has been designated for storage. (Col. N on DD805) 

OPEN WET SPACE - Water area specifically allotted to and usable 
for the storage of water craft. Annotate in remarks that this 
is wet storage. (Col. N on DD805) 

GROSS STORAGE SPACE - Gross area, regardless of its location of 
the purpose for which the space was designed or designated, 
which is assigned or used for any operation concerning storage 
or the support of storage functions. (Line 2 of DD805) 

UNUSABLE SPACE - Storage space so deteriorated that it fails to 
provide a sufficiently protective environment for the storage 
of materiel, or space that is unsafe for storage operations or 
unsecure for storage. (Line 3 of DD805) 

Space that is temporarily undergoing construction, 
modification, upgrade, erection/removal of storage aids, fixed 
MHE, etc. 

STANDBY SPACE - Gross storage space contained in completely 
empty/vacant structures or areas. (Line 4 of DD805) 

OUTGRANTED SPACE - Gross storage space that is not available 
because it has been leased, licensed, or permitted to a private 
or government organization. (Line 5 & 6 on DD805) 

INGRANTED SPACE - Gross storage space which is "on loanu from 
another government department or agency. (Line 8A on DD805) 

LEASED SPACE - Gross storage space which is leased from a 
private commercial source. (Line 8B on DD805) 



GROSS SPACE FOR STORAGE OPERATIONS - (Total available) That 
amount of gross storage space less unusable, standby and 
outgranted space. (Line 9 of DD805) 

AISLES - Any passageways in storage areas. Types include: 
main, cross, personnel, and fire. (Line 10 on DD805') 

MAIN AISLE - A passageway wide enough to permit easy flow of 
equipment, supplies, and personnel; generally runs the length 
of the building. (Line 10 on DD805) 

CROSS AISLE - A passageway at right angles, used for movement 
of supplies, equipment, and personnel. (~ine 10 on DD805) 

FIRE AISLE - A passageway established to aid in fire fighting 
or preventing the spread of fire, or for access to fire 
fighting equipment or building exits. (Line 10 on DD805) 

STRUCTURAL LOSS - Space not usable for storage because of 
construction, subterranean or physical characteristics such as 
posts and pillars, ramps, door clearances, firewalls, rail 
tracks, etc. Not to be confused with unusable.. (~ine 10 on 
DD805) 

GROSS SPACE FOR SUPPORT OF STORAGE - That area used for 
receiving, packing, shipping, battery charging stations, 
administrative storage offices, rest rooms, 3P&M, etc. (Line 10 
of DD805) 

OFFICE SPACE - Space utilized by storage personnel in the 
performance of routine office-type duties. Excludes office 
space located in warehouses not used in support of storage 
operations. (Line 10 on DD805) 

NET STORAGE SPACE - Gross space for storage operations minus 
gross space used for aisles, structural loss and support space. 
(Line 14 on DD805) 

CUBE - The product of; length by width by depth/height. 
TOTAL CUBIC FEET - The product of net storage space, square 
feet multiplied by the unobstructed stacking height permitted 
by safety regulations in a particular storage area. (Line 18 on 
DD805) 

TOTAL ATTAINABLE CUBIC FEET - The amount of the total cubic 
feet that is attainable or usable. Normally (if less then total 
cubic feet) caused by limitations of MHE, storage aids not 
using the entire height, etc. (Line 22 of DD805) 

OCCUPIED NET SQUARE FEET - Floor area which is actually 
occupied by materiel plus the entire bin and rack areas less 
aisles. (Line 23 of DD805) 



OCCUPIED NET CUBIC FEET - The product of net square feet 
occupied, multiplied by actual storage heights, or 
representative storage heights determined by statistical 
sampling when applicable. (Line 24 of DD805) 

VACANT SPACE - Usable storage space which is not occupied by 
+ materiel or storage aids. (Lines 26 to 29 of DD805) 



SPACE 

The rollowing procedures will be usad in aetermining and 
calculating occupied storage space. 

1. Bin storage: occupied bins is determined by material 
physically in a location. The occupancy rates f o r  NSF occupied 
and ACF will be calculated by: 

A. Nsl = Th. number of bins occupied, divided by the 
n w e r  of bin levels from floor to the highest bin available = 
number of g r i d  locations occupied ,  X the square f o o t  of tho bin 
grid square = to ta l  occupied square Feet. 

B. ACT = The same process as 1.a. m u l t i p l i e d  by the 
attainable bin stacking height. (Refer to visual charr showing 
how t o  report  occupied Bin/Rack storage. 

2 .  Rack Storage; Occupied rack storage is determined in 
the sane manner as 1 .A.  and 1. B. 

Computer listings showing the number of locations 
occupied in bin and rack should be run to f i n d  out the number 
occupied, then coapared (divided by) to the  t o t a l  number of 
locations available.  If the legacy system does not have this 
capability, then a randoz sampling technique w i l l  be used to 
select a statistically reliable sample of each type of bin l rack  
in determining occupancy rates.   his process is outlined in 
MILSTJ 105E (Sampling Procadurer & T a b l ~ s  for Inspection by 
Attributes). Bulk pallet rack locations will be physically 
counted for accuracy purposes. 

3 .  a u l k  Storage 

A .  ASP of occupied bulk sroraqe is determined by 
adding t h e  total square feet which is i n  vacant  locations and 
subtracting this total from the bulk NSF a v a i l a b l e .  The 
remainder is the NSF occupied. 

B. ACT is calculated by multiplying 'he NSF by t h e  
attainable s r ack inq  h e i g h t  a s  derined i n  t h e  DoD SSNR 
Instruction f o r  rhe DD Fonn 805. 

occupied b u l k  scorage space is acquired by inspection. 
APprOprlate records m u s t  be kept and nust include, vhen, how, 
a s  v@ll as the methodology used in the process ,  w i t h  
"S~ppOrting nunberse ' .  r .ur thermore ,  no  storage space will be 
credited as b e ~ n g  occupied for bonevcoabina c r  one oT tv;o 

pal- Of r a t e r i a l  i n  a bull; location vhen Dallet -ack - 
- ava'u This is to insure proper  k-arehouslng Fracclces 

of o u r  customers assets at the lowest  c o s t  possible a s  vell as  
providing a more accurate occupancy rate. 



A r  a no=, buLk locations having one NEB is c o n s i d u e d  occupied 
unleos incorrect storage prac t i ce s  as mentioned above are being 
practiced. 



I 7 5 '  A 7TAlNABLE 
STACKING HNGH T 

1 - 33 PT LOCS OCCUf'lED - 5 LEVELS HIGH = 6.6 OR 7 OCC GRID SQS, 
2 - 7 OCCUPIED GRID SQS. X NSF OF GRID (16') = OCCUPIED NSF) 
3 - OCCUPIED NSF X ATTAIN. STACK HGT = OCCUPIED CUBIC FEET 

NSF = I 1 2  
CF = i ,680 

F (1 6') = OCCUPIED NSF 

OCCUPIED NSF X ATTAINABLE STACKING HGT = OCCUPIEDCUBE 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON S T A T I O N  

ALEXANDRIA,  V IRGIN IA  22304-6 100 

IN REPLY CAAJ(BRAC) 
REFER TO 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call information (BRAC95L014) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, D E W  DPAC) 

Administrator, DAASC 

I .  Reference: CAAJ(l3RAC) letter, 8 July 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. Part I of the data call asked that each page of the data call response include the "activity code." 
Our intent was for you to provide the activity acronym; i.e., DGSC, DCMDW, DDTP, etc. 

3. Question VIIA5 is rewritten as follows: Identify tons of tenant material in storage. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



IN CAAJ(BRAC) 
REFER TO 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

CLOSE HOLD Ei 2 SEP 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure PRAC) 95 Data Call Information (BRAC95LO 15) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 8 July 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. Part IV amendments and corrections - revision 4: 

a. For DDMP, DDMT, DDJC, DCSC, DDRT, and DGSC a, add the following questions. 

Submit on a separate sheet, titled with the activity and question: 

C -  
IVB41: List the programmed amount for any FY 95 and prior ongoing (currently in 

design or construction) MILCON projects at the installation. . * 
7 . .  r 

IVB42: List projected % completion of the project in question IVB41, as of Jul95. State 
the source of the estimated % completion. 

IVB43: List the total design funds spent on the projects listed in question IVB41, as of 
Jul95. State the source of the answer. 

b. For ICP's, Depots (stand-alone and collocated), a:~d Region Headquarters: 

A revised progam disk was sent 3 1 Aug 94 to BRAC POC's with instructions on how to 
install the updated files. Please ensure that the person responsible for part N of the data call 
receives the updated disk and instructions as soon as possible. The program corrects the two 
problems addressed in BRAC95U) 13, paragraph 5.c, as well as other minor items recently 
identified. Therefore, the instructions listed in BRAC95LO 13 are superseded by this amendment. 

c. For Depots (stand-alone and collocated), and Region Headquarters; 

Ail part IV responses must be submitted within 14 calendar days from the date of receipt 
of the PWC report, if this date is later than 15 Sep 94. 

3. Additional comments associated with part IX (environment) of the data call are noted below: 
b 



2 SEP 1994 

C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 
SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Data Call Information (BRAC95L015) 

a. Section C: Natural Resources 

IXC8a The word "habitat" should be changed to "flood plain." 

b. Section G: Complimce and Cleanup Costs (this cost data is not required f?om tenants) 

(1) %GI: "Management Costs" should appear bold and flush left. Management costs 
should include the sum of all management costs for Air Quality, RCRA, and Water Quality. 

~el$nChief 
DLA BRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAAJPRAC) CLOSE HOLD 12 SEP 1994 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L016) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJ(BRAC) letter, dated 8 Jul94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. Specific reference is made to Part VIII of the Data Call (Community Information Data Call 
Questions). 

3. The term "basic pay" as used in Questions VIII.Q.32. and VIII.Q.33. (Federal Salary Rates) 
for the General Schedule (GS) means "locality rate of pay." The U. S. Office of Personnel 
Management's Salary Table No. 94, Executive Branch of the Government (January 1994), cited 

. .  as a preferred source to obtain data for this question, contains salary tables for locality pay areas. 

% 9 4. Based on questions we have been receiving relative to Question VI1I.E. (Work Force 

Availability), the following amplifjring information and guidance is provided. 

a Question VITI.E. should be read in the context of your location as a potential receiver in a 
realignment scenario. If your activity were to receive additional mission, could it recruit and 
retain additional civilian personnel in increments to its current staffing level of 25%, 50% and 
100% respectively? 

b. The first issue in answering Question VII1.E. is: could your activity increase its civilian 
personnel staffing levels by 25%, 50% and 100% respectively? If the answer is "no" for a 
particular percentage increment, you should so state. No hrther elaboration is required. 

c. If the answer is "yes," you will need to state how long it would take your activity to 
increase its civilian personnel staffing level by the percentage increment. You will also need to 
support your claim by as much evidentiary data as you are able to present. You will need to back 
up your "yes" answers with evidence pointing to the existence of adequate staffing sources. The 
suggested sources listed for Question VILE. are intended to guide you to places where such 
evidentiary data may reside. 



- -. 

1 2  SEP 1994 

CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 
i SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L016) 

d. What we are after is as much information as you are able to provide that will give us 
confidence that yours is an area where we can recruit and retain adequate numbers of personnel. 
If the activity's local labor market is small relative to the percentage increment requirements in 
Question VIII.E., you may want to provide information that reflects the "drawing power" of the 
activity and/or of the community at large as a place to recruit and retain people from other areas. 
You could cite your activity's past record in recruiting people from outside the local area, for 
example. Or, you could cite recent business activity in the area's private sector. 

5. Questions concerning this letter or any portion of Part VIII of the Data Call should be directed 
to Mr. John D. Green, DSN 284-7146. 

TF Chief D ABRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STAT ION 

ALEXANDRIA,  V IRGINIA 2L304-6 100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAkT (BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95LOI 7) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJ (BRAC) letter, dated 8 Jul 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call 
(BRAC95LOO9). 

2. Changes submitted to the original data call and /or supplemental data calls only require the 
certification of your activity commander. Lower level certifications and signed internal control 
checklists will not be submitted, but need to be retained at your activity for audit purposes. Also 
computer disks need only be provided for changes to parts 111, IV, and V (where applicable). 

3 .  New non-disclosure statements should not be submitted with data call inputs. Submit them 
separately. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC Team 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

R E ~ E ~  CAAJ (BRAC) 
CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Data Call (BRAC95LOl8) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, DPAC) 

1. Reference: C M  (BRAC) letter dated 8 July 1994, subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. The guidance in referenced letter indicated that your data call submission should reflect 
projected data for September 1994. It further stated "modifications should only be made if there 
is a significant variance between estimated and actual year end data." 

3. The purpose of this letter is to clarify "significant variance." Upon comparison of actual and 
projected data for September 1994, if the variance is 5 percent or more, the variance is considered 
sigtuficant. This will require you to evaluate your projected data for September 1994, as sub- 
mitted, to determine if a resubmission is required. All resubmissions will be actual data. This 
guidance applies to all parts of the data call. Although not required, this guidance does not 
preclude you Eiom submitting actual September data even though the percentage is lower than 5 
percent if you so desire. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAAJPRAC) CLOSE HOLD 2 4 b ~ ~ i  1944 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Information (E3RAC95LO19) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJPRAC) letter, 8 Jul 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC951009). 

2. In addition to the information provided in BRAC95L017, changes submitted to the original 
data call and any subsequent data calls should be accomplished as follows: 

a. A change to any part requires a new subrnission of the total part. 

$?+ 
b. Each page of your submission should be dated the date that the cover letter was signed by 

the Commander. 
-re 

c. Revised computer disks for parts 111, IV, and V (DCMDs and Distribution only) are also 
required. 

d. Include an asterisk by the question number on the hard copy if a change in the response has 
been made in your last submission. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA,  VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO C AAJ(BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L020) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities (F'LFAs) 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. Reference: CAAJPRAC) letter, 8 Jul 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L009). 

2. In various discussions with members of your staff and in the meeting with the commanders on 
17 Oct 94 we indicated self-generated BRAC data call changes should be provided to us by 
3 1 Oct 94. 

3. Letters from this office providing our evaluation of your initial data call response(s) should be 
provided to all activities (if not already provided) not later than 3 Nov 94. A specific suspense 
date for receipt of your reply will be included in these letters. To avoid multiple data call inputs 
within a short time period, include all corrections/clarifications made as a result of our letter, by 
auditors, and any self-generated changeslupdates in your response to our letter. This supersedes 
the suspense date in paragraph 1 above. 

4. Responses by DCMDs to our 19 Oct 94 letters should still be provided by 28 Oct 94 and 
include any self-generated changes you identifjl. 

5. Parts of the data call not yet provided should be forwarded immediately 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO 
CAAJ(BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L021) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. References: 

a. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 19 Oct 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L019). 

b. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 20 Oct 94, subject: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC95L020). 

c. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 27 Oct 94, subject: BRAC 95 Supplemental Data Call arid Financial 
Information (To Inventory Control Points). 

d. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 28 Oct 94, subject: BRAC 95 Financial lnfontlation (To DCMDs/Service 
Centers). 

e. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 3 Nov 94, subject: BRAC 95 Financial Infomlation (To DDREJDDRW). 

2. Management Analyzing Statistical System (MASS) probletns and the late receipt of end of year MASS 
data requires additional review by each activity. 

3. Based on the situation noted above, self generated changes to data can be provided to us until 15 Nov 
94. After that time only infomlation requested by us or changes necessitated by a DoDIG visit will be 
accepted. 

Team Chief 
DLA BRAC ii 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO ck~4.J (BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure @RAC) 95 Information (BRAC95L022) 

TO: Commanders of DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. Effective immediately, do not respond to any request for certified BRAC-related data from the 
Military Services or Defense Agencies. All requests or inquiries should be referred to the DLA 
BRAC Working Group. All BRAC-related data is CLOSE HOLD and not releasable outside the 
DLA chain of Command prior to.1 March 1995. 

2. The Department of Defense is in the process of exploring numerous cross-servicing options. 
No decisions have been made. Neither the nature of the pre-decisional scenario nor the data 
requested may be discussed or released. 

[ 3 ~ 3 L  
GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

,€PLY . C A A J ~ R A C )  
REFER TO 

CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and C1osure (BRAG) 95 information (BlUC95L023) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR., and DPAC) 

1. In our letter of 5 Nov 94 (enclosed), we asked you for any changes to your BRAC data before 
15 Nov 94. Some of you continue to provide unsolicited revisions to you d ~ t a  either in 
conjunction with DoDIG-diue~t ed changes or with DLA BRAC Team-d~eaed changes. Mmy of 
these revisions fall below the standard for sigmficant changes of 5% set by our 19 O E ~  94 memo, 
and will have no e f f e  on ranking or DL A's rewmmen&tions to DoD Hevenhcle~ the BRAC 
Team is obliged to spend considerable time revising its figuns to reflect conrtantiy changing data. 

2 I remind you that the certified data you submitted must reflect your best attempt to apm* 
infomation about your activity as of 30 Sep 94. Whlle you have a conthuulg obfiga~on to r q o  

myTb; 9 any significant data errors that you discover, we expect you to have thoroufly reviewed you  
submissions, and to report any significant errors promptly upon discovery. 

3. Accordingly, any Commander who discovers a major flaw in his data call respom she 
m directly to discuss the error. To ensure that the B U C  Tcmm complnes its work w 
l i e d  dadlines, I expect your full cooperation and assistans in C O K ~ ~  rid' 
in your certSed data submissions. 

LAWRENCE P. FA- 
Major General. UC 
Principal Deput. I 



D C r C N S E  L 3 i : S T I C S  , Z i i / i C Y  
H i A D O V h H T f  R S  

C A M E R O N  STb,T lOh i  

A L f X A N O R I A .  V I R G I N I A  22306- t IC,S 

CLOSE HOLD 

S m J E C T :  h e  R=ligunent and Closure (EIRAC) 95 Infornution (BRAC95L02 I )  

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary L v c l  Field Activities 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, D E a  and DPAC) 

1. References: 

a. CMJ(BRAC) letter, 19 Oct 94, su bjat: BRAC 95 Data Call (BRAC951019). 

b. CIW(BRAC~J&~, 20 Ckt 94. s u b j a :  BRAC 95 D a b  Call (BRAC95LOZO). 

C. CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 27 Oct 94, subjcct: BRAC 95 Supplemental Data MI pod F w  
-. -. Lnfomation flo Inventory CMml Points). 

d. CAAJ(BRAC) letter. 28 Oct 94, subjcct: B l U C  95 Financial Informarim (To DCMDdSuvkx 
Centers). 

e. CAAI(BRAC) 1m:r. 3 Nov 94. subject: BRAC 95 Financial Infomtion (To DDRVDDRW). 

2. M ~ u g e m e n t  Myz ing  Statistical Sgstcm (MASS) problcmr and Be late receipt of ad of  PI MASS 
daia requircs addtiorul micu by each anir i t~ . .  

3. Based on the situ~tion notd  above. sclfgencmtd chvlgcr to dsw be provided U, us until 15 Nor 
9 4  After ~b!  I:.-c only ~ 7 i a r n u t i o n  rcqucstd by us or ckmulgcr neccssitatcd b)- a DoDlG visit will k 
accptcd. 

DLA B U C  v 



IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO 

CAAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

C A M E R O N  STATION 
ALEXANDRIA,  VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

S: 20 Jan 95 
CLOSE HOLD , 2 1": \"5 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Screen 4 Data (BRAC95L024) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DDRE, DDRW, DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. During the discussion of the BRAC 95 process at our joint 17 October conference, review of 
Screen 4 Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) data was discussed. We are making 
available to each Commander the respective activity's screen 4 (attached). The data reflects 
military and civilian personnel data, other pertinent military information, personnel willing to 
move, total base faciIities, financial data, area costs factors, per diem rates, freight costs, etc. This 
information was obtained from your certified data call responses. The Screen 4 was used to input 
information into the COBRA runs for scenarios involving your activity. 

2. Please review your Screen 4 data and coordinate your acceptance of it as a f ist  endorsement 
to this letter. Please return this letter to us with your coordination to include the enclosure via 
Federal Express by close of business 20 Jan 95. Your cooperation in not reproducing/ retaining a 
copy of this information is required. If you discover problems with the data, please contact the 
undersigned at DSN 284-5379 immediately. 

1 Encl M.V. M c W A M A  
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 



S: 20 Jan 95 
CM(BRAC) CLOSE HOLD 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 Screen 4 Data (BRAC95L024) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DDRE, DDRW, DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. During the discussion of the BRAC 95 process at our joint 17 October conference, review of 
Screen 4 Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) data was discussed. We are making 

. available to each Commander the respective activity's screen 4 (attached). The data reflects P 

military and civilian personnel data, other pertinent military information, personnel willing to r I 
i r, 

.p - 
move, total base facilities, financial data, area costs factors, per diem rates, freight costs, etc. This 4 

information was obtained from your certified data call responses. The Screen 4 was used to input ys - 
infomation into the COBRA runs for scenarios involving your activity. ,-.kc .. . + '" 

'a Z. 

2. Please review your Screen 4 data and coordinate your acceptance of it as a first endorsement *7:. , 

to this letter. Please return this letter to us with your coordination to include the enclosure via 
Federd Express by close of business 20 Jan 95. Your cooperation in not reproducing1 retaining a 1- 

-< 

copy of this information is required. If you discover problems with the data, please contact the .*e 2' 
undersigned at DSN 284-5379 immediately. 

1 Encl M.V. McMANAMAY 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 

Jack MarshalUCAAJ(BRAC)/47 1 4 6 l m b  
Charles8 Disk MSW BRACL024.DOC 



Help File DataBase Input Data Rep~rts Windows Quit 11:33:1 
Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

DCMCI, OH 
Total Officers (1995): 11 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 179 
Total Enlisted (1995): 5 Communication Costs ($K/Yr): 91 
Total Students (1995): : 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 4671 
Total Civilians (1995): 83 ' BOS Payroll ($K/Yr): 4496 

Fam ~ousing Costs ($K/Y~): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 

% Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 0.91 

Off Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: ' 0 CBAMPUS out-Patient (  is ) : 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 19 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0 

I Officer VElA ($/~onth): 18 Activity Code: 1 
E q l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 56 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 103 [ ] Unique Activity information 

Freight Cost ($/~on/Ki): 0.07 
a 

N e x t  I Done R 
! ! 
ESC-Close window F'i-~el~ (none) COBRA ~5.04~; RLK Engineering, Inc, 1991- 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 11:33:2 
Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

f Base: DCMDN, MA 
Total Officers (1995): 7 RPMA  on-payroll ($K/Y~): 876 
Total Enlisted (1995): 1 Communication Costs ($K/Y~): 1736 
Total Students (1995) : 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 1580' 
Total Civilians (1995): 319 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 9072 

Fam ~ousing Costs ($K/Y~): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 33.0 % 

% Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.29 

Off Housing Units Vacant: , 0 CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS out-~atient($/~is): 0 
Total Facilities (XSF): 164 CHAMPUS Shift to ~edicare: 0.0 : 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 601 Activity Code: 2 
Enaisted VHA ($/~onth) : 0 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 139 [ ] Unique ~ctivity ~nformation 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/~i): 0.07 . 
Next 1 Previous I Done 5 

11 - 
-. 

ZSC-Close window F1-Help (none) COBRA v5.04, R&K ~ngineering, I ~ c ,  1991-r 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 11:33:3 
Screen Four - Base ~nformation (Static) 

base: DCMDS, GA 
Total Officers (1995): 4 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 1032 
Total Enlisted (1995): 1 ~ommunicati~n Costs ($K/Y~): 930 
Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 1939 
Total Civilians (1995): 237 BOS Payroll ($K/Yr): 7754 

Fam Housing Costs ($K/Y~): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 

% Civs Not Will to Move: )r 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 0.96 

Off Housing Units Vacant: ' 0 CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS out-~atient($/~is): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 127 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0 ! 

Officer VHA ($/~onth): 165 Activity Code: 3 
Emlisted VBA ($/~onth) : 138 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 119 [ 1 Unique Activity Information 

Freight Cost ($/~on/Mi): 0.07 . 
Next I Done It 

a 

ZSC-Close window F1-Help (none) COBRA v5.04, RLK Engineering, Inc, 1991-A 



l ie lp File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 11:33:4: 
-- [ 1 Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 
Base: DCMDW, CA 

Total Officers (1995): 11 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 4435 
Total Enlisted (1995): , 2 Communication Costs ($K/Yr): 1072 
Total Students (1995): ,. 0 BOS Non-payroll ($K/Y~): 4397 ' 
Total Civilians (1995): 274 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 10136 

Fam ~ousing Costs ( $ K / Y ~ ) :  0 
% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 

% Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.24 

Off Housing Units Vacant: 4 0 CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS out-~atient($/~is): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 125 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0 ? 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 581 Activity Code: 4 
Enlisted VHA ($/~onth): 316 

1 Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ( $ / ~ a y ) :  14 0 [ ] Unique Activity ~nformation 

i Freight Cost ($/.~on/~i) : 0.07 
I 4 

Next i Done I 
il.. -. 
:?SC-Close window Fl-Help (none) COBRA v5.04, RCK Engineering, Inc, 1991-4 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 10:01:( 
y[ Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 
Base: DCSC, OH 

Total Officers (1995): 44 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 11076 
Total Enlisted (1995): 5 Communication Costs ( $ K / Y ~ ) :  16548 

I I Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 8431 

I Total Civilians (1995): 3323 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 17393 
Fam Housing Costs ($K/Y~): 89 

% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 3 
% Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 0.91 

Off Housing Units Vacant: , o  CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/~i.s): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAHPUS Out-~atient($/Vis): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 1503 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 

Officer VElA {$/Month): 28 Activity Code: 5 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 76 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 103 [ ] unique Activity Information 

Freight Cost ($/~on/Mi): 0.07 . 
Done t 

- - - . - - -- 

ESC-Close window F1-Help (none) COBRA v5.06;'~&~ Engineering, Inc, 1991- 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 11:35:11 
- = L m  1 Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 
Base: DFSC, VA 

Total Officers (1995): 20 RPMA Non-Payroll ( $ K / Y ~ ) :  52 
Total Enlisted (1995): 3 Communication Costs ($K/Yr): 1111 
Total Students (1995): . 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 3398- 
Total Civilians (1995): 487 BOS Payroll ($K/Yr): 7865 

Fam Housing Costs ($K/Yr): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 

% Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.03 

Off Housing Units Vacant: , o  CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/vis): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS out-~atient($/~is): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 71 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 S 

Next I Done I 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 467 ~ctivity Code: 31 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 411 

E. 

I :SC-Close window ~ i - ~ e l ~  (none) COBRA 175.04.; R6K Engineering, Inc, 1991-4 

- I [ ] Homeowner ~ssistance Program 
I Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 151 [ ] Unique ~ctivity Information 
I I ~reight Cost ($/~on/~i): 0.07 
I * 



ilelp File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 16:32:2( 
)= Im) Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

Base: DGSC, VA 
Total Officers (1995): 24 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 7075 

, 
' i  Total Enlisted (1995): 3 Communication Costs ($K/Yr): 15708 

Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 7691 . 
Total Civilians (1995): 2 19 8 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 13935 

Fam Housing Costs ($K/Yr): 188 
j; % Mil Families On Base: 16.0 % 
11 % Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 0.80 
I !  

" Off Bousing Units Vacant: , 2  CBAMPUS In-Patient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 3 CHAMPUS Out-Patient($/Vis): 0 

1 Total Facilities (KSF): 870 CEAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 ' F  

Officer VHA ($/Month): 141 Activity Code: 32 1 Enlisted YBli ($/Month) : 106 
[ 1 Homeowner ~ssistance Program 

Pe-r Diem Rate ($/Day): 93 [ ] Unique Activity Information 
'i Freight Cost' ( $/~on/~i ) : I 0.07 
I .. 

Next I Done 'I 
I 

.- - 
ESC-Close window ~ i - ~ e l ~  (none) COBRA v5.06, R6K Engineering? Inc,  1991-4 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 10:31:C 
) r ~ [ ~ ]  Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

Base: D I S C ,  PA 
Total Officers (1995) : 

I 26 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 3443 

' I  Total Enlisted (1995): 3 Communication Costs ($K/Y~): 9723 
!I Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Y~) : 7119 
:I 
, I  Total Civilians (1995): 1851 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 10540 

' I  

Fam ~ousing Costs ( $ K / Y ~ ) :  0 
% Mil Families On Base: 8.0 % 

' % Civs Not Will to Move: !I 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.18 
I I , Off Housing Units Vacant: 

/I Next 1 Done @ 

i 
! 

I 

I 

Esc-Close window ~ i - ~ e l ~  (none) COBRA v5.07 ;. R&K Engineering, Inc, 199 1- 

, o  CHAMPUS In-~atient($/Vis): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS Out-~atient($/~is): 0 
Total Facilities (Ksq : 252 cHM~fPus shift to ~edicare: 20.9 

Officer VBA ($/Month): 381 Activity Code: 33 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 316 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 [ ] Unique Activity Information 

i Freight Cost ($/Ton/*): 0.07 
i / - 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 11:37:3 
Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

Base: DLSC, MI 
Total Officers (1995): 3 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 1488 
Total Enlisted (1995): 0 ~ommunication Costs ($K/Y~): 9519 
Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 3116. 
Total Civilians (1995) : 440 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 2656 

Fam ~ousing Costs ($K/Yr): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 

% Civa Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.14 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 85 Activity Code: 35 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 0 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per ~ i e m  Rate ($/Day): 70 [ ] Unique Activity Information 

I Freight Cost ($/~on/~i) : i! 0.07 

1 .  N e x t  'I Done 'I 

ZSC-Close window F'i-~el~ (none) COBRA v5.04 R6K Engineering, In=,- 1991- 

( Off Housing Units Vacant: , O  CHAMPUS 1n-Patient($/Vis): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 ' CHAMPUS Out-Patient($/Vis): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 169 CBAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 10:19:03 
Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

: Base: DPSC, PA 

1; Total Officers (1995): 49 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 2496 
Total Enlisted (1995): 5 Communication Costs ($K/Y~): 15235 

1 i Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 9215 . 
I I Total Civilians (1995): 2098 BOS Payroll ($K/Yr): 24575 

Fam Housing Costs ($K/Yr): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 20.0 % 

11 % C i v s  Not W i l l  to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.18 
\ 9 

Off Housing Units Vacant: ,O CHAMPUS 1n-Patient($/~is): 0 - 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Patient($/Vis): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF): 417 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 % 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 355 Activity Code: 36 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 324 

[ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 123 [ ] Unique ~ctivity ~nfonnation 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/~i): 0.07 
I 

Next I Previous Done II 

BSC-Close window ~ i - ~ e l ~  (none) COBRA ~5.06,'. RPK ~ngineering, Inc, 1991-4 



Help File DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit 10:23:( 
[ 1 Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 
Base: DRMSHQ, MI 

Total Officers (1995): 4 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 1435 
Total Enlisted (1995): 1 Communication Costs ($K/Y~): 3971 
Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yr): 3116 
Total Civilians (1995): 373 BOS Payroll ($K/Yr): 2706 

Fam Housing Costs ($K/Yr): 0 
% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 

% Civs Not Will to Move: 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 1.14 

j /  Off Housing Units Vacant: , O  CHAKPUS 1n-~atient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CEMQUS Out-Patient($/Vis): 0 
Total Facilities (KSP): 85 CBAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 

// Officer VHA ($/~onth) : 115 Activity Code: 38 
1 1  Enlisted VHA ($/~onth): 80 

11 [ ] Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/~ay): 70 [ ] Unique Activity Information 

Freight Cost ( $/Ton/Mi) : 0.07 
l i  1 

Next 1 Done t! 
RSC-Close window ~ i - ~ e l ~  (none) COBRA v5.06; RLK ~ngineering, I ~ c ,  1991- 



Iielp ~ i l e  DataBase Input Data Reports Windows Quit ll:41:C 
1 - I m ]  Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

Base: DSDCHQ, OH 
Total Officers (1995): 3 RPMA Non-Payroll ( $ I i / ~ r ) :  624 

I 
Total ~nlisted (1995): 0 Communication Costs ($x/Y~): 769 
Total Students (1995): 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Y~): 2662 

Total Civilians (1995): 602 BOS Payroll ($K/Y~): 0 
Fam ~ousing Costs ($K/Yr): 0 

% Mil Families On Base: 0.0 % 
' I  % Civs Not Will to Move: ,I 6.0 % Area Cost Factor: 0.91 

I 

I /  Off Housing Units Vacant: , o  CHAMPUS 1n-~atient($/~is): 0 
En1 Housing Units Vacant: 0 CHAMPUS out-~atient($/~is): 0 
Total Facilities (KSF) : 129 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9 

I Officer VHA ( $ / ~ o n t h ) :  16 Activity Code: 48 
/ I  Enlisted VHA ($/~onth) : 0 
1; [ 1 Homeowner Assistance Program 
1 ! Per ~ i e m  Rate ( $ / ~ a y )  : 103 [ 1 Unique Activity Information 

Freight Cost ($/~on/~i): 0.07 .. 
Done ? 

2SC-Close window E ' i - ~ e l ~  (none) COBRA v5.04 ;. RLK ~ngineering, Inc, 1991- 



IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TOCm(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
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  

A L E X A N D R I A .  V I R G I N I A  22304-6100 

CLOSE HOLD 1 6: JAN 1995 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cost of Base Realignment Action Model 
Data (BRAC95L025) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
V S S :  DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

1. Reference is made to CAAJ(BRAC) letter, 12 Jan 94, subject: BRAC 95 Screen 4 Data 
(BRAC95LO24). . 
2. As discussed at the 17 October 1994 conference, the algorithms the COBRA model uses to 
determine Base Operation Support and Real Property Maintenanw costs and savings do not apply 
exactly to DLA The DLA BRAC Working Group, in conjunction with the Business Offices, 
determined P900 non-labor savings methodologies on an account-by-account basis. To assist you 
in responding to the reference, that mapping and examples of how those determinations might be 
applied, are attached. 

I Encl 
T& Chief 
DLA BRAC 



. >. . 

Possible Savings Algorithms for Accounts 

Save nothing 

Save all 
a Reduce losing site costs on a per person basis 

Extrapolate gaining site costs for additional square footage 
required by arriving personnel 







Summary: Finalized P900 Non-Labor Savings Methodologies for BFUC Closures, by Account 

Account 
Save Save Reduce Losing Site Extrapolate Receiking Site 

Nothing a Costs Per Person Elim. Costs for Add'l SQFT 
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Account 
Save Save Reduce Losing Site Extrapolate Receiving Site 

Nothing All Costs Per Person Elim. Costs for Add'l SQI;T 

9421 0.00 
9431 0.00 

Automotive Vehicle P,?ainletiance I . . .  I , , .  1 X , ,  

944 
945 

Mechanized Systems Maintenance 1 ,  X 
Material Handling Eguipment Maintenance , , 1 
Office Equipment Maintenance 

0.00 
0.00 

X ,  
X 

I X 
P 

1 X 

1 
1 X 

&. , I  
1 X , .  

. . .  , f , X ,  , 
, X 

I X 

X 

946, 0.00, Other Station Operating Equipment Maintenance 

%8 0.00 Costs Incurred for ADP Systems Operations I . . . .  , , X  
97 1 0.00 Telmmmunicatiot~s Administration and Svpport X 
972 0.00 Telephone Expenses 1 t 

- . - 
X 

973 0.00 Long Distance ?'elecon~munimtions Service I X 
974 0.00 DCS AUTOVON 1 X 
975 0.00 Costs incurred for ADP Te~econununications for ADP Sys., X 
976 0.00 NarrativdData Message Scnticcs and Other Miscellaneous X 
977 - 0.00 Non-DCS AUTODIN X 
9781 0.00 Nonlabor Costs for IIDN Communications Services 1 X 
9 9 1  0.00 Telecommunications Training 1 .  , X 

9471 0.00 
9481 0.00 
9511 0.00 

Operating Equipment Maintenance Training 
Installation of Equipment 
Printing and Reproduction 
Adminstrative Services 952 

953 
954 
935 

X, 
X ,  

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

961 
962 

- 
963 

Security I , . ,  

Mandatory Training of Administrative Services Employees , 1 
Audiovisual Activities 1 .  . 

ADP Systems Management 0.00 
0.00 

0.03, 25.68 
0.32, 25.68 
0.62, 25.68 

0.00 

Data Processing Operations 
ADPE Operations - Other ADP Services 
DSS Operations - Othcr ADP Services 
Lcgacymase Operations - Other ADP S e ~ c c s  
Data Systems Training 

I 

X 
X 
X 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  

C A M E R O N  STATION 

A L E X A N D R I A .  VIRGINIA 22304-6 I00 

CLOSE HOLD '<. *',- 
2 4 FEB \935 

u 

R E F E R  TO 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closures (BRAC) 95 Data Distribution 
(BRAC95LO26) 

TO: Commanders, DLA Primary Level Field Activity 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, D E W  and DPAC) 

Commanders, Defense Distribution Depots 
(LESS: DDPF, DDCS, DDTU, and DDOC) 

1 .  The Secretary of ~ e f e n s e  will announce his recommended Base Realignment and 
Closure 1995 list at his regularly scheduled news conference scheduled for 1 100 (Eastern 
Standard Time (EST)) on 28 February 1995. On 1 March 1995, the Secretary's formal 
report and supporting documentation will be provided to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission and to Congress. 

2. Because of the sensitivity of the topic, all Commanders must adhere to the same rigid 
time schedule. The content of the "Eyes Only" package (enclosure 4) may not be dis- 
cussed or released prior to the Secretary's announcement As the announcement begins, 
all Commanders should inform the local union President(s) of DLA's rccommendations. 
Your senior staff should also be informed. However, those individuals must be cautioned 
not to repeat or discuss the recommendations until halfway through the Secretav's press 
conference. As discussed in the general Public m i r s  guidance (enclosure 2). no 
response to media or public inquiries may be made prior to 1 130 EST. 

3. Ail activities will be expected to establish BRAC reading rooms. regardless of whether 
sour activity is impacted by the DLA recommendations or not. The docunlents for the 
reading room are listed at enclosure 1 .  The DLA BRAC Detailed Analvsis (item "a'' on 
enclosure 1 )  is the report provided in enclosure 4. The remainins documentation \vill be 
provided by Federal Express shipments over the following two weeks (as material is 
received from the printer). The final increment, consisting of data finalized in late 
Februarylearly March. should be shipped by 10 March. 

4. The reading room should be accessible during normal duty hours. Anyone may use the 
reading room. However, the material contained in the reading room may not be copied or 
remo\.ed. Requests for copies should be referred to the DLA BFUC Ofice. The fees 
established in enclosure 3 to Department of Defense Instruction 7230 7 ,  User Charges, 
applv. Questions regarding the reading room may be directed to 31s Gail Boyce or 
Mr. Jack Marshall, DSN 284-5379. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 CLOSE HOLD 2 4 ?8 \Qq3 
SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closures (BRAC) 95 Data Distribution 

(BRAC95L026) 

5. The Base Closure and Realignment Commission has until I July 1995 to make its 
recommendations to the President. The President has 15 days to accept or reject the 
Con~mission's recommendations; after which the Congress has 45 legislative days to 
disapprove the list. Although no formal execution of DoD recommendations may occur 
until the entire BRAC process is completed, planning must begin immediately. An 
implementation planning fact sheet is at enclosure 3. 

4 Encl 
Major General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



BRAC 95 DOCUMENTATION TO BE PROVIDED 

a. DLA BRAC Detailed Analysis, including Concepts of Operations (Distribution, 
DCMC, DRMS, DLSC, Materiel Management, and DSDC). 

b. BRAC internal control planlchecklist and charter. 

c. OSD Policy Letters 1, 2, and 3. 

d. Minutes and briefing charts for ~~~~~~~~~~~rou~ meetings and meetings with the 
Director. 

e. Applicable PLFA data calls. 

f. Military Value/excess capacity methodology, rationale, and analysis. 

g. Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics System data (Distribution RegionsDepots 
only). 

h. Cosr of Base Realignn~ent Actions model runs (to impacted activities). 

i .  Economic impact data 



1 PROPOSED CORl\l[li\'IC.4'TIOY POIS'TS F012 COlIhIA,1'C)ERS-- 
fo r  remarltslstatement (recommend written) to employees or others, to be 
delivered after 1130, 28 February 95 

--Confirm what many have already heard. The DoD BRAC re~orn~mendations have 
b e w  released, and this iaci!ity has been designaied for disestablishment (or 
realtjnment). Also place into context; briefly review other related recommendations 
from DoD and DLA lists (i.e. of 23 depots closed, military services designated - 
fsc~lities to close, with DLA depots as tenants, other Do9 closures in this area, etc. 
--What happens next. BRAC Commission meets, public hearings, recommendations 
go :o President, Consress, etc. 
--Ex:remely important to watch terminology and accuracy. Don't speculate. YGU should 
S ~ G W  your disap?oin;ment in the announcement tcday, but you must keep spirits up. It 
wifl 52 hard no: to fall into the "them and us" mode, but you can help avclid this in 
sef;?rz! ways. 3ffer all )lour help and understanding, but don't ofier to be one of thase 
v9-m fighis ths decision. R.eassure them that you are all still a team, an effective t?am, 
zr.2 :IC?Q teiirn nust keep ivorking ss a team. Some will put their efforts into fighting the 
Csclsior! (aqd you will provide what they request in the way of data and clther 
infs:mzti~n/factsj. You wi!l put your efforts and leadership skills into learning the best 
v:z!j t~ do wha! must be Cone in coming years, for everyone's benefit. There are wrong 

., ,. 
, . ;Ar:, 

vdays t c ~  cs it acd :I;ere are rlght ways. There are ways tc m~nirnize in,zact znc! ;3:3r7 fcr 
. ::B istare. Le:s look to:the future, not with anger and regre:. but w t h  hope foi t:e best. . i - :2,. --Everyone here and in the community has worked hard. 

\P.'s-ke3 harrf 3 v ~ r  the years to create a great reputation. 
'Jv'crked hard to make :his facility Seller than anyone ever i n 9 q h : .  
3 2 :  tcp rna-~agemen: at this facilitiy has worked long hours for six rr~onths to 

,n-!?asilre and analvze every aspect of what we d ~ ,  what we have the capa5iliiy 2nd 
-- .?-- ~s,~,ity !a C2.  an2 how vlluable tfie tsam and fa:ility are together !n ~ P I S  grsat 
u ' N E  were careful to make sure every rterr of data sex  tz LVashin~lor, f3r 
zr:a!)/si, arc! ev~iuat!on was as accurate 2s possible. I have no a~olsgles  fsr the job 
':Je <:d.  ; ss r ; ~ t  cjl issti~n the fair and impartial joS done by 19s i3gist:ts prosram 
e:.:?Cs zt 3LA, either. They, too, had a tough jco to d ~ .  And their jcb !s r:ot dsne yet. 
p .,.. - ! , ,  t k ~ : , ~  v:!l: Se t?s!s acssuntable by the commission for their 
7 3 - - 7  . ,,,rnr;ie-cations, an=! ivrll nave to jusiify every action. 

8 A t k  - -  i b  ,at c's?s :his mearr? Sametine, starting perhaps as early as next \!?a! and 
caz2lets2 kjy 2E1,  this CLA faciiiv will be disestaSlished (reafi~nec'j. Of total of 
civiiian pos~:~ons and m i l i t a y  positions, will be eltmina:ed acd - wiil 55 
transferred out cf the area. Keep in mind, however, that positions will rernatn in 
+*:-  -.,. 
L .  ..b a: ta ,  from this facil~ty. And of !he pesitions eliminated, the employees in those 
~ C S ~ ~ I O ~ S  will have many months, if not years, to transition into other feSeral positicns, 
r l t i~srnent, or the private sector, if they do not tra~sfer out of the area to fsderal 
pcsttons elsewhere. This will be one of my top priorities--our people. 



RECOh4MENDATIONS AND PROPOSED COMMUNICATIONS POINTS 
FOR COMMANDERS OF FACILITIES ON BRAC LIST 

--Hold the 11 30 deadline. if press reports and rumors create "pressure" for a statement. announce (no 
earlier than 11 00) that you nil1 have a statement for employees at 1 1  30 (or later). That statement also 
\\?ill act as a personalized/localized press release to accompany the DoD and DLA releases. 
Recommend you do not hare a press conference, participate in an!.one else's press conference, or make 
your remarks to large groups, unless you are VERY confident that you can deal lvith immzdiate 
responses to the questions you will get, and the emotion-charged atmosphere a large group may 
generate. Keep in mind that ANY remarks !.ou make will likel!. get to the media, so consider your 
"public" comments carefully. You should not be perceived as "hiding" or othenvise inaccessible to the 
media and your employees, however. You might consider one-on-one media inter\:ie\\s: limited to fi\-e 
minutes, and mainly comprised of reading your statement and making some additional points. You 
should strongly consider meeting with community leadership: especially if requested, and should call 
the appropriate leadership at 1130 (so that you can tell emplo~,ees and media j.ou did so). You may 
~vant  to consider calling in >,our immediate management team. so they can pass the \vord to employees 
dorm the chain through small groups. Contact union/labor officials at 1 100 as a counes!.. Make sure 
you watch your comments to everyone, even over the phone, and make sure the!. are consistent. You 
may receive a call from a Congressional office before 1 130; they ivill have been notified earlier in the 
morning and probabl!. \viII haire called media and community leaders back home. Still. you'll have to 
hold the deadline of 1 130 before you ackno\\lledge or confirm. DLA \\!ill fas to \?ou, \\then available, 
the letter \vhich notifies respective Members of Congress. to be delivered to their Washington offices 
AM 28 Feb. This letter should not be released or ackno\\:ledged: but the information, statistics and 
~vording CAN be used, and \\rill be helpful. 

The DLA loose-leaf "Report" kvill not be delivered to the BRAC Commission b!. DoD until March I .  
Therefore. i t  cannot be reproduced or distributed until then. Arter 1 March. all your data. this DLA 
"report," and other official information can and should be opened to the public for re\.ie\l.. All BRAC 
information made a ~ ~ ~ i l a b l e  to you or \t,hich !.ou ha\.e locall!. \\.ill be gi\,en public "access." This does 
not mean "\\.holesale release" or that c o ~ i e s  ccm be made locally of an\. inforniation. not e\.en one uaTe, 
You should ad\.ise phone-requestors and persons revie\\.ing information in your "reading rooms" that 
copies of an!. materials and information must be requested through DLA BRAC offices (703) 274- 
7 146. Reques~eors \\ . i l l  be charged depending upon the  amount or cop).ing and mailing \\.hich is 
required. Those identif!.ing themselves as nelvs media \\.ill ha\.e equal access to the reading room. and 
must request copies like e\.er!.one else. Hon.e\.er: the! ma!- request copies through the facilit!. PA0. 
and they ma! place queries (requiring limited time and research of reading room materials b!. the 
PAO). Efforts should be made to respond pron~ptl!. to media queries. i f  reasonable deadlines and 
research are in\.ol\.ed. 

Public arfairs (media) release polic!. is simple. Local commanders and spol;espersons should limit 
their responses to information \\.hich co\,ers onl! their area of responsibilit!.. \\.ith \\.hich the!. are 
fan~iliar. and about \\.hich they can sped. with authorit!.. If queries entirel!. or in part call for 
speculation or information \\.hich should be properl!. addressed at a high le\.el in DL.4 (i.e..\\.hy did 
DLA malie such and such a decision or recommendation'.'). refer the quer!. to the P.40 at the nezl 
higher le\.el. or DLX P.40. as appropriate. Plainly stared. if the question regards something in the data 
!.ou submitted or how !.ou reached that figure or input. \\-hich !.ou cnn approprintel! explain: do i t .  If in 
doubt. refer it. 







'COLLOCATED' DEPOTS (Located at Military - Servlce Facility) (continued) 
(WEST REGION) (HOST SERVICE) 

O 8 - DDOO Oklahoma City, OK (USAF) Tinker 
9 - DDRT Red River, TX (ARMY) 
10 - DDST Snn Antonio, TX (USAF) Kelly 
11 - DDCT Corpus Christi, TX (ARMY) 

(EAST REGION) (HOST SERVICE) 
13 - DDAA Anniston, AL (ARMY) 
14 - DDAG Albany, GA (USMC) 
15 - DDWG Warner Robbins, GA (USA0 
16 - DDJF Jacksonville, FL (NAVY) 

8 17 - DDCN Cherry Point, NC (USMC) 
18 - DDNV Norfolk, VA (NAVY) 

0 20 - DDTP Tobyhanna, PA (ARMY) 
22 - DDLP Letterkenny, PA (ARMY) * INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS (ICP - Distribution Management Office) * I DISC Defense Industrial Supply Center, Phlladelphla, PA * G DGSC Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, VA * C DCSC Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, 014  * P DPSC Defense Personnel Support Center, Phlladelphla, PA * F DFSC Defense Fuel Supply Center, Cameron Station, FT. Betvoir, VA 

@ HQ DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT COMMAND, Cameron Station, FT. Belvoir, VA 
-._ 

0 DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
0 DCMD-NE Northeast, Boston, MA 
0 DCMD-S South, Marletta, GA 
0 DCMD-W West, El Scgundo, CA 
0 DCMD-I International, Daylon, OH 



FACT SHEET 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implementation 

BACKGROUND: To inform Commanders of DLA PLFAs recommended for closure or 
realignment of emerging implementation plans. 

DISCUSSION: 

o Unlike previous BRACs, the 1995 effort will be characterized by early 
requirements and planning needs. 

oo Emerging OSD guidance will require selection of Base Transition 
Coordinators (BTC) at ','stand-alone" locations by the end of May and their availability for 
training by 5 June. 

oo Early selection of Base Environmental Coordinators (BECs) will likewise 
be required. 

oo In order to adequately resource BRAC efforts over the life of BRAC 95, 
DLA will have to make Service budget submission dates in JulyIAugust, where 
appropriate, and ensure our own submission to OSD is adequate. 

oo MILCON requiring Senice funding will have to make even earlier 
timelines, with the MILCON needs of tenants at DLA host installations being embedded in 
our budget submission. 

o DoD plans on publishing a BRAC manual, a Commanders/Community Guide, 
and final policies in a number of areas, but these may not be out for 30-60 days. 

CONCLUSION: 

o The BRAC Implementation Office is drafting DL.4 BRAC 95 Implementation 
Guidance. It is also examining the BR4C 93 managementlexecution tool, MICROSOFT 
Project, for expansion and update. In the short term, the Implementation Office will work 
with the POC you appoint, and provide the implementation guidance you need to get you 
started. Plans call for conferences and field visits to supplement the guidance to help 
Commanders and their staffs get off to a quick, effective start. 



C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 
SUBJEC'T: BRAC 95 Implementation 

o In the meanwhile, one approach recommended to size the task at hand is to 
contact and dialogue with BRAC 93 counterparts, while at the action officer level, 
contacts with existing members of the DLA BRAC 93 lmplementation Master Planning 
Team (see list attached) can only help to do the same. 

o The DLA BRAC Implementation Office, staffed by COL Hal Bankirer and 
Mr. David Wright, may be contacted for discussions on any variety of emerging questions 
and concerns. Along with your Business Area, they will be coordinating the DLA effort 
to make all this happen. 

1 Encl 

Coordination NIA 

COL Bankirer, CAAJ(BRAC) (47 146) Date Prepared 2- 17-95 



BRAC 93 IMPLEMENTATION MASTER PLANNING TEAM (IMPTI 
A-- 

PM-ACQUISITION(DCMDW/M/C) 
DEPOTS 
FACILITIES REQUIREMENTS 
AUTOMATION 
PERSONNEL 
PM-DRMS 



D E F E N S E  L.OGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADSUARTERS 

CAMERON S T A T i 3 N  

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGi:i lA 22304-6 100 

CLOSE HOLD 2 4 FEB 1995 

SUBJECT: Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) 95 Data Distribution (J3RAC95L027) 

TO: Comma~ders, DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(LESS: DNSC, DASC, DESC, DEUR, and DPAC) 

Commanders; Deficnse Distribution Depots 
(LESS: DDPF, DDCS, DDTU, and DDOC) 

I .  Reference is made to CAAI(BRAC) letter, 24 Feb 95, subject: BRAC 95 Data Distribution 
(BRAC95LO26). 

2. The second increment of data for your reading rooms is enclosed. We hope to forward 
additional data by the end of this week. 

1 Encl 

DLA BRAC 



LESSONS LEARNED/RECOMMENDATIONS 
RESULTING FROM 1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

OF DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

GENERAL SUGGESTIONS 

Review COBRA manual because COBRA computer printouts are 
essential to review and analysis. 

Review 1993 General Compliance Statement located in background 
file. 

Use and update as necessary existing data base if possible or 
if necessary create own for the following information both for 
DOD recommendations and Research and ~nalysis Staff position 
(much time was spent generating same data for various people 
and for report) 

A. List of activities including location by city and 
State and number of personnel by military and civilian as 
well as identifying by category of activity, i.e. 
regional headquarters, inventory control point, defense 
distribution depots, and service/support activities. 

B. Closing/realigning activities (Most data from COBRA) 

1. One time cost (to losing activity and total cost 
including amount picked up by receiver) 

2. Present vzlue (cwenty yezr  cost; 

3. Steady stzte savings 

4 .  Savings/cost for firsi six yezrs (1996 - 2000) 
5. Breakeven year 

6. Military and civilian personnel eliminated 

7. Military and civilian personnel realigned 

C. Receiving activity 

1. One time cost (mostly military construction) 

2. Personnel received, activity giving them up, and 
number of personnel by military and civilian 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DLA 

Check completeness of material furnished by DLA immediately 
upon receipt. In 1993, BRAC Executive Group minutes were not 
complete and all enclosures to minutes were not initially 
furnished and had to be requested. Also data calls were not 
complete and additional information had to be requested. 

Data from DLA must be requested in writing. Therefore develop 
form letter which can be modified for requesting data. 
(Examples of request letters are in background file.) 

Background file contains general description of DLA and its 
activities prior to BRAC 93 actions 

DLA has written concepts of operations for its four categories 
of activities. These describe the general operational 
philosophy and planned organization for each category. These 
should be reviewed and updated as to currency and 
implementation as soon as possible. They are located with the 
inventory control point and Defense Contract Management 
District sections in the background file and in the separate 
Defense Distribution Depot and Defense ~ogistics services 
Center/Defense Reutilization and Marketing Services files. 

COMMENTS ON EACH DLA CATEGORY 

Defense Distrlbutisr. 9e32zs (see septrzze f l l e  for detail 
inf orma~ion j 

. . 
a This is =ne czteqory ~ - 2 l c h  
activity in 1995. 

. - wl,: probably nave the mosz 

r In 1553 D L k  had 30 depots. One in Sacramento, CA was 
closing under a previous BRAC action. The other 29 
depots were considered in the 1993 process. 

DLA considers two pairs of the 29 depots as single 
depots and each pair comes under one Commander. The two 
pairs are New Cumberland and Mechanicsburg in 
Pennsylvania, and Tracy and Sharpe in Northern 
California. 

The two pairs of depots are 4 of the 8 stand alone 
depots in the DLA system. The remaining depots are 
located with DOD maintenance activities. In 1993 no 
stand alone depots were included in the original DOD 
closure list or added to the list by the  omm mission for 
possible closure. Therefore, when the Commission decided 
not to close McClellan Air Force Base and Letterkenny 
Army Depot, the Defense ~istribution Depots supporting 



these installations also remained opened creating 
additional excess capacity. This was because in 
eliminating excess capacity, DLA considered McClellan and 
Letterkenny Defense ~istribution Depots as being closed. 
The excess capacity might have been reduced, if one or 
more stand alone depots had been on the possible closure 
list. Therefore, if any or possibly not enough stand 
alone depots are not included in the 1995 DOD recommended 
closure list, serious consideration should be given for 
the Commission to add one or more stand alone defense 
distribution depots to the list for possible closure. 

In 1993, DLA computed total excess capacity for its 
defense distribution depot system by comparing attainable 
cubic feet (ACF) of warehouse space with occupied cubic 
feet (OCF) of warehouse space based on projected 1999 
estimates. Suggest comparing assertions made in 1993, 
with assertions made in 1995 and analyze any differences. 

Regional Headquarters 

Defense Contract Management District (DCMD) offices 
were consolidated from five to three in the 1993 BRAC 
process. Therefore they will probably not be a factor in 
1995. (Background file has data on DCMDs including 
relocating DCMD West office.) 

Defense ~istribution Region East and West headquarters 
have oversi~ht over the defense distribution depots. 
These headquarters could be source of information on 
depots, although most information can be obtained from 
DL$. headquarters or the depots themselves. 

Inventory Control Points (ICP) 

In the 1993 BRAC two hardware inventory control points 
were consolidated in Columbus, ~hio, Defense Electronics 
Supply Center and the Defense Construction Supply Center 
which was already located in Columbus. Therefore any 
activity concerning ICPs would probably concern the 
Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) and/or the 
Defense General Supply Center (DGSC). Any action 
concerning DGSC could also impact on the Defense 
Distribution Depot Richmond, VA. The installation where 
DGSC is located cannot be closed as long as the depot is 
located there. ( miscellaneous information in background 
file ICP section including concepts of operations 
section) . 



Service/Support Activities 

The Defense Clothing Factory was closed in the 1993 
BRAC process. Therefore, the activities remaining in 
this category are the Defense Logistics Services Center 
(DLSC) and the Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Service ( D R M S ) .  (Separate file with material on DLSC and 
DRMS . ) 

DLSC and DRMS will likely appear on the 1995 closure 
list. The primary issues that surfaced in 1993 are as 
follows: 

1. DLSC and DRMS are located in a Federal Building 
in Battle Creek, Michigan. The space they occupy 
is leased to DLA by GSA. The lease is basically 
for five years and the current five year period 
started in fiscal year 1992 based on a field audit 
by GSA. However, in late April, 1993, GSA 
reevaluated the rate structure and reduced the 
lease rates. The five year lease period should 
still end at the end of fiscal year 1996. 

2. The 1993 base closure proposal was to merge DLSC 
with the Defense construction Supply Center (DCSC) 
in Colunbus, Ohio and also relocate DRMS to DCSC. 

7 -I-- d. , SBS~C juszification W+S to save money by 
g e ~ r i n g  o ~ t  sf expensive lease6 space an6 
elizinezing some personnel by combining activities. 

According to DLA in 1993, tne DRMS workload will 
actually experience an initial increase as a result of 
Force Structure reductions over the next several years. 
As the number of Military Service generators of excess 
personal property is reduced, DRMS will downsize. DRMS 
headquarters is presently downsizing by returning certain 
functions to its field offices. 

GSA Federal Center modernization contract for $26 
million put on hold pending completion of 1993 BRAC 
process. 

For 1995, suggest quickly developing an understanding 
of the roles of DLSC, DRMS headquarters and the DRMS 
field offices. Also, first review material from GSA in 
DLSC/DRMS file, particularly June 18, 1993 letter, and 
then get current information from GSA, Real Estate 
Division Region Five, Chicago, Illinois, including status 
of modernization contract and its impact on DLA including 
impact on lease with GSA. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT c m n 1 s s l o w  

2 doesn't make any sense a t  a l l .  
3 GEN VENT: There IS one reason f o r  moth b a l l i n g  
4 t h a t h a s a  l o t o f v a l i d i t y a n d t h a t  i s ,  whenthere issome 
5 c a p a b i l i t y ,  some c a p i t a l  investment i n  the government 

7 so you have t o  look a t  those s o r t s  o f  th ings on a case by 
6 f a c i l i t i e s . t h a t  i s n o t d u p l i c a t e d a n y w h e r e  i n  indust ry .  and 

8 case basis. You may have good reason t o  moth b a l l  i n  those 
9 s o r t s  o f  s i tua t ions .  

10 COMMISSIONER STUART: I s n ' t  the  bottom l i n e  here 
11 t h a t  there r e a l l y  i s  r e a l l y  an ex t raord inary  number o f  
12 d o l l a r s  i n  savings t h a t  a re  p o t e n t i a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  us as we 
13 push ahead on t h i s  study, not  j u s t  the  base c los ing .  but  your 
14 own studies i n t e r n a l l y ?  
15 MR. BERTEAU: Absolutely. 
16 GEN WENT: There c e r t a i n l y  i s .  and the  counterpart 
17 o f  t h a t  i s  tha t  f o r  every d o l l a r  t h a t ' s  spent, f o r  instance. 
18 on depot maintenance t h a t  doesn't  need t o  be. then tha t  
19 e i t h e r  i s  a savings t h a t  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  us somewhere 
20 e lse  i n  government and. a t  the same time. i t ' s  a k i n d  o f  a 
21 double h i t .  
22 I t ' s  the  fo rce  s t r u c t u r e  o r  o ther  th ings,  the 

Page 55 o f  196 Pages 
1 combat c a p a b i l i t y  t h a t  the serv ices ought t o  have and the 
2 country  ought t o  have a v a i l a b l e  t o  them. t h a t ' s  being spent 
3 on necessary c a p a b i l i t y .  
4 COMMISSIONER STUART: I t ' s  a r e a l l y  a h igh  
5 p o t e n t i a l  oppor tun i ty  f o r  DOD. Thank you very much. 
6 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I j u s t  can ' t  r e s i s t  one more 
7 question, GEN Went. You a re  no longer d i r e c t l y  i n  
8 government. I 'm n o t  saying you're more candid but  you may be 
9 more careless i n  your response. 

10 (Laughter) 
11 CHAIRMANCOURTER: I ' v e t r i e d t o a n a l y z e t h e a m o u n t  
12 o f  money t h a t  we're drawing down f rom t h e  Department o f  
13 Defense and look a t  i t w i t h  regard t o  i t s  various components. 

.. . 

14 Obviously. we're c u t t i n g  down on the  t r i g g e r  p u l l e r s .  
15 We have fewer people t h a t  w i l l  be involved i n  
16 ac tua l  combat. The support, the  supply and t h e  maintenance, 
17 i n  many respects. i s  a d i f f e r e n t  s to ry .  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  
18 respect t o  the  issue o f  t h e  depot maintenance. 
19 A s a m t t e r o f f a c t ,  i t ' s m y r e c o l l e c t i o n , a n d I  
20 don ' t  have any char ts .  no data i n  f r o n t  o f  me now, t h a t  
21 dur ing  the next -- e i t h e r  t h e  pas t  th ree  years o r  t h e  next 
22 three years. the amount o f  money t h a t  DOD i s  g o l r q  t o  soend 
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1 on depot m d e r n i z a t  ion and i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and operat ions i s  
2 increasing. 
3 A l l  the  wh i le  we're reducing t h e  money we're 
4 spending genera l ly  f o r  DOD by 40 percent,  wh i le  the re  i s  
5 excess capacity.  as you w e l l  t e s t i f i e d  to .  whi le .  even though 
6 the re  i s  excess capaci ty  w i t h i n  the  services. the re  i s  
7 p r i v a t e  enterpr ise which poss ib ly .  arguably. could do the  
8 same work. I mean, they b u i l d  the  systems. They should be 
9 able t o  mainta in  them. 

10 What, i n  your candid. nongovernment view, i s  t h e  
11 l o g i c  i n  increasing t h a t  component o f  DO0 spending when we're 
12 reducing the people who have t h e  teeth? 
13 GEN WENT: V e l l ,  the re  i s  abso lu te ly  no l o g i c  i n  i t  
14 a t  a l l .  
15 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I thank you very much. 
16 GEN VENT: I f  I may exp la in  j u s t  a b i t .  I do f i n d  
17 myself  i n  a l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n  here than on many 
18 occasions when I came t o  t e s t i f y  before the  Congress. 
19 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. I know. 
20 GEN VENT: I f  you look a t  any o ther  measure o f  
2 1 a c t i v i t y w i t h i n t h e D e p a r t m e n t o f D e f e n s e - - f o r c e s t r u c t u r e , 2 1  
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22 fo rce  levels .  ~ e r s o n n e l  l eve ls .  t o t a l  expenditures -- and you 
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1 f i n d  a l l  these thlngs comlng down i n  a descending scale of 
2 anywhere from 20 t o  25 percent and. i n  some cases. mo * thar 
3 t h a t .  ~ f y o u  l o o k a t t h e b u d g e t s i h a t h a v e b e e n p u t  
J fo r  deoot maintenance over the course of the same p 

6 because o f  excess capac i t y .  

&- 
S t i m e ,  i t d o e s s t a y  l e v e l o r  i t  l n c r e a s e s a n d t h a t c m  oou: 

7 If you look a t  how the money i s  spent general ly 
8 across the whole scheme of things. there i s  about 55 percen: 
9 o f  the money t h a t ' s  spent f o r  labor and mater ia l ,  and tha:': 

10 f a i r l y  f i x e d .  If the work i s  there t o  be done, you're goins 
11 t o  spend t h a t  money on labor and mate r ia l .  
12 F o r t y - f i v e  percent of the  cost o f  depot maintenance 
13 are i n  overhead. o r  r e a l l y  i n  the maintenance o f  tha t  
14 s t ruc tu re .  and so i t ' s  on ly  by g e t t i n g  a t  t h a t  s t ruc tu re  thar 
15 you begin t o  b r i n g  the costs  down and the oppor tun i t ies f o r  
16 saving great  amounts. 
17 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I thank you very much for your 
18 candor. Thank you, gentlemen, very much f o r  your testimony. 
19 You wi 11 be rece iv ing  quest ions i n  the mai 1. We have a pane: 
20 next.  i f  you could excuse yourselves. 
21  MR. BERTEAU: Thank you, M r .  Chairman. 
22 GEN VENT: Thank you, s i r .  
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1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much. We have 
2 Major General Lawrence F a r r e l l ,  the  Uni ted States A i r  Force, 
3 the P r i n c i p a l  Deputy D i rec to r ,  Defense Log is t i cs  Agency. 
4 I f  he would come t o  the witness t a b l e  along w i th  
5 Lieutenant General Alonzo E. Short, J r . ,  D i rector  o f  Defense 
6 In format ion Systems Agency. what we w i l l  do, i f  it i s  okay 
7 w i t h  both of you, i s  t o  a l low both o f  you. i n  the order I 
8 j u s t  introduced you, t o  g ive  a b r i e f  opening statement, no 
9 need i n  reading tha t  which we can read. and then subject 

10 yourse l f  t o  the  questions t h a t  we have. 
11 I w i l l  s t a r t  out simply by asking t h a t  i f  
12 Comnissioners have supplemental quest ions we don't 
13 f o r  t h i s  morning, could you both respond i n  w r i t i n g  
14 questions? 
15 MA3 GEN FARRELL: Cer ta in ly .  

a: 
16 LT GEN SHORT: Cer ta in ly ,  M r .  Chainnan. 
17 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much f o r  being 
18 here. I recognize Major General F a r r e l l .  
19 Openino Statement bv Major General Lawrence P.  F a r r e l l  
20 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Good morning, s i r .  and 
21 Comnissioners. My name i s  Major General La r ry  F a r r e l l .  and 
22 I'm the P r i n c i p a l  Deouty D i rec to r  f o r  DLA and I also served 
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1 as the  Chainnan f o r  t h e  OLA BRAC Executive Group. As you 
2 know. we d i d n ' t  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  previous rounds of BRAC. 
3 al though we were a f f e c t e d  by previous BRAC decisions, so t h i s  
4 i s  our f i r s t  t ime. 
5 We be l ieve  t h a t  t h e  BRAC process has great 
6 p o t e n t i a l  f o r  the  Defense Log is t i cs  Agency t o  save DOD 
7 d o l l a r s  by us ing excess space and consol idat ing and merging 
8 our a c t i v i t i e s .  
9 The recomnendations which we forwarded t o  the 

10 Secretary o f  Defense in tegra te  the  p ro jec ted  force s t ructure.  
11 l o g i s t i c  support requirements. which we see i n  the proposed 
12 business improvenents. and a d e t a i l e d  analys is  t h a t  best 
13 posture us f o r  the f u t u r e .  
14 The foundation f o r  our process was t h e  DOD fo rce  
15 s t ruc tu re  p lan and DLA's concepts o f  operat ion f o r  our 
16 business areas. With these as a basis. our executive group 
17 formulated s p e c i f i c  measures o f  m e r i t  and subcr i te r ia  i n  
18 order t o  perform our analys is .  We then went through excess 
19 capacity.  m i l i t a r y  value, r e l a t i v e  rankings. and we dev 
20 a m u l t i t u d e  o f  scenarios analyzing r e t u r n  on investme 

A l t hough theseana l ysesp roceeded ina l i nea r  0 
22 fashion. we r e v i s i t e d  our stens a t  po in ts  i n  time t o  bounce 
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I 
1 off of them our concepts of OPS. force structure ~mpl~catrons 
2 and interservice impacts which we were partlcrpating in at 

that time. 
The eight mandated criteria were fundamental to our 

development of measures of merits and sub-criteria. I want 
6 to emphasize at this time that we went to great lengths to 
7 ensure that we had an impartial approach to our 
8 recomnendations. 
9 Since August of last year. we have been working 
10 closely with the General Accounting Office. and with the 
11 Comnission staff. Mr. Matt Behrmann, and have sought their 
12 involvement in the steps of our process to make sure we were 
13 proceeding in the correct way. 
14 To compare our facilities, we grouped into four 
15 categories: regional headquarters, distribution depots. 
16 supply centers, and service and support activities. We 
17 categorized these activities and compared them within 
18 categories. and where we had unique activities, they were 
19 evaluated individually and on their own merits. 
20 We went back to the previous round of BRAC and 
21 asked a question of the GAO and the Comnission staff: Which 
22 was the best a~oroach to use for formulation of measures of 

I 

1 those two activities. 
2 Secondly, we looked at the opportunity to improve 
3 the efficiency of the material management cycle. In this 
4 regard. both OLSC and ORUS perform supp ly-re lated func: ion. 
5 making them ideal candidates to gain efficiencies through 
6 realignment with the OLA Inventory Control Point. 
7 For the c!othing factory which we recomnended to 
8 close. we decided in our deliberations that that mission i :  
9 no longer essential to the Department of Defense. and we i j ,  

10 that the products can be more economically obtained from 
11 comnerc ia 1 sources. 
12 I'd like just to point out here. DLA does not own 
13 all the land on which our activities are located. The 
14 services do; however, we have considered the environmental 
I5 impacts from each of the locations which we have recomnenae 
16 for realignment or closure. 
17 I've listed in my statement for the record a 
18 detailed listing of the things which we recomnended. I'd 
19 just like to close now by saying that our present value of 
20 our recomnendations is 5 1 . 5  billion and in steady state 
21 savings. it's $253 million a year. We start saving in '98 
22 and we reach full savings in the year 2000. 
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1 merit and sub-criteria? 
2 We adopted. based upon their advice. the A m y  
3 system, which was used in the last round, which identified 
4 measures of merit for our activity. mission essentiality. 
5 mission suitability. operational efficiency. and 
6 expandability, and then we cross-walked the DOD criteria to 
7 these four measures of merit for DLA, and then we assigned 
8 weights to them through a process of consultation and went 
9 through our analysis. 
10 When the analyses were presented to the executive 

group for its review. the names of the activities were 
... deliberately coded to preclude any bias or subjectivity, as 

. .. we asked questions, "Why did Installation X or Supply Center 
14 8 rank this way? What were the things that drove the rating 
15 there?". so that we could get some idea of the sensitivity of 
16 what the criteria were doing to the analysis. 
17 Just very briefly. the rationale we used for 
18 closing things. 1'11 visit that and then open myself for 
19 questions. For distribution depots we recomnended to 
20 closure, it was a place where we were a tenant. and we were 
21 following the service r e c m n d a t i o n s .  
22 SO, if they closed their maintenance facility. the 

4 would not go, but we assumed about 70 percent of the material 
S would follow the maintenance activity. 
6 For the Defense Contract Management Districts where 
7 we managed contracts for DOO. we decided to disestablish two 
8 of our five Defense Contract Management Districts to realign 
9 the mission among the three remaining districts with the 
10 highest overall military value. This decision reflects both 
11 recent and projected reductions in work load. 
12 'For purposes of inventory control points. the prime 
!3 drivers in that decision realign with the benefits which we 
I4 could see deriving fran the mission benefits of consolidation 
!5 and merging of activities, as well as the monetary benefits 
16 fran the overhead savings and reduced installation costs. In 
17 other words, it was advantageous monetarily to close an 
18 installation rather than simply to reduce it in place. 

For service and support activities like Defense 
Reutilization and Marketinq Service in Battle Creek and the 
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1 We do believe, and I'd like to reemphasize, that 
2 our recomnendations are the result of a fair process, whi- 
3 is consistent and objective, well documented, founded on t, 
4 law, which was the first thing we revisited before we 
5 started, and executed with diligence. I would be happy to 
6 answer any questions which you may have here or to take t h ~  
7 tougher ones back for a more detailed answer and get you ar 
8 expeditious response. 
9 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much. We'll get 
10 to the questions in a minute. GEN Short, thank you for 
11 coming. 
12 Ooenins Statement bv Lieutenant General Alonzo Short, Jr. 
13 LT GEH SHORT: Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman 
14 and Members of the Comnission. You know my name and my 
15 position. The charter of my organization is simply the 
16 central management of end-to-end information technology in 
17 the Department of Defense. 
18 I brought along with me a couple of members of my 
19 technical staff today for some of the tougher questions late 
20 on, but I would like to make a brief opening statement. 
21 Let me say I am very, very pleased to have the 
22 oo~ortunity to  resent the agency's views regarding the 
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1 distribution depot which supported that maintenance activity, 
2 we also closed. and the material that remained there we would 
3 follow wherever the maintenance activity went. Some material 

7 - 
L.; Defense Logistics Service Center. also in Battle Creek, we 
22 looked at the economic benefits. which were very large for 
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1 policies and methodologies adopted from our counterparts in 
2 industry and used to develop this list of information 
3 processing activities recomnended for realignment. 
4 T h e p 1 a n w e h a v e s u b m i t ~ e d f o l l o w s t h e p r a c t i c e  
5 used by every world class information technology organizatic 

, 6 by consolidating small, less effective information processir 
7 operations into larger ones, to take advantage of proven 
8 economies of scale. 
9 Proof of the degree of improvement that can be made 
10 in DO0 information processing activities lies in a canparisc 
11 with our counterparts in the private sector. Independent 
12 analyses reveal that the average DOD center is 30 percent 
13 less efficient than its comnercial counterpart. and 65 
14 percent the best in industry. We all know this means big 
15 dollars. 
16 By adapting the proven business practices of our 
17 c o m r c i a l  counterparts, DOD has the potential to be even 
18 more efficient than the best within industry because of our 
19 existing investments in the plant and equipment and because 
20 we don't have the burden or the need to pay profits to 
21 investors. 
22 So. we need this consolidation olan to achieve the 
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1 reduct~ons envisioned ~n the Defense Management Report 1 condition. Then we looked at the category of security. 
2 Decision 918. In fact. these consolidat lons are essential to 2 backup power, comnunicatlons. diversity and security 
3 enable 000 to ach~eve the approximately $4.5 billion in 3 perimeters. Operations looked at the proximity of 
4 savings envisioned wltn the establishment of the defense 4 comnunications hubs in the area. available band wid': 
5 informat~on, infrastructure. 5 reg~onal operational costs in the area. 
6 A brief discuss~on of recent changes in management 

0 
6 Our experts conducted site visits to validate the 

7 of information technology in 000 wi 1 1  put my answers to your 7 data used to rank the sltes. Sensitivity analysis showed 
8 questions in the proper perspective, hopefully. The 000 has 8 that the alternative rankings would not significantly cnange 
9 produced a series of policy documents, designed to instill 9 the number of sites selected. 
10 sound business practices in the Department and to centralize 10 I would like to make one additional statement for 
1 1  policies, procedures, standards and systems while 11 the record, and that has to do with the impact of these 
12 decentralizing execution and implementation. 12 decisions on the delicate human side on the plight of many 
13 These policies were initiated in direct response to 13 Americans who have served our country well over the years, 
14 changes in national priority and in an effort to evolve 14 who now may be changing or even losing their jobs. 
15 efficient and protected DOO-wide information infrastructures 15 The down-sizing of the Department of Defense is 
16 and basically to save money. 16 something that must be done. At DISA, we are going to great 
17 DISA was directed to develop the defense 17 lengths to plan ways to assist affected employees through 
18 information infrastructure which will centrally manage 18 reassignments, retraining and other efforts that will act 
19 information technology department-wide, to take advantage of 19 somewhat as a safety net. enable them to competitively seek 
20 the continuing advances in computer and comnunication 20 alternative positions within the agency, the department and 
21 technologies. and to fundamentally change the approach to 21 the private sector. 
22 processing and distribution of information, 22 For instance. we have earmarked roughly seven 

Page 67 of 196 Pages Page 70 of 196 ?ages 
1 DOD's current computing and comnunications 1 percent of one of our element's budget for the training to 
2 infrastructure is a mixture of systems and equipment 2 update the employees' technical skills. My point is that 
3 independently developed, operated and supported by defense 3 although we are sensitive to employees' reuse and to their 
4 components. There are also duplications in information 4 needs, some of our current employees may still fall through 
5 technology procurement activities which impact technology 5 the safety net as we right-size this operation. 
6 upgrades, hardware inoperability and systems interfaces. 6 I am sure that all of you agree more needs to be 
7 These new responsibilities for centrally managing 7 done to ease the impact of the changes that are being forged 
8 the defense information infrastructure include the management 8 here today, so. Mr. Chairman, I am very, very pleased with 
9 and control of information processing centers. long haul and 9 the objective approach that we have taken to determine the 

10 regional comnunications networks, software design and support 10 recomnendations that we have presented for BRAC 
1 1 a c t i v i t i e s , a n d t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f  informationtechnology llconsideration. 
12 components and services. 12 We seek now to codify our consolidated plan into 
13 For the purposes of the discussion here today, our 13 the 8RAC process, thus avoiding shifting priorities a 
14 initial steps have centered on the consolidation of 59 14 allowing us to plan more effectively to, one. retain 
IS information processing centers into 15. We have developed 15 workforce where necessary; and, two, to build a more 

0 
16 procedures and methodologies for working these consolidations 16 efficient information infrastructure. I am now ready to take 
17 within the BRAC guidance and in a fashion that capitalizes on 17 questions that you may have. Thank you. 
18 the greatest economies, efficiencies and capabilities within 18 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much. GEN Short. 
19 the Department. 19 This time. we'll start out with Peter Boman. 
2 0  A copy of our list of recomndations for closure 20 COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: Earlier in this hearing, we 
21 and realignment and supporting documents have been submitted 21 talked a lot about excess capacity. My question for DLA 
22 for the written record. To facilitate your questions. 22 principally is: 1 think you've recognized that. After these 
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1 however. I would like to give a brief initial description of 1 closures that you've recarmended, are you still over 
2 the opportunity before us and some of our procedures. 2 capacity? 
3 Our opportunity has been enabled by the information 3 MAJ GEN FARRELL: In the distribution area, we had 
4 technology price performance curve. which has been 4 recarmended one closure, McClellan, which would put us right, 
5 continuously improving for many, many years now. Current 5 at the end of this. at capacity. McClellan was pulled off 
6 technologies require less space. less power and people than 6 the list by the Air Force and since we don't know exactly 
7 the older technologies that we are using today. 7 what they're going to do. that would probably make us over 
8 Simply by modernizing the technology 8 capacity by 15 million attainable cubic feet. which is what 
9 infrastructure, we create a surplus of facilities and 9 NcClellan has. 

10 staffing that can be released for significant reductions in 10 But. when you get to the end of this. we've got 
11 cost of operations with no reduction in the services we 11 about 730 million cubic feet now and when we get to the end. 
12 provide to our customers. 12 we're going to be at about 500 million, so we're going to go 
13 With a surplus of facilities, no construction or 13 down about 32 percent no matter how you slice it, so we'll be 
14 expansion was necessary for us to achieve our plan. The 14 right at capacity. as we project it. when we end up. 
15 principal task was to decide which information processing 15 COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: A related question is 
16 centers would be retained and which should be closed. 16 privatization. You've already alluded to that in the 
17 Our selection criteria was as objective as humanly 17 clothing factory discussion. but I'm not as informed about 
18 possible. developed by a consensus of a multi-service defense 18 the rest of your activities as that. To what extent and how 
19 agency task force. and based upon 15 criteria. categorized in 19 did you consider privatization in your study? 
2 0  three d~fferent categories. 20 MAJ GEN FARRELL: When it came to the clothing 
2 1 Facilities -- that looked at space. looked at the 21 factory. that was one of the primary reasons. The c1 
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e 22 air conditioning, chilled water. electrical Dower. building 22 factory is a small activity and it's about three PerCen 
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1 the total output in cloth~ng. It costs more to do the 
there than it would to do it comnercially. 

We've got some innovative contracts that we've 
put-in place with some of the comnercial sectors. 

ou have probably heard about one with the McDonald's 
6 Corporation. There is a factory there that makes both 
7 HcOonald's linen and in mobilization, they would shift into 
8 manufacturing for OLA. 
9 So, we think there's a lot of innovative contract 
10 methods which we can adopt which would save money just in tb 
11 clothing area. but you can expand that to a1 1 of our 
12 business. What we need to do is bring our administrative 
13 lead time down, and we think we can do that with innovative 
14 contracting. 
15 We've explored sane of that in Philadelphia at the 
16 Defense Industrial Supply Center already, and potential 
17 savings are huge but in terms of BRAC. the clothing factory 
18 was mainly the one we looked at for privatization. 
19 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Cox. 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: If all of these recomnended 
21 closures and realignments are completed, what is the decreas 
22 in OLA personnel by number and percentaqe? 
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1 MAJ GEN FARRELL: 2500. round numbers. decrease. 
2 and it's about 3.8 percent of the people and it's about 4 
3 percent of the dollars. operating do1 lars. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: You said you were coming down in 
5 capacity by roughly -- 
6 HAJ GEN FARRELL: Thirty-two percent of our 
7 attainable cubic, but that's not just this BRAC round. That 
8 includes the decisions that were made in the '88 round and 
9 the '91 round. and some of these things that we inherited 

from the services when we picked up the distribution depots. d We have also gone through another analysis. 
ndependent of BRAC. on how we wou Id reduce that. so when yo 
lump all of these decisions together, it's coming down 32 

14 percent. 
15 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. I think you testified 
16 that all of the closures and realignments came on bases wherl 
17 the Air Force or other military were. Were there any of 
18 those that. considered separately. would be more efficient. 
19 more capable of handling on. where there are those kinds of 
20 tradeoffs? 
21 MAJ GEN FARRELL: We did a military value analysis 
22 in which we ranked all of our depots by their relative value 
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1 When it came to closing, we can't reach in and use that list 
2 until we get past what the services do. because those 
3 facilities on those maintenance installations were primarily 
4 devoted to servicing those maintenance activities. 
5 Once those maintenance activities go away. it 
6 doesn't make sense to stay there. Most of them are some of 
7 the smaller depots. anyway, so there is not great 
8 efficiencies, with the exception of McClellan. That's a 
9 pretty large depot there, and if the maintenance facilities 
10 were to go away. you could even get m r e  storage space, so 
11 that's one of the exceptions. 
12 COHHISSIONER COX: Would it make sense. at that 
13 point. to keep a depot there? 
14 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Well. we'd have to go through 
15 that analysis. We'd have to look at the new set of 
16 circumstances and then go through the analysis to see where 

the business was going to be, what the cost would be to 
m a i n  there. 

Let's say the Air Force left the base entirely and 
we decided to keep a depot there. We would have to a s s w  

21 responsibility for managing that whole installation and the 
22 costs to do that are fairly substan:ial, so we're better off. 
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1 actually, being a tenant in terms of cost, on somebody else8 
2 installation. but you save the most money when you close a 
3 stand-alone facility, which we didn't do this time. 
4 COHMISSIONER COX: Right. Your criteria were 
5 different in that sense. that you had to look at first aha: 
6 the military services did. Did you separately look at an 
7 economic impact of the depots' closures? 
8 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Yes. we did. 
9 COHMISSIONER COX: That was included in both your 
0 analysis and each of the military services, or how does tha 
1 work? 
2 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Well, we looked separately at the 
3 impacts of what we did, as directed by the Off ice of the 
4 Secretary of Defense. As an example. the largest economic 
5 impact was the closure of the depot at Tooele, which is 3.4 
6 percent, on the comnunity there. A1 1 the rest of our impact 
7 were smaller than that. We were told by the Office of the 
8 Secretary that they would roll up the total and facts at 
9 their level. 
0 COMMISSIONER COX: But there were no depots closed 
1 or not closed because of economic impact? 
2 MAJ GEN FARRELL: That's correct. 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
2 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Levitt. 
3 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Throughout this process, 
4 there is an effort by all concerned to take away the 
5 subjectivity of decisions with respect to closures and 
6 realignments. Sometimes, it's forced. but I'd kind of be 
7 interested to know what kind of analysis you employed in a 
8 decision such as closing the Contract Hanagement Division a '  
9 Philadelphia and Chicago, as opposed to other options that 
0 you had available to you. 
1 MAJ GEM FARRELL: Like what other options would 
2 those be. Comnissioner Levitt? 
3 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Well. I don't know. 
4 MAJ GEN FARRELL: We looked at the work load that 
5 was caning down and we have. for some time. had the notion 
6 that the real work and the real benefit in Contract 
7 Hanagement is on site in the factory and it's not in having 
B lots of district headquarters, which essentially is their jo: 
9 is to supervise the activities of the field units, but the 
0 real contract management work is done out in the field. 
1 With the work load coming down. we used to have a 
2 laroe number of districts that went from nine to five. and w: 
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1 see now that we could get by with three districts. The 
2 question then becomes, once you make that decision. which 
3 districts do you close? 
1 The ones that we elected to close were the ones 
5 that ranked the lowest on the military value analysis. and 
5 that analysis was done prior to revealing the names. Noboc 
7 knew what the names were until after the analysis was over. 
3 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: That's the process that I'm 
3 always curious about. You establish standards and numerica 
I characteristics and come up with a number. How close were 
L Chicago and Philadelphia to other cities? 
! MAJ GEN FARRELL: You can look in the book. They 
I weren't very close in terms of the ranking. The others 
1 ranked much higher. As I recall. the west was the highest 
j and followed very closely by the Atlanta office and the 
j office in Boston. 

But, we didn't just simply accept blindly the 
I analysis which was done by the criteria we had established. 
I As I testified. we used our concepts of OPS. We used the 
impacts on the force structure. We used the impacts on the 

. other services and we revisited that. 
! Every time we revealed another piece of information 
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1 and another p iece o f  analys is .  we went back and reconsidered 
2 those and sa id.  "Have we done something tha t  doesn't  make 
3 sense here?" So. wh i le  the  ana lys is  proceeded i n  a l i near  
4 fashion. the re  was a l o t  o f  i t e r a t i o n  going on t o  the side a t  
5 each step o f  the process. 
6 We had some very s p i r i t e d  discussions on whether we 
7 were doing the  r i g h t  th ings  o r  no t .  and t h i s  was not 
8 something t h a t  was l i g h t l y  a r r i v e d  a t .  To do t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
9 p iece o f  analys is ,  the Deputy i n  the contract  management 

10 business was f u l l y  involved as a member both o f  the executive 
11 group and i n  c h a i r i n g  the ana lys is  t h a t  went on and 
12 overseeing the  ana lys is  t h a t  went on t o  close the  Contract 
13 Management D i s t r i c t s .  
14 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: If you d i d  t h i s  analys is  two 
15 years ago. would you have come up w i t h  exac t l y  the same 
16 conclusions? 
17 MAJ GEM FARRELL: No. s i r .  I would say i f  we d i d  
18 i t  a year from now. we probably  wouldn't .  e i t h e r .  These 
19 th ings  change. bu t  two years ago. we were j u s t  assuming a l l  
20 the con t rac t  management r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  from the  services and 
21 we're s t i l l  i n  the process o f  d i g e s t i n g  some o f  t h a t .  So, as 
22 the business base changes. d e f i n i t e l y ,  the dec is ion w i l l  
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1 change. 
2 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Would you say you might come 
3 up w i t h  a d i f f e r e n t  conclus ion a year from now than you d i d  
4 today? 
5 MAJ GEN FARRELL: I f  a l l  o f  the  defense work i n  the 
6 west went away. we would d e f i n i t e l y  come up w i t h  a d i f f e r e n t  
7 conclusion. b u t  one o f  the  th ings  d r i v i n g  the keeping o f  the 
8 west was t h a t  the  west i s  i d e a l l y  centered i n  a shor t  
9 geographical area t o  respond t o  a h i g h  d o l l a r  value o f  

10 contracts .  
11 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Thank you. 
12 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Yes, s i r .  
13 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Beverly Byron. 
14 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I was j u s t  going t o  ask: You 
15 keep r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  west. Where i s  the  one i n  the  west? 
16 You've got At lanta.  Boston and -- 
17 MAJ GEN FARRELL: I t ' s  i n  E l  Segundo. 
18 COMMISSIONER BYRON: E l  Segundo? 
19 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Par t  o f  our  proposal i s  t o  
20 r e l o c a t e  t h a t  down t o  Long Beach t o  be s tay ing on government 
21 proper ty .  
22 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I have just one very quick 
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I question. You t a l k e d  about innovat ive contracts .  I know 
2 when we had t o  ramp up very q u i c k l y  f o r  Desert Storm, we had 
3 a tremendous problem w i t h  achiev ing the number o f  boots. f o r  
4 example, t h a t  were necessary. 
5 We had a tremendous number o f  boots. bu t  they were 
6 a l l  boots t h a t  were geared t o  Vietnam. w i t h  water concept on 
7 a meta l  shaft .  and we were i n  t h e  deser t  w i t h  heat and so we 
8 had a problem meeting those needs. You are very comfortable 
9 w i t h  the  innovat ive c o n t r a c t i n g  t h a t  you have w i t h i n  the 

10 p r i v a t e  sector  t o  meet the  needs i f  we have t o  ramp up again? 
11 W GEN FARRELL: Yes. ma'am. we sure are. I might 
12 p o i n t  ou t  t h a t  t h e  c l o t h i n g  f a c t o r y  i s  a small percentage o f  
13 output .  They were producing -- 
14 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I understand tha t .  
15 HAJ GEN FARRELL: A t  t h e  top, they were producing. 
16 l e t ' s  say. 2.000 s h i r t s  a week. The requirement f o r D e s e r t  
1 7  Storm was 4 m i l l i o n  uniforms, so they couldn ' t  even begin t o  
18 make a dent i n  tha t .  so we t h i n k  t h a t  p r i v a t e  contract ing i s  
19 the way t o  go. 
20 I would a lso  p o i n t  ou t  t h a t  the re 's  a l o t  o f  areas 
21 i n  which we have r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  indust ry .  and we don't 
22 have organic c a o a b i l i t y  t o  do t h a t  f o r  ourselves. We depend 
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1 upon indust ry  t o  do i t  f o r  us and it works very w e l l .  
2 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I j u s t  wanted t o  get tha t  on 
3 the record. because i t ' s  an important p o i n t  as we c l  
4 MAJ GEN FARRELL: Yes. ma'am. 
5 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Harry  McPherson. 
6 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: GEN Short,  how d i d  you 
7 p ick  the 15 mega centers t h a t  you ' re  going t o  concentrate on? 
8 LT GEN SHORT: Bas ica l l y ,  the  f i r s t  t h i n g  we d i d ,  
9 we looked a t  c r i t e r i a  and we came up w i t h  15 d i f f e r e n t  

10 c r i t e r i a ,  and we had t h a t  i n  th ree  categor ies.  These 
11 categories were fac i  1 i t i e s ,  s e c u r i t y  and operat ions. I 
12 be l ieve  your package has a l i s t  of these c r i t e r i a  and a lso , 

13 the weight ing t h a t  we used. 
14 A f t e r  we had done t h a t ,  and t h a t  was a consensus 
15 t h i n g  i n  the group t h a t  we put  together  made up o f  my people 
16 from the services and from the defense agencies. A f t e r  we 
17 had gone through the  c r i t e r i a .  we looked a t  the 59 s i t e s  and 
18 we went through and we rank ordered these s i t e s ,  employing 
19 the various c r i t e r i a .  
20 Then, as we got up t o  -- we got  them ranked one 
21 through 35 and then we went through the  process. then, o f  
22 apoly ing work load, and as we app l ied  the work load from the 
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1 services and the  agencies, when we g o t  t o  15, we had run out 
2 o f  work load. That meant t h a t  the  remaining 44 were not 
3 required. 
4 I n  addi t ion,  we a lso  d i d  increment it i n  terms o f  
5 a n c i l l a r y  equipments t h a t  would be requi red,  w i t h  25 percent, 
6 and a lso  incremented space, a d d i t i o n a l  space, roughly 50 
7 percent f o r  contingency and f u t u r e  operat ion.  So. a f t e r  we 
8 had done tha t  and added and app l ied  the  work load. we ran out 
9 o f  work load a t  15, and t h a t ' s  how we came up w i t h  the 15. 

10 We d i d  s e n s i t i v i t y  ana lys is  a f t e r  t h a t ,  went back 
11 and discussed very s p i r i t e d l y  w i t h  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  o 
12 group, and f i n a l l y  determined, w i t h  even f u r t h e r  anal 
13 yeah, you could change a l i t t l e  b i t  here. a l i t t l e  b i t  t re ,  

16 geographical ly? 

9 
14 but e s s e n t i a l l y  you came up w i t h  the  same number. ' 

15 COMHISSIONER McPHERSON: How does t h a t  work out  

17 LT GEN SHORT: I cou ld  have someone t o  read out. 
18 but  as I have seen the  f i n a l  15, the re  i s  a d ispers ion across 
19 the con t inen ta l  United States. I can g i v e  you a l i s t .  I can 
20 have t h i s  l i s t  sent up t o  you so you can take a look a t  it. 
21 but  the re  i s  a d ispers ion.  
22 We had -- a t  one t ime .  we had 16 mega centers and 
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1 one was i n  C a l i f o r n i a .  That was HcClel lan, but  o f  course. 
2 w i t h  i t being pu t  on the e l i m i n a t i o n  l i s t ,  t h a t  has comeof f .  
3 but we have a p r e t t y  good d ispers ion.  Of  course, most o f  
4 them are concentrated i n  t h e  eastlmidwest area, but  there i s  
5 a f a i r l y  decent d ispers ion.  
6 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: How much of an effect w i l l  
7 t h i s  have on employment elsewhere? How many people are going 
8 t o  be l a i d  o f f  i n  the o ther  -- what i s  it. 30-odd centers? 
9 LT GEN SHORT: Yes, s i r .  the number.of spaces 

10 e l iminated i s  about 2800, and what we have -- I mentioned i n  
11 my testimony t h a t  7 percent  o f  t h e  budget o f  DEFCOT i s  
12 devoted t o  r e t r a i n i n g .  
13 Right  now. and our ana lys is  i s  n o t  complete. we are 
14 looking a t  reemployment o f  w e l l  over 600 and we are a lso 
15 working w i t h  the others i n  tenns o f  those t h a t  w i l l  have t o  
16change andwhere the p o s i t i o n s  a re  e l iminated.  p r i o r i t y  
17 placement. and other  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  t a k i n g  place n w  w i th in  
18 the current  acbninistrat ion t o  s o r t  o f  l i g h t e n  t h i s  
19 those who w i l l  be changed o r  have t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  e l i m i  
20 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: Thank you. 
21 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Bob Stuar t? 
22 COMMISSIONER STUART: I would j u s t  ask. as you 
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I 21 the 15 mega centers that have been selected. to answer your 21 happening i n  the private sector -- that you can now do as 
22 ouestion specifically. will accomnodate the work load. 22 much with something that can go on this desk as something - 
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close facilities and get out of some of these functions. we 

ink of economic impact on the comnunities. but are there 
ny or some, Instances where private enterprise. commercial 

perators, will pick up some of that employment in those 6 
5 facilities which you are closing or disengaging from? 
6 LT GEN SHORT: Without a doubt. sir. It's almost 
7 like a job fair. The people at these facilities are highly 
8 trained individuals in computer operations. in computer 
9 maintenance, software development. and just running 
10 facilities. 
11 There is a very, very, very high interest on the 
12 part of the outside world to acquire these individuals. I 
13 can tell you, from my personal knowledge. that in some 
14 instances. right here in the metropol itan D.C. area, some of 
15 the people affected have already been earmarked to go places 
16 in the private sector. 
17 COMMISSIONER STUART: That's important for us to be 
18 aware of in terms of worry about economic impact. Thank you. 
19 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Johnson. 
20 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: GEN Short. you mentioned the 
21 various criteria that you used in coming up with the 15 mega 
22 centers. Did you also look at the Base Closure eight 
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1 criteria of mi 1 itary value down through environmental? 
2 LT GEN SHORT: Yes, sir, we certainly did look at 
3 those eight criteria. If you look very. very carefully at 
4 the submission, you'll see that the first three of the eight 
5 criteria, that the candidates that we selected sort of map 
6 through those three criteria, and the remaining, we utilized 
7 those. also, as part of our planning process. 

I also might add in addition to utilizing those 
eight, we also utilized procedures that had been utilized i fore during the DMRD 924 efforts by the services, so to 
swer your question, sir. yes, we did. and we will continue 

LO use those. 
13 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: You mentioned that you came 
14 up with 15 mega centers using the criteria and that McClellan 
15 was to be one of those. Now that McClellan is closing, do we 
16 need to go back and find another mega center to replace it? 
17 LTGENSHORT: Really,wedonot. Really, Iwould 
18 love to have McClellan back because what that would do for 
19 me. that would give me added contingency capability. You 
20 know. we're always looking for contingency capability, but 
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1 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: But you will keep the 16th 
2 one if HcClellan -- 
3 LT GEN SHORT: Yes. sir, without a doubt, and it 
4 can be effectively utilized. 
5 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Uere you able to work with 
6 the services in coming up with an overall information systems 
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1 front of me. but I could have asked it of anybody yesterday 
2 or today. 
3 As a private citizen, looking at this. I'm struck 
4 by the fact that at some point. we thought we ought to havE 
5 44 information centers around the country. Yesterday, 1 
6 asked the Chief of Naval Operations whether reducing the Na 
7 on the east coast of the United States in such a significi 
8 way would have an impact on the Navy's ability to carry oL. 
9 its functions if we have another Persian Gulf War. 
10 He said. "No. by no means. We're talking about 
11 cutting out facilities here in the U.S. and not overseas.'> 
12 It was as if they were just totally divorced. as if we'd bee 
13 running a very large enterprise, as indeed we have, as you 
14 a1 1 have, throughout the country. huge facilities, depots, 
15 centers of one kind or another, and that all of this was 
16 almost divorced from the overseas responsibilities that ma.: 
17 up the threat to which the force structure had to respond. 
18 Now, here's my question. 1'11 put it to you just 
19 in tenns of the information centers. Was tYere a threat fro. 
20 the Soviet Union at some point that required 44 information 
21 centers around the country, or could we. at some point 
22 earlier, have done with IS? 
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1 LT GEN SHORT: I'll try to answer it this way, 
2 Comnission McPherson. I think I even heard one of the 
3 Comnissioners say that we are in a period now of jointness. 
4 Many of these centers that we are consolidating were center: 
5 that were developed independently and also developed at a 
6 time when technology certainly was evolving, but certainly 
7 not to the point where it is today. 
8 One of the basic reasons for the Defense 
9 Informat ion infrastructure is yes, to achieve econAies of 
10 scale. but principally to provide inter-operable systems. 
11 systems that would allow the various services and the 
12 agencies to inter-operate everywhere that they might find 
13 themselves in terms of whatever the threat or the engagemenr 
14 might be. 
15 So, the independent development of these centers by 
16 the services and the agencies and the technologies at that 
17 time precipitated some of the large number of centers that b 
18 have now. 
19 But, today, the technologies and the practices are 
20 such not only within the Department of Defense -- it's 

7 plan as you came up with your base closure candidates? 
8 LTGENSHORT: A s I m e n t i o n e d i n m y t e s t i m o n y , s i r ,  
9 as a part of the DMRD 918, Defense Information Systems Agency 
10 is responsible for the central management of the end-to-end 
11 informat ion technology of the Defense Informat ion 
12 infrastructure. 
13 As we speak. that process, as you know, is still 
14 working and what that process is looking at. it's looking at 
15 an overall infrastructure that would expand the globe. that 
16 would allow war fiuhters and users of that information system - 

able to plug into that information system'anywhere in 
e world for any type of information services that they 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: C m i s s i o n e r  HcPherson. 
21 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I just have a follow-up 
22 question. GEN Short. I pick you because you're sitting in 
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1 heretofore would have been required to fill this room. 
2 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: So. it's really technology 
3 that has driven that. 
4 LT GEN SHORT: It's technology and the requirement 
5 for inter-operability amongst the services, and instant 
6 inter-operability amongst the services and the agencies. 
7 COHMISSIONER McPHERSON: Thank you. . 
8 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I have just a very brief one or 
9 two questions. It's my understanding that hefore your 

10 recomnendation of closing 44, GEN Short, of these particular 
11 sites and down sizing it and consolidating same into 15 mega 
12 centers. and you explained the rationale for that. that then 
13 was a recannendation to close many others. four. So, you 
14 have close to 200, in essence. that you will be eliminating 
15 and putting in 15 or it may turn out to be 14 mega centers. 
16 We don't know for sure, yet. 
17 The question I have is: Should this Comnission. if 
18 we concur in your recomnendat ion, feel that you have 
19 conformed to the selection criteria. articulate the 44 in our 
20 report. or should we embrace the ones that you attempted to 
21 do on your own in our report, as well? 
22 C T  GEN SHORT: Sir, I would -- I certainly would 
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1 opt for the larger number. I'd like to qualify that by 1 right answer ln my m ~ n d .  but my people tell me the answer to 
2 saying the Defense Management Review Report Decision, there 2 that is no. As I mentioned earl~er. Comnissioner - 
3 was one at 924. and 924 was essentially the consol idat ion of 3 COMMISSIONER BYRON: IS your answer different t 
4 informat ion, processing centers by the various services. 4 your people? 
5 Now that we are in the DMRO 918, the 192 figure 5 LT GEN SHORT: No, ma'am. It's the same, 

7 current DMRD and also the efforts that the services are 

8 
6 includes the centers that my agency have picked up under the 6 absolutely the same. AS I mentioned earlier. we certainly 

7 could use that mega center as contingency for what we are 
8 performing. 8 doing. 
9 Now, of the 192 centers. sir. as we speak. the 9 I might ask you to understand. Comnissioner. we are 
10 services are working at consolidating those centers within 10 involved -- we are talking 59 sites, but we are also talking 
11 the Army. Air Force. OLA and other agencies and we envislon 11 further sites being added at a later tune, as I mentioned 

12 earlier, so I would ask that that site be added. 12 that roughly 90 or more of those will be consolidated. 
13 My request to this Comnission would be in addition 13 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
14 to the 59 that we are putting on the table today, we 14 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any other questions by the 
15 certainly would like to add those to the list and right now. 15 Comnissioners? Comnissioner Stuart. 
16 as of today, at this particular time, that number is about 16 COMMISSIONER STUART: GEN Short. I am probably 
17 another anywhere from 60 to 90 more centers for possible 17 inadequately informed, but you suggested that we might add a 
18 inclusion into the BRAC '93 initiative. 18 sort of broader number, give you a further opportunity to 
19 We can get the details. I have my staff here. that 19 reduce additional centers as part of our recomnendations as 
20 can work the details along with the services and the agencies 20 we complete this process? 
21 to make the numbers clear. but I would like to answer your 21 LT GEN SHORT: Right, sir. 
22 question specifically. Yes. I would like to add to the 59. 22 COMMISSIONER STUART: Do you have a sort of a range 
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1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: And. General, forgive me. I 'm 1 that we could logically put in there? Open-ended things are 
2 going to ask you an unfair question. You've probably heard 2 awfully hard to sometimes support and justify. 
3 lots of them. however. You very articulately explained that 3 LT GEN SHORT: Yes, I do, sir. I wish I could 
4 in your work, information technology work. that the 4 articulate the exact details at this point, but I can provide 
5 consolidation from close to 200 to 14 or 15 makes sense from 5 that information to the Comnission and I can do that in shar: 
6 an operational standpoint . 6 order. 
7 It is driven by changing threats. perhaps, driven 7 COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Chairman. I think it 
8 by changing technologies. driven by the need to greater 8 would be very interesting. 
9 inter-operability between the services, and good, sound. 9 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let's do that. 

10 modern management efficiencies will occur. 10 COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you. GEN Short. 
11 What is your opinion on the Army Corps of 11 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any other questions by the 
12 Engineers? 12 Comnissioners? 
13 LT GEN SHORT: The Army Corps of Engineers? 13 (No response.) 
14 Absolutely necessary. 14 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Seeing none. GEN Farrell, GEN 
15 (Laughter) 

a 
15 Short. thank you very much for appearing before us. Just one 

16 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I got what I deserved. 16 brief announcement. two brief announcements. 
17 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Mr. Chairman. may I ask a 17 At noon. 12:OO noon. there will be a press 
18 question? 18 availability on the first floor just before you get to the 
19 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. 19 main horseshoe. That's the same location we had one 
20 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Because I think it is still 20 yesterday. That's in ten minutes, so for those people that 
21 unclear in my mind. I would like you to spell it out very. 21 want to go down there and get set up, they can. 
22 very carefully. You have taken 59 centers. You have 22 I'm asking that Comnissioners return to this room 
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1 combined them into 15 mega centers. On that list of 1 by 1:45 and we'll start the testimony in the afternoon 
2 elimination and not one of the 15 is McClellan, understanding 2 promptly at 2:00 o'clock and we will adjourn today promptly 
3 that McClellan was to close. 3 at 4:00 o'clock at the latest. Thank you. very much. 
4 Would you specifically spell out to this member of 4 (Whereupon, at 11:51 a.m.. a luncheon recess was 
5 the Camission that if McClellan does not close. would you 5 taken.) 
6 look to this Carmission to put that back into an operational 
7 capacity. or would you look to this Carmission to keep that Page 96 of 196 Pages 
8 as one of your 59 centers cutting down to 15 for closing? 1 A F T E R N O O N  S E S S I O N  
9 LT GEN SHORT: Given the decisions on McClellan. I 2 (2:00 p.m.) 
10 would ask the Carmission to add McClellan back to my list. 3 CHAIRMAN COURTER: The Carmission wi 1 1  come to 
11 making that list 16 as opposed to 15, but I would also ask 4 order. Thank you very much for being here. Mr. Stone. The 
12 the Carmission to understand that by adding McClellan back. 5  ono or able Robert A. Stone. Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
13 that significantly does change the figures associated with 6 Defense for Installations. Secretary Stone. you m y  proceed 
14 savings, and without McClellan, I'm looking now at an 7 with your opening statement. 
15 initial -- 8 Just one generic question and that is. that when 
16 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Should the staff of this 9 our questions are over, conceivably. we'll think of other 
17 Cunnission look at the methodology that you used to go from 10 things tomorrow or not get time enough to ask all our 
18 59 to IS and come up with another mega center to be closed if 11 questions and if we submit the questions for the record 
19 McClellan were to be put back on the list? I'm only going to 12 would you be able to respond on the record in answer t 
20 have one time to ask you questions. and so it's now, and I 13 questions? 
21 just want to get it clear in my mind. 14 MR. STONE: Certainly. Mr. Chairman. 
22 LT GEN SHORT: The answer to that -- I have the 

16 You may proceed. 

e 
15 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much. Mr. Stone. 


