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Executive Summary 

As directed by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023, the purpose of this study is to assess 

missions, plants, and industries feasible for Army or Department of Defense requirements at the Blue Grass 

Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant (BGCAPP) located at the Blue Grass Army Depot (BGAD) in Richmond, KY, 

following remediation and demolition of the facility. All five directives from the NDAA (see Purpose) are covered 

through this feasibility study. 

 

The primary focus of the feasibility study is the BGCAPP. Due to significant related impacts, and at the 

request of Senator McConnell’s office, the study scope also includes BGCA and portions of BGAD. Information and 

data informing this study was gathered and analyzed over a six-week period. During this time interviews with 

stakeholders from the DoD, Department of the Army, and the Blue Grass community; outreach to industry; on-site 

assessment and engagement with leadership and subject matter experts from BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD; and 

review of documents, specifications, plans, and studies were completed. 

 

Public Law 99-145, passed in 1986, requires facilities used to destroy the U.S. unitary chemical weapons stockpile to 

be cleaned, dismantled, and disposed of. The study team was focused on identifying reuse opportunities that, within 

the constraints of law, policy, and regulation, would best serve Army, DoD, and National objectives, and strengthen the 

overall health of the Defense Industrial Base. 

 

Key findings from the study include: 1) there are 54 facilities totaling nearly 200,000 square feet of space that are 

highly feasible for reuse, and another 37 facilities, totaling approximately 700,000 square feet, with lesser degrees of 

reuse feasibility across BGAD; 2) repurposing the BGCAPP site and/or facilities may impact the BGAD explosive 

arcs and could result in loss of depot explosive storage capacity; 3) most of the impacted BGCAPP, BGCA, and 

BGAD employees will be released from their jobs well ahead of, in some cases years before, BGCAPP facilities 

become available; and 4) the workforce supporting BGCAPP operations is highly skilled, and the unemployment rate 

in Madison County, KY is low. 

 

The study team identified and analyzed 14 opportunities for reuse of facilities at BGAD, and found five to be most 

promising, three of which have strategic importance and align with the purpose of the Organic Industrial Base, while 

the other two may contribute meaningfully to the economic health of BGAD and the local community and provide 

meaningful value to Army customers. These opportunities are: 

• Establish a production capability for metal shipping containers on BGAD to help mitigate strategic risks from 

extreme levels of foreign supplier dependency 

• Establish a production capability on BGAD for chemicals critical to the defense industry 

• Locate the planned production capability for 155mm artillery munitions metal components on BGAD to 

add capacity and resiliency to the organic munitions industrial base 

• Expand BGAD’s current security guard training program and stand up a security guard training academy 

on BGAD to serve the entire AOIB, and potentially other Army installations 

• Collaborate with Army National Guard on a centralized Army regional security monitoring center 

BGAD has existing facilities and infrastructure to repurpose and sufficient space to support executing on all five of 

these opportunities simultaneously, if directed to do so. This study will serve as an input to upcoming industry days at 

BGAD that may identify additional opportunities to reuse or repurpose the facilities at BGAD. (Update: Industry Days 

were successfully executed on 27-28 Jun 2023) 
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Purpose of this Study 
 

The purpose of this study is to assess the feasibility and potential for reuse of the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-

Destruction Pilot Plant (BGCAPP) located on Blue Grass Army Depot (BGAD) in Richmond, KY. Planning and 

development of the BGCAPP facility began in 2003 to enable the destruction of chemical weapons and agents in 

accordance with the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) that was ratified by the United States in 1997. 

 
BGCAPP completed its mission to destroy the chemical weapons stored at BGAD on July 7, 2023. Planned follow-

on activities at the site, which include processing secondary wastes, cleaning and dismantling the facilities, and 

completing administrative actions related to environmental permits, are currently expected to be completed no 

earlier than the latter half of 2027. 

 
BGCAPP represents a $2 billion investment by the U.S. Government and taxpayer, which includes the cost of roads, 

access and security, facilities and equipment, and services and utilities.1 With the upcoming completion of the 

chemical munitions destruction mission and remediation of the BGCAPP facilities and site, the Government wishes to 

understand the potential for reuse of the BGCAPP facilities, infrastructure, and/or site. 

 
The National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2023 directed the completion of a feasibility study to 

assess potential reuse of the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant through the accompanying Joint 

Explanatory statement. Text from the relevant section from the NDAA follows:2
 

 
We direct the Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the Secretary of the Army, to conduct a 

feasibility study to assess potential missions, plants, or industries feasible for Army or Department of 

Defense needs at the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant following the demolition and 

remediation of the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant located at the Blue Grass Army 

Depot in Richmond, Kentucky, and report the findings of that study to the congressional defense 

committees by not later than March 1, 2023. The study shall include: 

 
(1) Identification of any buildings and infrastructure in the Blue Grass Chemical Agent- 

Destruction Pilot Plant that could remain for future Army or Department of Defense use; 

(2) Cost savings associated with repurposing existing infrastructure for Army or 

Department of Defense purposes; 

(3) Opportunities to fulfill requirements for defense Organic Industrial Base operations; 

(4) Opportunities to fulfill requirements of Army Materiel Command strategic planning, including 

ammunition production; and 

(5) Opportunities to fulfill Army or Department of Defense modernization requirements. 

 
The Blue Grass Army Depot is an important part of the OIB and a meaningful contributor to the local economy. In 

addition to providing host-site services to BGCAPP, it actively supports the storage, receipt, inspection, issue, 

maintenance, and demilitarization of conventional munitions, and other assigned missions. BGAD employs nearly 

600 people with a payroll of $72M in 2022.3 BGCAPP currently employs 
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nearly 1,500 people and the chemical munitions destruction mission has contributed more than $1 billion in local 

payrolls since 2006. Blue Grass Chemical Activity (BGCA) employs over 160 people. Congressman Andy Barr, 

representing the Kentucky Sixth District, said, “The Blue Grass Army Depot isn’t just the home of an important 

chemical demilitarization project, it is a key component of Madison County’s economic engine. Kentuckians working 

at BGAD have proven that they can tackle the most complex challenges 

facing our military and deserve the opportunity to expand their capabilities.”4
 

 
The U.S. Government and taxpayer have made a major investment in developing the capabilities to safely 

destroy the chemical munitions stored at the Blue Grass Army Depot. The goal of this feasibility study is 

to identify the best opportunities to repurpose or reuse the BGCAPP facilities in a way that is most 

beneficial to the Nation, the Department of Defense, and/or the U.S. Army. 
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Scope and Objectives of this Study 
 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense assigned responsibility for completing this feasibility study to the 

U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC). AMC delegated responsibility for conducting this study and preparing the draft 

report to the Joint Munitions Command (JMC), which is the headquarters organization overseeing the BGAD. JMC 

contracted Wilson Perumal & Company, Inc. (WP&C), an independent consulting firm with extensive experience with 

AMC, JMC, and the OIB to develop the study methodology, gather information and data, perform required analyses, 

and draft this feasibility study report. An Integrated Project Team (IPT) with members from AMC, JMC, and WP&C 

worked together over a period of six weeks to conduct the feasibility study, and this study report is the output of their 

collaborative work. 

 
Although the primary scope of the feasibility study is the BGCAPP (as described in the NDAA), there are significant 

related impacts on the BGCA and BGAD organizations caused by the completion of the chemical munitions 

destruction mission and the remediation and demolition of the BGCAPP facilities. Further, other existing BGAD 

facilities and capabilities may enhance the potential for reuse of the BGCAPP facilities located on BGAD. 

Additionally, guidance was provided by both AMC leadership and the Office of the Chief, Legislative Liaison to look 

across relevant BGCA and BGAD facilities. 

 
Therefore, the scope of this study includes not only BGCAPP, but also BGCA and portions of the BGAD organization 

and facilities as well. The total scope of this feasibility study includes: 

• All facilities (buildings and infrastructure) and workforce of BGCAPP 

• All other facilities and workforce (including permanent, term, and contractor personnel) directly affected by 

or made available by the end of the BGCAPP chemical munitions destruction mission 

• Other available or potentially available BGAD facilities that may enhance the potential for reuse of facilities 

made available by the completion of the BGCAPP chemical munitions destruction mission 

 
Scope by organization is summarized in the two tables below: 

 
FACILITIES: 

 

Organization In-Scope Out-of-Scope 

BGCAPP All buildings and infrastructure (all located 
within the Chemical Limited Area (CLA)) 

None 

BGCA All buildings and infrastructure (includes 
buildings in the CLA, restricted area, and 
in the administrative area) 

None 

BGAD Selected buildings and infrastructure that 
are currently available or could be made 
available to support opportunities 
evaluated by this study 

Buildings and infrastructure not available 
or not useful to support opportunities 
evaluated in this study 
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WORKFORCE: 
 

Organization In-Scope Out-of-Scope 

BGCAPP All personnel (includes permanent and 
contractor personnel impacted by the end 
of the chemical munitions destruction 
mission) 

None 

BGCA All personnel (includes personnel 
impacted by the end of BGCA’s mission 
to support BGCAPP operations; all are 
currently permanent personnel) 

None 

BGAD Personnel that directly support the chemical 
munitions destruction mission (all are term 
personnel) 

BGAD personnel that are not impacted by 
the end of the chemical munitions 
destruction mission 

 

Given the purpose and scope of this feasibility study, the specific objectives of this study are to: 

• Determine which buildings and infrastructure at the BGCAPP facility are feasible to remain for current or 

future Army or DoD use 

• Identify potential opportunities to reuse or repurpose existing BGCAPP, BGCA, and/or BGAD buildings 

and infrastructure that could include government uses, Public Private Partnership (P3) opportunities, or 

hybrid government/contractor shared work scenarios 

• Evaluate identified opportunities to fulfill requirements for defense Organic Industrial Base operations, 

AMC planning requirements (including ammunition production), or Army or DoD modernization 

requirements 

• Identify zones of opportunity (by industry, product, and/or service) that may be a fit for the existing 

BGCAPP facility and/or workforce 

• Estimate the cost savings or cost avoidance that may be realized by repurposing existing facilities and 

infrastructure for Army or DoD use 

• Estimate the economic impact to the region and state of the projected sunset of the chemical munitions 

destruction mission onboard BGAD 

• Determine the annual sustainment costs for the remaining infrastructure/buildings (i.e., the real property 

that will not be demolished) within chemical weapons destruction complex 

• Research and document potential environmental constraints including issues associated with and/or 

permits required for the reuse of the facility by government or commercial contractors 

 
As an input to this feasibility study, the IPT conducted onsite observations and assessments of buildings, 

infrastructure, and equipment at BGAD, BGCA, and BGCAPP; interviewed more than 100 subject matter experts, 

leaders, and stakeholders from numerous organizations (including AMC, ASA(ALT), BGAD, BGCA, Bluegrass Area 

Development District, DoD, JMC, PEO ACWA, CMA, and commercial companies); and reviewed more than 110 

documents, reports, and data sources. To explore opportunities to bring new missions to BGAD, the IPT prepared 

and sent a survey of interest to 48 government leads, interviewed 35 individuals, organized a BGAD industry day to 

surface potential opportunities, and developed comprehensive site assessment and opportunity evaluation 

methodologies and conducted thorough analysis of both the site and identified opportunities. 
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Stakeholder Organizations 
 

Numerous stakeholder organizations were identified during the execution of the feasibility study. The stakeholder 

organizations highlighted below are those that are directly impacted by the end of the chemical munitions 

destruction mission onboard BGAD or those that were identified by Army leaders at AMC and JMC as being most 

likely to have potential needs or opportunities that may use/repurpose the in-scope facilities and workforce. 

 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisitions, Logistics, and Technology) (ASA (ALT)) 

• Continuously modernizes the U.S. Army through the timely development and delivery of 

overmatch capability to deter adversaries and win our Nation’s wars.6
 

• Serves as a key partner to AMC to enable the successful fielding and sustainment of Army systems 

and materiel. 

• Higher Headquarters to the program executive offices (PEOs) that manage programs supported by facilities 

throughout the Army Organic Industrial Base. 

• Has acquisition authority and program decision and execution authority 

 
PEO Assembled Chemical Weapons Alternatives (PEO ACWA) 

• Is responsible for the safe and environmentally compliant destruction of the remaining U.S. chemical 

weapons stockpile stored at the U.S. Army Pueblo Chemical Depot in Colorado and at the Blue Grass Army 

Depot in Kentucky.5
 

• Provides oversight of BGCAPP and the chemical munitions destruction mission. 

 
Joint Program Executive Office – Armaments and Ammunition (JPEO A&A) 

• Develops, procures, and fields lethal armaments and ammunition providing Joint warfighters and Allied 

Partners overmatch capabilities.6
 

• Serves as a key partner to AMC and JMC to enable the successful fielding and sustainment of 

armament and ammunition. 

• Manages programs supported by JMC’s OIB facilities. 

• Has acquisition authority and program decision and execution authority 

 
Army Materiel Command (AMC) 

• Assigned responsibility for completing the feasibility study by the Office of Secretary Defense. 

• Delivers precision sustainment and materiel readiness to an expeditionary global force from the Joint 

Strategic Support Area to the tactical point of contact across the spectrum of conflict in support of the joint 

force.7
 

• Is the Higher Headquarters responsible for JMC and the Army’s Organic Industrial Base (OIB) facilities 

and execution of OIB modernization, upgrades, and annual workload plans. 
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Joint Munitions Command (JMC) 

• Delegated responsibility by AMC to perform the Feasibility Study and draft the study report. 

• Provides the Joint Force with ready, reliable, lethal munitions at the speed of war sustaining global 

readiness.8
 

• Is the Higher Headquarters responsible for BGAD and numerous other installations. 

• Exercises tactical control over the U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity. 

 
U.S. Army Chemicals Materials Activity (CMA) 

• Manages the Nation’s stockpile of chemical weapons, assesses and destroys chemical warfare 

materiel, complies with chemical weapons treaty, and protects people and the environment.9
 

• Is the Headquarters entity for BGCA. 

 
Blue Grass Army Depot (BGAD) 

• Is the Army depot upon which the BGCAPP and BGCA facilities are located. 

• Employs federal employees, some of whom support the chemical munitions destruction mission and 

others which support missions not related to BGCAPP. 

• Is impacted by the sunset of the chemical munitions destruction mission with affected employees, buildings, 

and infrastructure. 

 
Blue Grass Chemical Activity (BGCA) 

• Supports delivery of chemical munitions to the BGCAPP for destruction while safely securing, storing, 

and monitoring the chemical stockpile to protect the workforce, the public, and the environment.10
 

• Employs federal employees, all of whom support the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP. 

• Is assigned responsibility for buildings and infrastructure that are impacted by completion of the chemical 

munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP. 

 
Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant (BGCAPP) 

• Safely destroys the stockpile of chemical weapons stored at BGAD. 

• Employs contractor personnel all of whom support the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP 

as well as a limited number of federal employees (PEO ACWA). 

• Is assigned responsibility for buildings and infrastructure that are impacted by completion of the chemical 

munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP. 

 
Community-, State-, and National-level Leaders 

• Have active interests in the impacts (e.g., local and regional workforce and economic impacts) from 

completion of the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGAD. 
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1.1 – Chemical Destruction Mission History 
 

 
The history of the Chemical Munitions Destruction Mission covers an approximately 50-year period 

beginning in the 1970s and continuing today. The destruction mission was formalized in 1972, chemical 

weapons destruction operations began in 1989, and are to be completed in 2023 in accordance with 

the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC, officially the Convention on the Prohibition of the 

Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction) to 

which the U.S. is a signatory. 

 
The chemical destruction mission has directly impacted Blue Grass Army Depot and ultimately led to 

the establishment of the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-destruction Pilot Plant and Blue Grass Chemical 

Activity. 

 
This section summarizes the key events, including organizational changes, law and treaty impacts, 

planning and development, and execution progress over three time periods (1970- 1999, 2000-2019, and 

2020-today) and provides a historical summary of the U.S. chemical weapon destruction complex. 

 

1.1.1 – 1970-1999: Origins of the Chemical DEMIL Mission 

The chemical munitions destruction mission began in 1972 with the establishment of the AMC Program 

Manager (PM) for De-militarization of Chemical Material, a precursor to Chemical Materials Activity 

(see Figure 1 on the next page), to begin incineration of chemical weapons. In 1986, Public Law 99-

145 passed, requiring safe destruction of the U.S. unitary chemical weapons stockpile. The law also 

requires disposal facilities to be cleaned, dismantled, and disposed of.11
 

 
In addition to Public Law 99-145, the U.S. and Soviet Union signed an agreement in 1989 to destroy 

much of their chemical weapon stockpiles, which later culminated in an international treaty known as the 

Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC).12
 

 
Through the 1990s, additional laws and revisions were passed impacting the chemical mission. 

Ultimately, the U.S. ratified the CWC in 1997 through Public Law 104-208 and funded a new pilot 

program to identify and demonstrate destruction alternatives to incineration of the chemical munitions. 

 
In 1992, the Army combined elements from the former U.S. Army Soldier and Biological 

Chemical Command and PM for Chemical Demilitarization to consolidate the Army’s chemical 
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Figure 1: Chemical Munitions Destruction History Timeline 1970-1999. Precursors to present day 
Program Executive Office Assembled Chemical Weapons Alternatives and Chemical Materials Agency 
formed during this period and began the destruction of the chemical stockpile. 

 
 

 
Agent, munitions storage, and demilitarization functions under a single organization named the U.S. 

Army Chemical Materials Agency (CMA). The same year, the Program Manager for Assembled 

Chemical Weapons Assessment (PM ACWA) was created to provide alternative disposal technology for 

the chemical weapons stockpiles in Kentucky and Colorado, an effort that would ultimately lead to the 

development, construction, and operation of BGCAPP.13
 

 

1.1.2 – 2000-2019: Further Planning and Development 

In 2002, Public Law 107-248 assigned PM ACWA responsibility for the destruction of the remaining 

chemical weapons stored in Kentucky and Colorado (see Figure 2). Consequently, ACWA’s name 

changed to Assembled Chemical Weapons Alternatives to reflect the change from an assessment 

program to implementation program.11,12
 

 
The planning and development process for BGCAPP began in 2003 with a contract awarded to the 

Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass JV to design, construct, pilot, test, operate, and ultimately close the 

facility. Groundbreaking began in 2006, with final design approval in 2010. 

Construction of the facility and infrastructure continued over the next decade, with most of the buildings 

completed by 2019. Mission execution started that year with the destruction of mustard agent-filled 

munitions in the BGCAPP Static Detonation Chamber (SDC).11,12
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Figure 2: Chemical Munitions Destruction History Timeline 2000-2019. Design planning, construction, 
and operations begin at the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-destruction site during this period. 

 

 
Organizational realignments continued throughout this period with PM ACWA redesignated as PEO 

ACWA and assigned to the U.S. Army Acquisition Support Center (ASC). Additionally, the 

U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency reorganized to become the U.S. Army Chemical Materials 

Activity.11,12,13
 

 

1.1.3 – 2020-today: BGCAPP Execution of the Mission 

Operations to execute the mission of destroying chemical munitions at BGCAPP quickly ramped up in 

2020, beginning with the destruction of 8-inch projectiles filled with GB nerve agent (see Figure 3 on 

the next page). In 2020, all 8-inch projectiles were destroyed, along with half of the mustard agent in 

the BGAD stockpile.13
 

 
By the end of 2021, all 155mm projectiles containing VX and mustard nerve agents had been 

destroyed, marking the removal of all mustard munitions and projectiles from the stockpile at BGAD. 

The remaining VX nerve agent was removed from the stockpile with destruction of M55 weapons 

completed in 2022. As of the writing of this report, BGCAPP’s mission to 
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Figure 3: Chemical Munitions Destruction History Timeline 2020-2023. Operations to destroy chemical 
munitions ramp up, with more than 50% of the chemical agent originally stored at BGAD destroyed by 
September 2022. 

 

 
destroy chemical munitions continues with the destruction of GB nerve agent. All processing of the 

chemical agents at BGCAPP was completed on July 7, 2023. However, use of the Static Detonation 

Chambers (SDCs) for processing of secondary waste is anticipated to continue until late 2024. The 

transition plan to complete waste processing operations, and subsequently decommission and 

dismantle the BGCAPP facility is detailed in Section 1.4 – Transition Plans and Timelines.13
 

 

1.1.4 – Chemical Weapon Destruction Sites 

The US has disposed of chemical weapons across at least 11 different disposal sites (see Figure 4). 

Of these destruction sites, nine have completed operations, and only two remain in operation: the 

Pueblo Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant (PCAPP) on the U.S. Army Pueblo Chemical Depot in 

Colorado, and BGCAPP on BGAD in Kentucky, both of which use neutralization as a destruction 

alternative to incineration. Chemical munitions destruction operations at both PCAPP and BGCAPP 

were planned for completion by the CWC treaty commitment date of September 30, 2023. PCAPP 

completed destroying the Pueblo stockpile on June 22, 2023 and BGCAPP completed destroying the 

Blue Grass stockpile on July 7, 2023. 
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Figure 4: Summary of the U.S. Chemical Weapon Destruction Complex. BGCAPP is the newest of 11 
chemical weapon destruction facilities, nine of which have completed operations. 
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1.2 – Blue Grass Organizational Overview 
 

 
There are many different organizations, governing authorities, lines of coordination, reporting, and 

accountability involved in the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGAD, which is part of the 

Army Organic Industrial Base (AOIB). This section provides important context about both the AOIB and 

the roles and responsibilities of key organizations, including ASA (ALT), JPEO A&A, AMC, and JMC, as 

they relate to missions, investments, and workload assignments in the AOIB, including BGAD, and to 

BGCAPP’s mission. 

 
Summary information about BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD is also provided to orient the reader to each 

of these three organizations, their role in the chemical destruction mission, and to the site and facilities 

that are the subject of this study. 

 

1.2.1 – The Army Organic Industrial Base 

The U.S. Army relies on an enterprise of manufacturing arsenals, maintenance depots, and ammunition 

plants, depots, and munitions centers to equip and sustain its warfighters. 

Collectively known as the Army Organic Industrial Base, these twenty-three sites across the country are 

made up of more than 19,000 facilities that manufacture, rebuild, maintain, and store equipment, 

munitions, and supplies for the Army and the Joint Force. Critical to the success of the AOIB are the more 

than 32,000 skilled artisans and technicians that work in the AOIB.14
 

 
The AOIB emanates from Title 10 Authorities of U.S. Code and statutes, 18 of which authorize and 

direct the Organic Industrial Base (OIB) of the U.S. military. The most significant statutory authorities for 

the OIB are 10 U.S.C. 2460 which authorizes the departments to perform depot maintenance, as well 

as 10 U.S.C. 7532, known as the Arsenal Act, which directs the Army use of arsenals for producing 

supplies at economical costs. A third critical statute is 10 U.S.C. 

2464 which defines core workload capability and instructs the services on Congressional reporting 

requirements.14
 

 
The purpose of the AOIB is to enable current materiel readiness, maintain surge capacity, and to 

support future weapon system platforms. From small arms, to explosives, cannon tubes, tanks, and 

helicopters, the AOIB provides critical materiel and sustainment support, that is essential to Army 

strategic readiness and enabling national leadership to quickly deploy forces and fully sustain them 

once deployed.14
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1.2.2 – Roles and Responsibilities related to the AOIB 

The Secretary of the Army prescribes the duties of each Assistant Secretary through General Order 

2020-1 which reflects the duties outlined in 10 U.S.C. 7016. The Secretary of the Army directs that the 

ASA (ALT) is the single office in the Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) responsible for 

setting the strategic direction for and supervising policies and programs related to acquisition, logistics, 

and technology, including the AOIB. The primary AOIB policy published by ASA (ALT) is Army 

Regulation (AR) 700-90 Army Industrial Base Process, which directs that ASA (ALT) establish other 

policies and goals for the AOIB program, serve as the Army’s focal point for the annual DoD report to 

Congress, and approve or validate determinations and findings of Government-Owned Contractor-

Operated (GOCO) facility projects.14
 

 
Supplementing the Secretary of the Army’s General Order 2020-1 is AR 10-87, Army Commands, Army 

Service Component Commands, and Direct Reporting Units, which assigns missions, functions, and 

command and staff relationships within the HQDA to Army Commands, including U.S. Army Materiel 

Command (AMC). AR 10-87 establishes authority for AMC to exercise mission command over the 

AOIB, including all arsenals, depots, and ammunition plants. The Commanding General (CG), AMC 

commands assigned forces and establishes command and support relationships through subordinate 

commanders to build and sustain readiness. Inherent in that responsibility is the authority to control 

installations, own and manage the real estate of the AOIB, manage the depot maintenance system, and 

oversee execution of operations and customer requirements. The AMC CG also supports execution of 

the Defense Production Act of 1950.15
 

 
Day-to-day management of Government Owned-Government Operated (GOGO) facilities in the AOIB is 

executed by AMC through their Depot, Arsenal, and Plant Commanders who are responsible for security, 

safety, environmental compliance, energy, and law enforcement. 

Government Owned-Contractor Operated (GOCO) facilities in the AOIB are run between ASA (ALT) 

and AMC with each assigned specific areas of responsibility. In this partnership, ASA (ALT)’s focus is 

on the directing, resourcing, and tracking of contractor execution while AMC’s focus is on installation 

management functions.15
 

 
Ammunition management is governed by DODI 5160.68, Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition 

(SMCA), which assigns the SMCA mission within the DoD to the Secretary of the Army. The SMCA is 

delegated to ASA (ALT) and then further delegated to JPEO A&A to be the executor responsible for the 

SMCA mission. The SMCA mission is responsible for acquisition management, production and 

industrial base management, stockpile management, and distribution management of conventional 

ammunition. It is the role of the SMCA that allows for much of the AOIB’s core ammunition work in 

support of the Joint Force.15
 

 
The ASA (ALT) has delegated to the Deputy AMC Commander the Executive Director for Conventional 

Ammunition (EDCA) role and has designated Joint Munitions Command (JMC) the Field Operating 

Agency in accordance with the SMCA Charter. The EDCA’s primary responsibility is to assess SMCA 

mission requirements and oversee execution of the SMCA 
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mission as it relates to Joint Service activities. Additionally, AMC is responsible for providing 

comprehensive logistics and sustainment support of SMCA field mission operations.15
 

 
AMC also serves as the implementing command for management and compliance with the Chemical 

Weapons Convention. In this role for chemical weapons, AMC manages the assessment and 

destruction of recovered chemical warfare materiel and oversees chemical stockpile emergency 

preparedness programs. AMC also provides critical support to ASA (ALT) for Core Logistics Analysis 

(CLA), Core Depot Assessments (CDA), and Depot Source of Repair (DSOR) analysis.15,16
 

 
Together, these multiple roles illustrate the inseparable relationship between ASA (ALT) and AMC in 

the effective governance and operation of the AOIB. Defining the core workload ensures the depots 

have required workforce capacity and facilities to support current operations and surge to support large-

scale combat operations. To that end, ASA (ALT), AMC, and Army Futures Command (AFC) 

collaborate to ensure the AOIB is synchronized in its ability to support signature modernization efforts 

while maintaining the ability to support current operations and lay dormant underutilized capacity.16
 

 

1.2.3 – Blue Grass Site Overview 

Blue Grass Army Depot (BGAD) is a GOGO facility located outside of Richmond, KY, approximately 35 

miles southeast of Lexington, KY, as shown in Figure 5 (next page). Two tenant organizations reside 

on the BGAD installation: Blue Grass Chemical Activity (BGCA), and Blue Grass Chemical Agent-

Destruction Pilot Plant (BGCAPP). Although BGAD, BGCA, and BGCAPP are different organizations 

with different missions and reporting structures, they coordinate and work together to execute the 

chemical munitions destruction mission. 

 

1.2.3.1 – Blue Grass Army Depot 
 

BGAD covers nearly 15,000 acres with more than 1,200 buildings, 902 igloos (earth covered storage 

bunkers), 12 above ground magazines, and a total storage capacity of 2.2 million square feet (SF). It 

also has 176 miles of roadway, 41 miles of railroad, and 21 shipping/receiving pads.17
 

 
BGAD was established in 1941 and began operations as an ammunition and general supply storage 

depot. Chemical weapons were first received at Blue Grass in 1944, although most nerve agent 

weapons arrived in the mid-1960s. In 1964, BGAD merged with the Lexington Signal Depot and 

became Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot. The Lexington facility was closed in 1995 under the Base 

Realignment and Closure Act. In 1999, the Richmond facility was renamed the Blue Grass Army 

Depot.18
 

 
Today, BGAD’s mission is to provide America’s Joint Warfighters reliable, timely, and cost- effective 

munitions and chemical defense equipment in support of full spectrum Military Operations. To this end, 

BGAD executes core Army munition depot operations, including 
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Figure 5: Blue Grass Army Depot Location. BGAD is located in the southeastern United States 35 
miles southeast of Lexington, KY. 

 

 
storage, receipt, issue, inspection, maintenance, and demilitarization of conventional ammunition, and 

safeguards the chemical weapons stockpile stored at Blue Grass.19
 

 
The BGAD installation also oversees surveillance, receipt, storage, issue, testing, and minor repair of 

Individual Chemical Defense Equipment. 

 
As of May 24, 2023, BGAD employs 711 Department of Army civilians, 140 of which directly support the 

chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP with most providing security over the chemical 

weapons stockpile.20
 

 

1.2.3.2 – Blue Grass Chemical Activity 
 

To support the chemical demilitarization mission, Blue Grass Chemical Activity was established as a 

tenant activity at BGAD. BGCA’s mission is to support delivery of chemical 
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munitions to the Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant while safely securing, storing, and 

monitoring the chemical stockpile to protect the workforce, the public, and the environment.12
 

 
All chemical weapons at BGAD are stored in 49 igloos contained within a 250-acre secure storage 

area. Designed specifically to protect their contents from external factors such as storms, lightning and 

other weather-related events, the igloos are equipped with a rear vent and a dual lightning protection 

system. In addition to a 24/7 guard force, there are a number of other physical and electronic 

safeguards in place that protect the chemical weapons stockpile. 

 
The current BGCA mission is scheduled to conclude in April 2025. Upon mission completion, all 

buildings, infrastructure, and real property in use by BGCA will be transitioned to BGAD. While the 

majority of BGCA’s operations, including the storage igloos, are housed within the Chemical Limited 

Area (CLA), BGCA also occupies buildings in the administrative area of the BGAD site. 

 
As of May 31, 2023, BGCA employs 164 Department of Army civilians classified as permanent, of which 

140 of whom will need to be transitioned to other federal roles by November 2026 as the BGCAPP 

mission ends.21 The remaining 24 employees have expressed their intent to retire out of their current 

positions. 

 

1.2.3.3 – Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant 
 

The Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant is a purpose-built GOCO facility for the 

neutralization and destruction of chemical agents and weapons, including mustard, GB- and VX-type. 

BGCAPP is a tenant on BGAD occupying over 70 acres and is housed adjacent to the igloos holding 

the chemical weapons stockpile. Groundbreaking and construction of the pilot plant and supporting 

infrastructure began in 2006.22 As of May 31, 2023, cumulative construction costs total $2B, including 

more than $100 million invested in infrastructure and site improvements.23 The mission at BGCAPP 

contributes an estimated $200m in annual economic impact to the region.24
 

 
The facility is the result of the United States’ commitment to the safe and environmentally compliant 

destruction of chemical weapons in accordance with the CWC of 1997. The chemical stockpile at 

BGAD included over 520 tons of GB and VX nerve agents and mustard agent within projectiles, 

warheads, and rockets. PEO ACWA is the DoD program responsible for the destruction of chemical 

weapons in Kentucky and Colorado. PEO ACWA developed an automated chemical agent handling 

and neutralization plant with two static detonation chambers (SDCs) to provide a destruction 

alternative to incineration at Blue Grass. The SDC 1200 was used for destruction of mustard agent, 

while the larger SDC 2000 continues to be used for compromised munitions and drained VX and GB 

warhead destruction. The primary chemical weapon destruction mission at BGCAPP was completed 

on July 7, 2023. Secondary waste disposal will continue at BGCAPP until November 2024. Per Public 

Law 99-145, any building and/or infrastructure used for the destruction of chemical agents and 

munitions must be cleaned, dismantled, and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and 



1.2 – Blue Grass Organizational Overview BGCAPP Feasibility Study 

Page 14 

 

 

 
 
 

regulations.5 This law impacts the reuse of certain buildings and facilities at BGCAPP, as detailed in 

Section 2.1.2 – Buildings and Related Infrastructure Characteristics. 

 
BGCAPP is a GOCO facility with operations carried out by Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass (BPBG), a joint 

venture between Bechtel National, Inc. and Parsons Corporation, with government oversight from PEO 

ACWA. Bechtel National and Parsons are the prime contractors for BGCAPP, and Amentum, Battelle 

Memorial Institute, and GP Strategies Corporation are subcontractors utilized by the joint venture.25
 

 
As of May 31, 2023, the BPBG Joint Venture employs 1,467 contractors at the BGCAPP site, while PEO 

ACWA has 15 Department of Army civilian employees there.26
 

 

1.2.4 – Blue Grass Organizational Alignment 

While BGAD, BGCA, and BGCAPP coordinate to execute the chemical munitions destruction mission, 

each organization has a separate reporting structure as shown in Figure 6. The Blue Grass Army Depot 

Installation is managed by the BGAD leadership team. BGCAPP and BGCA operate independently with 

support from the greater BGAD organization and have their own distinct reporting chains of command. 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Organizational Alignment for BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD. Each organization has a separate 
reporting structure but coordinates to execute the chemical munitions destruction mission. 
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BGCAPP is a distinct organization overseen by PEO ACWA. PEO ACWA aligns under the Department of 

Defense as required by Public Law 105-261, and coordinates with BGCA and BGAD to execute its 

mission. 

 
BGCA reports to the U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity (CMA) and aligns under AMC. BGCA 

coordinates directly with BGCAPP and BGAD in the execution of its mission. 

 
BGAD reports to the Joint Munitions Command (JMC) and aligns under AMC. BGAD coordinates 

directly with BGCAPP and BGCA to support their mission execution. 

 

1.2.5 – Blue Grass Facility Map 

The Blue Grass site is divided into five Area Development Plan districts (ADPs) as shown in 

Figure 7. Within the framework of the DoD’s Installation Master Planning process as defined 

 

 

 
Figure 7: Blue Grass Army Depot Site Map. The depot consists of four Area Development Plan districts 
(ADPs) with the primary focus of this study being on ADP #3. 
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in Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 2-100-01, dated 15 May 2012, the purpose of the ADP is to evaluate a 

specific area on the installation, referred to as a district, and provide a strategy for responsible future 

development. The ADP considers both current mission requirements and potential future opportunities to 

show both short-range and long-range development and supports the comprehensive master plan by 

addressing and resolving localized planning issues.27
 

 
On the BGAD site, ADP #1 includes the Administrative District. ADP #2 is the receiving, storage, and 

shipping district that includes the bulk of BGAD’s restricted area. The secure BGCAPP entrance road 

crosses this district. ADP #3 includes the Chemical Limited Area (CLA) that encompasses the BGCA 

storage igloos and the BGCAPP site. The CLA storage igloos are located to the west of the BGCAPP 

site. ADP #4A contains and immediately surrounds Lake Vega. ADP #4B is the detonation area for 

conventional munitions demilitarization activities. 

 
The primary focus of this feasibility study is on ADP #3 (i.e., the CLA), but also includes facilities and 

infrastructure from ADP #1, ADP #2, ADP #4A, and ADP #4B. 
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1.3 – Revenue, Rates, ISSAs, and Expenses 
 

 
Operations of the Blue Grass Army Depot are funded through the Army Working Capital Fund (AWCF) 

under statutory authorities of 10 U.S.C 2208. The AWCF is a revolving fund intended to enable the 

depot to operate as a self-sustaining entity. The AWCF provides working capital to support business-

like activities of the depot (e.g., funding payroll, acquiring supplies, funding ongoing depot operations 

and maintenance requirements, etc.) that generate receipts for goods and services provided. A 

fundamental premise of the AWCF is that it is to operate on a break-even basis for each site (i.e., 

revenue received equals the costs of generating the revenue).28
 

 
Performance of the AWCF is evaluated through two key metrics: Net Operating Result (NOR) and 

Accumulated Operating Result (AOR). The NOR is the net difference between expenses and funds 

received during a single fiscal year, and the AOR is the net difference between expenses and funds 

received since the creation of the fund. To achieve the self-sustaining and break-even goals, rates 

charged to customers are adjusted annually based on analysis of the NOR and AOR. BGAD’s rates are 

commonly viewed as an indicator of the competitiveness and overall health of the depot (with lower 

rates indicating a more competitive and viable installation, and higher rates indicating a less competitive 

and therefore less viable installation). Because the rates are typically established 18-24 months ahead 

of the year in which they are charged to customers, it is common for the NOR to show a positive or 

negative outcome while the rate adjustments keep the AOR near zero over time. 

 
When tenant organizations are located on an OIB installation, an Inter-Service Support Agreement 

(ISSA) is established to lay out the services the installation will provide to the tenant and the amounts 

the tenant will pay to the installation for the services it provides. The monies received through ISSAs 

are paired with customer revenues to account for the site’s total revenue. Therefore, these funds 

impact the site’s NOR and AOR, and have an influence on the customer rates charged by the site. 

 
A summary of BGAD’s 2022 actual and 2023-24 forecasted direct labor hours, costs, and financial 

performance is shown in Figure 8 (next page). The following sections provide a breakdown of BGAD’s 

revenues, expenses, labor hours, and ISSAs paid by BGCA and BGCAPP. 
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Figure 8: BGAD 2022 Actual and 2023-24 Forecasted Direct Labor Hours, Costs, and Financial 
Performance. Depot rates are forecasted to increase significantly due to a decrease in labor hours. 

 
 
 

1.3.1 – BGAD Revenue and Rates Breakdown 

According to the FY2024 Budget Estimate Submission (BES), BGAD total revenue is expected to 

decline from $135M in FY2022 to $129M in FYs 2023 and 2024, as shown in Figure 9. The primary 

driver of the decline is reduced revenue coming from Army Operations & Maintenance (O&M) funded 

projects. Direct labor hours (DLHs) (i.e., hours that generate revenue) are expected to decline by nearly 

25% from FY2022 to FY2024. The decline in DLHs is primarily due to decline in core capability 

maintenance workload (e.g., reactive armor tile maintenance, confidence clip, munitions maintenance). 

It is important to note that BGAD’s actual and forecast DLHs do not include any DLHs associated with 

the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP. A breakdown of BGAD’s rate stabilized 

workload hours, rates, and costs are shown in Figure 9. As BGAD’s DLHs decline from 299K in FY2022 

to 224K in the FY2024 forecast, the stabilized workload rates are expected to increase by approximately 

27%. Per the 2024 BES, this rate increase is required to bring the AOR to zero in future years. 



BGCAPP Feasibility Study 1.3 – Revenue, Rates, ISSAs, and Expenses 

Page 19 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 9: BGAD 2022 Actual and 2023-24 Forecasted Revenues by Source. Revenues are expected 
to decrease due to reductions in O&M, which are partially offset by increases in Other Army, Other DoD, 
and DWCF. 

 

 

1.3.2 – BGAD Expenses Breakdown 

Total expenses are expected to decline by approximately 5% from FY2022 to FY2024. The breakdown 

of these expenses is shown in Figure 10 (next page). The decline in expenses is primarily driven by 

reductions in Salaries and Wages (specifically Civilian personnel), Materials & Supplies, and Other 

Purchases. The reductions in Salaries and Wages during this period are not related to the sunset of 

BGCAPP mission since none of the 140 BGAD term employees that directly support BGCAPP are 

planned to be reduced before FY2025. 

 

1.3.3 – BGCA and PEO ACWA ISSAs with BGAD 

Captured within the revenue and expenses outlined above are ISSAs between BGAD and its two 

tenant organizations, BGCA and PEO ACWA, to support operations at the BGCAPP site. 

 
The monies BGAD receives through the ISSAs are intended to balance with the costs associated with 

delivering the services (e.g., security, environmental support, utilities, etc.) to BGCA and PEO ACWA. 

ISSAs do offset some overhead costs that would otherwise be carried 
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Figure 10: BGAD 2022 Actual and 2023-24 Forecasted Costs by Line Item. Expenses are forecasted 
to decrease due to minor reductions across all line items, with the exception of Other. 

 

 
by the depot, which has an impact on rates. In FY2023, PEO ACWA is expected to pay nearly 

$25M to BGAD through their ISSA while BGCA is expected to pay approximately $9M. The details of 

the services provided by BGAD under the ISSAs is shown in Figure 11 (next page).29
 

 
BGAD resource managers have not yet conducted analysis to evaluate the impact of chemical mission 

sunset on BGAD’s stabilized workload hourly rates and costs. WP&C analyzed the BGCA and PEO 

ACWA’s forecasted FY2023 ISSAs to identify potential costs that BGAD would resume carrying after 

the chemical munitions destruction mission ends. These costs were identified by comparing ISSA 

headcount related expenses against the known headcount transition plans and reviewing cost 

descriptions for maintenance-related activities. For example, BGCA and ACWA pay for ground 

maintenance related services (i.e., snow removal, 

mowing). WP&C assumes these services will continue after BGCAPP closure and the associated costs 

will be therefore incurred by BGAD instead of being reimbursed through an ISSA. From analysis of the 

ISSAs, WP&C estimates that BGAD will incur approximately $5.7M of additional annual costs once the 

BGCAPP facility has completed its transition plan (see Figure 12). 

 
Since these costs are not “cost reimbursable,” they will be included in the calculation to set BGAD’s 

future-year rates. To most accurately forecast the impact on stabilized workload rates in FY2027 and 

beyond (i.e., after the BGCAPP transition is complete) requires a forecast of the DLHs for those years, 

which is not currently available. Therefore, to illustrate the potential 
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Figure 11: Forecasted FY2023 ISSA Payments to BGAD from BGCA and ACWA. In total BGAD 

receives approximately $34 million annually in ISSAs. 

 
incremental impact on BGAD’s rates, FY2024 forecast DLHs and costs were used as the baseline. As 

shown in Figure 12, fiscal year 2024 costs increased from $44.8M to $50.5M with the additional $5.7M 

in costs no longer covered by the ISSA. This results in a hypothetical BGAD rate increase of 12.7%. If 

BGAD DLHs continue to decline (as is the trend from FY2022 to FY 2024), the impact of the lost ISSA 

funds and associated cost shift to BGAD will result in even higher percentage rate increases than what 

is illustrated in this example. 

 

 

 
Figure 12: Estimated Future Rate Stabilized Workload Hourly Rate without ISSAs. BGAD rates could 
increase from $199.56 to $224.97 (12.7%) assuming nearly $6 million in costs remain. 
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1.4 – Transition Plans and Timelines 
 

 
The BGCA and BGCAPP organizations begin executing their transition plans related to the chemical 

munitions destruction mission completion in 2023, and transition activities for all three organizations are 

expected to be completed before the start of calendar year 2028. An important fact that must be 

accounted for when considering potential reuse opportunities for the BGCAPP facilities is that workforce 

will be released from their current mission well ahead of—in some cases several years before—the 

BGCAPP facilities. The majority of impacted personnel become available in the 2025-2026 timeframe, 

whereas access to the BGCAPP site for reuse purposes will not be possible until the latter half of 2027 

at the earliest. While BGCAPP (BPBG and PEO ACWA), BGCA, and BGAD have developed, and are 

independently managing their respective transition plans, the transition plans are integrated across the 

three organizations. A consolidated overview of the BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD facility and personnel 

transition plans is provided in Figure 13 (next page). Note that the estimated annual employee 

reductions and forecast headcount numbers provided in Figure 13 (next page) and discussed 

throughout this report are based on the current transition plans and may change if the facility transition 

plan changes. 

 

1.4.1 – Facility Transition Plan 

Execution of the facility transition plan begins in late calendar year (CY) 2023 at the BGCAPP site. 

Chemical agent disposal activities were completed ahead of schedule on July 7, 2023, when 

destruction of the remaining M55 rockets was completed. When the chemical agent disposal mission 

ends, decontamination activities for the majority of BGCAPP facilities begins and is expected to 

continue until early CY 2026. While these decontamination efforts are underway, processing of 

secondary waste in the BGCAPP Static Detonation Chambers (SDCs) will continue until November 

2024. After the secondary waste processing is complete, decontamination of the SDCs will begin and is 

expected to be completed in early CY 2026. 

 
If no suitable opportunity to reuse or repurpose the BGCAPP facilities is found, demolition of the 

facilities is expected to begin in early CY 2026 and to be complete by late CY 2026. As of June 2023, 

PEO ACWA is taking the necessary actions to contract for the demolition of all facilities and 

infrastructure at the BGCAPP site, except for the horizontal property. While it is anticipated the 

demolition contract will be in place before any decisions to retain BGCAPP facilities are made, PEO 

ACWA has stated they can remove any buildings or infrastructure from the demolition schedule at a 

later date by descoping the demolition contract. The latest possible date to decide to retain any facility 

on the site depends on the demolition schedule that will be developed by PEO ACWA’s demolition 

contractor. Because the demolition contract 



Page 24 

1.4 – Transition Plans and Timeline BGCAPP Feasibility Study 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Figure 13: Facility and Personnel Transition Timeline for BGCA, BGCAPP, and BGAD as the 
Chemical Munitions Destruction Mission Concludes. 1,786 total employees are expected to be 
impacted across the three organizations. (Note: PERM = permanent gov’t. employees; TERM = gov’t 
employees on a term; KTR = contractors) 

 
 
 

has not yet been awarded, the deadlines for decisions to retain any of the BGCAPP facilities cannot be 

determined at this time. Parties wishing to understand the details of the demolition schedule or wanting to 

remove facilities from the demolition plan should contact PEO ACWA. 

 
Once decontamination, dismantling, and demolition activities at the BGCAPP site are complete, 

additional administrative actions related to closing environmental permits are still 
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required. These administrative actions are expected to be completed by mid-CY 2027. Given this 

timeline, the earliest possible date the BGCAPP site (and any retained facilities and infrastructure) will 

be available for reuse is July 2027 as no facilities can be transferred until permits are closed. 

 
The BGCA facility transition plan is currently underway with activities to meet the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) for hazardous materials. As BGCA meets the RCRA 

requirements, it transfers its munitions storage igloos to PEO ACWA on a rolling basis (i.e., when an 

igloo is no longer required for chemical mission storage and has met RCRA requirements it is 

transferred to PEO ACWA, vice transferring all igloos at once). BGCA anticipates its storage mission 

will be fully complete in April 2025, and the related buildings and infrastructure will be transferred back 

to BGAD for reuse by October 2025. 

 

1.4.2 – Personnel Transition Plan 

As of May 2023, there are 1,786 employees working for four primary employers who directly support 

the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP. These 1,786 employees are summarized by 

employer below:30
 

• Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass Joint Venture (1,467 employees): The Bechtel Parsons Blue 

Grass (BPBG) joint venture was formed between Bechtel National, Inc. and Parsons 

Corporation with three subcontractors (Amentum, Battelle Memorial Institute, and GP 

Strategies Corporation). The BPBG employees are contractors to the Government tasked 

with designing, building, testing, operating, maintaining, monitoring, and closing the 

BGCAPP. 

• PEO ACWA (15 employees): PEO ACWA employees are federal government employees 

responsible for the destruction of the remaining U.S. chemical weapons stockpile. 

• Blue Grass Chemical Activity (164 employees): BGCA workers are federal government 

employees who are responsible for the safe storage and transportation of chemical weapons 

to and from the BGCAPP facilities. 

• Blue Grass Army Depot (140 employees): BGAD supports the chemical munitions 

destruction mission with 140 federal government employees that provide security and other 

support functions to BGCAPP and BGCA. In total, there are 711 employees at BGAD, but 

only 140 have been identified as directly supporting the chemical munitions destruction 

mission. The remaining 571 BGAD employees are not expected to be directly impacted by 

the completion of the chemical munitions destruction mission. 

 
As BGCAPP completes its mission, the number of employees at BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD will 

decline over a multi-year period beginning in late-CY 2023 through mid-CY 2027. Personnel wind-down 

is expected to occur in the following stages: 

• Stage 1 (2023): Starting in October 2023, once the final M55 rockets are destroyed, BGCA 

will cease Permanent employee hiring, and instead only hire Term employees 
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on an as-needed basis to fill critical roles related to ongoing support of BGCAPP operations. 

• Stage 2 (January 2024 to October 2025): As the mission at BGCAPP completes, BPBG may 

move employees to new contracts and roles when they are no longer needed at BGCAPP. 

During Stage 2, BGCA and BGAD plan to maintain their current workforce, but may choose 

not to replace employes that leave voluntarily, which may result in modest reductions to 

their workforces during this stage. 

 
NOTE: because BPBG is a private venture, any decisions to offer future employment opportunities to 

their current workforce are entirely their own. BPBG did not provide any specific details to the study 

team about their plans or intent to make future employment offers, but they did highlight their current 

workforce at BGCAPP is highly skilled and those skills align with ongoing needs they have in their 

business. 

• Stage 3 (October 2025 to September 2026): FY2026 is when the largest reduction of federal 

government employees is expected to occur. During this time, BGAD’s workforce supporting 

the BGCAPP mission will reduce from 140 to three. All remaining BGCA employees are 

expected to undergo Reduction in Force (RIF) actions during this period. Also, during this 

period, all remaining contractors and PEO ACWA employees at BGCAPP will wind-down. 

• Stage 4 (2027): Approximately 3 federal government employees working for BGAD will 

remain in 2027 to support the closeout activities related to environmental permits, and the 

requirement for these employees will end when the permit work is completed. 

 
A high-level summary of workforce-related plans from each of the four primary organizations employing 

personnel supporting the BGCAPP mission are described below: 

• Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass (1,467 contractor employees): Employees and subcontractors 

of the BPBG joint venture are managed by the joint venture. In general, these employees 

and subcontractors are highly skilled technical workers. Future work opportunities for these 

employees are being managed by their current employers. PEO ACWA advised the 

feasibility study team that BPBG is making external support resources available to its 

employees to help place them into new positions. 

• PEO ACWA (15 employees): PEO ACWA is a sunset organization with no follow-on 

mission. Employees may transition to other jobs through their own search and/or through 

the Priority Placement Program. 

• Blue Grass Chemical Activity (164 employees): BGCA has the largest group of federal 

government employees affected by the completion of the chemical munitions destruction 

mission at BGCAPP. As of June 2023, all current BGCA employees are classified as 

Permanent employees, and therefore 5 U.S.C 3501-3503 applies. Of the current 164 

employees, 24 are planning to retire, and another 10 are considering retirement. Beginning 

in October 2023, BGCA will no longer hire Permanent employees and will instead only hire 

Term employees to fill vacancies. BGCA has planned two RIF Effective Dates. The first is 31 

October 2025 and the second is in 
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August 2026. BGCA does not intend for there to be any involuntary exits from the BCGA 

workforce before the first RIF Effective Date (31 October 2025). Although there will not be any 

involuntary exits before this time, voluntary attrition and retirement may reduce the size of the 

BGCA workforce before the first RIF Effective Date. The current attrition rate at BGCA is 7 

employees per month, suggesting the number of permanent employees remaining at the first 

RIF Effective Date could be significantly less than 164. 

• Blue Grass Army Depot (140 employees): All 140 BGAD employees that support the 

chemical munitions destruction mission are classified as Term employees. BGAD expects 

to remove most of these positions during Stage 3 (October 2025 and September 2026). 

After FY 2026, three employees on the BGAD environmental staff are expected to remain in 

their positions to support the closeout of environmental permits (which is expected to be 

completed by mid-CY 2027). BGAD also expects a small number of Term employees 

(approximately 10, or less) that are currently performing security functions associated with 

BGCAPP will transition into similar roles to support other current BGAD missions. 

 
Figure 14 provides a consolidated view of all 1,786 impacted employees and their employment plans 

following the completion of the chemical munitions destruction mission. 

 
Employees from BGCA and some BPBG employees were asked to complete surveys related to their 

future work plans following the completion of the chemical weapons destruction 

 
 
 

 

Figure 14: Workforce Related Plans Following the Chemical Munitions Destruction Mission. Most 
personnel are willing to be mobile to find another position.31 (Note: BGCA information is accurate as of May 
31, 2023; BGCAPP analysis is based on MWM Consulting Planning Survey conducted in fall 2022.) 
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mission. Figure 15 illustrates survey responses from BGCA. Within the BGCA workforce, 15% plan to 

retire, 5% are undecided, and the remaining 80% wish to remain in Federal roles. Of those planning to 

remain in the workforce, 66% desire local employment. On the other hand, the BGCAPP contractor 

workforce is much more mobile, with 69% of the workforce surveyed indicating they are willing to 

relocate, as shown in Figure 16. 

 
Of the 1,467 BPBG employees, approximately 110 are expected to retire, 1,196 are expected to seek 

work when their BPBG contract expires, and the remaining 162 have not communicated their intentions. 

Most of the BPBG workforce (938 or 69% of the existing workforce) are mobile and willing to move for 

their next role. Additionally, 58% of BPBG employees are interested in remaining with their current 

employer. 

 
Considering the high interest to remain with their current employer and the high mobility of this 

workforce suggests that a majority of the existing BPBG workforce may stay with their current 

employers but relocate to work at other sites. This leaves an estimated 327 employees who appear 

likely to look for work in Madison County and the surrounding local area once the BGCAPP mission is 

completed. 

 
The BGAD workforce has not been surveyed, but assuming similar trends to those from BGCAPP and 

BGCA, approximately 15 employees may be expected to retire. 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 15: BGCA Workforce Plan Survey Results. Most employees wish to remain in a Federal role, but 
limited mobility could create challenges for finding placement of these employees.31 
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Figure 16: BPBG Workforce Plan Survey Results. 81% of employees plan to seek additional work, but 
unlike BGCA only 24% are limited by mobility.36 

 

 
The Federal employees supporting BGCAPP from PEO ACWA are expected to move to 

other missions as the BGCAPP mission ends, and therefore are removed from further 

consideration in this study. Per JMC, they intend to look for 

employee placement as part of the “JMC-First” initiative as stated below: 

 
“JMC will create innovative programs to market opportunities to affected civilians in an 

effort to maintain necessary skillsets to accomplish JMC Mission. We are committed to 

assisting all permanent civilian employees adversely affected through reduction in force, 

by reviewing JMC vacancies and collaborating with major 

subordinate commands to assist in placement of affected employees.” 

 
Figure 17 on the next page provides a consolidated view of all 1,786 employees expected 

to be affected by the end of the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP. For 

each group of employees, the number of Permanent, Term, and contractor (KTR) 

employees is provided along with the roles they currently fill. 

Additional details about the skills associated with the affected workforce can be found in 

Section 2.4.2 – Current Workforce Capabilities. Figure 18 on the next page shows the 

estimated reductions for these employees by year. 
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Figure 17: Personnel Breakdown Across Affected Organizations. A large number of skilled employees 
will become available between 2025-2028. 

 

 

 
Figure 18: Estimated Personnel Reductions by Year. The majority of personnel reductions will 
occur between CY2024-CY2026. 
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2.1 – Site Assessment Methodology 
 

 
To assess the BGCAPP facilities and broader BGAD site, the study team evaluated three primary 

areas: 1) site characteristics, 2) buildings and infrastructure characteristics, and 3) workforce 

characteristics. Within each of these evaluation areas, assessment criteria were developed and 

organized into an overall site assessment framework, which is shown in Figure 

19. The intent of the site assessment is to identify areas of strength and potential areas of concern in 

each of the three evaluation areas to support decisions regarding reuse of facilities at BGCAPP and on 

BGAD. 

 

 

Figure 19: Site Assessment Framework. Thirteen criteria were used to evaluate BGCAPP’s site 
characteristics, buildings and related infrastructure, and workforce characteristics. 
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2.1.1 – Site Characteristics 

This first evaluation area considers the characteristics of the overall BGAD site and region, rather than 

individual facilities or buildings, which are evaluated in the second area. These characteristics are used 

to inform the evaluation of specific reuse/repurpose opportunities. Specific criteria include: 

• Accessibility. A quantitative assessment of the depot’s access to road, rail, air, and 

port infrastructure. 

• Risk Index. A quantitative assessment of the potential for the depot to be impacted by 

natural disasters, the potential consequences of those disasters, and the 

community’s resilience, as indicated by the National Risk Index. 

• Utility Services. A qualitative assessment of the utility services (e.g., electricity, water, 

wastewater, natural gas, security) at BGAD and on the BGCAPP site. 

• Regulatory Environment. A quantitative assessment of the regulatory environment 

affecting BGAD and how current regulations might impact potential opportunities. 

 

2.1.2 – Buildings and Related Infrastructure Characteristics 

The criteria in this evaluation area were used to evaluate the feasibility of reusing or repurposing 

individual facilities, buildings, and structures. Several of the criteria are objectively evaluated (e.g., 

footprint, sustainment costs, condition, and lifespan remaining) and assigned feasibility scores (High, 

Medium, Low, None) based on their characteristics. The objective criteria are then assigned numerical 

values and mathematically averaged to determine the feasibility of reusing/repurposing a given facility 

or structure. 

 
In some cases, constraints or prior decisions dictated the feasibility determination. For example, one 

such constraint is that buildings that have been exposed to chemical agents are required by law to be 

destroyed and are therefore not feasible for reuse. Another example is structures already planned for 

reuse by BGAD and JMC (e.g., the storage igloos in the CLA) were determined highly feasible for reuse 

because the decision to reuse them had already been made and the study team agreed the decision 

was in the best interest of meeting AMC and JMC needs. Descriptions for each of the buildings and 

related infrastructure evaluation criteria are provided below: 

• Unique Capabilities. A qualitative evaluation of functionality or design characteristics that 

are highly specialized or provide non-typical features. Examples of unique capabilities 

include, but are not limited to, a large clear ceiling height, specialized storage or ventilation 

capabilities, and installation of one-of-a-kind or highly specialized equipment. 

• Footprint. A quantitative evaluation of the footprint (size and location on the site). This 

assessment criteria also includes the physical characteristics typically associated with all 

buildings (e.g., ceiling height, number and size of doors, utility service, etc.). 
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• Sustainment Costs. A quantitative evaluation of the estimated annual sustainment costs 

for a building or facility. 

• Quality. A quantitative assessment of the facility’s quality and estimated remaining lifespan. 

The quality determination is based on the results of condition assessments performed by the 

DoD every 3-5 years. The estimated planned remaining lifespan is based on lifespan 

planning factors for permanent buildings and modular facilities. 

• Constraints. A qualitative assessment of legal or regulatory constraints impacting the 

potential reuse of a facility or building. This assessment considers for each building its 

Chemical Agent Exposure (CAE) category and any explosive arcs. The CAE category is 

developed from Federal and Army regulations and historical precedent and represents the 

potential for each building to be repurposed given its exposure to chemical agent. The 

explosive arcs evaluation considers how existing arcs at BGAD may be impacted by a 

reuse/repurpose decision. 

 
Note: Comprehensive explosive arc analysis requires information that was not available to the study 

team. Therefore, the qualitative assessment of the impact of explosive arcs provided in this study 

should be considered informational only. These qualitative assessments are not authoritative and 

should not be used under any circumstances to inform risk determinations or to guide the selection of 

appropriate safety protocols. 

• Opportunity Potential. A qualitative assessment of a building or facility’s likely 

suitability to meet the requirement of a defined opportunity. 

 

2.1.3 – Workforce Characteristics 

The criteria listed in this evaluation area were used to evaluate the capabilities of the workforce 

currently supporting the chemical munitions destruction mission, the regional labor pool, and regional 

labor costs. 

• Headcount. A quantitative assessment of the personnel who will become available as the 

chemical munition destruction mission winds down at BGCAPP. 

• Workforce Capabilities. A qualitative assessment of the capabilities, qualifications, and 

skillsets of the current workforce supporting BGCAPP the mission and the workforce that 

will become available as the chemical munition destruction mission winds down. 

• Regional Workforce Supply and Capabilities. Both a quantitative and qualitative 

assessment of the regional workforce. 

• Regional Labor Cost. A quantitative assessment of labor costs in the region. 
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2.2 – Site Characteristics 
 

 
The BGAD site characteristics assessment reveals that the depot offers many attributes to make it an 

attractive option for adding mission requirements to the depot. Notable positive attributes include 

accessibility through road and rail infrastructure, low risks from natural disaster, ample industrial utility 

services, and a relatively permissive state regulatory environment. 

 

2.2.1 – Accessibility 

BGAD is centrally located in the southeast United States. It is the closest Army ammunition depot to 

Forts Liberty, Moore, Campbell, Stewart, and Novosel. BGAD is also relatively close to numerous other 

bases and installations (see Figure 20).32 Notable among the many accessibility features listed in 

Figure 21 (next page) are the site’s close proximity to two interstate highways, modern shipping 

facilities, and the presence of a commercial rail spur. 

 
 

 
Figure 20: BGAD Proximity to Other Forts and Installations. BGAD is the closest depot to five forts 
and is centrally located to a large number of other installations. 
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Figure 21: BGAD Accessibility Strengths and Challenges. The site has many strengths related to 
accessibility of ground transportation, air transportation, and location, but challenges could impact specific 
opportunities. 

 

2.2.2 – Site Risks 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has established a National Risk Index that was 

used to evaluate risks and resiliency for BGAD. The National Risk Index establishes that the BGAD 

area and local community are assessed as relatively low risk (see Figure 22). The National Risk Index 

integrates the expected annual losses due to natural hazards, the region’s 



BGCAPP Feasibility Study 2.2 – Site Characteristics 

Page 39 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Figure 22: National Risk Index Highlighting Madison County. BGAD and the surrounding Madison 
County face relatively low risks when compared against other communities. 

 
 
 

social vulnerability (e.g., susceptibility to negative events), and the community’s resilience (e.g., their 

ability to prepare for, adapt to, and recover from disruptions). 

 

2.2.2.1 – Expected Annual Loss 
 

Expected losses due to natural hazards for Madison County, KY are in-line with the rest of the non-

coastal areas of the southeastern United States (see Figure 23 on next page, which provides 

estimates of the annual losses the area can expect based on hazard type). The most likely causes of 

loss are lightning and landslides, yet the total expected losses in Madison County due to those risks are 

well under $1M per year. Because the site has low susceptibility to losses, yet good accessibility, it is 

an attractive location for investment in developing industrial facilities. 

 

2.2.2.2 – Social Vulnerability 
 

Social Vulnerability is the susceptibility of social groups to the adverse impacts of natural hazards, 

including disproportionate death, injury, loss, or disruption of livelihood. Social Vulnerability is measured 

using the Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) that is published by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC). 

Madison County, KY has relatively moderate social vulnerability (see Figure 24 on the next page). 
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Figure 23: Expected Annual Loss. BGAD and the surrounding Madison County face expected annual 
losses of less than $1M per year, which is relatively low compared to other communities. 

 

 

 
Figure 24: Social Vulnerability. BGAD and the surrounding Madison County are moderately vulnerable to 
risks. 
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2.2.2.3 – Community Resilience 
 

Community Resilience is the ability of a community to prepare for anticipated natural hazards, adapt to 

changing conditions, and withstand and recover rapidly from disruptions. The northern and northeastern 

U.S. tend to have very high Community Resilience, whereas the southern and western U.S. tend to 

have low to relatively low resilience (see Figure 25). Madison County falls in between with a relatively 

moderate Community Resilience score. 

 

2.2.3 – Utility Availability 

Availability of utilities including electricity, water, gas, wastewater, natural gas, and telecommunications 

are important for industrial operations. Greenfield sites require the development of such infrastructure 

and often require very large investments to meet the facility requirements. In the case of BGCAPP, 

more than $100M33 was invested in infrastructure that is available to be repurposed, which significantly 

enhances the attractiveness of the site for those considering other locations that do not already have 

robust utility services already installed. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 25: Community Resilience. BGAD and the surrounding Madison County have relatively moderate 
resilience. 
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2.2.3.1 – Electrical Service34 

 
The BGCAPP site offers robust electrical service, provided by a 138 kV line from Kentucky Utilities 

interface point to a 33 MVA redundant substation that supplies two 12.47 kV busses at the site. 

Additional details about the electrical service include: 

• A system of utility power centers (UPCs) distributes the 12.47 kV power throughout the site 

• The current annual cost to maintain the 138/12.47kV substation is $65,500 per year (which 

includes two liquid-filled 33 MVA transformers, two 138kV SF6 breakers, a battery bank, 

associated relay, neutral grounding resistors, and medium voltage cables from transformers 

to UPC switchgear) 

• Three 3.3 MW standby diesel generators (SDGs) are installed at BGCAPP; one diesel 

generator provides enough power to meet BGAD requirements 

• Two 500 kW generators and one 150 kW generator are also installed at BGCAPP 

• The substation and SDGs are currently slated for destruction with the rest of the 

BGCAPP facility; should the substation or SDGs be retained for reuse/repurpose 

sustainment support will need to be added to the current agreement with BGAD’s 

electric privatization contractor 

• 2022 average electricity usage at BGCAPP was 4,000,000 kWh/month 

• The 2022 maximum electricity usage for a single month was 4,700,000 kWh 

 
2.2.3.2 – Water Service34 

 
Water is provided to the BGCAPP site by BGAD’s water treatment plant (WTP). The plant is permitted 

by the Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection (KDEP) to process up to 720,000 gallons 

per day (GPD). While the facility is near its technical limitations, if membrane cartridges are added and 

KDEP approval for increased processing is received, the facility could increase its capacity to 

1,000,000 GPD. 

 
At normal pool elevation, BGAD’s Lake Vega has 425,500,000 gallons of raw water available to supply 

the Water Treatment Plant (WTP). The total lake capacity is 573,612,000 gallons. Based on current 

usage and evaporation rates, Lake Vega can provide approximately 700 days of water supply to the 

site. During the 2007 drought, the raw water in Lake Vega drew down to a historical low of 91,444,000 

gallons. 

 
BGCAPP water usage in 2023 has varied between 43,065 and 116,093 gallons per day (GPD), leaving 

substantial spare capacity. In the event of a disruption to the WTP, BGCAPP has a backup 6” supply 

line that ties into the Madison County Utilities District. For severe drought contingency, a portable trailer 

mounted pump can be brought in and connected to a “tee” that was installed on the raw water line at the 

Lake Vega dam to continue withdrawals from Lake Vega or be used in the event of raw water pump 

failure. 
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2.2.3.3 – Wastewater Treatment34 

 
BGCAPP has on-site wastewater treatment service provided by a lift station located on the south end 

of the site. This station is equipped with two 110 gallon per minute (GPM) pumps configured for 

alternating use. BGCAPP pumps an average of 28,710 GPD to the BGAD wastewater treatment plant. 

BGCAPP’s maximum wastewater flow to the treatment plant in CY 2022 was 54,390 GPD. The BGAD 

wastewater treatment plant capacity is 200,000 GPD, and typical inflows to the treatment plant vary 

between 40,000 and 120,000 GPD. 

 

2.2.3.4 – Natural Gas34 

 
The BGCAPP site has an 8” high pressure natural gas line that can supply up to 10,000 MCF per day to 

the facility. The maximum monthly natural gas consumption for BGCAPP in CY2023 was 31,000 MCF 

(thousand cubic feet), while the average monthly natural gas consumption was approximately 12,000 

MCFs. 

 

2.2.3.5 – Telecommunications34 

 
Robust communications infrastructure exists at BGCAPP; however, much of this infrastructure and 

original cabling runs from a communications structure west of the site (Commo Hut 80) to a 

communications room in the Personnel Support Building at BGCAPP, which is planned for demolition. A 

new cable hut or structure at the location of the existing room could be built to preserve the existing 

branch lines. Currently, telephone/network switching equipment resides in Commo Hut 80 and can 

service any potential future tenants. There are a total of 144 strands of single-mode fiber running to 

Commo Hut 80 along with several hundred copper pairs. There is a direct path from the demarcation 

point for any private circuits that may be desired at the facility. There are sufficient gateways and cards 

at the site to support a mix of up to 768 digital/analog lines and additional gateways can be added if 

needed. 

 

2.2.4 – Regulatory Environment 

This section looks at the number, type, and complexity of restrictions at the state-level, as well as the 

explosive arc regulations and impacts at the site-level. A highly restrictive regulatory environment 

would likely be viewed negatively by opportunities that might otherwise be a good fit for repurposing 

the available facilities at BGAD. 

 

2.2.4.1 – State-wide Regulations 
 

According to the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, Kentucky ranks number 23 of 44 states 

in terms of the number of regulations present in the state, based on available 2020 data (data does not 

exist for all 50 states). This ranking means that 22 states have more restrictive environments when it 

comes to state-level regulations. In 2018, Kentucky was ranked 12 of 46, so the trend is that Kentucky 

is becoming less restrictive relative to other 
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states. It should be noted that this evaluation does not consider the content of the regulations, only the 

number of state-level regulations. While the number of restrictions does not necessarily have a 1:1 

relationship with the impacts of those restrictions, the opinion of the study team is that more restrictions 

are likely to drive a more challenging regulatory environment. The number of restrictions and the 

relative rankings for each state is provided in Appendix A.5 – State-by-State Regulatory Restriction.35
 

 
Analyzing the available data for industry-specific state regulatory restrictions reveals that Kentucky 

generally has fewer restrictions as shown in Figure 26.36 Notably, Kentucky has fewer regulations than 

most of its neighbors for industrial activities such as Waste Management and Remediation and 

Chemicals. 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 26: Industry Relevant Restriction by State. Kentucky has lower restrictions for potentially 
relevant industries such as chemical manufacturing or waste management and remediation services. 
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Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection (KDEP) oversees air quality, water quality, and waste 

management permits for BGAD. Details about these permits, application fees, timelines, etc. are 

provided in Appendix A.6 – Permitting and Regulatory Procedures. 

 

2.2.4.2 – Explosive Arc Impacts 
 

Defense Explosives Safety Regulation (DESR) 6055.09 establishes explosives safety standards for the 

Department of Defense. This regulation is published through the DoD Explosives Safety Board under 

the authority of the DoD Directive 6055.09E.37
 

 
If any portion of the BGCAPP site is reutilized for DoD ammunition and explosives operations, or in a 

BGAD location that could be impacted by existing ammunition and explosives operations, an analysis of 

the explosive arcs and impacts must be completed. The cited regulations may limit the feasibility of 

opportunities in specific locations across the depot due to the impacts on new or existing operations. 

For example, a new non-explosive, contractor-led operation in the restricted area would likely have a 

negative impact on existing storage operations. To fully evaluate the arc impacts of any new operations, 

design of the new operation must be at least 35% mature before the analysis can begin. 
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2.3 – Buildings and Related Infrastructure 
 

 
This section contains the site assessment for individual buildings and related infrastructure at the 

BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD sites. The intent of the site assessment includes determining the 

feasibility of reusing/repurposing existing buildings and infrastructure and to inform demolition/retention 

decisions for the facilities being used by BGCAPP and BGCA. This assessment does not consider 

greenfield or brownfield development of new buildings or infrastructure on the BGAD, BGCA, or 

BGCAPP sites. Summary details for all evaluated facilities are shown in Figure 27 (next page). In total, 

94 primary facilities were assessed. 

 
Key facility metrics used in this evaluation are building size, remaining lifespan, and annual sustainment 

costs. Building sizes across BGAD (including the facilities used by BGCA and BGCAPP) vary greatly. 

The average footprint is 21,190 square feet (SF), but the standard deviation is 29,950 SF. 

 
Remaining building lifespans vary greatly across BGAD. The average estimated remaining lifespan is 

40.5 years, and the standard deviation is 31 years. Average annual sustainment costs are $4.22 per 

square foot, with a standard deviation of $2.32. 

 

2.3.1 – BGCAPP Buildings and Infrastructure 

There are 199 unique structures located within the BGCAPP site, all of which are serviced by a 

dedicated, secure entry point and access road. These structures include facilities that have directly 

processed chemical agents, support facilities, access control facilities, static detonation chambers, 

storage tanks, utilities, canopies, gates, roads, etc. The existing BGCAPP site and facilities are 

impacted by explosive arcs, which must be considered when evaluating a potential opportunity for the 

site. 

 
All facilities at the BGCAPP site, except horizontal property, are slated for demolition beginning in CY 

2026. Many of these facilities are secondary or tertiary buildings, structures, or pieces of infrastructure 

(e.g., canopies, pads, transformers, smoking shelters, etc.) that support the primary facilities. The site 

assessment framework described in Section 3.1 – Opportunity Evaluation Methodology has been 

applied to only the BGCAPP primary facilities as they account for the majority of the site’s capabilities 

that would be repurposed and the majority of the costs to develop the facility. 
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Figure 27: Summary Characteristics of Evaluated Facilities. Across the three organizations, 94 
buildings were evaluated for feasibility and costs. (Note: DNA = data not available) 
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To differentiate between primary and secondary/tertiary facilities, the study team used 

BGCAPP’s existing Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) which serves to group together structures that 

support and surround the primary facilities. For example, WBS-10 includes the Super Critical Water 

Oxidation (SCWO) Process Building, and all the facilities that surround and support the SCWO Process 

Building. In total, WBS-10 has six facilities, as shown in Figure 28, below. 

 
While the site analysis was conducted on the primary facility in each WBS, the fact that the 

secondary/tertiary facilities exist to support the primary facility enables us to apply the results of the 

analysis to all facilities in the WBS. In other words, the non-primary facilities in each WBS have the 

same potential for reuse/repurpose as the primary facility in the WBS. For example, if the analysis 

determined that the Munitions Demilitarization Building (WBS-07, Facility No. 17750) is not feasible for 

reuse/repurpose, then all other associated facilities in WBS-07 are also not feasible for reuse or 

repurpose. 

 
A full list of the 199 structures on the BGCAPP site is provided in Appendix A.8 – Full List of Depot 

Structures. Figure 29 on the next page provides an overhead image of the 15 primary facilities at the 

BGCAPP site that were analyzed using the site assessment framework, and summary details for each of 

these facilities are provided in Figure 30, on page 51. 

 
Applying the Buildings and Related Infrastructure assessment framework to the primary BGCAPP 

facilities shown in Figure 28 resulted in four categories: 1) facilities with high feasibility for reuse, 2) 

facilities with limited feasibility for reuse, 3) facilities with low feasibility for reuse, and 4) facilities not 

feasible for reuse. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Figure 28: Example Work Breakdown Structure. Each WBS includes a primary facility along with 
additional secondary/tertiary facilities or components. 
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Figure 29: Primary BGCAPP Facilities Evaluated. These 15 facilities are the primary BGCAPP 
buildings and drive reuse decisions for secondary/tertiary facilities and equipment. 

 

 
2.3.1.1 – BGCAPP Facilities with High Feasibility for Reuse 

 
Facilities with high feasibility for reuse tend to have a combination of multiple favorable factors such as 

good quality condition, long remaining lifespans, low sustainment costs, and general characteristics that 

make them suitable for multiple industrial applications. Facilities with these favorable factors should be 

considered for retention and future reuse or repurposing. 

 
Three facilities in this category—the Utility Building (Fac. No. 17780, WBS-13), Container Handling 

Building (Fac. No. 17740, WBS-06), and Maintenance Building (Fac. No 25160, WBS- 
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Figure 30: BGCAPP Facility Evaluation. Given chemical agent exposure, the MDB and MDB Filter Area 
must be demolished, while the Control Support Building is structurally dependent on the MDB. 

 

 
20)—all can be repurposed for a wide range of uses. The Utility and Container Handling buildings are 

large, permanent structures with footprints that exceed 20,000 SF each, while the Maintenance building 

has a moderate size footprint of 11,860 SF. All three have characteristics and features common in 

modern industrial buildings such as high ceilings, fire rated construction, climate-controlled 

environments, etc. None are impacted by constraining CAE categories. The Utility and Maintenance 

buildings are CAE Category 4. The Container Handling Building is a CAE Category 3 building that had 

chemical munitions present in the facility but was not exposed to chemical agents. The annual 

sustainment cost for the Maintenance Building exceeds the BGAD average sustainment cost by 130%, 

and the Utility Building exceeds the average by 11%. The Container Handling Building annual 

sustainment cost is 49% lower than the BGAD average. 

 
The Substation (Fac. No.25210, WBS-04) provides electricity to the BGCAPP site. This infrastructure 

is in good condition with a Quality Score of 100. The Substation is fed power through Kentucky Utilities 

transmission lines on the north side of BGAD. There is switchgear in place to allow the Substation to 

be fed from BGAD distribution lines in the event of a disruption to the northern feed from Kentucky 

Utilities (however, the Substation cannot be used to provide power back to BGAD unless the 

switchgear is upgraded). The Substation can support any existing facilities at BGCAPP that would be 

retained as well as new construction facilities that might be added in the future. An important 

consideration in any reuse decision for the Substation is that the current power service agreement for 

the Substation is between PEO ACWA and Kentucky Utilities. If the Substation is retained, BGAD will 

have to update their service agreement with Kentucky Utilities to bring the Substation onto their service 

scope. 
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Repurposing these four high feasibility facilities could result in cost avoidance of $46.9M compared 

to replacement construction costs (Appendix A.10 – Replacement Construction Costs). 

 

2.3.1.2 – BGCAPP Facilities with Limited Feasibility for Reuse 
 

Facilities in this category should only be considered for reuse if opportunities are identified that will 

make use of the specific capabilities inherent in the facility. Without a specific, identified opportunity the 

benefit of retaining these facilities is limited. Demolishing them increases the availability of open space 

and optionality to find other opportunities to use the site without having to work around these facilities. 

Additionally, if these facilities are retained without a clear opportunity to reuse them, the Army will 

assume full liability for the future sustainment and demolition costs of the facility knowing they may not 

generate revenue for the depot. 

 
Two facilities—the Personnel Support Building (Fac. No. 25130, WBS-17) and the Personnel and 

Medical Building (Fac. No. 17810, WBS-40) are modular buildings that will have approximately 4 years 

of expected lifespan left when the BGCAPP site is turned over to BGAD. These facilities offer benefits 

that give them some potential for reuse in specific circumstances (e.g., for use as construction 

support/admin buildings). Both facilities are in good condition with quality scores of 100. Annual 

sustainment costs for both buildings are in- line with BGAD’s average annual sustainment costs. 

Additionally, the facilities have 23,200 SF and 9,501 SF footprints. Their lower sustainment costs 

(compared to the other modular buildings) and larger footprints make them relatively more attractive for 

repurposing than the other modular facilities at BGCAPP. Although they are more attractive, they should 

be retained only if the value they provide exceeds the costs of sustainment and subsequent demolition. 

 
The Lab Building (Fac. No. 17870, WBS-23) is a medium-size modular facility with a footprint of 5,066 

SF. It was built in 2015 and has an annual sustainment cost per square foot that is 175% higher than 

the BGAD average. If retained, this facility is expected to have approximately four years of useful life 

remaining when BGCAPP completes its transition. Like the other two modular buildings in this category, 

the Lab Building may be suitable for a short- duration requirement. Given its higher sustainment cost 

and smaller footprint than the other two modular buildings in this category, this facility is likely a less 

attractive option to reuse unless the specialized capabilities of a lab are needed. 

 
Four other facilities in this category—the SCWO Process Building (Fac. No. 17790, WBS-10), the SDC 

1200 and Surrounding Enclosure (Fac. No. 25122, WBS-70), the SDC 2000 and Surrounding 

Enclosure (Fac. No. 17460, WBS-70), and Hydrolysate Storage Area (Fac. No. 17847)—are highly 

specialized facilities built to meet specific technical requirements related to the destruction of chemical 

agents and weapons. They have unique capabilities and characteristics that make them unsuitable for 

general purpose uses. If opportunities exist that require these specific capabilities, then they should be 

considered for reuse. 
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The SCWO Process Building is a large, permanent building in good condition and is not subject to any 

environmental or legal constraints. This facility houses equipment that is capable of processing 

hazardous waste through supercritical water oxidation. The SCWO process has been proven suitable 

for treatment of biosolids and wastewater sludge, organic chemical waste, pesticides, and per- and 

polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) wastes. Although the facility was meant for processing chemical 

agent at BGCAPP, it was never put into service and is therefore unproven. It is assumed the facility 

would be functional if operated and managed by a group with the necessary technical knowledge and 

capabilities to do so. Per PEO ACWA, reuse of the SCWO at the current BGCAPP site would be 

challenging due to permitting requirements. Due to the extensive specialization of this facility to 

accommodate the SCWO process, it is unsuitable for conversion to other uses, but it could potentially 

be relocated or sold if an interested party were to be found. 

 
The SDCs are heated, armored vessels built to destroy chemical agents and munitions by heating them 

to a temperature above their auto-ignition temperature, resulting in the safe detonation or deflagration of 

the munitions. The SDC 1200 is capable of destroying up to 6.63 pounds of net explosive weight per 

shot, while the SDC 2000 has a 17.6 pound capacity per shot.38 Since both were used to destroy 

chemical agent, they are CAE Category 2 facilities. haBefore they can be reused, they require thorough 

decontamination and a reuse agreement signed by the Governor of Kentucky and the Secretary of the 

Army. The Quality Score and sustainment costs for SDC facilities could not be determined due to 

insufficient information. The SDCs are highly integrated into their building enclosures, which will result in 

the buildings being destroyed if the SDC is dismantled or relocated to another facility. 

 
The Hydrolysate Storage Area includes five large storage tanks with a total storage capacity of 672,875 

gallons designed for the storage of hydrolysate. Due to operational issues during testing, these tanks 

are not currently being used as part of the BGCAPP operation. These tanks are considered CAE 

Category 4. While the Hydrolysate Storage Area likely has limited utility for most industrial operations, it 

could be repurposed in tandem with the SCWO facility. 

 
Repurposing four of these seven limited feasibility facilities could result in cost avoidance of 

$42.1M compared to replacement construction costs as shown in Appendix A.10 – Replacement 

Construction Costs (replacement costs were unavailable for the SCWO, SDCs, and Hydrolysate 

Storage Area). 

 

2.3.1.3 – BGCAPP Facility with Low Feasibility for Reuse 
 

The Outside Operations Support Facility (Fac. No. 25131, WBS-70) is a small modular building with a 

3,530 SF footprint. Although the building is in good condition (quality score of 100), sustainment costs 

for modular facilities near the end of their expected lifespan increase significantly when compared to the 

sustainment costs earlier in the lifespan. The building is expected to have only approximately five years 

of life remaining when the BGCAPP transition is complete, and the annual sustainment cost per square 

foot for this facility is already 150% higher than the average cost for BGAD. 
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Repurposing this low feasibility facility could result in cost avoidance of $1.4M compared to replacement 

construction costs (Appendix A.10 – Replacement Construction Costs). 

 

2.3.1.4 – BGCAPP Facilities Not Feasible for Reuse 
 

Facilities in this category cannot be reused because they are impacted by legal or safety constraints that 

prevent them from being reused or repurposed and must be demolished. 

 
Two of the three facilities in this category—the Munitions Demilitarization Building (Fac. No. 17750, WBS-

07) and MDB Filter Area (Fac. No. 17730, WBS-07)—are not feasible for reuse because they are CAE 

Category 1 facilities have come into direct contact with chemical agent hazardous waste from the 

chemical agent destruction process. Per Public Law 99-145, these facilities are required to be cleaned, 

dismantled, and disposed of. 

 
The Control Support Building (Fac. No. 17760, WBS-06) is a facility that supports destruction of 

chemical agent in the Munitions Demilitarization Building. Although the Control Support Building did 

not come into direct contact with chemical agents, it is structurally integrated with the MDB and will be 

destroyed when the MDB is demolished. 

 

2.3.2 – BGCA in the Chemical Limited Area 

Within the Chemical Limited Area, BGCA occupies 230 acres (see Figure 31). This site is situated 

west of BGCAPP and is fully enclosed by a double security fence. The site is accessible through 

multiple access roads on BGAD but has no direct access to public roads or highways. The site is 

encumbered by explosive arcs, and therefore its best reuse purpose is for explosives storage. 

 
There are a total of 76 structures in the CLA used by BGCA. The primary structures are 49 earth 

covered igloos. The igloos are organized into groups of 6-8 for local planning and management 

purposes. Figure 32 summarizes the site assessment results for the igloos. 

 
Each of the 49 igloos in the CLA have a footprint of 2,411 SF and are used for storage of chemical 

munitions. The annual sustainment costs per square foot for the igloos are 31% lower than average for 

the depot, and the quality score for all igloos is 84. The igloos were built in 1942 and have passed their 

expected lifespan of 80 years. To enable continued use, BGAD has invested in upgrading the igloos 

with new waterproof roof membranes and improved door configurations. As BGCA completes its 

mission, and the igloos meet the RCRA requirements, they will be initially transferred to PEO ACWA 

before ultimately reverting back to BGAD. All igloos will support future BGAD and JMC storage 

requirements. While the age of the igloos would normally indicate a low feasibility for reuse, because 

BGAD is investing in extending their lifespan, the study team assesses they have high feasibility for 

reuse. 

 
All remaining BGCA facilities in the CLA are smaller buildings and infrastructure that support the storage 

mission. Unlike the buildings and infrastructure within BGCAPP, this BGCA infrastructure is not slated for 

demolition. Therefore, these smaller buildings and 
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Figure 31: Map of the Chemical Limited Area. The BGCA igloos are located in the Chemical Limited 
Area west of the BGCAPP site. 

 
 

 

 
 

Figure 32: BGCA Evaluation in the Chemical Limited Area. Igloos all have similar characteristics 
including footprints, sustainment costs, quality, and remaining lifespan, leaving little to differentiate 
among them. 
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infrastructure are available for reuse to provide continued support to BGAD’s conventional munitions 

storage mission. 

 

2.3.3 – BGCA in the Restricted Area 

Outside of the CLA, but still inside the BGAD Restricted Area, BGCA has 19 additional structures, of 

which 8 are primary structures that were assessed. The remaining 11 structures are secondary/tertiary 

facilities (e.g., aide station, command post, smoking shelter, etc.). The Restricted Area has controlled 

access that is managed by the BGAD security team. These BGCA facilities are located south of the 

CLA, towards the geographic center of the depot (see Figure 33). Many of these facilities are impacted 

by explosive arcs, which must be considered when making reuse decisions for these facilities. 

 
Of these 19 facilities in the Restricted Area assigned to BGCA, 15 will be transferred to BGAD by 

October 2025. The four remaining structures will support BGCAPP transition and will be available no 

later than August 2026. Applying the Buildings and Related Infrastructure assessment framework to the 

8 primary BGCA facilities returned three categories of results (see Figure 34): 1) facilities with high 

feasibility for reuse, 2) facilities with limited feasibility for reuse, and 3) facilities with low feasibility for 

reuse. 

 

2.3.3.1 – BGCA Restricted Area Facilities with High Feasibility 
for Reuse 

 
The Mask Fitting Building (Fac. No. 1147) is a mid-size facility (10,440 sq ft) in good condition with a 

quality score of 90. The facility has 63 years of estimated useful life remaining and is planned to revert to 

BGAD no later than August 2026. Annual sustainment costs were not available for this building. The 

facility has no unique capabilities but is suitable for general industrial purposes and has a high feasibility 

for reuse. 

 

2.3.3.2 – BGCA Restricted Area Facilities with Limited Feasibility 
for Reuse 

 
Facilities in this category have very narrow reuse applications and other facilities exist at the depot that 

are better suited to a broader set of applications. Nevertheless, if an opportunity is identified that very 

closely matches the capabilities of these facilities they should be considered for that purpose. 

 
The two PPE Facilities (Fac. Nos. 31980 and 31960) are small storage facilities that are currently used 

to store personal protective equipment. They are expected to revert to BGAD in 2026. The facilities are 

in good condition and have approximately 67 years of useful life remaining. Annual sustainment costs 

per square foot for Fac. No. 31960 are in-line with the depot average, and the sustainment costs for 

Fac. No. 31980 are 35% below the depot average. These two facilities have small footprints (4,380 and 

3,500 SF, respectively). While their condition, remaining life, and sustainment costs indicate they are 

feasible for reuse, their relatively small footprints limit their reuse potential. 
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Figure 33: Map of BGCA Facilities in the Restricted Area. Nineteen BGCA owned facilities are present 
in the restricted area, but only eight are primary structures assessed for this study. 

 
 
 

 

Figure 34: BGCA Evaluation in the Restricted Area. The majority of primary facilities have long 
estimated remaining life and high quality scores, but generally small footprints. 
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The Chem Ops Storage Building (Fac. No. 31950) is a small facility (3,200 SF). It has no unique 

capabilities and is currently used as a storage space. It has a quality score of 100 and an estimated 67 

years of useful life remaining. The RTAP Maintenance Building (Fac. No. 31990) is a small 

maintenance facility (4,376 sq ft) with a quality score of 99 and 68 years of useful life remaining. The 

annual sustainment cost per square foot for both buildings is 49% below the BGAD average. However, 

the relatively small footprints for these buildings limit their reuse potential. 

 

2.3.3.3 – BGCA Restricted Area Facilities with Low Feasibility 
for Reuse 

 
The Chemical Operations Facility (Fac. No. 1146) is a midsized office building with blast walls that 

reverts to BGAD by October 2025. The facility is in good condition and has annual sustainment costs 

that are in line with the depot average. However, the facility was built in 1943 and is at the end of its 

expected useful life, which gives it a low reuse potential (especially for any requirement that will exist for 

more than a couple of years). 

 
The Lab Building (Fac. No. 31930) is a small concrete block building that currently houses a chemistry 

lab. It reverts to BGAD by October 2025. The building has 66 years of useful life remaining but is in 

poor condition. As of June 2023, the facility has a quality score of 53. The building’s annual sustainment 

costs per square foot are 48% higher than BGAD’s average annual sustainment cost. Given the lab’s 

poor condition and high sustainment costs, it is not attractive for reuse unless a requirement for the 

capabilities of a laboratory needs to be met. 

 
The Laundry Facility (Fac. No. 31940) reverts to BGAD no later than August 2026. It has 66 years of 

estimated useful life remaining and has a moderate-size footprint (5,474 SF). 

Although the annual sustainment costs per square foot for this building are 85% below the depot 

average, the building’s quality score of 42 is the lowest of any building evaluated by the study team. The 

low quality score indicates investment is needed before the building would likely be suitable to support 

other missions. All reuse decisions for this building should evaluate the potential revenue generated by 

the opportunity versus the investment required to improve the building’s quality score. 

 

2.3.4 – BGCA in the Administrative Area 

In addition to its facilities in the Chemical Limited and Restricted Areas, BGCA also occupies 11 

buildings in the BGAD Administrative Area. These buildings transfer from BGCA to BGAD no later 

than October 2025. 

 
Applying the Buildings and Related Infrastructure assessment framework to the BGCA facilities shown 

in Figure 35 returned only two categories of results: 1) facilities with limited feasibility for reuse and 2) 

facilities with low feasibility for reuse. 
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Figure 35: BGCA Evaluation in the Administrative Area. These facilities have wide variety of 
footprints, estimated remaining life, and sustainment costs, but their administrative nature limits reuse 
feasibility. 

 

2.3.4.1 – BGCA Administrative Area Facilities with 
Limited Feasibility for Reuse 

 
Most of the facilities in this category are likely only feasible to reuse for administrative-type activities. 

These facilities are in good condition but are configured for non-industrial types of use. Converting 

these facilities for industrial uses would require significant modifications and investment, which is likely 

impractical because there are many other available facilities at BGAD already configured for industrial 

use. There are seven BGCA facilities inside the Administrative Area that fall into this category. They all 

revert to BGAD in October 2025. 

 
The CSEPP Storage Building (Fac. No. 60), the Logistics Building (Fac. No. 50690), the Surety 

Building (Fac. No. 51660), the Treaty Building (Fac. No. S-56), the BGCA Project Office (Fac. No. S-

43), and the Emergency Operations Center (Fac. No. S-18) are all facilities with small to mid- sized 

footprints (less than 5,000 SF), are in good condition, and have at least 50 years of expected life 

remaining. The annual sustainment costs per square foot are 49% below the BGAD average for the 

CSEPP Storage Building, are in-line with the BGAD average for the Logistics Building and BCGA 

Project office, and 39% above average for the Emergency Operations Center. The relatively small size 

of these buildings and their configuration for administrative uses limits the reuse potential for these 

facilities. 

 
The BGCA Command Headquarters (Fac. No. S-8) has a large footprint (16,579 SF) and annual 

sustainment costs per square foot that are 72% below the BGAD average, but the building has passed 

its expected lifespan. 
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The Storage Garage (Fac. No. 59) is a storage and maintenance facility with a 4,000 SF footprint. 

The facility is in good condition with a quality score of 99 and has 59 years of estimated life 

remaining. Annual sustainment costs per square foot are 49% below the BGAD average. Unlike the 

other facilities in this section, the Storage Garage is configured for industrial-type use, but the small 

footprint limits its reuse potential. 

 

2.3.4.2 – BGCA Administrative Area Facilities with Low 
Feasibility for Reuse 

 
The BGCA Assembly and Training Building (Fac. No. S-16) is a mid-size facility (12,000 SF) and the Risk 

Management Building (Fac. No. S-7) is a small facility (4,316 SF). Both buildings are in good condition. 

The annual sustainment cost for the Assembly and Training Building is 23% below the BGAD average, 

and the Risk Management Building is in-line with the BGAD average. Both buildings were built in 1943 

and are at the end of their expected useful life. 

 
The Change House (Fac. No. 53) is a small building (891 SF) that is currently used as a place for 

employees to change their clothes. The facility’s annual sustainment costs are 57% above the BGAD 

average and the building is in poor condition with a quality score of 78. Although the building has 

approximately 62 years of expected life remaining, its poor quality, high sustainment costs, and small 

footprint make it poorly suited for reuse. 

 

2.3.5 – BGAD Buildings and Infrastructure 

While the majority of BGAD facilities are out of scope for this feasibility study, there are 11 buildings 

with potential to support new missions at the depot. Seven of these facilities are in the BGAD 

Administrative Area and four of them are in the Restricted Area. Seven of these facilities are currently 

used for storage by BGAD, but they could be repurposed for other uses provided the items being stored 

could be moved to a different facility. All 11 of these buildings have limited feasibility for reuse (see 

Figure 36). 

 

2.3.5.1 – BGAD Facilities with Limited Feasibility for Reuse 
 

The facilities in this category all have constraints that limit their reuse potential. Additionally, some of these 

facilities are supporting ongoing missions that would need to be completed or relocated before they could 

be repurposed. 

 
Four storage buildings (Fac. Nos. 202, 203, 216, and 217) are large facilities with footprints of 90,000 to 

91,866 SF each. These four buildings are in the Administrative Area, and facilities 202 and 203 are 

enclosed by a secure fence and equipped with a guard station for secure access. Although these 

buildings were built in 1943 and have exceeded their expected lifespans, they still have high quality 

scores and annual sustainment costs per square foot that are 31% to 49% below the average 

sustainment cost for BGAD. These buildings are currently serving other missions that would have to be 

relocated if the buildings are repurposed. These buildings are only feasible to reuse if the value realized 

through the new use covers the costs to relocate the ongoing mission to other available facilities on 

site. 
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Figure 36: BGAD Evaluation. All BGAD facilities have limited feasibility for reuse due to estimated 
lifespans, existing operations, and unique capabilities. 

 

 
The Multitemperature Refrigerator Container System (Fac. No. 232) and the APS-1b Location (Fac. No. 

229) are both large facilities. The APS-1b facility has a footprint of 18,393 SF and the Refrigerator 

Container System facility is 28,600 SF; annual sustainment costs per square foot for the APS-1b are 

13% below BGAD average, and the Refrigerator Container System facility is 24% below average. Their 

sizes make them attractive for industrial use, but they are both in poor condition with quality scores 

below 50. Both facilities were built in 1991 and have an expected remaining useful life of 48 years. The 

facilities may be attractive for many types of opportunities, but the poor condition is likely to constrain 

reuse potential. 

 
The Chemical Defense Equipment Building (Fac. No. 211) is a 91,000 SF facility and is currently used 

to execute a logistics and storage mission. If the facility were repurposed to support another mission at 

BGAD, its current mission would need to be relocated elsewhere. The facility has annual sustainment 

costs per square foot that are 43% below the average BGAD cost despite the facility’s age. This 

building was built in 1943 and is at the end of its expected lifespan, which likely limits its potential for 

reuse. 

 
The Large Paint Booth (Fac. No. 233) and 30mm Can Refurbishment Facility (Fac. No. 215) provide 

specialized painting capabilities to the depot. The Large Paint Booth and 30mm Can Refurbishment 

Facility are in the Administrative Area, and the Detonation Chamber is in the Restricted Area. The Large 

Paint Booth can be used for painting large equipment (e.g., helicopters, vehicles, mobile structures, etc.)
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and has an annual sustainment cost per square foot that is in-line with the BGAD average. The 30mm 

Can Refurbishment Facility has an overhead conveyer system and paint drying booth installed in the 

building. The annual sustainment costs per square foot are 12% higher than the BGAD average and 

this facility is currently supporting the refurbishment mission. These are both industrial-scale painting 

facilities and their reuse potential is most likely limited to painting or similar missions. 

 
The Controlled Detonation Chamber (Fac. No. 280) is a steel reinforced chamber that provides an 

alternative to Open Burn and Open Detonation (OB and OD) disposal for conventional munitions. The 

Controlled Detonation Chamber (CDC) has a maximum net explosive weight limit of approximately 40 

pounds per shot, but this capacity is shared with a donor explosive, thereby making the net explosive 

weight of the disposal target less than half of the rated capacity. To date, the cost to dispose of 

conventional munitions in the CDC has not been thoroughly studied by the JMC DEMIL Directorate. 

Previous studies involving the CDC have led to unintended damage to equipment during testing.39 

Although in-depth cost analysis was not readily available, given the small net explosive weight limits 

and known technical limitations, the Controlled Detonation Chamber is unlikely to be a cost-effective 

alternative to OB and OD. 

 
The Potential Maintenance Operation Building (Fac. No. 60440) is a small (4,713 SF) facility in good 

condition located in the Restricted Area. It has 69 years of estimated life remaining and its annual 

sustainment costs per square foot are 49% below the BGAD average. When the facility was built in 

2012 it was intended to be used to process liquid hazardous materials, so it has a specialized floor and 

an underground bladder system to contain spills. The floor and bladder system do not limit the facility’s 

use for general industrial purposes, but the small footprint does limit the types of opportunities this 

building is suitable to support. 
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2.4 – Workforce Characteristics 
 

 
This section provides an assessment of the workforce and its feasibility to support future missions at 

BGAD. Whether the future missions are executed at the BGCAPP site or at other BGAD facilities does 

not have any impact on the analysis in this section. This analysis covers personnel that are currently 

performing work related to the chemical munitions destruction mission and the workforce in the broader 

Blue Grass region. 

 

2.4.1 – Workforce Supporting the Chemical Munitions 
Destruction Mission 

As of May 2023, there are 1,786 employees who directly support the ongoing chemical munitions 

destruction mission. These personnel are employed by four different employers: 

• Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass (1,467 employees): Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass (BPBG) is a 

joint venture made up of two contractors (Bechtel National, Inc. and Parsons Corporation) 

and three subcontractors (Amentum, Battelle Memorial Institute, and GP Strategies 

Corporation). Employees at BPBG are private contractors to the Government tasked with 

designing, building, testing, operating, maintaining, monitoring, and closing the BGCAPP. 

• PEO ACWA (15 employees): PEO ACWA employees are federal government 

employees responsible for the management of BGCAPP and the destruction of the 

remaining U.S. chemical weapons stockpile at BGAD. 

• Blue Grass Chemical Activity (164 employees): BGCA employees are federal 

government employees who are responsible for the safe storage and transportation of 

chemical munitions to and from the BGCAPP facilities. 

• Blue Grass Army Depot (140 employees): BGAD supports the chemical munitions 

destruction mission with 140 federal government employees that provide security and 

other support functions to BGCAPP and BGCA. In total, BGAD has 711 employees, but 

only 140 of them have been identified as directly supporting the chemical munitions 

destruction mission. The remaining 571 BGAD employees are not expected to be directly 

impacted by the completion of the chemical munitions disposal mission. 
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2.4.2 – Chemical Mission Workforce Characteristics 

The majority of the personnel affected by the completion of the chemical munitions destruction mission 

are BPBG joint venture contractors. The BPBG joint venture team includes the workforce and 

capabilities summarized in Figure 37. The BPBG workforce is highly mobile, with 69% indicating they 

are willing to relocate for future employment, and 24% indicating they intend to stay in the local area. 

The current workforce supporting the BGCAPP mission is skilled, specialized, and technical. 

Employees from Amentum completed a survey administered in fall 2022 to gather information about 

their current qualifications and competency. The results of this survey are shown in Figure 38. 

 
The second largest group of affected employees are the 164 federal permanent employees at BGCA. 

Of these 164 employees, 24 have indicated they plan to retire from their current positions. Of the 140 

BGCA employees who have expressed interest in remaining in Federal jobs, 66% say their preference 

is to remain in the local area. Ten BGCA employees are eligible for early retirement or separation 

incentive pay through the Voluntary Early Retirement Authority (VERA) or the Voluntary Separation 

Incentive Pay (VSIP) Authority. 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure 37: BGCAPP Joint Venture Contractor Workforce Breakdown. The joint venture is comprised of 
five contractors with different primary responsibilities, but all workforces include highly skilled personnel. 
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Figure 38: Amentum Qualifications Survey. Amentum workforce has a wide range of in-demand 
qualifications including electricians, welders, mechanics, and more. 

 
Of the 140 BGCA employees not planning to retire, current role assignments break down as: 

• 33 employees (24%) perform administrative or management duties 

• 35 employees (25%) support Health, Safety, and Environmental (HSE) and 

monitoring systems 

• 34 employees (24%) are toxic material handlers and/or explosives inspectors 

• 21 employees (15%) are technicians or mechanics 

• 17 employees (12%) are physical scientists and quality, chemical, or 

equipment specialists 

 
All of BGAD’s 140 workers directly supporting the chemical munitions destruction mission 

are classified as term employees. Their current role assignments break down as: 

• 115 employees (82%) are security guards 

• 11 employees (8%) support fire response 

• 3 employees (2%) work in environmental permitting and support 

• 3 employees (2%) are part of the Security Response Team (SRT), which BGAD 

plans to retain 

• 2 employees (1%) perform administrative or training duties 
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• 2 employees (1%) support badging 

• 1 employee (1%) is a property account officer 

 
The remaining 4 employees support physical security, intrusion detection, and resource management 

on a part-time basis accounting for 3.2 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employees. 

 

2.4.3 – Regional Workforce Characteristics 

To assess the ability of the local area to support potential future missions at BGAD, the study team 

assessed the workforce availability, capability, and labor costs in the region. 

 

2.4.3.1 – Regional Workforce Availability 
 

According to the Kentucky Center for Statistics, the April 2023 unemployment rate in Madison County 

was 2.9%, whereas the adjacent counties had unemployment rates ranging from 2.6% to 4.4% (see 

Figure 39). The U.S. national unemployment rate for April 2023 was 3.1%.40 The relatively low 

unemployment rate in and around BGAD suggests a tight local labor market. Despite this being the 

case, nearby counties to the east of BGAD have higher unemployment rates (Estill County – 4.0%, 

Jackson County – 4.4%, Rockcastle County – 3.7%).40
 

 
The five largest employers in Madison County are the Madison County School System, Eastern 

Kentucky University, BGCAPP, Hitachi Automotive Systems Americas, and Hyster-Yale Group as 

shown in Figure 40. The previously cited employee numbers reflect the most current BGAD, BGCA, 

and BPBG employee data as of the writing of this report, while the numbers in Figure 40 are from a 

previous study at a different time-period. 

 
The Bluegrass Region is located in the central part of Kentucky. It is bounded by Cynthiana County to 

the north, Stanford County to the south, Winchester County to the east, and Lawrenceburg County to 

the west as shown in Figure 41 on page 69. Across this wider Bluegrass Region, the largest employers 

are within the manufacturing, government, education, and healthcare sectors. Eight of the 10 largest 

employers in the region are in Fayette County. Other large employers in the region competing for a 

similar workforce include Toyota Kentucky, Amazon.com, Lockheed Martin, and Hitachi Automotive 

(see Figure 42 on page 70). Manufacturing accounts for more than 30,000 jobs in the region. Other 

relevant industries for the depot workforce include logistics, distribution, and warehousing (8,000+), 

admin/headquarters (4,000+), and engineering services (2,000+) as shown in Figure 42.41 Recall from 

Section 1.4.2 – Personnel Transition Plan, that the majority of the workforce impacted by completion of 

the chemical munitions destruction mission at BGCAPP will be released from their current positions well 

ahead of the BGCAPP site becoming available for reuse. Significant hiring competition for these 

workers from the regional manufacturing, logistics, distribution, and warehousing companies may affect 

labor availability to support future missions that reuse the BGCAPP site several years from now. 



BGCAPP Feasibility Study 2.4 – Workforce Characteristics 

Page 67 

 

 

 
 

 

 
Figure 39: Regional Unemployment Rates. Madison County has a lower unemployment rate than the 
National average or regional average, increasing competition for a highly-skilled workforce.40 

 

 

 
Figure 40: Largest Employers in Madison County. BGCAPP is the third largest employer in the county, 
behind only Madison County School System and Eastern Kentucky University. (Note: the employee 
numbers shown for BGCAPP and BGAD in this figure do not match the numbers presented previously in 
this study because they come from a different source and were taken from a different time-period) 
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Figure 41: Overview of the Blue Grass Region. Seventeen counties are included in the Blue Grass 
Region, with Fayette County (Lexington) being centrally located in the region. 

 
 
 

2.4.3.2 – Regional Workforce Capability 
 

The Bluegrass Region includes multiple universities and industrial employers, and it is likely that a skilled 

workforce will continue to be developed and retained in the region. According to the Commerce Lexington 

Economic Development Division, the top programs with the most graduates in the wider Bluegrass 

Region during the 2019-2020 school year were:42
 

• Health Professions and Related Programs (3,524 total graduates) 

• Business, Management, Marketing, and Related Support Services 

(2,402 total graduates) 

• Education (1,585 total graduates) 

• Liberal Arts and Sciences, General Studies, and Humanities (1,393 total graduates) 

• Psychology (831 total graduates) 
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Figure 42: Largest Employers in the Blue Grass Region. Several major employers compete for a similar 
talent pool including Toyota, Amazon, Lockheed Martin, Hitachi Automotive, and more. 

 

 
Degree programs that are relevant to potential future missions at BGAD, and the number of 

graduates from the 2019-2020 school year in each of those programs (including Associates, 

Bachelors, Masters, and PhD programs) were as follows:42
 

• Engineering (630 total graduates from the University of Kentucky) 

• Engineering Technologies and Engineering-Related Fields (332 total graduates from 

Eastern Kentucky University, Morehead State University, and Bluegrass Community and 

Technical College) 

• Physical Sciences (273 total graduates from the University of Kentucky, Eastern 

Kentucky University, Centre College, Morehead State University, Berea College, 

Georgetown College, Transylvania University, Kentucky State University, and Asbury 

University) 

• Mechanic and Repair Technologies/Technicians (72 total graduates from Bluegrass 

Community and Technical College and Maysville Community and Technical College) 



2.4 – Workforce Characteristics BGCAPP Feasibility Study 

Page 70 

 

 

 
 
 

• Transportation and Materials Moving (21 total graduates from Eastern 

Kentucky University) 

• Precision Production (17 total graduates from Bluegrass Community and Technical College 

and Maysville Community and Technical College) 

• Construction Trades (8 total graduates from Bluegrass Community and 

Technical College) 

However, due to the competition from related industries that require similar skillsets and limited 

numbers of local graduates in many of these programs, the labor market will likely remain tight for the 

skilled labor that is suitable for the future missions at BGAD. While this indicates it may be challenging 

to find workers for future missions at BGAD once the current chemical workforce winds down, it also 

suggests that the highly skilled BPBG workforce will be able to quickly find new jobs locally if they wish 

to do so. 

 

2.4.3.3 – Regional Labor Costs 
 

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as of the first quarter of 2022, the average weekly wage in 

Madison County, Kentucky was $852, compared to an average of $1,038 across Kentucky and $1,374 

nationally over the same period.43 Wages have been increasing in Madison County, but they have 

grown at a slower rate than across Kentucky and the US as a whole. From 2021 to 2022, the average 

weekly wage increased 5.4% in Madison County, compared to 7.6% increases for Kentucky and 6.6% 

nationally. This suggests that labor costs in Madison County are lower than they are across Kentucky 

and the U.S., and that Madison County will continue to have a relatively low cost of labor in the coming 

years.43
 

 
The cost of living index in Madison County is 90.3 which is 9.7% lower than the U.S. average.44 

Madison County has a similar cost of living to the state of Kentucky as a whole. The BPBG Joint 

Venture and BGCA were able to hire and retain a skilled workforce by paying wages above the 

Madison County average. Similarly, future missions at BGAD that can pay wages above the Madison 

County average can expect to attract significant interest from the local workforce and may overcome 

the tight labor market discussed in the prior section (however, given the limited ability Federal 

employers have to pay wages above market rates, this strategy may better fit reuse opportunities for 

GOCO facilities or opportunities that leverage public-private partnerships). 
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2.5 – Site Assessment Summary 
 

 
Site Assessment Methodology enabled the study team to identify strengths and areas of concerns in 

all three of the site assessment evaluation areas (site characteristics, buildings and related 

infrastructure, and workforce). Below is a summary of the more important findings from the site 

assessment. These findings will be used to inform the opportunity evaluation in Part 3 – Opportunity 

Evaluation. 

 

2.5.1 – Site Characteristics 

BGAD’s site characteristics are favorable to continue executing missions that contribute to Army 

readiness and DoD requirements. 

• The depot is centrally located in the southeastern United States and has good access to rail 

and road transportation networks. It is centrally proximate to numerous military installations. 

The largest airport within 50 miles is in Lexington. 

• Madison County, KY has a low overall Risk Index as determined by FEMA. Expected 

annual losses due to natural disasters are very low. The county has moderate social 

vulnerability and moderate resilience. 

• The utility services available at BGAD are robust. Over $100 million was invested in 

establishing the utility services, enhanced security, and access infrastructure for the 

BGCAPP site. This existing infrastructure is likely to be very attractive to any industrial 

development project that could avoid these costs by repurposing the BGCAPP 

infrastructure. 

• The regulatory environment in Kentucky is neutral when compared against other states—

about half the states have a more restrictive environment and about half less restrictive. 

Kentucky’s regulatory environment for industries conducting similar work to that in the AOIB 

appears to be less restrictive than that found in other states in the region. 

 
However, all opportunities considered for BGAD must consider the impacts on the depot’s explosive 

arcs. While estimates of the impact to arcs can be developed to help evaluate opportunities, a full 

impact assessment cannot start until the opportunity design is at least 35% complete. 
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2.5.2 – Buildings and Related Infrastructure 

In total, 91 facilities have some feasibility for reuse across the Blue Grass site (BGCAPP, BGCA, and 

BGAD). Fifty-four have a high feasibility to be reused/repurposed for a wide range of industrial type 

uses. This includes the 49 igloos in the CLA and the Utility Building, Container Handling Building, 

Maintenance Building, and Substation on the BGCAPP site, and the Mask Fitting Building in the 

Restricted Area (see Figure 43). All together, these 54 facilities represent nearly 200,000 sq. ft. of 

space with a high feasibility for reuse. 

 
There are another 31 facilities with limited feasibility for reuse. Some of these facilities have limited 

reuse potential due to their highly specialized nature or limited remaining lifespan (e.g., SCWO Process 

Building, the SDCs, and modular buildings). Another six facilities have low feasibility for reuse, mostly 

because of the condition, years or remaining life, sustainment costs, and small size of the buildings. A 

summary of all facilities is provided in Figure 43. 

 

2.5.3 – Workforce Characteristics 

A large, highly skilled workforce supports the chemical munitions destruction mission. The current 

workforce and facility transition timelines result in the workforce being released from the chemical 

mission well ahead—years ahead in some cases—of when the BGCAPP site will be available for reuse. 

The labor market in Madison County is tight, with unemployment running below regional and national 

levels. The cost of labor and recent inflation rates in the Blue Grass region are below regional and 

national levels. There is region-wide competition between BGAD and private industry for labor. Local 

universities and technical schools are producing graduates with skills that align with the needs of BGAD. 



Page 73 

 

 

BGCAPP Feasibility Study 2.5 – Site Assessment Summary 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43: Summary of Facility Feasibility Across the Site. Excluding igloos and the substation, four 
buildings offer high feasibility for reuse, but given availability timelines facilities with limited feasibility may 
need to be considered for near-term opportunities. 
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3.1 – Opportunity Evaluation Methodology 
 

 
The study team used a multi-attribute utility, decision analysis methodology to evaluate reuse 

opportunities identified during this study. Using a decision analysis methodology allowed the team to 

quantitatively assess a mix of both objective and subjective factors in evaluating the opportunities; and 

using multi-attribute utility analysis specifically, allowed the team to balance across multiple different 

objectives (such as financial impact to BGAD and readiness impact to the Army). 

 
However, given that the availability of information for each opportunity varied greatly, the team took a 

two-step approach in evaluating the opportunities. First, for all the known opportunities, the team 

evaluated the suitability of each opportunity along two dimensions: 1) readiness impact of the 

opportunity to the Army, DoD, and/or Nation; and 2) the feasibility of executing the opportunity at BGAD. 

 
In the second step, for opportunities where sufficient information was available, the team analyzed the 

practical implications of the opportunity for BGAD along three dimensions: 1) timeframe to develop and 

operationalize the opportunity, 2) the financial impact of the opportunity on BGAD, and 3) the economic 

impact on the local community. 

 
This two-step process was necessary to allow consideration of all potential opportunities and to not 

eliminate an otherwise potentially viable and attractive opportunity for lack of currently available 

information. In both steps, and for each dimension, the team developed evaluation criteria, scoring 

criteria, and weighting factors, and organized them into an opportunity evaluation framework, shown in 

Figure 44 on the following page. 

 

3.1.1 – Suitability of the Opportunity 

Step one of the opportunity evaluation framework assesses whether an opportunity is aligned with the 

mission of the OIB (i.e. the suitability of the opportunity for BGAD), and whether BGAD can reasonably 

be expected to meet the opportunity’s requirements (i.e., BGAD’s suitability for the opportunity). 

 
The readiness impact dimension evaluates the opportunity to determine if it is aligned with the intent 

and purpose of the OIB and the degree to which it could impact military readiness. Specific criteria are: 
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Figure 44: Opportunity Evaluation Framework. All opportunities were evaluated for Readiness Impact 
and Feasibility, while defined opportunities were also evaluated for Timeframe, ROI, and Local Economic 
Impact. 



Page 79 

 

 

BGCAPP Feasibility Study 3.1 – Opportunity Evaluation Methodology 
 

 

 
 

• Importance of opportunity – assessment of the strategic importance of the 

opportunity to JMC, AMC, the Army, and the Nation 

• Alignment with OIB strategy – assessment of the opportunity’s fit with the OIB strategy 

• Alleviates a single point failure risk – assessment of whether the opportunity alleviates 

known single point of failures in the OIB (e.g., an important capability that has no 

redundancy) 

• Addresses a strategic risk – assessment of whether the opportunity addresses a known 

area of strategic risk (the risk could be to a capability, the Army, the DoD or the Nation) 

• Interservice benefits – assessment of whether the opportunity provides benefits to other 

DoD services 

 
The feasibility dimension evaluates the feasibility of the opportunity’s requirements to be 

met by BGAD. Specific criteria are: 

• Infrastructure fit – assessment of the adaptability of existing BGAD buildings and 

infrastructure to support the opportunity 

• Workforce fit – assessment of the opportunity’s workforce skill requirements with those of 

the workforce impacted by sunset of the chemical munitions destruction mission 

• Opportunity development stage – assessment of the degree to which the opportunity is 

developed 

• Impact on other BGAD missions – assessment of the opportunity’s impact on existing 

missions at BGAD 

 

3.1.2 – Practical Implication of the Opportunity on BGAD 

Step two of the evaluation was only completed for those opportunities considered viable for BGAD (as 

deemed in Step 1) and where there was sufficient information available at the time of the study to 

assign scores in each category. 

 
The timeline dimension considers the expected timeframe to execute the opportunity. This includes both 

the time until meaningful activities supporting the opportunity are underway at BGAD and the expected 

mission runtime (i.e., longevity of the mission). Specific criteria are: 

• Startup Timeline – assessment of the time required until construction to support the new 

opportunity begins, or until operational activities begin, for opportunities that are repurposing 

existing facilities (Note: projects with a timeline compatible with the BGCAPP 

decommissioning schedule are the most attractive and scored accordingly— i.e., a 4- to 6-

year timeline is scored the highest) 

• Longevity – assessment of the projected operational runtime of the opportunity 
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The depot financial impact dimension includes two criteria: the annual expected revenue potential for 

the opportunity and its expected return on investment: 

• Revenue Potential – assessment of the estimated annual revenue expected to be 

generated through the opportunity 

• Return on Investment (ROI) – assessment of the estimated return on investment, using 

a net present value (NPV) calculation and a discount rate of 10% 

 
The local economic impact dimension has two criteria: the impact on the size of the BGAD workforce 

and the estimated regional economic impact the opportunity may have on the Blue Grass region: 

• Number of Positions Created – assessment of the number of positions created by the 

opportunity 

• Regional Economic Impact – assessment of the estimated annual regional economic 

impact, in dollars; estimated by multiplying the sum of expected annual employee 

compensation and expected contractor expenditures by the Kentucky Cabinet for 

Economic Development’s General Economic Multiplier 

 
The following section includes the analysis results from applying the opportunity evaluation framework 

(including dimensions and criteria presented above) to each opportunity known at the time of the study. 
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3.2 – Evaluation of Opportunities 
 

 
The study team identified 14 opportunities for reuse of facilities at Blue Grass as of the time of writing 

this report. Most of these opportunities were identified through discussions with leaders and some 

through industry analysis and targeted outreach to industry by the team. The team analyzed and 

scored these 14 opportunities using the opportunity evaluation framework and the results are 

presented in this section. 

 
The study team conducted over 35 working sessions and interviews with leaders from ASA(ALT), AMC, 

JMC, and BGAD to identify opportunities that may be suitable to reuse or repurpose Blue Grass 

facilities (see Appendix A.2 – Organizations Engaged for a listing of the organizations engaged during 

these sessions). The output of the sessions was a list of government and commercial organizations for 

the study team to follow up with to validate their requirements and confirm their interest in considering 

BGAD to fulfill their needs. 

 
The team also developed and sent a Survey of Interest to 48 recipients across the Army, ASA(ALT), 

and other DoD organizations (see Appendix A.2 – Organizations Engaged for a list of organizations that 

received the survey and the questions asked in the survey as shown in Appendix A.4 – Survey of 

Interest). The team received 16 responses to the survey, 14 of which indicated no interest and 2 of 

which indicated initial interest. The team was unable to proceed to the opportunity evaluation stage for 

either of these responses; one of the two responses was incomplete (it lacked identifying information for 

the respondent and efforts by the team to identify the respondent, including IP address tracing and 

following up with all parties, were unsuccessful) and the other respondent (PMA-201 from the U.S. Navy 

for “general purpose bomb production and storage, energetics development, propulsion development, 

and weapons storage”) did not respond in time with additional details necessary for the team to evaluate 

the opportunity. Both of these opportunities were handed off to the JMC Business Development team 

for further follow-up. 

 
Additionally, the JMC Business Development team has planned multiple Industry Days to generate 

interest for repurposing the BGCAPP site and other BGAD facilities, with government and industry 

attendees hosted on separate days. Much of the information from the site assessment portion of this 

feasibility study is expected to serve as an input to the industry days (all attendees will be provided 

detailed information about available facilities and BGCAPP’s transition timeline and given a tour of the 

BGAD facilities). As the industry days will be conducted after the drafting of this report, it is intended 

that additional opportunities identified through the industry days will be evaluated by the JMC Business 

Development team. 
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3.2.1 – Identified Opportunities 

The 14 opportunities evaluated in this study to repurpose BGCAPP and other BGAD buildings and 

infrastructure on the BGAD site are described below. These opportunities are scored in Section 3.2.2 – 

Opportunity Scoring and Prioritization and the most promising opportunities are addressed further in 

Section 4.1 – Business Case Evaluation of the Most Promising Opportunities. The 14 opportunities 

identified are: 

 
1) Centralized Security Monitoring Center. The Army has an active effort underway to 

develop centers to monitor the security and facility status of multiple installations from a 

single location. These centers monitor intrusion detection alerts and trouble alarms and 

coordinate the appropriate response with local security, police, and fire departments. This 

opportunity is to evaluate the development and operation of a centralized monitoring center 

at BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from the JMC Protection Division.) 

 
2) Centralized Support for Prepositioned Vessel Mission Reset. Prepositioned vessels that 

provide strategic storage of munitions periodically return to port so their cargo can be reset. 

During the reset, all containers are removed from the vessel, the contents (i.e., munitions) 

are replaced, and the new munitions are reloaded onto the vessel. The reset port terminals 

have limited space to accommodate the swap-out of munitions in the storage containers. The 

opportunity is to establish at BGAD the capability to receive, reset, and ship back to the port 

terminal the munitions containers for the prepositioned vessels. (This opportunity was 

sourced from the JMC Transportation Division.) 

 
3) Conventional Munitions Demilitarization Center of Excellence. Environmental regulations 

are becoming stricter in some states and in some cases constraining JMC’s capacity to 

dispose of conventional munitions. Typical reasons to dispose of munitions include: the 

munitions are obsolete and no longer used, expiration of the munition’s useful life, and 

damage to the munition. Additionally, as maintenance is performed on munitions, it is 

common that explosive components (e.g., primers and propellants) are removed and 

replaced and the old explosive components require disposal. Storing munitions and explosive 

components that should be disposed of constrains JMC’s capacity to store serviceable 

munitions. The opportunity to be evaluated is to expand the conventional munitions disposal 

mission at BGAD and make BGAD a conventional munitions demilitarization center of 

excellence (COE). (Multiple parties from BGAD, JMC, AMC, and the Blue Grass community 

raised this opportunity with the study team.) 

 
4) Conventional Munitions Demilitarization using the BGCAPP SDCs. BGAD currently uses 

open burn and open detonation technology to dispose of conventional munitions. There is 

pressure to tighten regulations and permits related to OB and OD due to concerns over the 

potential for contamination of air, soil, and groundwater by the process. The SDCs which 

were used to dispose of chemical munitions at the BGCAPP facility are proven to mitigate 

these contamination 
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concerns. The opportunity to be evaluated is to repurpose the SDCs for conventional munitions 

disposal at BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from BGAD.) 

 
5) Data Centers. Data centers have become an essential component of modern technology 

applications. Concern about storing data in centers located outside of the U.S. are also 

growing. The demand for U.S. data centers is expected to grow by 10% per year until 2030.45 

This opportunity is to evaluate installing data centers at BGAD to potentially serve commercial 

and government data center needs. (Multiple parties from BGAD, JMC, and AMC raised this 

opportunity with the study team.) 

 
6) Electric Vehicle Battery Production, Storage, Maintenance, and/or Recycling. The DoD 

has mandated the conversion of non-combat vehicles to electric power by 2035.46 

Additionally, consumers are rapidly adopting electric vehicles for private use.47 To support 

the transition away from fossil fuel powered vehicles, domestic capacity to produce, store, 

maintain, and recycle electric vehicle batteries will need to keep pace with demand. This 

opportunity is to evaluate establishing the capability to support electric vehicle batteries at 

BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from the AMC Supply Chain Management Directorate.) 

 
7) Hazardous Waste Processing with SCWO Facility. The Supercritical Water Oxidation 

(SCWO) facility at the BGCAPP site is one of only six full-scale SCWO plants operating 

worldwide, and the first industrial-scale facility to combine two technologies: neutralization 

and SCWO.48 SCWO technology has been in development for over four decades. SCWO is 

believed to have capabilities for processing certain types of hazardous waste, including 

PFAS, which is a “forever chemical” that has been used extensively in products ranging from 

clothing to fire-fighting agents. Human health effects from exposure to PFAS are unknown, 

though laboratory studies on large amounts of PFAS exposure to animals has shown effects 

on reproduction, growth, immune system, and liver function.49 Laws and regulations 

restricting PFAS use are becoming increasingly common.50 This opportunity is to evaluate 

repurposing the BGCAPP SCWO facility to process hazardous waste. (This opportunity was 

sourced from the BGAD and PEO ACWA teams along with additional commercial outreach 

from the WP&C project team.) 

 
8) Management of Non-Munition Military Items Returning from Overseas. It is common for 

significant quantities of military equipment and supplies to flow from forward-deployed 

locations back to the U.S. At present, a significant amount of equipment is being returned to 

the U.S. from the European theater, but the materiel is not being evaluated before it is 

shipped to determine a disposition status (e.g., reuse, repair, dispose) and path (e.g., where 

the materiel should be sent for disposition). The opportunity to be evaluated is to establish a 

centralized facility at BGAD to receive, process and make disposition determinations, and 

ship to the appropriate OIB facility for further processing. (This opportunity was sourced 

from the U.S. Army Sustainment Command – Supply Chain Operations.) 

 
9) Production of Ammunition Containers. Production of small and medium caliber 

ammunition is increasing. These munitions require specialized packaging that is 
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suitable for storage, transportation, and issue in the field, and replenishment of the 

ammunition container stocks is required to keep pace with production of the ammunition. The 

opportunity to be evaluated is to establish a production facility for ammunition containers at 

BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from the JMC Facilities Readiness team.) 

 
10) Production of Critical Chemicals. The DoD has ongoing efforts to onshore the production 

of chemicals critical to the manufacture of munitions and other products. In December 2022, 

the Defense Production Act (DPA) Title III Office, through the Air Force Research Laboratory 

released a Funding Opportunity Announcement with the objective to establish domestic 

suppliers of critical chemicals that are essential to national defense. Approximately $200 

million in DPA Title III funding is expected to be awarded in FY2023, and an additional $200 

million is expected to be awarded in future fiscal years. While progress has been made with 

onshoring, approximately 3051 critical chemicals remain without sufficient domestic production 

capability. The opportunity to be evaluated is to establish a critical chemical production facility 

at BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from JMC Facilities Readiness and the Office of the 

Undersecretary of Defense Acquisition and Sustainment.) 

 
11) Production of Metal Components for 155mm Artillery Munitions. With the end of the 

Cold War and the multi-decade engagement in regional conflict with terrorists and non-state 

actors, operational battle plans have shifted emphasis away from munitions traditionally 

associated with large-scale land wars (e.g., aimed mortar, artillery, and tank munitions) to 

precision-guided weapons (e.g., laser, inertial navigation system, and satellite guided 

munitions). The ongoing conflict between Russia and Ukraine has shown the demand for 

mortar, artillery, and tank munitions in even localized land battles may be significantly higher 

than war planners have accounted for. While the U.S. had a significant stockpile of artillery 

munitions at the start of the RUS/UKR conflict, the production capacity of the defense 

industrial base to sustain the stockpile has proven inadequate. To enable a dramatic increase 

in artillery munitions production three lines producing metal components needed for 155mm 

artillery rounds have been contracted, and an additional line is also planned. The location for 

where the fourth line will be sited has not yet been determined. The opportunity to be 

evaluated is to relocate the contracted production lines for 155mm metal parts at BGAD or 

position the fourth line there. (This opportunity was sourced from JMC.) 

 
12) Production of Metal Shipping Containers. JMC uses 20-foot metal shipping containers for 

transporting munitions. Due to the sensitive nature of munitions, shipping containers must 

meet stringent quality conditions to provide the necessary physical and environmental 

protection needed during global transportation of the munitions. Further, access to a 

sufficient stockpile of shipping containers is essential to maintaining readiness across the 

DoD. Currently, 96% of dry cargo containers and 100% of refrigerated containers are 

produced in China, and it is not possible to say how many of the remaining 4% of dry cargo 

containers are produced domestically.52 Although there are several domestic companies that 

bring shipping 
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containers to market in the U.S., the study team was only able to identify one company that is 

producing shipping containers domestically. Very limited domestic production and the 

extreme concentration of global shipping container manufacturing in China is a strategic risk 

to large-scale deployment of U.S. forces and continued operation of domestic supply chains. 

The opportunity to be evaluated is to establish a metal shipping container production facility 

at BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from the WP&C project team.) 

 
13) R&D Lab for Advanced Manufacturing Processes. Advanced manufacturing processes 

are ubiquitous in commercial industry and becoming more prevalent in the OIB. The use of 

automation in the OIB is likely to continue to grow. A research and development lab focused 

on OIB processes could allow for new processes and capabilities to be developed, tested, 

and piloted in a controlled environment before they are moved into the OIB facilities. In 

addition to minimizing potential disruptions to other OIB operations while new processes 

and capabilities are developed, the lab could be used as a facility to train the OIB workforce. 

This opportunity is to evaluate developing an R&D lab for advanced manufacturing 

processes at BGAD. (This opportunity was sourced from a private industry team that 

contacted WP&C to provide input for this study.) 

 
14) Security Guard Academy. At present, the installations in the AOIB are responsible for 

conducting the training of their security forces. While the requirements and standards for 

training are established, how the training is delivered is determined locally. The opportunity 

to be evaluated is to establish a Security Guard Academy at BGAD and make it the primary 

training institution for security forces that protect the AOIB. (This opportunity was sourced 

from JMC and BGAD.) 

 

3.2.2 – Opportunity Scoring and Prioritization 

The opportunities described in Section 3.2.2 – Opportunity Scoring and Prioritization were evaluated 

using the two-step methodology and framework described in Section 3.1 – Opportunity Evaluation 

Methodology. The results of the analysis are provided below. Because most of the opportunities 

evaluated are still at the hypothetical phase with limited information available, stage two analysis was 

completed on only three opportunities (#1, #11, and #14). Despite the lack of information available, the 

analysis revealed several promising opportunities that warrant further investigation. The results of the 

two-step analysis are presented first, and then additional details about each of the opportunities are 

provided. As specific requirements for each of these opportunities are further defined, an evaluation of 

environmental constraints should be completed and certain permits may be necessary as outlined in 

Appendix A.6. 

 

3.2.2.1 – Opportunity Analysis Step One 
 

Two dimensions are evaluated in step one: 1) readiness impact, and 2) feasibility. The purpose of this 

step in the analysis is to: 1) evaluate the suitability of each opportunity for BGAD (i.e., the degree to 
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which it aligns with BGAD’s mission and the OIB’s strategy, whether it addresses single point failure 

risks in the OIB or broader strategic risks, and whether the opportunity will yield interservice benefits), 

and 2) to evaluate the suitability of BGAD for each opportunity (i.e., the ability to repurpose existing 

buildings, infrastructure, and/or workforce to support the opportunity, the degree that the opportunity 

has been developed, and whether the opportunity impacts existing missions already at BGAD). 

 
The results of the analysis are shown in Figure 45. The maximum possible score in each dimension 

(readiness impact and feasibility) is 1.5, and scores in either dimension that are 1.0 or higher are 

classified as “high” and scores in either dimension that are below 1.0 are classified as “low.” This gives 

four possible combinations of readiness impact and feasibility (see Figure 46): 

 
High Readiness Impact / High Feasibility 

 

Three of the 14 identified opportunities are found to have both a high readiness impact and high feasibility 

for BGAD. All of these are production missions that were deemed to have both strategic importance and fit 

well with BGAD. These are: 

• Production of Critical Chemicals (Opportunity #10) 

• Production of Metal Shipping Containers (Opportunity #12) 

• Production of Metal Components for 155mm Artillery Munitions (Opportunity #11) High 

Readiness Impact / Low Feasibility 

There were no opportunities in this quadrant. 

 

 
Figure 45: Opportunity Analysis Step One Scoring. After step one, eight of 14 opportunities have a 
favorable combined score for feasibility and readiness impact. 
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Figure 46: Step One Favorability. Four opportunities have low feasibility and a low impact on readiness, 
while three opportunities offer both high feasibility and a high readiness impact; seven others have mixed 
results. (Note: The numbers in the figure correspond to opportunity index numbers.) 

 
 

 
Low Readiness Impact / High Feasibility 

 

Five opportunities are deemed feasible for BGAD, but to have lesser readiness impact. These 

opportunities may have positive impacts on BGAD rates, help retain the workforce, and contribute to 

the economic health of the local community but have lesser alignment with the OIB mission or criticality 

to Army and/or Joint Force readiness. These opportunities may still be appropriate and warrant further 

explorations and evaluation, but care should be taken to ensure that they are not distracting from other 

missions or opportunities that more clearly align with Army/Joint Force readiness and the mission of 

the OIB. These five opportunities are: 

• Security Guard Academy (Opportunity #14) 

• Centralized Security Monitoring Center (Opportunity #1) 

• Production of Ammunition Containers (Opportunity #9) 

• Centralized Support for Prepositioned Vessel Mission Reset (Opportunity #2) 

• R&D Lab for Advanced Manufacturing Processes (Opportunity #13) 
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Low Readiness Impact / Low Feasibility 

 

Six opportunities scored low for both readiness impact and feasibility. These are: 

• Management of Non-Munition Military Items Returning from Overseas 

(Opportunity #8) 

• Conventional Munitions Demilitarization with the BGCAPP SDCs (Opportunity #4) 

• Electric Vehicle Battery Production, Storage, Maintenance, and/or Recycling 

(Opportunity #6) 

• Conventional Munitions Demilitarization Center of Excellence (Opportunity #3) 

• Data Centers (Opportunity #5) 

• Hazardous Waste Processing with SCWO Facility (Opportunity #7) 

 
3.2.2.2 – Opportunity Analysis Step Two 

 
In step two, for applicable opportunities, the team analyzed the practical implications by evaluating three 

dimensions: 1) the expected timeline to execute the opportunity, 2) the potential financial impact on 

BGAD, and 3) the local economic impact the opportunity may have. Because detailed information about 

revenue, jobs, and facility requirements are required to complete this analysis step, only the following 

three opportunities were sufficiently defined to be evaluated in Step 2 (see Figure 47). 

• Centralized Security Monitoring Center (Opportunity #1) 

• Production of Metal Components for 155mm Artillery Munitions (Opportunity #11) 

• Security Guard Academy (Opportunity #14) 

 
The Centralized Monitoring Center and the 155mm Metal Parts Production opportunities are being 

considered for multiple sites. BGAD and JMC have submitted proposals for these two opportunities, 

respectively. Neither JMC, AMC, nor BGAD are the decision authorities 

 
 

 

 
Figure 47: Opportunity Analysis Step Two Scoring. Centralized monitoring center scoring improves 
significantly upon completing step two of the analysis given timeframe, large ROI, and large economic 
impact. 
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regarding where these opportunities are placed, and the study team did not have access to the selection 

criteria that will underpin the decisions for where those opportunities will ultimately be located. Together, 

these two opportunities have the potential to provide over $70 million in annual revenue to BGAD and 

$35 million in annual economic impact on the region depending on how they are executed (ISSAs with 

contractors vs. Government employees). They are forecast to create over 210 jobs, which is 

approximately 12% of the jobs expected to be impacted by the completion of the chemical munitions 

destruction mission at BGAD. 

 
In contrast to the Centralized Monitoring Stations and 155mm Metal Parts Production opportunities, 

Security Guard training is already up and running at BGAD. The capability to perform this mission was 

created organically at BGAD for negligible cost. While the revenue potential, regional economic impact, 

and number of jobs created by this opportunity is small, there is further opportunity to expand the scope 

of its mission, which will be discussed further in Part 4 – Study Outcomes. 

 
One item to note is the relatively small number of jobs that are forecasted to be created by the three 

opportunities evaluated in step 2. Replacing a significant portion of the jobs impacted by the 

completion of the chemical munitions destruction mission will likely require multiple new missions being 

assigned to BGAD. 

 

3.2.3 – Overall Evaluation of the Opportunities 

Figure 48 summarizes the combined scores of Step 1 and Step 2 of the opportunity analysis. 

Notwithstanding the large differences in the level of development and sufficiency of information 

available across the identified opportunities at the time this report was written, and that only three 

 

 
Figure 48: Opportunity Analysis Combined Scoring. Eight opportunities with combined readiness 
impact and feasibility scores greater than 1.0 have potential to pursue further. 
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of the opportunities were evaluated in step 2 of the opportunity evaluation process, the study team has 

triaged the 14 known opportunities based on results of the opportunity analysis and the team’s present 

understanding of each of these opportunities. The 14 identified opportunities fall across three 

categories: 

1) The most promising opportunities to pursue 

2) Other potential opportunities for further exploration and consideration 

3) Least promising opportunities 

 
The team’s overall evaluation and rationale for each of the 14 opportunities is described in the following 

subsections. In addition, the five most promising opportunities are addressed in more detail in Section 

4.1 – Business Case Evaluation of the Most Promising Opportunities. Note that while six of the 

opportunities are considered the least promising for repurpose of facilities, equipment, or infrastructure 

at BGAD, that does not mean they could not be performed at BGAD, just that they are not as promising 

as the other opportunities evaluated. 

 

3.2.3.1 – Most Promising Opportunities to Pursue 
 

The following five opportunities are found to be the most promising, from an overall feasibility and 

impact point of view, of the 14 identified opportunities (these five opportunities are described below and 

in further detail in Section 4.1 – Business Case Evaluation of the Most Promising Opportunities): 

 
• Production of Critical Chemicals (Opportunity #10). Critical chemicals are chemicals 

critical for the defense industry that are difficult to produce or are produced in foreign 

countries. This is a strategic opportunity that would have far- reaching implications for 

securing the future capabilities of the defense industrial base, if successfully implemented. 

Although no specific chemical has yet been identified for production through this opportunity, 

the BGCAPP workforce and surrounding community has extensive experience working with 

hazardous chemicals as well as developing and operating novel automated processes. A 

chemical production plant could likely use either existing BGAD or BGCAPP facilities. 

Environmental permitting may restrict the production of certain types of chemicals; however, 

personnel at BGAD are well versed in the permitting process. Installing a chemical plant that 

is not performing work related to munitions or energetics (i.e., explosive munitions) on the 

BGCAPP site may severely constrain BGAD’s use of munitions storage igloos in the vicinity 

of the plant due to resetting of explosive arcs. Most of the funds awarded under the Defense 

Production Act Title III have gone to support expansion of private facilities; however, 

opportunities exist for a government owned, contractor operated facility (GOCO). Grants 

under DPA Title III are typically used for equipment and not for real estate and buildings. 

Therefore, the BGCAPP site may represent a unique opportunity for a contractor that has the 

expertise to produce a critical chemical yet lacks the appropriate facilities. The state of 

Kentucky also produces large amounts of agricultural waste that may be useful as a 

sustainable feedstock to produce certain chemicals. 
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• Production of Metal Shipping Containers (Opportunity #12). This is a strategic 

opportunity to address the Nation’s current near-total reliance on foreign manufacturers as a 

source of supply for shipping containers. Without a sufficient supply of containers, sustaining 

a large-scale deployment of U.S. forces would be extremely difficult given modern cargo ship 

and port configurations. Additionally, the efficient functioning of domestic supply chains 

requires a steady supply of containers. Limited cargo container availability was a contributing 

factor that led to national supply chain disruptions during the COVID-19 pandemic.53 BGAD 

currently has a small facility that performs maintenance and repair services for shipping 

containers, but this facility is not appropriate for container production. This opportunity is 

considered one of the top two most promising opportunities evaluated during this study given 

the strategic consequences of U.S. reliance on foreign manufacturers as a supplier for 

shipping containers, BGAD’s accessibility and central location in the U.S., and the suitability 

of BGAD to perform this mission. 

 
• Production of Metal Components for 155mm Artillery Munitions (Opportunity #11). 

Production of 155mm metal parts is a strategic opportunity that would add significant capacity 

and resiliency to the U.S. munitions industrial base at a time when existing production 

capabilities are being stretched to their limits. Realizing this opportunity at BGAD will require 

construction of a new building as none of the existing facilities meet the size requirements for 

the plant design. This opportunity is imminent (i.e., expected to come online within the next 

couple of years), and therefore the transition timeline for the BGCAPP site would require 

BGAD to locate this new facility elsewhere on the installation. There are multiple promising 

locations in the Administrative Area where construction of an appropriately sized building 

could likely take place on an existing pad after demolition of buildings that have passed their 

expected useful lifespans. This is considered one of the top two most promising opportunities 

evaluated during this study given its strategic importance and alignment with existing BGAD 

missions and capabilities. While this opportunity is specific to 155mm production, the 

associated equipment is capable of producing parts with diameters ranging from 60mm to 

155mm and lengths from 150mm to 700mm. 

 
• Security Guard Academy (Opportunity #14). Capabilities and capacity exist today at 

BGAD to support this opportunity. The academy would not repurpose any BGCAPP facilities 

or workforce but would make use of existing BGAD facilities. The Academy currently uses 

training facilities and trainers at BGAD to provide training to new guards for all JMC 

installations, which is expected to increase standardization while reducing liability for JMC 

installation commanders. The academy could also be expanded to provide annual training for 

all guards across OIB installations within AMC’s purview, which would increase the revenue 

and job creation potential of the opportunity. BGAD currently delivers one three-week security 

guard training course once per month and each class has capacity for up to 25 students. 

BGAD has sufficient housing to accommodate all trainees on site. If BGAD assumes the 

guard recertification mission for all JMC installations, each installation would likely no longer 

be required to maintain a local trainer (GS-9 position). 
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• Centralized Security Monitoring Center (Opportunity #1). An estimated 100-150 workers 

would be needed to support this opportunity, however, these are likely to be contractor or 

Provost Marshall employees. Available administrative buildings at BGAD or office space 

vacated by BGCA should be considered for reuse to accommodate this opportunity. 

Centralized monitoring centers are likely to be implemented in four to six years and would 

provide an enduring mission. Although this timeline could match with BGCAPP site 

availability, putting the monitoring center anywhere in the restricted area would likely have a 

significant negative impact on BGAD’s ability to store munitions in igloos near the facility due 

to restrictions from explosive arcs. 

 

3.2.3.2 – Other Opportunities for Further Exploration and 
Consideration 

 
The following three opportunities are deemed feasible but have either lesser readiness impact, or are 

less developed opportunities, than the more promising opportunities above. 

 
• Production of Ammunition Containers (Opportunity #9). BGAD facilities could likely be 

repurposed for the production mission (e.g., the 30mm ammo can refurbishment facility and 

the larger industrial facilities in the Restricted and Administrative areas), but the machinery 

and tooling required for the production facility do not exist at BGAD at this time. BGAD 

currently repairs ammunition containers, and therefore it is presumed it has at least some of 

the required skillsets to perform this mission. If a production facility for ammunition containers 

was placed in the Administrative Area, it is anticipated there would be no impact on the 

BGAD explosive arcs. However, if the facility was in the Restricted Area (including on the 

BGCAPP site), the explosive arcs may be impacted and this could result in the loss of 

explosive storage capacity for BGAD. 

 
• Centralized Support for Prepositioned Vessel Mission Reset (Opportunity #2). BGAD is 

approximately 620 miles from the Military Operations Terminal Sunny Point (MOTSU) and 

has infrastructure that would allow for rail transport of shipping containers between MOTSU 

and BGAD. The operating footprint and workforce size required to execute the mission reset 

was not known at the time the study was conducted. Given the ongoing munitions storage 

and distribution missions at BGAD, the skillsets required to execute this mission are likely 

inherent to the BGAD workforce. 

 
• R&D Lab for Advanced Manufacturing Processes (Opportunity #13). The BGCAPP 

facility has industrial automation integrated into some of the processes used in the destruction 

of the chemical munitions, and therefore the workforce affected by sunset of the BGCAPP’s 

mission is familiar with working with automated processes. The study team is not aware of 

any current OIB production processes for which automation is being developed. Given the 

trend for growing use of automation in industry, it is plausible that the OIB would see a need 

for an organic capability to develop its own automation solutions. 
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3.2.3.3 – Least Promising Opportunities 
 

The following six opportunities were deemed least promising for reuse of facilities or infrastructure at 

BGAD. However, that does not mean they could not be performed at BGAD, only that information 

available indicates the opportunities are less promising than those in the other two categories. All of 

these opportunities are hypothetical, and at the time of writing no mission detail or requirements for 

established programs related to these opportunities were known. 

 
• Management of Non-Munition Military Items Returning from Overseas (Opportunity #8). 

The BGAD workforce currently conducts demilitarization and sorting operations, and therefore 

is likely to have some of the requisite skillsets for this opportunity. However, the knowledge to 

properly disposition materiel that is non-munitions related is likely not widely held by the 

current BGAD workforce or the workforce impacted by BGCAPP’s mission sunset. If 

established as a mission at BGAD, it would likely have to be located in the Administrative 

Area or it may have a negative impact BGADs explosive arcs. No information about the size 

or type of facility to perform the activities associated with this opportunity was available. 

• Conventional Munitions Demilitarization with the BGCAPP SDCs (Opportunity #4). The 

SDCs at BGCAPP were not designed for conventional munitions demilitarization. To the best 

understanding of the study team, the manufacturer of the SDCs is unwilling to provide 

support to repurpose the SDCs for use with conventional munitions. Given the relatively low 

net explosive weight limits and relatively high operating costs for the SDCs, it is likely the cost 

to dispose of conventional munitions in the SDC will be dramatically higher than the cost for 

OB and OD disposal. 

Note: at the time of this study, the JMC Demilitarization Directorate has not conducted a 

study to determine the cost differential between OB and OD and SDC disposal methods, and 

sufficient information was not available for the study team to develop an estimate of the cost 

differential 

• Electric Vehicle Battery Production, Storage, Maintenance, and/or Recycling 

(Opportunity #6). The BGAD and BGCAPP workforce has experience with hazardous 

materials, automated industrial processes, and environmental permitting, which are all 

skillsets related to this opportunity. At this time, DoD is not currently pursuing development of 

organic capabilities related to electric vehicle batteries. Therefore, developing this opportunity 

further would likely require the Government to find a commercial partner willing to make the 

required investments at BGAD. 

• Conventional Munitions Demilitarization Center of Excellence (Opportunity #3). The 

JMC Demilitarization Directorate and leadership from the JMC Munitions Logistics 

Readiness Center provided information to support evaluation of this opportunity. BGAD 

currently performs demilitarization of conventional munitions, and therefore has the 

capabilities and workforce in place. BGAD munitions stockpile is the smallest in the OIB due 

to limited explosives storage capacity, and therefore they have limited capacity to store 

additional munitions for disposal without risking 
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significant impact to the distribution mission. BGAD also has limited capability to expand 

munitions demilitarization under their existing environmental permits. There are other facilities 

in the JMC enterprise that are far better suited to expand their mission for conventional 

munitions disposal (e.g., Hawthorne Army Depot). 

• Data Centers (Opportunity #5). No subject matter experts from the Government were 

identified that could provide additional information on the opportunity beyond what was 

gathered through external research by the study team. While BGAD provides the requisite 

24/7 security for a data center, none of the existing buildings at BGAD are likely suitable for 

repurposing as a data center due to cooling and thermal management requirements. If a data 

center was located in the Administrative Area, there would likely be no impacts to BGAD’s 

explosive arcs, but there would likely be impacts to the arcs if a data center was located 

anywhere in the Restricted Area (including the BGCAPP site). 

• Hazardous Waste Processing with SCWO Facility (Opportunity #7). The U.S. Army 

Combat Capabilities Development Command, Chemical Biological Center and PEO ACWA 

provided information that contributed to the analysis of this opportunity. The capabilities of the 

BGCAPP SCWO facility are expected to be some of the most advanced of any SCWO facility 

in the world. It is the only known facility capable of operating as a continuous process as 

opposed to batch processing. Technical limitations discovered during facility testing precluded 

its use for the chemical munitions destruction mission, and it has not been used for 

processing other types of hazardous waste. Therefore, the full extent of the facility’s 

capabilities is not known. Preliminary discussions with a commercial company involved in 

processing hazardous waste suggest they may be interested in relocating and repurposing 

the SCWO for their use at a different location. 
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3.3 – Zones of Opportunity 
 

 
While the prior section focused on evaluating identified opportunities to repurpose BGAD facilities, this 

section serves to identify a broader set of opportunities to consider for BGAD. To help target additional 

opportunities, the study team developed a structured ideation process and analysis tool to identify 

“Zones of Opportunity”. This tool is a powerful methodology for quickly developing and evaluating 

opportunities for any site or business. 

 
A Zone of Opportunity represents the intersection of a capability (e.g., manufacturing, maintenance, 

transportation, etc.) with a product or service. The intent of the Zones of Opportunity assessment was 

to identify areas the JMC and BGAD Business Development Teams may not be aware of for 

consideration and to find the zones that represent BGAD’s greatest areas of strength to ensure the 

business development teams are focusing their limited resources on the right areas. These zones are 

not time-bound and could be used to evaluate both short- and long-term opportunities. 

 

3.3.1 – Zones of Opportunity Methodology 

Through interviews, research, and industry experience, the study team identified eleven criteria to 

evaluate whether BGAD would be a suitable site to deliver a particular product or service through a 

given capability. The eleven criteria enable assessment from two different perspectives: 1) the 

requirements to deliver the product or service, and 2) the extent to which BGAD has the capabilities to 

meet those requirements, as informed by the site assessment. 

 
The Zone of Opportunity score is calculated for every capability and product/service combination, and the 

results are plotted on a spider graph. Product/service combinations that receive high scores across 

multiple capability areas are richer Zones of Opportunity. 

 

3.3.2 – Results of the Zones of Opportunity Analysis 
 

The Zone of Opportunity assessment is shown in Figure 49 (next page). Results should be viewed with a 

BGAD lens and may not reflect community preferences. The team evaluated eight capabilities 

(production, distribution, storage, maintenance, disposal of military assets, disposal of non-military assets, 

administrative activities, and research and development) as shown at the outside points of the spider 

chart. These capabilities were evaluated for five product/service sets: inert products, explosive products, 

hazardous waste/chemicals, technology and data centers, and energy and power generation. The values 

on the chart represent the percent of requirements BGAD satisfied in each zone for each product/service. 
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Figure 49: Zones of Opportunity Results. Attractive zones were determined using requirements for 
products/services along with the capabilities present at BGAD. 

 
The results show that for almost all the capabilities evaluated, BGAD has the most opportunity related 

to inert products. This is due to the large portion of the BGAD site that is affected by explosive arcs and 

the potential to disrupt existing missions by requiring changes to the arcs. Assuming that new 

opportunities brought to BGAD related to inert products will be located in the Administrative Area, no 

impact to existing arcs is expected. These same considerations for inert products apply to all the other 

product and service categories except explosive products. Explosive products score relatively low 

despite the majority of BGAD’s facilities and land area being devoted to the explosive munitions 

mission because there is limited unused explosive storage capacity, and if new operations related to 

explosives are introduced to BGAD, there is limited space to situate the new operations in the 

Restricted Area. 

 
Based on the Zones of Opportunity analysis, the JMC and BGAD Business Development teams should 

prioritize developing opportunities in the following (listed in order of priority): 

 
• Inert Product/Service Set. Opportunities for inert products across almost all capability 

areas (opportunities to produce, distribute, store, maintain, or dispose of inert products 

and/or perform administrative actives related to inert products) 

• Administrative Activities Capability Area. Opportunities for admin activities across all the 

evaluated product/service types (except technology/data centers) 

• Explosive Products and Hazardous Waste/Chemicals Product/Service Set. 

Opportunities for these product/service sets across all capability areas (except R&D) 
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4.1 – Business Case Evaluation for the Most 
Promising Opportunities 

 

 
Of the 14 defined opportunities evaluated in during this study, five have been determined to be the 

most promising opportunities to pursue. Part 3 – Opportunity Evaluation outlined the two-step 

evaluation methodology. Step 1 of the analysis considered the readiness impact and feasibility of all 14 

opportunities. Readiness impact evaluated the degree to which the opportunity aligns with the intent 

and purpose of the OIB and the degree to which it could impact military readiness. Feasibility 

evaluated the degree to which the opportunity’s requirements could be met by BGAD. 

 
The analysis revealed three opportunities with both high readiness impact and high feasibility. All three 

are production missions and are of strategic importance: 

• Production of Critical Chemicals (Opportunity #10) 

• Production of Metal Shipping Containers (Opportunity #12) 

• Production of Metal Components for 155mm Artillery Munitions (Opportunity #11) 

 
The other two most promising opportunities were evaluated to have low readiness impact, but high 

feasibility. These two opportunities contribute less clearly to BGAD’s mission (hence the low readiness 

impact score), but have the potential to contribute positively to BGAD rates and create value for the 

customers that would be served. These two opportunities are: 

• Security Guard Academy (Opportunity #14) 

• Centralized Security Monitoring Stations (Opportunity #1) 

 
Three of the opportunities are defined (opportunities #1, #11, #14), which means requirements have 

been established and enough information is available to estimate the revenue potential and number of 

jobs that may be created by the opportunity. The other two opportunities (#10 and #12) are 

hypothetical. There are no known requirements for them, but because they address important strategic 

issues, would repurpose existing facilities and infrastructure at BGAD, and BGAD could play a 

meaningful role in addressing the needs associated with them, the study team believes they should be 

pursued further. 

 
Because the information currently available for each of these five opportunities varies widely, the details 

and analysis in each of the following sections also vary. The elements of a business case that can be 

made from the available information are provided for each opportunity in the subsections that follow. 
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4.1.1 – Production of Critical Chemicals 

Approximately thirty chemicals that are critical to the defense industry but are difficult to produce, or 

have only foreign sources of supply, are the subject of this strategic opportunity. Expanding the base of 

suppliers for these critical chemicals adds significant capabilities to the industrial base that are essential 

for national defense and improves overall supply chain resilience. In December 2022, the Defense 

Production Act (DPA) Title III office, through the Air Force Research Laboratory, issued a funding 

opportunity announcement and a call for proposals to establish domestic suppliers of critical chemicals. 

Approximately $200 million in DPA Title III funding is expected to be awarded in FY2023 and an 

additional $200 million is expected to be awarded in future fiscal years. The DPA Title III office 

anticipates award amounts will range between $2 and $20 million per project, and will fund up to twenty 

projects. 

 
The capital expenditure required to build a chemical plant can range from the high tens / low hundreds 

of millions of dollars, to multiple billions of dollars for the largest, most complex facilities.54 Grants under 

DPA Title III are typically limited to equipment, and not for real estate and buildings. While there is 

currently no known requirement for BGAD or the AOIB to manufacture or support the manufacture of 

critical chemicals, BGAD may represent a unique opportunity for a partner that has the expertise to 

produce a critical chemical but is searching for a site to establish a production facility. Combining DPA 

grant funding for equipment with repurposed buildings and infrastructure on BGAD could be very 

attractive to a partner. 

 
Anticipated critical chemical production requirements range from 1000 pounds per year to 200,000 

pounds per year, which indicates there is likely a wide variation in plant size and investment required to 

establish a production facility. The factors that strongly influence site selection decisions for chemical 

plants55 overlap directly with the capabilities and benefits that BGAD offers. These factors are: 

 
• Transportation infrastructure. Facilities should be serviced by at least two major forms of 

transportation (e.g., rail, major roadway, waterway, seaport) to facilitate the flow of raw 

materials and supplies to the plant and finished product from the plant to market. BGAD offers 

interstate highway access, rail access, and over 1,000 miles of commercially navigable 

waterways. 

• Availability of suitable land. The site should be suitable for industrial operations. Minimal 

exposure to natural disasters and hazards is highly desirable. BGAD has multiple industrial 

operations ongoing throughout the installation, and Madison County, KY, has relatively low 

risk of loss due to natural hazards. The expected total annual losses in the county are well 

under one million dollars and are most likely to be caused by lightning strikes or landslides. 

• Availability of utilities. Sufficient utility services and waste management infrastructure 

must be available to support operations at the facility. Robust utility infrastructure exists at 

BGAD, and there is capacity in excess of that required to operate the BGCAPP facility. The 

hydrolysate storage tanks on the BGCAPP site may be highly attractive to a chemical plant 

operator. The fact that BGAD already has 
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significant installed utility capacity available for use means potentially over $100 million in site 

development cost avoidance to a partner who builds a chemical production facility at BGAD. 

• Availability of skilled labor. It is common that chemical plant operators must bring skilled 

labor to the plant from outside the local area. The workforce supporting BGCAPP operations 

are likely to have many, if not most, of the skills and capabilities needed to operate a 

chemical production plant. 

• Permissive regulatory environment. Highly restrictive regulatory environments and slow-

moving review and approval processes can make it impossible for smaller chemical 

manufacturing operators to bear the cost (in dollars and time) to successfully navigate the 

bureaucracy. Despite previous challenges with KDEP, Kentucky has one of the most 

permissive regulatory environments of states in the southeast and ranks in the middle of 

states nationally. BGAD has experience working with KDEP and its workforce may provide a 

partner the necessary expertise and experience needed to navigate the Kentucky regulatory 

environment successfully. 

 
The number of jobs created by a chemical plant depends heavily on the type of plant, scale of the 

operation, and the level of process automation it uses. The capital expenditure (CAPEX) required to build 

and start the facility does not correlate with the number of jobs created (i.e., there are low CAPEX 

chemical plants that create a relatively large number of jobs, and large CAPEX chemical plants that 

create a relatively low number of jobs). 

 
Without specific potential partners identified and an idea of which chemicals are viable for production at 

BGAD (both of which the team was not able to determine during the short timeframe of this study) it is 

not possible to conduct a thorough business case analysis for this opportunity. Industry proposals for 

the DPA funding were due to the Air Force Research Laboratory on March 09, 2023. The points of 

contact at the relevant contracting office are Whitney Foxbower (whitney.foxbower@us.af.mil, 937-713-

9877) and Aaron Pitts (aaron.pitts1@us.af.mil, 937-713-9928). 

 

4.1.2 – Production of Metal Shipping Containers 

Insufficient domestic or ally-nation production of shipping containers represents a strategic risk to the 

U.S. Currently, 96% of dry cargo containers and 100% of refrigerated containers are produced in 

China.56 Only three manufacturers produce 82% of all Chinese containers and the Department of 

Commerce has determined the Chinese manufacturers are the recipient of large government 

subsidies.57 The number of domestically produced dry cargo shipping containers is not known but is 

estimated to be very small. 

 
The most common lengths for shipping containers are 20- and 40-foot. Production of shipping 

containers is commonly expressed in 20-foot equivalent units (TEUs). Global production of containers 

peaked in 2021 at 7.1 million TEUs, in response to global supply chain disruptions and the lack of 

available containers. Production in 2020 was approximately 3.4 million TEUs, and 2022 production was 

about 3.9 million TEUs. Production in 2023 is forecast to be down to approximately 2.8 million TEUs.58
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JMC uses 20-foot metal shipping containers for transporting munitions. Due to the sensitive nature of 

munitions, shipping containers must meet stringent quality conditions to provide the necessary physical 

and environmental protection needed during global transportation of the munitions. Further, access to a 

sufficient stockpile of shipping containers is essential for maintaining readiness across the DoD. The 

U.S. Transportation Command ships approximately 300,000 containers per year on behalf of all DoD 

branches.59 The expected lifespan of a shipping container is 13 years, which means approximately 

23,000 containers per year are needed to replace old containers, not accounting for those that are lost 

or damaged before their lifespan expires. 

 
A surge in military operations or large-scale deployment will likely require a dramatic increase in the 

need for containers. Previous experience from large deployments and surge operations in Operations 

Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom suggests that the lifespan of a container can be expected to drop 

significantly because containers are much more likely to be lost, damaged, or repurposed. It is not 

unreasonable to expect demand for containers to increase by two to three times current demand or 

more in surge conditions (i.e., demand could exceed one million containers per year), and effective 

container lifespan may drop to only a couple of years. 

 
If the reason for the dramatic increase in demand for containers by the DoD is related to China or areas 

where there are significant Chinese interests, the U.S. should not assume China would remain a reliable 

supplier for containers. Further, in such a scenario, where the supply of new containers rapidly 

declines, the DoD will be competing with U.S. industry for access to available containers and that has 

the potential to undermine domestic U.S. supply chains across all industries. 

 
Although there are several domestic companies that bring shipping containers to market in the U.S., the 

study team was only able to identify one company that is producing shipping containers domestically. 

Very limited domestic production and the extreme concentration of global shipping container 

manufacturing in China is a strategic risk to large-scale deployment of U.S. forces and continued 

operation of domestic supply chains. The capabilities, infrastructure, land, and facilities that are 

available at BGAD make it an attractive location to start building more robust U.S. capabilities to 

produce shipping containers. BGAD currently has a large state of the art shipping facility, rail and 

navigable commercial waterway access, existing container repair capability, and significant painting 

capability, all of which make it an attractive option to locate a domestic shipping container production 

facility. 

 
Establishing the capability to produce metal shipping containers at BGAD would require construction of 

a new facility. To estimate the size and capacity of a facility at BGAD, a Chinese facility owned by CXIC 

Group60 and a proposed facility in Memphis, TN61 were used as benchmarks (see Figure 50 for a 

summary of their relevant facility data). CXIC Group’s container production facility was built in 2005 for 

a cost of approximately USD $43.8 million, equal to $70 million in May 2023 dollars. The proposed 

Memphis facility is a similar size and the investment to refurbish an existing facility and install the 

necessary equipment is $116 million. The total CXIC facility workforce is 1,830 people; whereas the 

proposed Memphis facility is intended to use automated assembly lines and have a workforce of 

approximately 400 people. Annual production capacity at CXIC is 200,000 TEUs, whereas the Memphis 
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Figure 50: Shipping Container Manufacturing Facility Build Costs. Build costs for two facilities to 
manufacture shipping containers ranged from $70M to $116M. 

 
facility is targeting approximately 60,000 TEUs per year of production. The estimated cost to build and 

equip a facility similar to the Chinese and Memphis benchmarks is $100M. While such a facility will not 

meet domestic demand for containers, it will establish a meaningful domestic production capability. 

 
Note: Since initial announcement in January 2022 of the plans to develop the Memphis facility, no other 

announcements have been made to indicate if the project is moving forward. 

 
When purchased, the landed-cost of containers used by JMC for shipping munitions is approximately 

$15,000. Estimates for the costs of manufacture, shipping, and distributor markup are shown in Figure 

51. In this estimate shipping costs and distributor markup are estimated to account for 80% of the total 

container cost. While production costs for containers produced domestically are projected to be much 

higher than containers produced in China, this is outweighed by the savings of shipping costs and 

costs paid to distributors by producing them domestically. In June 2023, prices for hot-rolled steel, 

which is a major material component in shipping containers, were over 130% higher in the US than in 

China; and labor costs in China are still much less than those in the US. However, as shown in Figure 

51, even with higher U.S. input costs, the cost of a container domestically manufactured is potentially 

lower than what SAB currently pays to source and modify them through a distributor. 

 

 
Figure 51: Estimated Cost Breakdown to Purchase or Manufacture a Shipping Container. 
Estimated costs to produce a container are nearly 20% less in the USA without freight and distributor 
mark-up costs. (WP&C estimate) 



4.1 – Business Case Evaluation for the Most Promising Opportunities BGCAPP Feasibility Study 

Page 104 

 

 

 
 
 

4.1.3 – Production of Metal Components for 155mm 
Artillery Munitions 

With the end of the Cold War and the multi-decade engagement in regional conflicts with terrorists and 

non-state actors, operational battle plans had shifted emphasis away from munitions traditionally 

associated with large-scale land wars (e.g., aimed mortar, artillery, and tank munitions) to precision-

guided weapons (e.g., laser, inertial navigation system, and satellite guided munitions). The ongoing 

conflict between Russia and Ukraine has shown that the demand for mortar, artillery, and tank 

munitions, in even localized land battles, may be significantly higher than war planners have accounted 

for. While the U.S. had a significant stockpile of artillery munitions at the start of the RUS/UKR conflict, 

the production capacity of the defense industrial base to sustain the stockpile has proved inadequate. 

To enable a dramatic increase in artillery munitions production three lines producing metal components 

needed for 155mm artillery rounds have been contracted, and an additional line is also planned. The 

location for where the fourth line will be sited has not yet been determined. Regardless of where these 

lines are located, they represent a strategic opportunity to add capacity and resiliency to the U.S. 

munitions industrial base at a time that existing production capacities are stretched to their limits. 

 
Locating or relocating the production lines for the 155mm metal parts at BGAD aligns well with the 

depot’s existing workforce and munitions mission. Because none of BGAD’s existing facilities meet the 

size requirements for the plant design, a new facility to house the production lines will be required. This 

could be accomplished in three ways: 1) construction in the BGAD Administrative Area on the site where 

buildings 216 and 217 are currently located, 2) on the BGCAPP site, and 3) on a greenfield site not 

located on BGAD. The startup timeline for each of these scenarios would also vary. Given the unique 

and specialized characteristics of the required facility, and the recent impacts of inflation inducing high 

variability in costs of construction materials and labor, it is beyond the scope of this study to produce a 

detailed construction cost estimate for a new 155mm metal parts production facility. If BGAD is 

considered a likely site for this facility, and a construction timeline is specified, it will be possible to 

estimate the facility construction costs. In the event the facility is located in the BGAD Administrative 

Area, because Buildings 216 and 217 are currently used for storage, the contents would have to be re-

warehoused before their pads could be repurposed for construction of the new facility. If the 155mm 

metal parts production lines were built on the BGCAPP site, then it is likely no site work will be needed 

as an existing pad will be repurposed. As previously detailed in this study, the BGCAPP site is not 

expected to be available for reuse until mid-CY2027. Note that placing a production facility that is not 

doing energetics production in the Restricted Area may impact the explosive arcs to such an extent that 

significant BGAD munitions storage capacity will be lost. 

 
Annual labor costs to operate the 155mm metal parts facility are expected to be approximately $6.4 

million, as shown in Figure 52. Operation of the facility is expected to create 62 jobs and generate 

approximately $28.5M in annual revenue for BGAD, at their FY2024 labor rates. The local annual 

economic impact from this opportunity is estimated to be $11 million. 
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Figure 52: Estimated Annual Operating Expenses for 155mm Facility. With two shifts and 31 
employees per shift, estimated annual operating costs total $6.4M. 

 

4.1.4 – Security Guard Academy 

At present, JMC installations are responsible for conducting the training of their own security forces. 

The requirements and standards for training are established, but how the training is delivered is 

determined locally at each installation. While the requirement for the AOIB’s security guards to be 

trained is a defined requirement, this opportunity is a hypothetical expansion of the existing BGAD 

security training team to create a security guard academy that would centralize and standardize training 

for guards across the AOIB and potentially across active-duty Army garrisons. 

 
The BGAD security team has developed a training program that meets the requirements and standards 

of established security programs, and they are now offering other JMC installations the opportunity to 

send their new guards to BGAD to participate in their program. Because the BGCAPP facility is 

onboard the BGAD installation, BGAD’s security training program has been developed to include 

capabilities that do not exist at other JMC sites (e.g., special response team training, video-based 

scenario simulator that incorporates actual video from the installation into the simulations used in the 

training program). 

 
The program is a three-week course that BGAD offers once per month. Each class has capacity for 25 

students, and BGAD has sufficient temporary housing facilities available to accommodate all trainees 

on site. The current annual labor costs for the security guard training program are approximately 

$364,000 which provides for four security guard instructors. 

 
This opportunity includes four potential paths. The first two paths would expand BGAD’s current security 

guard training program but not require repurposing of any facilities at BGAD. The second two paths 

expand BGAD’s security guard training program further and would require repurposing of existing BGAD 

facilities to accommodate more students and classes. 

The four paths are: 

 
• Path 1: Continue with the BGAD academy as the centralized facility to provide initial 

training to all JMC installation security guards. JMC OPORD 23-07 directs all DASG new 

hires to attend the BGAD DASG academy. The current program can accommodate 300 
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trainees per year. The annual revenue potential to BGAD is approximately $750,000 without 

requiring additional instructors. 

 
• Path 2: Expand the academy to also provide recertification training for guards from all 

JMC installations. After initial certification, the security guards require 40 hours of training 

annually. Currently, this training is provided locally at each installation by a GS-9 trainer. 

Centralizing the annual training along with the initial training would eliminate the need for the 

local trainer position at each JMC installation and result in approximately 400 guards across 

JMC requiring annual training. This has the potential to generate approximately $400,000 in 

additional revenue and would likely require the addition of 2-3 instructor resources at a cost of 

approximately $182,000 to $273,000. 

 
• Path 3: Expand the academy to provide initial and recertification training for guards 

from installations across AOIB. The other AOIB installations outside of JMC’s cognizance 

fall under headquarters commands that report to AMC. If AMC mandated the use of the BGAD 

academy for all AOIB guards, the revenue potential for the academy would expand to 

approximately $5 million per year (note, this figure includes the revenue from paths 1 and 2 

and is not in addition to those revenue estimates). Expanding to this level of capacity for the 

academy would require the addition of an estimated 35 instructor resources for a cost of 

approximately $3.1 million, and the addition of classroom facilities. The needed classroom 

facilities are estimated at 5000 SF, and the estimated renovation costs for repurposing existing 

BGAD facilities is $450,000. Based on available information at the time of the study, it is not 

known if additional facility investments for the range and simulator at BGAD are needed for 

this expansion path. 

 
• Path 4: Expand the academy to provide initial and recertification training for guards 

from all active Army garrisons. The U.S. Army Installation Command (IMCOM) is 

responsible for managing the programs related to installation security and physical security at 

all active Army installations, and IMCOM is a subordinate command to AMC. If the Security 

Guard Academy is further developed as an opportunity to repurpose capabilities and facilities 

at BGAD, then consideration could be given to expanding the training service to all active Army 

garrisons. 

 

4.1.5 – Centralized Security Monitoring Center 

The Army National Guard has implemented centralized security monitoring centers through which 

multiple facilities and installations are monitored from a single location. These centers are performing 

activities such as monitoring intrusion detection systems and building health and safety systems. When 

alerts or alarms are triggered in a local system, the central monitoring centers coordinate the 

appropriate responses with local resources such as security, fire, police, public works, etc. 

 
It is planned that there will be three total central monitoring centers in the U.S. and each one will be 

responsible for monitoring a geographic region (e.g., east, west, or central U.S.) This opportunity is 
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defined, and BGAD is being considered for one of the regions. The estimated annual cost and revenue 

potential is $13.6M in labor costs and $43.7M in revenue, as summarized in Figure 53. If executed by 

contractors with BGAD receiving an ISSA, revenue impact to the depot could be as low as $415k. The 

execution path for this opportunity has not yet been determined. 

 
The monitoring center will be staffed continuously to enable 24/7/365 operations. Each shift is 

estimated to require 25 personnel, and therefore could generate 150 new jobs at BGAD, although 

personnel are likely to be contractors or Provost Marshall employees. The skillset necessary to 

execute the centralized monitoring mission are consistent with those who monitor the operations of 

industrial plants, and therefore this work is aligned with the skills present in the BGCAPP workforce. 

 
Administrative-type buildings are appropriate for this type of requirement, and there are multiple BGAD 

and BGCA facilities that would likely be suitable for use with a moderate level of renovation and 

upgrading. If the monitoring center is located in the BGAD Administrative Area, it is not expected to 

have any impact on existing BGAD explosive arcs. If it were located on the BGCAPP site, it would likely 

impact the explosive arcs and result in BGAD losing the ability to store explosives in facilities near the 

monitoring center. 

 
The estimated local economic impact this opportunity could create is $24 million. The cost to renovate 

and upgrade existing BGAD facilities for this opportunity is approximately $625,000. 

 
Current estimates for the timeframe to implement the centralized monitoring centers is four- to-five 

years. If BGAD were selected for this opportunity and existing administrative-type facilities are 

repurposed for the monitoring center, it is likely to cost less than executing this mission at another 

location that does not repurpose any facilities. 

 

 
 

Figure 53: Revenue and Cost Potential for Centralized Security Monitoring Center. This opportunity 
could bring up to $43.7M in annual revenue to the depot, with less than $1M in initial investment and 
$13.6M in annual labor costs. (Note: revenue impact would be significantly lower if executed by 
contractors with an ISSA to the depot) 
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4.2 – Summary of Findings, Recommendations, 
and Risks 

 

The purpose of this study was to assess the feasibility and potential for reuse of the BGCAPP located on 

Blue Grass Army Depot in Richmond, KY. Although the primary scope of the study was the BGCAPP, 

there are significant related impacts to the BGCA and BGAD organizations caused by the completion of 

the chemical munitions destruction mission and the remediation and demolition of the BGCAPP facilities. 

Therefore, all BGCA buildings, infrastructure, and personnel were included in-scope, as were selected 

BGAD buildings, infrastructure, and personnel. 

 

4.2.1 – Study Findings 

Analysis of information and data gathered during interviews with stakeholders from the DoD, 

Department of the Army, and the Blue Grass community; outreach to industry; on-site assessment of 

facilities and infrastructure, and engagement with leadership and subject matter experts from BGCAPP, 

BGCA, and BGAD; and review of existing documents, specifications, plans, and prior studies revealed 

the following findings: 

 
1. The BGAD installation has multiple characteristics that make it attractive to industrial-type 

activities (e.g., good accessibility with multiple interstate highways and an active rail spur, 

robust utilities service, and a relatively permissive state regulatory environment). 

2. There are 54 facilities totaling nearly 200,000 square feet of space that are highly feasible 

for reuse; these facilities are the utility building, container handling building, maintenance 

building, and substation at BGCAPP; the mask fitting building in the Restricted Area; and 49 

storage igloos in the Chemical Limited Area (the storage igloos are planned for reuse). 

3. Another 37 facilities, with approximately 700,000 square feet of space, are feasible for 

reuse to lesser degrees. 

4. By law, the BGCAPP Munitions Demilitarization Building and MDB Filter Area must be 

demolished because they were directly involved in the processing of chemical agents. 

5. Although it did not come in contact with chemical agents, the Control Support Building 

will be demolished because it is structurally integrated into the MDB. 
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6. Most of the impacted BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD employees will be released from their 

jobs well ahead of, in some cases years before, BGCAPP facilities become available. 

7. The workforce conducting BGCAPP operations is highly skilled and the Madison County, 

KY, labor market is tight, which indicates they may be in high demand by other employers 

in the local area. 

8. Depot rates are estimated to increase by 12.7% if monies received through ISSAs with PEO 

ACWA and BGCA are not replaced with other revenue when the ISSAs are terminated. 

9. New operations or missions placed at BGAD must be evaluated to understand their 

potential impacts on explosive arcs and other BGAD operations. 

10. Eight opportunities were assessed to have potential to reuse facilities and 

infrastructure at BGAD; five of the opportunities were determined to be most 

promising: 

a. Three of the most promising opportunities are assessed to have high readiness 

impact and high feasibility; these opportunities have strategic importance and 

align with the purpose of the OIB (production of metal shipping containers, 

production of critical chemicals, production of metal components for 155mm 

artillery munitions). 

b. The other two most promising opportunities (centralized security monitoring center 

and security guard academy) were assessed as low readiness impact but high 

feasibility. 

c. The final three opportunities (production of ammunition containers, centralized 

support for prepositioned vessel mission support, and R&D lab for advanced 

manufacturing processes) are feasible, but do not have any known requirements 

or organizations actively advocating for them. 

 

4.2.2 – Recommendations 

Based on the findings and associated analysis conducted for this study, the following actions are 

recommended: 

 
1. Continue to further develop the eight identified opportunities and place particular focus on 

the five most promising opportunities. 

2. Continue exploring the attractive zones of opportunity to identify additional 

opportunities. 

3. Use the information included in this feasibility study (especially the site assessment) to inform 

and support future BGAD industry days. 

4. Continue to host annual Industry Days and follow up with interested parties (e.g., the 

commercial enterprise that expressed interest in the SCWO – information provided to the 

JMC Business Development team). 
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4.2.3 – Risks and Mitigation 

Some risks were identified during this study. There was not sufficient information available to perform a 

thorough risk assessment for these risks (e.g., to develop estimates for the likelihood and severity of the 

risks and to evaluate a comprehensive suite of mitigations). The information that is available about 

these risks is provided so that it may inform, when appropriate, future actions to develop and implement 

facility and infrastructure reuse opportunities at BGAD. The risks identified are: 

 
• Unexpected impacts to BGAD explosive arcs. Reuse of facilities and/or infrastructure at 

BGCAPP, BGCA, or BGAD may impact the existing explosive arcs at BGAD. If the arcs are 

negatively impacted, BGAD may lose explosive storage capacity that is critical for the 

execution of its long-standing munitions missions. To reduce the likelihood of this risk having 

an unexpected impact on BGAD, ensure the BGAD Safety Office is involved in the early 

phases of evaluating opportunities. While formal analysis of the impacts on explosive arcs 

cannot begin until a new operation is at least 35% design complete, the input from the BGAD 

Safety Office may be very useful for avoiding unanticipated limitations from explosive arcs. 

• BGCAPP facilities are retained without developed use cases. It is possible that a 

decision to retain facilities at BGCAPP will be made before an opportunity is certain to use 

the facility. If this happens, BGAD will have to pay future sustainment costs and potentially 

demolition costs once the facility is turned over from PEO ACWA to BGAD. Minimizing 

exposure to this risk requires a disciplined process for evaluating opportunities, objective 

criteria that define the cases where facilities should be retained, and clearly defined decision-

making authorities to ensure the decision is made at the right level and at the right time. 

• BGAD hires permanent workers for an opportunity or mission that turns out not to be 

enduring. It is possible that the permanent workforce is repurposed or hired for a mission 

that turns out to not be enduring, leaving BGAD with excess workforce at the sunset of this 

future mission, with negative impact on NOR and/or rates. Minimizing this risk requires 

thoroughly evaluating opportunities for likely years of service and employing appropriate 

workforce strategies properly balancing between permanent and temporary workers given 

the anticipated years of service of the opportunity and level of uncertainly regarding the 

years of service. 
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A.1 – Individuals Engaged 
 

 
The following individuals were engaged during the feasibility study. 
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BGCAPP Feasibility Study A.1 – Individuals Engaged 
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A.2 – Organizations Engaged 
 

 
The following organizations were engaged during the Feasibility Study. 
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BGCAPP Feasibility Study A.2 – Organizations Engaged 
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This survey of interest was sent along with the BGCAPP fact sheet to individuals and offices across 

ASA(ALT), AMC, other services, etc. to identify potential requirements or opportunities that could make 

use of the BGCAPP site or broader Blue Grass Army Depot. 

 
 

 

 
Figure A.4: BGCAPP Feasibility Study Survey of Interest 
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This appendix provides background data on state-by-state regulatory restrictions identified by the 

Mercatus Center. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure A.5a: Number of Restrictions by State from June 2015 – August 2019 study.62 
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Figure A.5b: Number of Restrictions by State from 2020 study.35
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This appendix highlights additional permitting and regulatory procedures as outlined in the Economic 

Resiliency Plan for the Community of Madison County, KY. The plan was prepared by the Bluegrass Area 

Development District in partnership with MWM Consulting, with financial support from the Office of 

Economic Adjustment, Department of Defense. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure A.6a. Permitting and Regulatory Procedures – Air Quality. Additional permitting and 
regulatory details from the Economic Resiliency Plan Page 51.63 
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Figure A.6b. Permitting and Regulatory Procedures – Water Quality and Waste Management. 
Additional permitting and regulatory details from the Economic Resiliency Plan Page 52.64 
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This appendix highlights additional utility information as outlined in the Economic Resiliency Plan for the 

Community of Madison County, KY. The plan was prepared by the Bluegrass Area Development District 

in partnership with MWM Consulting, with financial support from the Office of Economic Adjustment, 

Department of Defense. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure A.7a. Utilities – Electric Service. Additional utility information from the Economic Resiliency Plan 
Page 57.65 
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Figure A.7b. Utilities – Natural Gas, Water, and Wastewater. Additional utility information from the 
Economic Resiliency Plan Page 58.66 
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This appendix includes the full list of primary and secondary/tertiary facilities that were in scope as part of 

this feasibility study. These facilities are contained at BGCAPP, BGCA, and BGAD. 
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This appendix provides additional information regarding the number of employees and breakdowns of 

roles, departments, etc. at Blue Grass Army Depot. 

 

 
Figure A.9a. Total BGAD Personnel by Directorate. There are 711 total BGAD employees, including 
those not affected by the end of the chemical munitions destruction mission. 

 

 
Figure A.9b. Post-Mission Employment Plans by Organization. 
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Figure A.9c. Personnel Assumptions for Workforce Analysis. 
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This assessment framework provides a method to evaluate equipment to determine if it should 

be retained based on the expected use case and financial considerations. 

 

 
Figure A.10. Equipment Retention Evaluation Criteria. When considering whether to retain specific 
equipment, both the use case and financial considerations should be assessed. 



A.10 – Equipment Retention Evaluation Criteria BGCAPP Feasibility Study 

Page 144 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 



A.11 – Replacement Construction Costs 

Page 145 

 

 

 

 

 
This table shows the estimated replacement costs for BGCAPP facilities based on original construction 

costs that have been indexed for inflation using PPI. If these facilities were reused in-lieu of building 

new facilities, the Army may realize cost avoidances of $46.9M for high feasibility facilities and $43.5M 

for low and limited feasibility facilities. 

 

 
Figure A.11. Estimated Replacement Construction Costs. Nearly $47M in costs can be avoided by 
repurposing high feasibility facilities, while an additional $43.5 million can be avoided if repurposing 
limited and low feasibility buildings. 
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ADP Area Development Plan 

AE Ammunition and Explosives 

AFC U.S. Army Futures Command 

AMC U.S. Army Materiel Command 

AMCOM U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command 

ANMC Anniston Munitions Center 

AOIB Army Organic Industrial Base 

AOR Accumulated Operating Result 

AR Army Regulation 

ASA (ALT) Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology) 

ASA(IE&E) Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Energy, and Environment) 

ASD(NCB) Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense 

Programs) 

ASC U.S. Army Sustainment Command 

AWCF Army Working Capital Fund 

BES Budget Estimate Submission 

BGAD Blue Grass Army Depot 

BGCA Blue Grass Chemical Activity 

BGCAPP Blue Grass Chemical Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant 

BPBG Bechtel Parsons Blue Grass 

CAE Chemical Agent Exposure 

CDA Core Depot Assessments 

CDC Centers for Disease Control 

CECOM U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command 

CFT Cross-Functional Team 

CG Commanding General 
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CLA Chemical Limited Area 

CMA U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity 

CSB Control Support Building 

CSEPP Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program 

CSMS Combined Support Maintenance Shop 

CWC Chemical Weapons Convention 

CY Calendar Year 

DASA(ESOH) Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Environment, Safety, and 

Occupational Health) 

DASD(TRAC) Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Threat Reduction and Army 

Control) 

DESR Defense Explosives Safety Regulation 

DNA Data Not Available 

DoD Department of Defense 

DPA Defense Production Act 

EDCA Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FTE Full Time Equivalent 

FY Fiscal Year 

GOCO Government-Owned, Contractor-Operated 

GOGO Government-Owned, Government-Operated 

HQDA Headquarters Department of the Army 

HSE Health, Safety, and Environmental 

IPT Integrated Project Team 

ISSA Inter-Service Support Agreement 

ISR Installation Status Reports 

JMC Joint Munitions Command 

JPEO A&A Joint Program Executive Office – Armaments and Ammunition 

JV Joint Venture 

KDEP Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection 

KTR Contractor 

kV Kilovolt 
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MDB Munitions Demilitarization Building 

MCF A unit of measurement equal to the volume of 1,000 cubic feet 

MVA Million Volt-Amperes 

NDAA National Defense Authorization Act 

NOR Net Operating Result 

NPV Net Present Value 

NRI National Risk Index 

OB Open Burn 

OD Open Detonation 

OIB Organic Industrial Base 

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense 

P3 Public Private Partnership 

PEO Program Executive Office 

PEO ACWA Program Executive Office Assembled Chemical Weapons Alternatives 

PFAS Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances 

PM 

PM ACWA 

Program Manager 

Program Manager for Assembled Chemical Weapons Assessment 

POC Point of Contact 

PPE Personal Protective Equipment 

PPI Producer Price Index 

R&D Research and Development 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

RIF Reduction In Force 

RFI Request for Information 

ROI Return on Investment 

SCWO Super Critical Water Oxidation 

SDC Static Detonation Chamber 

SDG Standby Diesel Generator 

SF Square Feet 

SMCA Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition 

SME Subject Matter Expert 

TACOM U.S. Army Tank-Automotive & Armaments Command 
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TEU Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit 

UPC Utility Power Center 

USD(A&S) Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment 

USMC United States Marine Corps 

USN United States Navy 

VERA Voluntary Early Retirement Authority 

VSIP Voluntary Separation Incentive Pay 

WBS Work Breakdown Structure 

WP&C Wilson Perumal & Company 

WTP Water Treatment Plant 
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The Joint Munitions Command (JMC), in association with the Blue Grass Army Depot (BGAD), and with 
support from the Chemical Materials Activity, the Blue Grass Chemical Activity, and Program Executive 
Office, Assembled Chemical Weapons Alternative, hosted formal “Industry Days” opportunities on June 
27th and 28th, 2023. This effort served as a continuation of the ongoing Blue Grass Feasibility Study, 
which was directed by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023. 

 

With the planned completion of the chemical destruction mission and the subsequent demolition of all or 
portions of the Blue Grass Chemical Agent Destruction Pilot Plant (BGCAPP), the economic reality is that 
over 1,800 positions are planned to be eliminated over a period of the next few years. To offset those 
potential losses, the Army is focused on efforts to enable Team Blue Grass to realize workload growth 
through new or expanding military or commercial missions, which could also include Public Private 
Partnerships. 

 

A government Industry Days event provides an opportunity for industry, academia, government labs 
and/or any legitimate entity that can conduct business with the U.S. Government, to explore possibilities 
and address questions or concerns directly with the government subject matter experts. Typically, 
government agencies hold Industry Day events to provide information on upcoming procurements, goals, 
schedules, and to solicit feedback for an upcoming “request for proposal”. In contrast, this Blue Grass 
Industry Day event was to highlight to government and industry organizations; the existing industrial 
capacity and capabilities at BGAD that is currently, or may soon be available for use. With the BGCAPP 
mission soon concluding, the Industry Days sought to capitalize on the rare opportunity to reuse or 
repurpose the multi-billion-dollar investment made at BGAD for new military or commercial opportunities. 

 

The two-day event included a briefing on current and future BGAD capabilities and related capacity for 
potential business partnerships. All Industry Day participants were provided personalized tours that 
included the Blue Grass Chemical Limited Area, an inside the fence line viewing of the BGCAPP site, and 
several of BGAD’s other facilities and capabilities. Team Blue Grass has capabilities that include full-
spectrum logistics support for sustainment, overhaul and repair, fabrication and manufacturing, 
engineering design and development, systems integration, postproduction support, technology insertion, 
modification support, foreign military sales and global field support to Joint Service warfighters. 

 

The BGAD Commander, COL Brett Ayvazian addressed the attendees and explained that the event 
agenda was built to inform the prospective government and commercial entities about current and 
emerging business and partnering opportunities with Team Blue Grass. Joel Kallenberger, BGAD Chief of 
Staff, emphasized that Blue Grass Industry Days are intended to help start meaningful partnerships with 
government agencies and local, regional, and national private companies. Participation in the two-day 
Industry Day event was attended by: 

 

• 5 personnel from 2 U.S. Government agencies. 

• 16 individuals representing 8 different commercial business organizations. 

• Personnel representing 3 state, county, and city local government economic development offices. 
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Feedback from event participants was positive, and the following activities related to the event are ongoing: 

 

• Participants are continuing their engagement with BGAD and JMC subject matter experts to 
clarify facility technical details and further understand BGAD business operations. 

• White papers are being developed by participants to detail their potential opportunities to use 
BGAD facilities. 

• The JMC and BGAD Business Development Offices (BDOs) are soliciting feedback from 
participants and providing supplementary copies of materials presented during the event. 

 

The JMC and BGAD BDOs are actively working with parties seeking to use facilities at BGAD and 

evaluating their prospective opportunities. 
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On 13 July 2023, the JMC Commander hosted a community listening session to complement the Blue 
Grass Army Depot Feasibility Study. Panel members for the session included leadership from JMC, 
BGAD, BGCA, and BGCAPP. The purpose of the session was to receive community ideas about the path 
forward for Blue Grass Army Depot since the chemical munitions destruction mission has ended. It was 
also an opportunity to educate the community on the feasibility study and the fact that Blue Grass Army 
Depot still has ongoing missions not related to the chemical munitions. The meeting was streamed live on 
the Blue Grass Army Depot Facebook site. 

 

Twenty-three members of the public attended the meeting in person and 430 attended online. Local 
representatives from the office of Congressman Andy Barr (R-KY-6) attended, as along with local 
government officials, and representatives from Senator Mitch McConnel (R-KY) viewed the session on 
Facebook. Community participants indicated they were grateful for the end of the chemical munitions 
destruction mission and the opportunity to provide their thoughts and ideas for potential future missions at 
BGAD. After the event ended, representatives from the offices of Congressman Barr and Senator 
McConnel (R-KY) gave positive feedback about the session to the JMC Commander. A recording of the 
session can be viewed on the Blue Grass Army Depot Facebook site. 

 

Community input on future missions for BGAD included the following: 
 

• A Kentucky State Representative suggested the Army consider Homeland Security 
training, space program, and clean energy opportunities. 

 

• Environmental advocates suggested the use of the BGCAPP static detonation chambers to 
replace open burning and open detonation disposal of conventional munitions at Blue Grass 
Army Depot. They also discouraged using BGAD facilities to process hazardous or toxic 
wastes brought to BGAD from other locations. 

 

• The Mayor of Berea (a community approximately 10 miles south of the BGAD) encouraged 
partnerships with local authorities, continued community and industry engagement, and 
working with local defense industries to source additional mission opportunities for BGAD 

 

• A representative for the City of Richmond Industrial Development Corporation suggested 
pursuing opportunities related to shipping and receiving, to include an emphasis on rail-based 
transportation, the possibility adding rail spur capacity, and creating an intermodal facility near 
BGAD. 

 

• Other environmental advocates endorsed exploring opportunities in clean energy, creating a 
multi-use training site at BGAD, and building community housing on the depot to supplement 
local community housing availability. 



Page 154 

A.14 – JMC Listening Session Addendum BGCAPP Feasibility Study 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 



Page 155 

  

 

A.15 – Sources 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

1 As of May 31, 2023 as provided by Tamika Atkins (PEO ACWA) 

2 United States Congress. (2023). ACCOMPANYING TEST TO JAMES M. INHOFE NATIONAL DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 2023. https://www.congress.gov/118/cprt/JPRT50665/CPRT-118JPRT50665.pdf, pages 2145-2146 

3 U.S. Army Materiel Command RESOURCE GUIDE, Spring 2023, page 59 

4 United States House of Representatives. (2022, July 14). Barr’s Blue Grass Army Depot Amendment Unanimously 
Passes the 
House.  https://barr.house.gov/2022/7/barr-s-blue-grass-army-depot-amendment-unanimously-passes-the-house 

5 Program Executive Office ACWA. (2023). About PEO ACWA. https://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-acwa/ 

6 Joint Program Executive Office Ammunition and Armaments. (2023). JPEO A&A Mission 
Statement. https://jpeoaa.army.mil/About-Us/Mission-Vision/ 

7 U.S. Army Materiel Command. (2023). AMC Mission Statement. https://www.amc.army.mil/ 

8 U.S. Army Joint Munitions Command. (2023). JMC Mission Statement. https://www.jmc.army.mil/About.aspx?id=About 

9 U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity. (2023). CMA Mission Statement. https://www.cma.army.mil/ 

10 U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity. (2022, November 22). Blue Grass Chemical Activity 
Fact Sheet. https://www.cma.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/11-22-2022_BGCA_FS_Overview.pdf 

11 U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity. (2021, February 5). CMA Milestones. 
https://www.cma.army.mil/wp- content/uploads/2021_02_05_CMA_FS_CMA-MILESTONES.pdf 

12 U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity. (Originally published 2012). CMA Mission History. 
https://www.cma.army.mil/wp- content/uploads/CMA-Mission-History.pdf?pdf=cma-mission-history 

13 Program Executive Office ACWA. (2023). Program Timeline. https://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-
acwa/program- timeline/ 

14 U.S. Army. (2023). Organic Industrial Base Modernization Implementation Plan, page 2 

15 U.S. Army. (2023). Organic Industrial Base Modernization Implementation Plan, page 3 

16 U.S. Army. (2023). Organic Industrial Base Modernization Implementation Plan, page 4 

17 Blue Grass Army Depot. (2023). BGAD Info Sheet 

18 U.S. Army Blue Grass Army Depot. (2023). BGAD History. https://www.bluegrass.army.mil/BGAD/History.aspx 

19 Blue Grass Army Depot. (2015, August). Vision Plan 

20 Provided by Chris Lee (BGAD Deputy) and Chastity Pearson (BGAD Personnel Services) on May 11, 2023 

21 Provided by Sam Jones on the BGCA team through email on June 1, 2023 

http://www.congress.gov/118/cprt/JPRT50665/CPRT-118JPRT50665.pdf
http://www.congress.gov/118/cprt/JPRT50665/CPRT-118JPRT50665.pdf
http://www.congress.gov/118/cprt/JPRT50665/CPRT-118JPRT50665.pdf
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-acwa/
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-acwa/
http://www.amc.army.mil/
http://www.amc.army.mil/
http://www.amc.army.mil/
http://www.jmc.army.mil/About.aspx?id=About
http://www.jmc.army.mil/About.aspx?id=About
http://www.jmc.army.mil/About.aspx?id=About
http://www.cma.army.mil/
http://www.cma.army.mil/
http://www.cma.army.mil/
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/11-22-2022_BGCA_FS_Overview.pdf
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/11-22-2022_BGCA_FS_Overview.pdf
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/11-22-2022_BGCA_FS_Overview.pdf
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-
http://www.cma.army.mil/wp-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-acwa/program-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-acwa/program-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/about-peo-acwa/program-
http://www.bluegrass.army.mil/BGAD/History.aspx


Page 156 

A.15 – Sources BGCAPP Feasibility Study 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

22 Program Executive Office ACWA. (2023). BGCAPP Facts. 
https://www.peoacwa.army.mil/bgcapp/bgcapp-media- library/bgcapp-facts/ 

23 Provided by Dr. Candace Coyle from PEO ACWA through email as of May, 31, 2023 

24 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 4 

25 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 23 

26 Provided by Tamika Atkins from PEO ACWA through email on June 1, 2023 

27 Blue Grass Army Depot. (2017, December). Blue Grass Area Development Plan 2, page 5 

28 Congressional Research Service. (2022, December 9). Defense Primer: Defense Working Capital Funds 

29 ISSAs provided by Amanda Byron at BGAD by email on June 14, 2023 

30 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 24 

31 BGCA information provided by BGCA Transition Office, BGAD information provided by BGAD Personnel Services, 
and contractor detail from the Economic Resiliency Plan for the Community of Madison County, KY, pages 26-28 

32 Blue Grass Army Depot. (2023, April) BGAD Command Brief v2 as of April 2023 

33 Provided by Aaron Renfro at BGAD during a May 8, 2023 discussion 

34 Blue Grass Army Depot. (2023). BGCAPP Utilities Facts (provided by Joseph Elliott at BGAD on May 11, 2023) 

35 QuantGov. (2022). StateRegData. https://www.quantgov.org/state-regdata/ 

36 Mercatus Center at George Mason University. (2020, June 8). A Snapshot of Regulation in Southern 
US States. https://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/snapshot-regulation-southern-us-states 

37 Under Secretary of Defense (A&S). (2019, January 13). Defense Explosives Safety Regulation 
6055.09 Edition 1. https://www.denix.osd.mil/ddes/denix-files/sites/32/2021/08/DESR-6055.09-
Edition1.pdf, page xxx 

38 DBOC Joint Venture. (2022, January 14). Analysis of Reuse Options for the Program Executive Office Assembled 
Chemical Weapons Alternatives (PEO ACWA) Static Detonation Chambers (SDC) “SDC Reuse Analysis”, page 14 

39 National Research Council. (2009, March 9). Assessment of Explosive Destruction Technologies for Specific 
Munitions at the Blue Grass and Pueblo Chemical Agent Destruction Pilot Plants. https://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp- 
content/uploads/nrc_report_assessment_explosive_destruction_technologies_9march09.pdf, pages 3-5 

40 Kentucky Center for Statistics. (2023, May 24). April 2023 Preliminary Unemployment Rates by County. 
https://kystats.ky.gov/Content/Reports/202304_CountyLAUSMaps.pdf 

41 Commerce Lexington Economic Development. (2023). Major Regional Employers. 
https://locateinlexington.com/data-facts- and-figures/major-employers/ 

42 Commerce Lexington Economic Development. (2023). Talent & Education. https://locateinlexington.com/site-
selection- services/talent-education/ 

43 Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2022, October 5). County Employment and Wages in 
Kentucky. https://www.bls.gov/regions/southeast/news-
release/countyemploymentandwages_kentucky.htm 
44 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 

Community of Madison County, KY, page 62 

45 McKinsey & Company. (2023, January 17). Investing in the Rising Data Center Economy. 
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/investing-in-the-rising-
data- center-economy 

http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/bgcapp/bgcapp-media-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/bgcapp/bgcapp-media-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/bgcapp/bgcapp-media-
http://www.quantgov.org/state-regdata/
http://www.quantgov.org/state-regdata/
http://www.quantgov.org/state-regdata/
http://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/snapshot-regulation-southern-us-states
http://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/snapshot-regulation-southern-us-states
http://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/snapshot-regulation-southern-us-states
http://www.denix.osd.mil/ddes/denix-files/sites/32/2021/08/DESR-6055.09-Edition1.pdf
http://www.denix.osd.mil/ddes/denix-files/sites/32/2021/08/DESR-6055.09-Edition1.pdf
http://www.denix.osd.mil/ddes/denix-files/sites/32/2021/08/DESR-6055.09-Edition1.pdf
http://www.denix.osd.mil/ddes/denix-files/sites/32/2021/08/DESR-6055.09-Edition1.pdf
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-
http://www.bls.gov/regions/southeast/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_kentucky.htm
http://www.bls.gov/regions/southeast/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_kentucky.htm
http://www.bls.gov/regions/southeast/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_kentucky.htm
http://www.bls.gov/regions/southeast/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_kentucky.htm
http://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/investing-in-the-rising-data-
http://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/investing-in-the-rising-data-
http://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/investing-in-the-rising-data-
http://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/investing-in-the-rising-data-


Page 157 

  

 

BGCAPP Feasibility Study A.15 – Sources 
 

 

 

 

 

 

46 WUSF Public Media. (2023, April 15). The Military is Converting to Eclectic Vehicles on Bases, but Charging 
Them Remains a Challenge. https://wusfnews.wusf.usf.edu/transportation/2023-04-15/the-military-is-converting-to-
electric-vehicles-on-bases- but-charging-them-remains-a-challenge 

47 Center for Sustainable Energy. (2023, June 13). The State of Electric Vehicle Adoption in the U.S. and the Role of 
Incentives in Market Transformation. https://energycenter.org/thought-leadership/blog/state-electric-vehicle-
adoption-us-and-role- incentives-market 

48 Program Executive Office ACWA. (2018, September). Fact Sheet: Supercritical Water 
Oxidation. https://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/Blue_Grass_Supercritical_Water-
Oxidation_Facts.pdf 

Other SCWO facilities are located in France, Japan, Korea, the United Kingdom, and the USA 

49 Centers for Disease Control. (2022, May 2). Per- and Polyfluorinated Substances (PFAS) 
Factsheet. https://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PFAS_FactSheet.html#:~:text=Print- 
,Per%2D%20and%20Polyfluorinated%20Substances%20(PFAS),in%20a%20variety%20of%20products. 

50 Bloomberg. (2023, January 4). PFAS Bans, Restrictions Go Into Effect in States in 2023. 
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/environment-and-energy/pfas-bans-restrictions-go-into-effect-in-states-as-year-
begins 

51 As of 30 May, per Mr. Eric Hoover, JMC Industrial Base Operations 

52 IBISWorld. (2022, August). US Specialized Industry Report 0D612, “Shipping Container Manufacturing in the US” 

53 Government Accountability Office. (2023, April). Report to Congressional Committees, “Supply Chain, Updated 
Freight 
Handbook Could Enhance Stakeholder Decision-Making,” GAO-23-106072 

54 The Economic Impact of the Chemical Industry on the Louisiana Economy: An Update; Loren C. Scott & 
Associates, Inc.; April 2018; 

55 https://processdesign.mccormick.northwestern.edu/index.php/Process_location_and_layout_decisions 

56 IBISWorld. (2022, August). US Specialized Industry Report 0D612, Shipping Container Manufacturing in the US 

57 Federal Maritime Commission. Report of Commissioner Carl W. Bentzel, Assessment of P.R.C. Control of Container 
and Intermodal Chassis Manufacturing. 

58 Financial Times (2023 May, 23). Global Container Production Falls as Demand for Goods Sinks. 

59 Department of Transportation. (2021, April 1) Bringing Cost Savings to U.S. Department of Defense 
Container Shipping. https://www.volpe.dot.gov/policy-planning-and-environment/economic-analysis/bringing-cost-
savings-us-department- 
defense#:~:text=The%20United%20States%20Transportation%20Command,the%20Middle%20East%2C%20an
d%20Asia. 

60 XHC Group. (2023). Member Enterprises. http://xhcgroup.com/english/enterprisesDetailWebEn.do?enterId=14 

61 Commercial Appeal. (2022, January 19) $112.5 million manufacturing facility proposed for old Nike warehouse in 
Memphis. https://www.commercialappeal.com/story/money/business/development/2022/01/17/mhr-fund-
management-memphis- manufacturing-facility/6555169001/ 

62 Mercatus Center at George Mason University. (2019, November 13). Quantifying Regulation in 
US States. https://www.mercatus.org/research/data-visualizations/quantifying-regulation-us-states 

63 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 51 

64 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 52 

65 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 57 

66 Bluegrass Area Development District and MWM Consulting, LLC. (2023). Economic Resiliency Plan for the 
Community of Madison County, KY, page 58 

http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/Blue_Grass_Supercritical_Water-Oxidation_Facts.pdf
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/Blue_Grass_Supercritical_Water-Oxidation_Facts.pdf
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/Blue_Grass_Supercritical_Water-Oxidation_Facts.pdf
http://www.peoacwa.army.mil/wp-content/uploads/Blue_Grass_Supercritical_Water-Oxidation_Facts.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PFAS_FactSheet.html#%3A~%3Atext%3DPrint-
http://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PFAS_FactSheet.html#%3A~%3Atext%3DPrint-
http://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PFAS_FactSheet.html#%3A~%3Atext%3DPrint-
http://www.volpe.dot.gov/policy-planning-and-environment/economic-analysis/bringing-cost-savings-us-department-
http://www.volpe.dot.gov/policy-planning-and-environment/economic-analysis/bringing-cost-savings-us-department-
http://www.volpe.dot.gov/policy-planning-and-environment/economic-analysis/bringing-cost-savings-us-department-
http://www.volpe.dot.gov/policy-planning-and-environment/economic-analysis/bringing-cost-savings-us-department-
http://xhcgroup.com/english/enterprisesDetailWebEn.do?enterId=14
http://www.commercialappeal.com/story/money/business/development/2022/01/17/mhr-fund-management-memphis-
http://www.commercialappeal.com/story/money/business/development/2022/01/17/mhr-fund-management-memphis-
http://www.commercialappeal.com/story/money/business/development/2022/01/17/mhr-fund-management-memphis-
http://www.commercialappeal.com/story/money/business/development/2022/01/17/mhr-fund-management-memphis-
http://www.mercatus.org/research/data-visualizations/quantifying-regulation-us-states
http://www.mercatus.org/research/data-visualizations/quantifying-regulation-us-states
http://www.mercatus.org/research/data-visualizations/quantifying-regulation-us-states

	1279433013121005_083123_100011
	TAB B – Final Report (Feasibility to Reuse the BGCAPP and BGAD Infrastructure)

