
Ruark Named Military Deputy to USD (P&R), 
AAFES Board Chair Cox Reassigned

• WASHINGTON

In two personnel moves having a bear-
ing on military resale and morale, wel-

fare and recreation (MWR), Lt. Gen. 
Robert R. Ruark, USMC, was selected 
as military deputy to the under secretary 
of defense for Personnel and Readiness 
(USD, P&R) on July 24. Ruark had been 
serving as the director of logistics (J-4) 
on the Joint Staff. He succeeds Lt. Gen. 
Michael Linnington, USA. 

The Department of Defense (DoD) also announced on July 30 that Lt. Gen. 
Samuel Cox, USAF, is being reassigned from deputy chief of staff, Manpower, 
Personnel and Services at Air Force Headquarters in the Pentagon to commander, 
Eighteenth Air Force, Air Mobility Command, Scott AFB, Ill. Cox is chairman of 
the Army & Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) Board of Directors and is also 
a member of the board of directors of the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA). 

At press time, no replacement for Cox had been named.
Prior to this assignment, Ruark had been director of logistics (J-4), U.S. 

Central Command, since May 2013. He earlier served consecutively as the 
Marine Corps’ director of logistics and as its director of facilities.

Commissioned in 1981, the general’s Marine Corps logistics leadership as-
signments have included commanding general, 1st Marine Logistics Group, 
most of which was spent in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), and six other de-
ployments, in Operations Desert Storm (Kuwait), Provide Promise (Adriatic 
Sea), Guardian Assistance (Rwanda), and Stabilize (East Timor). A cum laude 
graduate of Miami University in Oxford, Ohio, he was an honors graduate at 
the Marine Corps Amphibious Warfare School and received a master’s degree 
at the Marine Corps Command and Staff College. He was also a CMC Fellow 
at Penn State University’s Smeal College of Business.

Cox has served as AAFES’s chairman since Dec. 2, 2013, when he received 
his third star. He replaced Air Force Lt. Gen. Darrell Jones, who had retired, 
as AAFES chair; Air Force DCS for Manpower, Personnel and Services; and 
member of the DeCA board of directors.

CoxRuark
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Commissary Price Hikes Camouflaged in BCG For-Profit Proposal 
• BETHESDA, Md.

To commissary benefit advocates, the Boston 
Consulting Group’s (BCG) recommendation to 

“normalize” commissary savings using commercial 
variable pricing practices could be considered as a 
euphemism for cutting patron savings — includ-
ing on key categories known for their consistently 
high levels of savings. These, along with what BCG 
described as “a safe, secure and convenient place 
to shop for groceries,” have long been regarded as 
key elements in making the commissary “worth 
the trip,” for many military families and retirees. 

BCG’s near-final draft of its “Military Resale 
Study” lays out a complex, sometimes recursive 
labyrinth of proposals predicated on the adoption 
of variable pricing, private label, NAFI conversion 
of workforces, in-sourcing of existing contracted-
out functions, varying phases of back and front 
office consolidations, and sales of beer and wine 
in commissaries, among other ideas.

 At the same time, its overall direction mirrors 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
previously dismissed by Congress, and appears to 
clash with recent reports and studies by the Military 
Retirement and Compensation Modernization Com-
mission (MCRMC), the RAND Corporation and 
Business Executives for National Security (BENS). 
These latter organizations have either called for 
maintaining existing levels of commissary benefit 
service and savings or have highlighted the perils 
of price increases of even the smallest increments. 

 In presenting its thesis, BCG posits what it calls 
a series of “win-win” and other opportunities — 
including using a portion of patron surcharge dollars 
to help cover operating expenses — as vehicles for 
generating profits it believes could partially offset 
overhead that is currently funded with appropri-
ated funding (APF). At the same time, it recognizes 
multiple decision points that involve levels of risk, 
including many that beneficiary advocate groups 
have said represent a high probability of scuttling 
the patron benefit.

PRICE SENSITIVITY
 In its “overview of patron benefit today,” BCG 

stated that as far as savings are concerned, “both 
DeCA and the military exchanges provide a variety 
of products at prices below private sector competi-
tors. These benefits effectively reduce the cost of 
living for eligible patrons that use these stores.”

 BCG also notes that the prices used in its analy-
sis “were the lowest available, including promo-
tions,” explaining that the price study itself was “a 
point-in-time analysis in March/April 2015, that 
we would recommend be replicated over time for 
deeper validation. Comparing items with the same 
exact UPCs.” 

A majority of the price comparisons also were 
made with items on promotion at Walmart or dollar 
stores, even though the same items may not neces-
sarily have been on promotion at the same time in 
commissaries. Even a “replication” of the study 
methodology would not necessarily capture the best 
promotional prices provided by each organization 
due to promotional timing. The narrow, 50-item 
market basket method (a mid-range commissary 
assortment might total around 18,000 SKUs) also  
ignores opportunistic-type savings popular among 

patrons who selectively shop commissaries for their 
signature deals, promotions and case-lot sales, to-
gether with these stores’ highly regarded meat, frozen 
and fresh food departments.

Although BCG’s survey findings were sliced to 
show that 62 percent of patrons (using “weighted” 
numbers) believed the commissary discount to be 
less than 10 percent, the same findings also showed 
that 76 percent of patrons believed commissaries 
to be less expensive, or in BCG’s words, “cheaper” 
than outside-the-gate stores, and 48 percent saw 
them as 11 percent to 50 percent less expensive. 
The report also states that commissary users “spend 
roughly 65 percent of their total grocery budget” 
in DeCA stores, confirming the notion that few 
shoppers shop exclusively in one place, but that 
a large majority of surveyed shoppers do most of 
their grocery shopping at the commissary.

Both RAND and BENS have stated that patron 
sensitivity to price rises would deter shoppers — a 
situation that advocates maintain would cause a 
business “death spiral” for commissaries, exchanges 
and morale, welfare and recreation (MWR). 

Regarding pricing, MCRMC Chairman Alphonso 
Maldon testified, “We gave a lot of thought to this; 
we had people all over the map, quite honestly about 
their perceived value of the groceries discount. … 
The bottom line … is we had overwhelming support 
where they believed there was a real value here in 
the commissaries.”

Service organizations have also endorsed pro-
tecting the resale savings benefit; for example, the 
Air Force Sergeants Association (AFSA) recently 
stated, “We agree with the MCRMC that the value 
and availability of the military resale stores should 

not be reduced. The benefit must remain an ‘earned 
benefit,’ one unique to those who have served, their 
family members, and their survivors. Congress 
should resist all attempts to cut funding for this 
benefit program as a tool to help correct national 
budget problems (which have clearly resulted from 
political decisions). Military exchanges and com-
missaries are not the cause of either the budget 
deficit or the national debt, and should be left alone 
for those who serve.”

VARYING SAVINGS LEVEL
 Key to BCG’s arguments is its observation that 

“the patron experience is inconsistent with the com-
municated 30% savings since savings vary depending 
on the basket purchased and location shopped.” 

 With variable pricing and private label in mind, it 
purports to show that prices could be “normalized” 
to about 16 percent to 21 percent system-wide, with 
little loss of benefit noticeable to the patron. To ef-
fect such a normalization, however, BCG appears to 
suggest rolling back savings on essentials such as 
meat and produce and redirecting the profits from 
higher-margin categories — for example, beer and 
wine sales in commissaries — to partially cover 
overhead and buoy savings on goods that essentially 
compete with commercial supermarket loss-leaders.

 In spite of its assertions about inconsistent 
commissary savings experiences, BCG neverthe-
less found that a combined 56 percent of patrons 
found “low prices” (32 percent of patrons) and “value 
for the money” (24 percent of patrons), as primary 
reasons to shop the commissary. It is important to 
note, however that a general trip motivator such as 

According to BCG, RAND, BENS and MCRMC, DeCA patrons are price sensitive when it comes to their experience and 
expectations for commissary savings. Even small hikes threaten to derail the commissary benefit. NSA Annapolis, Md.

—Continued
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do not have stores at the same locations, whereas 
civilian operators could benefit in some instances 
by consolidating or eliminating competition in the 
same mall. And even though it believes announced 
synergies to be less than actual ones, BCG recom-
mends, “a thorough bottom-up analysis of potential 
synergies is important to estimating the true potential 
value of consolidation.”

IN-SOURCING, ADDING COSTS
Part of BCG’s plan also involves in-sourcing 

activities that are currently contracted out, such as 
Deli-Bakery-Seafood operations, incurring additional 
government payroll in exchange for hoped-for sav-
ings over the cost of contracted labor, which could 
affect contracts with Ability One and disadvantaged 
and/or small business groups such as veteran-owned 
firms. In addition to pointing out the myriad costs 
involved with transforming commissaries, beneficiary 
advocacy associations such as the Military Officers 
Association of America (MOAA), the Association of 
the U.S. Army (AUSA), the National Military Family 
Association (NMFA), the Armed Forces Marketing 
Council (AFMC), veterans services organizations 
(VSO) and the American Logistics Association 
(ALA), have frequently reminded decision-makers 
that at the same time as commissaries save patrons 
money, they also help mitigate cost-of living (COLA) 
allowances and other costs that DoD would be liable 
for in the event commissary savings were found to 
be scaled back by for-profit pricing.

“low prices,” differs greatly from a category driver 
such as meat, which can share the same attribute 
“low prices.”

 It has been generally understood that savings 
vary by category and location, and that some prized 
commissary categories yield a high savings and 
quality proposition versus outside-the-gate stores.

  On this topic, MCRMC panelist former Army 
Vice Chief of Staff Gen. Peter Chiarelli, USA (Ret.), 
testified that MCMRC’s findings indicated, “Pro-
clivity to use the commissary is based on a lot of 
things … and one of them is size of family … there 
are arguments about how much it saves, but if you 
even cut the high number — the 31 percent — in 
half, it’s still a great savings to that E7 with four 
kids and a wife who made a decision to stay home 
and take care of the kids, and to be an at-home mom 
… to save the money that they need as part of the 
benefit that we provided them.” 

PATRON SAFETY
BCG also noted, “Beyond the savings and MWR 

contributions, DeCA and the exchanges provide a host 
of less quantifiable benefits that are highly valued by 
the patron base.” In a new era of heightened security 
concerns, including patron safety considerations in 
CONUS, the concept of forcing commissaries to 
fund their own operations via profits, potentially 
driving more patron shopping trips to commercial 
supermarkets, was not fully explored by the study, 
beyond its references to a safe and secure shopping 

environment.  
 

BACK-OFFICE CONSOLIDATION
Where some resale observers have found at least 

a small amount of common ground has been in the 
area of back-office consolidation of such items as 
Goods Not For Resale (GNFR). But even on this 
there has been considerable disagreement.

The MCRMC cautioned against hasty budget-
driven efficiencies in this area, “Advancing these 
implementation timelines due to budget constraints,” 
Maldon warned, “may lead to unanticipated cost 
implementation challenges, or even failed modern-
ization efforts,” he explained. “An example may be 
accelerating the multi-year back-end operational 
efficiencies of our commissaries and exchange rec-
ommendations.” (See E and C News 3/15.)

“Regardless of how government decision-makers 
decide to proceed with consolidation, we believe 
DeCA can and should pursue its own improvement 
initiatives,” BCG observed. “Consolidation involves 
risks and requires careful consideration, planning, 
and ongoing management to achieve success.” 

BCG estimates indicate that among all merg-
ers globally, a 1.3 percent average annual savings, 
and a 2.4 percent savings among U.S. mergers, is 
possible. However no truly similar retail model to 
exchanges and commissaries exists outside the gate 
— the Navy Exchange Service Command (NEX-
COM), the Army & Air Force Exchange Service 
(AAFES) and the Marine Corps Exchange (MCX) 
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H2-Oh! AAFES Water Plant Receives Perfect Audit Score
• GRUENSTADT, Germany

A recent audit of the Army & Air Force Exchange 
Service’s (AAFES) water plant here earned 

a 100-percent score on its annual NSF Interna-
tional audit. AAFES noted that of approximately 
800 NSF audits conducted annually around the 

world, only around 10 percent receive a perfect 
score from the company, which provides quality 
audits for the food storage and distribution sector.

 The May 5-6 audit evaluated the facility — 
open since 1996, and producing Culligan and Na-
ture’s Recipe bottled water — based on criteria 

including proper documentation and filling opera-
tions; food safety and defense; good manufacturing 
practices; sanitation; container manufacturing; 
and storage as well as the state of the facility’s 
interior and exterior.
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nel shifts taking place in the April to October time 
frame (see chart).

• DALLAS

Judd Anstey, long-time senior public relations 
manager for the Army & Air Force Exchange 

Service (AAFES), was recently appointed execu-
tive administrator to Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 
Tom Shull in the Executive Group (EG). Anstey 
succeeded Denise Hunter in his new position this 
month. Hunter became credit business development 
manager in the Finance and Accounting Directorate 
(FA), also effective this month.

Anstey, who has been in his most recent position 
since August 2012, commenced his career with the 
Exchange in 2001 as copywriter for the All-Services 

Exchange catalog. In May 2003, he joined AAFES’s 
Corporate Planning and Communications Division 
as its public affairs specialist. His assignments in-
cluded several echelons of public relations/branch 
management from 2006 through 2010. As this issue 
went to press, his successor at his former position 
had not yet been named.

In addition, in May, Edwin Paris became program 
manager in the Strategic Planning and Partnerships 
Directorate, and in June, Gustavo Perez was named 
a business development manager in the Merchandis-
ing Directorate (MD).

The Exchange announced several other person-

AAFES PERSONNEL MOVES
NAME NEW POSITION FORMER POSITION EFFECTIVE
EXECUTIVE GROUP (EG)
Judd Anstey Executive Administrator to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Senior Public Relations Manager Strategic Planning and Partnerships Directorate (PL) August 2015

FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING (FA) DIRECTORATE
Denise Hunter Credit Business Development Manager Executive Administrator to the CEO, Executive Group (EG) August 2015

MERCHANDISING DIRECTORATE (MD)
Gustavo Perez Business Development Manager not in military resale June 2015

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND PARTNERSHIPS (PL) DIRECTORATE
Edwin Paris Program Manager not in military resale May 2015
William Gibbs IV Governance Manager not in military resale July 2015
Sarah Burkhardt Procurement Manager, Pacific Region Contract Team Leader July 2015
Shannon Crawford Project Manager Business Analyst Merchandising Directorate (MD) June 2015

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY (IT) DIRECTORATE
Teri King Business Analyst  Change Management Specialist  July 2015
Jadelynne Thorne Field Support Manager, Europe Region Field Technical Manager October 2015
Diana “Lynn” Brenzel-Radojevic Install and Maintenance Manager Field Support Manager October 2015
Rajiv Pandy Director, IT Architecture not in military resale July 2015
Tom Giangreco II Policy and Planning Manager  Information Assurance Program Manager April 2015
Steve Van Haaften Information Assurance Program Manager Production Manager May 2015
Sean Bradford Systems Analyst Lead Policy and Risk Specialist II June 2015
Valerie Ledford-Harbison Service Specialist Incident and Problem Specialist May 2015

AUDIT (AU) DIRECTORATE
Robert McKinley Auditor III Auditor II June 2015
Deborah Mathews Audit Project Manager (AU-P) not in military resale April 2015

HUMAN RESOURCES (HR) DIRECTORATE
Shulun Chang-Reuter Human Resources Manager, Eastern Region, Fort Bragg, N.C. Human Resources Manager IV, Europe Region, RAF Lakenheath, England October 2015
Orfe Dussetschleger Compensation Manager Human Resources Manager, Pacific Region Okinawa, Japan November 2015
Maria “Nancy” Head Human Resources Manager, Pacific Region, Okinawa, Japan Human Resources Manager, Central Region San Antonio, Texas June 2015
Janie Marjonen Human Resources Manager, Central Region South Human Resources Manager, Eastern Region Central September 2015

LOGISTICS (LG) DIRECTORATE
Christopher Hall Senior Business Analyst Operations Analyst May 2015

REAL ESTATE (RE) DIRECTORATE
Dan Warner Facility Manager (OCONUS) Region Facility Manager Dallas, Texas, Headquarters August 2015
Rodney Greensage Region Facility Manager Dallas, Texas, Headquarters Region Facility Manager Korea Facility Management Office August 2015
Douglas Olney Real Estate Project Manager Headquarters Facility Manager, (OCONUS) July 2015
Michael Shields Pacific Region Facility Manager, Korea Facility Management Office Project Manager, Dallas, Texas, Headquarters August 2015

STORE-LEVEL/RETAIL PROGRAM AND SERVICES POSITIONS
Pete Alaniz  General Manager, Fort Irwin, Calif.  General Manager, Luke AFB, Ariz.  August 2015
Edward Hicks General Manager, RAF Lakenheath, England  Main Store Manager, Grafenwoehr, Germany  August 2015
Aileen Rivenburg General Manger (Dual). Luke AFB, Ariz.  General Manager, Cannon AFB, Colo.  August 2015
Sabina Brink Main Store Manager, RAF Lakenheath, England Main Store Manager, Aviano AB, Italy  September 2015
Stephen Shaw Main Store Manager, Grafenwoehr, Germany  Main Store Manager, RAF Lakenheath, England  August 2015
Asia Gilchriest Store Manager, Hickam Exchange, JB Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Hawaii  Sales and Merchandise Manager, Fort Bliss, Texas  August 2015
Robin Boylan Retail Program Specialist, Europe Region  Sales and Merchandise Manager, Ramstein, Germany  June 2015
Della Hannah Services Business Manager, Fort Bragg, N.C.  Services Business Manager, Fort Jackson, S.C.  August 2015
Jeanette Preston Services Program Specialist, Western Region Services Business Manager, Western Region, Fort Carson, Colo. August 2015

 Source: AAFES

AAFES’s Anstey Appointed Executive Administrator to CEO

Anstey Hunter Perez
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