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D E F E N S E  B A S E  C L O S U R E  & R E A L I G N M E N T  
C O M M I S S I O N  

- - - - - - - - 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL S H E E T  

T o :  

Under Secretary for Management Janet Hale 
FROM: 

Charles Battaglia 
V 

COMPANY: DATE: 

DHS 6/17/2005 
FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. OF  PAGES INCLUDING COVER: 

202 772-9646 2 
PHONE NUMBER: SENDER'S REFERENCE NUMBER: 

202-205-461 3 

RE: 

Request for testimony 
YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER: 

a URGENT [7 FOR REVIEW [7 PLEASE COMMENT P1,EASE REPLY PLEASE RECYCLE 

NOTES/COMMEN'rS: 

I look forward to the DHS participation at this upcoming hearing 

[ C L I C K  H E R E  A N D  T Y P E  R E T U R N  A D D R E S S ]  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22902 
Telephone: 703-699-9950 

June 17,2005 

The Honorable Michael Chertoff 
Secretary of Homeland Security 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
Washington, D.C. 20528 

Dear Secretary Chertoff: 

I request that you or your designee testify at the Base Closure and Realignment 
(BRAC) Commission's open hearing in Atlanta, Georgia on Thursday, June 30,2005 at 
1:00 P.M. The hearing will be held at the Georgia Tech Hotel and Conference Center. 

Your input is vitally important to the process whereby we provide to the 
President, Congress, and American people an objective, thorough, accurate and non- 
partisan review and analysis of the list of installations that the Department of Defense 
(DoD) has recommended be closed or realigned. Integral to the Commission's review 
and analysis is the need to determine the impact of such closures and realignments on 
other federal agencies. Since the Commission understands that the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) is dependent upon the Department of Defense (DoD) for 
operational support, it is imperative that we fully comprehend how the BRAC 
recommendations may impact the DHS mission. DoD proposes closing Air National 
Guard (ANG) bases and realigning units to other locations. For example, Coast Guard air 
and sea units, and other tenant organizations, are located at ANG bases recommended for 
closure. 

ANG officials will testify at the hearing on the impact of the recommendations on 
their mission. It is equally if not more important that we receive your agency's views on 
the operational and financial impact the proposed realignments and closures will have on 
DHS and homeland security. 

In addition to your statement for the record, I request that you deliver oral 
testimony for about 20 minutes to be followed by a question and answer period. My 
point of contact for this hearing is Mr. Frank Cirillo at (703) 699 2903. Please feel free to 
contact us on any matter concerning the hearing. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret), The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF(Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 705-699-2950 

Ir Date: June 22,2005 

To: Commissioners, Defense Bas Closure and Realignment Commission /"I 
From: Chairman Anthony J. Principi 11 
RE: Commission Prodecures and Schedule 

As we approach the voting phase of the Base Closure and Realignment 
process I have found it useful to review our current situation regarding recusals and 
voting requirements. A discussion of the results of my review follows. 

Matters as they now stand are that four commissioners have recused 
themselves from participation in matters relating to installations in their home states. 
Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves, in accordance with ethics 
agreements they signed during the nomination process, because of BRAC-related 
activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray recused 
himself because of his long-time representation of Nevada in the Congress and 
other public offices. Commissioner Hansen recused himself with regard to Utah for 
the same reason. 

Each of the commissioners made his recusal publicly at a Commission hearing 
held on May 19, 2005. As a result of these recusals, the commissioners cannot 
deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments 
or installations in their home states. To avoid controversy and possible litigation 
"substantially affected will be interpreted very conservatively. 

The procedural rules adopted by the Commission at an open hearing on 
May 19,2005, are, with one significant exception, the same as the rules that guided 
the previous three BRAC Commissions. Unlike in the past, however, a super 
majority of seven of nine commissioners is now required to add, realign, or increase 
the realignment of a base not included on the Secretary of Defense's list of bases to 
be closed or realigned. 

With the exception of the seven-of-nine vote requirement, no guidance is 
provided in the BRAC statute for voting, such as what constitutes a quorum and 
majorii. The Commission rules describe three situations in which a majority of the 
commissioners sewing is required to conduct business. Only issues such as 
motions to extend meetings and adjourn are resolved by a simple majority of 
commissioners present. A majority of commissioners serving is therefore always 
five unless by resignation or other loss without replacement the total number of 
commissioners serving is reduced below nine. 

The majority of the votes anticipated during Commission hearings to 
consider additions to the Secretary's list and conduct final deliberations will not be 
affected by recusals. All commissioners will be qualified to deliberate and vote. 
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June 22,2005 

- 

Commission Prodecures and Schedule 

Only one commissioner will be recused from most of the remaining votes. In only a 
very limited number of actions will two or three Commissioners be disqualified from 
deliberating and voting? 

In a related matter, I have determined as a matter of policy that we will make 
the greatest reasonable effort to minimize the number of conflicts but permit recused 
commissioners as necessary to participate in regional hearings. Participation will be 
allowed even though the recused commissioners will be unable to deliberate and 
vote on all of the installations discussed at the hearings and site visits. Their direct 
exposure to as much information and as many concerned citizens as possible is 
recognized as being vitally important to the completion of the Commission task of 
open, fair, and comprehensive consideration of the final selection criteria, force- 
structure plan, and worldwide infrastructure inventory. Other commissioners and 
staff at the hearings and site visits will also gather data, so there is no real possibility 
that the recused commissioner could be seen as filtering the Commission's view of 
an installation. 

I know that we are of like mind that the Commission and its individual 
members must be above reproach and free from any real or perceived bias. The 
actions of Commissioners Bilbray, Coyle, Gehman, and Hansen in limiting their 
participation in certain Commission actions reflect the importance they place on their 
personal integrity and the public trust. Their actions can only serve to enhance the 
reality and perception of the Commission as independent, open, and honest. 

I know that you share my enthusiasm for this undertaking, but I also am 
confident that we all look forward to the successful completion of our work. We have 
conducted more than half of our initial site visits and public hearings, but two full 
months of focused effort remain. Hearings to receive testimony from the 
Department of Defense, Government Accountability Office, and others are 
scheduled for July 18 and 19. We will conduct our "adds" hearing on July 19. We 
will receive Congressional testimony on July 28 and 29, and testimony from the 
Secretary of Defense and Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff during the week of August 
15. Final deliberations commence the week of August 22. At this point, we remain 
on schedule to deliver the Commission report to the President on September 8. 
Thanks to you all for your remarkable service. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARUNGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chalnnan: The Honorable Anthony J. Pnnclpl 
bmmlsdoners: The Honorable lames H. Bllbray . The Honorable Pblllp E. Coyle 111 Admlrable Harold W. Gehman, lr.. USN (Ret.) - The Honorable lames V. Hansen 

General lames T. H~ll. USA (Ret.) . General Uoyd W. Newton. USAF (Ret.) The Honorable Samuel K .  Sk~nner . Brlgad~er General Sue Ellen Turner. USAF (Ret.) 
ExuUNve Director: Charles Banagl~a 

June 6,2005 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY 

TO: Files 

FROM: Chairman 

SUBJECT: Designation of the Records Official 

1. As the Chairman of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission, I 
hereby delegate the authority to act as Records Official to Ms. Margaret 
(Marcy) Reborchick. She shall have the authority to serve as the Commission's 
Records Official and, in that capacity, to implement policies and procedures for 
the creation of a records management program, implement recordkeeping 
requirements, and monitor compliance with such requirements, as may be 
deemed necessary. 

Ms. Reborchick shall also serve as Commission Librarian and Custodian of 
both the documentary library and e-library maintained by the Commission in 
locations as shall be designated by the Commission. She shall also serve as the 
official liaison with ANSER, and other independent contractors, agencies, and 
offices as may be necessary, regarding the maintenance and support of 
Commission library and e-library facilities. Additionally, she shall be 
responsible for coordinating record (whether documentary or electronic) 
retrieval, retention, preservation, archiving, transfers and related functions, and 
shall have official signatory authority over such matters. She shall also be 
involved, as may be necessary, in developing or modifying systems, processes, 
and procedures to ensure that adequate recordkeeping requirements are 
established and carried out. 

3. The delegation may be further redelegated in writing, as necessary. 

ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI 
Chairman 
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June 6,2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

TO: Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: General Counsel 

VIA: Executive Director 

SUBJECT: Justification for Delegating a Records Official 

1. The Federal Records Act, as amended and codified in Title 44 of the United 
States Code, places responsibility on agencies (including independent 
commissions) to adequately document their missions and functions, policies, 
procedures, decisions and transactions, and to preserve their historically valuable 
records. The National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), the Office 
of Management and Budget, and the General Services Administration share 
oversight of Federal Records Management Programs. 

2. Accordingly, the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission needs 
to establish a Records Management Program to ensure that the legal, financial, 
evidentiary and historical transactions are recorded accurately and completely. 
We must document and preserve the historical and nationally important events 
that have taken place as a result of the work of the Commission. To that end, I am 
proposing that you delegate the responsibility to act as the Commission's Records 
Official to Ms. Reborchick, and sign the attached delegation of authority. She 
will be tasked with: 

creating, managing, coordinating the records management program; 
managing the Commission's library and e-library, critical to creating the 
Commission's public record; 
working closely with ANSER contractors to ensure that the Commission's 
website accurately reflects the e-library sources that are made available to 
the public and Members of Congress, and finally, 
coordinating record retention, archiving and retirement with her 
counterparts at Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) and NARA. 

3. Ms. Reborchick will be supported in her role by Associate General Counsel, Ms. 
Rumu Sarkar. Oversight of Ms. 
Executive Director. 

Executive Director Concur Nonconcur 
Chairman Approved Disapproved 

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

June 21,2005 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
Uhited States Senate 
5212 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

Dear Senator Stevens, 

Thank you for your and Senator Warner's letter ofJune 17, 2005 regarding the 2005 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commissionproceduralnrles. You 
have expressed concern about the affect of Comm'ssioner recusals and certmn 
Com'ssion d e s  on the ability of the Comum'ssion to cany out its statutory duties. 

I understand and share your concerns about the soundness, correctness, and 
integtity o f  the BRACprocess. Your letter prompted me to closely re-examine 
Com'ssion practice andprocedures and to review our current situation. Ihave 
discussed matters a t  length wiLh my Executive Director, General Counsel, and 
counsel &om the Senate Armed S e ~ k e s  Committee. Others have contributed to the 
dialogue, including several individuals who were intimately invol ved with the most 
recent amendments to the BRPC statute andpast BRAC Com'ssions. 

Matters as they now stand are that four Commissioners have recused themselves 
&om pam'c~pation in matters relating to instdations in their home states. 
Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves, in accordance with ethics 
agreements they signed dunng the nomination process, because of  BRAC-related 
activity in Caliform'a and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray recused 
himself because ofhis long-time representation ofNevada in the Congress and other 
public offices. Commissioner Hansen recused himself with regard to Utah for tiie 
same reason. 

Each of  the Conmissioners made his recusalpublicly a t  a Com'ssion heafihg held 
on May 29,2005. As a result of these recusals, the Commissioners cannot 

Chairman: Anthony J .  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA met), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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Page 2 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 

deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and 
realignments or installations in their home states. 

The procedural d e s  adopted by the Commission at an open heating on May 19, 
2005 are, with one si@cant exception, the same as the d e s  thatguided the 
previous three BRAC Commissions. Unlike in the past, a super majody of seven of 
nine Commksioners is now required to add, red@, or increase the realignment of  a 
base not included on the Secretq of Defense's fist of bases to be closed or 
r e d e e d .  

As you noted in your letter, with the exception of  the seven-ofnine vote reqmiement, 
no p ' d m c e  is provided in the statute for voting; such as what constitutes a quonun 
or a majonnty. The Comnission rules descn'be three situations in which a majonSty of  
the Commissioners serving is required to conduct business. Only issues such as 
motions to extend meetings and to adjourn ate resolved by a simple rnajon'ty of 
Com'ssioners present. A majority of Commissioners serving is always five unless 
by resiflation or other loss without replacement the totalnumber of Commissioners 
s e d g  is reduced below mhe. 

You have proposed a recusal-based d e ,  with a majonj. detemned by the number 
of Comksioners voting. The practical effect of such a ruIe is that when eight 
Commissioners vote, a majonny would be five, the same as when mne 
Commissioners vote. m e n  six or seven Commissioners vote, a majon'iy would be 
four. 

The majon'ty of the votes antic~pated d d g  Comrr.u'ssion heatings to consider 
addiabns to the Secretary's fist and to conduct fmd deliberations d n o t  be affected 
by recusals. Only one Commissioner d be recused &om most of the remaining 
votes. In o d y  a vety limited number of actions will two or three Commissioners be 
disquali6ed from deliberating and voting. 

Zknow that we are of like mind that the Commission and its individual members 
must be above reproach and free &om anyreal orperceived bias. The actions of 
Cornmissioners Bilbray, Coyle, Gehman, and Hansen in fimiting their pam'c~pation 
in certain Commission actions reflect the importance theyplace on theirpersonal 
integngnty and the pubfic trust. Theit actions can only serve to enhance the reality and 
perception of  the Comnu'ssion as independent, open, and honest. 
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The Honorable Ted Stevens 

I thank you again and assure you that the Commission wiU be able to c a w  out its 
statuto~responsibilities as currently configured and with its adopted rules. We wiU 
scmpulously adhere to our controLling statute and rules and d o  w no breach of faith 
or trust. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

Y 

June 21,2005 

The Honorable John W. Warner 
Unired States Senate 
225 Russell Buildng 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator Warner, 

Thank you for your and Senator Stevens's letter of June 17,2005, regarding the 2005 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRA C) Commksion procedural rules. You 
have expressed concern about the affect of Commissioner recusals and certain 
Comnn'ssion rules on the ability of the Commission to carry out its statutov duties. 

I understand and share your concerns about the soundness, cotrecmess, and 
integn'ty of the BRACprocess. Your letter prompted me to closely re-examne 
Commission practice and procedures and to review our cutrent situation. I have 
discussed matters at length with my Executive Director, General Counsel, and 
counsel fiom the Senate Armed Services Committee. Others have contributed to the 
dialogue, including severalindividuals who were intimately involved m'th the most 
recent amendments to the BRAC statute andpast BRAC Com'ssions. 

Matters as they now stand are that four Comm'ssioners have recused themselves 
&om pam'c~pation in matters rela ring to installaubns in their home states. 
Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves, in accordance with ethics 
agreements they siped d d g  the nomination process, because of BRAC-related 
actiw'ty in Califom'a and Virginia respectively. Comksioner BiIbray recused 
hrinselfbecause ofhis long-time representation ofNevada in the Congress and other 
public ofZces. Commissioner Hansen recused himseLfwith regard to Utah for the 
same reason. 

Each of the Commissioners made his recusalpublicly a t  a Commission heanjlg held 
on May 39,2005. As a result of these recusals, the Commksioners cannot 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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The HonorableJohn W. Wamer 

deLiberate or vote on matters relating to instdations in their home states or to 
instdations in other states that are substantially dected by closures and 
redgnments or installations in their home states. 

Theproceduralrules adopted by the Commission at an open hearing on May 19, 
2005 are, with one s i m c a n t  exception, the same as die rules thatguided the 
previous three BRAC Commissions. U&e in the past, a super majon'ty of seven of 
rune Commi'ssioners is now regwised to add, realign, or increase the re&&nment of a 
base not included on the Secretary of De&nseJs List of bases to be closed or 
realigned. 

As you noted in your letter, with the exception of the seven-ofnine vote reqmkement, 
no guidance is provided kt the statute for voting; such as what constitutes a quorum 
or a majonflty. The Commission rules describe three situations in which a majority of 
the Com'ssioners serving is required to conduct business. Only issues such as 
motions to extend meetings and to adjourn are resolved by a sknpie majon'ty of 
Comm'ssioners present. A majonety of Commissioners serving is always five unless 
by resieation or other loss without replacement the total number of Commissioners 
serving is reduced below nhe. 

You have proposed a recusal-based rule, moth a majority detemLined by the number 
of Commissioners voting. The practical effect of such a rule is that when eight 
Commz'ssioners vote, a majonnty would be five, the same as when nine 
Commissioners vote. #%en s h  or seven Commi'ssioners vote, a majonnty would be 
four. 

The majon-ty of the votes antic~pated d k g  Commksion heanngs to consider 
additions to the Secretavys List and to conduct fial deliberations d n o t  be affected 
by recusals. Only one Commissioner will be recused &om most of the rema'nitlg 
votes. In only a very lim2ed number of actions wiIl two or three Commissioners be 
disqualifed from deliberating and voting. 

I know that we are of Like mind that the Commission and its individual members 
must be above reproach and fiee fiom any real orperceived bias. The actions of 
Commissioners Bilbray, Coyle, Gehman, and Hansen in fimRZIting theirparticipation 
in certain Comm'ssion actions reflect the importance theyplace on theirpersonal 
integrity and thepubLic ttust. Their actions can only serve to enhance the reality and 
perception of the Commission as independent, open, and honest. 
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The HonorableJohn W. Wmer 

I thank you again and assure you that the Commr'ssion will be able to cmw out its 
statutory responsibilities as currently configured and with its adopted rules. We will 
scrupulously adhere to our controuing statute and rules and d o  w no breach of fa& 
or trust. 

AnthonyJ. Pnncipi 
Chairman 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK 5IREET 

A R U N W N ,  VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 
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June 9,2005 

The Honorable Gordon England 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
1010 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1010 

Dear Secretary England: 

I thank you for attempting to streamline the information 
release process and to facilitate the review of the encompassing Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) data for purposes of declassification. 

With the clock ticking on the BRAC Commission's need to 
deliberate on the Secretary of Defenee'~ recommendations of May 13, 
2005, I want to take this opportunity to addrese two issues in 
particular that would greatly augment our efforte. 

The first revolves around the Department of Defense'e (DoD) 
need to complete the declassification process. I remain concerned 
that some classified information will continue to complicate the 
Commiseion's analysis process. Once again I urge that declassifica- 
tion be completed this week 

Secondly, the Commission Chairman has stated publicly on a number 
of occasions that i t s  efforts will be fair and transparent. There- 
fore, I am equally concerned about the lack of availability of this 
claaeified information to the affected communities. Indeed, past BRAC 
Commissions have found that affected communities served as a valuable 
extension of the Cornmiasion staff by offering data and analysis that 
is not elsewhere available. We cannot expect those communities to 
make their case without access to all information. 

In approximately 72 day6 I anticipate that the Commission will 
begin deliberating on each of DoD'e recommendations in open forum. In 
the interim, we must  still conduct 15 regional hearings not including 
regional hearings on any additional base closures or realignments the 
Commission may recommend. 

I therefore urge that you direct implementation of the above in 
an intensified DoD effort so that the remaining time before the 
Commiaeion's deliberations will produce informed reeults. 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chairman: The Honorable Anthony 3. Prlnclpl 
Commissionen: The Honorable lames H. Bllbray The Honorable PhillD E. Coyle 111 * Admirable Harold W. Gehman, Jr., USN (Ret.) 6 The Honorable lames V, Hansen 

General lames T. HIII, USA (Ret.) General Uoyd W. Newton, USAF met.) The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner . Brigadier General Sue Ellen Tumer, USAF (Ret.) 
executive Director: Charles Battaglla 

June 16, 2005 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
522 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Stevens: 

Thank you for your kind and generous hospitality during our 
visit to Alaska. The materials and insights that you, your 
staff, and your constituents provided to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission will be vital to the 
formulation of well-informed and well-reasoned recommendations. 
I assure you that we on the Commission will do our utmost to 
ensure that every recommendation that goes forward to the 
President, and ultimately to Congress, is sound and sensible. 

During our visit, you expressed a concern that the 
Commission's ability to fully consider some Department of 
Defense recommendations might be impaired by the fact that four 
of our Commissioners had recused themselves from deliberating or 
voting on recommendations that had a substantial impact on their 
home states. 

I will meet with the Commission's Executive Director, 
General Counsel and others on Monday to review the basis and 
effect of the recusals, as well as the potential impact that the 
recusals might have on the Commission's work. I will advise you 
of the outcome of that meeting. 

As requested, I have enclosed a copy of the ethics 
agreement that I and all of the other Commissioners signed as 
part of the vetting process prior to our nominations. 
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This ethics agreement reflects my understanding of, and agreement to follow, the following rules 
regarding my membership on the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC), if 
confirmed for such membership. 

As required by 18 U.S.C. 5 208(a), I will not participate personally and substantially in any 
particular matter that has a direct and predictable effect on my financial interests or those of any 
other person whose interests are imputed to me, unless I first obtain a written waiver, pursuant to 
section 208(b)(l), or qualify for a regulatory exemption, pursuant to section 208(b)(2). I 
understand that the interests of the following persons are imputed to me: my spouse, minor 
children, or any general partner; any organization in which I serve as officer, director, trustee, 
general partner or employee; and any person or organization with which I am negotiating or have 
an arrangement concerning prospective employment. 

Also, under 5 C.F.R. tj 2635.502, I will not participate in any particular matter in\lolving specific 
parties if a person or entity with whom I have a covered relationship is, or represents, a party, 
unless I am authorized to participate. Under the ethics rules, a Federal employee has a covered 
relationship with: 

Persons or entities with whom the employee has or seeks a business, contractual or other 
financial relationship that involves other than a routine consumer transaction: 
Members of the employee's household and relatives with whom the employee has a close 
personal relationship; 
Persons or entities for whom the employee's spouse. parent or dependent child is. to the 
employee's knowledge, serving or seeking to s e n e  as an officer. director. trustee. general 
partner. agent. attorney, consultant, contractor or employee; 
Persons or entities for whom the employee has, within the last year. served as officer. 
director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant. contractor or employee: or, 
Organizations. other than a political party. in which the employee is an active participant. 

Additionally, in order to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality that could arise from in> 

participation in or representation of a state, local, or private-sector BRAC-related enrir: . I \xi!i 
wr pazi:ipa;e in an) particular matter affecting that state. Inca1 or prii ate-sector BRAC-related 
snrir!. or i!c ~ c n ~ r ~ n h i c  rcpinn. ~rnlccq 1 am a~ithnri~cd to parricipate hy Rl-? A("< decipnated 
agenc) ethics official. This i-ecu~ai \ \ i l l  bar rn? pr-irticipat;on In a!-!> pniculdr r,wtrr rc22~J;i;g 
faciiiticq \x'ho<e t'orces. missions. or inct3iisinnc ma\. 'hc rr3nstkrrcri rn. a <  ~ir'ii ac t;-om. the 
geographic region of that state. local. or priirate sector BRAC-related entit!.. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chairman: The Honorable Anthony 1 Prlnclpl 
Commissioner.: The Honorable lames H Bllbray . The Honorable Phlllp E Coyle I11 Admirable Harold W Gehrnan, Ir . USN (Ret ) . The Honorable lames V tiansen 

General lames T Hdl, USA (Ret ) . General Uoyd W Newton. USAF (Ret ) . The Honorable Samuel K Sklnner Brlgadler General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret ) 
Executive Director: Charles Banagl~a 

June 17, 2005 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
522 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Stevens: 

Thank you for your kind and generous hospitality during our 
visit to Alaska. The materials and insights that you, your 
staff, and your constituents provided to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission will be vital to the 
formulation of well-informed and well-reasoned recommendations. 
I assure you that the Commission will do its utmost to ensure 
that every recommendation that goes forward to the President, 
and ultimately to Congress, is sound and sensible. 

During our visit in Alaska, you expressed a concern that 
the Commission's ability to fully consider some Department of 
Defense recommendations might be impaired by the fact that four 
of our Commissioners have recused themselves from deliberating 
or voting on recommendations that have a substantial impact on 
their home states. 

As you requested, I have enclosed a copy of the portion of 
the transcript from our May 19, 2005 public meeting where 
Commissioners Bilbray, Coyle, Gehman and Hansen announced their 
self-recusals. Each of the four Commissioners recused 
themselves in order to place the impartiality of the Commission 
beyond question. Commissioners Hansen and Bilbray recused 
themselves for reasons identical to those that caused Senator 
Dixon to recuse himself in 1995 when he served as Chairman of 
that Commission. Commissioners Gehman and Coyle recused 
themselves for similar reasons, but also in part as a 
consequence of the binding ethics agreements that all of the 
Commissioners signed during the vetting process associated with 
our nominations. I have attached a copy of that agreement. 
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Be assured that these recusals were not made lightly, but 
were the result of careful analysis. Nonetheless, I will meet 
with the Commission's Executive Director, Gene'ral Counsel and 
others on Monday to review the basis and effect of the recusals, 
as well as the potential impact that the recusals might have on 
the Commission's work. I will advise you of the outcome of that 
meeting. 

64, 
ClPl 

2 Enclosures 
1) Extract of Transcript of the May 19, 2005  Public Meeting of the 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2 )  Ethics Agreement, March 8, 2005  
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EXTRACT FROM THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE MAY 19, 2005 PUBLIC MEETING OF 
THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

ADMIRAL GEHMAN: Next item, administrative item. I'm going to 
say a few things about my prior involvement in BRAC-related 
activities and how those activities will impact my work as a 
commissioner. It's a matter of public record that I served 
for a time in a non-paid advisory capacity to the Governor 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia, helping the governor 
develop and understanding the BRAC process and devise an 
appropriate game plan for providing an input to the BRAC 
process at the state and local level. These activities, by 
the way, the activities of retired senior offense officials, 
working with local communities to assure the decisions of 
the Department of Defense and the BRAC Commission are 
informed by the best possible data are essential to the work 
of this Commission. This Commission would not be doing its 
job if we did not go out and get public input and listen 
very carefully to their insights, observations and 
criticisms. Once I was nominated to this Commission, I 
immediately resigned from the Governor of Virginia's 
Advisory Commission; but because of my prior work for the 
Governor of Virginia regarding the BRAC process, I believe 
that it's in the best interest of the Commission for me to 
recuse myself from any substantial participation for any 
decisions involving Virginia military facilities and from 
any substantial participation in any decisions involving any 
facilities which are proposed to be realigned in favor of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. I understand that the law 
does not require me to take this step, but I believe that 
this recusal is necessary to ensure the public's confidence 
in the BRAC Commission's work. I don't want even the 
appearance of an impropriety to in any way affect the 
Commission's final recommendations. This process is far too 
important and involves far too many people. 

MR. HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too have a recusal. 
I've served the people of Utah for forty-two years; twelve 
years as a city councilman, eight years has a legislator, 
two years as speaker of the house, and my last twenty-two 
years as a member of Congress. My role now as a member of 
the Base Closure and Realignment Commission requires that I 
set aside any special interest in my home state to represent 
the nation as a whole. I must be beyond challenge regarding 
my fairness and impartiality. Because of the importance of 
public confidence in our work and to avoid even the 
appearance of conflict of interest, I am recusing myself 
from substantial participation in any part of the BRAC 
process that should affect any installation in the State of 

.r Utah. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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ADMIRAL GEHMAN: Thank you, Mr. Hansen. Mr. Bilbray. 

MR. BILBRAY: Yes. Mr. Chairman, I have some of the same 
problems Congressman Hansen has. I advocated for the State 
of Nevada for many years as a member of the Nevada State 
Senate and in the United States Congress. Therefore, in 
advice of the Ethics Council to our Commission, I am 
recusing myself from any substantial work in regard to the 
State of Nevada in these particular deliberations. 

ADMIRAL GEHMAN: Thank you very much. Anybody else? Mr. 
Coyle . 
MR. COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you know, I served 
briefly on an advisory council formed by Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger, whose purpose was to help California 
communities understand and prepare for BRAC 2005. I 
resigned from that council as soon as I knew that I would be 
nominated to this commission. During my brief service on 
the council, I took no position one way or the other on 
which military base would be affected. Further, I did not 
participate in deliberations or votes resulting in 
recommendations or findings regarding specific California 
bases. Also, from what I've understood since leaving the 
council, the council made no recommendations regarding the 
closure or realignment of specific California bases. 
Nevertheless, I understand that my service on the council 
could be viewed as creating the appearance of a loss of 
impartiality regarding California. I've been a resident of 
California for most of my adult life; and all of our 
children were born or raised there. Accordingly, I will 
recuse myself from substantial participation relative to 
military installations in California. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my intent and commitment to conduct myself with integrity on 
the 2005 Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission and 
to act in an independent, open, fair and impartial manner. 
Thank you. 

ADMIRAL GEHMAN: Thank you very much. There's no more 
business. After a short recess, several members of the 
Commission will be available to meet with the press. Thank 
you again, witnesses. Commissionts adjourned. 
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This ethics agreement reflects my understanding of, and agreement to follow, the following rules 
regarding my membership on the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC), if 
confirmed for such membership. 

As required by 18 U.S.C. $ 208(a). I will not participate personally and substantially in any 
particular matter that has a direct and predictable effect on my financial interests or those of any 
other person whose interests are imputed to me, unless 1 first obtain a u ~ i t t e n  waiver, pursuant to 
section 208(b)(l). or qualify for a regulatory exemption. pursuant to section 208(b)(2). 1 
understand that the interests of the following persons are imputed to me: my spouse, minor 
children, or any general partner; any organization in which I serve as officer, director, trustee, 
general partner or employee; and any person or organization with uhich I am negotiating or have 
an arrangement concerning prospective employment. 

Also. under 5 C.F.R. $2635.502, 1 will not participate in any particular matter involving specific 
parties if a person or entity with whom I have a covered relationship is, or represents. a party, 
unless I am authorized to participate. Under the ethics rules, a Federal employee has a covered 
relationship ~vith: 

Persons or entities with whom the employee has or seeks a business, contractual or other 
financial relationship that involves other than a routine consumer transaction; 
hlembers of the employee's household and relatives with whom the employee has a close 
personal relationship; 
Persons or entities for whom the employee's spouse. parent or dependent child is. to the 
employee's knowledge, serving or seeking to s e n e  as an officer. director. trustee, general 
partner. agent. attorney, consultant, contractor or employee; 
Persons or entities for whom the employee h'x, within the last year. senled as officer. 
director, trustee, general partner. agent, attorney, consultant, contractor or employee: or. 

a Organizations. other than a political party. in which the employee is an active participant. 

Additionally, in order to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality that could arise from ni> 
participation in or representation of a state, local, or private-sector RRAC-related entit!. I I\-iii . . 
!I+; participclte in an! ai-iicular matter a f i c t ing  that state. local or pi\-ate-sector BRAC-related 
cnrip.. or i ! <  gcryr3~bIc rcyii)n. r~nlcss I am a~ithnri lcd to panicipatc h!. P,li.4("s dcsignatcd . .  . . 
agent> stl?ics official. Tltls recujal \+i l l  bar ni? panlclpation !n :?!iJ artictilar nla?tzr rcgar.Jir!ii 
i'nciiitics Ivhnse tbrccs. n~issin!is. or inst3iiations ma!. hc transtlrrcri 10. ~z \ r - ~ / j  8% f;~". t h t  
geographic region otthat state. local. or pr i~ate  sector BRAC-related entity. 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

w WASHINGTON DC 

0 7 JUN 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION (HONORABLE ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI) 

SUBJECT: Department of Defense Recommendation to Realign Eielson AFB, Alaska and 
Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota 

We would like to take this opportunity to provide you information on the U.S. Air Force 
vision for Eielson Air Force Base (AFB), Alaska and Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota and the 
significant role these installations will play as the Air Force implements its Future Total Force. 

The Secretary of Defense accepted Air Force recommendations to realign, but not close, 
Eielson and Grand Forks AFBs. Our recommendations, while somewhat unusual as they did 
not permanently assign additional aircraft to these bases as part of realignment, considered the 
long-term military value of both installations. During our May 17, 2005 testimony to your 
commission, we attempted to convey our vision for these bases and the important contributions 
they will make to the Air Force's ability to confront the new and evolving threats of the 21St 
Century. 

Attached are two papers describing this vision more clearly. We hope you and the 
members of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission will find this information helpful. 

Chief of Staff 

Attachments: 
1. Background Paper on Eielson AFB 
2. Background Paper on Grand Forks AFB 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 

ON 

REALIGNMENT OF EIELSON AIR FORCE BASE, ALASKA 

PURPOSE 

Provide Air Force Vision for Eielson Air Force Base (AFB) realignment and how this base will 
contribute to Air Force Future Total Force missions and initiatives. 

DISCUSSION 

Eielson AFB provides immediate and easy access to a vast airspace and range complex - a dwindling 
resource in other United States and overseas locations - about three times larger than the range and 
airspace complex available to Red Flag (the United States Air Force's largest aerial combat exercise 
hosted in Nevada). This is only a fraction of the huge amount of airspace that is temporarily 
established in Alaska for use during large, joint and international exercises. In a region of the world 
with rapidly expanding strategic importance and growing engagement strategy demands, access to 
this base is critical to the effective execution of fbture cooperative Cope Thunder joint and coalition 
readiness exercises. Cope Thunder, the largest air combat exercise in the Pacific, recently hosted 
Australia, Singapore, the United Kingdom, and Japan during a two-week exercise. Additionally, 

(II Eielson AFB's long summer daylight hours and close proximity to Army installations increases the 
opportunities to provide valuable training to our deploying Air Expeditionary Force units. 
Furthermore, the availability of heated hangars that the realignment will provide would significantly 
expand our ability to increase effective training and coalition building events into late fall and early 
spring months potentially increasing the overall number of events per year. 

The realignment of Eielson AFB will also retain the capability to support PACAF and 
Alaska/NORAD operational missions accomplished by an Air National Guard reheling squadron 
(with a proposed Active Associate) as well as current search and rescue detachments. Keeping 
Eielson AFB open, as BRAC recommends, provides a strategic deployment location for any future 
contingency, while continuing to support DoD missions in the region. 

We estimate nearly two-thirds of the remaining physical infrastructure at Eielson AFB would be 
retained in filly operational condition (including mission facilities, runway, taxiways, ramps, hangars, 
munitions storage, maintenance, power & heat plants, water & waste water systems, lodging, dining 
facility, etc.) to support the missions outlined above. The remaining third of Eielson AFB's facilities 
would be available to support surge requirements such as additional exercises and contingency 
deployments. 

CONCLUSION 

Realigning and retaining Eielson AFB ensures the Air Force has access to expansive cold weather 
facilities and ranges necessary for Future Total Force integration initiatives and Pacific Rim 

V engagement strategies. 

Lt Col Roelofs/HAF/XPFDl(703) 588-5410103 June 2005 

DCN: 12277



BACKGROUND PAPER 

REALIGNMENT OF GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA 

PURPOSE 

Provide Air Force Vision for Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota realignment and how 
this base will contribute to Air Force Future Total Force (FTF) missions and initiatives. 

DISCUSSION 

Grand Forks AFB provides a strategic presence in the north central United States and received the 
highest UAV score of any Air Force location within the region. Establishing a cold weather UAV 
center is necessary to advance training and system development to ensure these vehicles can be 
operated worldwide, all weather, and under a wider set of operational circumstances - much like the 
conditions encountered in Operation ENDURING FREEDOM and Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. 
Vast amounts of airspace over limited populations make Grand Forks AFB well suited for this 
mission. We will work with the Federal Aviation Administration and the state of North Dakota to 
create operating airspace where appropriate and necessary. Furthermore, the University of North 
Dakota's Aerospace Studies program, which is located at Grand Forks, offers some unique 
opportunities to focus on the UAV efforts for the Air Force and other Services. North Dakota also 
gives us UAV location closer to the east coast without the difficult issues ofjet route and air traffic 
avoidance and density. A snapshot of air traffic in North Dakota repeatedly shows few traffic 
deconfliction requirements - a valuable location for the future employment of remotely piloted 
vehicles. 

Specifically, the Air Force strategic vision for Grand Forks AFB is to become a home to a "family of 
UAVs," with associated intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance support functions. In 
cooperation with the North Dakota Air National Guard (ANG), the Air Force would establish a 
Predator MQ- 1 ANG unit with an Active Duty Associate unit to backfill F-16 retirements at Fargo's 
Hector Field. The initial configuration could be a split operation with the ground control and 
intelligence analysis fbnctions operating at a location selected by the North Dakota ANG and with 
the airframes and launch recovery element located at Grand Forks AFB. Growth of this mission will 
include transition to the Predator MQ-9, eventually add the Global Hawk UAV with the Grand Forks 
Tanker realignment, and FTF emerging missions and associations at both locations. 

CONCLUSION 

Realigning and retaining Grand Forks AFB affords the Air Force the opportunity to take advantage 
of Future Total Force integration initiatives to capture highly skilled Airmen for emerging mission 
requirements. The decision to reduce force structure in North Dakota provides the opportunity to 
ramp up UAV capabilities. 

Lt Col Roelofs/HAF/XPFDl(703) 588-5410103 June 2005 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

0 7 JUN 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION (HONORABLE ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI) 

SUBJECT: Department of Defense Recommendation to Realign Eielson AFB, Alaska and 
Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota 

We would like to take this opportunity to provide you information on the U.S. Air Force 
vision for Eielson Air Force Base (AFB), Alaska and Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota and the 
significant role these installations will play as the Air Force implements its Future Total Force. 

The Secretary of Defense accepted Air Force recommendations to realign, but not close, 
Eielson and Grand Forks AFBs. Our recommendations, while somewhat unusual as they did 
not permanently assign additional aircraft to these bases as part of realignment, considered the 
long-term military value of both installations. During our May 17,2005 testimony to your 
commission, we attempted to convey our vision for these bases and the important contributions 
they will make to the Air Force's ability to confront the new and evolving threats of the 2 1 
Century. 

Attached are two papers describing this vision more clearly. We hope you and the 
members of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission will find this information helpful. 

Chief of Staff 

Attachments: 
1. Background Paper on Eielson AFB 
2. Background Paper on Grand Forks AFB 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 

ON 

REALIGNMENT OF EIELSON AIR FORCE BASE, ALASKA 

PURPOSE 

Provide Air Force Vision for Eielson Air Force Base (AFB) realignment and how this base will 
contribute to Air Force Future Total Force missions and initiatives. 

DISCUSSION 

Eielson AFB provides immediate and easy access to a vast airspace and range complex - a dwindling 
resource in other United States and overseas locations - about three times larger than the range and 
airspace complex available to Red Flag (the United States Air Force's largest aerial combat exercise 
hosted in Nevada). This is only a fraction of the huge amount of airspace that is temporarily 
established in Alaska for use during large, joint and international exercises. In a region of the world 
with rapidly expanding strategic importance and growing engagement strategy demands, access to 
this base is critical to the effective execution of hture cooperative Cope Thunder joint and coalition 
readiness exercises. Cope Thunder, the largest air combat exercise in the Pacific, recently hosted 
Australia, Singapore, the United Kingdom, and Japan during a two-week exercise. Additionally, 
Eielson AFB's long summer daylight hours and close proximity to Army installations increases the 
opportunities to provide valuable training to our deploying Air Expeditionary Force units. 
Furthermore, the availability of heated hangars that the realignment will provide would significantly 
expand our ability to increase effective training and coalition building events into late fall and early 
spring months potentially increasing the overall number of events per year. 

The realignment of Eielson AFB will also retain the capability to support PACAF and 
AlaskahJORAD operational missions accomplished by an Air National Guard reheling squadron 
(with a proposed Active Associate) as well as current search and rescue detachments. Keeping 
Eielson AFB open, as BRAC recommends, provides a strategic deployment location for any hture 
contingency, while continuing to support DoD missions in the region. 

We estimate nearly two-thirds of the remaining physical infrastructure at Eielson AFB would be 
retained in fully operational condition (including mission facilities, runway, taxiways, ramps, hangars, 
munitions storage, maintenance, power & heat plants, water & waste water systems, lodging, dining 
facility, etc.) to support the missions outlined above. The remaining third of Eielson AFB's facilities 
would be available to support surge requirements such as additional exercises and contingency 
deployments. 

CONCLUSION 

Realigning and retaining Eielson AFB ensures the Air Force has access to expansive cold weather 
facilities and ranges necessary for Future Total Force integration initiatives and Pacific Rim 
engagement strategies. 

Lt Col Roelofs/HAF/XPFD/(703) 588-54 1 0/03 June 2005 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 

REALIGNMENT OF GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA 

PURPOSE 

Provide Air Force Vision for Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota realignment and how 
this base will contribute to Air Force Future Total Force (FTF) missions and initiatives. 

DISCUSSION 

Grand Forks AFB provides a strategic presence in the north central United States and received the 
highest UAV score of any Air Force location within the region. Establishing a cold weather UAV 
center is necessary to advance training and system development to ensure these vehicles can be 
operated worldwide, all weather, and under a wider set of operational circumstances - much like the 
conditions encountered in Operation ENDURING FREEDOM and Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. 
Vast amounts of airspace over limited populations make Grand Forks AFB well suited for this 
mission. We will work with the Federal Aviation Administration and the state of North Dakota to 
create operating airspace where appropriate and necessary. Furthermore, the University of North 
Dakota's Aerospace Studies program, which is located at Grand Forks, offers some unique 
opportunities to focus on the UAV efforts for the Air Force and other Services. North Dakota also 
gives us UAV location closer to the east coast without the difficult issues of jet route and air traffic 
avoidance and density. A snapshot of air traffic in North Dakota repeatedly shows few traffic 
deconfliction requirements - a valuable location for the future employment of remotely piloted 
vehicles. 

Specifically, the Air Force strategic vision for Grand Forks AFB is to become a home to a "family of 
UAVs," with associated intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance support hnctions. In 
cooperation with the North Dakota Air National Guard (ANG), the Air Force would establish a 
Predator MQ-1 ANG unit with an Active Duty Associate unit to backfill F-16 retirements at Fargo's 
Hector Field. The initial configuration could be a split operation with the ground control and 
intelligence analysis functions operating at a location selected by the North Dakota ANG and with 
the airframes and launch recovery element located at Grand Forks AFB. Growth of this mission will 
include transition to the Predator MQ-9, eventually add the Global Hawk UAV with the Grand Forks 
Tanker realignment, and FTF emerging missions and associations at both locations. 

CONCLUSION 

Realigning and retaining Grand Forks AFB affords the Air Force the opportunity to take advantage 
of Future Total Force integration initiatives to capture highly skilled Airmen for emerging mission 
requirements. The decision to reduce force structure in North Dakota provides the opportunity to 
ramp up UAV capabilities. 

Lt Col Roelofs/HAF/XPFD/(703) 588-5410103 June 2005 
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June 3,2005 

Mr. Anthony Principi 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 S. ('lark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington. Virginia 22202 

Dear Mr. Principi: 

I have just hung up the telephone from our conversation, and I do thank you for returning 
my call. I know that you are very busy and apprcciatc your calling tnc during your 
travels. 

r As I stated in our conversation: and as we discusscd before the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations for base realigntnerlt and closure \%ere released, I think that i t  is 
important for you to visit thc Wesl Virginia National Guard's 130th Airlift Wing and scc 
first-hand the strengths of that unit which \vcrc ignored in the Secrctary's 
recommendations. I know that your time is vcry limited, and your continued pledge to 
visit Charleston is appreciated. Plcase let me knoiv at your carlicst convcnicnct: u.hen 
you would be able to schcdulc your trip to Charleston. 

1 shall be in firrthcr cont:tct with you regarding the North Carolina field hearing, which I 
presently liopc to attend. 1 look fonvard to talking with you soon. 

With kind regards, 1 am 

inccrely yours, 

Kobcrt C .  Hyrd 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
"12 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

M July 28,2005 

The HonorableJeb Bush 
The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, El 32399-0001 

Dear Governor Bush: 

Dunkg the Base Closure and Realignment Commission's Regional Hearing at New Orleans 
on 22Julv, severalmembers of the Florida delegation suggested relocating the Navy's east 
coast MasterJet Base, presently at Oceana Naval Air Station in Virginia? to Cecil Field. You, 
however, did not mention the possibility of such a move in your remarks. 

Ifyou do in fact support the move, the Commission would appreciate your writen 
comments regarding this concept in order for the present Cecil Field complex to be 
considered as a potential alternative site. The Department ofDefense and the Navy would 
require the removal of all the industn'al and commercial activities (non-DoD related) 
presently operatiog at the Cecil Field complex so that the Navy AlasterJet Base would be 
able to conduct contiouous, unencumbered fight operations, training and other required 
m i l i t q  activities. Addition* a suitable outlMg field would be required to conduct high 
tempo fight operations. 

Please advise the Commission whether the state and localgovernments have fomalinterest 
in the concept and would support, direct or comply with the foregohg conditions and any 
other restrictions (for example, enviionmental restrictions &om building methin the fence 
line, encroachment into dear zones or accident potential zones, etc.) that may arise should 
the BRAC Commission consider the relocation of the Navy's Master Jet Base to Cecil Field 
as a potential alternative. In addition, the Commission would be int&ested in knorving 
whether your ofice has communicated its interest in pursuing this concept with the 
Department ofDefense or the Department of the N a r y  and the outcome of those 
communications. 

Your timely response help the Commission to better understand the feasibility of such 
an option pnbr to our &al deliberations now scheduled for the week ofAugust ZZnd. 
Naturdy, we will be reviewing operational and legislative issues regarding this 
consideration on a par& track to your research and reply activity. 

Sincerely, ,, j 

Chairman: Anthony J .  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

w USN (Ret).The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

i "25 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Telephone: 703-699-2950 

July 28,2005 

The HonorableJeb Bush 
The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Fl32399-0001 

Dear Governor Bush: 

During the Base Closure and Realignment Commission's Regional Heanng at New Orleans 
on ZZJuy, severalmembers of  the Honnda delegation suggested relocating the Navy's east 
coast MasterJet Base, presently at Oceana Naval Air Station in Vkirginia, to Cecil Field. You, 
however, did not mention the possibility of such a move ii your remarks. 

Ifyou do in fact support the move, the Commi'ssion would appreciate your written 
comments regarding this concept in order for the present Cecil Field complex to be 
considered as a potential alternative site. ?lie Department o f  Defense and the Navy would 
require the removd of a.0 the industrial and commercial actiw'ties (non-DoD related) 
presently operahg at the Cecil Field complex so that the Nary MasterJet Base would be 
able to conduct continuous, unencumbered fight operations, tra'ning and other required 
military activities. Additiondfi a suitable ourlMgf?eld would be required to conduct figh 
tempo W h t  operations. 

Please advise the Com'ssion whether the state andlocalgovernments have formalinterest 
in the concept and would support, d~drct or comply with the foregoing conditions and any 
other restti'ctions (for example, environmental restnktions fiom building within the fence 
line, encroachment into clear zones or accident potential zones, etc,) that may m'se should 
the BRAC Commission consider the relocation of the Navy's MasterJet Base to Cecil Field 
as a potentid afternative. In addition, the Commission would be interested in knowing 
whether your ofice has communicated its hierest in pursuing tfis concept with the 
Department of Defense or the Depament of the Nary and the outcome of those 
communications. 

Your timely response d he& the Commission to better understand the feasibility of such 
an option prior to our fial deliberations now scheduled for the week ofAugust 22nd. 
Natural&, we wiU be revierving operational and legilative issues regarding this 
consideration on a pardeI track to your research and reply activity. 

Sincerely, .,. / 

Chairman: Anthony J .  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton. USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner. Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 

DCN: 12277



B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

2 5 2 1  S O U T H  C L A R K  S T R E E T ,  S U I T E  6 0 0  

A R L I N G T O N ,  V A  2 2 2 0 2  

P H O N E :  7 0 3 - 6 9 9 - 2 9 5 0  
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F A C S I M I L E  T R A N S M I T T A L  S H E E T  

TO: 

Governor Bell; A?TN Kevin Rasch 
FROM: 

General Counsel 
COMPANY: DATE: 

State of Connecticut JULY 23,2005 
FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. O F  I'AGES INCLUDING COVER: 

(860) 524-7391 2 
P H O N E  NUMBER: SENDER'S TELEPHONE NUMBER: 

(860) 524-7316 See above 
RE: 

FOIA request of July 15,2005 
SENDER'S FAX NUMBER: 

See above 

URGENT FOR REVIEW PLEASE COMMENT PLEASE REPLY PLEASE RECYCLE 

B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

( B R A C )  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND R E U I G N W N T  COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CXARKSTREET, SUITE 600 

ALEX4NDRZA, VA 22202 
TELGPHONE: 703-699-2950 

FAX: 703-699-2975 

July 23,2005 

The Honorable M. Jodi Rell 
Governor, State of Connecticut 
Executive Chambers 
Hartford, Connecticut 06 106 

Dear Governor Rell: 

This is in response to your July 15,2005 Freedom of Information request for access to and copies of any 
and all documents prepared by or for the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission or the United States Department of Defense (DoD) concerning the use of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended and codified at 10 U.S.C. Section 2687, to relocate, 
disband or move Air National Guard units from one state to another as part of the BRAC Commission's 
2005 defense base closure and realignment recommendations. 

The BRAC Commission is independent of the DoD and other Executive Branch agencies and 
consequently does not have access to any DoD documents other than those that are generally available to 
the public. However, BRAC-related documents of potential interest to you can be found on both the DoD 
and the BRAC Commission web sites. 

A search of our files located no records responsive to your request other than the BRAC Commission 
white paper: Discussion of Legal and Policy Considerations Related to Certain Base Closure and 
Realignment Recommendations dated July 11,2005, which I was told you already possess by a member 
of your staff. 

You may find interesting two memorandum recently released by the Congressional Research Service 
(CRS) concerning the realignment and closure of National Guard facilities. The memoranda are available 
on the CRS website. 

We will consider your request to be continuing and will provide you with documents of the nature you 
have requested if and when we either prepare them or gain access to them. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

July 22,2005 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510-3 101 

Dear Senator Domenici: 

I am responding to your letter of July 13,2005 in which you express concern about the effect of 
possible recusals on votes taken at hearings conducted by the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) Commission. 

Currently, four commissioners have recused themselves from participation in matters relating to 
installations in their home states. Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves, in 
accordance with ethics agreements they signed during the nomination process, because of BRAC- 
related activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray recused himself 
because of his long-time representation of Nevada in the Congress and other public offices. 
Commissioner Hansen recused himself with regard to Utah for the same reason. Both Commissioner 
Bilbray and Hansen recused themselves to avoid any appearance of loss of impartiality and with full 
realization that they were not required to do so by the ethics statute. As a result of their recusals, the 
four commissioners cannot deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states 
or to installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments or 
installations in their home states. 

The affect of the recusals with regard to each installation being considered by the Commission has 
yet to be determined and will only be known once recommendations are fully developed through our 
review and analysis process. Only then will we know the reach and breadth of the recommendation. 
For example, if there is no mention of aircraft in a recommendation, or if the relocation site of 
aircraft is not specified, then no commissioners would be recused from voting on the installation 
unless it was located in one of the four states identified above. 

While there is uncertainty at this time about who will able to vote on particular recommendations, 
please be assured that we will make every effort to ensure full participation in all votes by as many 
commissioners as possible. 

Thank you for your letter and please let me know if you have further concerns. 

Chairman 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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FACSIMILE T R A N S M I T T A L  S H E E T  

- 

TO:  PROM: 

Scott Stuckey David Hague 
COMPANY: DATE: 

SASC JULY 14,2005 
FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO.  O P  PAGES 1NCI.UDING COVER: 

202-228-0037 
P H O N E  NUMBER: SENDER'S TEL1':PHONE NUMBER 

703-699-2953 
RE: SENDER'S FAX NUMBt!R: 

URGEN'I' FOR REVIEW PLEASE COMMr3NT PLEASE REP1.Y PLEASE RECYCLE 

N OTESICOMMENTS: 

Hard copy to follow by mail. 

B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

( B  R A C )  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chairman: The Honorable Anthony I. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable lames H. Blbray The Honorable hrillp E. Coyle 111 Admirable Harold W. Gehman, lr., USN (Ret.) . The Honorable lames V. Hansen 

General James T. Hill, USA (Ret.) . General Uoyd W. Newton, USAF (Ret.) - The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner . Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner. USAF (Ret.) 
Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 

July 14,2005 

Ch.1rm.n: 
me Hononble Anthonv 1. ~clwloi  
Commiuionen: 

. . 
me Honorable lam H. Bllbny 
The Honorable Phlllp E. Coyk 111 
Adrnmral Hamld W. Gchman, lr . .  USN (Ret.) 
mc Honorable lames v, Hansen 
Genwal l a m a  T. Hill, USA (net.) 
General Uovd W. NMon. USAF 1Ret.l 
me Iiononble Samuel ~.sklnm; ' 
Bngadler Gcmnl Sue Ellen Turner. USAF (Re1 

The Honorable John W. Warner 
United States Senate 
225 Russell Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Warner: 

I wish to further inform you concerning the status of the Commissioners and staff members of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission on ethics-related matters. I reported to 
you by letter of May 23,2005, that the BRAC Commission was in compliance with the ethics review 
requirements mandated by statute and applicable regulations. Pursuant to that review, appropriate ethics 
waivers were issued, and recusals by certain Commissioners were entered into the record. 

In response to the possibility of adding military installations that do not appear on the Secretary of 
Defense's list of recommendations for closures and realignments, an additional ethics review has now 
been completed. As a result, new ethics waivers have been issued in consultation with the Office of 
Government Ethics and the Department of Defense's Office of General Counsel. Except as noted in my 
letter to you of May 23, 2005, all Commission members remain able to participate fully in the BRAC 
process. 

In addition, a rigorous ethics training program for all BRAC Commission staff members along with a 
full review of their financial disclosure statements has been completed. Thus, the Commission is now 
and will remain in full compliance with all mandatory ethics laws and regulations. Continued vigilance 
and self-reporting will ensure that any future conflicts of interest that may arise with respect to the 
Commissioners or staff members will be quickly identified and remedied. 

You may be assured that the public integrity requirements of the Commission have been fully met. 

Senator Levin has been informed by separate correspondence of the satisfactory completion of this 
ethics review. 
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COMPANY: DATE: 
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PHONE NUMBER: 
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SENDER'S TELEPHONE NUMBER: 
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RE: SENDER'S FAX NUMBER: 
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B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

( B R A C )  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chairman: The Honorable Anthony I. Principi 
Commisslonen: The Honorable lames H. Bilbray . The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111 - Admirable Harold W. Gehman, lr . ,  USN (Ret.) . The Honorable James V. Hansen 

General lames T. HIII, USA (Ret.) . General Uoyd W. Newton, USAF (Ret.) The Honorable Samuel K.  Skinner - Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret.) 
Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 

July 14,2005 

Chairman: 
mt HonorabM AnWnv 1. Wncl~l 
Commkslonon: 

. . 
me HonorabK lame H. Bllbny 
The Honorable mlltp E. Coylc 111 
Admtnl Ham'! W. Gehman, lr., USN (net.) 
The Honorable l a m s  v. nawn 
General lame) T. Hlll, USA ( l e t . )  
Genenl Uovd W. ~elrmn. USAF (net ) 
The Hononbk Samuel K. Sklnner 
Bflgadler Genenl Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (nu . )  

The Honorable Carl Levin 
United States Senate 
269 Russell Offtce Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Levin: 

I wish to further inform you concerning the status of the Commissioners and staff members of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission on ethics-related matters. I reported to 
you by letter of May 23, 2005, that the BRAC Commission was in compliance with the ethics review 
requirements mandated by statute and applicable regulations. Pursuant to that review, appropriate ethics 
waivers were issued, and recusals by certain Commissioners were entered into the record. 

In response to the possibility of adding military installations that did not appear on the Secretary of 
Defense's list of recommendations for closures and realignments, an additional ethics review has now 
been completed. As a result, new ethics waivers have been issued in consultation with the Office of 
Government Ethics and the Department of Defense's Office of General Counsel. Except as noted in my 
letter to you of May 23, 2005, all Commission members remain able to participate fully in the BFL4C 
process. 

In addition, a rigorous ethics training program for all BRAC Commission staff members along with a 
full review of their financial disclosure statements has been completed. Thus, the Commission is now 
and will remain in full compliance with all mandatory ethics laws and regulations. Continued vigilance 
and self-reporting will ensure that any future conflicts of interest that may arise with respect to the 
Commissioners or staff members will be quickly identified and remedied. 

You may be assured that the public integrity requirements of the Commission have been fully met. 

Senator Warner has been informed by separate correspondence of the satisfactory completion of this 
ethics review. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

9 July 2005 

Dr. Ruth A. David 
President & Chief Executive Officer 
Analytic Services, Inc. 
2900 South Quincy St., Suite 800 
Arlington, VA 22206 

I have had the pleasure of observing and working on a daily basis with personnel 
from your ANSER organization now over the past two months. The purpose of this letter 
is to ensure that you and key ANSER leadership are aware of the responsiveness and 
overall professional performance of our BRAC Support Team, under the exceptional 
leadership of Chris Cole and his ANSER Team. 

Even before the BRAC Commission stood up, and as we were in the throes of 
defining ourselves during those short and demanding weeks before the Base Closure List 
was released on May 13, ANSER's creativity and innovation in structuring this key 
Presidential Commission was over and above the demanding 1995 model. ANSER is an 
essential and irreplaceable element to supporting the Commissioners in their critical 
tasking and, most importantly, the American public and the President. 

ANSER has come through with initiatives over and above the agreed upon 
statement of work contracted in late April. Major accomplishments included the 
production of a superlative website that now serves as the Commission's main conduit to 
the public, with over three million hits to date, to an innovative electronic Early Bird and 
a daily document update for staff review, and an E-Library reconfiguration to full-text 
availability to Congress and the public. If the BRAC Commission had to do it over 
again, we would contract all support activities to ANSER. You have a superlative 
organization, to include the special leadership and enthusiasm of Forrest Horton and 
Steve Bull. Congratulations to you and your team for a job well done. 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray. The Honorable Philip E. Coyle Ill .  Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton. USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
963 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA eeeoe 
Telephone: 703-699-3950 

July 1,2005 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1400 Defense Pentagon 

Dear Secre 

As you are aware. (before the Base Closure and Realignment Commission can even consider 
making a change in your recommendations that would add military installations for closure or 
realignment, or expand a realignment, we are required by Section 2914(d)(3) of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, to seek an explanation from you as to why 
such actions were not included on your May 13,2005 list. A series of issues on installations on 
which we seek such explanation is enclosed. No deliberation will be made on whether to include 
any of these installations for further study of closure or realignment until the Commission's open 
hearing of July 19,2005. Therefore, we would greatly appreciate receipt of your explanation no 
later than July 18*. 

In addition, we invite you or your representative to elaborate on these explanations at a public 
hearing to be held in the Washington, D.C. area at 8:30 a.m. on July 18,2005. 

If, at the July 19 hearing, seven or more Commissioners support adding an installation to your list 
for consideration, at least two Commissioners will visit each of the installations added to your list 
and public hearings will be conducted regarding them. While this is a requirement of law, the 
Commission's view is that such public hearings are not only mandatory, but also highly desirable. 

At the Commission's final deliberations during the week of August 22, the vote of at least seven 
Commissioners will be required to effect any change in your recommendations that would close 
or realign an installation that you did not recommend for such closure or realignment, or expand a 
realignment that you recommended. 

Your assistance in complying with this stringent timetable will be greatly appreciated. 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Enclosure 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E Coyle 111. Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr.. 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret). The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner. Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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1. MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT SAN DIEGO, CA 

ISSUE: 
Why was Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) San Diego, CA, not closed and 
consolidated with Marine Corps recruit training at MCRD Parris Island, SC? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
The Marine Corps operates two stand-alone recruit depots -- one on each coast. 
Consolidation of all recruit training to MCRD Pams Island generates training 
efficiencies, reduces excess capacity, and saves recumng costs due to fence-line closure 
of MCRD San Diego, and may generate offsetting revenues due to potential commercial 
development after a DoD property transfer. Consolidating recruit training at one location 
may theoretically increase operational risks; however, the Department of Navy and Air 
Force have successfblly implemented similar transformational options experiencing little 
or no actual risk to recruit training while maintaining a surge capability. Military value 
of MCRD San Diego is lower than MCRD Parris Island partially due to encroachment 
and land constraints. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
None 

2. NAVAL SHIPYARD PEARL HARBOR, HI 

ISSUE: 
Why was the Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor, HI, not closed and the ship depot repair 
function realigned to Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA; Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME; and 
Naval Shipyard Puget Sound, WA? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Four naval shipyards perform depot-level ship refueling, modernization, overhaul and 
repair work. There appears to be sufficient excess capacity in the aggregate across the 
four shipyards to close either Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor or Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth. Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor is less eficient than Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth, according to Department of Navy data and additional savings could be found 
fiom reduced unit costs at the receiving shipyards because of a higher volume of work. 
Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor has low military value compared to other shipyards 
according to DoD analysis supporting the recommendation to close Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
= DON-23: Close Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME 
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JJ 3. NAVAL AIR STATION BRUNSWICK, ME 

ISSUE: 
What considerations were given to a complete closure of Naval Air Station Brunswick, 
ME, and what were the driving factors in deciding on realignment? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Closure would appear to reduce excess capacity, may save approximately four times 
more than DoD's realignment recommendation and could open land to State or 
community development to offset economic impact. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
DON-] 8: Realign Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME 

4. NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX, SAN DIEGO, CA 

ISSUE: 
Why was the Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, CA, not considered for closure and 
realignment of existing functions to Naval Station San Diego, CA? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Consolidating Navy activities in a more secure location at the Naval Station complex at 
32" Street could improve security and allow for fuhlre commercial development. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
None 

5. REALIGNMENT OF NAVAL MASTER JET BASE 

ISSUE: 
What consideration was given to the realignment of the Master Jet Base located at NAS 
Oceana, VA, to Moody AFB, GA? Was movement of the assets assigned to Moody 
AFB, GA to Cannon AFB, NM, considered and if so, what were the driving 
considerations not to do so? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Realigning the Master Jet Base at NAS Oceana, VA, to Moody AFB, GA, would appear 
to alleviate the severe encroachment which affects NAS Oceana training and operations 
as well as operations at the outlying field, Fentress OLF. Moody AFB, GA, would 
appear to have the necessary room for expansion and suffers less encroachment. Cannon 
AFB, NM, would appear to have ample space and facilities to accommodate any aircraft 
currently operating or planned for movement to Moody AFB, NM. 
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ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMhIENDATION: 
AF-6: Realign Eielson AFB 

Irr AF-32: Close Cannon AFB 
AF-35: Maintenance realignment fiom Shaw AFB 
E&T-14: Realignment of Undergraduate Pilot Training. 

6. GALENA AIRPORT FORWARD OPERATING LOCATION (FOL), AK 

ISSUE: 
Was any consideration given to merging the missions of Galena FOL, AK, and Eielson 
AFB, AK? Why does the United States need to maintain two FOLs in Alaska, given the 
current national security environment and 20-year threat assessment? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Galena is one of two FOLs in Alaska that serve as alert bases for air intercept aircraft in 
support of North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) missions. The 
requirement for maintaining two FOLs in Alaska may no longer be valid. The mission 
could be accomplished by maintaining one FOL and two Air Force bases in Alaska. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
AF-6: Eielson AFB, AK; Moody AFB, GA; and Shaw AFB, GA 
AF-7: Kulis Air Guard Station, AK; and Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK 
AF-18: Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID; Nellis Air Force Base, NV; and Elmendorf 
Air Force Base, AK 
AF-43: Ellsworth Air Force Base, SD; and Dyess Air Force Base, TX 

7. POPE AIR FORCE BASE, NC 

ISSUE: 
What considerations drove the recommendation to realign, rather close Pope AFB NC, 
under Fort Bragg, NC? Are the joint operational synergies that exist between the XVIII 
Airborne Corps and the 43Pd Airlift ~ i n g / 2 3 ~  Fighter Group able to be replicated from 
other locations? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
DoD appears to have determined that much of the benefits of the collocation of the joint 
forces that will operate together (CAS aircraft, operational planning staffs) are 
outweighed by the ability to schedule support as necessary through third parties. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
USA-8: Fort Gillem, GA 
USA-8: Fort McPherson, GA 
AF-35: Pope Air Force Base, NC, Pittsburgh International Airport Air Reserve Station, 
PA; and Yeager Air Guard Station, WV 
H&SA-35: Create Joint Mobilization Sites 
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8. GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, ND 

ISSUE: 
What considerations drove the recommendation to realign rather than close Grand Forks 
AFB, ND? What is the number of UAVs planned for assignment to Grand Forks AFB, 
ND, and what is the timing of the potential deployment? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
While there is no "emerging mission" programmed within the BRAC timeline (2006- 
201 l), there are indications that the Air Force is considering assigning UAVs to Grand 
Forks AFB, ND. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
AF-37: Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND 

9. AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

ISSUE: 
Were the Adjutants General and Governors of the States consulted in the re-allocation of 
aircraft, personnel, facilities and missions from their states? What impact does the 
realignment of the ANG have on the homeland defense and homeland security missions? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Many of the Air Force's recommendations address Air National Guard installations. 
While only four of these installations will completely close, many Guard installations 
will lose aircraft and personnel leaving only an "expeditionary combat support" unit 
remaining, with several states losing their entire flying missions. Many of these aircraft 
will relocate to other locations, which may negatively impact personnel recruiting and 
retention as well as State and Homeland Security missions. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDTION: 
Various 

10. DEFENSE FINANCE ACCOUNTING SERVICE 
DFAS Buckley Annex, CO 

= DFAS Columbus, OH 
DFAS Indianapolis, IN 

ISSUE: 
Why were keeping DFAS Buckley Annex, CO, DFAS Columbus, OH, and DFAS 
Indianapolis, IN, open and closing the remaining DFAS sites the only scenario 
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considered? Why did DoD not consider other options, which could have avoided military 
construction costs and possibly produced a more cost effective option? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Closing or realigning these installations may reduce operating and sustainment costs, 
balance mission and strategic redundancy requirements, eliminate excess capacity and 
avoid closing other DFAS installations that provide a lower locality pay and have an 
existing infrastructure for expansion without military construction or additional leasing. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
HSA-37: Defense Finance & Accounting Service 

11. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION 
Naval Postgraduate School Monterey, CA 
Defense Language Institute Monterey, CA 
Air Force Institute of Technology Wright Patterson AFB, OH 

ISSUE: 
What consideration was given to the closure or realignment of the Air Force Institute of 
Technology at Wright Patterson AFB, OH, and the Defense Language Institute at 
Monterey, CA, with Naval Postgraduate School at Monterey, CA, to create a 
consolidated professional development education center? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Consolidating the Professional Development Education currently provided by the Air 
Force Institute of Technology, the Naval Postgraduate School, and the Army's Defense 
Language Institute would provide significant savings and efficiencies to the Department 
of Defense by (1) eliminating redundant support structure for advanced education, (2) 
reducing infrastructure; and (3) consolidating command and instructional staff. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
None 

12. JOINT MEDICAL COMMAND HEADQUARTERS 
Navy Bureau of Medicine, Potomac Annex, DC 
Air Force Medical Command, Bolling AFB, DC 
TRICARE Management Authority, Leased Space, VA 
Office of the Army Surgeon General, Leased Space, VA 

ISSUE: 
What consideration was given to establishing a Joint Medical Command Headquarters, 
through collocation of disparate Department of Defense Surgeons General, at the 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, MD? 
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ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Such a consolidation could eliminate 166,000 square feet of leased space within the 
National Capitol Region and enable the closure of the Potomac Annex, DC. The 
National Naval Medical Center, MD, has a higher military value ranking than present 
locations. Establishing a Joint Medical Command Headquarters would take advantage of 
the transformation of legacy medical infrastructure proposed in recommendation MED-4, 
which establishes the Walter Reed National Military Medical Center, Bethesda, MD. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
MED-4: Walter Reed National Military Medical Center, Bethesda, MD 
TECH-5: Co-locate Extramural Research Program Managers 

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE SASE C L O S U R E  AND REALIGNMENT C O M M I S S I O N  
252 :  SOUT.! CLARKE STREET 

~ P L  i p iGT0 i~ i ,  \i& 2250.2 - .  
I J ( 7 9 2 )  659 2951~  

The Hononble James H. Bilbray 
Km&R 
3800 Howizrd Hughes Drive 7fh F1 
Las Vegas, NV 89109 

Dear Representative Bilbray: 

On behalf of the staff, I wodd like to extend you a fonllal welcome. We look 
fornard to supporting you to the fullest extent possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in orienting yoit to the issues facing the G?rnmission, the 
Ctmimn has requested that 1 provide you n copy of the law gowmino our 

? activities, our schedule for May and some BRAC background reading nmtenal for 
your penrral. The hearings on May 3"1 and will provide the opportunity for 
more in-depth background briefings as well as the opportunity for your specific 
questions to be answered. 

At the meeting on Map Pd at 5:00 pm, the Chairman will make some brief 
welcoming remarks and =view the schedule through September S, 2005. This will 
also be a time for yo11 to meet the senior staff and to have a brief tour of the 
Commission ofice. At 7:00 pm, the Chainrun proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's Chr i s  Steal; House here in Crystal City and hopes that 
you will join him. 

If you hatre any questions or any needs, please do not hesitlte to contnct me 
c.ban~gii~@u~o.,.hs.rnil. -- 

Very ~spectfufly, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT C O M M I S S I O N  
2521  SOUTK CCL/iRiCE STREET 

r=?LINGTOh, V.4 22202 
-EiEPi iONE (7C3) 69'3-245G 

Admiral Harold W. Gehman 
3725 L y d e i d  Drive 
l'irginia Beach, VA 23452 

Dear ,4dmiral Ge hman: 

On behalf of the staff, I would like to extend you a formal welcome. We look 
fornard to suppotting you to the fullest extent possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in olienting you to the issues facing the Commission, the 
Chninnan has requested that I provide you a copy of the law govelnino our 

P activities, our sc hedule for May and some BRAC bac kgmund reading matend for 
your perusal. The hearings on May 3"l and 1" will provide the opportunity for 
more in-depth background briefings as well as the opporrunity for your specific 

.I questions to be answered. 

At the meeting on May znd a t  5:00 pm, the Chairman will make some brief 
~velconing remarks and review the schedule thrnugh September 8,2005. This will 
also be a time for you to meet the senior staff and to have a brief tour of the 
Commission office. At 7:00 pm, the Chairman proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's Chris Steak House hem in Crystal City and hopes that 
you will join him. 

If you have any questions or any needs, please do not hesitate to contact me 
c.b~a~glis@n.so.\-chs.r~~il. 

Very respectfblly, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REP.LIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SDUTti CLARKE STREET 

.&PI IP;GTf)F.I, 'JF 222C12 
TELEPHONE (703) 599-295C 

CommlHDntn: 
Ih. nom,.IY jrmn * .mn" 
mr manwarn RJQ e COT* I I I  
- o w n o *  nxw w Gmmn, ~r USN rh*! I 
Ih. *DM.tW hmn v "MU" 
a n r n r  > ~ u T ,  MI. USA thrt J 

~ W * r * l  MI* W *.nw, USAS In.) I 
ma nonrralk %mu.@ K slsnnrt 
Bnoaaml W m l  M CH.o T u r n .  UW tan I 

The Honorable James V. Hansen 
399 O;zk Lnne 
Farmington, UT 83025 

Dear Repnsentatix Hansen: 

On behalf of the staff, I would like to ex%nd you a formal welcome. We look 
forward to supporting you to the fidlest extent possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in orienting you to the issues facing the Cornnlission, the 
Chairman has requested that I provide vou n c a p  of the law governin- our 

3 activities, our schedule for May and some BRAC background rr;~ding m t e n a l  for 
your perusal. The henrings on May 3" and im ail1 pmvidc the oppomrrlity for 
motv in-depth baclcgmund briefings as well as d ~ c  opport~~~lity for your specific 
questions to be answered. 

At the meeting on May ?"' at 5:00 pm, the Chairman will make some brief 
welcoming remarks and xview the schedule through September 8,2005. This xirill 
also be a time for you to meet the senior staff and to have a brief tour of the 
Commission ofice. At 200 pm, the Chairman proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's Chnts Steak House here in Crystal City and hopes that 
you wi8 join him. 

If you hakt any questions or  any needs, please do not hesitate to contact me 
c= , i ? - . j~~~g~~@4~: .~ \  o.>vn>~rjij. 

Very ~spectfully, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOLJTH CLARKE STREET 

AP,L!NGTQ:<, : /A  22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2450 

Geneml James T. Hill 
439 Alharnbra Circle 
Goral Gables, FL 33134 

Dear General Hill: 

On behalf of the stzff, I would like to extend you s formal welcome. We look 
forward to suppotting you to the fullest ex-m possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In  an effort to assist in orienting you to the issues facing the Commission, the 
Chairno has requested that I provide you a copy of the law governin. our 

P activities, our schedule for May and some BR4C background reading ~natenal for 
your perusal. The hearings on May 3" and im -will provide the opportunity for 
Inore in-depth background briefings as well as the oppom~niq for your specific 
questions to be answered. 

At the meeting on May 2nd at 5:00 pm, the Chainnan will make some brief 
welcoming remarks and review the schedule through September 8,2005. This mill 
also be a time for you to meet the senior stqff and to have a brief tour of the 
Gornrnission office. At 7:00 pm, the Chairman proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's Chris Steak House here in Crystal City and hopes that 
you will join him. 

If you have any questions or any needs, please do not hesitqte to contact me 
~ . b a ~ ~ l i n @ i > v s u . r v h s . ~ ~ ~ i l .  

Very tespectfully, 

Executive ( ~ i r e c  toi 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CMQKE STREET 

APLJNGTO!.i, V k  222.32 
TELEPHONE: {703 j 699-2950 

General Lloyd W. Newton 
C/O Pmtt tk Whitney 
400 Main Street M/S 151-37 
East Hartford, CT 06108 

Dear Geneml Newtort: 

On behalf of the staff, I would like to emend you a formal welcome. We look 
fonvard to supporting you to the fullest extent possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in orienting you to the issues facing the Commission, the 
C h a i m n  has requested that I provide you a copy of the law governing our 
activities, our schedule for May and some BRAC backgmund reading mavrial for 
your perusal. The hearings on May 3" and 4" will provide the oppomnity for 
mom in-depth background briefings as well 3s the opportunity for your specific 

1 questions to be ansnrered. 

At the meeting on May Z~ at 5:00 prn, the Chairman will make some brief 
welcoming remarks and review the schedule through September 8,2005. This will 
also be a time for you to meet the senior staff and to have a brief tour of the 
Commission office. At 7:00 pm, the Chairman proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's Chris Steak House here in Crystal City and hopes that 
you will join him 

If you have any questions or any needs, please do not hesitate to contact me 
i&~~~~Iia@.~~o,\vh~.111ii. 

Very respectfdy, 

/ ;-  -. -- _1 

Executive irector 
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DEFENSE B A S E  CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
25.21 SOUTH CLARKE STREET 

ARLiNGTOK,  ?/A ,72202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

General Sue Ellen Turner 
14 10 Rain Song 
San Antonio, T S  78258 

Dear General Turner: 

O n  behalf of the stilff, I would like to extend you a fonnal welcome. We look 
fornard to supporting you ta the fullest e sen t  possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in orienting you to the issues facing the Commission, the 
Chairman has requested thnt I p m i d e  you a copy of the law govern in^ our 

? activities, our schedule for May and some B M C  background reading matenal for 
your perusal. The hearings on May 3" and 4' will provide the opportunity for 
nlore in-depth background briefings as well as the opportunity for your specific 
questions to be answered. 

At the meeting on May znd at 5:00 pm, the C h n i m n  will make some brief 
welcoming ~ n m r k s  and review the schedule through September 8,2005. This will 
also be a time for you to meet the senior s ~ f f  and to have a brief tour  of the 
Commission office. At 7:00 pm, the Chairman proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's C h r i s  Steak House he= in Crys~ l  City and hopes that 
you will join him. 

If you have any questions or any needs, please do not h e s i ~ t e  to contact me 
c .bn t t~s i i~Ot r so .~~~ks .mi l .  

Very respectfylly, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOLlTti CLARKE STREET 

AF?i!NGTOF\', V A  22252 
'ELEPYONE (703'1 699-i95G 

2 6 APR 2005 

Mr. Samuel IC- Skirmer 
Greenberg Tmurig, Suite 2400 
77 \cY1est \Yacker Drive 
Chicago, IL 60601 

Dear Mr. Skinner: 

On behalf of the staff, I .cvould like to exsend you n fomlal welcome. We look 
forward to supporting you to the Wiest exTent possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in orienting you to the issues facing the Cammission, the 
Chainmn has requested that I pmvide you a copy of the law governing our 
activities, our schedule for May and some D M  background reading material for 
your perusal. The hearings on May 3'' and 1" will provide the oppox~nity for 
mole in-depth background briefings as well as the oppoltuni~ for your specific 
questions to be answered. 

At the meeting on May 2""t 5:00 pm, the Chairman will make some brief 
welcoming remarks and review the schedule thmugh September 8,2005. This will 
also be a time for you to meet the senior staff and to have a brief tour of the 
Commission ofice, At 7:00 pm, the Chainnan proposes that we change the 
business venue m Ruth's Chris Steak House here in Crystal City and hopes that 
you will join him. 

If you have any questions or any needs, please do not hesitate to contact me 
c .  ban;?glia@~i~so.whsSrni1. 

Very respectfully,, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SO!ITII CLARKE STREET 

AFlLlidGTCIN, '/A 22202 
TELEPHONE (703) 699-2950 

. . . . . . . . -. - - -. 
RU Mnn.t*. >mr* * LIM," 
R* rn1OM.W .nN* I. a r m  I11 
romtr.5~ )un)(d w mnmm. I,.. mw (am I 
Ih. *onn.cn Jam% v. 
Gwr.11 )Ma 1. nts, UY (R.,.) 
c m . 1  h a  w -em. u w  (m.) 
nu Summ K. Stom 
msaw GN(*CII sw IIW T U ~ W .  uw 1 ~ 1 . 1  

2 6 AFR 2005 

Mr. Philip Coyle 
2139 Kew Drive 
Los .-eles, CA 90046 

Dear Mr. Coyle: 

On behalf of the staff, I would like to ex~end you a formal welcorne. We look 
fornard to supporting you to the fullest e m n t  possible for the unique challenge 
ahead, and to meeting you on Monday, May 2,2005. 

In an effort to assist in orienting you to the issues facing the Commission, the 
Chairman has requested that I provide you n copy of the law governin0 our  P activities, our schedule for May and some BRAC background reading matennl for 
your perusal. The hearings on May 3" and 4' nil1 provide the oppormr~ty for 
rno1c in-depth background briefings as well as the opportunity for your specific 
questions to be answered, 

At the meeting on May 2& at 5:00 pm, the Chaimn will make some brief 
welcoming ernarks and review the schedule through September 8,2005. This will 
also be a time for you to meet the senior staff and to have a brief tour of the 
Commission ofice. At 7:00 pin, the Chairman proposes that we change the 
business venue to Ruth's Chris Steak House here in Crystal City and hopes that 
you will join him. 

If you have any questions or any needs, please do not hesitate to conract me 
i.bam&li.?@u~u.whs.mii. 

Very respectfully, 
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OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1950 D E F E N S E  PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 - 1  950 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. Carmen C. Battnglia 

SUBJECT: Appointment of Designated Federd Officer (DFO) to the Defensc Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC 05) 

In accordance with the provisions of Sections 10(e) and 10(f) of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act, Public Law 92-463 (5 USC App 11, 1982), you are hereby appointed as the Designated 
Federal Officer (DFO) for the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comnlission (BRAC 05). 

In your capacity ;is the DFO. you will: 

Call, attend and adjourn corninittcc meetings; 
Approve agenda; 

0 h'laintain recluired records or1 costs and membership; 
* Ensure efficient operations; 

Maintain records for availability to the public; and 

w * Provicle copies of committee reports to the Library of Congrcss 

,/ Haward G. Becker 
Deputy Director 
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%**!#********&*% -.JOURNkL- ~ax$~&~*#~ ; . h ' ~? ( (w .k ' d~d* *~ .~#$*  DATE QpE-26-2mI.3Q Sa*W& TIME 16:2CJ a*X#traa*!+. 

NO. COMM. PkGES FILE DURATION X/R IDENTIFICQTIUN DATE TIME DIHGNOSTIC 

XMT a 997036969437 
XMT 997036969437 
XMT 3 997036969437 
XMT 3 997036969437 
RCU 
RCV 
RCV 
XMT 992027073304 
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B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

2 5 2 1  S O U T H  C L A R K  S T R E E T  

A R L I N G T O N ,  V A  2 2 2 0 2  

T E L E P H O N E :  7 0 3 - 6 9 9 - 2 9 5 0  

F A X :  7 0 3 - 6 9 9 - 2 7 3 5  

FACSIMILE T R A N S M I T T A L  S H E E T  

?'Q: FROM: 

Dan Else Charles Bamglia 
C0MIJAN\i: DATF. 

Library of Congress 4/26/2005 - 
FAX NUhlRER: 70T:IL NO. OF PAGES lNCLUDING COVER. 

202-707-3304 - 3 

PF [ONE NLblREk Sl,:Nl)lilC'S ' i ' l : l , t ~ . ~ ' ~  [ 0 N l J ,  NUktUEk 

703-699-2952 
RE: S l ~ N I ) l ~ l < ' S  l:;\X N C h i l { l t l ~ :  

703-699-2735 

LIKG E N ' T  FOR REVIEW PI.E:\SE C:OhIMFNT 1)I.EhS E Ki:I'I,Y I)I.EASE RECYCLE 

SOTES iC0kIhiEhFrS: 

J 
B A S E  CLOSURE AND R E A L l G N h i E N T  COMI\1lSSION 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARKE STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE (703 )  699-2958 

W m n :  
me m w e r a  * o v w v  I pmc~r 

April Zd, 2005 
Dn*n*.(ol.n, 
me HOlDnW Hmr H. Wrn" 
N monorn~  mnm I. CW* III 
m r e u m  wmd W. w w n ,  I,.. USN (UL) 
me m w e w a  1.11111 v. UIWR 
m u  I8mn r. mu. USA (Re.) 
G.mr.l UQI~  W. NLROn. llYC (R.I.) 
me w m r o u  UN* K. S W N ~  
mlaw QWWI sue OM Twn*, uw t u j  

UIWk DlrZIorl 
clwm UNpll. 

Mr. Daniel H. Else 
Speciaiist in National Defense 
Congressiond Resc:lrcl;r Service 
Library of  Congrcss 
Washington, D. C. 20540- 7210 

Dear Mr. Elw: 

I rr~ite to con6rn1 your ;cppcirrmce andpresmtirtion to the Base Closure and 
Re:zl~bonmenr CommissiionJs hegring at 930 ;rm, Tuesdgfi May 3,2003" in House 
C'mnon 334. 

Since t/.is hearing ui i i  S C ~ T  to orient and upd;ite BPd C Camrn~ssioncrs, your 
present;rtion s11ould foccls or] the /;lrr. and criteria gar-cmir~g the BRA C ;mcl the BRA C 
Commission 38 1 r ~ i 1  ZIS lcssons fi.*nrnerl from p:i,st BRA CT and issues being the ,3005 
Corn mission. 

Yozlr presentarion should be approximateiv 45 minutc*s foliorved by a question 
;md ansrr.c.rperiod 1fi.o IJ 11;) t'i* icny filrtf~cr questiuf~s, do  or hesit;;ltc* to cclnract Ine at 
703- 699-2332. 

DCN: 12277



Lai, Shirley, Ctr, WSO-BRAC 

From: Battaglia, Charles, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26,2005 253 PM 

Lai, Shirley, Ctr, WSO-BRAC 

u j e c t :  
Letter of Invitation to Testify to Congressional Research Servi ce 

Attachments: Ltr to CRS on May 3 hrg, Req to Testify.doc 

Shirley, pls prep the attached Itr on letterhead for my signature and fax to Dan Else, CRS 202-707-3304 

@i!! 
.tr to CRS on May 3 

hrg, Req t... 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chalnnan: The Honorable Anthony I. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable lames H. B~lbray . The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111 . Admirable Harold W. Gehman, lr., USN (Ret.) The Honorable lames V. Hans 

General lames T. Hill. USA (Ret.) . General Uoyd W. Newton. USAF (Ret.) . The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner . Brlgad~er General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret.) 
Executive Director: Charles Battaplia 

May 25,2005 

-"I: 
h mb* Anrmr I. mnclpl 
Ca-: 
m ma* I.- H. U I ~ ~ Y  
m w b *  WIP t. ~ q k  111 
Mmnl n a m  w. Gcmun. Jr., USN ( R e . )  
m MMRDC 1.- V. nanun 
GmerY ).ma 1. MIII. VY ( R a . )  - Uo*d W. Na*tm. USAF (net.) 
me mbk Smua K. Sklnrrr 
MO.dlG.neRI Sue Ellm Tu-. US4F (let.) 

Dl- 
&* 8.tupN. 

The Honorable John W. Warner 
United States Senate 
225 Russell Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Warner: 

The ethics review mandated by statute and regulation of the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission has been completed. Appropriate ethics 
waivers have been made in consultation with the Office of Government Ethics and the 
Department of Defense's Office of the General Counsel. Except as noted below, all 
Commission members are able to participate fully in the BRAC process. 

During an open hearing on May 19,2005, four members recused themselves from 
participation in matters relating to installations in their home states. In each instance, those 
recusals extend to installations in other states that are affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in the commissioner's home state. The commissioners took these actions to avoid 
any appearance of a lack of impartiality and to enhance the public's confidence in the integrity 
of the BRAC process. 

Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves because of their participation in 
BRAC-related activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray and 
Hansen recused themselves because of their long-time representation in the Congress and other 
public offices of Nevada and Utah respectively. As a result of their recusals, the commis- 
sioners cannot deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in their home states. 

The commissioners' financial statements were first reviewed incident to their confirmation 
by the Department of Defense General Counsel. I thoroughly reviewed them again after 
receiving the list of recommended closures and realignments from the Secretary of Defense. 
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I focused primarily on (1) real estate holdings in locations that may be affected by potential J BRAC-related realignments or closures; (2) holdings in environmental remediation companies 
that may have long-term contractual relationships with potential BRAC locations; (3) financial 
holdings and interests in companies with active contracts on military installations that were listed 
by the Secretary of Defense for possible realignments and/or closures that may give rise to a 
financial conflict of interest; and (4) personal and business relationships that may cause an actual 
or apparent loss of impartiality. I will conduct a similar review with regard to installations not 
on the Secretary's list that the Commission might consider, and inform you accordingly. 

The Commissioners who recused themselves from certain matters will not participate in the 
deliberation or voting regarding those matters. Even so, it is not expected that the Commission 
will ever lack the quorum necessary to conduct its business, including the possible addition of 
installations to the Secretary's list, an action that as you know would require seven votes. 

A rigorous ethics review and training program of all Commission staff members has also 
been completed. Continued vigilance and self-reporting will ensure that if any additional 
conflicts of interest arise with the Commissioners or staff members they will be quickly 
identified and appropriate remedial action will be taken. 

You may be assured that the public integrity requirements of the Commission have been 
fully met. 

Senator Warner has been informed by separate correspondence of the satisfactory 
completion of the ethics review of the members of the BRAC Commission. 

General Counsel 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chairman: The HonoraMe Anthony 1 Pnnupl 
Commiubners: The Honorable lames H B~lbray - The Honorable Ph~lip E Coyle 111 Mrnlrable Harold W Gehman, Jr , USN (Ret.) - The Honorable lames V Hansen 

General lames T HIII. USA (Ret ) . General Uoyd W Newton, VSAF (Ret ) The Honorable Smuel  K Sklnner . Brlgadber General Sue Ellen Turner. USAF [Ret.) 
ExecuUve Director: Chad* Banaplla 

May 25,2005 

h.lrm.n; 
mmn-atenmM*I.~(nclpl - 
m m b n  urn- n. W r a v  
m ramnwm mup E. t4k 111 
M m W  H a d  w. G.lmm.n. k.. USN (Re.) 
m a m m e  hmcr v. namm 
M ~ I  J ~ M  T. nu. us* r~r.)  

The Honorable Carl Levin 
United States Senate 
269 Russell Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Levin: 

The ethics review mandated by statute and regulation of the members of the Defense Base 1 Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission has been completed. Appropriate ethics 
waivers have been made in consultation with the Office of Government Ethics and the 
Department of Defense's Office of the General Counsel. Except as noted below, all 
Commission members are able to participate fully in the BRAC process. 

During an open hearing on May 19,2005, four members recused themselves from 
participation in matters relating to installations in their home states. In each instance, those 
recusals extend to installations in other states that are affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in the commissioner's home state. The commissioners took these actions to avoid 
any appearance of a lack of impartiality and to enhance the public's confidence in the integrity 
of the BRAC process. 

Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves because of their participation in 
BRAC-related activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray and 
Hansen recused themselves because of their long-time representation in the Congress and other 
public offices of Nevada and Utah respectively. As a result of their recusals, the commis- 
sioners cannot deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in their home states. 

The commissioners' financial statements were first reviewed incident to their confirmation 
by the Department of Defense General Counsel. I thoroughly reviewed them again after 
receiving the list of recommended closures and realignments from the Secretary of Defense. 
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I focused primarily on (1) real estate holdings in locations that may be affected by potential 
BRAC-related realignments or closures; (2) holdings in environmental remediation companies 
that may have long-term contractual relationships with potential BRAC locations; (3) financial 
holdings and interests in companies with active contracts on military installations that were listed 
by the Secretary of Defense for possible realignments andlor closures that may give rise to a 
financial conflict of interest; and (4) personal and business relationships that may cause an actual 
or apparent loss of impartiality. I will conduct a similar review with regard to installations not 
on the Secretary's list that the Commission might consider, and inform you accordingly. 

The Commissioners who recused themselves from certain matters will not participate in the 
deliberation or voting regarding those matters. Even so, it is not expected that the Commission 
will ever lack the quorum necessary to conduct its business, including the possible addition of 
installations to the Secretary's list, an action that as you know would require seven votes. 

A rigorous ethics review and training program of all Commission staff members has also 
been completed. Continued vigilance and self-reporting will ensure that if any additional 
conflicts of interest arise with the Commissioners or staff members they will be quickly 
identified and appropriate remedial action will be taken. 

You may be assured that the public integrity requirements of the Commission have been 
fully met. 

Senator Warner has been informed by separate correspondence of the satisfactory 
completion of the ethics review of the members of the BRAC Commission. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REAUGNMENT COMMZSSZON 
2521 SOUTH CLARKSTXEET, SUITE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: 703-699-2950 
F f i  703-699-2735 

May 31,2005 

The Honorable Gordon England 
Accljlg Deputy Secretary of Defense 
3000 Defense Pentagon 
washingon, D. C. 20301-zooo ) 

f :' [ A -  

Dear Secretaiy E &; 2 
Thank you foryour e-mail advising that you willprovide the BRAC Commission 

with access to the classiiied versions of the outstandinginfomation requested including the 
minutes reflecting the Department's deliberative record and the data unde~inning its 
recommendations by the close of business on May 31,2005. Further, I understand &om 
your draft letter to Senator Wmer  that the public wiLI have access to aU of the unclassified 
informaubn by Saturday,,June 4. May Ipresume that this includes the infomation that is 
being made available to the Commission and the Congress in classified fom? on May 312 

To ensure that the public wiUhave ready access to a& of th~s infomation in a timely 
manner, it is the Com'ssion's position that the Department of Defense should release the 
information directly onJune 8 and not the Com'ssion. The Commission would access the 
infomation from the DoD website. 

Any fhther delay in theJune 4" availabiiiry of outstanding BRAC-related 
information wiU negatively impact the Commr'ssion's ability and schedule in evaluating the 
recommendaubns presented by Secretav Rumfeld on May 13,2005. 

Igreatly appreciate your concerns for not revedng classified information andyour 
consideradon of t h s  request. ,/- 

, '  I 

Anthony prxnc~>i 
C h h a n  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RIlALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET, SUITE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: 703-699-2950 w FAX: 703-699-2735 

May 31,2005 

The Honorable Gordon England 
Acting Deputy Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301- 

Dear secretary E{&" 

Thank you for your e-mail adw'shg that you wiUprovide the BRAC Com'ssion 
m'th access to the classXed versions of  the outstanding information requested including the 
minutes reflecting the Department's deliberative record and the data undeqinning its 
recommendations by the close of  business on May 31,2005. Further, I understand from 

your &aft letter to Senator Wamer that the public d have access to all of the unclassified w information by Saturday, June 4. May lpresume that this includes the information that is 
being made available to the Commission and the Congress in classified form on May 31? 

To ensure that the public wiU have ready access to d of this infomation in a uerneIy 
manner, it is the Commission's position that the Department ofDefense should release the 
information ditectly onJune & andnot the Commission. The Cow'ssion would access the 
information from the DoD website. 

Any further delay in the June 4h a vailabiiity of outstandhg BRAC-related 
in fomt ion  wiU negatively impact the Comm'ssion's abiLity and schedule in evaluating the 
recommends tions presented by Secretary Rumfeld on May 13,2005. 

Igreatly appreciate your concerns for not revealing classified infonnaubn and your 
consideration of Lhis request. /. 

Anthony Pnnc~pi 
Chairman 
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
101 0 DEENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1010 

May 27,2005 

The Honorable John Warner, Chairman 
Committee on Armed Services 
United States Senate 
Washipgton, D.C. 205 10-6060 

/tin" 
As a follow up to our phone conversation yesterday and your correspondence of 

May 26, this Ietter outlines thk manner in which DoD is meeting the requirements of the 
law governing the transparency of the BRAC process. 

A list of the Department's closure and realignment recommendations was 
delivered to the Commission and Congress on May 13, three days in advance of the 
statutory May 16 deadline. Additionally, a summary of the selection process that resulted 
in the recommendations, including a justification for each recommendation, was included 
in Volume I of the Department's BRAC report. This information was due to the 
Commission and to the Congrcss within seven days. It was delivered to the Commission 
and to the Congress and posted on the Department's BRAC website on May 13. 

In addition to the Department's initial legal submission, to further support the 
Commission's and the public's understanding of the Department's recommendations, the 
Department has already provided significant information including: 

the classified force structure plan (Volume 2); 
reports by the Military Departments and the Joint Cross Senlice Groups 
(Volumes 3 through 12); 
222 recommendation binders containing the Department's analysis of each 
recommendation against all eight selection criteria; 
Cost of Base Realignment Action Model with static data; 
installation imagery of bases to be visited; and 
testimony to the Commission by senior DoD officials. 

The Department is also preparing to submit, early next week, the minutes 
reflecting its deliberative record and the extensive volume of data underpinning its 
recommendations. The statute does not establish a time by vvhich the Department must 
make this information available to the Commission and Congress, but we will make it 
available by close of business on May 3 1. 

As with prior rounds of BRAC, because this supplementary information includes 
classified material that requires appropriate handling, the Department is establishing 
handling procedures for this supplementary information. 
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Unlike prior BRAC rounds, however, the extent of this supplementary 
information is unprecedented in terms of volume, level of detail, and electronic access. 
The volume alone is vastly larger than that collected in prior BRAC rounds. 
Accordingly, thc Departn~ent has established handling procedures appropriate to the size 
and sensilivi ty of the database. 

During prior BRAC rounds, the Commission and the congressional defense 
committees established reading rooms in which files of this supporting data were 
maintained. Some of this supplementary data in previous BRAC rounds was classified, 
and that is true with this BRAC round, too. 

During our discussions with committee staffs in ihe period leading up to the 
completion of the Department's recommendations, committee staffs expressed a desire to 
include as much of the supplementary data in electronic form as feasible, which we are 
doing. Because the data are only in digital form, unlike prior BRAC rounds, the h l l y  
aggregated database is temporarily classified SECRET while we proceed with the process 
of disaggregating and declassifying substantial portions of it. 

We intend to declassify as much of it as possible and to make it available to the 
public. We believe the full volume of data available to the Congress, the BRAC 
Commission, and the public will be substantially greater than was made available in prior 
BRAC rounds. 

The plan for making available the supplemental BRAC information is as follows: 

The BRAC Commission, members of Congress, and their respective staffs 
with SECRET clearances will have access to the entire digital database 
accessible on computers in a secure reading room in Crystal City near the 
BRAC Conunission offices by Tuesday evening, May 3 1. Consistent with 
prior BRAC rounds, we are also working with Congressional staff to establish 
a similar secure reading room on Capitol Hill. 

The public, through the BRAC Commission, will have access to all 
unclassjfied information by Saturday, June 4. 

. DoD will expedite interim S E C E T  clearances as required for Commission 
and Congressional staff. 

As with previous BKAC rounds, the Department, Commission, and Congress 
will have appropriate handling procedures for any information that remains 
classified. 

DCN: 12277



mv' Thank you again for the opportunity to bring you up to date on this matter. Please 
let me know if I may be of krther assistance as we go forward. 

Cc: Senator Byrd Representative Edwards 
Senator Cochran Representative Hunter 
Senator Feinstein Representative Lewis 
Senator Inouye Representative Murtha 
Senator Levin Representative Obey 
Senator Stevens Representative Skelton 

Representative Walsh 
Representative Young 

DCN: 12277



Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense: Legislative Affairs 
rn 

-17 Legislative Update 

Release of additional BRAC information 

The Department of Defense is making additional BRAC information available for 
review by the BRAC Commission and Congress. 

o In compliance with the BRAC statutes, the Department of Defense provided its 
recommendations to the BRAC commission and Congress on May 13 '~ .  Additionally, 
the following data has been provided to the Commission and Congress: 

The classified force structure plan (Volume 2 of the Department's 
recommendation); 
Reports by the Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups 
(Volumes 3- 12); 
222 BRAC recommendation binders, containing the Department's analysis of 
each recommendation against all eight selection criteria; 
Cost of Base Realignment Action Model with static data; 
Installation imageryof bases to be visited; and 
Testimony to the Commission by senior DoD officials. 

To further support the Commission's and the public's understanding of the 
Department's recommendations, the Department is preparing to submit a general 
database pertaining to all U.S. facilities by close of business on May 31". 

o The volume of this supplementary data is more than 100 times greater than for 
previous BRAC rounds. 

o As in previous base realignment and closure rounds, the Department is establishing 
handling procedures for the general database. 

The database is entirely digital and contains some classified information. For 
that reason, the entire database must be treated as classified while DoD 
continues to process of declassifying substantial portions of it. 

o DoD staff will make the entire digital database accessible on computers in a secure 
reading room in Crystal City near the BRAC Commission offices. We plan to have 
this material available by Tuesday evening, May 3 1''. Consistent with prior BRAC 
rounds, we are working with Congressional staff to establish a similar secure reading 
room on Capitol Hill. 

o The entire digital database will be made available to the commission, to Members of 
Congress, and to Congressional staff with "SECRET" clearances. 
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o The public, through the BRAC Commission, will have access to all unclassified 
information by Saturday, June 4. 

o Unlike previous BRAC rounds, the Department will have a simultaneous process of 
rapid declassification of information on the database as appropriate should 
community representatives desire such information and should it be determined to be 
eligible for rapid declassification. 

o The Department believes the full volume of data available to the Congress, the BRAC 
commission, and the public will be substantially greater than was made available in 
prior BRAC rounds. 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 S .  Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

Execudvc Cirector: 
? .'!,,' ! :':.? ' , ; A  

The I.bnarablr Porter J. Goss 
Dkceor of Central Intelligence 
Central InteUi ence Agency 
Wahington, d .C 20505 

Dear h:k. Director: 

On I\.I;?y 3. ?@cj, the milirnry Base Clt3sure and k d g n n r c n t  G?nmlission nil1 
commence hearings in pt-eparation tor the am~u,uncemeni by d ~ e  Secrcury of Defense in 
mid khy of his 2005 l i s r  of bues  am1 facilities tor closure and realignment. 

Tile Commission requests that y ju ,  the Ch,zirm?n of the N~tionat  Intelligence 
Council, the Director of the Defense Inrelligrncr Agency and the hsistanr Secretary of 
State for Intelligence and Resesrch mvide an ~~ncl~ssified \tfor[dwidt ri~reat briefing to the 
Commission at 130 ~ h f  on fiy jr8in House Qnnon 334. 

The purpose of the briefing is to allow Commission n ~ e m b e n  to asseos t h e  long 
term threat vis a vis DoD's Force Structure planning. 

The Commission rvould appmciate receiving a copy of p u r  unclassified statement 
for the record by noon klonday Uly znd in hard copy and electronic format (CD). 

My point of conmcr for this henring is my Executive Director, Charles Barraglia at 
703-699-2952. 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark St ree t ,  Su i te  600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

The ~ o n o n b l e ~ o n a l d  Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
\Yishington, DC 30301- IOGC 

Dear Mr. Secrekzry 

On May 3 and 4,2005? the Base Wosure and ReaCgnn~enr Conunission nill 
conduct ifi f i s t  series of heanngs in accoirinnce ilic armched siheddc. 

It is irqussrrd thnr y u  or )our ~~reoen ta t iv r  brief the Commission on 
X+dr~sd:,): h4q 4 on ??.our Global I'osture Review and the Force Structure Plan in 
open and closed session in House O m o n  334, At the open henrin , the Commission 
n ~ u l d  alno be interested in learning the guidance you have for the 
Quadrennial Review. 

1 1 c  Comi~xkrion ~vould 2 preciare receiving a copy of p u r  unclassified 
sraielnenr (or the ncord by noonR:~ond:\~ MaY m hard copy and elecrronic 
formt (0). 

My point of conracr for this hearing is my Executive Director, Charles 
Battaglia at 703-699-2952 

Sincerely, , , 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

7 hair man. 
\I<- !,',,r,;;!o:,,+.7 i, t . *?. .  :2 ,, .'"..::' .I, ' 

2521 S, Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Telephone: 703-699-2950 

Genenl Richard B. SIFTIT 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
999 Toint Chiefs Pentagon 
~ a s h i n ~ r o n .  D.C 203 
Ann: Colonel Barron 

Dear General Mj~rs :  

On hla!r3 and 4,2905, the Bite C1ocur.e and P~ali~nrnerlc Crmmission nvill 
conduct its first series of hea~ings in accordance nit11 the nnnched schedule. \T:l~en 
the Secretary of Defcrasrl S U ~ I T ~ I D  his list of realignments closures, the 
C o m ~ ~ i s s i ~ n  v,<II receive tcs.timo11irs comulc~lcing h/hy 16. 

In prepanrion for these testimonies, it is requested that or  ;our 
representative brief tht: Conlnlission on the Force Structure Plan in open and 
closed session at 9:30 am - 12:30 pm nn May 4,2005 it1 E b u e  Cannorr 334, 

The Commission would appreciate receivin~ a copy of you unchssified 
rrarernenr for rhe record by noon Monday, hhy 2nZin hard copy and electronic 
format (CD). 

h.1~ point of contact for this hearing is mny Executive Director, 
Char!es ~3tt3gli3 at 703-699-3952 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
19517 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

W4SHlNGTON. DC 20301 - 1  950 

AOMINISTR4TION A h 0  

M A N A t % M E N T  

1 8 wri LUUS 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. Carmen C. Battaglia 

SUBJECT: Appointment of Designated Federal Officer (DFO) to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC 05) 

In accordance with the provisions of Sections 10(e) and 10(f) of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act, Public Law 92-463 (5 USC App 11, 1982), you we hereby appointed as the Designated 
Federal Officer (DFO) for the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 05). 

In your capacity as the DFO, you will: 

Call, attend and adjourn committec meetings; 
Approve agenda: 

w Maintain required records on costs and membership: 
Ensure efficient operations; 

0 Mitintain records for availability to the public: and 
Provide copies of cornmittee reporls to the Library of Congress 

./ Howard G. Beckcr 
Deputy Director 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

April 19,2005 

Exsculrv~ Director .. - , * ,  \ *  

T h e  Honar3blc PonerJ. Goss 
Dkctor  of Central Intelligence 
Central InteUi ence Agency 
iV'ashington, rF .C 20jdj 

Dear Mr. Qirector: 

On bI;v 3. 2005, chr militnqr Base Cb~sure and IQnligtlrncnr Grnnlissiun 
conlmenss hearings in pre a~xtion for t t ~  ~ ~ u ~ o ~ n c e l n e n t  bythe Secrewryof Drferlse in 
mid Ma!* of his 2005 lirr o I? h a t s  and bcilities for closure and realignmmt. 

Thc Cornmission requests that !no, rhr ~~11,drm~a of the National Inrelligence 
awcil, the Director of the Deienme intelligence ,%racy '~nd the ~bsistant Secrernr)- of 
State for Inrelligcr~ie and Research rnvidr an unclassified ~vorldrridr threat briefing ru tllc 
Commission at 130 PM on May 3r8 in House Cannon 334. 

The purpose of the btiefing is to allow GmmLsion members to assess the long 
term threat vis rr vis DoD's Force Structure planning, 

The Commission rvould ippreci. te receiving a copy of your unclassified staerncnt 
far the record by noon klonday ~hy2"' in hnrd copy and elecrmnjc format (a). 

My point of contact for this hei~thg b my Executive Director, Charles Bamglia at 
703-699-2952. 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Chorrman. 
;,, ..?>, , ~!(.:r,,.- :. 7 ??~, .  ,, ," , ' ; 

Commissisrnett 
' W  , % ; , r r , 3 < : ! , . , ,  ,.,. .. +,,:,..:; 
+ .  ' f ,  : ....I. 

.'.,:F',,::, > . r , * , -  :j  ,', < , . ' I  ,,$,: j , ,  ,. , ' , ,&.*,- 
, - .a .  , a : , ,  , ~ , , - : I  ..- 8 ; . f , ,  , \. 4 ,  j , :  a 
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5 8 . ' , < , ' , j L > $  ,,:,::.;-., ,,, ' *  r '  

..I,.!,)";.,.. ,q,!,",(., , a , , #  : :,., . , - a , + .  " ; ;i,.,- 

Exacu~rvc? Director: 
*..-., , .. ! . !!*<:,;, ,,y . .., 

2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Telephone: 703-699-2950 

April 19, LO05 

Tne I-Ionorable Donald Rw~zsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pcnngon 
\K~~sl~ington, DC 7030 1- 1CGC 

Dear Mr. Sccnnry 

On May 3 and 4: 2005: the Bitse Closure and Reh16gnrnent Conmission will 
conduit  its first scrics of hcmngs in accotzlnnce tGth rhc nrrnched sc"11~dt~lc. 

i t  is ~~quesreci  that !nu or. your r~prescntative brief the C11~rnmission o n  
X~edticsdny, Ah).: 4 on JaIrr Global I'oosrure Iie\liew and the  Force Str.ucn~1-e Plan in 
open and closed session in Ho~ise Gnnon 334, At the open hearin , the Cammission 
n-ould abo be interested in learning the guidance you have provide for the 
Q ~ ~ ~ d r c ~ m i a l  Review. 

d 
? h e  Cnm~nicsion ivould a preciate nctiving a copy of p u r  uncl~ssified 

statement lor the record by noon b n d ~  May znd m hard copy and electronic 
f o rnut (a). 

R 
My point of contact for this hearing is my Executive Director, Charles 

Bartaglia at 703-699-2952 

Attachment 
A/S 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

Chvitman 
,.tc .4',?,,:!:::, , ,~  ...+ .?,. : , . , . . ' i, 

Gener~l  Richard B. M ~ T I ~  
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
999 oint Chiefs Pentagon 11 Was ington, D.C 203 1 S 
Ann: Glonel B a r ~ o n  

Dear General Myers: 

Cln h~Ia1~3 2nd 4, 3005, the B~sc* C11)s~rt.c and Pualignmerxr Crsmnrission t~ill 
conduct its firsi series of hearings in accordance with the ~rrached scheiiule. \Y:lren 
the Secretary of Defcrlsc subrn1t.s his list of realignments ,111tl slosures, the 
conuilission 1b<\.11I ~~ceivc .  ~~.stimonies ccm~n~l~nsing h4q. 16. 

In prepantion for these testimonies, it is requested that jou or your 
representative bricf the Garn~nission on the Farce Stn~cture Plan in open and 
closed session at 9:30 am - 12:30 prn nn May 4,2005 in klatfie b o l l  334. 

The Commission mould a preciate receivin a copy of your unclassified R 8 statement for the ncord by noon onday h%y 2n 1n hard copy and electronic 
format (CD). 

My paint sf conmct for this hearing is I T I ~  Executive Director, 
Charles Baetaglia at 703-699-2952 

Sincerely / 

Amchrnent 
A/S 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1950 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 203Ql-1950 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. Carmen C. Battagliu 

SUBJECT: Appointment of Designated Federal Officer (DFO) to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC 05) 

in accordance with the provisions of Sections 10(e) and 10(f) of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act, Public Law 92-463 (5 USC App 11, 1982), you are hereby appointed as the Designated 
Federal Officer (DFO) for the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 05). 

In your capacity as the DFO, you will: 

Call, attend and adjourn committee meetings; 
Approve agenda: 
Maintain required records on costs and membership; 
Ensure efficient operiitions; 
Maintain rccords for availability to thc public: and 
Provicle topics of co~nmittce reports to the Library of Congress 

,/ Howarcl G. Bcckcr 
Deputy Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET, Suite 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 
Fax Number : (703) 699-2735 

m naOnW Urm I(. &Lbray 
m n ~ M  P W ~  E. caw 111 

earold w. G.1M.n. k.. uSN (La . )  
TM IDlOrabU U- V. 
t m r . 8  )M 1. w, YY (IN.) 
Gm,.l Y4d w. -. UY (RU.) 
m l'mmab* %""A K smna 
ma6-r Unrr.1 S u  E l m  l u m n .  UYF lP.U.1 

May 6,2005 

The Honorable Michael L. Dominguez 
Acting Secretaiy of the Air Force 
1000 Deknse Pentagon 
Washiiguton, DC 20330-1670 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

In anb'c~pation of our rece~pt of the Base Closure and Reah@ment recommendations, the 
Commission requests thatyou and the Air Force Chief of Staffprovide testimony a t  9:30 am, 
Tuesday, May 17,2005 in Senate Dirksen G50in which you outhe the extent of  the 
recommendations as they affect the Department of  the Air Force, the miztay value to be 
achieved as wed as your view of the impact on other cnteria to include environment and 
economic. 

In addiion, the Commission would appreciate tesu'mony by you oryour 
representatives on the methodolo~py that was employed to arrive a t  the recommendations. 

The Commission would appreciate receivihg a copy ofyour statement for the record 
by noon Fn'day, May 16th in hard copy and electronic fonnat (CD). Further, we would 
appreciate it ifyour staff would make available a t  the start of the heanhg 100 copies ofyout 
statement for the record 

My point of  contact for this hean'ng is my Executive Diector, Charles Battaglia at 
703-699-2952. /' 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

July 1,2005 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1400 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. ,??l,-lOOO 

{+;fll Dear Secret um 

/ 
As you are aware, (&fore the Base Closure and Realignment Commission can even consider 
making a change in your recommendations that would add military installations for closure or 
realignment, or expand a realignment, we are required by Section 2914(d)(3) of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, to seek an explanation from you as to why 
such actions were not included on your May 13, 2005 list. A series of issues on installations on 
which we seek such explanation is enclosed. No deliberation will be made on whether to include 
any of these installations for further study of closure or realignment until the Commission's open 
hearing of July 19, 2005. Therefore, we would greatly appreciate receipt of your explanation no 
later than July 1 gth. 

In addition, we invite you or your representative to elaborate on these explanations at a public 
hearing to be held in the Washington, D.C. area at 8:30 a.m. on July 18,2005. 

If, at the July 19 hearing, seven or more Commissioners support adding an installation to your list 
for consideration, at least two Commissioners will visit each of the installations added to your list 
and public hearings will be conducted regarding them. While this is a requirement of law, the 
Commission's view is that such public hearings are not only mandatory, but also highly desirable. 

At the Commission's final deliberations during the week of August 22, the vote of at least seven 
Commissioners will be required to effect any change in your recommendations that would close 
or realign an installation that you did not recommend for such closure or realignment, or expand a 
realignment that you recommended. 

Your assistance in complying with this stringent timetable will be greatly appreciated. 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Enclosure 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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DEloENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
6 2521 SOUTH CIL;BRRSTmET, SUITE 600 

ALEXANDRIA, VA 22202 
TELZ3PWOM: 703-699-2950 

F a  703-699-2975 

Chairman: 
Ths H o ~ m b k r  AnmnyJ ,  wnslpl  

cornrnw~~rr: 
Tho Honorablr R Bnbny 
m a  HMOR~M rnillp E. up* m 
aaminr umra w. c.hm.n, ~ r . ,  USN (R.c) 
The HDnombkl James V. Hanun 
w n a n l u r n e s  T. HWI, u a  (u..t) 
G;.nwlUoyd W. N w n ,  u s l ~ ( n . t . ~  
rh- n ~ n o n b l e  a m u r  L skinner 
Bnp.dier O a r r p l  Sue EHYl Turn6 US4F[RatJ 

The Honorable Alberto R. Gonzales 
Attorney General of the United States 
U.S. Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530-0001 

Dear Attorney General Gonzales: 

As Chairman of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission I request your 
I opinion regarding the legal authority of the Secretary of Defense to effect changes to 

National Guard and Air National Guard units and installations. The Commission is 
severely constrained in formulating its recommendations to the President as to which 
military installations should be closed or realigned without a clear understanding of the 
Secretary's authority. 

Title 10, United State Code, Section 18238 and Title 32, United States Code, 
Section 104 (c) require permission of the governors of the states in which National 
Guard and Air National Guard units and installations are located before they may be 
"changedn or "relocated or withdrawn." I am not aware of any authority that clearly 
indicates contrariwise. 

I ask for your opinion on this issue: does the Federal government, acting through 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, possess the 
authority to carry out the proposed realignments and closures of Army National Guard 
and Air National Guard installations in the absence of a consultative process with the 
governors of the various states? If not, what measures would be necessary to satisfy 
the consultation requirement? 

We need to know whether the National Guard and Air National Guard units and 
installations that the Secretary has recommended be closed or realigned will, if the 
Commission concurs with those recommendations, be closed or realigned within the 
statutory time limits. Will the litigation being contemplated by various state attorneys 
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general, or other intervening. legal proceedings, delay the process or abort it 
completely? 

In order that we might fulfill our duty under the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, we must test the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense against the selection criteria and force-structure plan that he  used 
in developing his list of military installations to be closed or realigned. Upon determining 
that the Secretary deviated substantially from the selection criteria and force-structure 
plan we can remove installations from his list. After making the same determination and 
meeting other statutory requirements we can add installations to his list. We are also 
authorized to make other changes to the list, such as privatization-in-place, as 
alternatives to actions proposed by the Secretary. 

While all installations must be evaluated independently, many decisions that the 
Commission must make are interrelated. The process is involved and complex. Timely 
action is critical for the expected military value on which the closure or realignment is 
based to be realized. The legal opinion I have requested of you will provide the 
Commission the reasonable certainty needed to make informed decisions regarding not 
only the National Guard and Air National Guard installations being considered for 
closure or realignment, but also the many other installations affected by those 
decisions. / / 
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BRAC/GC/dch 
May 23,2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Subj: SECDEF AUTHORITY TO EFFECT CHANGE ICW NG AND ANG FACILITIES 

Encl: (1) Ltr from Chairman to AG of U.S. 

., 1. The enclosed letter from you to the U.S. Attorney General requests his legal opinion 
regarding the authority of the Secretary of Defense to close, realign, or otherwise change the 
status of National Guard and Air National Guard facilities. Two provisions of the United States 
Code referenced in the enclosure indicate that the Secretary can take such actions only with the 
consent of the governor of the state in which the facility is located. The BRAC statute, as  
amended, arguably gives the Secretary authority to effect such changes. Other statutes may also 
be interpreted to give him that authority and/or limit the ability of state governors to intefiere in 
actions by the Secretary. I have not, however, identified any unquestionable authority to support 
the Secretary's belief that he has the subject authority. 

2. I have sought information from DoD General Counsel about any position they have taken on 
the issue but have received no reply. I have had better fortune in my contact today with the 
Congressional Research Office. Their American Law Division is preparing an opinion o n  the 
issue due for release to interested parties in the Congress this week. I am told that we will likely 
be able to get a copy of the opinion. We are also checking with the National Guard Bureau legal 
office to determine if they have developed a position on the issue that they are willing to  provide 
to us. 

3. You will recall that Under Secretary Wynne stated in this testimony last week that DoD 
believes the matter to have been settled in the 1995 BRAC. Others mentioned at the hearings 
that the process and decisions had been coordinated with state adjutants general. That 
involvement and concurrence may be deemed tantamount to approval by governors, especially if 
the adjutants general have delegated authority to act in such matters. 

4. A favorable response to your request of the Attorney General for an opinion seems unlikely. 
He will probably have the same concern DoD appears to have about providing executive branch 
legal support to the independent (of the legislative and executive branches) BRAC Commission. 
He may also have already advised the President on the issue and be unwilling to divulge 
information he considers protected by the attorney-client privilege. If he is willing to issue an 
opinion, it will probably take considerable the development and 
release process. 

/ General Counsel L/ 
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ANnirOnrY J. PNNCIPI 

August 8,2005 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I understand Senator Olympia J. Snowe, Chair, Senate Small Business Committee, has 
submitted the name of Scott Denniston to be considered for the position of Deputy 
A h s t r a t o r ,  Small Business Administration. I have know and worked with Scott for over 
15 years whlle on the Senate Veterans Affairs Committee, Deputy Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, Chairman of the Congressional Commission on Veterans Transition Assistance, and 
as Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

I know Scott to be a very knowledgeable, dedicated, and an enthusiastic supporter of the 
Nation's small businesses. He was responsible for the Transition Commission's 
recommendations to Congress regardmg a entrepreneurship program for our Nation's 
veterans. Whde I was Secretary he was instrumental in working toward the passage of Public 
Laws 106-50 and 108-1 83 dealing with veteran entrepreneur issues. He work closely with 
Administrator Safavian at Office of Federal Procurement Policy in crafting Executive Order 
13360, which you signed on October 20,2004 supporting service-disabled veteran 
entrepreneurs. Scott is a tireless advocate for veteran small business owners and established 
at VA the Center for Veterans Enterprise to provide assistance to veterans wishing to start 
and grow small businesses. 

I know he is very dedicated to your policies of assisting the Nation's small businesses t o  be 
the driving force in our economy. He would be an outstanding Deputy Administrator for the 
Small Business Adrmnistration. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Res ectfully, 7"' 

cc: Liza Wright 
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C h a m a n :  
The Hanonbk  Anthonv J. P k @ I  

CommlSS,OnerS 
The m n o n b k  J r m a  H Bilbnv 
The mnorabk  Phlllp L COyh 111 
AdmlralHamM W. Gehmm, Jr., USN fRet.1 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET, SUITE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: 703-699-2950 
FAX 703-699-2735 

May 31,2005 
Th. IfOnoRbk J*mar V. Ifansen 
GeneralJames I. 11111 UU (Ret.1 
Genenl  L b y d  W. lkvma U Y F  (Ret.) 
The Honorabh Y m u c l  K. Skinner 
Brlgadhr General Suc €lhn Turner, U Y F  (Rat.) 

E X ~ C Y L W ~  Drrecmr 
Chrrhr  Mt tap lh  

The Honorable Gordon England 
Act~ng Deputy Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20301-1000 

Dear Secretary England: 

Thank you for your e-mail adwsihg that you m'Ilprovide the BRAC Commission 
with access to the classified versions of the outstanding information requested includihg the 
minutes reflecting the Depamnent's deliberative record and the data underpinning its 
recommendations by the close of business on May 31,2005. Further, I understand from 
your draft ktter to Senator Warner that the public m'u have access to all of the unclassified 
information by Saturday, June 4. May Zpresume that this includes the information that is 
being made available to the Commission and the Congress in classified form on May 31? 

To ensure that the public m'uhave ready access to all of this information in a timely 
manner, it is the Commission's position that the Department of Defense should release the 
information directly onJune 4h and not the Commission. The Commission would access the 
information from the DUD website. 

Any tbrther delay in theJune 4h availability of outstanding BRAC-related 
information willnegatively impact the Commission's ability and schedule in evaluating the 
recommendations presented by Secretary Rumfeld on May 13,2005. 

Igrea tly appreciate your concerns for not revealing classified informa tion and your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Princzpi 
Chairman 
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Earl, Robert, CIV, OSD 
I I V 

To: 
Subject: 

Battaglia, Charles, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
BRAC Data 

Charlie: 

Secretary England has sent the e-mail and attachment below directly to Tony. I just wanted to send you one as 
well, as a back-up to ensure you all received it today. 

Bob 

From: Gordon England, Acting Deputy Secretary of Defense 
To: Chairman Principi 
Subject: BRAC Data 

Dear Tony, 

During the past few days there has been some uncertainty regarding the availability of BRAC data for the 
Commission, Congress and the public. The attached letter clarifies this situation and hopefully will be helpful to you and to 
the other members. 

Gordon 

geletwarnerbracma 
y29.doc (59 K... 
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May 27,2005 

The Honorable John Warner, Chairman 
Committee on Armed Services 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10-6060 

Dear Chairman Warner: 

As a follow up to our phone conversation yesterday and your correspondence of 
May 26, this letter outlines the manner in which DoD is meeting the requirements of the 
law governing the transparency of the BRAC process. 

A list of the Department's closure and realignment recommendations was 
delivered to the Commission and Congress on May 13, three days in advance of the 
statutory May 16 deadline. Additionally, a summary of the selection process that resulted 
in the recommendations, including a justification for each recommendation, was included 
in Volume 1 of the Department's BRAC report. This information was due to the 
Commission and to the Congress within seven days. It was delivered to the Commission 
and to the Congress and posted on the Department's BRAC website on May 13. 

In addition to the Department's initial legal submission, to further support the 
Commission's and the public's understanding of the Department's recommendations, the 
Department has already provided significant information including: 

the classified force structure plan (Volume 2); 
reports by the Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups 
(Volumes 3 through 12); 
222 recommendation binders containing the Department's analysis of each 
recommendation against all eight selection criteria; 
Cost of Base Realignment Action Model with static data; 
installation imagery of bases to be visited; and 
testimony to the Commission by senior DoD officials. 

The Department is also preparing to submit, early next week, the minutes 
reflecting its deliberative record and the extensive volume of data underpinning its 
recommendations. The statute does not establish a time by which the Department must 
make this information available to the Commission and Congress, but we will make it 
available by close of business on May 3 1. 

As with prior rounds of BRAC, because this supplementary information includes 
classified material that requires appropriate handling, the Department is establishing 
handling procedures for this supplementary information. 
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Unlike prior BRAC rounds, however, the extent of this supplementary 
information is unprecedented in terms of volume, level of detail, and electronic access. 
The volume alone is vastly larger than that collected in prior BRAC rounds. 
Accordingly, the Department has established handling procedures appropriate to the size 
and sensitivity of the database. 

During prior BRAC rounds, the Commission and the congressional defense 
committees established reading rooms in which files of this supporting data were 
maintained. Some of this supplementary data in previous BRAC rounds was classified, 
and that is true with this BRAC round, too. 

During our discussions with committee staffs in the period leading up to the 
completion of the Department's recommendations, committee staffs expressed a desire to 
include as much of the supplementary data in electronic form as feasible, which we are 
doing. Because the data are only in digital form, unlike prior BRAC rounds, the fully 
aggregated database is temporarily classified SECRET while we proceed with the process 
of disaggregating and declassifying substantial portions of it. 

We intend to declassify as much of it as possible and to make it available to the 
public. We believe the full volume of data available to the Congress, the BRAC 
Commission, and the public will be substantially greater than was made available in prior 
BRAC rounds. 

The plan for making available the supplemental BRAC information is as follows: 

The BRAC Commission, members of Congress, and their respective staffs 
with SECRET clearances will have access to the entire digital database 
accessible on computers in a secure reading room in Crystal City near the 
BRAC Commission offices by Tuesday evening, May 3 1. Consistent with 
prior BRAC rounds, we are also working with Congressional staff to establish 
a similar secure reading room on Capitol Hill. 

The public, through the BRAC Commission, will have access to all 
unclassified information by Saturday, June 4. 

DoD will expedite interim SECRET clearances as required for Commission 
and Congressional staff. 

As with previous BRAC rounds, the Department, Commission, and Congress 
will have appropriate handling procedures for any information that remains 
classified. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to bring you up to date on this matter. Please 
let me know if I may be of further assistance as we go forward. 

Sincerely, 

Gordon England 

Cc: Senator Byrd Representative Edwards 
Senator Cochran Representative Hunter 
Senator Feinstein Representative Lewis 
Senator Inouye Representative Murtha 
Senator Levin Representative Obey 
Senator Stevens Representative Skelton 

Representative Walsh 
Representative Young 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

September 23,2005 

Colonel Maritza S. Ryan, U.S. Army 
Department of Law 
United States Military Academy 
646 Swift Road 
West Point, NY 10996-1 905 

Dear Colonel Ryan: 

I want you to know how much I appreciate the assistance provided to us by Lieutenant Colonel 
Kevin Govern. We were in need of an outside perspective on the base closure and realignment 
(BRAC) process, and through the good offices of Gary Solis, were put into contact with Kevin. Our 
expectations of quality assistance were fulfilled and needs fully met. 

Kevin proved to be a remarkably quick study, creative thinker, and accomplished writer. He 
responded within days of his visit to our offices with a well-developed, artfully written strategic 
overview of the BRAC process. He expanded and refined his work in later submissions based upon 
additional material we were able to provide to him. I was very impressed by his clear thinking and 
fast action. 

Thank you for permitting Lieutenant Colonel Govern to work with us. Although I have never 
doubted the rigor and overall excellence of instruction at West Point, seeing Lieutenant Colonel 
Govern's work c o n k s  my belief that the Army's future leaders are in good hands. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, the Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honorable Samuel K. 
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
4Tu DIRIFTRWTr. Nlm JOI..v 

CONSTITUENT SERVICE CENTERS' 

1540 Kuser Road. Su~ts A9 
Hamilton. NJ 086193828 
(6091 585-7878 
TTY (609) -3650 

108 Lecsy Road. Suite 3BP, 
Whiling, NJ 08759-1331 
(7321 350-2330 

2373 Ravburn House Om- Building 

.:Y:L, COMMITTEES: 

AFI?KX, GLOBAL HUMAN RIGHTS 
AND INTERNATIONAL 

- 
COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND 

Bouse  of aepres'entatiberl CooPEuAnoN IN EUROPE 
CO-CHAIRMAN 

June 16,2005 

Chairman Anthony Principi 
BRAC Comnlission 
252 1 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

As a follow-up to our recent telephone conversation, I am enclosing two background 
memos prepared by the Friends of iV[1\?3 Lakehltrsl that address two of the specific issues I raised 
during your visit to New Jersey on June 3, 2005. 1 appreciate your offering to meet before the 
end of this month, to discuss these matters in greater detail. 

As you know, the DOD recommendation for Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Station is 
to modestly realign Lakehurst and include it in a new joint base facility with Fort Dix and 
McGuire Air Force Base. While the community believes that this is a positive recommendation, 
we do believe there are minor refinements the BRAC Commission can advance through its report 
to enhance the value of this recommendation for the community, thc DOD, the base, and the 
taxpayer: 

1) Joint Basing. In Lvorking tvith Friends of.V~a?. Lcrkehwsr, it is my hope that the 
BRAC Commission will validate DOD's recommcnda~ion for Joint Basing and support forn~ation 
of the Joint Bases defined in the May 13 report. Additionally, we urge you to consider building 
upon the recommendation and giving it direction as well as a greater probability of meeting its 
goals by establishing a Joint Basing Office in OSD. DOD hopes to achieve enormous savings by 
consolidating installations that share common boundaries arid execute similar maintenance, 
contract and other base functions. This will be a new and in some cases dramatic "experiment" 
and we believe a Joint Basing office is very much needed to provide policy and process guidance 
to address the many issues that ~vill come up in the first few years of the joint basing model. The 
Joint Basing office would also be key to precluding any possibility of inconsistent management 
of the 12 Joint Bases that could result from their distribution across individual services; 
(Enclosure 1 ) 

2) Successful lm~lementation of Fleet Readiness Centers. Similarly, it  is our hope 
that the BRAC Commission will endorse the Navy recommendation to establish Fleet Readiness 
Centers to achieve eficiencies and savings in Aviation Maintenance. Still, to achieve even 
greater efficiencies, we strongly recommend that a seventh FRC be named for the in-senice 
~naintenance of the Aircraft Launch & Recovery Equipment and Aviation Support Equipment 
(ALREISE) commodities. The enclosed Frienrls of Nury Lukeltitrsf analysis of the Industrial 

@ PRINTED ON RECYCLE0 PAPER 
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Chairman Principi 
Page Two 
June 16,2005 

JCSG commodity approach reveals that no commodity grouping was made available to capture 
the maintenance activities for ALRE/SE. As an example, activities currently performing 
maintenance on Catapult and Arresting Gear systems (the two missions unique to Navy 
Lakehurst) and components therein have been, we believe, misaligned to the Aircraft FRCs or 
simply left out of the FRC recommendation entirely. Thus through its report, we hope the BRAC 
Commission will clarify and improve upon the FRC approach and name a seventh Fleet 
Readiness Center to be located at the Joint Base McGuire/Dix/Lakehurst. (Enclosure 2). 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your always conscientious and personal attention to 
matters of critical importance to our national security, military operations and veterans. I have 
asked my Chief of Staff, Mary McDermott Noonan, to follow-up with your staff to determine 
what time is mutually convenient for this meeting. 

enclosures 

CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH ' 1/ Member of Congress 
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I. Recommendations for Successful Joint Basing 

Backmound - and Analysis: The Secretary of Defense has repeatedly defined the 
principal purpose of BRAC 2005 as Joint Transformation. With this point in mind, the 
process used in this BRAC included more Joint analysis than in any past round, and has 
resulted in recommendations that will require a more transformational implementation 
approach than seen previously. One of the significant Joint recommendations included in the 
DOD report is the formation of Joint Bases at select locations where multiple, single-service 
facilities exist in close proximity to each other. This recommendation is the product of the 
Headquarters, Support, and Administration (HSA) Joint Cross Service Group and is provided 
as one consolidated recommendation that includes 25 current sites that will be formed into12 
future Joint Bases. The HSA section of the BRAC report summarized the challenge in getting 
to this point in the Military Value Analysis section: 

"Because the eflorts of the IISA JCSG represent seminal Joint functional analysis, 
there were mattj7 challetzges associated ~ i t h  the data and srrbsequertt analyses. Since 
many of these functions cztrrentit. operate indepetrdently and dflerently across the 
MILDEPs and DOD entities, tirere is a great potential for increased efficiency and 
eflectiveness of these operations. Hon..ever, the same current operational 
characteristics oner sigttificant challenges itt terms of data collection and 
comparison, as each entity currently reports based on its particular method of 
operation 't 

The actual HSA JCSG recommendation for Joint Basing includes a Payback section that 
states: 

"The total estimated one-time cost to the Departntent of Defense to implentent this 
recommettdatiotr is $50.6M. The net of all costs and savings to the Departntertt 
during the implementation period is a savitrgs of $601.3M. Annual recurring savings 
to the Departnzent after implementatiorz areS183.8M with an intnzediate payback 
expected. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 
years is a savings of $2,342.5MP'. 

Further review of the HSA JCSG recommendation indicates that management of the Joint 
Bases to be established will be distributed across the services. There is no apparent attempt to 
provide overarching policy, process, or oversight and it is judged that this recommendation 
does not sufficiently support the Department's stated goal of Joint Transformation, nor does 
i t  go far enough to overcome the challenges of operating independently and differently across 
the services, as stated by the HSA JCSG. Most imuortantlv, this reuort cites this 
recommendation as a $2B+ idea that will have no single organization accountable for 
achieving the uroiected savings or efficiencies. 

Recommendation; To achieve the Joint Transformation so critical to our National Security 
and the significant cost savings and efficiencies cited in the BRAC report, it is imperative 
that a Joint Basing Office be established at OSD. This Joint Basing Office shall be 
responsible for consistent Installation Management policy and process across the Joint Bases, 
achieving the projected cost savings from establishment of the twelve recommended Joint 
Bases, and further developing Joint Basing as model for the future of Installation 
Management across DoD. 
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2. Successful Implementation of Fleet Readiness Centers 

Backmound and Analysis: The Navy approach to Fleet Readiness Centers (FRCs) is 
Transformational and has excellent potential to achieve the projected efficiencies and savings. 
The six FRCs proposed will reduce the total number of sites performing aviation maintenance, 
integrate Intermediate and Depot levels of Maintenance into a single process, and establish single 
performance accountability across geographically dispersed sites. 

While the six proposed FRCs appear to be purely regional consolidations it is clear that 
the Industrial JCSG has approved an operating model that consolidates along product lines, as 
well. The Industrial JCSG Maintenance sub-group section of the BRAC report states that: 

"The nzairrtenance sub-group determined the best approach was to assess militag) 
value for both depot and interr?zediate maintenance and conrbatfield 
szrpport/internrediute main tenarrcefirnctions ut the commodity group level. " 

Further, it states: 

"It was-felt the comtnodity group approach would ma-xiimize jointnes and e~lharzce 
eficier~cies and effectiveness. " 

Analysis of the Industrial JCSG commodity approach reveals that no commodity 
grouping was made available to capture the maintenance activities for ALREISE. For exanlple, 
activities currently performing maintenance on Catapult and Arresting Gear systems and 
components have been misaligned to the Aircraft FRCs or left out of the FRC recommendation 
entirely. 

It is fully understandable how this may have occurred considering the volume of 
information being handled, the short turn around times required, and the multiple dimensions 
being considered in this BRAC process. This issue should not detract from the transformational 
nature of the Navy's FRC approach. It is pointed out as an opportunity to adjust the final 
configuration. 

A similar association could have been made for ALREISE Research, Development, 
Acquisition, Test, and Evaluation (RDATE) capabilities considered under purview of the 
Technical JCSG. It is noteworthy that the unique nature of this commodity group was affirmed 
by Technical JCSG and documented in the BRAC report on page 37. For the recommendation to 
Establish Centers for Fixed Wing Air Platform RDATE it states: 

"Lakelzursr will be retained as a dedicated RDATEfacili~ for Aircraft Launch cfi 
Recoveiy Equipment and Aviation Support Equipment. " 

Recommendation; In order to achieve all the stated objectives of the Navy's transformation 
to Fleet Readiness Centers, it is imperative that in-service maintenance for the unique Naval 
commodity ALREISE follow suit and be included into the FRC operating model. This seventh 
Fleet Readiness Center will be responsible for all locations performing Intermediate and Depot 
maintenance of this commodity, accountable for achieving ALRE/SE Readiness objectives, and 
have the Command collocated with ALREfSE RDATE at Lakehurst, the acknowledged Center 
of Excellence for ALREISE. 

The ALRE/SE FRC should be composed of the following as a minimum: 
- ALRE Manufacturing and Depot Repair @ Lakehurst 
- Voyage Repair Teams @ MayportlNorfolk/North Island 
- ALREJSE In-service Engineering and Logistics @ Lakehurst /Jax /Cherry PointNorth 

Island 
- Fleet Technical Reps @ Multiple Fleet Sites (CAFSUIASREASU) 
- SE AIMDs at multiple sites 
- SE Rework Facility @ Solomon's Island 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
"12 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 20202 
Telephone: 705-699-2950 

July 28,2005 

The HonorableJeb Bush 
The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, 32399-0001 

Dear Governor Bush: 

Dluing the Base Closure and Realignment Commission's Regional Hearing at New Orleans 
on 22 July, severalmembers of the FIoneda delegation suggestedrelocaung the Naty's east 
coast Master Jet Base, presendy at Oceana Naval& Station in Vitginia, to Cecil Field. You, 
however, did not mention the possibiliv of such a move in your remarks. 

Ifyou do in fact support the move, the Commission rvould appreciate your metten 
comments regarding this concept in order for the present Cecil Field complex to be 
considered as a potential alternative site. The Department ofDefense and the Navy would 
reqlLire the removal o f  aU the indusfnfnal and commercial activities (non-DoD related) 
presently operatin, at the Cecil Field complex so that the Navy Master Jet Base would be 
able to conduct conthuous, unencumbered fight operations, trai'ning and other required 
military activities. Additiondy, a suitable oudfigfjeld would be required to conduct high 
tempo fight operations. 

Please advise the Commission whether the state and localgovernments have formalinterest 
in the concept and would supporr, direct or comply with the foregoing conditions and any 
other restntnctions (for example, enw'ronmental restrictions &om building within the fence 
line, encroachment into clear zones or accident potential zones, etc.) that may arise should 
the BRAC Commission consider the relocation of  the Navy's MasterJet Base to Cecil Field 
as a potential alternative. In addition, the Commission would be interested in knowkg 
whether your office has communicated its interest in pursuing this concept rri& the 
Department ofDefense or the Department ofthe Navy and the outcome of those 
communications. 

Your timely response d help the Commission to better understand the feasibiliv of  such 
an option prior to our iinal deliberations now scheduled for the week ofAugust 22nd. 
Naturally, we m'II be reviewing operationd and legislative issues regarding this 
consideration on a par& track to your research and reply actiwVIty, 

Sincerely, 
' i 

Chairman: Anthony I. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111. Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

August 2,2005 

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10-3 101 

Dear Senator Murkow ski : 

Thank you for your letter of July 13,2005 expressing your concern about the impact of recusals 
on Commission voting and the ability of the Commission to carry out its statutory duties. 

I understand and share your concerns about the soundness, correctness, and integrity of the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. I have once again closely re-examined Commission practice 
and procedures and reviewed our current situation, including the status of the four commissioners who 
have recused themselves from voting in certain circumstances. 

As you noted, Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves in accordance with ethics 
agreements they signed during the confirmation process because of BRAC-related activity in California 
and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray recused himself because of his long-time representation 
of Nevada in the Congress and other public offices. Commissioner Hansen recused himself with regard 
to Utah for the same reason. 

The recusals were made publicly at a Commission hearing held on May 19, 2005. As a result of 
their recusals, the commissioners cannot deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their 
home states or to installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments 
of installations in their home states. The decisions of the commissioners to selectively recuse themselves 
were voluntary and fully informed. Commissioners Coyle and Gehman chose to honor the ethics 
agreements they had signed. Media accounts notwithstanding, Commissioners Bilbray and Hansen 
understood and continue to understand that their recusals are entirely voluntary and not required by the 
ethics statute or by any binding precedence. 

The actions of Commissioners Bilbray, Coyle, Gehman, and Hansen in limiting their participation 
in certain Commission actions reflect the importance they place on their personal integrity and the public 
trust. Their actions can only serve to enhance the reality and perception of the Commission as open, 
honest, and totally independent. 

I thank you again and assure you that the Commission will be able to carry out its statutory 
responsibilities as currently configured and with its adopted rules. Please be assured that we will 
continue to be guided by a well-grounded understanding of the law and of our responsibility to fulfill the 
mandate that guides our actions, that is to be open and thorough in our deliberations and fair and resolute 
in our decisions. 

~ n ' t h o n ~  J. Principi 
Chairman 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., USN 

(Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The Honorable 
Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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The Honorable Antl~.ony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Defense Base CIosul-e and Alignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, 'r'irginia 112202 

Dear Mr. P~~incipi: 

As the 2005 I3RAC round proceeds, I am increasingly concerned about the effect 
that recusals by several members of the Defense Base Realignment and Closure (E4RAC) 
Commission will hie upon the Commission's ability to fulfill the important public trust 
responsibilities expected of them under applicable laws and regulations. By way of 
example, I understar~d that one Commissioner may have to abstain from most of the votes 
but his failure to fulIy participate will not affect the requirement that a majority of the 
seated Commissioners must affirmatively vote to take a base off of the BRAC Iist. Other 
Commissioners have expressed their intention to abstain from specific votes. It is in the 
public's interest that every Commissioner participates in the deliberations of the BRAC 
Commission as fully as the law allows. Ideally, no BRAC Commissioner should be 
forced to recuse him or herself from parlicipating in any issue before the Commission. 

At the Commission's public meeting on May 19,2005, Commissioners Biibray, 
Coyle, Gefunan and Hansen announced that they would recuse themselves fiom certain 
decisions of the BW1.C Commission. It is my understanding that Commissioners Coyle 
and Gehmai engageti in certain activities related to the 2005 BRAC round prior to their 
appointment to the BRAC Commission that required each to recuse himself under an 
Ethics Agreement tk~t dl of the Commissioners signed as a condition of appointment. 
l l e re  seems to be little controversy over their decisions given f ie  circumstances. 

Commissioners Bilbray and Hansen, on the other hand, appear to have recused 
themselves fiom dec~sions involving their borne states solely because they formerly 
served in elective oflice fiom those states.' I am particularly concerned about the 
voluntariness of Con.dssioner Bilbray's decision. 

Letter from Anthony J .  Prindpi, Chairman, B U C  Commission 10 the Honorable Ted Stevens, United 
States Senate, June 17,2l~OS and enclosed Extract of Transcript of  the May 19, ZOOS Public Meeting of the 
BRAC Commission, March 8,2005. Commissioner Hansen indicated f ia t  he would recusc himself from 
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Media accotmts indicate that Commissioner Bilbray made this decision after 
consultation with the BRAC Commission's coun~el .~ However, one article suggests that 
Commissioner Bilbrsly was given little choice in the matter. This article quotes 
Commissiclner Bilb.l.ay as stating, "I was kind of shocked when our counsel advised me to 
recuse." Commissi~.~ner Bilbray spoke to the reporter who wrote this story immediately 
after the May lgm Commission meeting at which he announced his recusaL3 

Qut:stions about the voluntariness of Commission Bilbray's recusal arose once 
again at the BRAC Commission's Alaska Regional Hearing on June 15,2005. An article 
that appeared the d a y  prior to the hearing cast doubt on whether the Commissioner's 
recusal applied to tb t proposed removal of fighter aircraft fiom Eielson AFB to Nl l i s  
AFB. In that article. Bilbray was quoted as follows: 

I'm going to do what's right for the country.. .I think the people in Akska 
will h d  that I'll be very hir in this matter. And if I don't think those 
planes should go to Nellis, I'll be one of the first to say that. 

The article goes on ID quote Commissioner Bilbray as follows, "I think NelIis needs more 
planes like a hole in the head; they've got so many there already."' 

The following day, Commissioner Bilbray said he would recuse himself fiom 
BRAC Conunission votes related to the proposed transfer of F-I 6 aircraft to NeIlis AFB, 
again on tht: advice o f  the Commission's counsel. However, he continued to insist that 
he had no intention cC favoring his home state in his work on the BRAC Commission. 
Quite the contraxy, ('ommissioner Bilbray suggested that he was favorably disposed to 
keeping the F-16 ainxaft at Eielson AFB. 

I ' ve  teen leaning against the recommendation to reqlign Eielson.. .I could 
very javell have been a 'no vote' that  anc celled out. 

I feel bad for the people of Alaska,. .I've been very sympathetic to those 
bases.' 

substantial participarion r n any portion of the BRAC Commission that would affea any installation in the 
State ofUtah on the grounds that he has held public office in Utah for forty-two yenrs, 22 of which as a 
member of Congress. Cr~mrnissioner Bilbray indicated that he was recusing himself fiom any work "in 
regard to drr State of Nc\+ada in these particular deliberations," "in advicc of the Ethics Council (sic) t ~ r  our 
Commission!' 

Sam Bishop, Bilbrav Mlllls Recusal for Eielson Votesa Fairbanks Daily Ncws-Miner, June 14,2005. ' Samantha Young, Ex-Clxxressrnan Ouits Work [nvalviner State Militarv Sites, la$ Vegas Review- 
Journal, May 20,2005. 
' ~ e e .  note 2. 
k%. Dillon, BRAC Colnrnission to Take Second Look st Recusals, Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, June 

16,2005. (Emphasis added) 
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These news media accounts also suggest that the BRAC Commission staff was 
c o n h e d  about the applicable ethics rules. On June 14, Commission spokesman Jim 
Schaefer -as quoted as saying that he didn't believe Commissioner Bilbray needed to 
recuse himself on the Eielson issue. Schaefer said, "From what I've heard he's not 
planning 

On June 1 sd', Scbaefer is quoted as saying that "Commission bylaws mandate that 
commissioners abstldn fiom voting on issues that directly affect their home states." 
Bilbray, on the otht r hand, contendedbt the recusal decision followed questions from 
the media about his impartiality.' 

Yori were quoted in the June 15 story as indicating that "the Commission would 
meet with its legal cfsunsel [the foIIowing week] to review the recusal process." That 
article also quotes y ~ u  as saying that "If we keep recusinf people every time there's a 
potential minor conllict we're going to run into trouble." I fully expected that this 
meeting would include all of the Commissioners. I was disappointed to learn that you 
were the only Comnlissioner present? 

On June 21, 1005, following the meeting with counsel, you wrote Senators 
Stevens ancl Warner, that the previously announced recusals would remain in effect." 
My counsel, who was briefed on the outcome of the meeting by the BRAC Commission's 
General Counsel, informs me that the recusals by Commissioners Bilbray and Hanson 
were not withdrawn in deference to a precedent established by former Senator Dixon 
fiom Illinois who seived on a prior BRAC Commission that has since sunsetted. 

However wo~thy the precedent, and that in itself is debatable, it is not the law. I 
am informed that BF:AC Commission is a chartered federal advisory committee, subject 
to the Federd Advisory Committee Act. The Commission's charter specifies that the 
Commissiol~en are ".Special Government Employees" (SGEs). Contrary to the statements 
of the Commission's spokesperson, neitber the Commission's charter, the procedural 
rules it has dzdopted, nor the Commission's principal governing legislation, the Defense 
Base Closure and Rellignment Act of 1990, specify the conflict of interest or impartiality 
mles governing members of the BRAC Commission. 

B U C  Comnlissioners, as SGEs, are subject to the mandates of federal erhics 
laws and the US Office of Government Ethics (OGE) government-wide ethics 
regulations. The OGE government-wide ethics regulations require &at SGEs abstain 
fiom voting on matters before federal advisory committees on which they cannot cast an 

~ee .nou2 .  
7 See note 5. 
' Z ( ~ r n ~ h a s i s  added) 
9& note I. 
'' Letter fiom Anthony J. Principi to the Elonorable John W. Warner, Unitcd States Senate. June 21,2005. 
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impartial vote." H~.wevm, these regulations define partiality in terms that would not 
require Commissior~er Bilbray to abstain fiom any decision solely because his home state 
might win or lose irl the vote. 

The reg~lati~~ns require that an SGE abstain from participating in "particular 
mattersy' in which the SGE, a member of his or her household, or a person with which he 
or she has a "covered relationship" has a "direct and predictable financial interest." These 
matters must iavolvls "specific parties"'2 Moreover, the SGE must only abstain if "a 
reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts would question his impafiiaIity." 
These regulations not require that an individual disqualify himself sim ly because a 
member of the press or the public might subjectively believe he is partial. g 

Reoognizing that it is impossible to predict all conceivable fact situations in 
regulations, the OGE! encourages SGEs who are concerned that other circumstances 
would raise a question of impartiality to E o I ~ S U ~ ~  an Ethics ~ounselor. '~ The regulations 
enumerate n series o F factors to be considered by the Ethics Counsel in determining 
whether an individuid's participation in a government decision "outweighs the concern 
that a reasonable person may question the integrity of the agency's programs and 

Thesc Ethics Counselor is expected to weigh the appearance that rhe 
govemment employ.;e's deoisions will be driven by his or her financial interest (or the 
fmancial interests of a related party) against the need for the employee to participate in 
the decision l6 

The government-wide ethics regutations provide a roadmap for evaluatjng 
questions of impartidity, real or perceived. These regulations do not require a person to 
abstain from the ped ormance of his or her ofticid duties absent a showing that the 
individual, n family ~ncmber or a close associate will benefit financially from the 
government employre's decisions. To the best of my knowledge, nobody has suggested 
that Commissioner Elilbray, his family members, or those associated with him, have any 
fmcial  stake in the outcome of the BRAC Commission's deliberations. 

Commissioner Bilbray's protestations in the media do not inspire confidence that 
he was offered the ct~.oioe of following the government-wide ethics regulations or electing 

" 5 C.F.R 2635.501 - 502 (2005). 
" See, 5 C.F.R. 2637.10i(a) (7) (2005) for definitions of"speeifis manm" and "specific psnies". DoD 
guidance, note 13, obsm cs that "DoD advisory cornmiaces usually focus on policy-lcvel issues and do not 
consider particular matters involving specific parties." 
I 3  See, Standards of Concluot Office, DoD General Counsel, Keeninc Committee5 Clear of Ethical 
Problems: An Ethics Guille for Designated Federal Officials of DoD Advisorv Committees (February 10, 
2004)(discuuion of conflicts of interest) , An Advisory Guide for Consultants and Advirorv Cornminee 
h h k  at the Dmirrtm( nt of Defense (Februw 10,2004) (discussion of impartiaIiv), 
ta the Standards of Cond1.g (October 2002) at 8 .  
l4 5 C.F.R 2637.501(8) C.005) 
Is 5 C.F.R 263~.502(d).(200~) 
'9 C.F.R. 2635.502(d) (1)-(5). 
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a more restrictive position as a matter of conscience. Weeks after reading Commissioner 
Bilbray's commentt; in the newspaper, I am still troubled by the Commissioner's protest 
that his possible vole against the realignment of Eielson AFB - a vote against the 
interests that mppo iedIy disqualified him - woad be "canceIled out," presumably by the 
Commission's am neys. " I am left with the impression that the Commission's attorneys 
characterized the decision made by Senator Dixon some years back as the applicable law 
and "advised" Comlmissioner Bilbray to follow it. 

Section 5 @ )  (3) of the Federal Advisory Committee Act sets forth Congress' 
expectatior~ that the advice and recommendations of the advisory committee "wilI not be 
inappropriately infh lenced by the appointing authority.. .but will instead be the result of 
the advisory cornmiitee's independent j ~ d g m e n t . ~  The arbitrary exclusion of 
committee memben fiom participation in Commission decisions by staff members who 
are employed by thc supporting agency necessarily raises an inference of interference. 

The General Services Administration's Federal Advisory Committee Act 
regulations, at the suggestion of OGE," enumerate the specific responsibilities of an 
agency that supports an advisory committee to assure that the committee functions in an 
ethical fashion. These responsibilities include, "assur[ing] that the interests agd 
affiliations of advisciry cornmitree members are reviewed for conformance with 
applicable conflict of  interest statutes, regulations issued by the.. .OGE, including any 
supplemental agenc!: requirements, and other Federal ethics rules."20 

While adviscl committees are also subject to other applicable laws, regulations 
and agency policies, 'my staff bas not identified any authoriy to support the proposition 
that a BRAC Commissioner who once served, but no longer serves in elective office, 
must abstain fiom decisions that possibly could benefit or burden his home state. 

Following tbe Comnlission's return from Fairbanks, m y  counsel suggested 10 the BRAC 
Commission's General Counsel that it might be helpful to seek a written "second 
opinion" on this criti~ally important issue fiom the OGE or the Office of Legal Counsel 
of the United States Department of Justice. I think this is a fme suggestion and hope that 
you are taking advantage of the opportunity to have a fresh pair of eyes evaluate whether 
the advice given to Commissioner Bilbray, and perhaps to other Commissioners, was 

" See note 5. 
" Z.S.C. Appendix. Although the language of Section 5(b)(3) establishes standards far legislation lo 
create new advisory cornlnittees, the General Services Administration (which promulgates govemment- 
wide standards for the op1:ration of federal advisory committees under authoriry granted in Stction 7(c)) 
has interpreted it as a congessional mandate that advisory committees h t i o n  i n d m m d e n ~  of their 
appointing autlloritics. & Final Rule. Federal ~dvisorv Cornminee Management, k6 Fed. 1. 3773 1 
(July 19,2001). 

Id. 
'O 41 C.F.R 102-3.1 OS(h) and Appendix A to Subpart C (Point 1V). 

41 C.F.R 102-3.125(c) and Appendix A to Subpan C (Point V f )  
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unjustifiably restrictive. This written opinion needs to be completed before the 
Commissioners besin reviewing the staff recommendations. 

Pleiise undasrand that I share the Commission's desire to operate above reproach 
and free &om any ri.:al or perceived bias. However, I would respectfully submit that it is 
just M egregious to .arbitrarily exclude an unbiased Commissioner from fill  participation 
as it is to permit a Commissioner with a direct and substantial financial inkrest in the 
outcome of a decisic ~n to fully participate. 

In forrnuiatk~g this letter I found the observations of Jack Maskell, a Legislative 
Attorney for the Co~igressional Research Service, in a report entitIed, "Enterine the 
Executive nranch ~~'Govemment: Potential Conflicts of Interest With Previous 
Ern~loyments and A,ffiliationsW (March 23,20031, quite illuminating, and I have 
enclosed a copy of the report for your review. I would specifically direct your attention 
to the "Note on General 'Impartiality," Alleged 'Bias,' and Past Affiliations or 
Activities" which begins on page CRS-17 and concludes on page CRS-19. Mr. Maskell's 
analysis, which defines impartiality as the absence of a financial conflict of interest, 
suggests that the Co~nmission's attorneys got this decision wrong in a very big way. 

I appreciate !:our thoughtful consideration of this views expressed in this letter 
and look forward to your reply. 

Sincerely, 

United States Senator 

Enclosure 

cc: BRAC Commissi ~n Members 

. ~ .... ..-. - - - - - - -  _ _ -  , _  . * . .  __ .  . _.__ _ .-. - - -  - - -  - 
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REPLY TO 

NDU-CTNSP 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA, 22202. 

.PC'. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Center for Technology and National Security Policy has been in touch with 
Commissioner Hal Gehman to see if our experience in the area of Science and 
Technology (S&T) can be useful to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission. The Center employs several very senior scientists, including 
former directors of each Service Defense Lab (see list attached). We have also 
conducted the so-called Section 913 study on the relevance of the Defense Labs. 
Admiral Gehman and the Commission staff encouraged us to prepare a letter 
with our views on the impact of BRAC recommendations on the Defense Labs. 
Our review considered only the potential impact of the BRAC recommendations 
on DOD S&T programs. 

We are in general pleased with the discretion shown in recommending 
relocations and closures regarding S&T. Efficiencies in consolidation are often 
overshadowed by a loss of key personnel and by a loss of the innovation brought 
about by diversity. The DOD S&T workforce has also become somewhat fragile 
due to previous BRAC closures and the outsourcing of the expertise the DOD ii 
requires to participate in the global S&T enterprise. While we did have a few 
concerns (given below), we found positive recommendations for relocation as 
well. For example the consolidation of sensors related S&T from Hanscom and 
Rome to Wright Patterson Air Force Base should strengthen the Air Force sensor 
program even though a few senior S&T personnel may be lost. Similarly, the 
actions proposed for the Naval Air Warfare Center, China Lake; Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Dahlgren; and Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head 
accomplish a long sought after Navy objective of rationalizing the S&T programs 
among those locations. In addition, there are positive steps being taken in the 
cross-service area. These include the realignment and consolidation of several 
service gun and ammunition activities to the Integrated Weapons and Specialty 
Site for Guns and Ammunition to be located at Picatinny Arsenal. The concerns 
mentioned above are detailed below: 

Page 1 of 3 
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1. The future will be characterized increasingly by the globalization of 
science and technology. While the United States will continue to be a 
major force in science and technology, its share of the world's program will 
decline. In such a world the DO0 would be wise to move toward greater 
engagement and diversity regarding science and technology. The BRAC 
recommendations indicate some worrisome trends in this regard. For 
example, the co-location of DOD science and technology funding 
organizations at Bethesda and the removal of DOD contingents from other 
government locations could reduce the diversity of DOD science and 
technology efforts and hamper the coordination of DOD science and 
technology with efforts funded by other government agencies. Such an 
outcome would not be in the best long-term interests of DOD. 

2. Though figures vary from location to location, data from the last BRAC 
round indicate that on average only about 25-30 percent of scientists and 
engineers assigned to relocate actually do so, and many of those who do 
relocate subsequently leave the government.' If this BRAC round results 
in a similar proportion of resignations, it would mean a very serious loss of 
technical talent. In this regard, the proposed closure of Fort Monmouth 
and the relocation of the Communications and Electronics Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC) to Aberdeen Proving 
Ground and the relocation of the CERDEC Night Vision and Electronics 
Sensors Directorate from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen are troubling. Also, 
because of the need to construct new facilities at Aberdeen (there is no 
core of C41SR expertise or culture there) the consolidation would take 
several years. During this time, again based on past experience, there 
could be a serious slump in productivity in an area where maintaining a 
vigorous S&T program is of national importance for combating terrorism 
as well as for the network-centric operations of the Army's Future Combat 
System. 

As a concluding observation, even at the S&T level it is important to facilitate the 
concept of "Jointness." It is important to keep this in mind as S&T activities move 
from one location to another as a result of BRAC decisions. The establishment 
of the proper infrastructure is often a key to enabling "Joint" activities at the S&T 
(and higher) level. For example. C3 is an area that clearly requires "Joint" S&T 
work. By its very nature, C3 is a distributed activity and need not be conducted 
at only one location. However, "Joint" geographically distributed work in this area 
requires deliberate infrastructure investments and planning. While not equivalent 
to C3 from a warfighter's perspective, a successful example in this regard is the 

L,lrcl-ae L fi,larci-eli Tc'erse Lai;crafor es 41-.J p.' 'ary C a m b  lily Headed 'r)r a EP4Crjo,:r? 
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DOD High-performance Computing Program. This is a cross-Service activity that 
is distributed among a nurnber of DOD laboratories and selected universities. 
The program has been very valuable in modernizing and facilitating computing 
for DOD S&T purposes. It has also facilitated "Joint" activity among the 
laboratories. However, without infrastructure investments, coordination and 
planning, the program would not have been successful. The time to consider the 
necessary investments is the time at which moves are decided upon. Such 
planning may therefore be relevant to BRAC decisions. 

The above considerations are called to your attention in the hope that they may 
contribute to the very thorough inquiry that your Commission will perform 
regarding the BRAC recommendations. We would be pleased to discuss these 
matters with you should you so desire. 

Hans Binnendijk, ..I 

Director 
Center for Technology and 
National Security Policy 
The National Defense University 

Attachment 
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Senior Scientists at the Center for Technoloqv and National Securitv Policv 

Dr. Timothy Coffey 
Former Director of Research, Naval Research Laboratory 

Dr. Richard Chait 
Former Director of Army Research and Laboratory Management 

Dr. Donald Daniel 
Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Science, Technology and 
Engineering 

Dr. John Lyons 
Former Director of the National Bureau of Standards and former Director of the 
Army Research Laboratory 

Dr. Elihu Zimet 
Former Head of the Expeditionary Warfare Science and Technology Department, 
Office of Naval Research 
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DEFENSE NrZSE CLOSUIiE AND REALIGNMENT COMhlISSlON 
9511 S o u t h  Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington. VA a.lg0.l 
Telcphone: 703-699-9950 

September 28, 2005 

TRANSMmAL MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chairman 

FROM: Office of the General Counsel 

SUBJECT: Certification of Hearing Transcripts 

Enclosed please find a certification page for your signature certifying that the 
hearing transcripts have been duly reviewed and corrected, where necessary, for 
the following hearings before the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
(BRAC) Commission: 

May 16 - 19,2005 (Department of Defense witnesses); 
June 2 1 ,  2005 (Rapid City, ND); 
June 23,2005 (Grand Forks, SD); 
August 1 1 and 20,2005 (Department of Defense witnesses); 
August 24 -27, 2005 (Final Deliberations). 

A copy of these transcripts has been reviewed by members of the Commission's 
Legislative, Office of the General Counsel and Review and Analysis staff, as 
appropriate. Please execute the certification page as this will permit the issuance 
of certified transcripts on the BRAC Commission's webpage and dissemination to 
the general public. - - 

General Counsel 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorahle James H. Bilhray. The Honorahle Philip E. Coyle Ill. Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr.. 

USN (Ret).The Honorahle Jim Hanscn. General James T. Hill. USA (Ret). General Lloyd Newton. USAF (Ket). The 
Honorahle Samuel K. Skinner. Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner. USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Bartagl~a 
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CERTIFICATION 

I, ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI, as Chairman of the 2005 Defense Closure and Realignment 
(BRAC) Commission, do hereby certify that the hearing transcripts identified by date 
below, are true and correct, having been duly reviewed and revised, as appropriate, by the 
Commission as of the 2% day of s&- - ,2005. 

May 16,2005; 
May 17,2005; 
May 18,2005; 
May 18,2005 (Part 11); 
May 19,2005; 
June 2 1,2005; 
June 23,2005; 
August 1 1,2005; 
August 20,2005; 
August 24,2005; 
August 24, 2005 (Part 11); 
August 25,2005; 
August 25,2005 (Part 11); 
August 26,2005; 
August 26,2005 (Part 11); 
August 27,2005. 

/L5 Dated: f / ,  ., i' 

ANTHON J. PRWIPI r 

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

September 29, 2005 

General Michael W. Hagee 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps 
2 Navy Annex, Room 2 1 18 
Washington, DC)!O~~O- 1775 

The 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has completed its first phase and 
submitted its report to the President. The report is now before the Congress and appears to be on 
course for final acceptance and the beginning of implementation of the Commission 
recommendations by late October. The BRAC process has been demanding, with little respite. 
The Marines have on two occasions come to the rescue, providing much needed morale support 
and inspiration. 

r On August 1 9 ' ~  most of the Commission members and staff attended the Evening Parade at 
Marine Barracks, 81h and I. Master Sergeant Milo Lucio, USMC, Retired, the Barracks Protocol 
Officer, made all of the arrangements, missing no detail. The Marines were, well Marines, I 
need to say no more - we could not have asked for a more perfect evening or a more dramatic 
demonstration of pride and precision. 

Last night, Master Sergeant Kurt Dupuis, USMC and four other Marine musicians from the U.S. 
Marine Band provided musical support at a Commission awards ceremony. They transformed 
the event into an especially memorable occasion, foremost with their music but also by their 
outstanding appearance and deportment. 

Thanks to all of the 8' and I Marines, but please convey my special appreciation to Master 
Sergeant Lucio, aster Sergeant Dupuis, and the other Marine musicians. Y 1 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Chairman: Anthony J.  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H.  Billway, the Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111. Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honorahle Samtrel K. 
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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Release of additional BRAC information 

The Department of Defense is making additional BRAC information available for 
review by the BRAC Commission and Congress. 

o In compliance with the BRAC statutes, the Department of Defense provided its 
recommendations to the BRAC commission and Congress on May 1 3th. Additionally, 
the following data has been provided to the Commission and Congress: 

The classified force structure plan (Volume 2 of the Department's 
recommendation); 
Reports by the Military Departments a d  the Joint Cross Service Groups 
(Volumes 3- 12); 
222 BRAC recommendation binders, containing the Department's analysis of 
each recommendation against all eight selection criteria; 
Cost of Base Realignment Action Model with static data; 
Installation imagery of bases to be visited; and 
Testimony to the Commission by senior DoD officials. 

To further support the Commission's and the public's understanding of the 
Department's recommendations, the Department is preparing to submit a general 
database pertaining to all U.S. facilities bv close of business on Mav 31". 

o The volume of this supplementary data is more than 100 times greater than for 
previous BRAC rounds. 

o As in previous base realignment and closure rounds, the Department is establishing 
handling procedures for the general database. 

The database is entirely digital and contains some classified information. For 
that reason, the entire database must be treated as classified while DoD 
continues to process of declassifying substantial portions of it. 

o DoD staff will make the entire digital database accessible on computers in a secure 
reading room in Crystal City near the BRAC Commission offices. We plan to have 
this material available by Tuesday evening, May 3 lSt. Consistent with prior BRAC 
rounds, we are working with Congressional staff to establish a similar secure reading 
room on Capitol Hill. 

o The entire digital database will be made available to the commission, to Members of 
Congress, and to Congressional staff with "SECRET" clearances. 
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Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense: Legislative Affairs 

Legislative Update 

o The public, through the BRAC Commission, will have access to all unclassified 
information by Saturday, June 4. 

o Unlike previous BRAC rounds, the Department will have a simultaneous process of 
rapid declassification of information on the database as appropriate should 
community representatives desire such information and should it be determined to be 
eligible for rapid declassification. 

o The Department believes the full volume of data available to the Congress, the BRAC 
commission, and the public will be substantially greater than was made available in 
prior BRAC rounds. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A.ibTD BEALIGNMENT COilfiWISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLU2.K STREET, SUITE 600 

ARLIiVGTORr, F% 22202 
TELEPHOLVE: 773-699-2950 
FAX: 703-699-2735 

m- mu- E. rqk  ill 
A-llrr)d W. -a, 31, USII (Re) - Y m e  U. Wanran 
c*mc-r.nrcUYfneJ 
-&,d w. I IMm,  U Y f  (ler) 
rh.-YmUHKY*,"I  -- E h  I-H, U Y F  (I-) 

B e  Honorsble CathyMciWorn3 
U.S. House of Xepresentarives 
f 708 longwonh House Office Building 
Washinsfon, D C 2051.5 

Dear Ms. McAIorn's, 

I am follow-itlg up on my letter to you of May I& 2005 in ~ ~ h j C h  I e.~pressed m y  appreci:ztion 
to you for the BR.1 C materials yozz so ki~zdly set~t to me, 

AErer zn inrense week of immersion in BRA C brisiz1ess, I nzore f q  apprecjate the 
responsibility I have zmderraketl. Tl~is is trd' a massi~e endea vur ufgrear imporrzmce to 
indirid~als~ srates, and foremosl; rhe ~rstiotl. 

.I 
I a m  commifted to &ring utmosr eflort to be Air 211d objectirre aborrt issrzes rr-e 11mst 
consider. I ISTZ evz?uate-eveq military instd?vation rhar zke Secretary of Defense has 
recommended for closure or reafignr~zent using che statrzrory cnnteiia and the force-structure 
plan 3s my ,gees. 

Again, rhad-you fur your letter and d ~ e  material-you pro tided rirhich Iha r v  inchrded i r ~  the 
pz~bfic record of o~~rproceedings. 
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DEFENsE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNJfENIT CO&~I~$ISSI~N 
2521 SOUTH C u r  STREET, SUITE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 2,7202 
TELEPHONE: 7703-699-2950 
F M  703-659-2735 

Gor.emor Rid Perry 
Ogce of the Goyemor 
P. 0. Box t2428 
Ausrrh, Texas 78712-2428 

Dear Gosemor Perq, 

I ;znt-fu.l!o r*in,o rrp on nty letier ro you of M2y 2l7ZOU.5 in nhich I e,spresscd my appreciation 
to you for the BfiACmated';zls,vou so kirzdly sent to me, 

M e t  an  btense week of  i m n ~ e r s h  lit BRA C bzrsiness, In~ore E~JKF~ appreciate the 
responsibility I have nndertdien. This is truly a massive ende;lr.or ofgrczt importance to 
iodisid~rals, srares, aod foremost, the nation. 

(II, I am cormmired to gd"Ir.ing utnzost effort to be fiir and ob/i.crirre about all issrres rr-e rzznst 
consider. 2 evaluate eveg- I Z I A Y ~ ~ Y  fj2staIf:zfiur1 tZ1i~t the Secretay of Defense h:zs 
recommended br cZosure or reafignn~enr using the statrztory cnierh and rlhe farce-srrncture 
plan as nlyguides. 

comm.menr is tot&. 1 look furn2rd to this opport unit). to agsin senre IT97 C O U ~  t q r .  

Again, shank yozz for_yo~zr lerter and tl'e nzaten-d-yolr pro r+cied rrdich I have inclr~dcd in the 
public record of oz~rproceeding~.~ 

James H. Btlhray 

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RERLIGNMENT con~lf;ssIon' 
2521 SOUTH CLARkrSTREET, SUrrE 600 

ARLINGTON, JSrA 22202 
TEUPNOATE: 703-699-2950 
FAX'r 703-699-27.3.5 

Governor Mark R. Warner 
Execurive Ofice Bur'Iding, F Fhor 
2123 Bast Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 27219 

Dear Governor IVsrner, 

f a m  fallorwing 11p on nzy letrer to you of May 11,2005 in ~r4ich I expressed m y  appreciztion 
to you far the BRA Cm2terids you so kindly sent to me. 

After an intense week of immersion in BRA C btrsixless, I more f*y appreciate the 
responsibility 1 have r~nderraket. This is tnrly a massive errdearor ofgreat importance to 

err, in&~$duds, stgres, and foremost, the nariurz. 

1 m conm~ired to girG~g utmost effort ro be fair m d  otjective aborrr aV issues rrre rnust 
consider. I rvFlf evaluate evefy mi. ! i t" f r  insra~arion that the Secretary of Definse has 
recommended fir closure or redb~ment  using the statutoy cn'teria and the force-srructure 
plm as my guides. 

My com.tment is tot&. Ilook fonrvsrd to this opport~zm~ry.ro agzii~l sene rny cotuztly, 

&ah, &&you for>rourletter 2nd the maren~dyoupro~ided which il~arre rizcfuded in the 
public record of our procee&gs. 

Sincerely, 
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~ a m e s  H. Bilbray 

Nevada Stale Senate (1981-1986) 
U.S. Congress (.l987-1995) 

U.S. Security Policy Advisory Committee (POO-m1) 
Advisory Board of the Export Import Bank. (1995- 1996) 

Board of Visitors USAF Acadeiny (1990-1002) 
Board of Visitors USMA (1905-1999) 

University of Nevada Board d Regents (19i3-1973) 
North Atlantic P.ssembly (NATO) (1989-1995) 

Member CaliforniaNevada High Speed Train Conln,ission (2005,W8) 
Member 2005 Base Closure 2nd Realignment Commission (BRAC) 

Map 1 1,2005 

Hon. Catl-ry McMorris 

1708 Loog~vorth HOB 

Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Represe~rtative McMo~ris, 

I received today the material sent to the BRAC Office. I will review this mateiial after the 
Secretary makes public the list, wlzich hopefi~lly does not Fairchild or1 the list. Having bee11 a 
manber of Congess when they removed a fighter wing from my distsict, I kllon; you need this 
like a wllole in your head. I a111 available at the number on this letterlread if you need to speak to 
after the list is published. 

3800 Howard Hughes Parkway. Seventh Floor. Las Vngas Nevada EY109 
211 1 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 850. Arlington. Virginia 22201 

Tel- (702) 792-7000 * Fax: (702) 796-7181 
Tel: (703) 841-0620 e Fax: (703) 243-2874 

s-mail: jbilbra@kkbr.com 

DCN: 12277



James H. Bilbray 

Mevoda State Senate (1YBt-1986) 
U.S. Congress (1Q87-1995) 

U.S. Seci~rily Policy kdvi~ory Co~nn~ihes (2000-2001) 
Advisory Board of the Export Import Bank (1995-19%) 

Board of Visitos USAF Academy (1990-1992) 
Board of Visitors USMA (1995-1999) 

University of Nevada Board of Regents (1968-1973) 
Nodh Atlantic 'sremMy (txIATO) (1 835-1995) 

k~lernkr California-Nevada High Speed Train Commission (2005-2008) 
Member 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 

Dear Govenlor Perry, 

I am in receipt of the material that you send me re tile Texas ~nilitary bases. I appreciate 
the infonnatio~l and will review them diligently. Hopefully any hurt to T e s x  will be  mild if 
none at all. 

Sincerely, 

3800 Howard Hughes Parkwsy, Seventh Floor, Cas Vzgas Nevada 89109 
21 11 Wilson Boulevard. Suite 850, Arlington. Virginia 222O1 

Tel: (702) 792-7000 Fax: (702) 796-7181 
0 Tel: (703) 841-0628 Fax: (703) 243-2874 

e-mail: jbilbra!@kkbr.co?i 
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James H. Bilbray 

Nevada State Senate (1981-1986) 
U.S. Congress (1987- 1995) 

U.S. Security Policy Advisory Cor~imiliee (2000-2001) 
Advisory Board of the Export lmporl Bank (1995-1996) 

Board of Visitors USAF Academy (1990-1992) 
Board of \/isibrs USMA (1995-1999) 

Univenity of Plevada Board of Regents (1968-1973) 
North Atlantic Assembly (MATO) (I%%-1995) 

Membez California-Nevada High Speed Train Commission (2005-2008) 
Member 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission (6fW.C) 

May 1 1,200.5 

Dear Governor FVan~er, 

I a111 in receipt of the BRAC infornlativn you sent me. My daughter and son-in law, who 
Iived in Virginia ur~til a little over a year ago, tell me Feat things about you. I-Iopefully soilleilay 
some of us in Nevada will be able to vote for you on a national level. I will do whatever 1 call to 
help. Hopefully the Secretary does not have any Virgi~lia itistillations on the list. 

JAMES H. BILBRAY 

3800 Howard Hughes Parkway, Seventh Floor. Las Vegas Nevada 89109 
211 1 Wilson Boulevard. Suite 850. Arlington, Virginia 22201 

Tel: (702) 792-7000 Fax: (702) 796-7181 
Tel: (703) 841-0826 Fax: (7C13) 243-2874 

e-mail: jhilhray<@kkbr corn 
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ÿ am& H. Bilbray 

Ne~~acfa State Senate (1991 -1986) 
U.S. Congre.5.s (1987-1995) 

U.S. Security Policy Advisory Comniittee {XJOO-2001) 
Advisory Board of the Export lrnport Bank (19951996) 

Board of Visitors USAF Acadeln y (1990-1 992) 
Boarcl of Visitors USIdA (1995-1999) 

University of Nevada Board of Regents (1868-1973) 
North Atlantic Assembly (NATO) (1989-1995) 

Member California-Nevada High Speed Train Commission (2005-2008) 
Member 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 

May 1 1,2005 

Dear Sis/M;iclan, 

The CI~a i~ l~ lan  has fonvarcl to me you-material re the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. I will 
review the same ifthis facility is on the DOD list of proposed closures. Be ass~lred that Z will 
keep an open mind on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JAUES H. BILBRAY 

3800 Howard Hughes Parkway. Seventh Floor. Las Vegas Nevada 89109 
211 1 Wilson Boulevard. Suite 850, Arlington. Virginia 22201 

Tel: (702) 792-7000 Fax: (702) 796-7181 
r Tel: (703) 541-0fi2B Fax: (703) 243-2874 

e-mail: jbilhray@kkbr.corn 

DCN: 12277



B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

2 5 2 1  S O U T H  C L A R K  S T R E E T ,  S U I T E  6 0 0  

A R L I N G T O N ,  V A  2 2 2 0 2  

P H O N E :  7 0 3 - 6 9 9 - 2 9 5 0  

F A X :  7 0 3 - 6 9 9 - 2 7 3 5  

FACSIMILE T R A N S M I T T A L  S H E E T  

7-0: FROM: 

Maqoc Y B;L\?,  t * 

COMPANY. J DATE: 

FAX NUMBER: 
Sih\c~ i! 2005 

TOTAL NO. OF  PAGE^ INCLUDING COVER: 

+%I -9S2 -84d -  w , a a  
PHONE NUMBER: 

2 
SENDER'S TELEPHONE NUMBER: 

+%A- @,a- a43 -q~1.16 7 .  -2450 
RE: SENDER'S FAX NUMBER. 

_/_ -- --_ +-. 
/' 

URGENT / FOR REVIEW PLEASE COMMENT PLEASE REI'LY PLEASE KT. 
(, 

CYCLE 

---. --- - - ----- 
NOTES/COMMDNTS 

B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

( B R A C )  

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

July 1,2005 

Mr. YoichIha 
Mayor 
The City of  Ginowan 
1-1-1 Nodake, Ginowan City 
Okina wa, Japan 

Dear Mayor Yoichi lha: 

I am responding to your letter ofJune 17,2005, regarding Marifle Corps Ait 
Staubn, Futenma. You have requested that the Defense Base Closure and 
R e a l ~ e n t  Commi'ssion consider moving the air station to a location outside o f  
Japan. 

The p uipose of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-530), as amended, is to 't . . provide a fairprocess that d r e s u l t  in 
the timely closure and realpment of military installations inside the Um'ted States 
(emphasis added)." The Commission has no authon'ty with regard to United States 
military ktstdations inJapan or other countries. 

AIthough unable to respond favorably to your request, I will, by copy of this 
lettei, provide your letter to the Commandant of the M a ~ e  COTS for his 
information and futther response as deemed appropriate. 

Copy w/encl to: Commandant of the Marine Cops 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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Senate Armed Services Committee 
Questions for the Record 

Hearing on 3/15/05, #05-21 
To consider the following nominations: Anthony J. Principi to be a Member of the Defense 

Base Closure and Realignment Committee 
Witness: Principi 

Senator John Warner 

Independence of the Commission 

1 .  Mr. Principi, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission will receive the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations for closures and realignments on May 16. From 
that date until you submit your recommendations to the President by September 8, 2005, 
the Commission will be under intense pressure from all types of groups to influence your 
decisions. If confirmed and appointed as Chairman, what measures will you take to 
ensure the proceedings of the Commission will result in independent decisions free from 
outside influence? 

A. Every prospective candidate for a staff position will be interviewed to ensure that he/she 
has the requisite knowledge, experience, expertise, commitment and impartiality to serve 
on the Commission's staff. Politics or political influence will not be tolerated. I will 
rnake a comrnittnent to ensure thal the Commission's work is free from political influence 
or motivations, that potential cont'licts of interests are addressed adequately, and that the ' 

BRAC process is independent, fair, equitable and open. I will also ensure that ail BRAC 
Conlrnissioners and staff arc adequately trained, briefed and otherwise conform to all 
ethics and related requirements. 

Qualitv of Life Considerations 

2. Mr. Principi, one of the BRAC criteria refers to the ability of the infrastructure in local 
communities to support forces, missions, and personnel. Much of what a local 
community provides to military personnel can be characterized as quality of life issues, 
such as schools, housing, and local services. In anticipation of BRAC, many State and 
local communities have undertaken funding initiatives and programs specifically to 
improve the quality of life for military personnel. How do you plan to address quality of 
life issues and particularly the efforts of local communities in your assessment? 

A. The ability of local communities to support forces, missions and personnel is one of the 
criteria identified in the BRAC legislalion as an important consideration in making 
recommendations for realignments and closures by the Department of Defense. I am 
encouraged to learn that local communities do value military presence and are striving to 
ensure the highest quality of life possible for our servicemen and women. Moreover, I 
will take these efforts into consideration i n  providing local community representatives the 
opportunity to voice their concerns to the Com~nission. I [rust that our efforts in this 
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regard will ensure that local communities affected by recommended BRAC closures and 
realignments will be provided with an opportunity to be heard. It is my hope that in the 
end, we will build a consensus by and through the BRAC process. 

Force Structure Decisions 

Mr. Principi, pursuant to section 2912 of the BRAC law, in February 2004, the Secretary 
of Defense certified that the 2005 round of BRAC recommendations will result in annual 
net savings for each of the Military Departments beginning not later than fiscal year 201 1 .  
It is anticipated that the Secretary of Defense will recommend BRAC proposals to 
relocate or consolidate major force units, such as army divisions, aircraft wings, and naval 
aircraft carriers, within the United States. In assessing the Secretary's recommendations 
for these relocations, how will the Commission quantify the savings from major force 
unit relocation? 

A. The Secretary of Defense is obligated to provide the projected savings and underlying 
justification data that support the rccon~tr~cnd~tions he makes to the BRAC Commission. 
The BRAC Commission will analyze this data, and compare it with other data, including 
that provided by the affected communities. 

Conduct of the Commission 

4. Mr. Principi, the BRAC process was established by Congress to ensure base closure and 
realignment recommendations are reviewed and assessed as fairly and objectively as 
possible by an independent commission. In your opinion, what policies of conduct and 
procedures should the Commission adopt to preserve the integrity of the process beyond 
any shadow of doubt? 

A. As a preliminary matter I intend to stress the irnportnnce of the objectivity, impartiality 
and openness throughout the BRAC process, and I will establish internal guidelines and 
policies that effectuate this commilment to fairness and openness. I will ensure that the 
other Commissioners and staff members remain free from political pressures and 
conflicts of interest. 1 will work carefully and diligently to see that conflicts of interest 
are avoided so that here will be no reason to question the appearance of impartiality of 
BRAC Con~missioners and staff. 

Commissioner Visits 

5 .  Mr. Principi, BRAC law requires that two Commissioners must visit those installations 
that werc not part of the Secretary's recommendations, but were added for consideration 
of closure or realignment by the Comn~ission. BRAC law does not stipulate any 
requirements for visits by Comn~issioners to bases recommended by the Sccretary of 
Defense, yet I'm sure the communities affected by these recommendations will want to 
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rn have an opportunity to talk to the Comnlission. If confirmed as a BRAC member and 
appointed as Chairman, do you anticipate establishing a policy or requirement for 
Commissioner visits to those installations included i n  the Secretary's list? 

A. While it will not be possible for every Conunissioner to visit the installations named in 
the Secretary of Defense's recornmendations in light of the time constraints faced by the 
BRAC Commission, I will ensure that at least one Commissioner (and also where, 
appropriate, members of the BRAC staff) visits major installations and colnlnunities in 
order to meet with mililary, state and local officials along with interested members of the 
public. In addition, the Comn~ission will hold regional hearings in focations designed to 
encourage maximum participation by affected co~ii~nunities so that elected officials, local 
leadership and the public may be afforded an opportunity to testify before thc 
Commission. 

Recusals from Commission Activities 

6. Mr. Principi, in your answers to the committee's advance policy questions, you agreed to 
abide by specific procedures for recusal or divestiture. Has the White House or 
Department of Defense (DoD) asked you to sign any other type of agreement regarding 
recusals or divestitures due to conflicts of interest? If so, please provide a copy of any 
agreement you have signed. 

A. The White I-louse did request me to sign an ethics agreement that addressed conflicts of 

m interest and other issues. It is my understanding that other BRAC Commissioners will be 
asked to sign the same or a similar agreement, and I will be pleased to provide you with a 
copy of my agreement as long as the White House Counsel's Oftice does not have any 
objection. I plan to ensure that all financial and other conflicts of interest that may arise 
during the course of my service on the Commission, should I be confirmed, are addressed 
appropriately and in a timely fashion so as not to jeopardize the mission of the BRAC 
Commission. 
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Senate James Inhofe 

Mr. Principi, in every committee and commission worth its salt, it is supported by a very 
able and dedicated staff. I note in your answers to the committees advanced questions, 
your first action will be to hire a staff director and that your staff will be impartial, 
professional, and free of political influence. However, you have another very important 
challenge with the staff. You must hire staff who are knowledgeable in the areas 
highlighted in the selection criteria. For example, you must have someone who 
understands thc military value, environmental impact, economic impact, etc. How do you 
plan to ensure you have the right staff with the right stuff? 

A. The BRAC Commission will need to address many important and complicated challenges 
very quickly with a three-month timeframe established by statute. Therefore, this work 
can only be completed by talented individuals, and I consider myself personally, and the 
BRAC Commission more generally, to be extremely fortunate in drawing from a very 
talented pool of applicants and candidates, including staff members from previous BRAC 
Commissions and GAO detailees. 

8. Mr. Principi, where will you look to get impartial individuals? 

A. As I have mentioned earlier in this context, I consider the impartiality of the BRAC 
Comlnission to be a top priority and I will seek to ensure that in both the hiring and in the 
completion of the BRAC Commission's statutory duties that impartiality is exercised at 
all times by both the Corttmissioncrs and the BRAC staff. As I indicated above, the 
Commission will seek to hire former BRAC Conlmission staff members and GAO 
detailces. 

9. Mr. Principi, this BRAC is unique in several ways. For the first time cross-Service teams 
will take a functional approach in an effort to combine Service funclions in a joint way 
where it makes sense. So, they will look at Service recommendations in areas like depots 
and force the removal of the traditional Service stovepipes to give this BRAC a more 
joint feel. How do you intend to make sure you have staff with the requisite expertise in 
these functional areas? 

A. I am aware of the functional areas in the BRAC 2005 and will seek staff with the 
expertise and experience i n  those areas. 
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Deuots 

10. Mr. Principi, as you may know one of my major concerns is with the preservation of our 
military industrial base. In the last administration there was a lot of talk about privatizing 
public depots. Congress passed several laws to prevent this from happening thus 
preserving our core capabilities in the depots. The best known law was probably 50/50 
where we said that no more than 50 percent of the total amount spent on depot level 
rnaintcnance could be on the private side of the equation. We felt that it was important to 
preserve our depots. I think the recent war and the surge capability required and 
demonstrated by the depots proved our point. I think the recent acquisition of more and 
more American businesses by foreign coii~panies further makes the point that we cannot 
afford to give up these valuable assets. It is a matter of national security. When this 
administration came to power, it began to put money into the depots and the payoff has 
been runzing. Efficiency has increased in many cases over 200 percent. Are you 
familiar with the 50/50 legislation? Do you agree that this BRAC cannot violate existing 
laws such as the 50150 law? 

A. While I am not Pamiliar with the law that you refer to, I am aware that this issue was 
raised in connection with .the 1995 BRAC round. I am cognizant of the role that the 
private sector plays in depot maintenance. and should the same issue be relevant to the 
2005 BRAC round, I will take the matter under advisement. 

1 I .  Mr. Principi, are you familiar with the amazing efficiencies realized by the public depots 
in recent years? 

A. 1 am not, but soon will be. 

Live Fire Ranges 

12. Mr. Principi, another valuable resource in this country is its ranges. You may be familiar 
with the fight I led, and lost, to preserve the Vieques range in Pueno Rico. With 
environmental concerns, urban sprawl, community encroachment, and other factors, our 
live fire ranges are becoming extinct in this country. Add to that, the fact we are 
redeploying over 90,000 soldiers from overseas bases. This combination tells me we 
cannot afford to lose any more ranges. Are you aware of these concerns? How do you 
intend to evaluate our need for preserving ranges for military value and our need to 
realign and close bases for efficiency? 

A. I recognize the availability of ranges is an integral part of military training. Any 
consideration of retaining or closing ranges will, therefore, be measured on the basis of 
the DoD's recomrnendalions and the statutory criteria. 
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Senator Susan Collins 

Repionalization of Facilities 

13. Mr. Principi, one of the grcat strengths of our Armed Forces is its geographic diversity. 
Having installations stretching across the country provides a whole host of benefits, 
,including reach, coverage, surge capability, and rapid response. Having installations 
grouped together in only a few regions substantially increases our vulnerability and could 
even raise the likelihood of a terrorist attack, for example, in one area. Further, in Ulis 
day and age, threats can come Erom any direction. Finally, it's important that every part 
of our country participate in our national defense. Do believe that there is strong value in 
ensuring that there are active duty facilities in each region of the country'? 

[Answer Already Received] 

Flomeland Defense 

14. Mr. Principi, the goal of our Armed Forces is to defeat enemies before they reach our 
shores. However, as we experienced on 911 1, we need to be prepared to deal with threats 
within our borders, as well. The Department of Defense is taking on an increasing role in 
homeland defense missions. How will the BRAC Commission ensure that homeland 
defense requirements and capabilities will be considered during its deliberations? 

[Answer Already Received] 

Total Force Structure 

15. Mr. Principi, I read in your pre-hearing policy questionnaire that, in your opinion, the key 
elements of Amilitaly value in BRAC criteria include Atotal force structure to include 
Guard and Reserve components and maximizing joint base utilization to facilitate joint 
warfighting, training and readiness. Specifically, what do you mean by a Atotal force 
structure contribution@? 

[Answer Already Received] 

16. Mr. Principi, what is your opinion on the vdue and utility of Joint Armed Forces Reserve 
Centers and providing a one stop shop for various Services Guard and Reservists to train 
in one location? 

[Answer Already Received] 
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Senator Saxby Chambliss 

Core Logistics Capability 

17. Mr. Principi, in Title X of the U.S. Code, there is a statutory requirement for the 
Department of Defense to maintain a core logistics capability. The Department is limited 
to spending no more than 50 percent of its depot-level maintenance and repair funds to 
contract for the performance of this workload. The Department of Defense published 
comments in the Federal Register that state that it is inappropriate to include statutory 
constraints in the selection criteria because they are too varied and numerous. The 
Department goes on to assure us that this absence of statutory constraints should not be 
construed as an indication that the Depru-tment will ignore these or any other statutory 
requirements in making its f i n d  recommendations. Part of the Cornmissions role will be 
to ensure illat all statutory requirements are met. As you select your staff, I would 
encourage you to select those that have the requisite knowledge of these laws to ensure 
we do maintain a core logistics capability and the required bases and facilities needed to 
conduct depot-level maintenance. Now 1 know that DOD is rcquired to evaluate all 
installations equally, but can you tell us how you will reconcile this evaluation 
requirement with existing statutory imperatives and congressional intent that would 
przclude discarding our depot capabilities'? 

A. Thank you for encouraging me to cl~oosc able legal staff --- 1 fully intend to do so. 
Concerning the depot-level mainfenance issue, this Commission has no interest in 
violating the intent of the 50150 statue (Title 10 U.S. Code 2366) which ensures that no 
more than 50% of any Service's depot-level n~aintenance funds are spent with a non- 
federal workforce, or the underlying slatule which requires the DoD to maintain an 
organic source for core logistics workload. We will carefully work within the data 
available to the Commission to ensure that any depot-level maintenance currently 
performed at an organic installation recolnn~ended for realignment or closure will be 
relocated to another organic installation within the remaining DoD infrastructure. 

Cost Savings 

18. Mr. Principi, the fifth crileria for consideralion by BRAC relates to the extent and timing 
of potential costs and savings and an analysis of the amount of time required for the 
perceived savings to exceed the costs of closing a base. This criterion is designed to 
ensure that bases are not closed unless there is a clear basis for significant savings in the 
near term. What are your views on the maximum amount of time that should pass after a 
base closes before significant cost savings are realized? 

A. The cost/savings profile ol'cach recommendation must be evaluated within the context of  
all the evaluation criteria rathcr than compared to arbitrary or even statistically-derived 
metrics. Recommendations with higher than avcrage costs or extended payback periocis 
iiiay actually bc furthering and supporting transformational initiatives that profoundly 
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affect future military value. A discrete evaluation of only the cost profiles of these 
transformational recomnlendations would be incomplete and reduce the effectiveness of 
the Con~mission's decisions. While a shorter payback period is preferred, the 
Commission is best served to address costs and savings as part of a holistic evaluation of 
the recommendation. In doing so, the Commission is capable of determining the 
acceptability of the projected time that will pass after a base closes before significant cost 
savings are realized. 

19. Mr. Principi, can you give us your assurances that a base will not be closed simply to 
meet a quota as opposed to the result of a thorough analysis of cost savings? 

A. You have my assurance that each recommendation will be assessed in accordance with 
the criteria specified by law. 

20. Mr. Principi, how will you ensure that closing a base will actually result in financial 
savings great enough to justify the disruption of current operations while we are at war? 

A. The BRAC law establishes quite clearly the parameters under which the Commission 
must exercise its responsibilities. 

Senator Carl Levin 

Comurehensive Review of Force Structure 

21. Mr. Principi, last September when DOD submitted its "Strengthening U.S. Global 
Defense Posture" report to Congress, then-Undcr Secrelary of Defense Feith stated in the 
introduction to that report that "the Defense Department will incorporate its projected 
overseas posture changes into the BRAC 2005 process." In addition, last year the Army 
started using emergency authorities to buy lcmporary buildings to station the first of the 
new so-called modular brigades. The Army provided a series of information papers ro 
committee on July 28,2004 stating that, with respect lo these 10 new brigades, Permanent 
stationing for all units will be fully addressed through the BRAC 2005 process. Do you 
believe the Commission must consider all major force structure changes, including the 
basing for forces to be relocated from overseas back to the United States and the 
permanent stationing of the Army's new modular brigades, in order to ensure that the 
Commission takes account of all relevant factors that would affect closure and 
realignment decisions? 

A. 1 believe that the Commission must consider all major force structure changes. 
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Internet Access to Materials 

22. Mr. Principi, do you plan, if confirmed, to make your materials available through the 
internet so that interested conlmunilies and citizens across the Nation can access it? 

A. Making the BRAC process open and accessible to the public and to Members of Congress 
is an important priority for me. To this end, 1 plan on making hearings open to the public 
with the transcripts ofthe hearings made available on an electronic format through a 

. website that will be set up for the public and the BRAC Commission's use. Furthcr, 1 
plan on posting public comments and letters in an electrollic format on this website so 
that the public is able to communicate effectively and openly with the Commission. 

Interpretation of Selection Criteria 

23. Mr. Principi, the selection criteria for the 2005 round are essentially the ones used in the 
past three rounds, and are intentionally broad. The statutory criteria do not attempt to 
capture every nuance that might apply to every possible type of installation or facility. In 
the statement of managers on the conference report on the fiscal year 2005 defense 
authorization bill, Congress stated that: The conferees expect that the Secretary shall 
adhere, to the maximum extent possible, to responses in the analysis of comments to the 
draft selection criteria, as published in the Federal Register on February 12, 2004, 
including the incorporation of elements of military value, such as research, deveropment, 
test, evaluation, maintenance, and repair facilities for weapon systems; and the interaction 
with a highly skilled local work force and local industrial and academic institutions. If the 
yardstick the Conlmission must use in evaluating the Secretary's recommendations is 
whether the Colnmission feels the Secretary adhered to or deviated from the force 
structure plan and the selection criteria, do you believe that requires the Commission to 
interpret the criteria the way DOD interpreted the criteria? 

A. The BRAC Comn~ission is required by statute to review and analyze the recommends- 
 ions forwarded to  it b y  the Secretary of Defense based on the linal selection criteria you 
refer to. The Secretary is also required to fully justify, by submitting certified data to the 
Commission, the rationale for making those recon~mendations. However, Section 2903 
of the BRAC statute specifies that the Commission may change such recommendations if 
it determines that Secretary deviated substantially from the force structure plan and the 
final criteria in making such recommenda~ions. Therefore, there may bc differences in 
the way the Secretary applies or interprets the final selection criteria and the way in which 
the BRAC Comn~ission considers the same criteria. I believe this possibility may have 
been anticipated by Congress in giving the BRAC Commission the ability to make 
changes to the Secretary's recommendations. 

24 Mr. Principi, do you believe the Co~llrnission shauld consider the Department of Defense 
responses to the public con~lt~cnts about the selection criteria to be relevant information 
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that provides additional guidance about the meaning and interpretation of the selection 
criteria that should be taken into account when the Cotnmission evaluates the Secretaly's 
list of recommended closures and realignments? 

A. I have not seen the DoD responses to the public comments about the selection criteria 
and, thereforc, cannot comment on i t  at this titne. 
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Senator Edward Kennedy 

Base Proximity to AcademiclIndustrial Centers 

25. Mr. Principi, us you know, the decisions that you will make will influence the Departmcnt 
oF Defense and our national security for years to come. As part of that process, you will 
rcview the reco~nmendations for closure and realignment of not only bases, but also labs 
and technical centers. These labs and technical centers provide the intellectual foundation 
that allows our military to maintain its extraordinary advantage in technology. Many of 
us are concerned, however, that the BRAC criteria overlooks the unique values of these 
centers of innovative and advanced technology. Many experts have highlighted the value 
of regional technology clusters as the best way to stimulate innovation and establish 
valuable partnerships between the federal government, industry, and academic research. 
The proximity of these centers strengthens the capabilities of the Defense Department's 
labs and accelerates the process of nioving ncw technology out of the labs and into the 
hands o f  our troops. This type of innovation has been the engine of both our national 
economic growth, and our military superiority. I know, for example, that the great 
synergy created by the close proximity of Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) 
and the defense industry to the Natick Soldier Centcr has been of great benefit in the 
development of nanotechnologies for our troops. How important do you feel it is to keep 
Department of Defense centers of innovation close to academic and industrial centers of 
innovation? 

A. The proximity of DoD centers of research and devclopment to academic and industrial 
centers is very importnnt. 

Loss of Exoertise 

26. Mr. Principi, most technical en~ployees will not move to a new location following a 
BRAC decision to close a base, so the Department will lose valuable scientific and 
technical expertise when the base is closed. Do you think the BRAC criteria adequately 
value this potential cost of consolidating bases? 

A. Thc question the Conlmission must address is whether the Dcfense Secretary's 
reco~nmendations adequately account for this cost. 

27. Mr. Principi, how does the Department plan to reconstitute this expertise that is lost when 
a major center is moved to a very different part of the country? 

A. This is a question that the Cornrnission will pose in its analysis. 

28. Mr. Principi, how do you assess the effect of such a move on the mission? 
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A. The law is quite clear. If the moves enharice military value and the Defense Secretary has 
not substantially deviated from the force structure plan and selection criteria, then the 
Commission would most likely approve the recommendations. 
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Senator Joseph Lieberman 

Balancin~ Responsibilities 

29. Mr. Principi, how do you plan to balance your new employment responsibilities as a Vice 
President of Pfizer, Corp. with those associated with being the Chairman of the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission'? 

A. I plan to resign from my position with the Pfizer Corporation. 

Additions to BRAC List 

30. Mr. Principi, what process will you use as a BRAC commissioner to systematically 
evaluate whether or not bascs that have not been recommended for closure or realignment 
should be added to the list? 

A. The process for adding installations to the list provided by thc Secretruy will be arduous 
and complete. The staff will review the Secretary's recoinn~endation to detennine if the 
DoD analysis was complete and, more inlportantly, if i t  was accurate. For example, was 
the proper weighting assigned to all elements; were all installations treated equally; and 
was the data used accurate? The staff will also conduct indcpendcnt analysis of the 
information obtained during base visits and regional hearings, and other public input. 
Additionally, the staff will consider the GAO report to be submitted on July 1, 2005, i n  
determining if other installation candidates should be considered in addition to those on 
the Secretary's list. The staff will then recommend applicable installations to the 
Commissioners who will make the final determination in accordance with the statute. 
Please be aware that adding an installation to the Secretary's list allows the Commission 
to analyze and visit that installation; it does not automatically result in the closure of 
realignment of that insrallation. 1 should mention that, in past BRAC rounds, the 
communities were a valuable exlension of the BRAC staff in that they often provided 
creditirblc analysis which complemcnlecI and supplemented BRAC sratf analysis. 

Availability of Information 

3 1. Mr. Principi, will the BRAC Commission make available to the general public (in 
electronic media) all information provided by the Secretary of Defense and Secretary of 
the Navy including but not limited to: 

a. Base Structure Data Base (BSDB) 
b. Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) Model and all associated data 
c. Navai Audit Service (NAVAUDSVC) Independent Audit Reports 
d. Meeting Minutes and Associated Materials from all meetings of: 

i. Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) 
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ii. Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
iii. Department of the Navy (DON) Analysis Group (DAG) 
iv. Functional Advisory Board (FAB) 
v. Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) 

e. DON BRAC Information Transfer System (DONBITS) data files 
f. Data Calls (including all supplementaYcorrections requests): 

i. DON Capacity Data Call 
ii. DON Military Value Data Call 
iii. DON COBRAfScenario Data Call 

g. lnsldlation Visualization Tool (IVT) Data and associated materials 

A. The Commission will makc available to the general public in electronic media or hard 
copy all information provided by the Department of Defense, except classified 
information. 

Evaluation Metrics 

32. Mr. Principi, what metrics will you use to compare and evaluate the bases recommended 
for and no1 recommended for closure or realignment against the eight BRAC selection 
criteria? 

A. The basic metrics used to accept or reject those installations recommended by the 
Secretary will largely focus on the DoD and BRAC analyses which will be independently 
conducted. Those analyses will ultimately be compared with the force-s~ruckure plan and 
final selection criteria as spelled out in statute. Additionally, the Commission will 
consider and review those metrics provided by represerltatives of the affected 
communities. In the end, the Comtnissioners will be presented the analysis and 
recommendations of the DoD, communities and Commission staff in making the final 
determinations. A vital factor is the overall, professional judgment of the Commissioners 
in the final detcrmination 

33. Mr. Principi, since individual. data calls have been sent to multiple tenant commands that 
are collocated on bases and installations, how will you evaluate the synergy of these 
~nultiple argmizations in evaluating recommendations for closure or realignment? 

A. Comparing disparate data will certainly be a challenge to our staff. They will ultimately 
be required to review many of the individual questions asked of each organizational 
element, along with the associatcd metric available in the answer set. Comparing these 
answer sets and adjusting for differences will allow for apples to apples analysis by our 
staff. 

34. Mr. Principi, in some cases, the military value of a base is enhanced by the local presence 
of a large private firm (e.g., shipyard) that did not receive any data calls and may not have 
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been factored into a base closure or realignment recommendation. How will you ensure 
that the RRAC Com~ilission ensures that such relevant information is not overlooked in 
your deliberations? 

A. The availability of non-governmental scl-vices which may affect military value will be 
carefully considered during base visits by Commissioners and staff, analysis of all the 
relevant facts and by community meetings and presentations. All appropriate factors will 
be weighed in our deliberations. 

35. Mr. Principi, anlong the other considerations in the BRAC selection criteria are economic 
impacts and environmental remediation costs. How will the BRAC Commission utilize 
economic impact data provided by host StatesJcommunities, and how will the BRAC 
Commission determine actual environmental remediation costs, since these costs are 
significantly affected by the future rcuse of the facility which is at best currently 
unknown? 

A. I note for the record that Congress has amplified the selection criteria for cnvirc~nmental 
impact and that the DoD. in response to S L I C ~  amplified criteria, has widened its analysis 
and the scope of its recommendations accordingly. The criteria being employed by the 
2005 BRAC Comnlission includes, for example, the impact of costs related to potential 
environmental restoration, waste management and environmental compliance activities. 
While environmental-related criteria are not the sole criteria to be used in the RRAC 
process, i t  is a signiticant factor nonetheless. Economic impact data provided by host 
states/communities will also be evaluated against the information provided by the DoD. 

Regional Public Meetings 

36. Mr. Principi, do you intend to hold regional public meetings, and if so, how many BRAC 
Commissioners will be present at each public meeting and how much time will a 
corninunity have to make its appeal? 

A. I intend to hold as many regional hearings as may be deemed adequate to provide public 
outreach and input. This, along with base site visits and public input from other sources, 
will provide the Commissioners and me, if 1 arn confirmed, with a good overview of the 
impact, militarily, economically and in terms of the human factors that the closure and 
realignment process will play. While it may not be possible for me to predict with any 
degree of rcfiability the number of regional hearings and visits that may be required, I will 
work to ensure that at least three Commis:iioners are present at regional hearings. 
Further, local communities will be allocated adequate time to present issues, ques~ions 
and evidence for the BRAC Conlmission ro consider. 
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Senator Daniel Akaka 

Previous Experience 

38. Mr. Principi, you stated in your answers to the advance policy questions that you were the 
minority staff director for this committee at the outset of the 1993 BRAC and that you 
were involved in hearings and site visits for that round of BRAC. You also state that you 
faced similar challenges as Secretary of Veterans Affairs (VA) when conforming VA's 
legacy infrastructure to the changes in 2 1 st century healthcare. What lessons have you 
lemcd from these experiences that will assist you as Chairman of the 2005 BRAC 
Commission? 

A. My experience has shown that every organization rnusl right-size itself from tirnc to time 
to reflect changes in policies, requirements, tcchnologies, etc, I have also learned that 
thesc changes affect peoples' lives in profound ways and that their concerns rnust be 
factored in. 

Information Reauests 

39 Mr. Principi, you state in your answers to the advanced questions that you will seek all 
relevant information from the Department of Defense and you state that you have been 
assured that all requests will be honored. Should information not be provided to you 
from the Defense Department, will you inform Congress of this problem? 

A. Ycs, Mr. Senator, I will certainly keep you and the Congress fully advised of such 
problems, should they occur. 
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Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC 

From: McDowell, Matthew [Matthew.McDowellBmail.house.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 13,2005 3:09 PM 

To: 'sharee.brent.ctrQ wso.whs.milS 

Subject: Meeting Request 

Sharee, 

Congressman Turner was hoping that Mr. Battaglia could meet with him to discuss some follow-up information on 
his testimony in Buffalo concerning the Massachusetts proposal and HANSCOM. Possible dates: July 19 (1 pm- 
2pm; 2:30-4:15pm); July 20 (1 1 am-1 2pm; 1 :45pm-3:15); July 21 (1 1 am-1 2pm; 1 pm-4:15pm); July 22 (1 0: 15am- 
1 1 :30am; 1 pm-2pm; 2:30-4:15pm); July 26 (1 0:45am -noon; 1 pm-2pm; 2:30-5pm); July 27 (9:15am-10:15am; 
1 1 am-noon; 1 :30pm-2:30pm; 3pm-4pm; 4:45pm-5:45pm); July 28 (9:OOam-10:15; 1 1 am-noon; 1 pm-2pm; 
2:30pm-3:30pm; 4pm-5pm). Please let me know what works. Thanks, 

Matthew McDowell 
Scheduler 
Congressman Michael Turner (OH 3rd) 
1740 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 2051 5 
Phone: (202) 225-6465 
Fax: (202) 225-6754 
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Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC 
. - - -. . . -. - - -- -. -- --- - -. . . - - - - . - - -- - - .. 

From: McDowell. Matthew [Matthew.McDowellOmail.house.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 13,2005 3:09 PM 

To: 'sharee.brent.ctr@ wso.whs.mil' 

Subject: Meeting Request 

Sharee, 

Congressman Turner was hoping that Mr. Battaglia could meet with him to discuss some follow-up information on 
his testimony in Buffalo concerning the Massachusetts proposal and HANSCOM. Possible dates: July 19 (1 pm- 
2pm; 2:30-4:15pm); July 20 (1 1 am-1 2pm; 1 :45pm-3:15); July 21 (1 1 am-1 2pm; 1 pm-4:15pm); July 22 (1 0: 15am- 
1 1 :30am; 1 pm-2pm; 2:30-4:15pm); July 26 (1 0:45am -noon; 1 pm-2pm; 2:30-5pm); July 27 (9:15am-10:15am; 
1 1 am-noon; 1 :30pm-2:30pm; 3pm-4pm; 4:45pm-5:45pm); July 28 (9:OOam-10: 15; 1 1 am-noon; 1 pmQpm; 
2:30pm-3:30pm; 4pm-5pm). Please let me know what works. Thanks, 

Matthew McDowell 
Scheduler 
Congressman Michael Turner (OH 3rd) 
1740 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
Phone: (202) 225-6465 
Fax: (202) 225-6754 
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Message 

Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC 

Page 1 of 1 

A Astin, Amy [Amy.Astin @ mail.house.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 13,2005 2:55 PM 

To: 'Sharee.brent.ctr@ wso.whs.mil' 

Subject: Rehberg mtg request 

Attachments: BRAC 2005.ppt 

Hi Sharee, 

This is the presentation -- which may be delivered by two Gt. Falls community leaders -- we will finalize this with 
you when we nail down a date. 

If Commissioner Hansen isn't going to be available for a few weeks, we'd like to meet with appropriate staff in the 
meantime and then have the Congressman follow up with Commissioner Hansen when he is available. We would 
like to determine when a meeting can take place -- (even if that is a ways out) as soon as possible. Just 
establishing the meeting date is an extremely time sensitive thing for us right now. Like I said, even if the meeting 
cannot take place for a few weeks -- nailing down the date is my boss's top priority because a lot of other things 
hinge upon this. 

I very much appreciate your assistance with this request. 

Thanks, 
Amy 

Amy Astin 
Legislative Assistant 
Congressman Denny Rehberg, R-MT 
202.225.321 1 
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STATE OF MONTANA 
516 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 
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, i)enny Rehberg 
r C . ,  Sate of Montan~ 

Approprintfone Committee 
Encrgy and Wntcr 
F o r c ~ ~ n  Opersliont 

Mllltary Quality of Lifc 

July 11,2005 

The Honorable James Hansen 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark St., Stc. 6130 
Arlington, VA 22202 

T would like to extend my congratulations to you on your appointrncnt to thc Basc 
Realignment and Clos~rre Cc~mrnission. Your leadership of the House Resources 
Committee and our association on that pae l  afford me a unique appreciation of your 
qualificatiolls for this weighly assignment. X wish you well as you continue in thc critical 
work of the coming weeks and have no doubt you will make decisions in the best interest 
of our great country. 

At this time I would like to offer up a valuable resource for your evaluation of two 
Montana military installations. Thus J respectfully request a meeting with you in my 
Washington, D.C. office at your carliest convenience to discuss the Montana Air National 
Guard Station and Malmstrom Air Force Base. Both installations are located in Great 
Falls, and Great Falls commtinity stakcl~oldcrs have worked together to craft a proposal 
based on careful military analysis--one that presents some viable options to BRAC 
dccision-makers. 1 think this proposal is wort]-ly of your consideration and would vcry 
muoh apprcciate the opportunity to discuss this with you. 

I genuinely appreciate your consideration of this request. My staffwill be following up 
on this invitation shortly. 

S inccrely, 

Mcmbm of Congress 

nnon Houco OHlcr? Buildlng 960 Nonh Montnnn A v n n ~ ~ a  
Hnlann. MT S9601 
[AM) d67878 

218 Ea:t Main 
Sulw B 

Mlman~tla hAT EO*ll? 

106 Smelrff hvanua. NE 
Suha 16 

Gmvr Falie. M t  mrw ~ . - , - . - . - ,-..""--.-, .., , --.--- 
Tell FAR. l-g~ll-732-.3626 IAOBI 543-95M 1-1 &-lo& 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 

THIS MAILING WAS PREPARED. PlJBLlSHED AND MAILED AT TAXPAYER EXPENSE 
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Denny Rehberg 
State of Montana 

AppropPintions Commitice 
Encrgy and Wntcr 

P o r c ~ ~ n  Op=n\lion* 

July 1 1,2005 

The Honorable James Hansen 
B W C  Commission 
2521 South Clark St., Stc. 6r30 
Arlii-lgton, VA 22202 

T would like to extend my congratulations to you on your appointrncnt to thc Basc 
Realignment and Closure Cammission. Your leadership of the House Resources 
Committee and our association on that panel afford me a unique appreciation of your 
qualifications for this weighly assignment. I wish you well as you continuc in thc critical 
work of the coming wecks and have no doubt you will make decisions iu the best interest 
of our great country. - 

At this time I would like to affm up a valuable resource for your evaluation of two 
Montana military installations. Thus J respectfully request a meeting with you in my 
Wasl-iin@on, D.C. office at your carliest convenience to discuss the Montana Air National 
Guard Station and Malmstrom Air Force Base. Both instaIlations are Iocated in Great 
Falls, and Great Falls comm\mity stakcholdcrs have worked together to craft a proposal 
based on careful military analysis--one that presents some viable options to BR4C 
decision-makers. I think thin proposal is worthy of your consideration and would vcry 
muoh apprcciate the opportuajty to discuss this with you. 

I genuinely appreciate your consideration of this request. My staff will be following up 
on this invitation shortly. 

Mcmbm of Congress 

(hnnon Hou:o OH ID^ Buildlng 1207 Gmnd Amnuo. Giilin 1 
'Ao~h~ngron. DC 7KIS 01ll1ngn. MT 5.411;2 960 Norih Montnnn Avnntra 218 Eazr Main Hnlann. MT 19601 

706 Smeller hvanua. NE 
1202) 22E-317 1 1608) 26F-1019 

Suln: 0 
(6D8) 6G4-7878 

Sultcr 18 

Toll Fmn 1981-737r.1626 
Mlsnoule, MT 69802 Gmvr Falln, MT 58dOd 

ldot3l W-95GO 14081 0'3-106E 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 

THIS MAILING WAS PREPARED. PlJBLlSHED AND MklLEDAT TAXPAYER EXPENSE 
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F&( NO. : 75783551387 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COh+MANDER. 

U.S. FLEET FORCES COhlhli4NU 
1582 MlTSCkER AVE, SUITE 2 . 5 ~  

NORFOLK, L'A 23551 -2487 

22  July 2005  

The Honorable ~nthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure  and 
Realignment Commjssion 

2522  South C l a r k  Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

Recent correspondence t o  you, and associated media reports, 
have characterized certain information pertaining to Naval 
Submarine Base New London as having been provided by me. Since 
erroneous conclusions might be drawn from that characterization, 
I thought  it w a s  important f o r  ne to convey to you what my role 
was in the Department of the Navy's BRAC 2005 process, and my 
position on the proposed closure of SUBASE New  ond don- 

The process established by the S e c r e t a r y  of the Navy f o r  the  
BRAC 2005 was designed to be an equitable, analytical p r o c e s s  
based upon certified data and comprehensi.ve anal.ysis evaluated 
by senior leadership. As detailed in t h e  SECNAV Note governing 
the process, the entity charged with devel.oping recommendations 
regarding c l o s u r e  and reali.gnment of DON military installations 
was the Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG). As t h e  Vice 
Chief of Naval Operations, I was the Co-Chair of the IEG f r o m  
September 9, 2004 t o  1 7  March 2 0 0 5 ,  when 1 departed to assume 
duties as the Commander, Fleet Forces  Command. Accordingly, I 
chaired the IEG during the period in which most of the major DON 
recommendations were being developed, analyzed and approved by 
the Secretary. 

The IEG was specifically charged w i t h  e n s u r i n g  that factors 
of concern t o  the- ~ a v y  and Marine Corps operatioilal commanders 
were considered in any recomnmenda.tions that affected DON 
installations. We accomplished that in vari.ous ways: the 
membership of the IEG included representation from Fleet Forces 
Command, data calls requested input on operational impacts, the 
views of major commands were sought, and briefings specifically 
noted issues and concerns identified during the analysis. Most, 
if not all, of the concerns raised were addressed within the 
process. 3y so doing, the Secretary of the Navy's process 

dm e o u g l ~ t  to ensure Lhat the senior l e a d e r s h i p  who ultimately had 
to forward recommendations to the Secretary of Defense had the 
full view from t h e i r  staff about t he  benefits and risks of any 
recommendat ion. 
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  he analysis of SUBASE New London f o r  c l o s i ~ r e  occurred while 
I was the Co-Chair of the IBC;. Concerns expressed by F l e e t  
Forces Command about potential impacts due to changes i n  ways of 
d o i n g  business were fully discussed at deliberative meetings and 
were identified to the Chief of Nava,l Operations and the 
Secretary of the Navy when this recommendation was briefed to 
them. While this closure will be difficul-t, particularly 
hecause of our long history in Connecticut. I was convinced then 
- and remain so today - that ir is the right decision for the 
Navy. Not only will the savings contribute r o  the 
recapitalization of the Navy, we will also be able t o  bui ld  
right-sized f a c i 1 i t j . e ~  that support the submarine fleet in the 
21'" c e n t u r y .  

Vice A d r n i r a l  Cosgriif, my Depucy, was the Fl-ee t  Forces 
Command representative on the I 9 G  during the scenario 
development and ana1ysi.s process. If you would l i k e  to d i s c u s s  
with him the details of t h e  Fleet Forces Command input provided 
and how that input was addressed. I encourage you to call him. 
I too, of course, would  be happy t o  discuss any issues regarding 
any Navy BRAC recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
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July 18,2005 

Anthony J. Principi, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA, 22202 

Re: Y o ~ g s ~ w n  ' ~ i r  Reserve Station 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

We are writing to express our strong support for the U.S. Department of Defense's 
reccmmendation to preserve and expand the Youngstown Air Reserve Station (YARS), 
and we q e  you and your colleagues on the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
C 6 s . s i o n  (BRAC) to concur with the Pentagon's findings. 

As Members of the Congessional delegation representing &s region, we are monitoring 
d n  the BRAC process closely because YARS is important to our nation's military stren& 

and we w a t  to ensure that the base remains an active part of the region's economy and 
~asfnmcturc. 

This Air Resem base is vitally important to tbe Mahoning md Shenango Valleys, and its 
value to Northeast Ohio and Western Pennjylvania is evidenced in numerous ways over 
the last few years - including cornm~ty investment of more than $36 million in airport 
improvements and $7.8 million in public infrastructure improvements (road, water and 
skarer) around the fddlity. This invement is above the $84 million invested by the US 
Deparlment of Defensc in the Air Reserve Station itself over the same period. 

As stated above, our support for DOD's recommendation for the YARS could not be 
stronga; however, we h o w  that the B U C  Commission is still reviewing the Pentagon's 
recommendations arid may well add or ddete bases to the final list submizted to the 
President Wit% this in mind, we want to correct and clarifi severd facts related to 
YARS that will M e r  emphasize the value and contribution of t h i s  installation to our 
national rnilitw capabilitv. . 

lvfilitarv Cornpati bility Index firlift: CorrectionslAdditions 

Ramp Sonce - An error was made in reporting that YARS only has 129,286 square yards 

A 
of aircraft parking ramp. In fact, per the property inventory, ihe actual figure is almost 
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139,000 square yards. An oEcial amendment is being sub:nitted to the US Department 
of Defense @OD) through the Air Force Reserve Command (AFRC). When the corrected 
data is applied YARS eams 1.49 points for criteria #8 (fioni 0 pts as cmently assigned) 
and 8.98 points for criteria #I235 (from 5.98 points current .y assigned) - a difference of 
4.49 additional points. 

Proximim to DPOD Z o n e s / d ; a n ~  Zones - The Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport 
cunentIy has both an official Drop Zone and an official Larding Zone that were not 
recognized in this process. This data is also used to calcu1a:e the scores for two criteria: 
#I248 Proximity Lo D n Z ;  and #I249 Airspace Attributes of DZLZ. When the 
corrected data is applied Y-S, earns 8.58 points for triter a #I248 (from 7.15 pts as 
men t ly  assigned) and 3.48 points for criteria #I249 (fiom 2.88 points currently 
assigned) - a diffmence of 2.05 additional points. Again, an official amendment is being 
submitted through the AERC. 

Level of Mission Encroachment - Although the YARS received nearly full MCI value 
for criteria #I207 Level of Mission Encroachment, it did not receive credit for a Local 
Joint Use Coordinating Board &at is now in place. On 0cto '~er  15,2004, the Board of 
Tnarnbull County Commissioners created an Airport Zoning, Board and an associated 
Airport Zoning Commission, pursuant to Ohio Revised Code Sections 4561 and 4563, to 
prevent future encroachment at the facility. When the cone Aed data is applied YARS 
e m s  1.66 points for criteria #I207 (&om 1,64 pts as currenily assigned) - a difference of 
0.02 additional points. 

As a result of these corrections and additions, the MCI A i r l i f t  score for the 
Youngstown Air Reserve Station should increase by 6.56 points, making the find 
score 46.65 (from 40.09 as currently assigned). 

Miitaw Compatibilitv Index Airlift: Additional Issum 

Low Level Trainhe Routes - Criteria #I246 Proximity to Low h e 1  Routes 
Supporting Missions is one where the YARS scored poorly -- earning just 1,68 of a 
possible 13 -98 points. Yet an objective analysis shows that ;he YARS bas a very 
significant kd?astructure for low-level training that is widelj. used, if unrecognized by the 
MCI Airlift process. Wki1e the MCI Airlift looked only at U W  routes within 150 
nautical miles, the YARS has an 88,000 square mile Low Altitude Tactical Navigation 
h e a  (LA- 'that includes the YAK Wesf Star Camp, YAK East and Swoxdfish LATN 
arms. Within that area, the 910' Airlift Wing has 12 low leyrel routes they fly on a 
recurring basis - plus others they use on a more limited basii:. That equals the number sf 
official IWVR routes whose entry andlor exit poi& are witkin 150 nautical miles that 
was measured by the MCI Airlift criteria. 

Trainbe Resources - Exceptiondl - opportunities art: afforded at the 
Youngstown-Warren RegionaI hrpoic by minimum levels of' aviation congestion (MCI 
Criteria #I242 ATC Restrictions to Operations), accessibiliQr to thousands of square 
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miles of unrestricted air space, two mways (9002 feet and 5003 feet) and an assault 
runway. These amenities make it an ideal site for Touch and Go Landings, and Practice 
Instrument Approaches (ILS, COR, NDB, ikport S~rveill~mce Radar, and Airborn Radar 
Approaches). Additionally, the Airport is also installing pemanent Night Vision Goggle 
W G )  Compatible Lighting on both the main and assault Iunways. This project is 
scheduled for completion in 2005 and will enable the FAA tower to quickly confiawe the 
airport for W G  operations when required. 

To demonsixate its vdue as a training site, units h m  acres,; the region travel to YNG for 
practice. This includes Air Force Resewe units from Pittsburgh, Willow Grove (?A), 
General Mitchell (Milwaukee), and Niagara Falls, as well a; Ak National Guard units 
fiom Pitoburgh, Akron, Mansfield (OH), Yeager (Charleston, WVA) and Marhsburg 
F a ) -  

Manning - As the DoD7s only Ml-time, fixed-wing, aerizl spray capability, the 91 O& 
completed over 2,3 19 flying hours, airlifting more than 2,959 tons of cargo and 6,425 
passengers on missions throughout the world in 2004. In addition to its w e n t  missions 
of flying troops, supplies and equipment into and out of kacl and Afsanistan, the 91 0& 
has been a major participant in various military and humani b a r k  efforts, includin~ 
demonstrating their aerial spray capability for insect control in the wake of natural 
disasters. The 91 Airlift Wing also participates in joint senrice exercises supporting 

4-h active duty forces in airborne tr-, operates facilities supporting Naval and Marine 
Corps reservists and other federal agencies, and assists military and other federal 
government air traffic to the region. 

Consistent wifh the region's overdl commitment to the nation's war on terror and our 
militany, E"BRS consistently sees exceptional personnel levc 1s. As of July 1,2005, the 
maDning ofthe 91 0" is at 99.8 percent, the retention rate is 97.5 percent and recruiting 
levels are at 94 percent of their god for FY05. 

Weather - Because YARS experienws fewer lhan 250 day: mually when the 
prevakg weather is better than 3000'13 Nautical Miles, it rxeived 0 pohts for criteria 
#1271. However, in reality, flight operations have not been negatively affected by 
weather conditions. According to the FAA Control Tower, tlie Youngstown-Warren 
Regional airport has not been closed for weather-related cortditions in the last decade. 
Other comparable facilities received between 0.5 and 0.75 fcr this criteria, A more 
sal ient  question would have been on how many days the wez.ther affected aviation 
activity at the airport. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you our support and commimmt to the 
Youngsto~n Air Reserve Station, and to clarify and conect c.ata related to the base, its 
infrastructure and opera~ons. 
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We understand the magxitude of the task the Commission must perfom and very much 

rA appreciate your outstanding service to our nation's military. If you have additional 
questions about the Youngstom Air Reserve Station and its capacity for expansion, 
please contact Mary Anne Walsh, Chief of Staff for Congressman Tim Ryan at 202-225- 
5261. 

Sincerely, 

Michael DeWine, U.S.S. 

Ted Strickland, M.C. 
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erei t .  Sharee. CTR. WSO-BRAC 

From: Meyer, Jennifer, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
~riday, July 22, 2005 4:56 PM 
Brent. Sharee. CTR. WSO-BRAC 

,ubject: Re: LETTER FROM' ADMIRAL NATHMAN 

Please give to charlie. 

- - - - - Original Message----- 
From: Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC <Sharee.Brent.ctr@wso.whs.mil> 
To: Meyer, Jennifer, CIV, WSO-BRAC <Jennifer.Meyer@wso.whs.mil> 
Sent: Fri Jul 22 16:36:43 2005 
Subject: FW: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 

Here's the letter. 

From: Duffy, Ellen H LCDR FFC N002/N022 [mailto:Ellen.D~.ffy@navy.mil] 
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2005 4:10 PM 
To: sharee.brent.ctr@wso.whs.mil 
Subject: FW: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 
Importance: High 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Duffy, Ellen H LCDR FFC N002/N022 

&nt: Friday, July 22, 2005 16:07 
) : 'sharee.brent.ctr@wsd.whs.mill 

dub j ect : LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 
Importance: High 

Ms. Brent, I am forwarding a letter for Mr. Principi fron Admiral Nathman, Commander, U.S 
Fleet Forces Command. Have a great weekend. 

VR/LCDR Ellen Duffy 
Flag Secretary 
Fleet Forces Command 
(757) 836-3650 
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DEPARTMENT Of THE NAVY 
COMMANDER. 

U S. FLEET FORCES COhlhlAND 
15152 MITSCkER AV5, SUITE .?Fro 

NORFOLK. VA 23551 -2437 

2 2  July 2005  

The Honorable Anthony 3.  Principi 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

Recent correspondence to you, and associated media reports, 
have characterized certain information pertaining to Naval. 
Submarine Base New London as having been provided by me. Since 
erroneous conclusions might be drawn from that characterization, 
I thought it was important  for m e  to convey to you w h a t  my role 
was in the Department of the Navy's BRAC 2005 process, and my 
position on the proposed c l o s u r e  of SUBASE ?Jew London. 

The process  established by the Secretary of the Navy f o r  the  

!dh BRAC 2005 was designed to be an equi~able, analytical process 
based upon certified data and comprehensi.ve analysis evaluated 
by senior leadership. As detailed in the SECNAV Note governing 
t h e  process, the entity charged with devel.3ping recommendations 
regarding closure and realignment of DON mil.itary installations 
was the Infrastructure Evaluation Group ( I E G )  . As the Vice 
Chief of Naval Operations, I was the Co-Ch3j . r  of the IEG from 
September 9, 2004 to 17 March 2005, when 5 departed to assume 
duties as the Comnander, Fleet Forces Comrnmd. Accordingly, I 
chaired the IEG during the  period in which most of the major DON 
recommendations were being developed, analyzed and approved by 
the Secretary. 

The IEG was ' specif ical ly  charged w i t h  12nsuring t h a t  factors 
of concern to the Navy and Marine Corps operational commanders 
were considered in any recolnmenda.tions tha': affected DON 
installations. We accomplished that in va:rious ways: the 
membership of the IEG included representation from F l e e t  Forces 
Command, data calls requested input on ope::at ional impaces, the 
views of major commands were saugh t ,  and briefings specitically 
iioted issues and concerns identified during the analysis. Most, 
if not all., of the concerns raised were addressed within the 
process. By so doing, the Secretary of t h e  Navy's process 

dm e o u y l ~ t  to ensure Lhat the senior leadership who ultimately had 
to forward recommendations to the Secretary of Defense had the 
f u l l  v i ~ w  from t h e i r  s t a f f  about t h e  benef i t s  and r i sks  of any 
recomncndat j.012. 
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  he analysis of SUBASE New London f o r  closure occurxed while 
I w a s  the Co-Chair of the I E G .   concern,^ expressed by F l e e t  
F o r c e s  Command about potential impacts d1.s to changes in w a y s  of 
doing business were fully discussed at deliberative meetings and 
were identified to the Chief of Nava,l Operations and t h e  
Secretary of the Navy when this recommendation was briefed to 
them. While this closure will be d i f f i c u l - t ,  particularly 
hecause of our long history in Connect icut ,  1 was convinced t h e n  
- and remain so today - t h a t  it is the r i q h t  decision for the 
Navy. ~ o t  o n l y  w . i l l  the  savings contribute t.o the 
recapitalization of the Navy, we will als2 be able to build 
right-sized fac.i .1it i .e~ that support the slbmarine f l e s t  in the 
21'9r. century. 

Vice Admiral Cosgriff, my Deputy, was t h e  F lee t  Forces 
command representative on the IEG during t h e  scenarj.0 
de~relopmont a n d  analysis process. If you would like to discuss 
with h i m  the  details of the Fleet Forces Command input provided 
and how that input wa.s adcl.ressed, I encourage you to call him. 
1 too, of course, would, be happy to discuss  any iss1.1es regarding 
any Navy BRAC recormnendations. 
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-- *rent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC 

Meyer, Jennifer, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Friday, July 22, 2005 4:56 PM 
Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC 
Re: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 

Please give to charlie. 

- - - - - Original Message----- 
From: Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC <Sharee.Brent.ctr@wso.whs.mil> 
To: Meyer, Jennifer, CIV, WSO-BRAC cJennifer.Meyer@wso.wls.mil> 
Sent: Fri Jul 22 16:36:43 2005 
Subject: FW: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 

Here's the letter. 

From: Duffy, Ellen H LCDR FFC N002/N022 [mailto:Ellen.Du~~fy@navy.mil] 
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2005 4:10 PM 
To: sharee.brent-ctr@wso.whs.mil 
Subject: FW: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 
Importance: High 

- - - - - Original Message----- 
From: Duffy, Ellen H LCDR FFC N002/N022 

A n t :  
Friday, July 22. 2005 16:07 
lsharee.brent.ctr@wsd.whs.mil~ 

~bject: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 
Importance: High 

Ms. Brent, I am forwarding a letter for Mr. Principi fror~ Admiral Nathman, Commander, U.S 
Fleet Forces Command. Have a great weekend. 

VR/LCDR Ellen Duffy 
Flag Secretary 
Fleet Forces Command 
(757) 836-3650 
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FW: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN Page 1 of 1 

Brent, Sharee, CTR, WSO-BRAC 
- - -- 

From: Duffy, Ellen H LCDR FFC N0021N022 [Ellen.Duffy@n:~vy.mil] 

Sent: Friday, July 22,2005 4:10 PM 

To: sharee.brent.ctr@ wso.whs.mil 

Subject: FW: LElTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Principi Ltr.pdf 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Duffy, Ellen H LCDR FFC NOO2/N022 

Sent: Friday, July 22, 2005 16:07 

To: 'sharee.brent.ctr@wsd.whs.mil' 
Subject: LETTER FROM ADMIRAL NATHMAN 

Importance: High 

Ms. Brent, I am forwarding a letter for Mr. Principi from Admiral Nathmari, Commander, U.S Fleet Forces 
Command. Have a great weekend. 

VRILCDR Ellen Duffy 
Flag Secretary 
Fleet Forces Command 
(757) 836-3650 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE IYAW 
caawmm. 

U.S. FEET FORCES COMUI I )  
1!%2MTSCtERAVE.SUm250 

W t X K ,  VA 23551-2487 

22 July 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

1 ,  Dear Chairman Principi: 

I Recent correspondence to you, and associated media reports, 
have characterized certain information glertaining to Naval 
Submarine Base New London as having beer. provided by me. Since 
erroneous conclusions might be drawn frcm that characterization, 
I thought it was important for me to corvey to you what my role 
was in the Department of the Navy's BRAC 2005 process, and my 
position on the proposed closure of SUEWSE New London. 

The process established by the Secretary of the Navy for the 
BRAC 2005 was designed to be an equitable, analytical process 
based upon certified data and comprehensive analysis evaluated 
by senior leadership. As detailed in the SECNAV Note governing 
the process, the entity charged with developing recommendations 
regarding closure and realignment of DON military installations 
was the Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG). As the Vice 
Chief of Naval Operations, I was the Co-Chair of the IEG from 
September 9, 2004 to 17 March 2005, when I departed to assume 
duties as the Commander, Fleet Forces Command. Accordingly, I 
chaired the IEG during the period in which most of the major DON 
recommendations were being developed, analyzed and approved by 
the Secretary. 

The IEG was specifically charged with ensuring that factors 
of concern to the Navy and Marine Corps operational commanders 
were considered in any recommendations that affected DON 
installations. We accomplished that in various ways: the 
membership of the IEG included representation from Fleet Forces 
Command, data calls requested input on qperational impacts, the 
views of major commands were sought, and briefings specifically 
noted issues and concerns identified during the analysis. Most, 
if not all, of the concerns raised were addressed within the 
process. By so doing, the Secretary of the Navy's process 
sought to ensure that the senior leadership who ultimately had 
to forward recommendations to the Secret83ry of Defense had the 
full view from their staff about the ben,sfits and risks of any 
recommendation. 

DCN: 12277



The analysis of SUBASE New London for closure occurred while 
I was the Co-Chair of the IEG. Concerns expressed by Fleet 
Forces Command about potential impacts clue to changes in ways of 
doing business were fully discussed at deliberative meetings and 
were identified to the Chief of Naval Operations and the 
Secretary of the Navy when this recommei~dation was briefed to 
them. While this closure will be difficult, particularly 
because of our long history in Connectic:ut, I was convinced then 
- and remain so today - that it is the right decision for the 
Navy. Not only will the savings contribute to the 
recapitalization of the Navy, we will a:.so be able to build 
right-sized facilities that support the submarine fleet in the 
21St century. 

Vice Admiral Cosgriff, my Deputy, w a s  the Fleet Forces 
Command representative on the IEG during the scenario 
development and analysis process. If you would like to discuss 
with him the details of the Fleet Forces: Command input provided 
and how that input was addressed, I encourage you to call him. 
I too, of course, would be happy to discruss any issues regarding 
any Navy BRAC recommendations. 

'- 

U.S. Navy 
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MAX BAUCUS 
MONTANA 

WASHINGTON. OC 
12021 22M-5631 

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-2E02 

MONTANA TOLL FFlEE NUMBEA 
14OO-!i31-8108 

INTERNET, 
max@baucur.sanas.gov 

hnp~~* .oonnta , f lov ; -bJ~c~s  

June 1, 2005 

Anthony J. Principi 
~hairrnan, Base ~ e i l  ignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

The Air National Guard in Great Falls, Montana was on the Department 
of Defense's BRAC list and has been slated for realignment. This 
recommendation great.1~ concerns me since it will remove the F-16 
flying mission out of Montana and leave the entire state without a 
single flying mission to protect it. 

The national security implications of DoD's decision are vast, As 
you know, Montana is a northern border state, and as security is 
tightened on the eouthern border, the northern border has become 

a more vulnerable. I believe that the militarl~ should be looking to 
expand in our state, not make cuts. I am alr~o baffled by the process 
that led to the decision to put the Great Falls Air Guard Base on 
the B U C  list, particularly since our F-16s are to be realigned to a 
base with lower military value. 

In my years of working to protect the rnilitery in Montana through 
many B M C  processes, I have never seen the state more united and 
unanimous in their concern than this year. That is why I would like 
to invite you to come to my Washington, D.C. office on June 9, 2005 
to meet with me. I have invited the entire Congressional delegation 
of Montana, the Governor, and the Mayor of Great Falls to be present 
as well. we would appreciate any amount of time that you or other 
available members of your commission could give us that day. We are 
particularly interested in meeting with General Lloyd Newton. 

Please contact me at 202 224-2651 if you will be able to join me. I 
look forward to hearing from you, 

Sincerely, 

BILLINGS 
(4081 657-6790 

GREAT FALLS 
1406) 761-1 574 

HELENA 
1408) 4494430 
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MAX BAUCUS 
MONTANA 

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-2E02 

NO. 3 1 4 4  P. 2 
WASHINGTON. DC 

12021 2262631 

MONTANA TOLL FFlEE NUMBER 
1-8a0-S32-8108 

INTERNET. 
max9beucur:anatc,gov 

hnp~Mu.sonnra,gov:-Mucus 

June 1, 2005 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Ease Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi ; 

The Air National Guard in Great Falls, Montana was on the Department 
of Defense's BRAC list and has been slated .for realignment, This 
recommendation great.1~ concerns me since it will remove the F-16 
flying mission out of Montana and leave the entire state without a 
single flying mission to protect it, 

The national security implications of DoD's decision are v a s t ,  As 
you know, Montana is a northern border state, and as security is 
tightened on the southern border, the northern border has become 
more vulnerable. I believe that the militar). should be looking to 
expand in our state, not make cuts. I am al~io baffled by the process 
that led to the decision to put the Great Falls Air Guard Base on 
the BIiAC list, particularly since our F-16s are to be realigned to a 
base with lower military value. 

In my years of working to protect the military in Montana through 
many BRAC processes, I have never seen the state more united and 
unanimous in their concern than this year, That is why I would like 
to invite you to come to my Washington, D.C. office on June 9, 2005 
to meet with me. I have invited the entire C~ngressional delegation 
of Montana, the Governor, and the Mayor of Great Falls to be present 
as well. We would appreciate any amount of time that you or other 
available members of your commission could give us that day. We are 
particularly interested in meeting with General Lloyd Newton. 

Please contact me at 202 224-2651 if you wil:L be able to join me. I 
look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

BILLINGS DOZEMAN BUTTE GREAT FALLS 
(41181657-6790 1406) 598-81W (4061 782-8700 1406) 767-1 574 

HELENA KALISPELL MISSOULA 
14C614494490 (4061 756-1160 1406) 32M123  
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June 1, 2 0 0 5  

Anthony J.  Principi 
Chairman. Ease Realignment and Closure Comn~ission 
2 5 2 1  South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman ~rincipi; 

The Air National Guard in Great Falls, Montana was on the Department 
of Defense's BRAC list and has been slated for realignment. This 
recornendation great.1~ concerns me since it will remove the F-16 
flying mission out of Montana and leave the entire state without a 
single flying mission to protect it, 

The national security implications of DoD's decision are vast. As 
you know, Montana is a northern border state, and as security is 
tightened on the aouthern border. the northern border has become 
more vulnerable. I believe that the militar~r should be looking to 
expand in our state, not make cuts. I am alllo baffled by the process 
that led to the decision to put the Great Fiills Air Guard Base on 
the BRAC list, particularly since our F-16s are to be realigned to a 
base with lower military value. 

In my years of working to protect the militsry in Montana through 
many BRAC processes, I have never seen the state more united and 
unanimous in their concern than this year, That is why I would like 
to invite you to come to my Washington, D.C. office on June 9, 2005 
to meet with me. I have invited the entire Congressional delegation 
of Montana, the Governor, and the Mayor of Great Falls to be present 
as well. We would appreciate any amount of time that you or other 
available members of your commission could give us that day. We are 
particularly interested in meeting with General Lloyd Newton. 

Please contact me at 202 224-2651 if you will be able to join me. I 
look forward to hearing from you, 

Sincerely, 

BILLINGS 
(4081 657-8790 

GREAT FALLS 
(4061 761-1574 

HELENA KALISPELL 
l4C8l~49-5490 

MISSOULA 
(1061 75&1160 1406) 328-3123 
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June 3,2005 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
The Department of Defense 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear Secretary Rumsfeld: 

We are writing once again to seek the Department of Defense's production of documents 
that are critical to ensuring the integrity and transparency of the BRAC process. The documents 
we seek go to the essence of how the Department arrived at its list of base closure and 
realignment recommendations. If the Department does not agree, by Monday at noon, to provide 
us with the documents we have requested pursuant to the authority provided to us as Chairman 
and Ranking Member of the Homeland Security and Governm xtal Affairs Committee, we will 
compel production of those documents by subpoena. 

On May 27, 2005, we wrote to demand that the Department comply with its statutory 
obligation to disclose to Congress all the information underlyi~~g its recent recommendations for 
military base closures and realignments. On June 1,2005, Acting Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Gordon England responded, referring us to classified materials made available for viewing in a 
secure facility in Crystal City, Virginia. Secretary England, however, did not address the specific 
information requested in our prior letter. 

Our May 27,2005 letter makes it plain that we are requesting more than the data and 
formal decisional material referenced in Secretary England's response. We are seeking the 
documentation of the internal workings of the process itself to ensure its propriety and 
compliance with legal standards. Specifically, we wrote: 

To be clear about our understanding of the Department' s statutory obligations, we believe 
that the text of the statute - "all information used by the Secretary to prepare the 
recommendations" - means literally &l information. We therefore expect that the 
information disclosed by the Department in fulfillment of its statutory obligation will 

ah include not only all documents (e.g., email traffic, memoranda, spreadsheets, analyses, 
raw data, handwritten notes, and telephone logs) related to the Department's decision- 
making process as set forth in the Act but also all documents that might reflect the 
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The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Page 2 

influence or consideration of factors not authorized in that Act. Only a complete 
disclosure will suffice to begin restoring public confid1:nce in the Department's decision- 
making process. 

Committee staff have been to the Crystal City reading room and saw no evidence of the 
sort of emails, handwritten notes, and other internal decisional materials referenced above. 

We believe that the information we have requested, which resides at the core of what is 
meant to be a transparent BRAC process, must be produced to Congress pursuant to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended. But to the extent you would argue 
otherwise, let us be clear that we are requesting these documellts under our Committee's 
oversight authority, irrespective of whether they are encompassed within the information 
required to be provided to Congress under the Act. 

Committee staff have repeatedly reached out to your staff to discuss and clarify the 
information we seek to ensure the integrity of the BRAC procc:ss. To date, their offers have been 

f i  met with silence. 

Time runs short in the course of this accelerated process. And so, if we do not receive by 
noon on Monday the assurances that we have requested above, we will proceed to issue the 
subpoena. 

If you have any questions about this matter, please have your staff contact the 
Committee's Majority Staff Director, Michael Bopp, at (202) :!24-4751, or the Committee's 
Minority Staff Director, Joyce Rechtschaffen, at (202) 224-26:!7. 

Sincerely, 

Susan M. Collins 
Chairman 

Joseph I. Lieberman 
Ranking Member 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 

Congressman Adam Smith 
227 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Congressman Smith: 

Thank you for your letter of October 5,2005 in which you seek clarification of 
Commission Recommendation 146 (Headquarters & Support Activities 41) Joint Basing. 
I will respond separately to Senators Cantwell and Murray ant1 Representative Dicks. 

The additional statement adopted by the Commission that related to Secretary of 
Defense's Recommendation 146 is as titled a "statement" and not an amendment to the 
recommendation. It was not proffered as, nor meant to be, an amendment. Rather, even though 
it sounds directive, it is akin to dictum in a court opinion -- delzlarative and hortative, but not 
directive or  binding. Consequently, the statement is not inclutled in the text of the recommen- 
dation. The Commission's amendment to Recommendation 1 46 altered only the language 
regarding the Naval Research Laboratory. It did not alter the language in the recommendation 
regarding Fort Lewis and McChord Air Force Base or any of the other listed installations. The 
Commission statement was, however, directed at "the entire Joint Basing recommendation." 

The full text of Motion 146-3A, which amended Recornmendation 146 and is contained 
on the Commission website (www.brac.gov), is set forth below. The operative part of the 
amendment is the first paragraph. The two paragraphs that fi)llow are theUstatement" 
reflecting the views of the Commission concerning implemer~tation of the recommendation, as 
amended. 

I move: 
- that the Commissionfind that when the Secretary of Defense tnade Headquarters and 
Support Activities Joint Cross Service Group Reconzmendaticm 41, Joint Basing, he 
substantially deviated from Final Selection Criteria 1 and 4 und the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "-Naval Research Laboratory (NRL), " where it 

' appears in paragraph "dm,  Chapter V,  Section 146 of the Bill, and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

Chairman: Anthony J.  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honoral>le James H. Bill~rny, the llonoral>le Philip E. Coyle [ I : ,  Admiral IlarolJ W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honoml>le Jim Hansen. General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Nevrton, USAF (Ret), the lionorable San~r~el  K. 
Skinner, BrigaJier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Aattaglia 
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And, that further, the Commission makes the additional statement: "NRL is a Secretary of the 
Navy Working Capital Fund Activity. Real property and BCIS functions integral to the 
research and industrial functions at NRL will remain with the Commanding OfJicer. Because 

of Navy's centralization of installation management functiolzs, Naval District Washington 
provides non-mission related services to NRL already, such as Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation and food services. This is not intended to alter that relationship. " 

And further, as pertains to the entire Joint Basing recommendation, the Commission states 
that, "Manpower savings shall not be directed, as they are in the DoD proposal, but must be 
derived from standard manpower and functional analysis st,ldies, and cooperative joint 
determinations between the afected installations. Moreover the Department of Defense must 
provide DoD-wide standards for delivery of services and co,rtmon definitions for those 
services before installation management functions are reloazted from the losing activities." 

With regard to Recommendation 171 (Medical 9) McChord Air Force Base, WA about 
which you commented in your letter, the Commission adopted an amendment that altered 
language contained in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation. That change in language is 
an integral part of the recommendation and not a statement and is therefore reflected in the 
Commission's finding and recommendation. 

The full text of Motion 17 1 -4B, which amended Recornmendation 17 1 and is also 
contained on the Commission website, is: 

I move: 
- that the Commission find that when the Secretary of Defen~e made Medical Joint Cross 
Service Recommendation 9, McChord Air Force Base, Washington, he substantially deviated 
from Final Selection Criteria 2, 3 and 4 and the Force Struci ure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "Realign McChord Air Force Base, WA, by 
relocating all tnedical functions to Fort Lewis, WA. " and insfrt in its place "Realign McChord 
Air Force Base, WA, by reorgattizing medical functiorzs under Madigan Army Medical Center, 
Fort Lewis, WA. McChord Air Force Base medical functions will be reorganized and 
relocated as directed by the Commander, Madigan A m y  Me riical Center. ", and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recomntendat;on as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

The Department of Defense has in the past given consiclerable weight to the views of 
BRAC Commissions expressed in report language, especially :,tatements made in connection 
with amendments to recommendations. I have no reason to bc lieve that practice will not 
continue, especially considering the underlying logic and persc asiveness of the Commission's 
position on implementation of the Joint Basing recommendations. 
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Thank you for your expression of appreciation for the work of the Commission. The 
labor has been long and intense but gratifying to us all. I wil ensure your comments are 
conveyed to the other Commissioners and staff. 

Sincerely, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMINT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 603 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

October 13, 2005 

Senator Patty Murray 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Murray: 

Thank you for your letter of October 5,2005 in which you seek clarification of 
Commission Recommendation 146 (Headquarters & Support Activities 41) Joint Basing. 
I will respond separately to Senator Cantwell and Representatives Dicks and Smith. 

The additional statement adopted by the Commission t.lat related to Secretary of 
Defense's Recommendation 146 is as titled a "statement" and not an amendment to the 
recommendation. It was not proffered as, nor meant to be, an amendment. Rather, even though 
it sounds directive, it is akin to dictum in a court opinion -- declarative and hortative, but not 
directive or binding. Consequently, the statement is not inclucled in the text of the recommen- 
dation. The Commission's amendment to Recommendation 146 altered only the language 
regarding the Naval Research Laboratory. It did not alter the language in the recommendation 
regarding Fort Lewis and McChord Air Force Base or any of the other listed installations. The 
Commission statement was, however, directed at "the entire Joint Basing recommendation." 

The full text of Motion 146-3A, which amended Recornmendation 146 and is contained 
on the Commission website (www.brac.aov), is set forth below. The operative part of the 
amendment is the first paragraph. The two paragraphs that follow are theUstatement" 
reflecting the views of the Commission concerning implementation of the recommendation, as 
amended. 

I move: 
- that the Commission find that when the Secretary of Defen~e made Headquarters and 
Support Activities Joint Cross Service Group Recommendati9n 41, Joint Basing, he 
substantially deviated from Final Selection Criteria I and 4 ,znd the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "-Naval Research Laboratory (NRL), " where it 
appears in paragraph "d", Chapter V, Section 146 of the Bir'l, and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendarion as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

Chairman: Anthony J .  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorahle James H. Rilhmy, the Honomhle Philip E. Coyle I l l ,  Admiral HarolJ W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General LIC)~J Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honorahle Samuel K. 
Skinner, RrigaJier General Sue Ellen Turner, lJSAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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And, that further, the Commission makes the additional stafement: "NRL is a Secretary of the 
Navy Working Capital Fund Activity. Real property and BC'S functions integral to the 
research and industrial functions at NRL will remain with tibe Commanding Oficer. Because 

of Navy's centralization of installation management functio,~~,  Naval District Washington 
provides non-mission related services to NRL already, such as Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation and food services. This is not intended to alter tlrat relationship." 

And further, as pertains to the entire Joint Basing recommerzdation, the Commission states 
that, "Manpower savings shall not be directed, as they are in the DoD proposal, but must be 
derived from standard manpower and functional analysis studies, and cooperative joint 
determinations between the aflected installations. Moreover, the Department of Defense must 
provide DoD-wide standards for delivery of services and common definitions for those 
services before installation management functions are relocczted from the losing activities." 

With regard to Recommendation 171 (Medical 9) McChord Air Force Base, WA about 
which you commented in your letter, the Commission adopted an amendment that altered 
language contained in the Secretary of Defense's recommend;ition. That change in language is 
an integral part of the recommendation and not a statement and is therefore reflected in the 
Commission's finding and recommendation. 

The full text of Motion 17 1-4B, which amended Recolnmendation 17 1 and is also 
contained on the Commission website. is: 

I move: 
- that the Commissionfind that when the Secretary of Defen.;e made Medical Joint Cross 
Service Recommendation 9, McChord Air Force Base, Waslington, he substantially deviated 
from Final Selection Criteria 2, 3 and 4 and the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "Realign McChord Air Force Base, WA, by 
relocating all medical functions to Fort Lewis, WA. " and in3 ert in its place "Realign McChord 
Air Force Base, WA, by reorganizing medical functions undcr Madigan Army Medical Center, 
Fort Lewis, WA. McChord Air Force Base medical  function^, will be reorganized and 
relocated as directed by the Commander, Madigan Army Medical Center.", and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendarion as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

The Department of Defense has in the past given considerable weight to the views of 
BRAC Commissions expressed in report language, especially statements made in connection 
with amendments to recommendations. I have no reason to believe that practice will not 
continue, especially considering the underlying logic and persi~asiveness of the Commission's 
position on implementation of the Joint Basing recommendations. 
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Thank you for your expression of appreciation for the work of the Commission. The 
labor has been long and intense but gratifying to us all. I will ensure your comments are 
conveyed to the other Commissioners and staff. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

October 13,2005 

Congressman Norm Dicks 
2467 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Congressman Dicks: 

Thank you for your letter of October 5,2005 in whick you seek clarification of 
Commission Recommendation 146 (Headquarters & Support Activities 41) Joint Basing. 
I will respond separately to Senators Cantwell and Murray and Representative Smith. 

The additional statement adopted by the Commission that related to Secretary of 
Defense's Recommendation 146 is as titled a "statement" and not an amendment to the 
recommendation. It was not proffered as, nor meant to be, an amendment. Rather, even though 
it sounds directive, it is akin to dictum in a court opinion -- declarative and hortative, but not 
directive or  binding. Consequently, the statement is not included in the text of the recommen- 
dation. The Commission's amendment to Recommendation 146 altered only the language 
regarding the Naval Research Laboratory. It did not alter the language in the recommendation 
regarding Fort Lewis and McChord Air Force Base or any of the other listed installations. The 
Commission statement was, however, directed at "the entire Joint Basing recommendation." 

The full text of Motion 146-3A, which amended Recorlmendation 146 and is contained 
on the Commission website (www.brac.~ov), is set forth below. The operative part of the 
amendment is the first paragraph. The two paragraphs that follow are the"statementW 
reflecting the views of the Commission concerning implemer~tation of the recommendation, as 
amended. 

I move: 
- that the Commission find that when the Secretary of Defenst' made Headquarters and 
Support Activities Joint Cross Service Group Recommendation 41, Joint Basing, he 
substantially deviated from Final Selection Criteria 1 and 4 a ~ d  the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "-Naval Research laboratory (NRL), " where it 
appears in paragraph "dm, Chapter V, Section 146 of the Bill, and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Billlray, the Honoral~le Philip E. Coyle I l l ,  Aclminl tiarolJ W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honoml~le Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newtcm, USAF (Ret), rhe Honoml>le Sami~el K.  
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, UStrF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglin 
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And, that further, the Commission makes the additional statement: "NRL is a Secretary of the 
Navy Working Capital Fund Activity. Real property and BOS functions integral to the 
research and industrial functions at NRL will remain with the Commanding Oficer. Because 

of Navy's centralization of installation management functions, Naval District Washington 
provides non-mission related services to NRL already, such as Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation and food services. This is not intended to alter that relationship." 

And further, as pertains to the entire Joint Basing recommendation, the Commission states 
that, "Manpower savings shall not be directed, as they are in the DoD proposal, but must be 
derived from standard manpower and functional analysis studies, and cooperative joint 
determinations between the affected installations. Moreover, the Department of Defense must 
provide DoD-wide standards for delivery of services and common definitions for those 
services before installation management functions are relocated from the losing activities. " 

With regard to Recommendation 17 1 (Medical 9) McChord Air Force Base, WA about 
which you commented in your letter, the Commission adopted an amendment that altered 
language contained in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation. That change in language is 
an integral part of the recommendation and not a statement and is therefore reflected in the 
Commission's finding and recommendation. 

The full text of Motion 17 1 -4B, which amended Recommendation 17 1 and is also 
contained on the Commission website, is: 

I move: 
- that the Commission find that when the Secretary of Defense made Medical Joint Cross 
Service Recommendation 9, McChord Air Force Base, Washington, he substantially deviated 
from Final Selection Criteria 2, 3 and 4 and the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "Realign McChord Air Force Base, WA, by 
relocating all medical functions to Fort Lewis, WA. " and insert in its place "Realign McChord 
Air Force Base. WA, by reorganizing medical functions under Madigan Army Medical Center, 
Fort Lewis, WA. McChord Air Force Base medical functions will be reorganized and 
relocated as directed by the Commander, Madigan Army Medical Center.", and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

The Department of Defense has in the past given considerable weight to the views of 
BRAC Commissions expressed in report language, especially statements made in connection 
with amendments to recommendations. I have no reason to believe that practice will not 
continue, especially considering the underlying logic and persuasiveness of the Commission's 
position on implementation of the Joint Basing recommendations. 
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~8 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

October 13,2005 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
7 17 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

Thank you for your letter of October 5, 2005 in which you seek clarification of 
Commission Recommendation 146 (Headquarters & Support Activities 41) Joint Basing. 
I will respond separately to Senator Murray and Representatives Dicks and Smith. 

The additional statement adopted by the Commission that related to Secretary of 
Defense's Recommendation 146 is as titled a "statement" and not an amendment to the 
recommendation. It was not proffered as, nor meant to be, an amendment. Rather, even though 
it sounds directive, it is akin to dictum in a court opinion -- declarative and hortative, but not 
directive or binding. Consequently, the statement is not included in the text of the recommen- 
dation. The Commission's amendment to Recommendation 146 altered only the language 
regarding the Naval Research Laboratory. It did not alter the language in the recommendation 
regarding Fort Lewis and McChord Air Force Base or any of the other listed installations. The 
Commission statement was, however, directed at "the entire Joint Basing recommendation." 

The full text of Motion 146-3A, which amended Recommendation 146 and is contained 
on the Commission website (www.brac.gov), is set forth below. The operative part of the 
amendment is the first paragraph. The two paragraphs that follow are the"statementV 
reflecting the views of the Commission concerning implementation of the recommendation, as 
amended. 

I move: 
- that the Commission find that when the Secretary of Defense made Headquarters and 
Support Activities Joint Cross Service Group Recommendation 41 ,  Joint Basing, he 
substantially deviated from Final Selection Criteria I and 4 and the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "-Naval Research Laboratory (NRL), " where it 
appears in paragraph "d", Chapter V, Section 146 of the Bill, and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selecrion Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

Chairman: Anthony J .  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorahle James H. Bilhray, the Honora1,le Philip E. Coyle Ill, Admiral HarolJ W. Cehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honorahle Jim Hansen, General James 7. Hill, USA (Rer). General LloyJ Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honoral~le Sam~~e l  K. 
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battanlia 
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And, that further, the Commission makes the additional statement: "NRL is a Secretary of the 
Navy Working Capital Fund Activity. Real property and BOS functions integral to the 
research and industrial functions at NRL will remain with the Commanding OfJicer. Because 

of Navy's centralization of installation management functions, Naval District Washington 
provides non-mission related services to NRL already, such as Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation and food services. This is not intended to alter that relationship." 

And further, as pertains to the entire Joint Basing recommendation, the Commission states 
that, "Manpower savings shall not be directed, as they are in the DoD proposal, but must be 
derived from standard manpower and functional analysis studies, and cooperative joint 
determinations between the afected installations. Moreover, the Department of Defense must 
provide DoD-wide standards for delivery of services and common definitions for those 
services before installation management functions are relocated from the losing activities. " 

With regard to Recommendation 17 1 (Medical 9) McChord Air Force Base, WA about 
which you commented in your letter, the Commission adopted an amendment that altered 
language contained in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation. That change in language is 
an integral part of the recommendation and not a statement and is therefore reflected in the 
Commission's finding and recommendation. 

The full text of Motion 17 1-4B, which amended Recommendation 171 and is also 
contained on the Commission website, is: 

I move: 
- that the Commission find that when the Secretary of Defense made Medical Joint Cross 
Service Recommendation 9, McChord Air Force Base, Washington, he substantially deviated 
from Final Selection Criteria 2.3 and 4 and the Force Structure Plan; 
- that the Commission strike the language "Realign McChord Air Force Base, WA, by 
relocating all medical functions to Fort Lewis, WA. " and insert in its place "Realign McChord 
Air Force Base, WA, by reorganizing medical functions under Madigan Army Medical Center, 
Fort Lewis, WA. McChord Air Force Base medical functions will be reorganized and 
relocated as directed by the Commander, Madigan Army Medical Center.", and; 
- that the Commission find this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent 
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan. 

The Department of Defense has in the past given considerable weight to the views of 
BRAC Commissions expressed in report language, especially statements made in connection 
with amendments to recommendations. I have no reason to believe that practice will not 
continue, especially considering the underlying logic and persuasiveness of the Commission's 
position on implementation of the Joint Basing recommendations. 
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Thank you for your expression of appreciation for the work of the Commission. The 
labor has been long and intense but gratifying to us all. I will ensure your comments are 
conveyed to the other Commissioners and staff. 

Sincerely, f l  

chairman 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521  South  Clark  Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

September 16,2005 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
328 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Domenici: 

Thank you for your and Senator Bingaman's letter of September 13,2005, expressing 
appreciation for the work of the Commission. I will convey your sentiments to the other 
commissioners and staff. 

You have expressed concern in your letter about the affect of commissioner recusals on 
matters relating to Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. I understand and share your concerns 
about the soundness, correctness, and integrity of the BRAC process. Your earlier letter in 
which you questioned the wisdom of recusals prompted me to closely re-examine Commission 
practice and procedures. I discussed matters at length with my executive director, general 
counsel, and counsel from the Senate Armed Services Committee. Others contributed to the 
dialogue, including several individuals who were intimately involved with the most recent 
amendments to the BRAC statute and past BRAC Commissions. The review assured me that 
the Commission was on the right course and acting consistently with legal precedent, past BRAC 
practice, and statutory imperatives. 

Four commissioners recused themselves from participation in matters relating to 
installations in their home states. Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves, in 
accordance with ethics agreements they signed during the nomination process, because of their 
prior BRAC-related activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray 
recused himself because of his long-time representation of Nevada in the Congress and other 
public offices. Commissioner Hansen recused himself with regard to Utah for the same reason. 

The recusals were made publicly at a Commission hearing held on May 19, 2005. As a 
result of their recusals, the commissioners could not deliberate or vote on matters relating to 
installations in their home states or to installations in other states that were substantially affected 
by closures and realignments or installations in their home states. Commissioners Bilbray and 
Hansen understood that their recusals were voluntary and not required by the ethics rules or 
statutes. 

Chairman: Anthony J.  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorahle James H. Bilbray, the Honorahle Philip E. Coyle Ill, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honorable Samuel K. 
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Bamglia 
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The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 

I know that we are of like mind that the Commission and its individual members must be 
above reproach and free from any real or perceived bias. The actions of Commissioners Bilbray, 
Coyle, Gehman, and Hansen in limiting their participation in certain Commission actions reflect 
the importance they place on their personal integrity and the public trust. Their actions can only 
have served to enhance the reality and perception of the Commission as independent, open, and 
honest. 

You have asked about an "alternative [Commission] approach" with regard to Cannon 
Air Force Base that you believe would have mitigated the effect of recusals on votes that affected 
the base. I am unaware of any approach that would have produced that result. The Secretary of 
Defense's recommendation that Cannon Air Force Base be closed and its aircraft distributed to 
locations that included Nevada and Utah was the starting point for any action by the Commis- 
sion. No approach would have altered that fact. Consequently, as long as Commissioners 
Bilbray and Hansen felt bound by the terms of their recusals, they remained unable to vote on 
Cannon-related matters. 

Thank you again for your friendship and support. 

I 
Sincerely, 

/ 

I 
Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
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(United states: Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

June 27,2005 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
The Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
The Polk Building, Suite 600 & 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arhgton, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: U 

It was a pleasure seeing you in Portland at the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
hearing on June 17,2005. We hope you enjoyed your stay in the Pacific Northwest. 

We wish to reiterate our strong support for the Oregon National Guard's 142"~ Fighter 
Wing and their continued deployment at the Portland International Anport. The 
realignment of F- 15's stationed in Portland would significantly compromise the safety of 
the Pacific Northwest. , 

In this era of heightened threats &om terrorists and rogue nations, the first priority of the 
federal government, and particularly the Department of Defense, is to ensure the safety of 
our fellow citizens fiom conventional and unconventional threats. The 142"~ Fighter Win 3 plays a crucial role in protecting the entire Northwest Pacific region. Realigning the 142 
Fighter Wing throughout the country would make the citizens of the Pacific Northwest 
more vulnerable to such threats. 

Our best wishes as you chair the BRAC Commission and address the complexities of this 
process. Should you need any further information or have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact us. We appreciate your consideration of this issue. 

,. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Wyden Gordon H. Smith 
United States Senate United States Senate 

Cc: 
James H. Bilbray, BRAC Commission Member 
Phlip Coyle, BRAC Commission Member 
James V. Hansen, BRAC Commission Member 
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DEPARTMEPIIT OF THE NAVY 
COLf MANDER, 

U.S. FLEET FORCES COhlhlANO 
15G2 MITSCHER AVC, SUITE 2%3 

NORFOLK. !JA 23551 -2437 

2 2  July 2 0 0 5  

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commjssion 

2 5 2 2  South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

Recent correspondence to you, and associated media reports, 
have characterized certain information perta,ining to Naval. 
Submarbe Base New London as having been provided by me. Since 
erroneous conclusions might be drawn from that characterization, 
I thought it was important for me to convey to you what my role 
was in the Department of t h , e  Navy's BRAC 2005 process, and my 
position on the proposed closure of SUBASE New London. 

The process established by the Secretary of the Navy for the 
4114 BRAC 2005 was designed to be an equitable, analytical process 

based upon certified data and comprehensi.ve a n a l y s i s  evaluated 
by senior leadership. As detailed in the SECNAV Note governing 
the process, the entity charged with devel.oging recommendations 
regarding closure and realignment of DON military installations 
was the Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG). As the Vice 
Chief of Naval Operations, I was the Co-Chair of the IEG from 
September 9, 2004 to 17 March 2005, when J departed to assume 
duties as the Cormnander, Fleet Forces Command. Accordingly, I 
chaired the IEG during the period in which most of the major DON 
recommendations were being developed, analyzed and approved by 
the Secretary. 

The IEG was specifically charged with ensuring that factors 
of concern to the Navy and Marine Corps operational commanders 
were considered in any recommenda.tions that affected DON 
installations. We accomplished that in various ways: the 
membership of the IEG included representation from Fleet Forces 
Command, data calls requested input on operational impacts, the 
views of major commands were sought, and briefings specifically 
noted issues and concerns identified during the analysis. Most, 
i f  not all, of the concerns raised were addressed within ,the 
process. By so doing, the Secretary of the Navy's process 
~ouqht to e n s u r e  L l l a t  the s e n i o r  leadership who ultimately had 
to forward recommendations t o  the Secretary of Defense had the 
full view from their staff about the benefits and risks of any 
recommeildat j.012. 
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  he analysis of SUBASE New London for closore occurrer! while 
I was t he  Co-Chair of the 1%. Concerns expressed by Fleet 
Forces  Command about potential impacts due to changes in w a y s  of 
doing business were fully discussed at deliberative meetings and 
w e r e  i d e n t i f i e d  t o  the  Chief of Naval Operations and the 
Secretary of t h e  Navy when this recommendation was briefed to 
them. While t h i s  closure will be difficult, particularly 
because of our  long history i n  Connect icut ,  I: was convinced then 
- and remain so today - that it is the right decis ion for the 
Navy. Not only w . i l l  the  savings contribute t o  the 
recapj . ta l iza t ion  of  the Navy, we will a l s o  be able t o  bui ld  
r igh t - s i zed  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  suppor t  t he  submarine fleet in the 
21"~. century. 

V i c e  Admiral Cosgriff, m y  Deputy, was the FI-eet Forces 
Command representative on the IEG during t h e  scenari.0 
development a n d  analysis process. If you would l i k e  to discuss 
with him the details of the Fleet Forces Command input provided 
a n d  how that input wa.s addressed, I encourage you to call him. 
I too, of course, would be happy to discuss any issues regarding 
any N a v y  BRAC recomnendations. 

Sincerely, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

August 8,2005 

The Honorable Mark Warner 
State Capitol 
Richmond, VA 23219 

Dear Governor Warner: 

Thank you for your letter ofAugust 5,2005 expressing your concerns that Florida 
may be accorded a hearitlg topresent a proposal that Cecil Field be considered as an 
alternative to NAS Oceana. 

While the Commission is not resvicted on heanng dates, places, wimesses and 
heankg agenda, it is not according I;Toaada or any other state the oppottumNty to 
testi& on alternatives to Oceana NAS. On July 24 2004 the Flon'da delegation did 
provide testlinony at the regional hean'ng in New Orleans on Cecil Field. T&is 
testimony can be found on our website. 

Nonetheless, Commission poficy is to pennit comrn~~1ties wishing to do so to meet 
with Commissioners and staff on an informal basis. As an alternative to a hearing 
that Governor Bush has requested, we have suggested that he meet infomafly with 
Commissioners and stafK The results of these meetings are summanied andposted 
on our website. '7 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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Executive Correspondence 
DCN 4669 

Media accolmts indicate that Commissioner Bilbray made this decision after 
consultation with the BRAC Commission's counsel.2 However, one article suggests that 
Commissioner Bilbl-ay was given little choice in the matter. This article quotes 
Comrnissic~ner Bi1b.l.a~ as stating, "I was kind of shocked when our counsel advised me to 
recuse." Commissioner Bilbray spoke to the reporter who wrote this story immediately 
after the May 1 grn Commission meeting at which he announced his rccusal? 

Quc:stions allout the voluntariness of Commission Bilbray's recusal arose once 
again at the BRAC i',ommission's Alaska Regional Hearing on June 15,2005. An article 
that appeared the day prior to the hearing cast doubt on whether the Commissioner's 
recusal applied to th t proposed removal of fighter aircraft h m  Eielson AFB to Nellis 
AFB. In that article. Bilbray was quoted as follows: 

I'm going to do what's right for the counby,. .I think the people in Alaska 
will f'iid that I'll be very fair in this matter. And if I don't think those 
planes should go to Nellis, I'll be one of the first to say that. 

The article goes on 10 quote Commissioner Bilbray as follows. "I think Nellis needs more 
planes like a hole in the head; they've got so many there already.'* 

The following day, Commissioner Bilbray said he would recuse himself fiom 
BRAC Conlmission votes related to the proposed transfer of F-16 aircraft to Nellis AFB, 
again on the advice of  the Commission's counsel. However, he continued to insist that 
he had no ir~tention cd favoring his home state in his work on the BRAC Commission 
Quite the contrary, ('ommissioner Bilbray suggested that he was favorably disposed to 
keeping the F-16 aircraft at Eielson AFB. 

I've been leaning against the recommendation to realign Eielson.. .I could 
very well have been a 'no vote' that &gy cancelled out. 

I feel bad for the people of Alaska.. .I've been very sympathetic to those 
bases. 

subsrantial participation tn any ponion of the BRAC Commission that would affect any installation in the 
State ofUtah an the grouads that he has held public ofice in Utah for forty-two yews, 22 of which as a 
member of Congress. Cc~mmissioner Bilbrrry indicated that he was recusing himself from any work "in 
regard ro thc State of Ne!,ada in these patticular deliberations," "in advice of the Ethics Council (sic) tc, our 
Commission" 
Sam Bishop, Bilbmv Mldb Recwal for Eielson Votes, Fairbanlc. Ddly News-Miner, June 14,2005. 
Samantha Young, Ex-Cannressman Ouiu Work lavolvinp! State Militarv Sites, Las Vegas Review- 

Journal, May 20,2005. 
:See. note 2. ' Rk Dillon, BRAC Cot n m A  Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, June 
16,2005. (Emphasis rddcd) - 
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Executive Correspondence 
DCN 4669 

These news media accounts also suggest that the BRAC Commission staff was 
confused about the (applicable ethics rules. On June 14, Commission spokesman Jim 
Schaefer has quoted as saying that he didn't believe commissioner Bilbray needed to 
recuse himself on tile Eielson issue. Schaefer said, "From what I've heard be's not 
planning tcl.'* 

On June IS", Scbaefer is quoted as saying that "Commission bylaws mandate that 
commissioners abstlun fiom voting on issues that directly affect their home states." 
Bilbray, on the other hand, contended.that the recusal decision followed questions from 
the media about his impartiality.7 

You were quoted in the June 15 story as indicating that W e  Commission would 
meet with its legal counsel [the following week] to review the recusal process." That 
Micle also quotes y . 1 ~  as saying that "If we keep recusin people every time there's a 
potential &or conilict we're going to run into 1 fully expected that this 
meeting would include all of the Commissioners. I was disappointed to learn that you 
were the only Coma~issioner present.9 

On June 21, 2005, following the meeting with counsel, you wrote Senators 
Stevens ancl W m ,  that the previously announced recusals would remain in effect.l0 
My counsel, who WLS briefed on the outcome of the meeting by the BRAC Commission's 
General Camsel, inr"orms me that the recusals by Commissioners Bilbray and Hanson 
were not withdrawn in deference to a precedent established by former Senator Dixon 
from Illinois who selvcd on a prior BRAC Commission that has since sunsetted. 

However wu~thy the precedent, and that in itself is debatable, it is not the law. I 
am informed that BRAC Comission is a chartered federal advisory committee, subject 
to the Federal Advisory Committee Act. The Commission's charter specifies that the 
Commissioners are "Special G o v m c n t  Employees" (SGEs). Contrary to the statements 
of the Commission's spokesperson, neither the Commission's charter, the procedural 
rules it has ,adopted, nor the Commission's principal governing legislation, the Defense 
Base CIosure and Rellignment Act of 1990, specify the conflict of interest or impartiality 
rules governing members of the BRAC Commission. 

BIUC Comnlissioners, as SGEs, are subject to the mandates of federal ethics 
laws and the US Ofice of Government Ethics (OGE) government-wide ethics 
regulations. The OGE government-wide ethics regulations require that SGEs abstain 
fiom voting on matters before federal advisory committees on which they cannot cast an 

~ e e .  note 2. 
' $& note 5 .  
I Id. (Emphasis added) 
Ge note I. 

loGer from Anthony I. Principi m the Honorable lohn W. Warner, United Stater leaate. June 21,2005. 
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DCN 4669 

unjustifiably restrictive. This writt.cn opinion needs to be completed before the 
Commissioners begin reviewing the staff recommendations. 

Please undasrand that I share the Commission's desire to operate above reproach 
and free fiom any n.:al or perceived bias. However, I would respectfully submit that it is 
just as egregious to .arbitrarily exclude an unbiased Commissioner fiom fdl  participation 
as it is to permit a Commissioner with a direct and substantial financial interest in the 
outcome of a decisic ~n to fully participate. 

In formdating this letter I found the observations of Jack Maskell, a Legislative 
Attorney for the Congressional Research Service, in a report entifled, "Entering the 
Executive Dranch 01:'Governrnent: Potential Conflicts of Interest With Previous 
~m~lovments imd A,ffiliations" (March 23,2003), quite illuminating, and I have 
enclosed a copy of the report for your review. I would specifically direct your attention 
'to the "Note on General 'Impartiality," Alleged 'Bias,' and Past Affiliations or 
Activities" which begins on page CRS-17 and concludes on page CRS-19. Mr. Maskell's . 

analysis, which defines impartiality as the absence of a financial conflict of interest, 
suggests thzzt the Commission's attorneys got this decision wrong in a very big way. 

I appreciate !:our thoughtful consideration of this views expressed in this letter 
and look forward to your reply. 

Sincerely, 

United States Senator 

Enclosure 

cc: BRAC Comrnissi Dn Members 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chalnnan: The Honorable Anthony I .  Pnnopi 
Comrniulonen: The Honorable lames H. Bilbrav . The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111 Mmlrable Harold W. Gehman, Jr.. USN (Ret.) - The Honorable James V. Hans, 

General lame5 T. Hill. USA Wet.) . General Uovd W. Newton. USAF met.) . The Honorable Samuel K. Sktnner . Bnoadler General Sue Ellen Turner. USAF IRet. )  ~, 
Executive Director: Charles Battagl~a 

May 25,2005 

Ch.lrm.n: 
m n-me M~MW 1. rnnclpl 
C o m l l l W M n :  
m HmonDk Jams H Lulb"" 
m n m b k  mllop E. Coyte 111 
Admlnl lU&d W. WML I,., USN (Ret.1 
m IIMonbk hma v, n a m n  
Ce-l In- 7. HHI. US& (Re.) 
Cennl uwd W. Newon. USAF (M.) 

H-ble Samuel K. 5klnMr 
Wader CeI*nI 5- Ellen T u r n ,  USAF (Re.) 

The Honorable John W. Warner 
United States Senate 
225 Russell Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Warner: 

The ethics review mandated by statute and regulation of the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission has been completed. Appropriate ethics 
waivers have been made in consultation with the Office of Government Ethics and the 
Department of Defense's Office of the General Counsel. Except as noted below, all 
Commission members are able to participate fully in the BRAC process. 

During an open hearing on May 19,2005, four members recused themselves from 
participation in matters relating to installations in their home states. In each instance, those 
recusals extend to installations in other states that are affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in the commissioner's home state. The commissioners took these actions to avoid 
any appearance of a lack of impartiality and to enhance the public's confidence in the integrity 
of the BRAC process. 

Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves because of their participation in 
BRAC-related activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray and 
Hansen recused themselves because of their long-time representation in the Congress and other 
public offices of Nevada and Utah respectively. As a result of their recusals, the cornrnis- 
sioners cannot deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in their home states. 

The commissioners' financial statements were first reviewed incident to their confirmation 
by the Department of Defense General Counsel. I thoroughly reviewed them again after 
receiving the list of recommended closures and realignments from the Secretary of Defense. 
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I focused primarily on (1) real estate holdings in locations that may be affected by potential 
BRAC-related realignments or closures; (2) holdings in environmental remediation companies 
that may have long-term contractual relationships with potential BRAC locations; (3) financial 
holdings and interests in companies with active contracts on military installations that were listed 
by the Secretary of Defense for possible realignments andlor closures that may give rise to a 
financial conflict of interest; and (4) personal and business relationships that may cause an actual 
or apparent loss of impartiality. I will conduct a similar review with regard to installations not 
on the Secretary's list that the Commission might consider, and inform you accordingly. 

The Commissioners who recused themselves from certain matters will not participate in the 
deliberation or voting regarding those matters. Even so, it is not expected that the Commission 
will ever lack the quorum necessary to conduct its business, including the possible addition of 
installations to the Secretary's list, an action that as you know would require seven votes. 

A rigorous ethics review and training program of all Commission staff members has also 
been completed. Continued vigilance and self-reporting will ensure that if any additional 
conflicts of interest arise with the Commissioners or staff members they will be quickly 
identified and appropriate remedial action will be taken. 

You may be assured that the public integrity requirements of the Commission have been 
fully met. 

Senator Levin has been informed by separate correspondence of the satisfactory 
completion of the ethics review of the members of the BRAC Commission. 

DCN: 12277



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: (703) 699-2950 

Chairman: The Honorable Anthony 1. Pnnupl 
tommissionerr: The Honorable lames H, ellbray . The Honorable Rilip E. Covk I11 . Adm~rable Harold W. Gehman. Ir.. USN (Ret.) . The Honorable lames V. Hansen 

General lames 1. HIM. USA (Ret.) - General Uoyd W.  Newton. USAF (Ret.) . m e  Honorable Samuel K. Sklnner . Bripadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret.) 
Executive Director: Charles Battaglla 

May 25,2005 

Ch.1nn.n: 
The Homable Mmonv 1. PtWClpl 
C o m m U o n a :  
The mwlbk Y m a  H. Wbnr 
m M o o n b h  au!4 E. Cqk 111 
Mmlnl HamY W. Geman. Jr.. USN (Ret.) 
The H O m R b *  h- v. Hanun 

The Honorable Carl Levin 
United States Senate 
269 Russell Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Levin: 

The ethics review mandated by statute and regulation of the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission has been completed. Appropriate ethics 
waivers have been made in consultation with the Office of Government Ethics and the 
Department of Defense's Office of the General Counsel. Except as noted below, all 
Commission members are able to participate fully in the BRAC process. 

During an open hearing on May 19,2005, four members recused themselves from 
participation in matters relating to installations in their home states. In each instance, those 
recusals extend to installations in other states that are affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in the commissioner's home state. The commissioners took these actions to avoid 
any appearance of a lack of impartiality and to enhance the public's confidence in the integrity 
of the BRAC process. 

Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves because of their participation in 
BRAC-related activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray and 
Hansen recused themselves because of their long-time representation in the Congress and other 
public offices of Nevada and Utah respectively. As a result of their recusals, the commis- 
sioners cannot deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments of 
installations in their home states. 

The commissioners' financial statements were first reviewed incident to their confirmation 
by the Department of Defense General Counsel. I thoroughly reviewed them again after 
receiving the list of recommended closures and realignments from the Secretary of Defense. 
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I focused primarily on (1) real estate holdings in locations that may be affected by potential 
BRAC-related realignments or closures; (2) holdings in environmental remediation companies 
that may have long-term contractual relationships with potential BRAC locations; (3) financial 
holdings and interests in companies with active contracts on military installations that were listed 
by the Secretary of Defense for possible realignments andlor closures that may give rise to a 
financial conflict of interest; and (4) personal and business relationships that may cause an actual 
or apparent loss of impartiality. I will conduct a similar review with regard to installations not 
on the Secretary's list that the Commission might consider, and inform you accordingly. 

The Commissioners who recused themselves from certain matters will not participate in the 
deliberation or voting regarding those matters. Even so, it is not expected that the Commission 
will ever lack the quorum necessary to conduct its business, including the possible addition of 
installations to the Secretary's list, an action that as you know would require seven votes. 

A rigorous ethics review and training program of all Commission staff members has also 
been completed. Continued vigilance and self-reporting will ensure that if any additional 
conflicts o f  interest arise with the Commissioners or staff members they will be quickly 
identified and appropriate remedial action will be taken. 

You may be assured that the public integrity requirements of the Commission have been 
fully met. 

Senator Levin has been informed by separate correspondence of the satisfactory 
completion of the ethics review of the members of the BRAC Commission. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALJGNMENT COiUMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARKSTREEK SUITE 600 

ALEX4NDRC4, VA 22202 
TELEPHONE: 703-699-2950 

FAX: 703-699-2975 

CommUoners: 
The H m o n b k  Jam K . I lbny 
?ha HommbH Phil@ E. my). III 
Idmir.1 Harold W. G.hnun, Jr., USN (Rat.) 
rh. nmonbm Jam- V. mnwn 
- 1 J . m ~  T. HIII, US1 ( R - t )  
G.n.nlL&yd W. N.mn, U S 4 P  (Ret.) 
m. m o r a b * l  S a m ~ . l  K W n n n  
Brlo.dkr G."*,.l s". El&, runnr, umr ( R e . )  

The Honorable Alberto R. Gonzales 
Attorney General of the United States 
U.S. Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530-0001 

Dear Attorney General Gonzales: 

As Chairman of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission I request your 
opinion regarding the legal authority of the Secretary of Defense to effect changes to 
National Guard and Air National Guard units and installations. The Commission is 
severely constrained in formulating its recommendations to the President as to which 
military installations should be closed or realigned without a clear understanding of the 
Secretary's authority. 

Title 10, United State Code, Section 18238 and Title 32, United States Code, 
Section 104 (c) require permission of the governors of the states in which National 
Guard and Air National Guard units and installations are located before they may be 
"changedJ' or "relocated or withdrawn." I am not aware of any authority that clearly 
indicates contrariwise. 

I ask for your opinion on this issue: does the Federal government, acting through 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, possess the 
authority to carry out the proposed realignments and closures of.Army National Guard 
and Air National Guard installations in the absence of a consultative process with the 
governors of the various states? If not, what measures would be necessary to satisfy 
the consultation requirement? 

We need to know whether the National Guard and Air National Guard units and 
installations that the Secretary has recommended be closed or realigned will, if the 
Commission concurs with those recommendations, be closed or realigned within the 
statutory time limits. Will the litigation being contemplated by various state attorneys 
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general, or other intervening legal proceedings, delay the process or abort it 
completely? 

In order that we might fulfill our duty under the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, we must test the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense against the selection criteria and force-structure plan that he used 
in developing his list of military installations to be closed or realigned. Upon determining 
that the Secretary deviated substantially from the selection criteria and force-structure 
plan we can remove installations from his list. After making the same determination and 
meeting other statutory requirements we can add installations to his list. We are also 
authorized to make other changes to the list, such as privatization-in-place, as 
alternatives to actions proposed by the Secretary. 

While all installations must be evaluated independently, many decisions that the 
Commission must make are interrelated. The process is involved and complex. Timely 
action is critical for the expected military value on which the closure or realignment is 
based to be realized. The legal opinion I have requested of you will provide the 
Commission the reasonable certainty needed to make informed decisions regarding not 
only the National Guard and Air National Guard installations being considered for 
closure or realignment, but also the many other installations affected by those 
decisions. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDER,  N A W  REGION N O R T H E A S T  

BOX 1 0 1  NAVAL S U B M A R I N E  BASE N E W  L O N D O N  

GROTON,  CT 0 6 3 4 s - 5 1 0 1  

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

5000 
Ser DOO/ 
31 May 2005 

From: Commander, Navy Region Northeast 
To : Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Base ~ealignment and 

Closure Commission (BRAC) 

Sub j : NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE NEW LONDON BRAC BRIEFING 

1. After our presentation to your BRAC Commission members, the 
group met to review. I am concerned that we may have left the 
impression that we believe that Submarine Base New London could 
accept additional submarines without additional infrastructure 
investment. TO clarify Submarine Base New London would be able 
to accommodate additional submarines given investment in support 
infrastructure such as barracks, MWR facilities, etc. 

- 
ROBIN M. WATTERS 
RDML USNR 
Deputy 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

September 19,2005 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10- 150 1 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

Thank you for your letter of September 12,2005, requesting clarification of the 
Commission's decisions as they affected Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois. Your questions with 
responses are provided below. 

1. Please confirm whether this [document provided with the letter] is the COBRA run used by 
the BRAC staff in making its analysis and recommendation to the Commission. If not, please 
provide a copy of the COBRA run that was used by the Commission. 

Answer 1: The complete COBRA run used by the Commission in its analysis and 
formulation of a recommendation regarding Rock Island Arsenal, which consisted of 165 pages, 
is enclosed (Attachment 1). Any assessment or evaluation of the costs and savings of this 
recommendation, or a specific action within the recommendation, must be made using the 
complete COBRA run. This ensures an appropriate contextual framework is maintained during 
the evaluation of the costs and savings. Mr. Bob Cook, Deputy Director, Review & Analysis, is 
available to provide assistance in navigating through and better understanding Attachment I. 

2. Based on the data used by the BRAC staff for its analysis, what is the cost or savings of the 
move of TACOM Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal considered separately from the 10 other 
components of the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the 
move of inventory control point functions to DLA? 

Answer 2: The cost (in terms of 20-Year Net Present Value) of the move of TACOM 
from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, when considered separately from the other components of 
the Depot-Level Reparable Management Consolidation recommendation and the move of 
inventory control point functions to DLA, is $128.23 million. 

3. In the public deliberations of the BRAC Commission, why did the BRAC staff omit the 
community's concerns about the net long-term cost of the TACOM move? 

Answer 3: The Commission considered the community's concerns regarding the net 

Chairman: Anthony J .  Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorahle James ti. Uilhray, the Honorahle Philip E. Coyle 1 1 1 ,  Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., USN (Ret), 

the klonorahle Jim l-lnnsen, General James T .  Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the Honorable Samuel K. 
Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Bnttaglia 
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long-term cost of the TACOM move and in fact presented an issue regarding this concern 
(Attachment 2). However, the impact of the move on the net present value was minimal and the 
Commission's recommendation, as a whole, will increase military value (as described in 
selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 

4. When asked by Commissioner Skinner about the payback for the TACOM move, why did the 
BRAC staff not reply with the payback for that specific action taken by itself? 

Answer 4: Commissioner Skinner's question did not address the costs/savings of the 
specific action of the relocation of TACOM from Rock Island to Detroit Arsenal, but rather the 
impact of the increased military construction costs on the overall payback. Commissioner 
Skinner's response to the analyst's assessment of the impact confirms that the intent of the 
question was to ensure the revised military construction requirements were accounted for and did 
not have a significant impact on the payback of the recommendation, as confirmed in the 
transcript of the August 24,2005, BRAC Commission hearing, afternoon session. A copy of the 
relevant portion of the transcript is enclosed (Attachment 2, page 119). 

5. What information, if any, was provided to the Commission about the specific cost of the 
TACOM move before the vote on that issue? With your response, please provide a copy of the 
briefing paper given to the commissioners that included that TACOM Rock Island move. 

Answer 5: Only verbal briefings were provided to the Commissioners prior to final 
deliberations and the briefings covered all issues associated with a given recommendation. 
These briefings always included the cost implications, as depicted within the COBRA model, for 
the recommendation as a whole. This approach was done for TACOM as part of the overall 
BRAC recommendation 176, Depot Level Reparable Procurement Management Consolidation 
(S&S 7). 

6. On what basis did the Commission conclude in its report to the President that ". . . the overall 
Rock Island portion of this recommendation remained sound from a military value standpoint, as 
well as being cost effective"? 

Answer 6: The Commission supported DoD's reasoning for this action since the impact 
of the move on the net present value was minimal and the recommendation, as a whole, will 
increase military value (as described in selection criteria 1-4) and support transformation. 

7. In light of these facts, was DFAS Rock Island considered as one of the DFAS sites to remain 
open or gain personnel? 
8. Why did the BRAC staff ultimately decide not to recommend DFAS Rock Island as a 
receiving site? 

Answers 7 and 8: All of the DFAS Rock Island information provided to the Commission 
was considered in the final analysis. However, ultimately, DFAS Rock Island was not selected 
as a receiving site based on a determination guided by the final selection criteria and force 
structure plan. 
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9. Did the Commission receive any revised numbers for Depot Level Maintenance at Rock 
Island? 
10. Was the Commission staff aware that the Army had revised numbers available? 
11. If the Commission staff was aware of the revised numbers, why was this not mentioned in 
response to questions from commissioners? 

Answers 9. 10. and 11: The Commission received revised answers to data call questions 
obtained from installations by DoD; however, this information updated the depot level 
maintenance workload only. The DoD recommendation addressed personnel numbers associated 
with capacity and capability, not just workload. The Commission considered all information 
received and attempted to address it appropriately. 

12. Why was the same logic and reasoning used for the Rock Island Arsenal CPOC 
recommendation not applied to the other recommendations that were made when it was 
assumed that the Rock Island Arsenal was going to close? 

Answer 12: Each of the actions cited was developed and briefed by separate Joint Cross 
Service Groups supporting different initiatives. The Commission carefully considered the 
military value (as described in selection criteria 1-4) of the Rock Island Arsenal compared to 
other potential gaining installations throughout the process of review, analysis, and consultation. 

Please note that the final report, hearing transcripts, briefing books and all correspond- 
dence received by the Commission may be reviewed in their entirety on our web page, 
www.brac.eov. Prior to the actual deliberations, the Commissioners received detailed 
information about Rock Island Arsenal and other military installations being considered for 
closure or realignment. This information came through DoD certified sources, base visits, 
regional hearings and, meetings with Community members. Additionally, each Commissioner 
was fully informed regarding the major issues in each recommendation through multiple 
exhaustive consultations with BRAC staff analysts. 

I trust you will find this information responsive to your request and useful in your 
evaluation of the Commission's recommendations. We remain available and look forward to the 
opportunity to be of continuing assistance to you. 

Sincerely, , 

Chairman 

Attachment: 
1) COBRA run ICW Recommendation 176 
2) Final deliberation briefing slide 
3) Excerpts from Aug. 24, 2005 BRAC Commission Final Deliberations 
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DEFENSE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Wednesday, August 24, 2005 

1:02 PM 

Regency Room C 

Hyatt Regency Crystal City 

2799 Jefferson Davis Highway 

Arlington, Virginia 

COMMISSIONERS: 

HON. ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI, presiding 

JAMES H. BILBRAY 

HON. PHILIP E. COYLE 

ADMIRAL HAROLD W . GEHMAN , USN- Re t . 
JAMES V. HANSEN 

GENERAL JAMES T. HILL, USA-Ret 

GENERAL LLOYD W. NEWTON, USAF-Ret. 

SAMUEL K. SKINNER 

BRIGADIER GENERAL SUE TURNER, USAF-Ret. 

CHAIRMAN : 

ANTHONY PRINCIPI 
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MS. SARKAR: I'm sorry. 1'11 correct the vote, 

I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you. 

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That 

completes chapter 6 of the industrial Cross Service Group. 

I'd like to move to one small chapter for one more item to 

finish this out for today. That item is in chapter 9 from 

the supply and storage cross-service group, 176 of the 

bill, depot level reparable procurement management 

consolidation. 

(Slide. ) 

This recommendation proposes the consolidation of 

DLR procurement and the management of consumable items into 

one DOD agency, Defense Logistics Agency, DLA. There are 

11 specific realignments and you see that on this slide and 

the next slide. 

(Slide. ) 

We lost the slide. I will lead the realignments. 

Realign Lackland Air Force Base, Texas; realign Soldier 

Systems Center, Nadic, Massachusetts; realign Detroit 

Arsenal, Michigan; realign Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois; 

realign Fort Huachuca, Arizona; realign Naval Support 

Activity Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania; realign Marine Corps 

Base, Albany, Georgia; realign Naval Support Activity, 

Pennsylvania; Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma; Hill Air 
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Force Base, Utah; and Robins Air Force Base, Georgia; 

realign Redstone Arsenal, Alabama; realign Wright Patterson 

Air Force Base, Ohio; realign Fort Belvoir, ~irginia. 

Next slide. 

(Slide. ) 

This proposal moves select inventory control 

point functions to DLA. A number of the inventory control 

functions will remain by the services to maintain the 

appropriate critical mass to perform requirements and 

engineering. 

I'd like to introduce Valerie Mills again to 

further discuss this item. 

MS. MILLS: Thank you, Dave. 

The Department of Defense justified this 

recommendation on the basis of assigning the responsibility 

for consumable and depot level reparable item management 

across the Department of Defense to a single DOD agency. 

COBRA represents a one-time cost of $127 million to 

implement this recommendation. The net present value of 

this recommendation through 2025 is $1,889.6 million. 

This recommendation eliminates approximately 130 

positions. 

Slide. 

(Slide. ) 

This slide summarizes the key issues developed 
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during analysis of this recommendation and are grouped by 

their associated selection criteria. Rock Island issues. 

The installation was concerned that Detroit Arsenal's 

military value was lower and the number of positions to 

transfer from Rock Island was incorrect. The Commission 

staff found there were discrepancies in the number of 

positions identified and the costs associated. A rerun of 

COBRA reduced the total recommendation net present value by 

3 percent. 

Lackland issues. .Lackland issues involving the 

Cryptology Systems Group were previously discussed under 

section 161. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared 

presentation. The staff is prepared to answer any 

questions you may have prior to any motions you might have. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you. 

Any discussion, any questions for staff? 

Secretary Skinner. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Yes. Ms. Mills, you 

visited Rock Island and I think you also visited Detroit 

Arsenal. At least I did, and I think you've been there. 

MS. MILLS: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: As you know, there's other 

recommendations to move from Rock Island to the Detroit 

Arsenal. The buildable space issue, maybe you can explain 

116 
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that. It's my understanding that in the other 

recommendation that we'll probably get to tomorrow it deals 

with moving the surface, the vehicle combat - -  not the 

combat vehicles, but the motor vehicles. 

What is the exact situation as is currently 

proposed and will be proposed tomorrow as it deals with the 

Detroit Arsenal and its capacity, because that was an issue 

when we visited Rock Island together? 

M S .  M I L L S :  Yes, sir. What you have just 

explained affects this recommendation right here. That was 

also one of the concerns, was did Detroit have enough 

buildable space to accommodate the additional people moving 

from Rock Island to Detroit. We visited Detroit and we 

were - -  it was confirmed by the installation that they do 

have the required space to accommodate the 1100 people that 

would be moving in from Rock Island. 

As a result, we did rerun COBRA. There are 

additional military costs associated with those additional 

300 people moving. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Well, it's my 

understanding that when we say they have space, they have 

land inside a perimeter that they're going to have to build 

a new building. 

MS. MILLS: That's correct, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: One or more buildings. 
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MS. MILLS: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: And this is tied 

indirectly. Without that new building, they don't have 

enough space for this. 

MS. MILLS: That's correct. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: With this new building and 

the tank efforts that are moving there, they will have 

additional space to build a new building. But all I'm 

saying is that if they don't build a new building and we 

don't approve the one tomorrow, then there won't be any 

space to move in there and that's not on the agenda. So 

that's one of these things that kind of ties in, because it 

almost has to be conditional disapproval on this aspect of 

it - -  Rock Island has to be conditional on approval of the 

one tomorrow that will allow them to build that new 

building. Is that correct or am I misunderstanding it? 

MS. MILLS: The one that you're referring to is 

this particular recommendation right here. This is the 

recommendation that has Rock Island to move originally 740 

people to Detroit. This is the recommendation here. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: And this is now - -  and we 

also thought there was maybe 900 instead of 700. There was 

some kind of a disconnect on people. 

MS. MILLS: That's correct, sir. There are an 

additional 300 people that are moving. The entire TACOM 
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Rock Island organization is moving, or proposed. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Would you - -  with the new 

numbers that you've put in there for the cost of the new 

building, which was about twice, as I recall, what they 

initially had in there, how does that come out from a 

payback viewpoint? 

MS. MILLS: Karl, would you like to answer that? 

MR. GINGRICH: Commissioner Skinner, military 

construction costs are about 45, just under $46 million at 

the new revised military construction, and it does affect 

the net present value, but insignificantly. Payback with 

the new scenario, new MILCON, is $1.8 billion savings over 

20 years, still a large saving. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Okay, good. I just want 

to make sure that we got that new cost structure, which was 

twice. What you're saying is, given its personnel savings, 

it really doesn't affect the payback in the long run. 

MR. GINGRICH: Commissioner Skinner, that's a 

correct statement. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: General Hill. 

COMMISSIONER HILL: Sir, I have a motion based 

upon the cryptological unit that I'd like to submit. I 

move that the Commission find that when the Secretary of 

Defense made supply and storage Joint Cross Service 
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recommendation 7, depot level reparable procurement and 

management consolidation, he substantially deviated from 

Final Selection Criteria 1, 3, 4, and 5, and the Force 

Structure Plan; that the Commission - -  I read the wrong 

thing, excuse me - -  that the Commission strike paragraph A, 

chapter 9, section 176 of the bill; and that the Commission 

find this change and the recommendation as amended are 

consistent with the Final Selection Criteria and Force 

Structure Plan. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there a second? 

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Secretary Skinner? 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: I just have a question. 

Could you explain the economics of the removal of paragraph 

A, similar to what you did? Maybe General Hill's going to 

address that. But I didn't see in your presentation a lot 

of discussion about this. I did see a lot about Rock 

Island. I may have missed it. 

MS. MILLS: What happened when we removed 

Lackland from out of this recommendation, it affected the 

net present value overall by 3 percent, I think it was, 

either 3 or 1 percent. It was a really small percent that 

was affected from this recommendation. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: And the basis for that? 

MS. MILLS: Was because that was the cryptology 
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section that was - -  

COMMISSIONER HILL: The basis of that is that 

this unit needs to stay together. 

MS. MILLS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER HILL: It makes no sense to do any 

of us anywhere but within that cryptological unit. 

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Now I understand. I got 

that now. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there any further 

discussion? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recusals on 

this motion? 

(A show of hands.) 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: There are two recusals. 

All in favor of the Motion 176-3a, so indicate. 

(A show of hands.) 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed? 

(No response. ) 

MS. SARKAR: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The vote 

is seven nays, zero nays, two abstentions. The motion 

carries. It's adopted. 

With your indulgence, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 

report back on two previous votes for the sake of clarity 

of the record, if that would be all right. The previous 
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vote to accept Motion 163 as amended was adopted - -  that 

concerns Deseret - -  at 7-1-1, meaning 7 yeas, 1 nay, and 1 

abstention. With regard to previous ~otion 165 as amended, 

it has been adopted by a vote of 7 yeas, zero nays, and 2 

abstentions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you for the 

clarification. 

On this recommendation, are there any further 

motions to amend? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing none, we vote to - -  

we are voting to approve the Secretary's recommendation as 

amended and find that it is consistent with the Final 

Selection Criteria and the Force Structure Plan. Is there 

a second? 

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor? 

(A show of hands.) 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed? 

(No response. ) 

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven 

yeas, zero nays, and two abstentions. It carries. Thank 

you. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you. 
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Are there any further recommendations to come 

before the Commission? 

MR. VAN SAUN: Mr. Chairman, just as a quick 

summary, we completed today Joint Cross Service Group 

chapter 6 for industrial chapter 7 for intel, chapter 9 for 

supply and storage. Tomorrow morning we'll address chapter 

4 ,  education and training; chapter 5, support activities; 

chapter 8, medical; and chapter 10, technical. 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you very much. My 

thanks to the entire Joint Cross Service Team for their 

presentation and their hard work. 

Before we recess for the day, I want to alert all 

interested communities that we may take up the Air Force 

recommendations as early as tomorrow afternoon, Thursday. 

We had previously announced Friday as the Air Force start 

date and on Thursday morning, as Mr. Van Saun indicated, we 

will begin and hope to complete our deliberations on the 

Joint Cross Service Group recommendations. 

Are there any other matters Commissioners wish to 

bring before the Commission today? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: We'll stand in recess until 

8:00 a.m. tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 4:38 p.m., the Commission was 

recessed, to reconvene at 8:00 a.m. on Thursday, August 25, 
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Mr. Anthony Principi 
June 27,2005 
Page Two 

Again, according to the BRAC DOD Recommendations, in all cases there are nq 
significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the Fort Lee area 
communities to support Fort Lee's missions, forces, or personnel. In addition, there are 
no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all 
recommendations affecting Fort Lee. 

Fort Lee is an ideal platform for National Defense Logistics Training for the 21St 
Century. 

We recognize that the decision-making process is not complete until the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission completes its assessment and evaluation of the 
Secretary's recommendations. We are confident that his determination of the military 
value of Fort Lee and its potential to further contribute to our National Defense is well 
founded and will be upheld. 

For those who may join the Fort Lee community, we welcome them and commit 
to assist in their transition. 

On behalf of the Fort Lee area communities, we look forward to working with 
Fort Lee to see that all of the BRAC DOD Recommendations concerning Fort Lee are 
fully implemented. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. James B. McNeer 
Chairman 
Tri-Cities Area BRAC Policy Initiative 

President 
Richard Bland College 
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CRATER PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION 
Monument Professional Building 

1964 Wakefield Street 
Post Office Box 1808 

Petersburg, Virginia 23805 
Phone: (804) 861-1666 Fax: (804) 732-8972 

craterpd@cpd.state.va.us 

2000 Census Populations 
Chesterfield County 259,903 
Colonial Heights 16,897 
Dinwiddie County 24,533 
Emporia 5,665 
Greensville County 11,560 
Hopewell 22,354 
Petersburg 33,740 
Prince George County 33,047 
Surry County 6,829 
Sussex County 12,504 

The Crater Planning District is comprised of 10 local governments in south central Virginia. These are: the 
cities of Colonial Heights, Emporia, Hopewell and Petersburg, and the counties of Chesterfield, Dinwiddie, 

-reensville, Prince George, Surry and Sussex. 

The Commission was established in May, 1970, after the Virginia General Assembly adopted the Virginia Area 
Development Act and divided the state into 22 planning districts. 

The policy board is comprised of twenty-six individuals representing the member local governments. Thirteen 
of those members are local elected officials. The other members are citizens, some of whom serve on the staffs 
of the local governments. 

The Commission's purpose, as stated in the Charter, is to, "promote the orderly and efficient development of the 
physical, social and economic elements of the Planning District by planning, and encouraging and assisting 
governmental subdivisions to plan for the future." 

The major focus of the Commission's Work Program is economic, industrial and small business development, 
reflecting the priorities established by the member localities. Another important work area involves 
environmental issues, in response to local needs, as well as increasing state regulation. These include: 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act - local ramifications, air quality standards and solid waste management. The 
Commission also addresses regional transportation issues and assists localities in their transportation planning 
efforts. 
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Day Care Centers and Family Day Homes 
Licensed by the VA Department of Social Services 

No. of No. of No. of No. of 
Centers Slots Homes Slots - 

Chesterfield Co. 66 6,652 57 635 

1 Colonial Heights 7 632 0 0 

Dinwiddie Co. 1 175 7 72 

Hopewell 9 767 7 81 

Petersburg 17 1,077 14 137 

Prince George Co. 6 533 3 33 

Surry Co. 

Sussex Co. 

4- 
Richmond 9 4 8,904 74 801 

Henrico Co. 9 1 11,878 78 556 

Hanover Co. 2 1 3,312 11 11 6 

Amelia Co. 3 228 1 12 

Nottoway Co. 

Southampton Co. 

New Kent Co. 

Charles City Co. 

James City Co. 

TOTALS: 

30 Mile Radius 

4 n  
15 Mile Radius 
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CRATER PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION 
Monument ~rofessional ~ u i l d i n ~  1964 Wakefield Street Post Office Box 1808 Petersburg, Virginia 23805 

PHONE: (804) 861-1666 FAX: 804-132-8972 E-MAIL: craterpd@cpd.8tate.vaaus . WEBSITE: www.craterpdc.state.va.us 
Dennis K. Morris, Executive Director 

PRESS RELEASE 

FROM: Dennis K. Morris 
Executive Director 

PHONE: (804) 861-1666 
DATE: October 19,2004 

Tri-Cities Area Extends Financial Support to Fort Lee 

At its meeting on October 14", the Tri-Cities Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), the transportation planning arm of the Crater Planning District 
Commission, approved $652,500 in regional surface transportation funds to assist Fort 
Lee with upgrades to State Route 36. These funds will provide the required access into 
the installation as Fort Lee's main entrance will be moved from Lee Avenue to Sisisky 
Boulevard. The chair of the MPO, Chesterfield Supervisor Renny Bush Humphrey, 
stated that "the six communities that comprise the Tri-Cities Area are making this major 
investment not only because Fort Lee is the economic engine of this region, but also 
because Fort Lee has a critical mission in the defense posture of our country. This action 
displays the great working relationship that exists between Fort Lee and the surrounding 
communities. We look forward to Fort Lee's successes as we approach the upcoming 
base closure round in 2005". 

This priority project will enhance the Department of Defense Strategic Highway 
Network, as well as ensure Fort Lee's fire and emergency services access to surrounding 
communities as part of its cooperative services agreements. In addition, this project will 
aid Fort Lee in meeting Homeland Security requirements. 

Members of the Tri-Cities Area MPO are: the cities of Colonial Heights, 
Hopewell and Petersburg; Chesterfield, Dinwiddie and Prince George Counties; plus 
representatives of the Virginia Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, Crater Planning District Commission and Petersburg Area Transit. 

County oi Chesterlield City of Colonial Heights County ol Dinwiddie City of Enlpria County ol GreensvJle 

City oi Hopewell City of Petersburg County of Prince George County ol Suw County of Sussex 
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man armrinn ( Buses: Cost is $150,000, no increase on fares 

continued born A, - 
$150,000. The Virginia 
Department of Rail and 
Public aansportatidn is 
covering $135,000 of that 

'WO similar cost, and bus fares will pay 
for the rest. Fares will 

lappened remain at $1 per adult. 

AeM 
Colonial Heights city 

officials have already 
approved the new routes 
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Chesterfield Heights City Manager 
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