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HEARING OF MAY 21. 1993 

A. Motions Passed 

1. I move that the Commission consider Fort Lee. VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

2. On March 29, 1993, the Commission voted to add Presidio of 
Monterev Lansuase Institute IDLI) , CA, to the list of proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list for closure or realignment. 

The POM Annex/Fort Ord, CAI is a subinstallation of presidio 
of Monterey and was included in the Secretary of Army's 
recommendation re: Presidio of Monterey for closure. 

In order to clarify for the record that the intent of the 
commission was and is to consider POM Annex/Fort Ord for 
closure or realignment, I move that the Commission confirm its 
intention to consider POM Annex/Fort Ord, CA, as a proposed 
addition to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

3. I move that the commission consider Fort Monroe, VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

4. I move that the Commission consider Fort Gillem. GA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 

Motion to amend/table motion: 

Motion made by: McPhearson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart/Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman 

( 6  
Vote against: Johnson (1) 

I move that the commission consider the previously deferred 
and tabled motion on Fort Gillem. GA; specifically I move that 
the commission consider Fort c ill em, GA, as a proposed 
addition to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, Cox, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, McPherson (2) 

5. I move that the Commission consider Marcus Hook. U. S. Army 
Reserve Center. PA, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Cox (2) 

6. I move that the Commission consider NSY Norfolk and Defense 
~istribution Depot, Norfolk, VA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox/Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox (4) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

7. I move that the Commission consider NSY Portsmouth. ME, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Cox (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

I move that the Commission consider NSY Lons Beach, CA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Cox (1) 

I move that the Commission consider NAS Oceana. VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

I move that the Commission consider MCAS Beaufort and NAVHOSP 
Beaufort. SC, as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of 
military installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

I move that the Commission consider NAS Miramar, CA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 
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I move that the Commission consider MCAS Tustin, CA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for realignment. 

~otion made by: Bowman 
~otion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

I move that the commission consider NAS Corpus Christi and 
NAVHOSP Corms Christi, TX, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Inaleside, TX, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Pascaqoula, MS, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Everett, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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17. I move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Great Lakes, IL, 
as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

18. I move that the  omm mission consider Ship Parts Control Center, 
Mechanicsburcr. PA, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installat.ions recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Courter, McPherson (4) 
Vote against: Johnson, Cox, Bowman (3) 

19. I move that the Commission consider NESEC Portsmouth, VA, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

20. I move that the Commission consider NAF Martinsburs. WV, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

21. I move that the Commission consider NAF Johnstown, PA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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22. I move that the Commission consider NRCIAFRC, Chicopee, NMCRC 
Lawrence and NRC Ouincv, MA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

23. I move that the Commission consider Naval Ordnance Station. 
Louisville. KY, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list 
of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

24. I move that the Commission consider NAS Memphis. TN, for a 
proposed increase in the extent of realignment recommended by 
the Secretary and/or as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure; I 
further move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Millinston. 
TN, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military - 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

25. I move that the Commission consider Fort McPherson, GA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, Cox, Bowman (4) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson, McPherson (3) 

26. I move that the Commission consider Plattsbursh AFB, NY, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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~otion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the Commission consider Fairchild AFB, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
~otion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart. Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox. 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

I move that the commission consider Grand Forks AFB, ND, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the commission consider Tinker AFB and Defense 
~istribution De~ot. Oklahoma city, OK, as proposed additions 
to the Secretary's list of military installations recommended 
for closure or realignment. 

~otion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Cox/Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the  omm mission consider RPC Tinker AFB (LSBA-IPC 
Oklahoma City) Oklahoma city, OK, as a proposed addition to 
the Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  . , 
Vote against: (0) 
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I move that the Commission consider Warner-Robins AFB, RPC 
Warner-Robins (LSBA-IPC Warner-Robins) and Defense 
~istribution Depot, Warner-Robins. GA, as proposed additions 
to the Secretary's list of military installations recommended 
for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the  omm mission consider Kellv AFB, RPC Kellv AFB 
_(LSBA-IPC San Antonio1 and Defense Distribution Depot, San 
~ntonio, TX, as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of 
military installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 

I move that the commission consider NADEP North Island and 
Defense Distribution Depot, San ~ieso, CA, as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the Commission consider NADEP Cherry Point and 
Defense Distribution Depot. Cherry Point, NC, as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

I move that the Commission consider NADEP Jacksonville and 
Defense ~istribution Depot, Jacksonville, FL, as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure OF realignment. 

- 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

36. I move that the Commission consider MCLB Albany and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Albanv,a, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

37. I move that the Commission consider MCLB Barstow and Defense 
~istribution Depot. Barstow.-, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

38. I move that the Commission consider Red River Army Depot and 
Defense Distribution Depot. Red River. TX; Anniston Armv Depot 
and Defense Distribution De~ot. Anniston, AL; Tobvhanna Armv 
Depot, PA; Seal Beach. Naval Weapon Station, CA; and Air Force 
~oaistics Center. Osden. UT as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

39. I move that the Commission consider Defense Construction 
Supplv Center (DCSCI and Defense Information Technolosv 
Services Orsanization (DITSO) (RMBA Columbus), Columbus. OH, 
as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: (0) 

40. I move that the Commission consider Defense Contract 
Manaaement District Northeast. MA, as a proposed addition to 
the Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

41. I move that the Commission consider Defense Distribution 
Depot. McClellan AFB. CA, and Naval Depot, San Dieso. CAI* as 
proposed additions to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended far closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

42. I move that the Commission consider DITSO Denver (RMBA 
Denver). CO; AIPC Chambersburs (MIPA Chambersburs), PA; AIPC 
Huntsville (MIPA Huntsville) , AL; and DITSO Cleveland fRMBA 
Cleveland), OH as proposed additions to the Secretary's list 
of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

43. I move that the Commission consider Gentile AFB. OH, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

* Naval Depot, San Diego, CA, is the same thing as Motion #33. 
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B. Motions Failed 

1. I move that the Commission consider Fort Leonard Wood, MO, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Bowman (3) 
Vote against: Byron, Courter, McPherson, Cox (4) 

2. I move that the Commission consider NSB New London, CT, for a 
proposed increase in the extent of realignment recommended by 
the Secretary and/or as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure; I 
further move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Groton, CT, 
as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Johnson, Cox (2) 
Vote against: Byron, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (4) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

3. I move that the Commission consider McChord AFB. WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: No second 



Attorney-Client Communications 

M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Sheila 
Fr: MAH 
DT: June 4 
RE: MOTIONS: INITIAL CONCERNS 

The base grouping worksheet has not been returned by any service 
yet. We are providing another deadline of next Tuesday. 

It is my belief that some bases- esp. the ones where there are 
groupings of smaller installations, DISAs, DLAs can be grouped into 
one motion. The Commissioners have the option of dividing the 
motions. We will have to be careful of those bases that are 
followers when/if we put them in a complex motion containing a 
group of bases. 

It is also my opinion that we do not have to vote Itnot to add a 
baseN or "not to consider a baseN or "not to have any language in 
the reportw like they did last year. See attachment. 

The only votes required are: 

---- adopt the secdeffs rec. 
---- finding sub deviation and therefore vote xx as a proposed 

change to the SecDeffs list. 

I have a real concern that some recs are going to be very detailed- 
we must be alerted to those ahead of time by research. 

Last commission ran into problems with the detail of the recs. We 
will need to be aware. 

For groupings, generally I think we should do the larger bases 
first. The followers immediately following that debate - unless the 
follower can stand on its own for closure reasons- then we may want 
to postpone for the category discussion. 

1/11 have more thoughts when I see the R/Afs lists. 
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FINAL DELIBERATIONS 
JUNE 23-27, 1993 

1. Fort McClellan, AL 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his 
recommendation on Fort McClellan, AL. Therefore, the commission rejects and does not 
make the following recommendation of the Secretary: "Close Fort McClellan. Relocate 
the U.S. Army Chemical and Military Police Schools and the Department of Defense 
Polygraph Institute (DODPI) to Fort Leonard Wood, ~issouri. Transfer accountability 
for Pelham Range and other required training support facilities, through licensing, 
to the Army National Guard. Retain an enclave for the U.S. Army Reserves. Retain 
the capability for live-agent training at Fort M~Clellan.~ The Commission does 17 
recommend that if the Secretary of Defense wants to move the Chemical Defense School 
and Chemical Decontamination Training Facility in the future, the Army should pursue 
all of the required permits and certificates for the new site prior to the 1995 base 
closure process. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: (see below) 
Vote against: 

(b) Motion to amend motion on Ft. McClellan to read: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 1 and 4, and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: close Fort McClellan except for Pelham Range and other required 
training support facilities to be licensed to the Army National Guard, and an enclave 
to support the U.S. Army Reserves; relocate the Chemical and ~ilitary Police Schools 
to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri; close the Chemical Decontamination Training Facility 
at Fort McClellan and construct a replacement facility at Fort Leonard Wood subject 
to CDTF permits; and relocate the Department of Defense Polygraph Institute to 
another location determined by the Department of Defense. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: None 
Vote for: N/A 
Vote against: N/A 

(c) Motion to amend fails for lack of second. Vote on original motion (above): 

Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Stuart (1) 

2. Presidio of MontereyIPOM Annex, CA 
Discussion. Motion/vote tabledldeferred. 

3. Fort Belvoir, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
realign Fort Belvoir as follows:  ise establish the ~elvoir Research, Development and 
Engineering Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Eliminate the Tunnel Detection, 
Materials, Marine Craft, Topographic Equipment, Construction Equipment and Support 
Equipment business areas. Relocate the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water 
Purification, and FuellLubricant Business Areas to the Tank Automotive Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (TARDEC), Detroit Arsenal, Michigan. Transfer 
command and control of the Physical Security, Battlefield Deception, ~lectric Power, 
Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, Environmental Controls and Low Cost/Low 
Observables Business Areas to the Night Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of 
the communication and Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(CERDEC) , Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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4. Presidio of San Francisco, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 2 and 4, and, therefore, that the commission adopt the following 
recommendation: The 1988 Commission decision will be changed to allow only the Sixth 
U.S. Army to remain at the Presidio of San Francisco, California. The Department of 
the Interior and the Department of the Army will negotiate a lease that is favorable 
to both departments for the current facilities occupied by Sixth U.S. Army and family 
housing at the Presidio of San Francisco necessary to accommodate the headquarters 
members. If agreement cannot be reached, the Commission expects the Army to make a 
subsequent recommendation to the 1995 Commission for the relocation of Sixth U.S. 
Army. The Commission further recommends the Defense Commissary Agency and the Army 
and Air Force Exchange System determine the commissary and exchange requirements to 
support Sixth U.S. Army based on sound business decisions. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and. final criteria. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Mctim seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

5. Ft. Gillem, GA 
I move that the Commission find that Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from 
the force structure and final criteria in not recommending the closure of Ft. Gillern. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the closure of Ft.   ill em and the movement of 
the Director of Engineering and Housing and all 3rd Army Tenants to Ft. McPherson, 
Georgia, and 2nd Army to Ft. Stewart. The Commission further recommends the Army, 
directly or through GSA, make the warehouse buildings at Ft. Gillem available to the 
Army and Air Force Exchange Service as long as they wish to remain a tenant there. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: None 
Vote for: N/A 
Vote against: N/A 
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6. Ft. McPherson, GA 
No motion. 

7. Ft. Lee, VA 
No motion. 

8. Ft. Monroe, VA 
No motion. 

9. Vint Hill Farms, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance and repair function of the ~ntelligence 
Material Management Center (IMMC) to Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA. Transfer the 
remaining elements of IMMC, the Intelligence and ~lectronic Warfare ~irectorate 
(formerly the Signal Warfare Directorate), and the program executive officer (PEO) 
for Intelligence and Electronic Warfare (IEW) to Ft. Monmouth, NJ. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: N/A (0) 

Ft. Monmouth, NJ 
(a) I move that the c om mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from criterion 4. The c om mission finds that the Department misstated 
tho cost differential between two alternative choices. Therefore, the  omm mission 
adopts the following recommendation: Move CECOM headquarters.out of the leased spa 
and into space at Ft. Monmouth vacated by the 513th Military ~ntelligence ~rigade a 
the Chaplain School or other suitable space; relocate the chaplain School to Ft. 
Jackson; consolidate activities to maximize utilization of main post Ft. Monmouth; 
and dispose of excess facilities and real property at Evans and Charles Woods sub 
posts, as well as main post Ft. Monmouth. The Commission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: N/A 
Vote against: N/A 

(b) Motion to make technical amendment to insert the following: "rejects the 
Secretary's recommendation on Ft. Monmouth, and, instead." 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Vote on amended motion: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criterion 4. The commission finds that the Department misstated the cost 
differential between two alternative choices. Therefore, the commission rejects the 
Secretary's recommendation on Ft. Monmouth, and, instead, adopts the following 
recommendation: Move CECOM headquarters out of the leased space and into space at 
Ft. Monmouth vacated by the 513th Military Intelligence Brigade and the Chaplain 
School or other suitable space; relocate the Chaplain School to Ft. Jackson; 
consolidate activities to maximize utilization of main post Ft. Monmouth; and dispose 
of excess facilities and real property at Evans and Charles Woods sub posts, as well 
as main post Ft. Monmouth. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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11. Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Instead of sending the materiel management functions of U.S. Army Armament, Munitions 
and chemical Command (AMCCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as recommended by the 
1991 Base Closure Commission, reorganize these functions under Tank Automotive 
Command (TACOM) with the functions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Byron, Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Johnson (1) 

12. Marcus Hook USAR Center, PA 
No motion. 

13. Presidio of ~onterev/Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA [previously deferred] 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force-structure plan and criterion 4, and, therefore, that the Commission 
adopt the following recommendation: Retain the Presidio of Monterey but dispose of 
all facilities at the Presidio of Monterey Annex except the housing, commissary, 
child care facility, and post-exchange required to support the Presidio of Monterey 
and Navy Post Graduate School. Consolidate base operations support with the Naval 
Post Graduate School by interservice agreement. The Department of Defense will 
evaluate whether contracted base operations support would provide savings for the 
Presidio of Monterey. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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14. Letterkenny Army D e p o t ,  P A  
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 4. Therefore, the commission rejects the Secretary's 
recommendation on Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopts the 
following recommendation: Letterkenny Army Depot will remain open. Consolidate 
tactical missile maintenance at the depot as originally planned. Add tactical 
missile maintenance workload currently being accomplished by the ~arine Corps 
Logistics Base in Barstow, California, to the consolidation plan. Retain current 
artillery workload at Letterkenny. 

Retain the Systems Integration Management Activity-East (SIMA-E) at Letterkenny Depot 
Activity until the Defense Information Systems Agency completes its review of 
activities relocated under DMRD 918. Relocate Depot Systems Command to Rock Island 
Arsenal, Illinois, and consolidate with the Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command 
into the Industrial Operations Command, as approved by the 1991 Commission. 

The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

1 5 .  Tooele A r m y  D e p o t ,  UT 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Realign Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) by reducing it to a depot activity and placing it 
under the command and control of Red River Army Depot, TX. Retain conventional 
ammunition storage and the chemical demilitarization mission. The depot workload 
will move to other depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. The 
activities of the depot not associated with the remaining mission will be 
inactivated, transferred or eliminated, as appropriate. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

16. McGuire AFB, NJ 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 2, 3, and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretaryts recommendation on McGuire AFB, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain McGuire AFB as an active installation. The 438th and 514th 
Airlift Wings, the 170th Air Refueling Group (ANG), and the 108th Air Refueling Wing 
(ANG) will remain at McGuire AFB. Move the 19 KC-10 aircraft from Barksdale AFB to 
McGuire AFB. Move the requisite number of KC-135 aircraft to establish the East 
Coast Mobility Base at McGuire AFB. The C-130 913th Airlift Group (AFRES) remains at 
Willow Grove NAS, PA. The Commission finds this recommendation is ccnsistent with 
the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

17. G r a n d  F o r k s  AFB, ND 
I move to withdraw Grand Forks AFB, ND, from further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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18. Griffiss AFB, NY 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for realignment. The 416th Bomb Wing will 
inactivate. The B-52H aircraft will transfer to Minot AFB, North Dakota, and 
Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The KC-135 aircraft from ~riffiss AFB will transfer to 
Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota. The 485th Engineering Installation Group at ~riffiss 
AFB will relocate to Hill AFB, Utah. 

The Northeast Air Defense Sector will remain at ~riffiss in a cantonment area pending 
the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it will be 
transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will remain at Griffiss 
AFB in its existing facilities as a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A minimum 
essential airfield will be maintained and operated by a contractor on an Itas needed, 
on call1' basis. The ANG will maintain and operate necessary facilities to support 
mobility/contingency/training of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division located at Ft. 
Drum, New York, and operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone laboratory and 
the ANG mission will remain. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

19. Fairchild AFB, WA 
I move to withdraw Fairchild AFB, WA, from further consideration by the commission. 

~otion made by: Byron 
~otion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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20. March AFB, CA 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the   om mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: March 
AFB, California, is recommended for realignment. The 22nd Air Refueling Wing will 
inactivate. The KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) aircraft will be relocated to 
Travis AFB, California. The Southwest Air Defense Sector will remain at March in a 
cantonment area pending the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the 
sector remains it will be transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). The 445th 
Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), 452nd Air ~efueling Wing (AFRES), 163rd 
Reconnaissance Group (ANG) (becomes an Air Refueling Group), the Air Force Audit 
Agency, and the Media Center (from Norton AFB, California) will remain and the base 
will convert to a reserve base. Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers Unit, the 
US Customs Aviation Operation Center West, and the Drug Enforcement Agency aviation 
unit will remain. 

Mctisn made by: johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

21. Plattsburqh AFB. NY 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: Close Plattsburgh AFB and transfer the KC-135s to McGuire AFB, New 
Jersey. The Commission finds that this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 
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22. K.I. Sawyer AFB, MI 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: K . I .  
Sawyer AFB, Michigan, is recommended for closure. The 410th Wing will inactivate. 
B-52H aircraft will transfer to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The Air Force will retire 
its B-52G aircraft instead of implementing the previous Base Closure Commission 
recommendation to transfer those aircraft from Castle AFB, California, to K.I. Sawyer 
AFB . 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Homestead AFB, FL 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 3 for the military value of this strategically located base 
and criterion 4 for costs to move the 482d Fighter Wing and operate MacDill AFB and 
criterion 6 for economic impact, and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Homestead AFB, Florida, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Realign Homestead AFB with the following actions. 
Inactivate the 31st Fighter Wing; all F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain 
temporarily assigned to Moody AFB, Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina; move the 
Inter-American Air Forces Academy to Lackland AFB, Texas; temporarily relocate the 
Air Force Water Survival School to Tyndall AFB, Florida. Future disposition of the 
Water Survival School is dependent upon efforts to consolidate its functions with the 
United States Navy. Relocate the 726th Air Control Squadron to Shaw AFB. 
Consolidate the Naval Security Group with other US Navy units. Close all DoD 
activities and facilities, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and 
base-exchange facilities. All essential cleanup and restoration activities 
associated with Hurricane Andrew will be completed. The 482d F-16 Fighter Wing and 
the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) and the North American Air Defense alert activity 
will remain in cantonment areas. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

24. MacDill AFB, FL 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 1, 3 and 4 and, therefore, that the commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on MacDill AFB, ~lorida, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Retain the Joint communication Support Element at 
MacDill as long as the airfield is non-DoD operated.   eta in the 482nd at Homestead 
AFB, FL. Operation of the airfield at MacDill will be taken over by the Department 
of Commerce or another Federal agency. The commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

~otion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

(b) Motion, second and unanimous voice vote to suspend voting after Cox voted. 
Resumed after McPherson returned to room and completed. 

25. Chanute AFB, IL 
Motion to defer voting until discussion on NAS Memphis. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Bowman/Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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26. Castle AFB, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Redirect the B-52 and KC-135 Combat Crew Training mission from Fairchild AFB, 
Washington to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Altus AFB, Oklahoma (KC-135). 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

27. OfHare International Airport, Air Reserve station, Chicaso, IL 
(a) First motion: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
frcm final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on OtHare and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Close OtHare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the 
assigned Air Reserve component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or 
another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and 
agreement with the receiving location), provided the city of Chicago can demonstrate 
that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities 
(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the public), environmental 
impact analyses, moving, and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from 
higher standards or a faster schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base 
did not close, without any cost whatsoever to the federal government, and further 
provided that the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 and be completed by 
July 1997. Chicago would also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army Reserve 
activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not met, the units should 
remain at OJHare International Airport. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
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(b) Motion to amend to change second date to "1998": 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Vote on motion, as amended: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, that the commission reject the 
Secretaryrs recommendation on O'Hare and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Close OrHare ARS as proposed by the city of chicago and relocate the 
assigned Air Reserve component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or 
another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and 
agreement with the receiving location), provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate 
that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities 
(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the public), environmental 
impact analyses, moving, and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from 
higher standards or a faster schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base 
did not close, without any cost whatsoever to the federal government, and further 
provided that the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 and be completed by 
July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army Reserve 
activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not met, the units should 
remain at OrHare International Airport. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Byron 

(d) Later motion to revise: 
[Intro: On Friday, we voted to recommend that O'Hare Air Reserves Station be closed 
and relocated provided the City of Chicago demonstrated that it had the financing to 
cover, among other things, the full cost of replacing facilities Itexcept for FAA 
grants for airfield facilities open to the public." We included that exception to 
make clear that we did not intend to deprive a community to which OrHare ARS is 
relocated of FAA grants for which it would otherwise be entitled. To ensure that our 
intent is clear: 
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I move that the phrase "(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the 
public)I1 be revised to read as follows: "(except for FAA grants for airport planning 
and development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal financial assistance to 
serve the needs of civil aviation at the receiving location).Ig 

[The entire recommendation now reads: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore that the commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on OfHare and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close 
OfHare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve 
Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford ~irport, or another location acceptable 
to the Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and agreement with the receiving 
location), provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate that it has the financing in 
place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities (except for FAA grants for 
airport planning and development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal 
financial assistance to serve the needs of civil aviation at the receiving location), 
environmental impact analyses, moving, and any added costs of environmental cleanup 
resulting from higher standards or a faster schedule than DoD would be obliged to 
meet if the base did not close, without any cost whatsoever to the federal 
government, and further provided that the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 
and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund the cost of 
relocating the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are 
not met, the units should remain at OfHare International Airport. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria.] 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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28. Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the r om mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: The 
121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG) and the 160th Air Refueling Group (ANG) will move into 
a cantonment area on the present Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of the 
Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA) on RPA1s airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) 
will realign to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio as originally recommended. The 4950th 
Test Wing will still move to Edwards AFB, California. There is no recommendation by 
the Secretary of Defense or the Commission to move the 178th Figher Group; it will 
stay at Springfield Municipal Airport, Ohio. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

29. Newark AFB, OH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Newark AFB, Ohio, is recommended for closure. The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology 
Center (AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities including the private sector. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

30. McClellan AFB. CA; Kelly AFB. TX: Tinker AFB, OK and Warner-Robins AFB, GA 
(a) I move that the Commission withdraw, McClellan AFB, California; Kelly AFB, 
Texas; Tinker AFB, Oklahoma; and Warner-Robins AFB, Georgia, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 
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Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
No vote. 

(b) I move to amend the motion to delete the names Kelly, Tinker and Warner-Robins. 
Amended motion reads: I move that the Commission withdraw McClellan, AFB, CA, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Stuart (1) 

(c) I move that the Commission withdraw Kelly AFB, Texas, from further consideration 
by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

(d) I move that the Commission withdraw ~inker AFB, Oklahoma, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

(e) I move that the Commission withdraw ~arner-~obins AFB, ~eorgia, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 
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Mather AFB, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the  omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Redirect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) with its KC-135 aircraft to Beale AFB, 
California vice McClellan AFB, ~alifornia. Because of the rapidly approaching 
closure of Mather AFB, the 940th will temporarily relocate to McClellan AFB, while 
awaiting permanent beddown at Beale AFB. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

3 2 .  C a r s w e l l  AFB, TX 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Transfer the fabrication function of the 436th Training Squadron (formerly 436th 
Strategic Training Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the maintenance training 
function to Hill AFB, Utah. The remaining functions of the 436th Training Squadron 
will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. Final disposition of the base exchange and 
commissary will depend on the outcome of the Congressionally mandated base exchange 
and commissary test program. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0 )  

3 3 .  N o r f o l k  N a v a l  S h i p y a r d .  VA 
I move that the Commission remove Norfolk Naval shipyard, ~irginia, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 
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Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

34. Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, NH 
I move that the Commission remove Portsmouth Naval shipyard, New c amp shire, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

35. Naval Shipyard Charleston, SC 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Shipyard Charleston, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: close Naval shipyard Charleston, but maintain the option for the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment commission later to recommend the retention 
of Charleston Naval Shipyard facilities that are deemed necessary to establish or 
support naval commands that are retained at, realigned to, or relocated to 
Charleston, South Carolina. The Commission finds that this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 
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36. Mare Island Naval Shipyard, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Relocate the Combat Systems Technical Schools 
Command activity to Dam Neck, Virginia. Relocate one submarine to the Naval 
Submarine Base, Bangor, Washington. Family housing located at Mare Island NSY will 
be retained as necessary to support Naval Weapons Station Concord. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

37. Lonq Beach Naval Shi~yard, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation: Close Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
retaining parcel R, which contains drydock fl, for future emergent use. The Navy may 
lay-up or GOOCU drydock #I, as it sees fit to best maintain the dock. The Commission 
finds that this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson (3) 
Vote against: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter (4) 

38. Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT 
(a) I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criterion 2 and, therefore, that the commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Submarine Base, New London, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Realign Naval Submarine Base, New London by 
terminating its mission to homeport ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel, 
associated equipment and other support to Naval Station Charleston, South carolina. 
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Piers, waterfront facilities, and related property shall be retained by the Navy at 
New London, Connecticut. Realign or relocate the Nuclear Submarine Support Facility 
to Charleston, South Carolina. Retain Charleston Naval Shipyard facilities deemed 
necessary to establish a nuclear submarine support facility at Charleston, South 
Carolina, including at least one graving dock. Disestablish the Nuclear Power 
Training Unit. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: N/A 

(b) I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 2, 4, and 5 and, therefore, that the commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on Naval Submarine Base, New London, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Naval Submarine Base, New London 
remains open and does not realign. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

39. Naval  ducati ion and   rain ins Center (NETC) N e w p o r t ,  RI 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
~ealign the Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) Newport and terminate the 
Center's mission to berth ships. Relocate the ships to Naval Station Mayport, 
Florida and Naval Station Norfolk, Virginia. Piers, waterfront facilities and 
related property shall be retained by NETC Newport. The Education and Training 
Center will remain to satisfy its education and training mission. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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40. Naval Station Staten Island, NY 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its ships along with their dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, 
Florida. Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate Maintenance 
Activity, New York relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; Supervisor 
of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Not voted on. 

(b) Motion to amend Motion on NS Staten Island to include: "Retain family housing 
located at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to support Naval Weapons 
station, Earle, New Jersey." 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Voted for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Voted against: (0) 

(c) Amended Motion reads as follows: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: close 
Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its ships along with their dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, 
~lorida. Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate Maintenance 
Activity, New York, relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; supervisor 
of shipbuilding, conversion and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 
Retain family housing located at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to 
support Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New Jersey. 

Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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41. Naval Station Charleston, SC 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the c om mission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Station Charleston, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston, 
but maintain the option for the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
later to recommend the retention of Naval Station Charleston facilities that are 
deemed necessary to establish or support naval commands that are retained at, 
realigned to, or relocated to Charleston, South ~arolina. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 

42. Naval Station Insles5.de, TX 
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Station Ingleside, Texas, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

43. Naval Stations Pascaqoula, MS 
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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44. Naval Station, Mobile, AL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the followinq recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Station, ~obile and relocate assigned ships to Naval stations Pascagoula, 
Mississippi, and Ingleside, Texas, along with dedicated personnel, equipment and 
appropriate other support. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

45. Naval Station Alameda, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantia 
from final criteria 1 and 2 and, therefore, that the Commission reiect the 
Secretary's recommendation on ~aval Air station Alameda, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Alameda, ~alifornia and relocate 
its aircraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support to NAS North 
Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed at NAS Alameda will be relocated 
to the Fleet concentrations at San Diego and BangorIPuget SoundIEverett.   is position 
of major tenants is as follows: reserve aviation assets relocate to NASA Ames/Moffett 
Field, California, NAS Whidbey Island, and NAS Willow Grove; Navy Regional Data 
Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS North Island; Ship Intermediate 
Maintenance Department disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve Center and the Marine 
Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased space at NASAIAmes. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Bowman, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (4) 
Vote against: Cox, McPherson, Byron (3) 
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46. Naval Station, T r e a s u r e  Island, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate personnel, as appropriate to the Naval 
Station, San Diego, California; Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, ~irginia; Naval 
Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois and various Naval Reserve sites in California. 
Major tenants are impacted as follows: Naval Reserve Center San ~rancisco relocates 
to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve Center, Alameda, ~alifornia and REDCOM 20 relocates 
to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, California. Naval Technical Training Center 
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego, Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek 
and Naval Training Center Great Lakes. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (Oj 

47. Naval Station, Everett, WA 
I move that the commission withdraw Naval Station, Everett, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

48. Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 2, and 3 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Air Station, Meridian, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Naval Air Station, Meridian will remain open. The 
commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

4 9 .  N a v a l  A i r  S t a t i o n ,  Corpus Christi, TX 
I move that the ~onunission withdraw Naval Air station, Corpus ~hristi, Texas, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

5 0 .  MCAS B e a u f o r t ,  S C  
I move that the Commission withdraw MCAS Beaufort, South Carolina, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

5 1 .  N a v a l  A i r  S t a t i o n ,  C e c i l  F i e l d ,  FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate its aircraft along with dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to ~arine Corps ~ i r  Station, Cherry point, North 
~arolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, ~irginia; and Marine Corps Air Station, 
Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: ~arine Corps 
Security Force Company relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Aviation ~ntermediate 
~aintenance Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air Maintenance  raining Group 
Detachment, Fleet Aviation Support Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea Operations 
Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

52. MCAS El Toro, CA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on MCAS El Toro, CA, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air station (MCAS) El Toro, ~alifornia. 
Relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated personnel, equipment and support to 
other naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station (NAS), Miramar, California and 
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. In an associated action, the squadrons and related 
activities at NAS Miramar will move to other naval air stations, primarily NAS 
Lemoore and NAS Fallon in order to make room for the relocation of the MCAS El T o m  
squadrons. Reiocate Marine Corps Reserve Center to NAS Miramar, California. 
Additionally, change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission, which was to close 
MCAS Tustin and relocate its helicopter assets to Marine Corps Air Reserve Ground 
Combat Center at Twentynine Palms, California, as follows: relocate MCAS Tustin 
helicopter assets to NAS North Island, NAS Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton, 
California. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Bowman, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

53. NAS Barbers Point, HI 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the  omm mission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on NAS Barbers Point, Hawaii, and, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Close the Naval ~ i r  station (NAS) Barbers point 
and relocate its aircraft, along with their dedicated personnel, equipment and 
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support to other naval air stations, including Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS), 
Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii and NAS Whidbey Island, Washington. Disestablish the Naval ~ i r  
Reserve Center. Retain the family hocsing as needed for multi-service use. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

54. Naval ~ i r  Station (NAS) Aqana, Guam 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the Commission 
adopt the following recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Agana. Move 
aircraft, personnel and associated equipment to Anderson AFB, Guam. Retain housing 
at NAS Agana necessary to support Navy personnel who have relocated to Anderson AFB. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Bowman, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

55. Naval Air Facilitv ( N A F ) ,  Midway Island 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Air Facility (NAF), Midway Island. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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56. Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda and relocate repair capability as necessary to 
other depot maintenance activities. This relocation may include personnel, equipment 
and support. The depot workload will move to other depot maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

57. Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Pensacola, FL 
(a) I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the commission reject 
the Secretary's recommendation on Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Pensacola, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Completely close the Naval Aviation 
Depot (NADEP), Pensacola. Relocate repair and maintenance capabilities for H-1 and 
H-60 helicopters to Corpus ~hristi and the remaining repair and maintenance 
activities to the NADEP at Cherry Point. This relocation will include the personnel 
and equipment needed to accommodate the new work. Move the whirl tower and dynamic 
component facility to Cherry Point NADEP, or the private sector, in lieu of the 
Navy's plan to retain it as a stand alone facility. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 

(b) Motion to amend Motion on NADEP, Pensacola, by inserting: "Corpus Christi Army 
Depot." The amended Motion reads as follows: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Pensacola, and, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Completely close the Naval Aviation Depot 
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(NADEP), Pensacola. Relocate repair and maintenance capabilities for H-1 and H-60 
helicopters to Corpus Christi and the remaining repair and maintenance activities to 
the NADEP at Cherry Point. This relocation will include the personnel and equipment 
needed to accommodate the new work. Move the whirl tower and dynamic component 
facility to Cherry Point NADEP, Corpus Christi Army Depot, or the private sector, in 
lieu of the Navy's plan to retain it as a stand alone facility. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

58. Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantiaiiy from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk and relocate repair capability as necessary to 
other depot maintenance activities. This relocation may include personnel, equipment 
and support. The Depot workload will move to other depot maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (5) 
Vote against: Bowman, Byron (2) 

59. NOS Louisville, KY 
I move that the  omm mission withdraw NOS Louisville, Kentucky, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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60. Naval Air Station (NAS). Glenview, IL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview and relocate its aircraft and associated 
personnel, equipment and support to Navy Reserve, National Guard and other 
activities. Family housing located at NAS Glenview will be retained to meet existing 
and new requirements of the nearby Naval Training Center (NTC), Great Lakes. The 
Recruiting District, Chicago will be relocated to NTC Great Lakes. The Marine Corps 
Reserve Center activities will relocate as appropriate to Dam Neck, Virginia; Green 
Bay, Wisconsin; Stewart Army National Guard Facility, New Windsor, New York and NAS, 
Atlanta, Georgia. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: i O j  

61. Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas, TX 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and relocate its aircraft and associated 
personnel, equipment and support to Carswell, Fort Worth, Texas. The following Navy 
and Marine Corps Reserve Centers relocate to Carswell: Naval Reserve Center, Dallas; 
Marine Corp Reserve Center, Dallas; Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing) Dallas and 
REDCOM 11. Carswell AFB, Texas, will become a navy operated Carswell Joint Reserve 
Center to receive and accommodate the reserve units currently there and being 
relocated there by this 1993 Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 



FINAL DRAFT 

6 2 .  Naval A i r  Facility (NAF), Detroit, M I  
(a) I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the  omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to the Naval Air Station Jacksonville, Florida and Carswell Air 
Force Base, Fort Worth, Texas. The Mt. Clemons, Michigan ~arine Corps Reserve Center 
will relocate to the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 

(b) Motion to table motion 64  (a). 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Motion to amend tabled motion 64(a) by adding the language: "or NAS South 
Weymouth, Massachu~etts.~~ 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(d) Amended motion: I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, 
therefore, that the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of 
Defense: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft and 
associated personnel, equipment and support to the Naval Air Station ~acksonville, 
Florida; or NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts; and Carswell Air Force Base, Fort 
Worth, Texas. The Mt. Clemons, Michigan Marine Corps Reserve Center will relocate to 
the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota. 
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Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

63. Naval A i r  S ta t ion ,  South Weymouth, MA 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his 
recommendation on Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA. Therefore, the Commission 
rejects and does not make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Close Naval 
Air station (NAS), South Weymouth and relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Stations Brunswick, Maine, New Orleans, Louisiana, 
and Naval Station Mayport, Florida. The Marine Corps Reserve Center activities will 
relocate to Dam Neck, Virginia; Johnstown, Pennsylvania; Camp Pendleton, California, 
and NAS Willow Grove, Pennsylvania. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Cox 

(b) Motion to amend motion 65(a) by adding, at the end, the following language: "The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria." 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Amended motion: I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria in making h 
recommendation on Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA. Therefore, the Commission 
rejects and does not make the following recommendation of the secretary: Close Naval 
Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth an8 relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Stations ~runswick, ~aine, New Orleans, ~ouisiana, 
and Naval Station Mayport, Florida. The Marine Corps Reserve Center activities will 
relocate to Dam Neck, Virginia; Johnstown, Pennsylvania; Camp Pendleton, ~alifornia, 
and NAS Willow Grove, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

64. Naval Air station (NAS) Memphis, TN tflyinq mission/reserve squadron) 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the portion of the Secretary's recommendation relating to the flying 
mission/reserve squadron and, instead, adopt the following: Realign Naval Air 
station (NAS) Memphis by terminating the flying mission and relocating its reserve 
squadrons to Carswell, Texas. c is establish the Naval Air Reserve Center and relocate 
the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center Millington to Carswell. This recommendation 
is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

65. Naval Air Facility Johnstown, PA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: Close the Naval Air Facility Johnstown, Pennsylvania. The commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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66. Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg, WV 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 3, 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the 
following recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg, West Virginia. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

67. Berqstrom AFB, TX 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria 1, 2 and 4, and, 
therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Bergstrom 
AFB, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Bergstrom cantonment 
area will remain open and the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 aircraft 
and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units (AFRES) remain at the Bergstrom 
cantonment area until at least the end of 1996. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
~otion seconded by: McPherson 

- Motion to withdraw motion made by: Johnson 
Vote for withdrawal: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against withdrawal: (0) 

(b) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria 1, 2 and 4, and, 
therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Bergstrom 
AFB, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Bergstrom cantonment 
area will remain open and the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 aircraft 
and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units (AFRES) remain at the Bergstrom 
cantonment area until at least the end of 1996. Close or relocate the Regional 
Corrosion Control Facility at Bergstrom by September 30, 1994, unless a civilian 
airport authority assumes the responsibility for operating and maintaining the 
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facility before that date. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

68. Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, FL, and Naval Hospital Orlando, FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 2 and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on NTC Orlando, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: NTC Orlando will remain open. The commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: No second 

69. Naval Traininq Center (NTC), Orlando, FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and relocate certain personnel, equipment 
and support to NTC Great Lakes and other locations, consistent with DoD training 
requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Recruit Training Command 
relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the Nuclear I1Al1 School 
relocate to the Submarine School at the Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New London; 
Personnel Support Detachment relocates to NTC Great Lakes; Service School Command 
relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval 
Education and Training Program Management Support Activity disestablishes. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 
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70. N a v a l  T r a i n i n q  C e n t e r  (NTC) , San D i e q o ,  CA 
I move that the Commision find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on NTC San Diego, and, instead, adopt the 
following: Close Naval d raining Center (NTC), San Diego. Relocate certain 
personnel, equipment and support to NTC Great Lakes, and other locations, consistent 
with training requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Recruit 
Training Command relocates to NTC, Great Lakes; Branch Medical Clinic relocates to 
Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval Recruiting District relocates to Naval Air Station 
North Island; Service School Command (Electronic Warfare) relocates to Naval Training 
Center, Great Lakes; Service School Command (Surface) relocates to NTC Great Lakes; 
the remainder of the Service School Command relocates to NTC Great Lakes, naval Air 
Station Pensacola, and Fleet Training Center, San Diego. The co-generation plant and 
the bachelor quarters and adjacent non-appropriated fund activities (marinas) located 
aboard NTC San Diego property will be retained by the Navy to support other naval 
activities in the San Diego area. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

71. N a v a l  H o s p i t a l ,  O r l a n d o ,  FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate certain military and civilian personnel to 
other Naval Hospitals. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 
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Electronics Systems ~nqineerinq ~ctivity (NESEA) St. ~nigoes, Maryland, NESEA 
Charleston, South ~arolina, Naval Electronics Security Systems ~nqineerinq Center 
(NESSEC), Washinqton, DC, and NESEA Portsmouth 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 2, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretaryfs recommendation on Electronics Systems Engineering Activity (NESEA) St. 
Inigoes, Maryland, NESEA Charleston, South ~arolina, Naval Electronics Security 
Systems Engineering Center (NESSEC), Washington, DC, and NESEA Portsmouth, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Activity (NESEA), Charleston remains open and becomes the new East Coast lead 
facility. NESSEC, Washington closes and moves to NESEA, Charleston. NESEA, 
Portsmouth closes and moves to NESEA, Charleston, except for a detachment of fewer 
than 60 people. NESEA, St. Inigoes closes and moves to NESEA, Charleston. Module 
Maintenance Facility moves from Charleston Naval Shipyard to NESEA Charleston. The 
ATCIACLS facility at St. Inigoes, the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory, IFF, LAMPS and 
special warfare will remain in place and will be transferred to Naval Air Systems 
Command. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

73. Naval ~ i r  Warfare Center-Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey and 
relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to the Arnold 
Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, and the Naval Air Warfars 
Center, Patuxent River, Maryland. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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74. Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 5, and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretaryfs recommendation on the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia, remains open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: McPherson, Courter, Byron (3) 
Vote against: Bowman, Cox, Stuart, Johnson (4) 
[Therefore, the Secretary's recommendation is adopted.] 

75. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, Maryland, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Annapolis, Maryland, remains open and is not disestablished. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

76. Naval Mine Warfare Enqineerinq Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port 
Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center-Port Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

77. Naval Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Naval Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Technical services 
~acility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open. The commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

7 8 .  Naval Surface Warfare Center -- Port Hueneme, Virqinia Beach. VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the ~irginia Beach Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port 
Hueneme and relocate its functions, personnel, equipment and support to the Fleet 
Combat Training Center, Dam Neck, Virginia. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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79. Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) (Dahlqren), White Oak. MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure and final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the  omm mission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
(Dahlgren), White Oak, Maryland, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
(Dahlgren), located at White Oak, Maryland. Relocate its functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, Virginia, NSWC-Indian Head, Indian Head, 
Maryland, and NSWC-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida. The 
property and facilities at White Oak will be retained for use by the Navy so that it 
may, among other things, relocate the Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) Command from leased 
space in Arlington, Virginia. The Commission finds that this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

80. Sea Automated Data Systems Activity (SEAADSA), Indian Head. MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Sea Automated Data Systems ~ctivity (SEAADSA) and relocate necessary 
functions, personnel, equipment, and support at Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
Indian Head, Maryland. 

~otion made by: McPherson 
~otion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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81. Naval Wea~ons Evaluation ~acility (NWEF), Albuquerque, NM 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Permit a small detachment of the Weapons Division to remain after the closure of the 
Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility (NWEF), Albuquerque, NM, in order to provide 
liaison with the Sandia Laboratory of the Department of Energy. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

82. Naval Electronic Systems Enqineerinq Activity (NESEA) San ~ieqo, CA, and the NESEA 
Valleio. CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Change the receiving location of the Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Activity 
(NESEA) San Diego, California and the NESEA Vallejo, California to be Air Force Plant 
#19 in San Diego vice new construction at Point Loma, San Diego, California. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

83. submarine ~aintenance, ~nqineerinq, Planninq and Procurement (SUBMEPPI, NH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the submarine ~aintenance, Engineering, Planning and Procurement 
(SUBMEPP), New Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, personnel, equipment, 
and support at Supervisor of Shipbuilding, conversion and Repair, Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

84. (PERA) - (CV) , Bremerton. WA, (PERA) - (Surface) ~tlantic, Norfolk, VA, (PERA) -(Surface) 
Pacific, San Francisco, CA, (PERAl - (Surface) (HO) , ~hiladelvhia, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the following four technical centers and relocate necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at the supervisor of shipbuilding, conversion and 
Repair, San Diego, California; Portsmouth, Virginia and Newport News, Virginia: 

(PERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington, 
(PERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 
(PERA)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, California, 
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

85. Naval Civil Enqineerinq Laboratory (NCEL), Port Hueneme, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL), Port Hueneme, CAI and realign 
necessary functions, personnel, equipment, and support at the Construction Battalion 
Center, Port Hueneme, California. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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86. Naval Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Aviation Supply office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Aviation 
Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open. The commission finds these 
recommendations are consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

87. SPCC Mechanicsburq, PA 
I move that the Commission withdraw SPCC Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

88. Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, PA 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, that the Commission reject 
the Secretary's recommendation on the Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Relocate the Defense 
Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to the Aviation Supply Office 
compound in North Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
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(b) Motion to amend Motion 90(a) by adding the following language: "and 6'' (as an 
additional final criterion the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from). 

Motion made by: 
Motion seconded by: 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Amended motion: I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5, and 6, and, therefore, that the 
c om mission reject the Secretary's recommendation on the Defense Personnel Support 
Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
Relocate the Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to the 
Aviation Supply Office compound in North Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

89. Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the c om mission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Defense Industrial 
Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open and located within the AS0 
compound in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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90. Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, OH 
I move that the Commission rind that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and 
relocate its mission to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

91. Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, OH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantiaily 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: Close Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, Ohio, except for space 
required to operate the AUTODIN Switching Center. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

92. Defense cloth in^ Factorv, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel supporting the flag mission, and 
use existing commercial sources to procure the Clothing Factory products. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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9 3 .  D e f e n s e  L o q i s t i c s  Services C e n t e r  and D e f e n s e  R e u t i l i z a t i o n  and Marketinq Service, 
B a t t l e  C r e e k ,  M I  
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the   om mission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Logistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing service, Battle Creek, ~ichigan, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: The Defense Logistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan, remains open and located in Battle Creek. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

9 4 .  D e f e n s e  C o n t r a c t  M a n a q e m e n t  D i s t r i c t  M i d a t l a n t i c  (DCMDM) and D e f e n s e  C o n t r a c t  
M a n a q e m e n t  D i s t r i c t  N o r t h c e n t r a l  (DCMDN) 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defense 
Contract Management District Northcentral (DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD 
Northeast, DCMD South and DCMD West. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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95. Defense Contract Manaqement District West, El Sequndo, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 2. Therefore, the Commission rejects the Secretary's 
recommendation on Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, CAI and, 
instead, adopts the following recommendation: Relocate the Defense Contract 
Management District West, El Segundo, CA, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, 
CAI or Navy space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy and the 
Port Authority/City of Long Beach. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

96. Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Defense Distribution Depot 
Letterkenny, Chambersburg, Pennsylvania remains open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation to be consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

97. Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense on Defense 
Distribution Depots in Charleston, South ~arolina (DDCS); Oakland, California (DDOC); 
and Pensacola, Florida (DDPF). 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

[The Secretary's recommendations are as follows: 
(a) DDCS:  ise establish Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC (DDCS), and 

relocate the mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). 
Slow moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDCS at the time of the 
realignment will be relocated to available storage space within the DoD 
Distribution System. 

(b) DDOC:  ise establish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA (DDOC), and 
relocate the primary mission to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, CA 
(DDTC), Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, CA (DDSC), and Defense 
Distribution Depot San Diego, CA (DDDC). Slow moving or inactive materiel 
remaining at DDOC at the time of closure will be relocated to other 
available storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 

(c) DDPF: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL (DDPF), and 
relocate the mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). 
Slow moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDPF at the time of the 
disestablishment will be relocated to available storage space within the 
DoD Distribution System.] 

98. Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 2 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah 
(DDTU). Relocate the depot's function/materiel to Defense Distribution Depot Red 
River, Texas (DDRT). Any remaining materiel will be placed in available space in the 
DoD Distribution System. Change the recommendation of the 1988 commission regarding 
Pueblo Army Depot, CO, as follow: instead of sending the supply mission to Tooele 
Army Depot, UT, as recommended by the 1988 Commission, relocate the mission to a 
location to be determined by the Defense Logistics Agency. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

99. Naval Air Station (NAS) ,  Memphis, TN (re: NATTC) 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Relocate the Naval Air Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, ~lorida. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Bowman (1) 

100. Chanute AFB, IL 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final critera 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretaryts 
recommendation on Chanute AFB, Illinois, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, ~llinois, consolidate the Air 
Force's 16 Metals Technology,  on-Destructive Inspection, and Aircraft Structural 
Maintenance training courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis. 
Tennessee, and then move with the Navy to Pensacola. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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101. National Capital Reqion 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to realign and 
relocate Navy National Capital Region activities. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

102. Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, SC 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Partially disestablish Naval Supply Center (NSC) 
Charleston, South Carolina, and retain the facilities and personnel appropriate for 
the continued support of Navy activities in the Charleston, South Carolina, area. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

103. Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 3 and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, California, remains 
open. The Commission finds this recortimendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

104. Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola, FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: (0) 

105. Naval Hospital, Beaufort. SC; Naval Hospital, Corpus Christi. TX: Naval Hospital, 
Great Lakes, IL; and Naval Hospital, Millinqton, TN 
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval 
Hospital, Corpus Christi, Texas; Naval Hospital, Great Lakes, Illinois; and Naval 
Hospital, Millington, Tennessee, from further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

106. Naval Hospital, Charleston, SC 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, and 6 and, therefore, that the commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Carolina, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Hospital, Charleston, South 
~arolina, remains open. The commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Naval Hospital, Oakland, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate certain military and civilian personnel to 
other Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel to the Naval Air Stations at 
Lemoore and Whidbey Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, Northwest Region, will 
relocate to Naval Hospital, Bremerton, Washington. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

108. Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the 
Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Stand-Alone Navy and Marine Corps 
Reserve Centers, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close the 
following reserve centers: 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Abilene, Texas 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 



Naval Reserve Centers at: (continued) 

Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, California 
Macon, Georgia 
Terre Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
F e r t h  Amboy, New Jersey 
Jamestown, New York 
Poughkeepsie, New York 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 

Naval Reserve Facilities at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Readiness Command Districts at: 

FINAL DRAFT 

Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
~cotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5) 
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The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

109. N a w  and Marine Corps Reserve Centers 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria 2 and 3 and, therefore, that the 
commission reject the Secretary's recommendations on Stand-Alone Navy and Marine 
Corps Reserve Centers, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close the 
following reserve centers: 

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center at: 

Lawrence, Massachusetts 

Naval Reserve Center at: 

Chicopee, Massachusetts 
Quincy, Massachusetts 

and consolidate these activities at the existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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110. DoD Family Housinq Office, Niaqra Falls, NY 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the DoD Family Housing Office and the 111 housing units it administers. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

111. 1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY 
I move that.the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterion 4 in making his recommendation on 
1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY. Therefore, the  omm mission rejects and 
does not make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Close the 1st Marine 
District, Garden City, New York and relocate necessary personnel, equipment and 
support to the Defense Distribution Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. The 
Defense Contract Management Area Office, a present tenant in the facility occupied by 
this activity as its host, will remain in place and assume responsibility for this 
facility. The Marine Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will relocate to Fort 
Hamilton, New York. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. [Therefore 1st Marine Corps District, Garden 
City, NY, remains open.] 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

112. Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF),  river, VA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Driver, Virginia. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

[Note: Motions 114 and 115 were voted on together.] 

113. Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Annapolis, MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Annapolis. The Navy shall 
retain the real property on which this facility resides. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

114. Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island. CA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Permit the Navy to dispose of Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, 
San Francisco, California, in any lawful manner, including outleasing. 

~otion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

[Note: Motions 116 and 117 were voted on together.] 
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115. Public Works Center (PWC) San Francisco, CA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC) San Francisco. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

116. Western Enaineerinq Field Division, Naval Facilities ~nqineerinq Command (NAVFAC), 
San Bruno, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Realign the Western Engineering Field Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(NAVFAC), San Bruno, California. Retain in place necessary personnel, equipment and 
support as a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Engineering Field Activity under the 
management of the Southwestern Field Division, NAVFAC, San Diego, California. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

117. OtHare Internatiqnal Airport, Air Reserves Station, Chicaqo, IL 
[See Motion 27 (d) . ] 

118. Data Center Consolidation Plan 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 2 and 3 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the DOD-wide Data Center Consolidation Plan, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Disestablish the 43 DISA information processing 
centers listed below: 
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N a W  Sites 
NSC Charleston, SC NSC Puget Sound, WA 
AS0 Philadelphia, PA NSC Norfolk, VA 
NCTS Pensacola, FL NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
FISC San Diego, CA NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
FACSO Port Hueneme, CA NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Bangor, WA TRF Kings Bay, GA 
NAS Brunswick, ME NAS Key West, FL 
NAS Mayport, FL NAS Oceana, VA 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
BUPERS Washington, DC NCTS New Orleans, LA 
NCTS Washington, DC CRUITCOM ~rlington, VA 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
Harbor, HI NCCOSC San Diego, CA 

NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX 

Marine Corps Sites 
MCAS Cherry Point, NC RASC Camp Lejeune, NC 
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA MCAS El Toro, CA 

~ i r  Force Sites 
CPSC San Antonio, TX 7th CG, Pentagon, VA 
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX 

Defense Loqistics Aqency Sites 
IPC Battle Creek, MI IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Philadelphia, PA IPC Richmond, VA 

Defense Information Systems Aqency Sites 
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN 
DITSO Kansas city IPC, MO 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 
RMBA Cleveland, OH 
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consolidate the information processing center workload at the following 16 
megacenters: 

Recommended Meqacenter Locations 

Columbus, Ohio Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
Ogden, Utah Dayton, ohio 
San Antonio, Texas St. Louis, Missouri 
Rock Island, Illinois Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Montgomery, Alabama Jacksonville, Florida 
Denver, Colorado Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
Warner-Robins, Georgia San Diego, California 
Huntsville, Alabama Sacramento, California 

The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 



PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 

TO: SHEILA 
FROM: MARY ANN 
RE: UPDATE ON ASSIGNMENTS 
JUNE 20 5:55 P.M. 

RE: BATTLECREEK AND DLA: IF DLA LEAVES THE PROPERTY REVERTS TO GSA 
AND ITS GSA' S PROBLEM THAT IT IS A NATIONAL HISTORICAL LANDMARK. IF 
A MILLION HOOPS ARE JUMPED THROUGH IT COULD BE DEMOLISHED (IF LAW 
IS FOLLOWED) BUT ITS NOT A PROBLEM FOR US TO LEAVE IT. 

RE: DRY DOCK COMPETITION: SPOKE TO NAVY LAWYER, HAVE REGS AND SPOKE - 
TO LARRY. I ANSWERED HIS QUESTION AND IT IS NOT REALLY PERTINENT TO 
OUR DECISIONS. K PROCUREMENT ISSUE. A 
RE: A-76 FOR LEASE OF DRY DOCK FOR A CLOSED SHIPYARD. ADVISED LARRY 
THAT IT DOESN'T APPEAR TO APPLY IN THIS SITUATION. NO JOBS ARE 
BEING REPLACED- LEASE IS GIVEN AND THE COMPANY EMPLOYS PEOPLE. :+ c 

RE: CULMINATIVE ECON IMPACT: SEE MEMO 
-7 1 

'1 

RE: DLA LETTERS OUT OF CONF ON MARCH 26- BOB SAID HE'D KNOW AND HE I .  
HAS NO IDEA WHAT THIS IS ABOUT. CONFERENCES ARE HELD ALL THE TIME 1 ,  ' = ) ,  
AND WE NEVER RECEIVED ANYTHING wSPICY1l RE: DLA/BAD NUMBERS/PHIL > '  ' ,,7 

- ; G i  
7 

RE: CLASSIFIED OCEANIA BRIEF: CANCELLED PER WAYNE , ,  

RE: NCR: STILL WORKING. SPOKE TO BILL. BILL HASN'T MET WITH GSA. 
THEY ARE AVOIDING. HE'S GOING OVER TO BULLY THEM IN A.M. SPOKE TO I 
ED SHAPIRO (REPRESENTS NAVAIR) SPOKE TO ED NEWBERRY HE WANTS A DATE i 
UH I MEAN HE WANTS TO HELP US SORT OUR LEGAL ISSUES. I TOLD HIM I'D 1 

WAIT TO HEAR RE: GSA'S POSITION LEGALLY AND EMOTIONALLY. BILL SENT 
NAVY K LAWYER THE CONTRACT- ATTACHED K. I 

RE: MOTIONS. YOU KNOW WHERE WE ARE. I'M ADVISING ALEX AND TRYING TO 
PRAY FOR PROGRESS! 

RE: SLIDES: THEY WILL BE BY CATEGORY- SEE ATTACHED. UNFORTUNATELY 
THEY WILL BE IN 4 SEP BOOKS- TEAMS. SEE ATTACHED FOR CATEGORY 
ORDER. 



I ~ K U L C E U ~ I Y U S  
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good mornin ladies tnd 
3 mtlcmen, and welcome to the first day of 1%; final d 4 eliberations of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
5 Reali rnent Commission. 
6 '!ky name is Alan Dixon, and I am chairmaqof the 
7 Commission. With me are my collea a, Commlr(;iooers 
8 Cornella, Rebecca Cox, General J.B. % avis, S. La: Klin , 
9 Admiral Benjamin Montoyz, G e n d  Joe Robles, and 2- 
0 Steele. 
1 Today, we will begin to decide which military bPtses 
2 to recommend to the President for closure or reali--t. k 
3 is a painful r nsibilit which none of us sought, buf 
4 which we areTterminK to carry out m a deliberate way ib. 
5 will improve long-term military read&ess .and in- we 
6 spending the American taxpayers' money m the most ef6clar 
7 way possible. 
8 Yet, as unappealing as our task is, I can assure 
9 every American taxpayer that we are as. well-prepred fbr it . 
0 a s  any eight people could be. In the 16 weeks slax we 
1 received the recommendations of the Secretary of D e b ,  
2 commissioners and staff have made 205wlsrts to dk: 165 

aurt Jcnrte O f f i c e  BuLldLrg 
216 

Washlnqton, LC. 
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1 military installations and activities. We conducted 16 I 
2 regional hearings around the country and in Guam. W e  hek- I 
3 another 13 heamgs in Washington and have had hundreds cr.! 
4 meetm s with commumty representatives and el& 
5 officia k' s. - - - - - - - . - - 
6 'me commissioners have worked hard. The staff has 
7 worked hard. The process has been open at eveq poLu, anc 
k whatever the outcome of our votes, I am confident when I = 
9 I believe that every community on the 1 s t  has bear mated 
1 and will be jud ed fair1 . 
I Before I &scribe {ow the &a1 deliberations will 
2 be conducted, I wanted to offer m thanks on bebalf of the 
3 other commissioners and our sta d to all the military a d  
t civilian personnel who have wopcratcd with us compMy rod 
i raciously during what is clearly a traumatic time for them. 
i kcy show character beyond words and do th+ myritzy p d .  
I Now, let me describe how these dehberatiaos will 
I proceed. When we finish our work today, we wiU rrame w r k  
m this room at 8:30 tomorrow morning and Saiurda mo*. 
If we have not finished by Satpday, we will d e o f f  slo& 

I and return here Monday m o m g  at 8:30 and for as uxmy 
! mornings as necessary. 

. ...- 

C O Y T  K W T S  

Page 

- - 
1 2  As will be the case throughout the d e l i k r x w ~  
13 our staff wiil resent-the commrssioaexs wjth the muh.5 of. 
14 ~ t s  review art 1 analysss of the data imderlymg h e  
15 reconmendations on the Sec rew ' s  list and qanling 
16 b ~ t s  ihe Coxrunissicn added for considera\ion c m  May lr). 
17 After the presentation on each installatiorr. thm 
18 will be a s  m y  questions and as much debate as rtb= 
19 commiyioners desire, and then it will be appropriate a 
20 entertala a motion for some kino of acticn. i t  is c u r  
21 rntention to voic on each instal!at.ion after its I .  
22 prc~ntat  ion. Thc final sesult on each base will k, k9ow1  a: 

tied Reporting Services, h e .  (202) 296-2929 
I 
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mnal report to the President. 
cross-service team is finished, we will 
h r  Force, then the Navy, the Army, and 
ense Logistics Agenc . '7 me take a minute to escribe our votjng 
Luse it may be sh htly confitsin at times. 
.e statute affords fb e fecommen fa tions for of 
f Defense a presum t ~ o n  of coqtness .  Fro] k mt, that means e Comrmss~oncan 

the Secretary's recommendation only by 

)n to reject or modify the Secretary's 
n ends m a tie, then the motlon.fatls and the 
xnmendation stands. In addition, in order to 

's recommendation, the Commission must =&T. 
m that the recommendation has 

:vialed %om the force structure and base 

e of a motion to accept the Secretary's 
n, a tie vote is all that is needed to sup rt 
A majority vote IS not necessary. The %" ase 

Page 
does not ive the pme resumption to bases 
t b the E ommisslop. h ese bases can be nd o,nly with a mqority vote. 
there is no need to make a motion to kee 

n. We do not have to vpte on all the g- f i we do not vote, that parttcular base will 

r will try to make sure we all understand 
ps as we p r e  with the voting. 

the Commtsslon staff ??k?= begin the resentations, I 
sy a few words about the d k c u l t  task at 
[ apprqach it. I believe the elimination of 
~cture ~p- the  Defepe Department 1s cntical 
f the mlitary services to mantarn and 
r forces over the next decade. 
are aware of the pressures on the defense 
last 10 yeaq, the defense budget has 
t 40 percent m r y l  terms. For FY 1996, the 
: for mpdemizzttlon and procurement of new 
1.4 b ~ l l ~ o n  - down 7 1 m t  since 1986, and 
its lowest level since 550. 
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36, we have reduced the size of the 
percent. If this Commission closes eve 
: wants closed this year, we will have = 
.re by just 21 percent in all four rounds of 

: no bad bases left to vote on. All the 
fore us have made it through three rigorous 

Nonetheless, throughout our four months of 
. and anal sis, certain indisputable facts 
DOD ofhcids have testified that even after 

)mplet+, there will still be significant 
lcture m the Defense Department. 
DOD officials have also testified that the 
mting on the savings from this round to 
line m their modernization funding. Third, 
rise budget is -likely to decline over the next 
d fourth, %s IS the last round-of closures 

ited procedure, and it is unclear 
ess ntv WI exE? ever authorize another round. 
aid that. I believe it is critical that the 
ieve at the very minimum the level of savings 
uch by the Secretary of Defense. I would 

I ~CIXJI I~I I  L G I ~  LU a u u G v c  ~ILULLI 3-v A A A ~ D .  

2 As i [ave said earlier, the base closure law allows 
3 the Commission to remove a base from the Secretary's list 
4 only ~f it finds substantla1 deviat!on-from the force 
5 stpcture plan or tpe .select~on cntena. For my art, I .  \ 6 wdl apply a very n td test to ths  question of su s e t l a 1  
7 deviation, because f believe that closing bases noy is the 
8 key to  tpe continued readiness and future modemzahon of 
9 our mlltary forces. 

10 Now ladies and entlemen, we're read to begin. 
11 And I would ask that afj the staff members w& may be 
12 testifjmg today please stand, and I will admimster the 
13 oath. 

m 

a 

I 

-- 
8 

Staff sworn. 
15 l4 E m r R w J  DIXON.: Di-tor L y l ~ ,  .you ma begin t i  16 sir. And thank you from h s  entlre Comrmsslon for e 

1 

A 

A 

2 next 

17 excellent work done b you and your staff. 
18 MR. LYLES: &ink you, Mr. Chairman, and good 
19 morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. Before 
ro westurn to the Comrmssion review and analysis staff to begin 
!I a d~scusston of the closure and realignment recommendations 
!2 I would like to take just a moment or two to make two points 
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1 to set the stage for the Commission's discussions over the 

several 
3 The first $point involves the financial and 

context of the Commission's deliberations. As yc 
5 can see rom the first chart on the screen there, back on 
6 March lst, the Defense Department estimated that the base 
7 closure and realignment recommendations they were fonvarding 
8 to the Cornmisston had one-time, u -front costs of $3.74 
9 billion, with annual savings of 1.7?billion once they were 
0 implemented, and a 20- ear savings of $21 bdhon. 
1 Two thin s have H pened smce March 1st that have 
2 ehm ed or coufd chao e %ese v s t  and pym s estimates. 
3 The Erst is that the d t a r y  serwces, pnna ay the Army 
4 and the Air Force, have gone out and done s etalled site 
5 surveys of the installations on their closure lists. As a 
6 result of these site surve s, the services have revised the 
7 one-time cost and amdsavings projections on a number of 
8 their recornmendat jons. 
9 The second h e  on this chart shows the cumulative 
0 results of these revisi0.m. Using tpe Defense Department's 
1 own figures, the one-tlme cost to 1 lement their March 1st 
2 recommendations have now gone up "% y $337 million, or 9 
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1 percent. Their annual savin s have gone down by $146 
r million, or 8.3 percent. An 3 the 20-year savings have gone 
3 down b $1.9 billion, a little over 9 percent. 
r d e  second thin that has ha pened, Mr. Chairman, 
i is that the ~ e c ~ t a r y  ok4efeme an$ &the ~osretary of the 
i &m have wntten a s b g  the Commission to remove seven 
r msta8atlons from rhe March 1st list. Theseeseimtallatipns 
I are listed on the second chart and include Krrtland h Force 

Base in the Air Force, Dugway Proving Ground, and two smaller 

4 

t 
1 

Z 
5 - 

10 installations in the Army. 
- 

11 If the Cpmmission agrees with the Department's 
12 recommendahon to remove these installations from the list, 
13 the financial result is shown on this slide. n e  one-time up 
14 front cost to im lement the closures and d 
15 declined by Zfmillion, or 6 pment, from =."%I 1st 
16 figure. The annual savings declined b 199 million, or 1 1 
17 percent. And the ;?,O-ye.ar savings dec&ed by 2.1 bdhon. or - 
18 10 percent. 
19 So, Mr. Chairman, the mesa e here is that if the 
20 Commission were just to acce t thesefense De artment's 
21 recommendations as they stan 8 now, using the gefense 
22 Department's numbers, the annual savings would be 11 percent 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 



xrens? uepartrneot s tmated when they sent the list to 
:ornmssion on March the 1st. 
The second area I would like to hi hlight briefly, 

:hairman, is the Commission's approac % to economic impact 
umulativc economic impact in our analysis of the Defense 
utment r eco~enda t ions  over the past four.months. 
lormc impact is one of the eight selection cntena 
dercd by the Defense Department when they drew up their 
rre recommendations. 
In the presentations by the Commission's staff over 

~ext several days ypu will .see-estimates for econormc 
c t  and for cumuhtive economc impact for each 
llation on the Secretary of Defense s list of 
nmendations, as well as on the Commission's list of bases 
d for consideration. 
The econormc im act of a ro 

w e n t  of  an insta&tion is iefiEzC!T,"dZt and 
.ect job loss resultmg from a rqlignment or closure as 
rent of the employment w r h  its econormc area." 
The cuplulative .econormc impact of a closure or 

v e n t  is "The direct and mdirect job loss as a percent 

Pa e 1 
e employment base resultin from the pro sed 1 9 k  
Ire or realignment action, ?her proposed P" 995 closure ! 
gnments across all the services withq the same econom 
and prior closure or realigqment acJions across all the 

ces wrthin the same econopc area. 
Mr. Chairman and comrmssionee, I think our hearing 

rd demonstrated that the economic im act estimates 
:pt+ are j u s t  estimates and are consi d' ered by most 
llclans to be worst-case estimates, and the actual 
~ m i c  impacts of base closures may or may not reflect this 
.t case. 
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eft is Mr. Jim Owslev, the team chief of the cross- 
ce team, who will &gin the discussion and presentation. 

MR. .OWSLEY: Thank ou. Good morning, Mr. Chairmac 
:omm~ssroners. It's a {-re to be here h s  morning 
tsent our analysis of tk' e Secretary of Defense's 
mendations on product centers and laboratories, 
.tics centers, depots, and air warfare centers. 
sting me on the first portion of my testimony is Dick 
ner; next to him is La Farrington; and then l y t  m Ime, 
k Cantwell, d l  senior analysts for the Commission staff. 
The cross-services presentation today will address 

;st$lations. The installations are divlded into seven 
:ones.that you see on the screens before you. Category 
the h r  Force product centers and laboratories; Category 
the Air Force de ts; Category C is the Ann depots; 
gory D is Navy S" epots and warfare centers; & teeones E 
~ g h  G includes IS mitallations that span the Air Force, ,' and Arm . 

We woudnow like to get into the first of the 
uct centers. The next chart depicts the seven Air Force 
~ c t  centers and laboratories. They are Hansem Air Force 

Rome Laboratory, Wright-Patterson Ax Force Base, 

2 three shaded installations are those that are recommended by 
3 the Department of Defense for closure or r e a l i m t .  We 
4 have a map that shows the location of each of ihese 
5 installations. 
6 Our next chart begins with the first installatioa, 
7 which is the Rome Laboratory, located at Griffiss Air Force 
8 Base in New York. Rome Laboratory is the Air Forcc center of 
9 exceUence for command, control, communications. corn tm, 
0 and intelligence, known as C4-1. And it is one of %t Air 
1 Force's tier I top laboratories. 
2 According to the Chainnan of the Joint Chief5 of 
3 Staff .- and I quote - "In each of the world wars of ths 
4 century, new technology debuted that revolutioni+ the way 
5 we fou ht wars. The revolution occurring toda is m C+I.* 
6 &art A 4  - will you please ut the e h a r t L ?  
7 This chart shows the Secreta of 8efensevs r--ndUion 
8 and the cost-savings personne and the econormc q x u x  
9 involved. 

7 
0 The Secretary's recommendation is to close Rome 
1 lab. Chart A-5 shows the DOD pro s+ ~elocation of Rom 
2 Laboratory's activities and personne P" positions to Hansom 
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1 Air Force Base and Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. Un& thkj 
2 plan, the lab site, a modelling and fabrication facility, i 3 along with personnel, will remain at Gnffiss Ax Force Base. i 
4 The next chart shows the issues we have revlzwed 
5 The DOD position is that its costs are fair and have a +- 
6 year return on investment, while the community's positmn is 
7 that it will take more than 100 years for the return on 
8 --vestment. Our review and analysis show a 13-year return an 
9 mvestment. 
o The second issue involves space. DOD's position is 
1 that space is available for the renovation at Hanscom Air 
2 Force B+e without constructing ndw facilities. Tbz 
3 commulllty's sition is that renovated and new facilities 
4 w~llbeneed~Thestaff ,bsaustofat imin d e m o n  
5 the facility to be modified at Hanscom, foun ftl at a new 
5 facility or an investment in interim facilities will be 
7 required. 
3 DOD's position on Rome activity to be qqvzd to FOR 

Monmouth 1s that they will increase c r o s s - s e ~ c  ?be 

cO-u~'sr sition is that it break; up teams o x m  
1 comgt t .  in ividuals without standm .C4-I expemse rul 
! capabllrtres who are currently involvefm DOD a d  

-2 1Li 
interservicing projects. We believe that no increase in 

I L 
2 cross-servicing is-likely to occur from h s  relocation. I 
3 DOD'sposit~on is that some loss in Rome's I 
4 laboratory rmsslons effectiveness will result, but % will 
5 return at a later date. The community's posltion ~s L a 4  
6 most key rsonnel will not relocate and that the lab win 
7 never be e same. 
8 

k 
We believe there is a hioh probabili that team 

9 ex rtisc: would be serious1 8e raded by 71 e closure a d  

I 
r- 10 re ocation. Man prsonne wi not move and, as a d t ,  I' 1 ii 

1 the ahrag msta lations would have to hirs new p p l e  who / 
2 will%ave to be trained. 
3 The Air Force, the.last issue is one involving m 1 
4 use. And the Air Force is no longer committed to the 1 

5 cornmunlty's re-use plan, because the law requires them to ' 
6 look at bases that are o n equally each time they sart tbe 
7 process. There's a 19$1etter to the then Cornminion from I 
8 $e Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for I 
9 ~nstallations statin "The Air Force has no plans to close 
0 or relocate Rome kboratory within the next five ,-- 
I The community believes this program proace h i t s  
2 its redevelopment of Griffiss Air Force Base Rome Lab- Th 

I 
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hart on Rome Lab shows the pros and cons 
d~scussed previously. And those pros are 
frastmcture will be gained at the gaining 
will eliminate some excess laboratory space. 

one-time costs to do this and the longer- 
mvestment and the breakup of a proven lab 

; our presentation on Rome Laboratory. Do 
uesttons? 
AN DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. Owslcy. 
f my colleagues have any quest~ons of Mr. 
ny member of the staff regarding Rome Labs? 
#loner Klin 7 
SSIONER  LING; Mr. Owsley, I noticed the 
: in the annual savmgs between what the 
Defense has shown and what the staff does. 
for that? What's the largest factor that makes 
percent difference? And the other question to 
, this is a very high technical location. 
've touched on the fact that we would 
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ir or could impair the effectiveness of that. 
id of touch on that a little bit, as well, as to 
s feelings on that r 
rsLEY: Yes. 1 W%;ik"ah touch on the 
then ask Mr. Helmer, who did the anal sis, 
s t  rtion of that. Rome Lab is a hig& 
c Force and has been in operatiop for 
a r s .  The ass~st many, many agencles of the 
her than d e  Air Force and particularly in the 
mmumty. 
re interrelated labs that assist each other 
iey're totally netted together-in fiber o tics 
ley have mmedlate commurucations, c 7 ear 
IS. I think, as in almost any laborato m this 
judged really good, the thmg that des a 
ethnology center are the people. 
i s  case, as we went through the laboratory 
i and talked to peo le and we had several visits 
a large number of %ese people indicated that 
:-term residents of the area. And some were 
t, no! ready to take retirement, but would pke 
it if it meant relocating themselves and their 
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ms likely that the continui of a team 
ogether for many years wi a' certainly be 
'he Air Force concurs with this, but the 
we a management plan that would put tc  em 
'me like +people h some cases at flanscom = and that in time, the team syner 'sin thou h 
the ~ersonnel that do move woulfcome bac& 
rxl a'team as Rome currently has. 
point out that Rome Laboratory dpes report 
n command, so this is not like talang a 
t is totally new to a command, because the 
4anscom IS also the commander of Rome. So there 
, if ou will, that he and his staff will 
~me%Aoratoy. And that mitigates to some 
kcem that we have, but it does not replace the 
elleve would not move. 

L L ~ A ~ I V I  ~ U Y  UIAVIY . A IIUA 

3 MR. HELMER: The basic dif&&y6ez&Iln' our 
4 estimate and the Air Force's is that we moved less eo le, as 9 7 5 far as the personnel eliminated were concerned. e fe t that 
6 the Air Force .overstated the savmgs rsomel-wise. We alsa r 7 added $8 rnill~on for the interim buil ing to locate people or 
s to construct. ~f you wtll, a new facility. Those are the 
9 basic differ&&. 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: You're comfortable with those I 11 figures? 
12 MR. HELMER: Yes sir, we are. 
13 COMMISSIONER ~ I N G :  Thank you. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any oher questions by 
1s my collea es? 
I6 COEMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, Mr. Chairman 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
LS COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I wish to focus on the 
19 savings side, because there the 
!O larger than on the cost side. 

d !I on one or hvo variables as to wh there's suc a arge w g  
!2 between the community position an ours and the Department's 
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1 in the savin s iece7 
2 MR. WRMER: yes. sir. The main savings in the 
3 analysis result from rsomel eliminations. And we 
r elirmnated less peopgin the Air Force. 
5 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And how about the community? 
6 Why are the commuxuty savm s so low? 
7 MR. HELMER: Well, %e community did a number a 
8 things. The a higher discount rate. 
9 n e  stmdarlrate we're area of, I .believe, 
o 2.75. And also included thrngs like 
1 locality pay. And accept the personnel 
2 reductiohs. 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Did not, you say? 
4 MR. HELMER: Did not, es. 
5 COMMISSIONER MONT~YA: nd you. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any furtherquestions by 
7 any of the commissioners? 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Owsley - 

lRM AN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
. _. _ -  _IONER COX: I was on the 1993~Commission, 

1 and I certainlv agree that the '95 
2 bound by th 

Commission is in no way 
eJ19g3 Commission. But I do note that there are 
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I over 4.0 directs, redirects, or changes from decisions we d ~ d  
2 make m 1993. 
3 And while I'm not in the sition of defending all* 
r the of '93 decisions and ce&things hiwe changed smce 
5 then, I am interested in sort of what the d~fferences are 

. 
6 from 1993 in the DOD recommendation. And we obviously 
7 decided in 1993 that moving the Rome labs was not cost- 
8 effective. 

Since then, if you 
- and it's certainly not 
re-use plan. Because one o has been, "Gosh, 
we counted on the Rome plan. We were 
entitled to do so, not because the '93 Commssion didn't 
close it, but because the Air Force made a w m t m e n t  to it. ' 
w a t  is the re-use plan? Have there been legttlmate 
rehances on the Air Force commit~peqt? 

MR. OWSLEY: Yes. comrmssioner. After the closing 
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I F  DIXON: Mr. Helmer, can you cast any light 
sloner's uestion on cost? 
ILMER: %es, sir. The basic difference 

;AN DXXON: Talk into your mike, Mr. Helmer. 

18 of Griffiss Air Force Base where Rome is located and the 
19 Commission and the Air Force's position to keep Rome lab in 
20 place, the Rome lab people tried to offset the loss of the 
21 persome1 and the economic effects of losin Griffiss by 
2 startmg a re-use plan that involved as its hu% Rome's 



- - -  - - - . . . . . 

.- Irllab 11- rrappucu a L  uc: parent, nanscom m r  rorce 
, in that area, as we know, around Boston. 
The city around there and the State of New York has 

p approximately $10 rpillion to date to start a re-use 
ity. That re-use activity that we have e n  
mtations o n  - and it shows and it uses nght in the 
:r of that industrial technology complex is Rome 

Irat0 Ap 2' &cause df the nature of the work they do, 
: wl l  be a p ro~ns i ty  to draw other like firms which is 
Rome was trymg to do, was to develop a technolo y 

r than manufacturing base, -use they believed tfat 
1 them into the future. 

They di use Rome as a base. They relied on the 
years. And if you look at their plan that the 
nted to u s  several times, it focused around ti e 
xbility that Rome might have to be privatized or qight 
to stand on  its own at the end of the,five-year penod. 
was an important assumption on theu part. 
I will say that as ou look at the laboratory 

ture and what I bdeve  led the Air Force to the 
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tunendation is the have a serious reduction in lab 
rs comg m the Xture. 
And they had to look for wa s to consolidate things 

t ready for those ~eductioqs d a t  are imminent. So 
was a difference m the A r  Force's recommendation in 
ersus '95 for those reasons. Thank you. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further question 
any commissioner regarding this staff report onARome? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, just one short 

CHAlRh4AN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 
COMMISS!ONER DAVIS: Recognizing that one of the 

~g reasons 1s to do some consolidation among 
atories that DOD put this one forth, or one-of the 
tised reasons, clearly, I just - is h s  an opuuon - 
#e lose synergism by not doing that, or do you think you 
 stain thc level of good work that Rome performs if they 
i ht where the are? k ~ .  OWSLE~:  I think you will retain the s sergism 
tome has with the other serviccs in that better% 
ng them where they are. Hanscom is not a ~4-Yactivit: 
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:. It's an acquisition activity, mainly. They do 

Rome Laboratory, but they do not do the same kind of 
activities. 
The cross-services grou recommended that the 
y in the 01-1 area wouPd be enhanced by moving a11 01 

1-1 activities to Fort Monmquth, New Jerse where thc . has a large organuation domg that. And &t would 
mhanced gettin the Navy. Army, and Air Force together. 
lat recommen8ation was not picked up by any one of th 
:es. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Commi+oner Davis. 
Are there any questions of any commiss~oner of the 

No r 
&-iAI!%ejbIXON: Is there a motion? Pardon me. 
nissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: One final thing, really 
ly. So the bottom line with that, Mr. Owsle was 
h the 'oipt cross--ice group recommenddh for 
r in (hen proposal to increase cross-scrvicmg, the 
mendation that came to us actually does not 

2 correct! 
3 MR. OWSLEY: The cross-service group did not 
4 recommend it for closure. It recommended its realignment ; 
5 Fort Monrnouth, New Jefsey, along with the Nav s SPAWAR an 
6 other sych C4-I activities. There could have %em reat 
7 synergism occur there, but the services - each of g e 
a services, for the reasons that they anal zed, did not adopt 
9 that recommendation. So m the end, &e Air Force. in tryin 
0 to consolidate on their own, recommended the movemat of Row 
1 Laborato to Hanscom. 
2 CO~~MISSIONER STEELE: m you. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any other question by any 
4 conmussloner of this staff? 
5 
6 ~ I X O N :  IS there any motion by any 
7 commissioner regarding the recommendation of the Secrdarp of 
8 Defense with reference to Rome Laboratory? Is there a 
9 motion? 
0 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, bcfon we hare 
1 a motion, can we - 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 
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1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I didn't realize we wert 
2 oing to go right into the vote. That's my fault. But I 
1 fhnk there ought to be - I want to make just a co le of 
i statements, because I think it's ap Liable to this x o l e  
5 family of thin s we're oin to & ?bout. 
5 CX-IAI&AN ~ 1 8 0 8  Co-ssioner Robls. 
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I s nt most of my ad& life 
1 in the military and in the Army, anz I'm a si le soldim. 
3 So I'm going to come at it from a simple pant  o "P view- I'm 
1 gravely concerned about this whole catego of laboratories 
1 and production centers in all the services. d let me tell 
!, you why. 

R 
I One of my r risibilities on active duty was to 
t make a lot of these% s hap n. do reah tS,-"P 
i with allernatives, work % R A ~ W ~ .  hG relatavely 
i easy when we're talking about movmg force stru- type 
7 decisions. That is, it was easy to move a tank b*on or 
I move a brigade or move a tactical fighter wing. We know how 

to do this, the military. They know how to do it. They haw 
done it for all of my tenure in the military. And it's 
pretty straightfoward. 

I What concerns me greatly is that as we start the 

FkPg 
defense downsizing, the focus now is on infrastruare- 
We're goug to do the force structure reduction, That's 
going to happen automatically. And, as you look at the t r d  
record since '89, we have done that very well. Wc have taka 
over a third of the miljtary's capability - war fighting 
capability out very quickly. 

But when we start to dabble in infrastructure and 
start to make adjustments m mfrastructure, we don't have 
quite as good a tem late to do that. And I worry a lot when 
we start to move la I! s around. I worry a lot when we start tc! 

11 move very highly spphisticated test cbters. I wony a lot 
12 when we move basic uroduction facilities in which there is xu 1 
13 analo e in the civiliah sector. 
14 W e  military has always bem a leader in these i 
15 laboratory facilities. And a lot of-the work that happens in 
16 the military labs spins off to the clv111an sector. Af the 
17 same time, we're cutting back on FFRDCs, federally funded 1 
18 research and developmekt center grants, to universities and 
19 other laces. 
20 % l just have to say that as we get ready to vote 
21 on this whole famil of laboratories. and on h s  -yho!e Em@ 
22 of infrastructure an a production facilities and thmgs m i 

5ed Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 25 - Page 30 



: are many m some sectors, but there's a lot 
lich there s a void out there - that we don't 
: same bucket as moving a tank battalion or a 
r wtng or a force structure action that's 
le by military standards and we thlnk twice. 

fjust have to say that this is sort of - 
vant to call it my protest, statement that I 
lervous about starting to break apart labs that 
ars to construct to bulld the teamwork to do th 
to et the right teams in place and say, 
a & that." 
u use the same analogue like, well, take 
5 and move them from Fort A to Fort B. " So 
?box for the day, but I think it's something we 
: about as we start to vote in some of these 
5ns. 
AN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 

re any other questions or statements? 

"".b MAN IXON: Is there a motion? 
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ISSIONER COX: Mr. Chairman. 
MAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
M O T I O N  

ISSIONER COX: Havin been moved by 
r_ Robles' ve fine rema r f  s, I move that the 
p d  that the recrew of Defense deviated 
.ram final criteria 1, 4, and 5 and, therefore, 
I reject the Secretary's recommendation on Rome 
d instead ado t the followin recommendation 
Laboratory, $om, New YO$, including all 
facilities. The Commission finds that h s  
on is consistent with the force structure plan 
na. 
IAN DIXON: Is them a second to the motion by - Cox? 
ISSIONER STEELE: I second the motion. 
fAN DIXON: It is seconded b CommissiQner 
!ere-any comments or remark; c o n c e m g  this 
mrmssioner Cox? 

y Commissioner Cox, seconded by Commissioner 

Page 32 

EEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
[SSIONER COX: Aye. 
EEDON: Commiss~oner Davis? 
[SSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
EEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
[SSIONER KLING: Aye. 
EEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
SSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
EEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
SSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
EEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
SSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
EEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
:SSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
EEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
UIAN DIXON: Aye. 
EEDON: Mr. Chauman, the votes are eight - 
na s. 
d& DIXON: The vote on the first motion is 
no nays. And the recor.rpendation of the 
efense is unanlm~usly rejected. 

- - - - 
2 cover -- 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me. Ladies and gentlemen? 
4 it will be a long few days. And we understand that some wi 
5 leave when the~r results have been obtained, and we respect 
6 that. Please do it in an orderly way. We have got a lot of 
7 work to do. 
8 Commissioner Owsley? I mean -- pardon me. Mr. 

owsle($Ughter. 
I R. OWS EY: I will take promotions any time I car 
2 get them. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Don't ever take this job, Jim. 
4 I'm telling ou. Mr. Owsley. 
5 MR. ~ W S L E Y :  Thank ou. The next laboratory are; 
6 that we'll cover is Kirtland, w 'ch will be covered by Mr. 
7 Frank Cantwell. 

H 
8 MR. CANTWELL: Good morning, Mr. Chairman, 
9 commissioners. March lst, the Department of Defense 
0 recommended the realinnment of Kirtland Air Force Base. The 
1 Department's recomm&dation would relocate most of the units 
2 currently located on Kirtland, leaving the Phillips 
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1 Laboratory in a conton* area. 
2 Of special note, artland is also the home of the 
3 Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratory. The slide 
4 on the left - and could you please put the base analysis 
5 slide on the right. The slide on the left is an exce 
5 a memorandum sent from Ssorrtary Perry to Chainnan%czm 
7 I would like to summarize the paragra h on the left 
B by saying that after the Secrepry reviewed & e results of 
9 the site survey, he felt that thls recommendation was no 

longer fiscally or operationally sound. The fiscal concerns 
I are shown on the base analysis slide on the right. 
I CHAIRMAN DIXON:.M~~ 1-interrupt YO< Mr. Cantwcll? 
I MR. CANTWELL: Yes, sir. 
k CHAIRMAN DIXON: I doubt that there's an question 
i in the mind of any commissioner regarding ~irtrand. If the 
i Chair is wrong, would any commissioner who thinks otherwise 
1 speak up? But my only thought was, it's goin to be a long 
1 Ilme, and this one is not in any - is there an{ sebate about 
1 it? 1s there any commissioner that needs to ear more? 
) (No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion on Kirtland Air 
! Base? 
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COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I have a motion. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 

M O T I O N  - - - - - - - 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, I move the Commission 
find the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from 
final criteria 4 and 5 in the force structure Ian. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a scconcf)to thc motion by 
Commissioner Davis? 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, I'm going to have to put 

an add-in here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me, commissioner. I 12 

13 apologize. 
14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thc Washington weather has 

tnasal dri , and so I had to slow down, sir. :: " O a c ' & ~ ~  &ON: E xcuse me. 
17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The Commission reiect th 
8 Secrdary's recommcndation on Kirtland Air Force Base, N@ 
9 Mexjco .md inst* adopt the fopowing recomqendat~on: 
0 Retam bland h r  Force Base, lncludlng all umts, base 
1 activities, aad facilities. The Qmmission finds thts 
2 recommendation is consistent w th  the force structure plan 
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d my apologies. 
Is there a second? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya seconds the 

tion of Commissioner Davis. 
&e there any comments regarding the motion? 
No r 

LI-IA~~ZLIXON: c o w l ,  will you cai 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davls? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: A e 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner &g? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA; Aye. 

.1 the roll' 
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. the votes are eight - 

s and zero na s. 
C H A ~ R M ~  DIXON: And the motion is unanimousl~ 

3pted. And the original recommendations of the Seretar$ 
Defense which have been, of course, amended by subsequent 
respondence to the Commission. is set aside and overruled. 

So for the folks in the audience, anyone watching 
it did not understand what has taken place, with r 
me L+iboratory and Kirtland Air Force Base, the votes "Pet o the 
lmmrsston have held that those two bases remam open. 

MR. OWSLEY: The next category that we'll cover is 
~oks Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas. The chart on the 
t indicates the Air Force's position relative to Brooks. 
ere are a lot of words, but essentially, tqe recommendation 
9 close Brooks and move the major portions of it to 
nght-Patteqon Air Force Base in Oho. 

Among its activities, Brooks Air Force Base 
nducts approximately 40 percent of the human systems and 

Page 39 
rospace related medical research and product development 
thin the Department of Defense. Brooks's primary 
nponents are the human systems center Armstrong laboratory, 
. Air Force School of Aeros ce Medicine, and the Air Force 
nter for Environmental Zel lence.  

Will you put up the next two charts? The Air Force 
ms to consoldate similar activities and has reqpnended 
: closure of Brooks and the movement of the mssion and 
r s o ~ e l  to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio. 
i ht-Patterson conducts about 20 percent of DOD's aerospace 
d c a l  research. 

The overriding issues ip this recommendation are 
: closure costs, the disruphon of the mission, and the 
ndttton of facilities. Implementation of the 
:o.mmendatton would requtre an up-front cost of.over $200 
lllon and has the potential to intempt many cntical 
;arch projects. 

More than half of the rofessional staff at Broqks 
ve said they probably wilfnot move. This fi ure is based 
a petition that was circulated at the center wkch was 

{en to us on our visit. Some of the activity at Wnght- 
tterson is similar to that of Brooks. However, the 

3 I tl!s is wrne out oy me racr mar me rur rorce 
J pro'ects ~t would have to construct or renovate nearly -1 
r midion square feet to be able to take on the Brooks.rmnicm 
6 Broqks currently operates in very mce ipd well-m;uqtained 
7 facil~ttes in a campus+ke environment m San Antorno. 
8 The San Antorno commuruty would most pxefer that 
9 Brooks remain open as  it is. The , however, have off& r X 10 sound proposal that would preserve c Brooks mission a d  its 

11 linkage to the San Antomo biomedical ~qr~lmunity by pIa+ 
12 into cantonment most of the Brooks fachhes. 
13 Cantonment saves the 200 d h o p  u front of 
14 the Air Force's recommendatioq, .and 11 o 6 r s  a d d i t ~ o d  
15 annual savin s of near1 $18 d o n  and net resent nlue g 16 savings of 2j8  million y having the Brooks Ease o 
17 services taken over by nearby Lackland m r g a n i z a l i i  
18 Air Force Base. Thc cantonment plan would also makc part of 
19 Brooks available for re-use. 
20 The ma on the left rndicates the spaces that are 
21 intended for I! rooks at Wright-Patterson. They are not 
22 contiguous whle they are at Brooks. And this is a coocern 

--c- - 
1 that has been expressed by the community. The map on the 
2 right reflects the Brooks pro sed cantonment. You a n  ser 
3 the continuous nature of the Gildings m the shaded area on 
4 the ma . 
i ?might add !hat the Air Force has informed the 
6 Commission offic~ally that if the Commission were to deckk 
7 to reject the Department's recommendation on Beoks. the Air 
8 Force would prefer to retain Brooks open as is rather than u 
9 place Brooks lnto cantonment. The h r  Force believes thai 

10 cantonment is unworkable the long term. 
11  Our last chart summarizes the pros and cons that 
12 you have heard previously. Are there any further questions 
13 on Brooks? 
14 CHAWMAN DIXON: Are there any uestions by a q  

16 Brooks Air For.= Base San Antomo? 
;t I5 commissioner of Mr. Owsley or others on the sta concerning 

17 Comrmssloner ding? 
18 COMMISSIONER. KLLNG: Mr. Owsley, my question g m  
19 to when you look at tlys presentation about the canto- 
20 from the commur#y, it looks like you still receive qmte a . 
21 bit of savings, wth a smaller up-front cost and so forth. 
22 What is the Air Force's reasolung that it feels that they 
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1 cannot live with the contonement pro 
2 MR. ~ W S L E Y :  It is unclear tG2L you know, rir 
3 COBRAS are comparative tools. And in the case when you go 
4 into a contonement, you don't really have a cornpa& thing 
5 that you're t ing to do. So those estimates would robabk 

!h 6 have to be re%ed by the Air Force and the people -. 
7 There is-a feeling that there will not be that .ar e of a 
8 sayn s if you really get into the final analysls k a t  the 
9 Air orce would have to do. 
0 

l? 
It would also requlre services to be provided from 

1 approximately 10 to 20 miles awa , depending on wbdher ~ O U  
2 use San Antonio - I mean. ICefiy or you u s e - W a n d  Au 
3 Force Base to Frnish those services. The PLlr Force 41s 
4 previous experience they had in other areas, and they lust 
5 not believe this is a satisfactory way to reserye the 
6 lifestyle that encourages good workmg y their p le, 
7 So they really believe that they would rather I! a\-? 
8 the base remain open if you are not going to accept tbar 
9 recommendation. And, by the way, we believe that as a s-, 
o after lookin where the servlce would have to come from 
1 things like t at, that the Air Force is correct m that. 
2 

f 
COMMISSIONER KLING; I'm glad to hear that. ! 
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M A N  DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 

- -- --. - - -  .-. ....- .- ,. *. ma. "VU.Y.ULU6 L.. U. .. Y 

: at very closely. And I feel the same way that 
ler Robles felt about Rome, that this is something 
break-up and you hate to separate down. 
le  facllrties, by the way, are pretty fine 
as fme as I've seen anyplace. Anyway, thank 

iere any further - pardon me, Mr. Owsley. Do 
: nse? 
)%LEY: I think I should say that the one 
.dn't come out he? in these pros and cons.is the 
le interface, whlch 1s essent~ally the cockp~t wth 
i that the Air Force believes would be better 
h the relocation to Wright-Patterson. And the 
ly agrees .with that part of the Air Force 
cause Wn ht-Patterson really does control the 
those kin& of things. 
Id also point out that this is only 20 some 
r so from the Bmks operation. and the Air Force 

.. . ....V.Y" .,....I- "1 .A- ..A. L ,  ...a. ".. .. W ...I "U . Y.."LU" *.- 
3 Property Maintenance Agency which caused all that to. be done 
4 by one agency and was h a i l y  disbanded because ~t actually 
5 added cost to the process. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
7 CHAJR.MAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis. 
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to consider movin those people if this 
atlon does not go &ugh 
WAN DIXON: They can do that without BRAC, of 

DWSLEY: Yes. 
RMAN DIXON: Mr. Farrington, do you have ; 

:ARRINGTON: Yes, sir. I might 'ust add, on 
of people, I have a breakdown on t d e number of 
ys man-machine interface, which is the crew 
.+doof work that's done at Wright-Pat and also ; 
:ivilians, 59 military, and 44 contractors, for a 
eople. That's the breakdown of that man- 

RMAN DIXON: Thank~ou.  
ere an further uestions. 
MISSI~NER SAELE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
M A N  DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 
MISSIONER STEELE: I just want to say I agret 
sioner Robles' soapbox on this subject, so I won't 
ut just to add on this subject, it s not onl 
hip - I mean, the scient~sts at Bmoiw. z ' s  a 
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with other entities in the communit 
and with NASA, which I think is arsb very 

re have received numerous letters from all of 
s supporting r e t a h  Brooks at its current , I just wanted to d e  that comment. 
MAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Steele. 
ere any further comments or questions of 

8 Are there an further comments? 
9 COMMISSI&NER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman? 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles? 
I I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I think - and I ~ e c d  to say 
12 this on the record because we're very - and thts gets 
13 mostly to Mr. ~ ~ f e s '  concern about savings. I t hdc  in this 
14 case, we have a two-edged issue. Issue one is, it's the 
15 wrong thing to do to break up this world class lab and move 
16 it somewhere else. 
17 But I think pragmatically, from my on-the- round f: 18 look at Brooks, you're talking about a lot of faci ~ties, a 
19 lot of buildings, a lot of chambers, a lot of lest facdittes 
20 that-require special engmeenng, specla1 pipmg, special 
21 cert~ficat~on, ial environmental concerns.. And althou_rh 
22 I won't say I E * t  believe the numbers, I w l l  tell you that 
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1 a number of COBRAS are ordinal measures, not cardina 
2 measures. 

f 
3 And the fact of the matter, I think, is that you 
4 will .incur an enormoys costto reconstruct all those very 
5 spectallzed apd senslttve faclllties at other places.. So not 
6 on1 doesn't ~t make sense from a synerg~stic point of view. 
7 it oesn't make sense from an economic point of vlew. 
8 

2 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Robles. 

9 Are there any further questions or comments? 
10 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have a comment, Mr. 

Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I wish to fcgistcr a dissut 

from the Air Force view that one has to have se arate 
logistics support facilities at eve base re ard ? ess of 
their distance a art. I happen toTave dvdunder  a 
different mode! 

And I believe as bud ets get tou her, as dollars 
get more difficult to come f~ y, particu&ly in the logistics 
end of things. that the Air Force would be well-served or DOD 

vIISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. 
RMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 

1 
IISSIONER DAVIS: I would like to s d  to the 
interface. Having bccn a bcncficiary Gf some of 
ivlator, havin been a beneficiary of some of 
mducts over %e years, one of the thin s that is 
rqok' cumnt location is the fact that t6 ey 
' sipficant labomto and that ou have a 
amount of young at Ran d olph Air Force 

1 draw from and some of us older pilots that you 
pm Kelly Air Force Base. 
a ain would like to 'oin General Robles on 
%o a ut tinkering wid a superb lab. I do agree 

.I would be $ekservcd to consider thernsclvcs ? holdin company 

.2 and provide common support to the activ~ties in ke San 
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I Antonio area. Because I think there are savings that can be 
2 achieved there. And so I just want to register that I don't 
3 accept the position that every place has to have its own 
4 logistics tall. 
5 CHAIRMAN DI ON: Thank you, Commissioner M0nto.n 
6 

.IbdXou- 
Are there any further questions or comments? 

' 8 &!m%bD[ONi Is then a motion? 
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I have a moth 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 

1 1  M O T I O N  
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Su, I move the Commission 
13 find the Secreta of Defense dev~ated substantially from 
14 fiqal criteria 1, a: and 5 and, therefore, the Comrmsnon 
15 reject the Secretary's recommendation on Brooks Air F o r e  
16 Base and instcad ado the follo+g rccomm~dation: R a i n  
17 Brooks Air Force 8 ase, includmg all activit~es and 
18 facilities. The Commission finds this recommendatioq is 
19 consistent wth  the force structure plan and final cntena. 
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a sacand to the motion by 
21 Commissioner Davis? 
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I second the motion. 

L 
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Is there a m  further comment? 
No res ise 

&-~A[&AN'~IxoN: The counsel will call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Ave. 
MS. CREEDON: ~ommissioier  ling? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayt 
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zero na s 

c H A I ~ A N  DIXON: And the motion is adoptd. And 
public in the room and observing this proceeding is 
sed that Brooks Air Force Base San Antonjo Air Force Lab 
aim open b the vote of this Comrmsslon. 

Direct? ~ y l e s ,  is your staff prepared to go to Air - - 

:e de ts? 
M ~ L Y L E S :  Yes, sir, we are, Mr. Chairman 
MR. OWSLEY: I would like to introduce the hew 

iber who has amved, Ms. Ann Reese, who is the deputy team 
er for the cross-service grou 

The next cate ory, as the ebmmission noted, is the 
F o p  depots. h e  slide depicts the entire universe of 
pamtenan? facilities within the Department of Defense 
1s bemg dl  layed so that ou can have a visual Image 01 
lumbers an "S locations of I3 OD's depots. 

My second slide dlsplays a history of the base 
ure process in the depot maintenance area. I have only 
d those organizations that are considered depots. For 
o le, Newark Air Force Base IS not listed because it is g ii ered a specialized support center. The depots that 
: not been closed are ltsted first in blue. 
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Those that have e n  roposed by the Department of 

:me for closure duwg %s cycle are listed m green 
;e that have been closed or proposed for closure - excw 
Those that have been closed are listed in red. 
The Anny has either closed or roposed for closure 

~f its original nine depots. The &wy has closed oar 
o+ for closure 10 of its 18 maintenance depot 
1tre.s. The +r Force and Marine Corps have not closed 
Senance facilities. 
We wi!l now move to the Air Force depots, where Ms. 

e will lck u the presentation. 
MS. ~ L E s ~ :  Good mo-g. This slide depicts DOD 
depot maintenance capaclty, core workload m FY '99. 

mum potential capacity is defined as "The optimum depot 
ration and employment Ievels with no significant 

rirnprovements and no mrl~tary construct~oo 
nd~tures. " 
It's also important to int out that y i m u m  

ltial capacity is one 40- f' our shft capacity. The 
:es reported capacity on a commodity-bycommodity basis 
~nticipate fiscal year '99 ca acit of 165 million hours. 
e' IS defined as That  worfiodthat the services have 

2 mobilize. " h Y '99 core IS 78 million hours. 
3 A guiding principle through the DOD BRAC process 
4 was that DOD depot structures must be sized to core. The 
5 depot infrastructure should be sized appropriately to be ablc 
6 to do core work in-house and other work may be done by 1 
7 rivate sector. workload is anticipated to be 94 million 

9 
E 8 ours in FY '99. 

The next slide, or the one on the right, is Air 
0 Force-wide depot figures. To ensure that the ca acr 
1 numbers w e n  solid, the depots reported the w o r i h d  that 
2 they had actually rformed on a commodity-by-commodity basis 
3 duriog their hgrwater q r k  year in the late 1980s. plus ch 
4 capac~ty they have built rmnus the capacit that has been 
5 demolished. In fact, it reports the u abdty that they had 
6 in the high water mark years, the wor Pd oad that they were 

: t O g , " ~ F Y  '99 Air Force de t ca acity is 57 
9 million direct labor hours. The @&?Y '99 h r  Force dep 
o core woryoad is 27 +l@n direct labor hours. -The Air 
1 Force ant~ci ates 29 mlllon hours of workload m FY 'B. 
2 All the numgers were reported by the k r  Force as certified 
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1 data to the joint cross-service rou . In FY '99, 47 rcent 

3 percent with workload. 
-r r of the capacity will be utili A w i J  core hours and 3 

4 The chart on the left displays $e yme data for. 
5 each of the Air Force depqts. .And rt's mtended to we you 

E d 5 6 a sense of the ca aclt utll~zatlon at each of .the .&r orce 
7 depots. Robins as e hghest capaclty ut.hzatlon, 68 
8 percent; Kelly IS 29 percent utilized on a slngle 40-hour 
9 work week. 
3 This slide summarizes the missions on ea+ of the 
1 Air Fofce ALC.installatlons. In all.cases, the iur lo st~cs 6 z centel: IS the major tenant or the mam tenapt on the ase- 
3 Thy: alr log~stics centereis primarily corn ns$d of a depot 
r pamtenance and matenal management Rctron. n e  chart 
r hsts across the top the products managed by the air 
5 logist~cs center. 
7 The next row displays tpe special of that d 
I A number of yqars ago the Ax Fo-rce a ='I 
> repair concept m whch commodlt~es were sm le-sided. 

I that's what t&us reference IS. 
7 You'll often hear reference to "centers of exce lence," and 

! The b r d  row displays the force structure as of 
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1997. Please note that the National Guard units listed at 

! McClellan are dependent on your decision to move them from 
, Moffeti. Field through the BRAC '95 process. The bottom row . 
I summanzes the plr  Force's o ratlonal concerns and rmssta 

impact with the installation fu y 1 closure. 
I This chart shows the tiers that the Air Force 
' deten+ned for bqth installations and depots. Ge tier was 

d e t e m e d  by umformed leaders and senior civilians on the 
I Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. Their tier serves as 
I proxy for rml~t+ry value. You'll note that I've ordered the 

columns accordrng to the BCEG vote to establish the 
installation tier. 

?'his chart display spme data from the DOD Depot 
Maintenance Counc~l mdlcators report. This report is 
prepared for the DOD Depot Main-ce Council.and contains 

rformance data on all DOD mamtenance actlvltlls. The 
g e t  slide on this chart shows ?chd  '94 rmmtenvlce hour 
cost without the cost of material. You can see there the 
costs range from a low of $53.53 at Robins to a hi& of 
362.15. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Excuse me, Mrs. Reese, one 
second. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. Would you Wte us 
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: as we o through? Do you have a preference? 
MAN 6 1 x 0 ~ :  I have no obastron to asking a 
s an appropriate question at tl?s point in 
ad. 
ISSIONER STEELE: Okay. On our first lint 
e labor hour cost, when we v i s i t d ~ e l l ~  Air 
le  w w  numbers before us and said that on 
&r labor cost was lower than all of the 

:odd ou lease tell us what our soufce is and 
"hat &e gfferences might k m opmion. here? 
IESE: Yes. The source that I'm using u the 
lamtenance indicator report. The report is 
he Deputy Undersecreta of Defense for 
s prepared for hs counc& The council is 
representatives from each one of the military 

data is a reed to by each one of the 
tments. f think it 1s a thorou hi eramked 
: have confidence in the data &atYs contamed in 
'm sorry. I'm not clear on the source of 
]at was presented. 
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SSIONER STEELE: But we did try to find that 
,t? - - -  
ESE: We did. 
ISSIONER STEELE: And just lastly on this 
aft on tlme. I received some information from 
y down thek that said that Kelly delivered 1 ou 
t~me for 5 rcent rate, but Tinker's on time 
e 3 of 51 I&?-135s in the same penod, for a 6 

ly, the numbers up there show very different 
m, I wonder if we know what the difference is 
h information ought to be the certified 
:fore us. 
VSLEY: I think I was 'ven that one to check 
! used in this data the d@ epot maintenance 
IS forwarded to DOD by Air Force Materiel 
xilled the Air Force Materiel Command on the 
:y said .that is a report that we should be 

'%" %I ve correct relative we~ghtings to each 
t at t ere are many ways that centers look a€ 

me of them the look at as a community also. 
said in the end: they synthesize this and 
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i. And it is, in fact. the Air Force wsition 
I deliveries.. We could not as we &t those 
.in exactly how those lower numbers came about. 
'ficult, because if some of the planes go 
t additional work packagcs sent to them. And 
~edules. And there's a lot of data kept out 

I 
uld point out again that we were lixx$ted in 
ned to use the official reports and d ~ d  go 
rt of the Air Force and ask was this the 
should be usin . And they did confirm that. 
SIONER STEEtE: Okay. lust to cbsc that out 
le o r i p a l  work ackage on the C-5'at Kelly 
5 percent. I am tolf How doc. that imoact on 
G d  then we can make this real quick &d move 

SLEY: As you rcmcmbcr, that was brought u 
sits lo San Antonio. When I contacted ~ M C  
hey explained that the way the airplanes are 
s and budgets i s  by the centers - whichever 
receives an a~rplane, they're allowed to 

ithin 30 days and get on 1t and inspect it. 

1 culu ulen, ~ i l e y  ~ t - p r t  an anuclpaltxl ~ n w u l e :  anU Cost. 
2 I asked about added work packa es, and they sad  if 

E f I? 3 there are truly added work acka t at Increase the scope 
4 of the ori inal job, that eac AL 1s then gwen schedule 
5 relief to tEat number of days for that package and that they 
6 do consider that in what they send forward to DOD m theu 
7 final report. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Owslcy. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou very much. 

1 0  COMMISSIONER ROBLES: k r .  Chairman, i need 
11 follow u , because I need to understand this more clearly. 
12 C ~ R M A N  DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 
13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Owsley, I nccd to make 
14 sure I understand in my simple.rnind how this works. The fact 
15 of the matter is, are you tellm me that those numbers nght 8. 16 there take into account the ad ~tional work that comes out o 
17 an aircraft overhaul once they break it down and realize that 
18 what they thou ht was oin to take 10 hours may, in fact, 
19 take 20 hours. La use Phi t ere s a lot more damage underneatl - 
20 that? Is that what ou're telling me? 
21 MR. OWSL~Y:  NO, sir 
22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I didn't think sc 

- 
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1 Because General Fogleman yesterday, we talked to him. who was 
2 the old TRANSCIDM commander, he was very clear about that. t 
3 says the C-5 fleet has alwa s been our most frag~le fleet. 
4 And we flew the legs off o f that fleet dumg Desert Storm, 
s as I can attest to h m  my days over there. 
6 And .sq when you tear down a C-5 and all of a sudden 
7 think it's gomg to take a standard - because they do 
8 standard work-ups - and we find out that it's oing to take f 9 twice that standard work-up because there's a ot more 
10 delayed Desert Storm damage or delayed erosion in there, that 
11 they go ahead and do the work, because it's prudent sense 
:2 once you tear tfie aircraft down. 
13 And if t h s  takes into account the new work and 
4 they have a standard model for these additional arhancemcnts, 
5 then I'll think these are apples and a ples. Othexwise, I 3 6 think we're tallcine about ap les an orang? here. 
7 MR. OWSLXY: I -Ey ~ a ~ t  to clan2 that, 
8 commissioner. What I said is that the airera comes in. 
9 They're allowed to tear the aircraft dowp and then make a 
:o report back to AFMC headquarters, givln their estimate of 
. I  bow long it would take to repair that airp&c and schedule 
2 in cost to do so. That is like a llttle negotiahon that 
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1 occurs. 
2 If there's added work, not work that should have 
3 been anticipated in a teardown, that added work packagq is 
4 given. But ~ f ,  for instance, an ALC underestmates or r m s a  
s something like you're talking about, the schedules and 
6 budgeted rice are not ad'usted for that. .We discussed that ii 1 7 also, but ey felt over a ong penod of tune smce the 
8 centers are not obligated for the whole fleet when they make 
9 one airplane tear clown, that adjustments do %cur as they get 
3 smarter on the condition of the alrplapes cqrmng m. 
1 But lt certarnl does not cover :f an aqlaqe,  for 
2 instance, say - 30 c&s iimt an extremely long tune on a C- 
3 5, as you know. It mght be on a fighterplane, but a C-5 is 
4 enormous and is old and has a lot more d~fficult ways of 1 4  

15 etting into the airplane than a modem airplane has: So 
16 t 5 ey could, indeed, miss a bi part of the work packa e, and 

18 
e % 17 that would afterwards make t em miss schedules and udgets. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And my only point was, on an 
19 airplane like the C-5A, which went through an enormous 
20 workload during Desert Storm, like our tanks in the Army did, 
21  you know, your standard convention is out. And it wll be 
22 years before you figure out how all that worked out. So I 

I J 
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nere. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: You may proceed, Mrs. R e w  
MS. REESE: Thank you. 1 want to make one more 

nment about the cost data, just to be more complete .with my 
iwer to Commissioner Steele. The source of t h ~ s  data thal 
ave on the screen is DOD data. I think ou've also been 
sent+ with data that has been repared % 
npames, private sector firms. s is all boutside OD data. 

Tunung to the next slide, the DOD BRAC 
ommendat~on to d o y s i z e  all PLlr Force depots has two 
n nents. Two million square feet of depot space will be 
&?balled. 731 will e l i m a t e  the amount of square 
tage used by the depot but will not eliminate depot 
-astruclure. 

Slight1 less than 2,000 p e r s o ~ e l  sitions would 
: l i d .  The perSc?mel number is& on m 
im tion that en l n ~ n p g  of the depot process will result 
. 1fpercent pro%uctnity improvement. This is the first 
: that downs*g has eyer bctn pursued through the BRAC 
=ess. Downsimg will not reduce overhead costs. As a 
[It, costs per hour will increase. 
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The Cornmission has received a number of revisions 

ie downsizing recommendation. I am displaym two 
ions of the BRAC recommendations, the recommen d ation that 
forwarded on the 1st of March, and the recommendation 
Secretary of the lQlr Force test~fied to la$ week. 

The onginal downs~zing recommendation ~equires 
I million of one-time costs and would result m steady- 
savings, annual savlngs of $89 rmllion, and a net 
nt value of $991 million. Last week Dr. W~dnall used a 
Ion which would r uire $234 miilion in one-time costs 
result m savjngs 0 3 9 2  million a year and net p-nt 
s of $975 rmlhon. 
As we review$ the m4itary department's COBRA 

ts, we saw sigmficant differences between the results. 
lining the assumptions .behind tpe military department's 
R A s ,  we-also saw sipf icant  differences. T h ~ s  chart 
i s the differences in COBRA assumptions that im act r I savings. And it shows the differences between &e AJ 
:'s assu tions and the Commission's staff assumption. 
The ~ i s o r c e  assumes a six-year perid to close a 
installation. Based on discussions that we have had 
)OD personnel and based on historical experiencts of the 
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:s that have closed large industrial activities, we 
: a three-year time to close is realisfie: But to be 
vative, we assumed a four-year pnod. Further, we 
i a one- ear planning penod so, m fact, the tlme to 6 hat the ommission staff assumed is five years. 
The Air Force COBRAS assume, we believe, an 
sttcally small number of p e r s o ~ e l  el~mmatroqs. 
~g on the experience of the other military services with 
tlon closures and drawing on Jim Owsley's 42 years o 
:me m the defeqse industrial business, we realize 
rsonnel eliminations will result from closure and 
dation of workload. 
v'e assumed that 15 percent of selected air 
s center personnel would be eliminated to include 
lam tenance personnel, materiel management, 
ing, and computer suppqtt personnel. We beeeve that 
very conservative atimate, and we base ~t m part 
ir Force's downsizing BRAC recommendation, which 
:es I5 percent of direct labor depot personnel. 
'e also assumed a 15 percent elimination of ALC 
facility personnel-and management overhead personnel. 
: persome1 real~gned, we would realign an addlt~onal 

_ -  __-- ____  -. _- -_ _ _ _ _ -  
rage t* 

I Y percent e r s o ~ e l  to rovide ba.y operatin su rt .t the P 2 recc!vm ocatlon, w d  the exceptloo of ~ e & ,  %re we 
3 realignJ all base o eratin perspnnel for.&r F o r a  -ts 
4 being cantoned to %cklan~, wheh is an issue that I'll talk 
5 about in a cou le of minutes. 
6 The De ? ense Ag.enc assumptions are scenario-based 
7 and will alsp e q d a l o d i n  d+l.on an u qming slide. 
8 The Commsslon staff assum tlon u that e irxunations rrt: P ?= 
9 evenly phased over the last our years, and no p e r s o d  an 

10 eliminated o r  realigned until the up-front plammg year. 
1 1997. , -  -... - 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: AM, on-that 
3 on the four-year time t? close, whch  is 
4 of the pIannlng year, d~dn ' t  evenly 
5 Force assurnptlon says SIX years, 
6 six years? - 
7 MS. REESE: No, ma'am. The Air Force assurrrd tbn 
8 all of the wsition elimbations would occur in the very fas 
9 year, in t6e sixth year. 
.O COMMISSIONER COX: So nothing would ha for six 
I years, and then in the sixth ye?, ~veiythin  worPappP? 
2 MS. REESE: A I ~  the p o s l u o ~  w o t d  be e~ , 

1 at that oint. Yes. 
2 POMMISSIONER COX: I =. you. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIZON: Thank you, Commissionc Cox 
4 Proceed, Mrs. Keese. 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mrs. Reese, uick qu;uescoo. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner &eele. 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: On your 15 percent JASU+X- 

8 for elimrnation of selected ALC personnel, what kind o t  
9 assumptions do the Navy and Army use? I respect Mr. OwsL=.p--s 
3 nvate sector service and ex neoce -1 , but I would 
1 Eke to compare this within C Department, if 1 could. 
2 please. 
I MS. VESE: The Navy and the Army-have up- 
4 wsition elirmnations of 20 to 40 percent for rndustna 
5 ktivities similar to what - 
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: So you took a p e ~ y  , - - 
7 conservative route, here? 
8 MS. REESE: I believe we did. That's right 
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thanks for clanfyirg rhari 
o CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed, Mrs. Reese. 
1 MS. REESE: Thank you. The next slide lists the 
2 COBRA assumptions that impact one-time cost. We did 
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I think it appropriate to include civilian accrued I e v e  COS i 
! as a BRAC cost, because it's the obli on of the goyernmat 
! to ay regardless. We also thoug%t inappropriate to 
I &cPude an additronali30 millign to implement a r b  ri-, ( 
i glven that the COBRA already mcludes a factor w h d  
i &lculates this cost. 
r The COBRA factor calculates a 4 to $9 million 
I amount for conversion a ency cost, depending on tbe sizr of 

the depot closure. No ot % er service, and with only me 
t exception within the Air Force, is there an additional armrrmt 

on top of the COBRA factor included. 
We also did not believe it reasonable to include 

the cost to send equipment through the excess system 
Historical experience indicates that roceeds equal COG. 
Equqment bu ers come out to the g o p  floor to buy the 2 equipment an . pay the cost to move it. 

To transit~on a product line requires the shut-down 
of one line and the start-up of another production line. If 
dollars were not an issue, one would probably set up two 
parallel lines. 

This IS not practical, so ically, companies, 9;- 

the other services have p r o p o x  do a build ah& an mtntcrrm 

L 
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which embodied both; that is, parallel lines an, 
-actor support. 
o disallowed the cost to procure new 
h e  Air Force assumed that all equipment would 
:xcessed and repurchased. This assumption does 
: that there is considerable dupllcatlon of 
pd consol~datmg work would permit rncreased 
specialized equ~pment that mght otherwise be 

Lore, the Air Force has already a schedule 
replacements and funds set aside in. their 

) so. Finally, we used the DLA pro ections to 
ry. They would bear the costs we ave 
w i t h  distribution depot closures. 

l! 

de IS an rllustratwe example of the 
act of our COBRA assumptions. You can see that 
personnel elimination in the ALCs and a 50 
me1 assumption in the mana ement overhead 
gnificant increase in the num r of personnel 
an ALC. 

t 
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20 percent pf the rsomel savings accrue 
agency achons. E e  Defense Logistics Agenc 

~ g s  match the Defense Logistics Agency COBRAs 
un.. The resultant savings would be accrued b) 
ogtstrcs Agency. 
ssum@ons are based on the historical 
it they ve had with closing distribution de ts. 
pmmissaq personnel will be eliminated with e 
mstallation. The Defense Finance and 

F 
gency p e r s o ~ e l  will be fully realigned to the 
t~on. 
muition Agency personnel are the 
ccssing people-*at you've seen in the Defense 
lumg your vis~ts to the air logistics centers. 
. the personnel from the Informat~on Serv~ces 
: a letter that we've received from the 
Defense indicatmg that, with a closure of an 

mld also be the closure of the mega-ceqter. 
gned all Air Force tenants except the A x  
rsonnel who support the Air Logistics Center, 
ated those powttons. Of the r s o ~ e l  
dso realigned a 9 percent ad!&onal personnel 

Page 6! 
: orrating services at the receiving location. 
SI NER COX: uestion for you. You indicated 
mt to make sure 9 understand you - that our 
we use the 15 percent on the ALCs, I thought 
1 the COBRA numbers. What docs that mean? 
{SE: I'm sorry. Would you repeat that? 
SIONER COX: I thought you had said that the 
mbers on - staff numbcn - on the 15 percent 
JW many eliminated that would be, matched the 
:rS. 
iSE: I'm sorry. I perha s misspoke. The 15 
BSSUrned, of selected edc mnnel, was 

, because the Air Force u s e f & t  assumption 
tsizjng but there were no 
o tmed  m the closure ~orP"E%at the Air 

SIONER COX: 1 see. 
SE: So we based our 15 percent, in part, on 
mposal, which would eliminate 15 percent of 
he de . t category. 
JON I? R COX: They, thcmselvcs in their own 
iated 15 percent, not necessarify as a closure 

L MY. K b l 5 l i :  Yes, that's right. 
3 COMMISSlONER COX: And thcn the COBRA, their COBRA 
4 proposals - 
5 MS. REESE: For downsizing? 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: No. for closure. 
7 MS. REESE: For closure. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: When we asked for c l o m  
9 COBRAs, that's where this 373 elimination comes from? 

10 MS. REESE: That's right. 
11 COMMISSIONER COX: Versus your projection of 1401: 
12 MS. REESE: That's correct. 
13 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank YOU. Commissioner Cox. . . 

Proceed, Ms. Reese. 
MS. REESE: Kelly Air Force Base was treated 

differently by the Air Force and b ourselves. Kelly Air d Force Base js adjacent to Qcklan Air Force Base, In fact 
some facilities on Kelly &r Force Base support units 
assi ed to Lackland. For example, the runway at Kelly is 
d b v  the 76th Munitions Squadron. Wilford Hall. and tb 

22 Interagency Air Force ~cadeniy. 
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1 Also, there are a number of tenant units on Kell T 2 not associated with the Air Logistics Center, that wou d be 
3 expensive to relocate which could be easil reassigned to 
4 Lackland Air Force dase. The best exam& of t h s  is the 
5 433rd Air Lift Wmg: The 433rd is an Air Forcc Reserve wing 
6 that flies the C-5 aircraft. 
7 The Air Force Kelly closure scenario would assign 
8 all of the Kelly tenants not assocrated with the Air 
9 Lo -sties Center to Lackland PLir F o v  Base. The Coqunksion 
10 s& adopted the Air Force sfenano - close the A s  
,1  Logistics Center and all units associated with the ALC, but 
2 kee the runwa open and assign all remaining units to 
3 LacGand Air orce Base. 
4 

2' 
COMMISStONER COX: And I'm sorry. Thco the only 

5 base where we assume that the tenants would stay, as part 01 
6 Lackland? 
7 MS. REESE: Yes, ma'am, that's correct. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pmceed, Ms. Reese. 
9 MS. REESE: This slide summan'lzes the results of 
0 the Air Force closuffi COBRAs. The o n ~ i r n c  costs range from 
1 a low of $575 million to a high of $1.3 billion. Stead 
2 state savings range from $62 million to $87 &on. ?he 
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1 number of  years for return on investment ranges from scven to 
2 28 years. 
3 You can see the results of the 
4 realignments and eliminations that ollow the assumptions 
S that we 'ust highlighted. 

TMel 

r T $ l s  chart - Brian, could you put both up 
7 simultaneously? Thank you. The chart on the right shows the 
3 qxults of the COB& that the Commission staff rcjmrcd. W e  
2 simply adjusted the Air Force closure COB& with the 

assumptions that I've reviewed with you. You can see that 
I the assumtions verv much drive the results of COBRA. 1 I 

12 The^one-time #costs to close cprpe down slightly and 
13 range from $409 million $1.1 bfion, and the stead state 
1s savlngs ~mprove substantd and m e from $153 &on 
15 $178 million. The period ortime b e i r e  a rehrm on 
16 investment is reduced markedly. The closure of K d y  and 
17 McCleUan return after one year 
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ms. Reese, could you explain 
19 that one-year return, when that actually is? That isn't the 
20 year after? Just please tell us what that means. How did 
21 you get to 2007, sa , on Hill? 
22 CHNRMAN J m N :  DO you ~nd- LC question. 

L i 
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r r l ~ .  -r;ac; rrom me mtormation we've displayed 
-e, the return would come - of course, we have a one-ye; 
nning year in our COBRAS that the Air Force did not. But . 
return would come in 2001, one year after the 

plementation 
COMMISS r ONER STEELE: SO it's five yFrs plus, then 

: one year. and that's when your return on mvestment 
:us; Correct? 

MS. REESE: That's correct. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okav. Thank vou. And thal 

same way that the DOD - the  COB^ numbers.we got from 
DOD are? 

MS. REESE: Right. 
COMMISSIONER-~~OX: The closure year plus whatever 

return on investment is? 
MS. REESE: Right, using the same discount rates 

I the same assum tions there. 
COMMISSIO&R COX: Right. And I want to talk about 

:out rates later, but let's o ahead. 
COMMISSIONER &G: Ms. R-? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
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MS. REESE: Yes, sir? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: I just want to be sure tha 

re understanding the same thing. *We - the staff-- went 
k to the Air Force and asked them to do these nrns that 
re lookmg at up here, to give us their cost to close, 
in s and so forth. 
%is. REESE: n a t ' s  ~ r m t .  
COMMISSIONER KLING: So these figures that you're 

~g were after we asked the Air Force to run these numbel 
us? 

MS. REESE: The chart on the right displays the 
BRks that the Air Force re 

COMMISSIONER KLYNF~~~~. 
MS. REESE: We took - 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: The chart on the left, Ms. Reese. 
MS. REESE: I'm sorry. Yes. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: The chart on the left. 
MS. REESE: The chart on the left, that's correct. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We did ask them, that's their 

res. 
MS. REESE: Right, those are their figures. We 

: a COBRA expert on the staff who took those COBRAS and 
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ly changed assumptions - took the very same COB& and 
ly made assumptions changes - and the results are on the 
t. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: And you are now in the p r o w  
2 i n ~  throu h what those assumptions were. 
MS. R E ~ S E :  Right. I've reviewed those 

tions, that's co&ct. TOMMISSIONER KUNG: okn~. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Let me mdce sure I understand - 

jse we talked about the assumptions and the personnel and 
-- where it is the MILCON costs, for exam le - did we 
5 assumptions on that, where they sad. d ' r e  going to 
to build a C-5 hangar at T i e r "  or "We're going to have 
d d  or re lace a nuclear reactor at McClellan"? What 
mptions &d we use? Did we use theirs? Did we second 
s those? 

MS. REESE: We did not change any of the 
n tions, any of the MILCON costs built into the Air Force :L 

COMMISSIONER COX: So whatever they said they would 
to do to move that work, and whatever cost they said 

was, we took it? 

2 COMMISSIONER COX: So for example, the C-5 hinga; 
3 which has been a big issue at ~ z f l ~  - 
4 MS. REESE: Yes. The Air Force assumpdons of a 
5 $52 million cost to replicate the C-5 han ar at another Air 
6 Force Base was both m the Air Force an% our COBRA run 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Ohy. And that's true on cveq 
8 MII..CON? 
9 MS. REESE: That's true on every MILCON. 
0 COMMISSIONER COX: Are there assumptiom - b's 
1 say the nuclear facthty at McClellan - where they said it 
2 would be really expensive to moye it and we said, 'Oh. we'? 
3 not gomg to, or d ~ d ,  every t~me they say they were gem . 

5 
P 4 move something and pay for ~ t ,  we took that same assumppas. 

MS. REESE: We took all of the MILCON assumpticnz. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Everything? 
7 MS. REESE: The only assumptions that we've 
8 changed, I've highlighted on a line-by-line basis for you. 
9 We've changed no other assumptions.than those I've given you 
0 a specific llst for in the last two sl!des. 
1 COMMISSIONER COX: Smce we only chmged the 
2 savings assumptions, we didn't change the costs? 

1 MS. REESE: We affected one-time costs 
2 The aqua1 savings were impacted because the 

4 c q n ~ r v a t ~ v e  - m the phasing o k those position 
3 the pos~tions eli.mated we thou ht reasonable - in f ~ t ,  

5 elirrmiat~ons. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Essentially, there are a lot . 
7 - not a lot - there are several assumptions that you aU 
0 changed, but the biggest dollar assumption was tb: poYitim 
9 elimnated? 
3 MS. REESE: That's correct. 
1 COMMISSIONER COX: That was the largest? 
2 MS. REESE: That's correct. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed, Ms. Reesz. 
t COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. While wc'n om tbat 
5 since we're on ~t an the - 
i C H A I R M A N ~ ~ ~ N :  Commissioner Cox. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: - the assu tiam tb;t the 
I Defense Department used in all of (heir ~ 0 %  md in tk 

recommmdations, and the assumptions that we b e  psed, 
assume a 2.75 rcent discount rite; is that corred! 

I MS. R E ~ E :  That's right. 
! COMMISSIONER COX: And what is that d k w n t  &? 
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Where do we et that? Where do they get that? 

MS. RE~SE: Where do the get that? 
COMMISSIONER COX: de didn't g~ it- We 

theirs. 
MS. REESE: That's right. And that was i the time 

the base closure preparation rocess began, that mas the 
I accepted discount rate and I t&, for consisteocv. tbe 

decisiori was that that would remain the figure uszd 
throughout. We did not change that figure in our COBRAa 

COMMISSIONER COX: Right. Othenvisc, ue &': 
be able to corn are it to the origmal Defense numbzrs, 

MS. R E ~ S E :  Correct 
COMMISSIONER COX: However, as I d e r s a n d r  

shortly thereafter, that assumption changed, as f% as tbe 
government -- 

MS. REESE: I guess there was an update. 
COMMISSIONEKCOX: - assumption bn  wtut the 

of money is, and most people would say a 2.75 perccd cost of 
money 1s really low. And that assumption chanpi, as I 

0 understand it, and GAO also looked at this and r & m d  
1 that a more reasonable assumption on the cost of rnorxy wCPM 
a be 4.85 percent; is that correct? 
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\/IISSIONE R COX: And my undcntanding - and tht 
;o much difference in some thin s and a lot of 
n those - it could make a lot o k difference, 
where you have a high one-time cost, because 
money is important; and so, even though I k o v  
: 2.75 for a good reason, we can't compare it by 
other number. 
you all able to run both their numbers and our 
this usin the GAO - 

~ E E ~ E :  $L 
MISSIONE~ COX: - presumption of a 4.85 
wonder if vou could iust tell us what did to the 
 vestment?^ 
XEESE: Yes. We have a slide that will show 
krence. T h e  net present value chang&sliphtly. 
on mvestmcnt for those things that pa ba& late) 
zhtlv for those things that have an earzer return - 
kt,-cost o f  mone - 
MISSIONER c&: Doesn't change that much? 
a E S E :  - doesn't change that much, exactly. 
RMAN DIXON: Have you concluded, Cornmissione 

MISSIONER COX: Well, I just wanted to checl 
're sa ing is, even though you would show less 
vious6, over a 20-year penod, still on Kelly and 
the return on investment here, you would still - 
EESE: Is the same. 
klISSIONER COX: - make back your money, even z 
:nt discount rate? 
EESE: Yes, ma'am, that's correct. 
: M A N  DIXON: You ma proceed, Ms. Reese. 
MISSIONER COX: 'Thad  you. 
UEESE: Thank you Chairman. 
hing gears from C O ~ R A  results, this slide 
{orkload would be distriiuted with a closure of two 
: have fr uently been asked if workload can be 
ted w i t h x e  closure of two Air Force de ts 
:hart shows the distribution of core w o g a d  
g de ts. The basis of this distribution is the 
s e  Executive Gmup meeting minutes and 
terials, and the Joint Cross-Service data. 
UF Force's study of tential depot closure 
llstmg of appropna~workload movmg from 

Page 81 
md Kelly to  other depots. We can list the t pes 

h B a commodity-b commodity grouping, an the 
hours. We can 'st it in great detad, m other 
)u wlsh to see it. 
we also examined this Air Force distribution 

AISSIONER STEELE: Okay. So the bottom line on 
1 h o w  there's excess capacity, but we all know 
lot capacity. You have to look at what it is and 
1 the &me-with core. 
EESE: Right. 
AISSIONER STEELE: We ail know there's more 
n there's core workload, but core is not core; 

T of core. This simple-looking chart, 
a eve1 of detail to the item, based on DOD data. 
ou're tellin4 us- today? 

&ESE: That s nght. This chkt reflects a 

1 U L J L . L V U I I V I I  U1 WU1 n "6. a r v l r & l & l U U l & J - U J - W l . r $ . . V U l % J  Uu\dl*, U A U  

2 the commodities o down to a reat level of detail. 
3 COMM ISS~ONER STERE: Okay. 
4 MS. REiESE: So you know, when you look at it on a 
5 commodity-by-commodity basis, you're really loolun at the 
6 capability of a de t to perform a certalp type of wor!, r 
7 capability to A a certam commodity group. 
8 COMM/&IONER STEELE: Okay .  And it aloo docs not 
9 take into account any other depot capacity throughout the 

I 0 Department? 
1 MS. REESE: That's correct. 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: This is 'ust Air Force? 
! 3 MS. REESE: That's precisely right. b u s  is all 
4 within the Air Force, es. 
5  COMMISSION&^ STEEEE: Thank ou 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And did you ri avd a question. 
7 Commissioner Robles? 
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, I do, .I jusf wondered, 
9 now since ths  is cqre workload by defimtion, is h s  the 
.o stuff we want, to do m-house? There has been a coqscious 
.I co orate declsion that that is workload to be done m-house 
.2 rig T t? 
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I MS. REESE: That's ri ht. 
2 COMMlSSlONER R o B A :  So  another y 
3 this, the spin I put on this ball 
4 the decision to close two of those Air 
5 amount of capacity that's left, your 
6 work in wartime - and please, I 
7 one-shi ft, two-shift, because you 
8 base of anal sis. 
9 But, ?' or normal peacetime operations, the amount 
o that's between the top of the yellow aqd tpe top of whatever 
1 that chartrev color is or whatever it is, !s the excess 
2 capacity left m the entire Umted States Au Force. 
3 MS. REESE: That's the unused - 
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And could ou kind o f  tell mc J S what that is? If you pok that little iece that little 
a piece and that little plece, how mucl apacity are we talking 
7 about? 
8 MS. REESE: Oka Just a minute. 

MR. OWSLEY: &le she's looking for that number, 
3 Cornmissjoner,.I would like to point out that this is a 
I sm le-shft basis and, m the recent desert ? A c t ,  each 
2 of ib e ALCs was called on to do special thmgs, and they did 
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I it b either puttin on a full second shift or one half a 
! shin: and were ab f e to meet all of the surge requirements 
I with no problem. They all discussed that with us on our 
I visits. 
I COMMlSSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Omlcy, in all defcrcncc, 
i I understand that. But the fact of the matter 1s that, 

12 There's a lot of things ou could do under 
13 extraord. ~ircumstances ?or a limited amount of .time. 
14 But we9re%.about day-to+aypeacetlme operatlo*, 
15 which is, hopefi y, the majonty o the work we're tallung 

l i  -by-commodity basis, and have confmed that a r oad fits on a single shift within the capacity 
the remaining three de ts. 
MISSIONER S T E E L ~ ~ M S .  R-? 
EESE: Yes. 
RMAN DMON: Commissioner Steele. 

16 about here. - 

17 MS. REESE: The capacity would 32 million hours; 
18 the core work. of course. remains at 27 mtllion hours. And 

C 
7 during World War II, we put women in hard hats in factories, 
8 and wartime, which Desert Storm was, js a whole different 
9 issue. Yes, you could. But, for analysis purposes, you want 

10 to put this on a level playmg field, and that's why you use 
11 one shift. 

rcent utilization so, in other words -- 
20 ROBLES: So  what you're tellin me is, 
21 if you close two depots, you leave the Umted States 
22 Force 15 percent excess capacity? 

L 
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LUMM~SS~ONER ROBLES: I want to make sure we 
:member that, because 1.11 talk about that later on. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: And I will robably add to 
lat, that reasonable people could disagree %at one shift 
lould be the maximum that you look at for capacity on this 
sue. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 

A a l j G  o' 

3ard of directors will leave ou alone? 
COMMISSIONER ~ 0 % :  Yes.  bat*^ for sun. 
MR. OWSLEY: The thing that I would like to point 

~ t ,  that's pointed out by General Curtis, is that these 
gures do not contain the ability to do an-planes. Outside 
r spaces and certain logistics Eenters, such as San Antonio 
rarner Robms, do quite a bit of airplane work outside. 
ecause of the - - 

COMMISSIONER COX: Outside, meaning on the 

On ramps, tarmacs, and that. Because, 
: the very nature of that, the services did not try to 
lpture that when they reported depot capacity, so you have 
I remember all the time that this excludes ai lane capacity 
1 pmps and that, but it does include all the fP ack shops - 
atln machine sho - that su rt the ai lane. 

~OMMISSIO&R STEEB ~ n d ,  $. R-, d m  0 
m ' t  - 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: - does or doesn't i t  include 

ficiencies of co-locating work? 
MS. REESE: No. Ths u simply taking the core 
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ork that is distributed throughout five depots currently and 
king the same number of hours, and puttmg them on a 
mmodity-bycommodity basis within three depots. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: So even though the workload 
~ u l d  pick up on any of these categories, it says 1t.would 
st plug alon at the exact same rate even though ~t would S : co-located. 

MS. REESE: That's correct. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, but let me make sure I 

tderstand that. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I understand efficiencies, 

~t you didn't factor inefficiencies, either. 
MS. REESE: No, sir, because - 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Because sometimes, when 

~u're mixkg a ples and oranges and peaches and pears, you 
ve some mef f f  clencies there. 

And the second thing, 85 rcent capacity, I think, 
;t time I checked, is optmal. Tou  never want to squeeze 
ything down to much more.than 85 percent capacity, because 
lu take mto account nothmg for work stoppages, overhead 

.- - . r. ...."" -u. " L  \M. 

2 And my central quation on this i s ,  did you loo& at. . 
3 the critical path? The questlon IS, you cap move ail this 
4 stuff and dense ack it m sometbg ,  but u there a critical r 
J - d o a  your an3ysis for that 15 percent capacity look at a * - 
6 criticalTgath? 
7 ere are certain things. You may have all tbz 
8 ramp *ace in the world., a d  you may $ave all the bangtr 
9 space m the world but, if you do a c n t d  path anal_vss, 
o everything has to go through thls back shop operaticm, and-I 
1 assume that none of that cou!d be done, because we're tabrig 
2 about a very corn lex analysts. 
3 MR. OWSPEY: Commissioner, ex- me. ~h .+ir 
4 Force did not have time to do that, nor did any of tb otba 
5 services, nor dld we. 
6 The only one we did look at is we t r i 4  to see whac 
7 would ha pen with the C-5, because it did, m some ways, 
8 relate to %e B-52 transfer that the ALCs experiwced n 
9 number of years back, and that was the only lace. But cbat 
0 is not a crit~cnl path analysis. That would d e  a - - 
.I deal of time. 
.2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So this is reall! a gross 

- 
1 macro-analysis? 
2 MR. OWSLEY: Yes. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further qu&ru af 
4 Mr. Owsle or Ms. Reese on this graph? 
5 C o ~ L w o N m  COX: 1.m row. TO ocr back u 
6 question - - 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: - realizin you didn't + a 
9 critical path, did we, though, look at igc mmmodtba? 
0 When we say you could move - Y' ' Z v e  this czpritr a 
1 Tinker or R o b m  or Hill if you c osed McClellan and m y ,  
2 it wasn't in overall man hours, it was a "Move this t o t .  ; 
3 it was a settin out as the DOD would have done - &d - in; 
4 their own C O ~ R A ?  
5 MR. OWSLEY: Most of this is from DOD. Fim of 
5 all, they gave it to us in their COBRAS. I 
7 Secondly, most of their COBRAS were Lgsed m a 
B study called the AFWC-21 Study, which was done over a h g  , 

wriod of time. which did. in fact take commodihr-bv- 
1 $mmodity e n g i k  stud , C-5 study fbr rnpving the C-5 fi& SPn , 
I Antonio to Tdcer. I: was done by Au Force-expm xn dul 
2 business, and we used their scheduling and thrngs to do thrt 
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I So this isn't like the Air Force has not looked at 
! consolidating depots before. The have done it many tims 
I and the MMC-21 Stud was s a  up i r  how would rue 1wk ia ibc 
I future, and we uwd &at a great deal, as did the Air F- 
i r e p o r t  it in their COB&, that this data is from the AFMC-21. 
i Study. 
t CHAIRMAN DIXON: You may d, Mr Ra=se. 

MS. REESE: n~baok ou. m s  c&rr is an &-of 1 the cost advantage of consoldating maintenance wak- T*. 
have averaged the labor hour rate of two Air Force ! 

that do engme work and we show here that the c o ~ d d a a o n  
. of en me work reduces hourly overhead r;~te such W + . 5 is a $ 3 million annual savings. The savm s is s u h t r a l ,  
. but i tk not addressed or recognized by the EOBRAX 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ms. R w ,  I'm s o q ,  a <nick 
question. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steelz. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Because there a a tot of 

questions on Kelly, and I want to make sure I have '& MI 
picture here. 

Kelly I believe, is the designated ca te r  of 
excellence for engines or whatever? What's the tern I wgh! 
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'ZESE: Technical repair center. 
dISSIONER STEELE: Technical repair center for 
I you would assume the expertise 1s there. We're 
;es here, and averages make me nervous, because 
)n specifics. 
ines came to Kelly, .versus if engines went to 
3, is there a dramatic change m the savmgs or 

IISSIONER STEELE: I think there's a change in 
b u t  $3 million, based on the labor hour cost. 
is slightly higher, and so there is somewhat of 

4ISSlONER STEELE: Okay. But the savings arc 
;olidation; that is the main driver here? 
IWSLEY: We should.point out that we did 
n each of the commmties, on engmes - because 
: two instances where you can compate somethkg 
, and all this busmess that we're mto here 1s 
usiness even thou h the en ines are different at 
- the bath furnisfd us  wi% their figures and B d to o is meld them together. 
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n't make a great deal of difference, but we 
show one and the other. We tried to meld them 
how that there is s!gnificant savip s b 
a ~ t h o u t  efficiencies being c o n s ~ f  red. 
:am, this stud was done, and the AFMC-21 
aid Kelly courd do all of the engines in the $r 
t Tinker could do all of the engmes in the h r  

XISSIONER STEELE: Let me just ask one more 
il, please. The director of financ~al em Kelly Air Force Base rovided us a jet engine 
cblllty memorandum, an c f  he says: 
both Tinker and Kelly have four large 
t cells the equipment for each center was built 
manufacturers. Neither lace can test all Air 
s. However, with modiEcations, additional 

uipment, and substantial taxpa er "% si er depot could accommodate t ie requirement. 
we're within the same commodity, but we have , 

es of machines we're talkin about here. I'd 
ddress both the cost to mod?fy, test cells one 
:her, if you could please, and what percentage of 

1 that and, really, l t  one looks at the total cost or englne 
2 work and that, the adapters are not the large b g :  
3 There would also be, if you recall m your v~sits, 
4 the test engines differently at the two laces. Bas~caily, 
5 t d er hangs them on an overhead stan8 San Antonio has 
6 u ward stands. So there would either have to be an 
7 agptation made to the overheads or you would have to 
8 transport the Tinker stands for their engines - I mean Kelly 
9 - if you moved them to Tinker. 

10 Thiswaq all taken into consideration in the Air 
11 Force stud~es. It was in utted in their COBRAS. As recent1 
12 as esterday I talked to dtr  Force headquarters about this K 13 an they sad  the numbers which they had given us in their 
14 COBRA for MILCON a n  correct for a moyemcnt of this nature. 
15 And we used -- if you recall earher test~mony - we used the 
16 Air Force MILCON in these assumptions. We d~dn't txy to go 
17 up or down on it. 
I 8  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 
19 COMMlSSIONER ROBLES: Ms. Rccse, I apologize for 
20 the never-endrng briefing, but, a s  you can see, some of the 
21 things we're drawmg out here are going to be central to our 
22 later discussion. 
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I Let make sure I heard you correct1 . You told me 
2 that eon work, when you closed two anJcaarolidated three, 
3 there's about 15 rcent excess ca acit left for core work. 
4 But, in the worl k of engines, if I l!arJyou right, Kelly has 
S 7 mllion hours worth of capacity. 
6 MS. REESE: That's ri ht. 
7 COMMISSIONER RO~LES:  Tinker has 5. 
8 MS. REESE: That's ri ht. 
9 COMMISSIONER R O B L k :  There's about Z I R  that's 

10 done in total workload, and that is a projected workload for 
i1 forever? 
12 MS. REESE: No. It's a workload for FY '99. 
13 COMM.ISSIONER ROBLES: And how much engioe workload, 
14 if any, is ban done at Tinker right now? 
5 MS. R E ~ S E :  There's about 2-10 million hours - 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So if you took the 2-112 
7 that's being done at Kell and the 2-112 that's being done at 
8 Tinker, you ma, out ~ d s r ' s  capability. So you're.at 100 
9 percent of ca aci on en ine work; is that o o m t ?  
:o MS. ~ E S Z :  The Binker commander indicated that he 
.1 has the capacity to do 5.1 milllon hours - 
2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: S o  he  has -1 million hours 
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that at Kell ALC? 1 worth of excess capacity or is there something I'm missmg 
EESE: &at rceotage of workload? 
IISSIONER S%ELE: Ys MR. OWSLEY: May I correct that, please? At the 

presentation, it was 5.7 million hours that Tinker is 
do. not 5 million hours. 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 

; of capacity and Tinker has about 5 million 1~12 for engine work. So the statement that's 
n at memo that you've just read, the statement 
I would fit either lace? 
~ISSIONER STE~LE: Correct. 
EESE: That is a correct statement. The 
hers that were provided to us assumed that there 
~ry construction required and no siyficant 
lvement wsts required. There wou d be a cost to 
la be Jim ~ w s l e y  could s m  to, in terms o f ~ l c  
:I&. 
YSLEY: You know, this was something we talked 
landers and, if you remember, when you were at 
hey did say there was a study that had been 
r moving to either direction on the engines. 
be adapters and cell modifications m r p  of 

6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. What do you say h is, 
7 then? If you combine the two en ine workloads, how much 
8 excess capacity to  do engine worf will be left in the Urnred 
9 States Air Force? 

10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: On a single shift. 
11 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: On a single shift. And wc'rc 
12 not goin to et into this other shift till later. 
13 ~k O~SI.,EY: It's about 10 p e m t ,  Commissioners. 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: 10 percent S o  ou now take 
1s 15 percent overall excess capacity and you now H v e  10 
16 percent on engme work. And yes, there are various 
17 permutations and combinations of that number, but I'mjust 
18 trying to stick to a constant thread here. 
19 MR. OWSLEY: Commissioner, I would like to point 
20 out to you that this is only talkin about the U.S. Air 
21 Forcc. If you had followed the &oss-service Team's 

. but then would be no major MILCON involved in 22 recommendation, there would have been work going to 



- 
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So there was a l&k to move en ines around to other 
places than just between the two Air fi orce depots, so there 
would be an  ability, if needed, to do some of these things al 
other places. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And any notion about how much 
zapacity there we're talking about? 

MR. OWSLEY: I'm not prepared to - 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I m just interested in where 

:Ise they do F-100 engines and how much is done in the - 
xivate --tor. 

MR. OWSLEY: We would - I'm s a y .  I can't ive 
,ou that capaaty that's remauung in the Umted States. (i 
lo b o w  that the Air Foqx  looked. There are certain engin, 
!t.Tmker and certain en mes at Kelly that could be done 
airly easily at ~aclcsonv%e, but Jacltsanville does not 
=gin to have the capacity that either Kelly or Tinker has. - 

And then t h e 6  wai some classes of& ines that the 
3oss-Service Group - which included the h Force and thth 
4av in that - looked at that could done at Cheny Point, 
nd f do not have those details here w t h  us today. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You may proceed now, Ms. ~ & e .  
COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. 
CHAlRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: On that workload, basically 5 

$lion - between the two current workloads, Tinker and 
.ell that's about 5 milhon man hours. Is that all core 
lor&oad toda or are we doing some n o n a r e  in the depots 

MS. RE~SE:  The Air Force reported that that's 
~ e i r  core work. 

COMMISSIONER COX: That's all core workload. And 
hat is the rojcction? You mentioned in 1999 the number was 
ifferent, %at we weren't necessarily going to be domg 
hatever we're doing today in 1999. Do we have a way to look 
a prpjection over the ye-? Is it likely to o up. Are .B e gomg to have more engmes, less engmes. Do we have tc 

> more work because we re using them more often? 
MR. OWSLEY: Excuse me. It is likely that there 

ill be less engine hours, because, as both Air Force centers 
Id us, the hours in between maintenance are gokg  down, a 
e hours between are increasing, because the engme 
anufacturers have become more reliable in the engines that 
ey're now putting out. 

P a i e  9s 
I would also like to say that, you know.. on core. 

: don't want to discredit it, because we use it a lot and 
to work with it, but at Kelly, for instance, the 're 

kg ,  you know, a fair number of ship engines d a t  are not 
re.to the Air Force, and the Navy does have, both in Navy 
xlit~es and private facilities, abillty to do that, but 
:y sent them to Kelly because they got a better price doing 
xe engines at Kelly. So there is some flexibility in 
re, albeit we don't have it defined here today. 

COMMISSIONER COX: But we're projectmg the same 
re on out into the future? 

MS. REESE: The core figures were reported for FY 
). 

COMMISSIONER COX: And they are the same, I'm 
ry , as this ear for example? 

MS. ~ S C :  The core in '99 - I haven't looked at 
s year. I believe that the core work will be reduced from 
N to '99. I @ow that the services are goin through a 
ress of loolung at the Roles and Missions bmmission 
port that recommends that all of the depot work be 
vatized, and I know that the Air Force s initial position 
hat, just to get to core, they'd have to put about 20 

i u ~ c y  it: uom n nt now. 
3 MR. &!!LEY: Current workload is about 4.4 millia 
4 hours. 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: So the 5 million in 'W is 
6 actually an increase on the current? 
7 MS. REESE:. No, that's a more precise figure. I'm 
a sorry. I was speakm m round numbers. 
9 CHAIRMAN 81x0~: Are there fvrther question2 
o COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes. 
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
2 COMMISSIONER IUJNG: Just a comment. It u 6ir  to 
3 sa like the Roles Comrmssion did sa the rivate sector is 
4 st& out there, available to d o  an awfuliot, i fwe  get 
5 caught into d, ri ht? Is that a fair statement? 
6 MR. OWS~EY:  That's correct. I'd like to j~ 
7 point one more thing out very quickly. I talked at length 
8 to both of these centers, &use the engines is a v e q  
9 important thin to a n y w y  that wants to et in the rur. 
o Most of & e work m %e Air Force 8 epots is tuning 
1 out now, is moving over to Intermediate maintenance as 
2 opposed to depot maintenance, and they expect that tmd ro 
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1 even increase in the out years, and what that essentidy 
2 means is that the nature of an eng-me overhaul becorns 1- 
3 today because they find preventative maintenance is much 
4 better than waiting until you blow a hole in an engine and it 
5 becomes a ma'or overhaul repair. 
6 So they have to have less com licated equipment in 
7 total, but they have to have more o the equipment, tucuse 
8 there are more en mes. 

P 
3 CHAIRMA DIXON: Commissioner Cox 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: More nu.rnbers here. -lomjust 
1 registering what ou just sad.  4.4 mllion is the propded 

> 
? 2 workload for '99. 

MS. REESE: F Y  '99. Yes. 
$ COMMISSIONER COX: And 5.7 d o n  is the e? 
) COMMISSIONER ROBLES: The cprnrnander of Tb& 
i indicated that his capacity was 5.7 m l l ~ o n  hours for mgmz 
7 work. 
1 COMMISSIONER COX: So that's more than a 10 

e x c r s  ca acit ? I thou ht we were talking about 5 md 5-?? , 
1 MZ O ~ L E Y :  K can tell you at b s  point, ~ * m  nor 
I sure I can mult~pl . 
! CHAIRMA~DIXON: Well. try to answer the qusrdon 

-.- 
F%qe 2 0 2 1  

that the Commissioner Cox is asking. This is verv smous , 
business. Let's roc&. ~ommiss;bner Cox. ' 

COMMISS /' ONER COX: It would be over a 20 p".ynr 
excess ca acit - MZ BJ'RDEN: It's 29.5 

COMMISSIONER COX: 'There we go. Thank y- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: All ri ht. 
MR. OWSLEY: ~ h d  vou. 5en. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: A& the& any further qu-ns' 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, just one quick ew;a;oe 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles I 

COhlMlSSIONER ROBLES: You said that the conrmanrja 
of Tinker said that? 

MS. REESE: Yes, when asked - 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: In all deference to 

commanders at depots, I understand what they get pad to do. 
What does the Un~ted States Air Force say? 

MS. REESE: 5.1 million hours capacity. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Let's nor get 

mesmrriz@ by what a depot commander sa s. Remembc. rhcy'n 
in the business of doing workload. And: having brm w e  for 
most of my adult life, commanders have a sense in k i r  
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I a&b - 
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All commissioncrs feel prcparcd Lo 
2 o f o ~ r d  Lhcn. Is Lhcrc any commissioner has any commcnt 
3 galore we beg~n? 

4 (No response.) 
5 CHAIR)rl@ DIXON:. With that, wc are rcady to bcgin 
6 and-the c o m s s r o n  staff.d~rector, Mr. David Lyles, wrll 
7 beg~n  the Navy resentatron. 

David L I&. 8 
9 MR. LXES: Good morning, Mr. Chairman. We arc 

10 readv to start w~th the Navy presentation and Alex Yellin, 
I I the fiav team chief, w1l1 begin. 
12 M R . YELLIN: Good mornin , Mr Chairman. I would 
13 like to besin by discussing our d v y  facilities in Guam and 
14 Eric LindLenbaum will present the sb f f  findings. 
IS LIEUTENANT COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: Good morning, 
16 Chairman. The key 10 understanding thc Guam rccommcndations 
17 is understanding whcre [tic rnilita sca lin command, or MSC 
1 8  vessels, need to be home ports The MSC shi s where the) 
19 00, so goes the Shi Repair Facility. the Flee1 %dustrial 
20 Supply Center, the\elicopter squadron, AC-5, and the 
? I  rnajonty of the support personnel which make up Kaval 
22 Activities Guam. 

2 II;IU a vcr  ruuuc~lvr. uay y r a w r u a y .  rrr. c u r ~ r ~ u c ~ ~ u  P I I U  ~ C L C Y  

6 on all o/tKe recommendations in the cross service and Alr 
7 Force areas. Out of a total of 174 base closure and 
8 r e n l i  nment rccornmcndations before the commission, wc actd 
9 on E6 of them yesterday, o r  airnost 40 percent. 

10 Today we will be ~n with the Nav and then proceed 
I I to the Army and the de f ense age"cies. 111 of the commission 
I2 staff were sworn rn at the beglnnmg of our dellberations 
13 yesterday. 
14 NOW, a!] the commissioners are here. Some are 
15 coming in a Ilttle bit more.slowly than others, but let me 
16 say to m fellow c o ~ n m s s ~ o n e r s  it is the vlew of the chair we Z 17 can finis today. I intend to press for that with very short 
18 breaks and a short .lunch to achieve closure today In the real 
19 sense of the comnnss~on's closure. 
20 Is there any commissioner had any objection to 
21 trying to achreve the end of this process today? 
22 (No response.) 
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I Shiftin deployment patterns in the western Pacific 
2 have great, fessened the requirement to maintain a fully 
3 functioning 6 a v a ~  base on Guam. ~ h c y  havc also IcsscnuI the 
4 rec uirement to home port the military sea l i f t  command. or 
5 h l & ~  vessels in Guam. T h i n ,  in no way, lessen: the rtratepir 
6 value of Guam. The military, i n  fact, will cont~nue lo have 
7 a substantial presence on Guam i f  all the recommendations a: 
8 they presently are written are accepted. In  fact, there w ~ l l  
9 be ovcr 7.000 active duty rnilitsry pcople rcrnaining on Guam. 
0 To start, off with Faval Activities Guam, the 
1 recornmendatlon I will briefly summarize, is to realign fiaval 
2 Aclivitres Guam, relocate all ammunition and su port 
3 personnel and vessels to Naval Magazine ~ualuarei.  Hawaii; 
4 reloc:~te all combat logistics force sni s and associated 
5 personnel to Kavai Support Pearl ~ a r t o r ;  and, relocate the 
6 mii~tary  sw l i f t  command crsonnci and Dic o Garcia s u y r .  
7 functions also.to Naval Station Pearl ~ a r % o r ;  J i s ~ l a  11sh 
E the Naval Pacific Meteorolog and Oceanographic Center 
3 WESTPAC. cxccpt for movin 1 i' c typhoon warning ccntcr, wt?ich 
1 relocales to Naval Psclfic h$eteorolory and Oceanooraphrc 
I Center Pearl Harbor; disestablish ~ f h a t  Training Grou and 
! all other Department of Defense Activities present on Zuam 
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As you crtn see from the figures and the  COBRA 
is un there.  this IS a verv lar re  savlncs for the N ~ v y ,  
Icn brnbincb with lhc fou; o l h e  Guam kornmcnda!iops, 
:utes a net present valt!e savin s o f  over $1 .S5 b~l i ron 
l e  life cyc le  and a savlngs of  f 133.1 mr Illon per year 
s. . : 

Mr. Chairman, now I wou!d like to turn to the 
unless y o u  have any ques t~ons  on the figures for the 
COBRA analysis. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please do, Commander. -. 

LIELITENANT.COMMANDER LINDEN.BAUM: Thank y c ~ .  sir. 
rst p a n t  again deals w ~ t h  the s h ~ f t l n g  deployment 
is in the  western Pactfic and the relocallon of  the 
y sea lift command ships. It is ce r t a~n jy  not meant 
original language of  the recommendat~on that the h4St 

~ n d  the assocrated support should forever be  moved to 
i; on the  contrary, just by the fact that deployment 
is are  shift ing shows that needs change over tlme. 
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This is why alternate language has been addressed 
Nnvy Gu~rnnnian officials and opcntional commnndcrs. 
Itemate langua e would remove all references to a 

B 5 in location an would leave the recelvlng s ~ t e  up to 
p ementation ppcess .  This  has been agreed upon in 
~ l e  by all sides involved. 
The next p m t  I would like to elaborate o n  relates 
weather center on Guam. Originally,.~t a peared that 
had said there was n o  excess capacity in t i' . e weather 
category. The on-scene commander, durlng h ~ s  

;sive presentation during the base vrstt, stressed the 
~ o n a l  importance of  the weather center there on G j ~ a m .  
U on questioning, the Navy showed excess capaclty 
a!owd the  weather center on Guam to be closed was 

d b the Guam recommendation itself. T h e  Nav also 
d t b at through a phas+ ippleme.ntation plan a n J t h e  
)n of satellite retransmlsslon e ur ment which -- and 
pi ment i s  included in the CO\$A analysis -- that 
x i  fi be n o  operational impact by the c l o s ~ n g  of  the 
zr center o n  Guam. 
Next I would  l k e  to comment on the Naval magazine 
In G u ~ m .  It was requested by several - 
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MR. YELLIN: Put up  A-4, please. Excuse me. 
LIEUTENANT COhiMANDER LINDENBAUM: II  was rcqucstcd 
era1 members of the Guam legislation that the Navai 
ine o n  Guam be closed o r  consoiidated. We sent this 
is and th i s  uest -- excuse me, we sent the r q u e s t  
I the Navy  7 to ook at and thev conducted an analysis. 
The first scenario they l o o k d  at uealt with 
g the magazine outright and moving it up to Anniston 
m e  Base, which is on the northern end of the island. 
~ o u l d  c o m e  at a cost of $355 million and would 
itate taking all ammunition when it is brought to the 
and then when it is taken off the island through 
own A g a m  on trucks. This alone is a safety rlsk that 
ivy felt was not doable. 
To get rid of this srrfety,risk they decided they 
h ~ v e  to build pier f a c ~ l ~ i i e s  at the northeni end of 

and. T o  d o  thrs i t  would cost $1.22 billion to create 
:;lilies at the northern end, which would mean you 
no: have to drive tne ammunilion through dountown 

Both of these alternatives, the Navy, felt and our  
staff agreed with, were not econom~cal and not feasible 

/ 5 facilities. Present1 there a re  over  3,600 acres of Navy 
1 6 p r n ~ r t y  on thc GL J P '94 prnccss. And just to cmpharizc. thc 
7 GL P p?cr:ss is outcidc -, p ~ c c n t l y  outsldc t h c  Basc Closurc 
8 and Reall nment C o m m l s s ~ o n  process. 
9 11 afi GLUP propertres a re  accepted for closure. 

10 thcn thc DO? footprint on Guam will bc d u c c d  from rcalcr 
I I than one  t h ~ r d  to Icss than one  quarter. T h c  GLUF rnccss l 12 also serves lo underscore the working r e l a t ~ o n s h ~ p  I e 
13 rnjlitnry has wilh tl!c govcmrncnt of Gunm and, hopc[t~lly, [)!is 
14 w ~ l l  form Ilic hasis o f  a successful economlc r ev~ ta l l za t~on  
I 5 process because, e a s ~ l y ,  the greatest concern of  hoth the 
16 communlty and the covernment o f  Guam IS over re-use o f  an 
17 excess facilities a n d h  lands. 
I 8 T l ~ e  RNA staff feels the position of-the D O D  and the 
19 correct position is  represented i n  a letter from.Assistant 
20 Secretary of  the Navy, Secretary P e n  , of  w h ~ c h  you have a 
21 cony at each of s o u r  daces .  I w o u l d  7 ike to quote o n e  
22 p & r a p h  fromihat.  ' 

14 the recommen&ttio6. 
I5 Mr. Cha~rman,  are  there any further questions on 
16 Navai Activities Guam? 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, let m e  ask you this 
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1 " I t  is our  objective to convey through long-term 
2 leases, outright transfers o r  any other mutually ~ l g r w h l e  
3 arrangement, as much ? i t h e  land and fac l l i t ies?~ possible 
4 from the affected a c t ~ v r t ~ e s  on Guam so as 10 stirnulate local 
5 economic rowth." 
6 ~ i n a f i ~ ,  on the Navy ~ c t i ; i t i u  issues, the 
7 community and thc govcrnrnent of Guam have askcd for a two- 
8 ycar dclay in the implcrncn~tion of any rccommcndation which 
9 would delete o r  r e d i p  any brllet of f  o f  Guam. Th!s 

10 recommendation was  passed to the Navy for ~ n a l y s ~ s  and the 
1 I Navy has atculatecl i t  wlll cost ove r  S242.million !o delay 
12 the ~mplementa t~on  o f  the sawn s o n  Guam. This IS not 
13 cons~stent  w t h  the coals of the t R A C  process, this part of  

IS question, Conmnndcr Lindcnbaum, becausc I bclicvc that  lllcrc 
19 will be some different actions contemplated here. 1 have 
LO heard e v e r v t h i n ~  you have said. Now,  are  you s a ~ i n g  that 
!I t h ~ s  letter from tne Navy contemplates what the h a v y  feels i! 
!2 appropriate with mpec t  to Guam outsidc Ihc rccornrncndations 

1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I I 
I 
I I 
I '  , . .  
20 LIEVTENAKT COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: I unill bc gelling 
? I  to each of  the -- those fall under four other separate 
22 recornrnendal:ions. 
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I ~lre.ad given us bv the Departmen! o f  Defense and that w e  
2 s h o u d m a k e  no other accommodations because of cost? 
3 LIEUTEh'AhT COhlh3ANDER LINDENBAUh4: Ycs, sir. T h c  
4 pw le that I have talked to, hoth at the base structure 
5 ana&sis team and the base structure cvaluatlon, team, have 
6 a iwa j s  said all along had it always been there intenirons to 
7 maxlrnize thn, amount of  re-use that the communrty can have. 
R In fact, it is lo their economic benefit for the lu'avy to 
P foster a spirit of re-use on ,the island to allow them to take 

over as much of the f a c ~ i r t ~ e s  a s  possible s o  the government 
1 would not hsvc  to cithcr mothball, which docsn't work wcll on 
2 Guam, o r  would have to marntarn some  type of holdmg statu! 
j any pro ertit:c or facilities. 
4 C ~ A I R I \ ~ A N  DIXON: Piow. you have talked ahout 

deferrinc thic, for a couple ymrs  and the cost of a couple 
6 h u n d d r n i l l i o n  dollars, and 1 would suggest that w e  ought 
i not to contemplate a cost of that kind. 
fi There  I S  some other discussion about the fleet 
1 supplv center. What about that? 
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5 don't ou do that? Why don't you just go through thi list. 
' 

6 . -  LR. YELLIN: Wc q n  go ahcad. Mr.  Chairman, and go 
7 through all of the Guam dlscuss~ons. 
8 = CHAIRhlAN DIXON: I apologize to the.commsndcr. 1 
9 thought that that was the extent of the contnbut~on. 
0 LIEUENANT COMMANDER LWDENBAUM: This is iusi 
I Naval Activities. Now I would like to go on to Ship Repair 
2 Facilit Guam. 
3 &iMRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Who is doing l e  ship 
4 repair? 
5 LIEUTENAN?: COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: Comction. L 
6 me go to Naval I r  Stat~on, please. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Naval Air Station, okay. 
8 MR. YELLIN: That's A-5 and A-6. 
9 LlEUTENAhT COMMANDER UNDENBAUM: Tbc fonncr Naval 
:o Air Station Guam m Agana was closed as part of the 1993 
.I recommendation and pan of that recommendation to Intel ai 
.2 squadrons, VQ-1 and VQ-5, and a hclicoptcr squadron, HC-5, 

- - - - -- - -- 
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I were sent up to Anniston Air Force Base. 
2 What this recommendation you see before you does is 
3 allows V -1 and VQ-5 to be relocated to CONUS and allows HC- P 4 5, the he ico ter squadron, to be relocated where the MSC 

ships iO- d e  HC-5 is a true follower activity of the MSC 
6 shi s ecause the MSC ships have the helicopters embarked 
7 w i g  them when they deploy. 
8 As you can see from the issues slide, it can be 
9 broken down into hslo parts. First the VQ-1 and VQ-5. Thev 
0 have already left the island and have been consoiidated by 
1 the o erational commander: with other like intelligence 
2 squa$rons back m the contmental United States. 
3 The HC-5, which would be relocated wherever the hllSC 
4 ships go does have one issue, and that is if they do leave 
5 there wit1 be no organic SAR ca ability left on Guam, or 
6 search and rescue. The Coast ~ ~ r d  has been notlfied of thi: 
7 and is aware of the issue. 
S Are there any questions on Naval Air Station ,4gana 
9 before I move on? 
o (No response.) 
1 LIEUTENAhT COMMANDER LWDENBAUh4: Okav. the Ship 
2 Repair Facility, please. The recomrnendation for Ship Repai 
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I Facility Guam is to close the Shi Repair Facility Guam, 
2 exczpt retain the plers, floating 'f rydock as tvphoon 
3 anchorage and recompression chamber and floatlng crane and 
4 transfer that to Naval Activities Guam. 
5 The part of what is retained there would allow the 
6 access to be maintained ro Guam. And this sols  back, once 
7 again, to the strategy importance of Guam and ~ t s  location. 
e under the issues for Guam you will see that SRF Guam 

3 Re-us5 issues. Once again, I believe the DOD's 
4 osition is s u m m a n d  in Secretary Perrv's letter. which I 

5 
E 5 ave alreadv quoted the appl~cable pan from. 

Are t6ere any questions in regards to SRF Guam 
7 before I move on? 
S (No response.) 
9 LIELTENAh7 COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: I would hk: to 
3 PO to the Fleet Industrial Supply Center Guam. Tnt Flzet 
1 bdustrial Supply Center Guam, or F!SC Guam. the 
2 ricommenaation is to o u t n ~ h t  disestablish thr Fleet 

9 presently has excess capacii?l. It is resentlv operating at 
0 72.4 percent of i ts  capacity and the ~ S C  ships, whicii'could 
1 possibly Imve under the recommendation, represent 35 percent 

5 fuel fa* facility. The re1entio.n of this facility insures 
6 both rmlltary control of the facility, but also continues 
7 fuel support of the remaining DOD activities on Guam such as 
8 Anniston Air Force Base and the Navy Teleconlnlun~cat~ons 
9 Center. 

10 Mr. Chairman, are there anv uestions in regards to e 1 I the suaplv center on Guam, or FIS Guam? - 

1; 
1 

19-  MISSIONER STEELE: I just one this one, when we 
13 were in Guam, is ~t not correct that we heard that ~t was 
1 4  ~ctuall  overs~ght by the Nav to -- even m the 
15 tfisesta g llsh had t+e potential of !' osing the fuel farm 
16 because we need ~t . lp th  for war reserves and just for the 
17 operations of activ~ties that remaln on the island? 
18 LIEUTENANT COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: I'm not quite 
19 sure if oversight 1s the correct word. The Navy -- 
20 COMMlSSlONER STEELE: That was the word used but - 
2 1 LIEUTENANT COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: One secGon of 
22 would like to get out of the fuels buslnss and they believed 

2 of that 72.4. 

Page 1 
1 that a private firm +ght be, able to come in and talce over 
2 the fuel farm and pnvatlze ~t and then the Navy would buy 
3 back from i t  fuels. 
4 COMMlSSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Secle, bein 
5 present at that same conversation, I heard the same wor 
6 that you did. 

b 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: It was said pretty clearly. 
8 And I realize vou weren't there at that part of that 
9 conversatlop, but ,~t .was stated as an oversiclht and because 

10 ~f commerc~al actlv~ty took ~t over they couldn't. use 80 
11 percent of tbe fuel farm anyway because it's a d~fferent type 
12 of fuel and the tanks are below ground and all sorts of 
13 stuff. \Ye probably don't need to set into the detail here, 
1 4  but it was something needed for war reserves and daily 
1 5  operations. I jus t  wanted to make sure my colleagues were 
6 aware of that. 
7 MR. YELLIN: Commissioner Steele, I th~& as Eric 
8 was explainmg, there is a difference of opinion in the .Navy. 
9 We went back and asked them about thls and the officlal 
!o position of the Navy that developed the base closure 
!I rccomrnendations throuzh the Secretan said that the didn't f .2 n t d  it. But you are absolutely right, the operatlona 
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I commander has clearlv indicated that he needs to -- he wants 
2 to k e e ~  it .  You arc a6so1uteI1' rieht. There is that 
3 contrdversv there within the Na\G on that. 
4 CO!&vlISSIOA'ER STEELE: Thank vou. 
5 LIEUTEh'AhT COh4MXh:DEP. L I N D E N B A ~ M :  I w o u l d  like Lo 
6 shift to Public Works Center Guam, please. Public Works 
7 Center Guam was rcmovcd iron thc list by the Secretary of the 
8 Navy for excessive job loss reasons. 
9 On the shdz you can SF two possible alternatives. 
D The first one IS the cornmisslon alternatwe to close. The 
I firures vou see were passed to the Navy for tbelr analys~s 

anii you csn scc s 32-y&r turnb!ck on z rchm on inves;,m&t. 
The second alternative 1s to rmlirn. The r a l l p  

does have a positive econornjc return. You  can see an 
immediate return on inves.tment. . M h t  the realignment does is 
take the center and 11 w I 1  reallon i t  to a detachment at 
Public Works Center P a r 1  Harbor, and the? u~ill be able to 
remove some of their excess overhead. Thls will then make 
thr. center more economical to mn .and they will be a y e  to 
D a s  on lower costs to their clients. They do operate m 
ihat regards as a DBOF acti\'lty. Excuse me for the acronym. 

32 D e t n G  Ease -- 
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I would save some monc . The community has indic~led 
y feel that this sends, d e  wrong sign to $c 
ees there at the public works center at a tlme when 
ther organizations in Guam will be hav~ng personnel 
3ns. 
be  Navy bas indicated that this is not a major 
1r tbem, that the could operate eltherway and, in 
a DBOF, or in B ustrially funded actlwty, a publlc 

xnter sizes its work force to the workload so that 
3e done no  matter what we would do here. 
OMMISSIONER MONTOYA: As a matter of .fact, Mr. 
I have, as  you know, 1 am familtar with thls world o 
:rs and Navv and I have had so-me later on discussion: 
.'Steele win probably be offenng a mot~on to p e m t  
ibllity to have that comrnand.remain in place but to 
to downsize over tlme, as the rest of the Navy 
cs. So we are going to be recommending the command 
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IEUTENANT COhWAhlDER LWDENBAUM: One final pan o 
jerks Center Guam I would like to add is the former - 
zer housmg at the former Naval Air Station Agana is 
'resently by Public Works Center Guam. The community 
XI for th~s housing to be excessed. To excess this 
would be consistent ui't the GLUP process since this 
: is a stand alone bousin It does not abut upon any 
ilrtary b- and it IS on %e onl thing left over 
e Naval A r  Station. And the &A staff also believes 
; would be the correct thing to do and consistent 
: GLUP rocess. 
[R: >?L~.LI': That concludes our presentation on 
ctlvl tles. 
HAIRhtAN DIXON: Are there questions of staff, 
sioners? 
$ o response.) 
HAIRMAN DIXON: Are there questions of staff? Are 
xtements b y  an commissioners and, part~cularly, the 
t vlslted there t at want to make some observations 
Us? 

i 
OMMISSIONER STEELE: I would just state that at 
nt I feel very comfonable that the moiions that we 
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L 

ifted, though vou will hear substantially deviated 
oe to time -- that is because c b a n p  needed to be 
there isn't a substantial deviation 111 the sense of 
way the K2vy's flexibility to achieve great savings. 
fllp side for Guam as well, the substantla1 

I 

f 
, 

r- 
n 

ns. the new langua~e. allows for the government of 
have ma_ximum fiexibility for reuse  of assets. 

od I just reel very comfortable that the language 
tend to roDose as motions, and Commissioner 
1 as we$ i; the best of all worlds for all parties 

I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
17 that 

3.4IRM.W DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
3MhlISSIONER KLING: Followinr throurh what 
tioner Stceje just said, uphat are the a m o h  of s a h s  I 

5 The answer is we don't know the answer, but i t  allows -- for 
6 a good reason. It allows the Navy to determine what they 
7 would like to do, meanlnc.~f they choose for operational. 
8 reasons to put the MSC s h p s  in one-place or another, 11 IS 
9 fully their decision to make that. cholce. And they, I 

10 belleve, have sent us letters saym that that flexibilitv . 

I I would be fine. They haven't. saizthe? want them in fiawaii; 
12 they hav?n't said they are going to keep them in Guam. It 
13 just prov~des them the f l ex~b l i r t~  .to work w:th the 
14 government of Guam to proceed in the best course for both 
15 partles. 
16 COMMISSIONER KLING: So, really,. what you are 
17 sayinr is that the Navv is comfortable with th~s .  
I S  %OMMISSIONER STEELE: That is fully my 
19 understandm Would ou concur? 
20 MR. &LLIN: dbrnmissioner Kling, t~eptaff 's 
21 assessment would be that we would use the onglnal - the 
12 COBRA information we have displayed to you. The Savy has a 

3 going? 
4 MR. YELLIN: Yes. sir. 
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1 lot of options in the motions that I believe you a r e ~ o i n g  to 
? pro ose and so the could do the implementation, m essence, 
3 m t e way they ha antici ated.1 
4 

E a 
COMMISSIONER STkELE: Ln some ways - I'm so 

5 just to add to that, there is same words that say the 192' 
6 Guam Land Use Plan. Thcse are additional ropextics on Guam 
7 that the Navy has been trying to excess &r a number of 
8 years. In fact, if they can get those off their books and 
9 transferred to the rrovemment of Guam there would be some 

5 CHAIRMAN D I X O ~  -  omm missioner cornella. 
6 COh4MISSIO&ER CORNELLA: You know. I would add to 

1 

o savings there as wkI1 for the Na 
I COhlMISSIONER KLIN?. But just to answer the 
2 question, the Navy is comfortable with the direction we're 

this is something tremendous 
8 of time on. I mean, if there is  onehsue that y e  have spent 
e the rnajont!, . at least of this commissioner's tlme. l t  has 
0 been s ent on Guam and on the issues repardmg Guam. 
1 En June 14th we posed the questions that will anse 
2 here today to the Navy and they agreed to the lanpaze  that 

1 is contained in these motions. 
2 Is that not correct? 
3 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 
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4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Thank you very much. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I ask you thzt then this. Mr. 
6 Yellin. and I would urge my coilearrues who have some 
-; exce tional knowledge because of he i r  visitation to 
8 enlig \ ten the chair and perhaps other commissioners as well. 
9 1 count nine mottons here. 
D COMMISSIONER STEELE: No, sir. I see some 
1 alternative motions. 
2 CHAIRMAV DIXON: Or at least the potentiality of 

nine are in mv draft book here. 
: MR. YELLIS: Mr. Chairman. some of those are 

amount 

- 
t 

I I 
1 . . 
1: 
1 
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Navy's recommendation to the  one that ~ornmissiokx 
oms to do? What are we losing in the way of 

I %'hat  IS ihs difference? Tell me the mqior 
x and the major cost of it. 
)MMISSIONER STEELE: ActuaUy, I can answer that. 
LAIRMAN DIXON: Docs the commander undcrscsnd what 
sioner Stele's motions will be? 
EUTENmlT COMhlhh'DER LINDENBAUhl: Yes, sir. 

- - 
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15 altcmarives. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. 
17 hlR.  YELLIN: &e exclusive -- I mean, some of them 
I S  would not be -- i f  one wltbn that group is accepted for a 
19 specific facilit , the others would not be.A 
20 CHAI&(AI\: DIXON: AN right. NOW, here is one 
21 acceptin2 the Secretary's recommenaation and then there are 
27 variations domg a vanety of things in what I see is eight 



3 LVIK. I ELLIN: r es, slr. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can we do that? 
7 .: ...,. MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Does anybody want to offer 2 
9 motion? 

10 ,. .% COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, sir. 
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: C o d s s i o n e r  Steele. 
12 M O T I O N  
13 . . - 5 .  COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman, vou will love 
14 this one.. It's about 30 lmes long. I move tbat the 
IS comrmss~on find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
16 substa+ally from final cntena one and, therefore, the 
17 commrsslon reject the Secretary's recommendat~on on Nava 
1 8  Activities Guam and, instead, adopt the following 
19 recommendation: 
20 Realign Naval Activities Guam; locate all Military 
21 Sea Lift Command assets and related ersomel and support 
22 available DOD activities or in rented Lcilities as required 
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1 to su port operational commitments; disestablish the Navy 
2 ~ a e i z  Metmmio and Ova?ogra hie Center WESTPAC, excs 
3 for the Joint T yoon Warmn. $enter, which relocates to ti 
4 Naval Pacific f%etmrolo y ad Oceanooraphic Center Pearl 
5 Harbor, Hawaii; disestahsh the ~ f l o a t ~ ~ r a i n i n ~  Group 
6 WESTPAC; all other Department of Defense activities $at are 
7 presently on Naval Actyltles Guam may remam elther as a 
8 tenant of Naval Activities Guam or other appropnate Naval 
9 activity; retam waterfront assets for support, mobilization, 

10 and contingencies to support the Afloat tender q d  to suppor 
11 shared use of tpese asset+ consFtent with operational 
12 requirements, if appro nate; dlspose of property owned by 
13 Naval Activities declar $ releasable under the 1994 Guam Land 
14 U:e Plan with ap ropriatc restrictions. The commissjon finds 
15 t h s  recommendkon IS consrstent with the force structure 
16 plan and final criteria. 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I second that motion. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. The motion is offered 
19 bv Commissioner Stcele and seconded by Commissioner Cornella. 
20 how,  hlr. Yellin, this motion rejects the S ~ r e t a r y ' s  
21 recommendation and makes substantial modifications. 
22 Would you enlighten us? 

Pase 2: 
1 MR. YELLIN: Yes. Commander Lindenbaum will 
2 discuss that. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXOhT: Commander Lindenbaum. 
4 LIELIIENAhT C,0hIh4ANDER LlhTDENBAUhi:. Y e s ,  sir. T h e  
5 first th~ng ~t does 1s ~t allows operat~onal flexibilitv to 
6 station the htSC ships where the Navy b a t  feeis thev should 
7 be. The second art that i t  does is includes the GLUP, or 
8 the Guam Land 6 s e  Plan, lands in the BRAC process. The 
9 reason why they want that is they had the first'process was 
0 1977 and they still have lands which are being beld up m the 
1 court s stem. If you include it in the BRAC process ~t goes 
2 throug qulcker. Economic rev~talization can also occur 
3 fster .  

2 
v CH,4IFL1{.2h7 DIXON: And is the Secreury of the h'31.y 
5 comfortable with this motion? 
6 LIEUTENANT COMMANDER LIKDENBAUM: Yes. sir. 
7 COhliMISSIONER STEELE: Let me.add on; - more 
8 embeliishmznt. if I could, lease. Mr. Charrmaq, ~t rnxkes 
9 one more differencz. On t g e line that says, "retam 
:CI wat~rfront Fssets for support, mobilization, and  
. I  contm_cencles to support the Afloat tendzr," we add,  "and to 
.:! support shard use of these assets consistent with 

:; winner, Conmssloner bteele. You're ahead on this one. 
(i COMMISSIONER STEELE: Well, I'm being fair, sir. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any further comment? 
s COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. 
9 CHAIRMAN DLXON: O h y  , Commissioner Davis. 

10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I realize ou have not bccn Yb 1 1  able.to costxhe difference, or have you, etween the 
12 ongnal r uest of the Department of Defense and this one? 
13 M R ~ E L L I N :  The r e a n  wh it's difficult to cost 
14 this is that it dots not s ecify a s eci ? LC location fpr the 
15 MSC s h p s  to go. ~ h e r o c a t m n  &at is called out In the 
16 original reconmendation scenario, which sa s Hawall, is still 
17 an appl~cable o tion for the Navy for this. d;nd the 
I 8  assumplion is &at the Navy will w o k  in their beest interest 
19 top do things that are operationally and econornlcally 
20 beneficial. 
21 So that is why the staff is recommendin 
22 would use the orig~nal COBRA results as, rig f t lhat now, our be! 

- 
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1 assessment of this alternative. -It does give the Navy 
2 flexibll~ty and the assumption IS *at the Navy wdl do what 
3 1s m theu best rnterest as a balancing of operational and 
4 cost lssues to do that. 
5 CHqlRMAN DIXON: May counsel call the roll? 
6 Counsel wlll call the roll. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele:. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 

10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
I I hfS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox is recusd on this 
1 2  issue. Cornmissloner Davis. 

COAlMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
COMMISSIONER KLLNG: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
COMMISSIOKER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chainnan. 
CHAIF34.W DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are seven 

- 
1 ayes and zero navs. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seven aves and no navs. 
3 (::ommissioner Cox recused herself. And !ha: motion to deviate 
4 from the Secrerar).'s recommendation 1s adopted. 
> Is there a further motion? 
6 COMhlISSIONER STEELE: Yes, hlr .  Chairman. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Cornmissionzr Stzzle. 
6 M O T I O N  
9 COA4h4ISSIONER STEELE: I move that the commission 
10 find that the Secretary of Defense dewated substant~ally 
11 from final criteria one and, therzfore, the co,pmksion reject 
1 2  :he Secretary's recommendat~on on Naval Alr Statron Agma, 
13 Guam. and, instead, adopt the follow in^ rzcommendat~on: 
I4 C h 9 ~ e  the recei\.ing site ~ r i f i e u  by the 1993 
I 5 c o m s s ~ o n  (1993 Commssron 2 o r t  at page 1 - 21) for the 
16 "liircraft, personnel, and associat- equ~pment" from the 
17 closino Naval Air Stztion Agana, Guam, from "&dersen Ail 
18 F~:)rceBse Guam to other haval or DOD air stations." The 
1 9  cc)mnlission finds this recornmendation is consistent with the 
!@ force structure Ian and final cntena. 
! I C H A I R ~ A N  DISON: And is there a second to the 
!7- motion of Cornrnissionzr Stele? 
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ion? 
3UTENAhT COMMANDER LwDENBAUI\l: Sir, h i s  allows 
helicopter squadron to be co-iocatcd to wherever Ihc 

ssels o. 
4AIRhAN DIXON: Is the Secretary of the Navy 
lble with it? 
EUTENANT COMMANDER LINDENBAUM: Yes, sir 
iAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other comments' 

onse.) I~%AN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
SMMISSIOKER STEELE: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Comella. 
IMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye, 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox 1s recused. 
sioner Davis. 
lh4MISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 

Page 3; 
IMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
IMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Cornmjssioner Robles. 
3MMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
W R M A N  DIXON: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. the votes are seven 
I zero navs. 
~AIRM& DIXON: Seven ayes. zero nays. 
sioner Cox recuses. ,%d that-motion is adopted. 
-e there anv further motions? 
3hfhUSSIOhTR CORNELLA: 1 have a motion, sir. 
3AIRh3AN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella. 

M O T I O N  
)hlhlISSIONER CORNELLA: I move that the commission 
: the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
ially from the force structure Ian final criteria . i' refore, tbat the commission a o t the follow in^ 
endation of the Secretary of ~ e k s e :  
ose the Naval Ship Re air Facility.Guam, except 
appropriate assets, intruding the piers, floating . 
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, its typhoon base and anchqrage, the recorn ress~on 
- and the floatmr crane, to haval Activit~es guarn. 
3hlRMAX' DIXON: Is there a second to the motion 
:ommissioner Comella? 
3MhllSSIONER STEELE: I second the motion. 
IAIRhlAN DiXON: Seconded by Commissioner Srmle. 
in, Commander Lindcnbaurn, do you have any comment? 
R. YELLIN: This is a direct acceptance of the DOD 
endation and that's still in accordznce with the Kavy 

iAIRMAN DIXON: Any questions by any commissioner? 
>G. J 

X DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 
3MMISSIOh:ER CORKELLA: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
3Mh3ISSION 

ommissioner IClinr. 
3MMISSIONER nIhTG:  Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
3MMISSIONER h4ONTOY.4: Aye. 

- - - -- . - . . . 

5 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chainr.an. 
6 CHAJRMAN DIX'ON: Aye. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are seven 
R ayes and zero na s 
? C H A I R M ~  DIXON: Seven ayes, zero nays. 
10 Coinpissioner Cox recuses berself. And the motlon carries 
11 unanlmousiy. Are there anv further motions? 
1 2  M O T I O H  - - 
13 C O M M ~ S S ~ O N E R  CORNELLA: Ycs, sir. I mqvc that thc 
14 commission find that the Secretary of Defense devlated 
15 substantially from final cntenon one and, therefore, the 
16 conmussion reject the Secretary's recpmmendation on Fleet 
17 Industrial Supply Center Guam and, mstead, adopt the 
I S  following recornrnendatlon: 
19 Disestablish the.FIeet Ind+trial Su Iv Center 
20 Guam; retain ap ropnate assets in the ~ l !%hel .  facilities, 
!I including P ~ e r s  g and E, tanks farms, and associated 
22 pipelines anti pumping systems under DOD operational control 

- - 0  - 
I to suppofl service fuel requirements. The 
2 comrmss~on finds t h s  recomrnepda.tion is consistent.with the 
3 force structure lan and final cntena. 
4 C H ~ ~ A N  DIXON: You hear the motion by 
5 Commissioner Cornella. Is there a second? 
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I second the motion. 
7 CHAlRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox seconds (sic). 
s Mr. Yellin. 
9 MR. YELLIN: Sir, what this do? is i t  takes in  the 
o operational commander's wlshes to retam the fuel farm asset: 
1 and also it means in the COBRA analvsis a less savings of S46 
?, million over the net resent value l i fe  cycle time. 
3 C H A I M A h T  8 IXOX: The Secretary of the Navy 
4 acquiesces'? 
5 LEVTENAN7 COhlhlAh'DER LLWDEh'BAUhl: Sir, I think 
6 there is st111 some controvers_v but I tm it has been 
7 acceptable to them because or the operational commander's 
S concerns. 
o CHAIRMAhT DIXON: Anv questions? 

:O COMMISSIONER STEELE: Just a legal comment. 
. I  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
1 .- COhfMISSIOh'ER STEELE: That is what 1 was going lo 
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I say. Just since Commissioner Cox is recused, make sure it 
2 says Comrr~~ssioner Steele as second. That's all. Or anyone 
3 die .  
4 CHAlRMAN DIXON: Did I say Commissioner -- I 
5 apologize. Corr,missione: Sleeie seconds. Commissioner Cox 
6 rwused herself. I apologize. 
7 COMMlSSlONER COWELLA: One last comment,  sir, on 
8 this. This is the issue that we discussed just a moment ago 
P whcrc the operational commanders, both the Commander in Ch~ef 
0 of  the Pacific Fleet and the Commander in Chicf Pacific, have 
1 indicated that we need these facilities for war reserves an 
2 for Andersen Air Force Base. So  I think it IS important that 
j we accept thls recommendation. 
1 CHAIRhlkN DIXON: Are there any funher cornments 
s before counsel calls the roll? 

(No res onse.) 
CHAIRR~AN DIXON: Counsel udl call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornelia. 

I ?  C O ~ ~ M I S S I O N E R  CORNELLA: Aye. 
!O &IS, CREEDON: Commissioner Cox is recused. 
!I Comrnissicrner Davls. 
!Z C0h:MISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 

i 

- 
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6 I s  COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
7 , MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
8 , . COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
9 , . MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 

10 " CHAIRMAN DIXOH: Aye. 
I I MS. CREEDON: Mr. C h a i m ,  the votes are seven 
12 ayes and zero nays. 
13 . .CHAIRMAN DKON: Motion cames. Are there an 
14 h r t h e r  motions? 
IS COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, sir. 
16 ., . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 
17 . M O T I O N  - .  . ,- . -  - - - 

18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1 move that the commission 
19  find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantidly 
10 from f ~ n a l  cnteria five and, therefore, the colllmission 
? I  recommend the following: Realign Public Works Center Guam to 
22 match ass~gned workload; close the ofiicer housmg at the 

- --- - - - 
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1 former Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam. The commission finds 
2 this recomrpen+tion is consistent with the force structure 
3 plan and'fmal cntena. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: is there a second to Commissioner 
5 Stele 's  motion? 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Second. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella seconds the 
8 motion. Commander Lindcnbaum, do you have any comment on 
9 that particular sub'ect? 

10  MR.  YELL^: Mr. Chairman. 
.I CHAIRMAN DTXON: Mr. Yellin. 
.2 MR. YELLIN: The issue here related 
3 sizing in the Public Works Center, that fits e 

.4 we have had from the Navy about what their 
5 Public Works Center. 

to the workload 
:very statement 
plans are for th 

.6 Concerning the housing, the Navy's re onse on the 
7 h o u s i n ~  m Guam i s  that their preference WOU% be to look at 
8 the housing as a umt after they do all the r e a l i m m t s  and 
9 determine at that time ufbat housing they wourd like to keep 

!o or dispose of. So for thrs part of t b s  motlon, the Navy's 
!I official position is that they would like us not to do that. 
!:! COMMISSIONER STEELE: May I ask you a clarifying 
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1 auestions? 

I - --- 
2 MR. YELLIN: Sure. 
3 COMMlSSIONER,STEELE: Does not the Navy have  
4 adequate housmg on the island of Guam. in fact, exczss 
5 housing due to hdersen  and other places? 
6 h4R. YELLIN: Commissioner Stwle, thz amount of 
i reductions, of persome1 in Guam that are anticipated shov.1 
8 that there is sl-mficant housing ava~labli: even if thls 
9 housing is c~osed. You are absolutely right. 
0 COMMISSlONER STEELE: And at this point tl~err: a re  
I doctors, I believe, living in the housing instzad of folks 
2 that were working at the Naval Air Station? 
3 h lR .  YELLIN: The housin? at the Kaval Air Station 
4 was aiways pan of tbe Fiavy's overa!l housing so,it housed 
5 peopi; from all over the activities. Bur ou are r~ch t ,  this 

I?' 6 does not house ~ e o ~ l e  that were at the hdval Air Station in 
4 * 

7 the past. 
8 COh4MISSIOXER STEELE: Thank YOU.  
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: But now let me s& if  I undersand 
Q this now. We are closing here officer housing. 
! M R .  YELLIN: Yes, su.  
7- CH.4IRMAN DIXON: Now, the Conyess has just -- 1 

fi1G Wc UUlll U l G  I I ~ I A L  UUlb UbAb. 13 LlLI .7  m k J U b  ; people want us to 8o? 
7 MR. YELLIY: Mr. Chairman, there are significant 
8 excess housmg, rmli&-y housin , available on Guam so this 
9 woul? not impact -- ~n the staf ? s opinion, the Navy's 

10 posltlon is that they would prefer not to haye the conurrissio~ 
I I  d e t e m n e  whlch houslng to excess and whlch to keep. The) 
12 would illre to do that themselves. 
(3  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is this what both Commissioner 
14 Cornella and Comrmss~oner Steele thmk we ought to do afte 

lookin at things over there? 
6 $ M ~ l ~ S I P N B R  SORNELLA: I d o  r .  Therc arc oll~ei 
7 d -namics into thls situation and I can't go rnto because 
8 0 -- 
9 

r 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ah, there are big secrets here. 

!O COMMISSIONER CORhlELLA: Well, they're not that big 
!I And  if I had to makc onc su~cst ion for fu~ure~cornmissions, I 
:2 would say that all c o m s s i o n e r s  should sit m on all 
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1 classified b jefings. But that aside I would say -- where 
2 is that housmg located, Mr. yellin? 
3 MR. Y&.LlN: Mr. Chairman.. the housing is at the - 
4 Naval Air Station. 
5 COMh4ISSIONER CORNELLA: 'What is the situatior 
6 regarding the Naval Air Station? Where is that at in this 
7 process? 
S CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Comclia, I don't 
9 think we need to go at it any more. Commissioner Montoya, I 
0 think, also agrees that t+s is probabl the richt thing to 
I do. Is there any comrmrsloner thst L g s  oihenvrse because, 
2 if not, we don't need to PO mto it more. 
2 MR, YELL.W: I didn't mean to mislead anyone. The 
4 staff certarnly believes that there 1s lent of housmg 
5 available on Guam, even if this is c r o s d  
6 CHAIRMW DIXON: Okay, good. Counsel will call t h e  
7 roll. 

hlS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
COMh4ISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornelia. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye: 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox 1s recused. 

nmissioner Davis. 
COh4MISSIONER DAVIS: Aye 
MS. CREEDON: Commissio&r 
COhlMlSSlONER KLING: Aye 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner 
COhlhllSSIONER MONTOYA: 
h?S. CREEDON: Commissioner 
COMMISSIONER ROB1 
MS. CR -- - 

Kling. 

Montoya. 
Aye. 
Robles. 

Page 

ayes 
and zero nays. 

CHAIRhl Ah' DIMON: Thc motion is adopted. Arc thcre 
any further motions? 

COhlhllSSlOh'ER k1OhTOYA: hlr.  Chnirman, I would likc 
to make a cornmen;. 1 have been associated with in and around 
Guam smce the mid-1960s and some of these rssuls we have I I 

I 1 8  talked about today have been around sbce  before 
10  Representative Underwood was born, I think. And these two 

120 co~nmissioners and what they have done, they have advanced 
( ? I  G u m  N 3 ~ y  relations ~rzmendouslv, e i w  in the face of some 
/?I \!cry difiiculi issues for Guam. f i e y  deserve a lot of credit 
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There has only been one issue identified with this 
~mendntion is that the Arm plans to.back-fill the spact 
S C  currently occupies w l t i  tenants in other iease 
in the Wasi~:ngton area. 
They haven't made a final decision, but the tenants 
re under consideration have conlparable lwse costs wjt 

So :here woclld be some lease savings. Again this 1s 
tent w t h  the .4rrny reconlmendatlon to reduce iease 

1'11 enter;:iin a?g quest~ons? 
CHAIRMAN DIX N: Any questions for Mr.  Kcnnedp? 
(No response.) 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any staterncnts by Commissioners? 
(No res onse.) 
C H A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Is there a motion? 
ZOMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir. 
ZHAIRMAN DIXON: Comrnjssioner Kling. 

M O T I O N  
2OMh.IISSIONER KLING: I move thc Commission find thl 
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iry of Defense did not deviate substantially from the 
Structure Plan and Final Criteria and therefore the 
lssloa adopt the followin* recornmendatlon of the 
~ry of Defense close b raocating Information System: 
re Command to Port keade, Maryland 
:HAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second? 
:OMMISSIONER STEELE: I second the motion. 
:HAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Steele. 
:re any comments or  auestions? 
No r& onse.) 
:HM&AN DIXON: Counsel will call the 
1s. CREEDON: Connmissioner Kling? 
:OMMISSIONER KLWG: Aye. 
{S. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
IOMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
'OMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
OMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
OMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
tS. CKEEDON: Commissioner Cox? 

rcl 
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OMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Cornmiss~oner Davis? 
3MMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
lAIRMAN DIXON: Ave. 
S. CREEDON: Mr. ~ h a b - k m ,  the vote is 8 ayes and 

.IAI.@fAN DIXON: And the  motion is adopted. Space 
tegic Defense Command, Alabama. 
IMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Chairman? 
3AIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox? 
)MMISSIONER COX: This was a Commission add. In  
1d.d it as an alternative to the ATCOM move.to Red 
3d given the last vote, I suggest we simply move on. 
(AIRMAN DIXON: Is there an body who wants to make 4 on this question in Alabama. 
o response.) 
iAIRhlAN DIXON: Anybody want to make a motion? 
o res ocse.) 
1-AI&AN DIXON: Space and Strategic Defense 
1 lease facility Alabama is open. Okay. Minor issues 
it. Baltimore Publications Distribution Center, I 

~ - - - - - - .  ~ - -  - - 

L ' * 1 ' -.','-. 
3 Mr. Chair-marl, Ilic rccornrncndn~ion is to closc t h c  Ril~licalions 
4 Distribution Center Baltmore, Marylaricl, and rdocate 11s 
5 activitiw to the U.S. Army Publication Center, St. Louis, 
6 h4issouri. 
7 Our analysis revealed that the DOD-wide stud wenls 
8 to be focusing on consolidation within the Defense &&tic 
9 Agency,. However, 1t.s completion and implementation are 

10 uncertain . 
1 1  In the interim, the Army requires on1 one 
12 ublication center. The St. Louis center IS T, etter suited to 
13 gulk  stoia e. The St. Louis center is completely automated li 14 while the altimore center is not, and any requjrement for 
15 additional space wilt. be temporary an! w~l!  be in an.Army- 
16 owned facility. Subject to your questions, Mr. Chairman, 
17 that com letes our resentation. 
8 C&~IRMA$DIXON: Are there any questions? 
I 9 COMMISS1ONER STEELE: Yes. Mr.  Chairman. l have 
!O two questions? 
!I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele? 
!2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1 understand, Mr. Brown. th: 
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I DOD is current1 considering a servicc-wjde consolidat~on c 
2 its publ/cations &pibution mission. In h ~ h t  of DOD's 
3 fluctuatmg PDC msslon over the next several years, 
4 espqially as i t  converts to more diverse and stramlined 
5 nusslon, doesn't ~t make sense, most business sense -- excw 
6 me. I 've got too many notes on here. Does it not make the 
7 most bus~ness sense -- good gneve. I'm sorry. The late 
8 hour is catching up with me. Why are we eliminating the most 
9 flexibility fac~!ity, Mr. Brown, from the background I 've 
0 received on thls. 
I MR. BROWN: It's our analysis, Commissioner Steele 
2 that within the Army there is a need for only one 
3 distribution center, and the.%. Louis center provides for 
4 flexibility. However, w i thn  the entire Department of 
5 Defense, there are a number of installations, and there is no 
5 certaint how many would be required. 
7 d e  have no Idea when a study would be cornpieted 
3 how that study would result, and In the interim, ~ t ' s  prud&t 
? for the Armv to et down to one ubltcatlon center. 

!O C O M ~ ~ I S & O N E R  STEEL{: But I understand that the 
!1 Army's PDC mission focuses maid on readin9s.and quick 2 !2 response times, and other serwces o not. But 1s ~t true 
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r that the Army's facilities could carry out the missions of 
2 the other scrvlces; whereas, the Navy and the Air Force could 
3 not effective! ca out the Army's mission? 
4 MR. BXOW?: I can't Fornrnent on the capabilities of 
5 the other two services, Comrmssioner Steele. 
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Can anyone address that 
7 issue? 
8 MR. BROWN: We did not look into it because.it was 
9 not part o f  this recommendation and the analysis of t h s  
0 recommendatron. 
I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I will make just a quick 
2 comment that -- 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Conunissioner Robles? 
4 COMMTSSIONER ROBLES: -- that this is part of a 
5 bigger Issue that has been simmering for several years that 
6 came out of the Defense Management Review of the earl '905 
7 in which seem like all printmg was !ransf:@ to t i e  Navy. 
8 and they were lookin at electronic lme p m t m g  .md a whole 
9 senes of hlrh tech in f ormation technoiogy assertions to 
0 streaml~ne ihe whole process. 
I That has been studied and is continually beinr 
! study, and I share Mr. Brown's concern that you'lrbe 
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. ? . . .... " 
4 X : U U j f  to cc:l,~:cte, whic!i may CXC+ OUT ~ i i z t i~~ les ,  at I ~ i s t  
5 vie ou&j io ce: the Amy's  nublicat~on slrxrure down into 
6 orx f a c ~ l ~ t y  because that's d l  the requ!rcrneni IS. 
7 And f euess wh3t YOU said is thelr rni1ttar-y value 
8 jud Trnsnt is &at thc.St. Louis facility is tl!e most flexible 
9 ,&the one they'd like to slick with as bemg the core - 

lo Bci1it~;i 
11 R. BROWN: That's correct, Commissioner Robles, 
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. 
13 COMMISSIONER COX: Could 1 just ask a question on 
I 4 that? . - .  

IS CHAIRMAN DIXON: Co~nmissioner Cox. 
16 COMMISSIONER COX: Given the fact that there is a 
11 least some. thought of cross-servicing, and this nlny or may 
I S  nor be ava~lable lor others, let me just ask this question. 
19 T h ~ s  is below threshold, !sn't it? 
LO MR. BROWN: It 1s. 
! 1 COMh4lSSiONER COX: So, in fact. if the Annv wanted 

7,2 to do this in th . next year or two, havin'g completed their 
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1 study, they could do ir? I m m ,  they don't need us to close 
2 this facility? 
3 MR.' BROWN: That is correct, Commissioner Cox. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other questions or 
6 comments'! 
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have one 'ust real 
0 question. We lost several rrdlion records in s' t. Louis 
1 years aeo due to a fire. Is this the same place? 
2 -  IdR. BROWhT: No, it's not, Comrmss~oner Dab 

vague 
many 

is .  
3 Those were retiree records, s I recollect, and personnel 
4 records. These are forms, publications. 
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank vou verv much. 
6 Mr. Brown. You give me great confide&. 
7 CHAIRMIlW DIXON: h e  there anv further aucstions? 
S 
9 g ~ i ~  L E O N :  i iny further statements? 
3 No r 
1 
; 

~ H A I ? ~ % ? ; . ~ I X O N :  IS there a motion? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I have a 

motion. 
- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 
M O T I O N  

COMMESIONER ROBLES: I move the Commission find 
the Secretary of Defense did not deviate substaniially in tbe 
Force Structure Plan and Flnal Criteria and therefore the 
Conlrnission ado t the following recommendation of the 
Secretary of ~ e z n s e :  Close by relocating the U.S. A m y  
Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore, to the U.S. Army 
Publications Center, St. Louis, Missouri. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Second, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Kling. 

Are there any more comments or questions? 
COh4MISSIONER STEELE: 1 would just comment that in  

light of thz testimony tfus evening I feel contident that 
ev:rvon:: here is confident that the other facility would have 
a little more flexibility. So thank you for bringing me up 
to speed on that. I appreciate i t .  

CHAI2M.W DIXON: Thank you, Cornmissioner Stee!~. 
Counsel will call the roll. 

hlS.  CREEDON: Conlmissioner Robles? 

~ u ~ v l n 1 i 3 s l U N l A t  S I'l%I,z: /"?ye. 
h4S. CIIEEDON: Co~nru~ssioncr Comc112! 
COMhIISSIONER CORNELIA: No. 
MS. CREEDON: Comn~issioner Cox? 
COMMISSIONER COX: No. 
h4S. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Conlmissioner Kling? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya'! 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. chairman? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. the vore is 6 ay es and 

17 2 nays. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON; And the motion is carrizd. 
19 Bellmore Lorristlcs Actrv~ty m New York. 
20 MR. BROWN: The De artment of D e f w ' s  
21 reconmendation js to close Be 7 lmore Logistics Actihity. 9 
22 issues have been Identified during our analysis of this  

-- 
Pap -3 

1 ClYAIRMAN DlSON: Are there any quesioas - 
2 MR. BROWN: There are no tenants on this 
3 installation, Mr. C h r h u n .  
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there q y  questions of 
5 Mr. Brown? Any comments or questions'! 

k 6 No res orise. 
7 &OMdSSIO ER C o m E u A :  I have a &o. 5Lr. 
8 Chairman. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner ComeIfs 

10 M O T I O N  
I I COMMISSIONER COWELLA: I move hi: Comzisioa fid 
12 the Secretary of Defense d ~ d  not devlate substanriallj- fron 
13 the Force Structure Plan and Final Criteria and chen=b;ore fie 
, 4  Commission ado t the followin r m m m e q ~ t i c m  of the 
5 Szcretar of ~ e g m e :  Close Be 4 lmore Log~s t~cs  Acmir).. 
6 C&~IRMAN DIXON: I second the motim. 
7 else from any  of my colleagues? - 
8 (No r& ons6 
9 CHA~RR~AN b x o N :  Counsel will call me roll. 

:O MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comeila? 
I 
I 

1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 

-1 
I 

I COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
2 MS. CREEDON: Conlmissioner Davis? 
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 

I 
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling is aye by Frsx?..  
5 Coinn11ssioner Montoya? 
6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Ste le?  
o COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 

J ! 
i 

I MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
2 CH.4IRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
3 

I 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, therc are S ayes -3 C 1 

4 nays. 
5 CHAlRMAN DIXON: And that motion is uNnimr*-sl? 

i 
5 adopted. Biz Co ett Key, Florida. 1 
7 MR. BXO&: The recommendation is to c1a;t Lh- / 
% installation. It's another one with no tenants, a d  

issues have been identi tied, Mr. Chairman. 
1 

I 
CHAIRh4AN DIXON: Any questions of Mr. 3 r o d '  I 

< .  

I No res onse.) 
! &-MR&AN DIXON: Any statements? 



GS: CREEDON: Comrnissioncr kling is aye by proxy. 
iss~oner M ontoya? 

............... . . - . .  .................. - -  - - -  
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:O?:IbIISS:ONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
:IS. CREEDON: Comnlissioner Robles? 
:OMivlISSIONER COX: He stepped out for a moment. 
/IS. CREEDON: Commssioner Steele? 
DMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
4s. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
:FIAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair votes aye, and 
ssioner Robles had told me he wanted to vote aye by 
Do I have unanimous consent it will not change the 

~- - - - -  ~~~ 

- -  
- - - -  

. .  .....,,.L-..,,4, b L / l ~ l ~  L L L ~ Y .  n i r .  ~ n 3 ! r m i n :  
C;-IIITRX;AN DIXOX: Comrn~ssioner Cornella. 

h4 C) '1' I (3 hr 
COMMISSIONER COF!NELLA: I  nova t!e Comln+on find 
cretary of Defense did not dewate subs~anilally from 
)rce Structure Plan and Final Criteria and therefore the 
lission adopt the following recommendation of the 
ary of Defense: Close Big Coppett Key. 
CFIA!RMAN DIXON: I sccond the motion. Any otiicr 
,::n ts? 
'No res onse.) 
~ H A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Counsel call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornelia? 

IS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, that makes the vote 

3 hf S.  CREED!->S: (3n:rnissioner ~ t & l e ?  
4 COM h'llSSION EK STEELE: Aye. 
5 CHAIRMAN DI?;ON: And thc Chairrnan votcs cyc, and uc 
6 are awailing -- there is a proxy being obtained froili 
7 Commissioner Roblcs that I wou!d appreciate, your bringi:lg i n  
8 here before I annourice the vote. 
9 M a y  I have the unanimous consent from t h ~  

10 comrnissi'oners, the vote now being seven to nothmg, and this 
1 1  motion obviously having carned, to permit .Comm!ssioner 
1 2  Robles to vote when he rehims, his vote bang a vote that 
13 wilI not change the result. Any objection? I thank you. 
I J  Commissioner Robles votes aye. And the votc on thni  qucstion 
15  is eirht ayes and no nays, and the motion is unanimously 

d o n a  s. 
H A I R ~ A N  DIXON: And the motion is carried 
ously.  cam^ Bonneville. Washinnton. 

XMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
US. CREEDON: Comrnissioner Cox? 
"MIMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
\/is. CREEDON: Com~issioner  Davis? 
30hlMISSIONER DAVIS: Ave. 

'R. BROWN:' The recommendation, h r .  Chairman. is to 
amp Bonneville. There are no tenants on this 
ion, and no  issues have been identified. 
HAIWAN DIXON: Is there any question of Mr. Brown 
Cornmssioner? 
Jo res onse.) 
HAI&AN DIXON: Any statement? 
.lo response.) 
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-1AJRiMAN DIXON: Is there a motion? 
IMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I have a motion, sir 
lAIRMAN DIXON: Clnmmissioner Cornella. 

Mh4ISSIONER CORNELLA: I move the Commission find 
: taq of Defense did not deviate substantially from 
e.Structure Plan and Final Criteria and therefore the 
s o n  adopt the following recommendation of the 
f of Defense: Clcse Camp Bomeville. 
{AIRMAN DIXON: I second that motion. Any 
k?  
o res onse.) 
I A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Any questions? . . 
3 res onse.) 
[AIR!hAN DIXON: Counsel call the roil. 
;. CAREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
IMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
;. CREEDOAT: Commissioner Cox? 
~h4MISSIONER COX: .4ye. 
:. C E E D O N :  Cornmissloner Davis? 
Mh4ISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
. CREEDON: Comrnissioncr Kling is aye by proxy. 

17 Camp Kilrner, New Jersey. 
18 MR. BROWN: Mr. Charman, the recommendation ( 
19 Camp Kilnlcr is Jo close i t ,  except for an enclave for minunurn 
20 necessary facilities to sup ort the reserve components. No 
21 issues have been identif id on this mstallat~on. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Brown, if I might ask ; 
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I uestion. I understand that the Army has plans later ir, this 
2 l a d e  -- the year 2900 or so -- to build a facility at Camp 
3 Kilmer. Would this be inconsistent with those plans? 
4 MR. BROWN: I do not believe so, Commiss~oner Cox. 
5 If the enclave is established, apd the Army has a requiremen! 
6 for that facility, I feel certam it  would be put on that 
7 enclave. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank ou. 
9 MR. BROWN: And if the Army gas a plan to build a 

10 faciIity there, I would hope that when :hey establish the 
I I enclave, they would take that into consideration. 
2 CHAl RMAN DIXON: Are there any further ucsiions or 

3 statements? Is there a motion on Camp ~ilrner ,%ew Jersey? 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, sir, I have a motioz. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella. 
6 COh.lh.IISSIONER CORNELLA: I move tile commi+on find 
7 the Secretary of Defense did not deviate substant~all from 
8 the force structure plan and final criteria; and there ? ore, 
9 the commission adopt the following recommendation of the 
0 Secretary of Defense. Close Camp Kilmer, except for an 
1 enclave for rmmmum necessary facilities to support the 
2 reserve components. 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: I second the motion. Any 
2 comments? Counsel will call the roll. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
7 MS. CKEEDON: Cornmiss~oner Davis. 
s COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
9 MS. CKEEDON: Commissioner Kiing. 
o COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
L MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles is aye by proxy. 
4 Commissioner Steele. 
S COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ave. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Mr.  cha%naG. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Mr.  Chairman, the vote is eight a?-% 
J and zero navs. 
1 CHA@&AN DIXON: That motion carries. Camp 
I Pedricktown, .New Jersey. 
2 MR. BRC)M'N: Mr. Chairman, the recommendation is to 
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6 Cb!.Ih!lSSIONEK CORNELLA: I move h e  coniniission find 
7 the S ~ c r c t ~ ~ r y  of Dcfcnse did not deyiatc subsLantially fion1 
8 the force s ~ r u d u r e  plan and final.cntena; and tbe:&rc, 
9 the conimiss:on adopt the foilowmg reco,umzndat~on of the 

10 Secretary of' ;?efense. Close Camp Pttdr-lcktown, exczpt the: 
11 Savers-SanoLur resenre center. 
12 CII.?IILCI~V DIXON: 1 second the motion. A n y  
13 comments'! Counsel, call the roll. 
14 h!S. CREEDON: Coilmissioner Cornella. 
[ j  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
16 hIS. CREEDON: Comtissioner Cox. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
18 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
19 CUMiMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
!O MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
!I  CCIMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
!2 MS. CREEDON: C o m s s i o n e r  Montoya. 

1 COMMISSIONER MONTQYA: Ave. 
2 
3 Con 
4 
5 
6 
7 

f i ls. .  CXEEDON: Comn~issioncr ~ o b l e ~  is ayc, by proxy. I 
mllssloner Steele. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight aves 

8 and zero na s. 
9 CHA&UV~AN DIXON: And the motion is unanimouslv 

10 adopted. Caven Point, U.S. Army Reserve Center, New Jersey. 
11 MR. BROWN: Mr. Chairman, the recornmcndgion is to 
12 close that installation and relocate it reserve zctivrties tp 
13 Forf Hamilton, New York, provided the recommendat:on to 
14 realign Fort Hamilton is approved. There is also in the 
15 Secretary of Defense's letter on the 14th of June -- he 
16 stated that the relocation of units from Caven Point is no 
17 longer supportable since an ucantici ated new construction is 
I S  required to exzcute.the move that woul made the economics of 
19 this recommendatlon - 

B 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Secretary of Defense has asked 
2 1 that we  reject his earlier recommendation. 
22 MR. BROWN: That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

MS. LKCCUUIY: ~ 0 i : l l l i l S S i O J l C I '  h lontoy.  
COMhlISSIONER h:lON'SGY A: Aye. 
MS. CREECON: CoinrnlisIor~cr Robles votes a:yc, praxy. . -  - I $6 Col:lmissioner Steele. 

7 COMMISSIONER STEELLj: Aye. 
:1 MS. CREEDON: Mr. C h a ~ n n m .  
'2  CHAIRlMAN DIXON: Aye. 

111 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eizht a v a  - - 
1 1  and zero na s 
I :! C H W L A N  DFON;  The motion carries unanimeus!y. 
1.3 East Fort B'aker, Cal~fomla. 
1 .: h l R .  BROWN: Mr. Cliairman, the recommendzh k :o 
I 5 close East Fort Baker, relocate all tenants to other 

installations that meet mission r uirements and return all 
17 real property to the Golden ~at%ational  Recreation ah-. 
18 No issues have been identified. 
I Y CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any quesiions or statemalts? 
20 &No r e s ~ n s e . )  
2 1 HAIR AN DIXON: Is there a niotion. 
22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman. 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Wing. 
2 COMMISSIONER KLING: I movc ~ h c  Comnlission End k 

deviate subst:mtially from the 
criteria and therefore, the 

the follcwing recommendation of tbe 
East Fort Baker, relocate all 
that meet mission 

S requirements, return all property to the Golden Gate N a t i o d  
9 Recration area. 1 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Second the motion. Any fu*r 1 7 comnen ts? 
(No res onse.) 1 2  

13 C H A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Counsel will d l  the roll. 
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
i 5 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. . 
16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
17 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
1 S MS., CREEDON: Commissioner ~ o b l e s  votcs ape, prdxy. 
19 Cornrmss~oner Steele. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: .4ye. 
2 I MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. ! 

I 

I 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Keep open Caven point?> 
2 MR. BROWN: That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIX'ON: Is there a mot~on. 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I have a rnorion. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Conella. 
6 M O T I O N  
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I move the Commission-find 
8 the S ~ r s t a r y  of Defense deviated substantially from final 
9 cntenon two and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
0 Secretary's recommendation on Caven Point and, instead, idopt 
1 the following reccjrnmendation: Keep open Caven Point US Army 
2 Reserve Center. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
3 consistent with the force stmcture plan and final cntena. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Second the motion. Any comments? 
5 (NO res onse.) 
6 CHAIR!~.W DIXON: Counsel, call the roll. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Conunissioner Cornella. 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
Y h4S. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 
o COMMISSiONER COX: Aye. 
I MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis: 
2 COh4MISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
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1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella is aye- by 
2 proxy. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, can 1 have unanirnow 
4 consent to -- the Chair votes aye. How many v o t s  is t ia t?  
5 MS. CREEDON: That's seven. 
6 CHGWAN DIXON: May I have unanimous consa  of 
7 the C o m s s l o n  .to votz C o m s s i o n e r  Cox when she fzturrts 
8 since her vote w ~ l l  not chan e the result? 
9 COMMISSIONER K ~ I N G :  Yes. sir. 

1 0  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would Commissioners in the :'jrun=., 
I I i f  they want to have their votes recorded, leave a prox). 
12 tzmporarily with the Chair. 
13 The vote is -- how do ou want to vote? 
14 COMMISSIONER C ~ X :  Aye. 
15 CHAlRMAN DIXON: The vote is eioht ayes, no ns?.j 
16 The motion IS adopted. Fort hlissoula, E4ontana. 
17 MR.  BROWN: The recommendation, Mr. Chairman. is te 
18 close Fort Missoula except ban enclave for minimum essenf+ 
I 9 land and facilities to support the reserve component um~.  
20 No issues have been identified. 
2 I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any question of Mr. 
22 BI-OWII'! 



'CIh,lhi!SSiOf':ER,KLING. I, mwt :  :he Co,rnrni:,sion End  th 
ry cF Defense did not d e w t e  sul:st,int~n!ly fro111 the 
tn~$ure plan and final ctileria and theretore, the 
~ s s ~ o n  adopt the following rec?m.nendalion of ti16 
ry of Defersc: Close Fort R/llssoula except an enclav 
\lmum essential, lnnd ,and facilities to support tile 
corli onect anrts. :HATAMAN DIXON: I second the motion. Any 

n ts? 
Voi;;~onse. ) 

\ /[AN DIXON Counsel. call the roll. 
4s. CREEDOX: Cr,, ~n!sslc;ncr Kling. 
:OM hlJSSlONER Ki.:!.iG: Aye. 
!IS. CREEDON: Cornm~sslonx Montoyn. 
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:OMMISSICJNEK MONTOYA: Ay t... 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
:OhlMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Comrnissioner Steele. 
lOMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Conella is aye, by 
Commissioner Cox. 

IOMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Cornmissloner Davis. 
'OMh4ISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
IS. CREEDGN: Mr. Chairman. 
'HAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight aye 
o navs. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: That motion carries. 
IR. BXOIW:  The next one, Mr. Chairman, is Hingham 
t ,  hlassachrrsetts. The recommendation is to close this 
:ion. No issues have been identified. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: Any questlons? 
$0 res onse. 
HAI&AN bIXON: ,by  statements? 
40 response.) 

HAIRMAN DIXON: A motion. 
M O T I O N  
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OhllMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move 
jsion find the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
:ially from the force structure plan and final 
and therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
mdation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Hingham 
:t. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: I second the motion. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
Oh4MISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
3hMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
CIMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
3MMISSIONER STEELE: Ave. 
S. CREEDON: Commissioner cornella votes aye. by 
Comrmss~oner Cox. 
3MMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
S. CREEDON: Cornmissloner Davis. 
3MMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 

the 

........................................ 

. . . . . .  , . - . . . . . . . . . .  
$ 5.1s. CREEDON: id r .  Ch'airmtn, the votc is eight ayes3 

! 4 a s k !  7 C i 0  nays. 
S CliAlKh1,A.N DIXON: T1::tt rr~otion camcs. Rccrccltion 
6 Center $2, North Carolina. 
7 MR BROWN: Thc reconimcndation, Mr.  Chairman, is 
I: close this facility. No additional issues have been 
9 identified. 

10 CI-IAIRMAN DIXON: Any questions? - .  $?; r e y n s e . )  
41R1 AN DIXON: Is there a motion? 

CO!MMISSIONER KLING: h4r. Chairman, I move 
Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final 
criteria and therefore, the Comnussion ado t the following 

Center I Z ,  Fa etteville, ~ o r t ! ~  Carolina. 
E rccornmendntion of thc Secrehr of Dcfensc: losc Rccrcation 

CI-IAIRXIAN DIXON: I second the motion. Any 
20 comnxnts'! 
2 1  &No r e s ~ n s e . )  
22 HAIR AN DIXON: Counsel, call the roll. 

-- - 
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h,[S. CREEDON: Cornnussioner Kling. 
COhlMISSIONER KLING: . Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Coxnmissloner Montoya. 
COhfMISSJONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
Cob!  MISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Comrtlissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella votes aye, by - - 

0 proxy. Commissioner Cox. 
1 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
2 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
4 MS. CXEEDON: Conlmissioner Davis. 
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
6 MS. (CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight to 
7 zero. 
8 CHAI RLlAN DIXON: And the motion is ado ted 

I*? unanimously. Ria Vista Army Reserve Center, california. 
20 MR. B R O W N :  The recommendation, Mr..Chainnan, is to 
21 close this facility. No issues have been Gentified. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any questions of Mr. Brown' 

D 

I (No res onse.) 
2 CHAIFZ%AN DIXON: Is there a motion? 
3 COMhlISSIONER U I N G :  Mr. Chairman, I move t: 
4 Commission find the Secretary of  Defense did not deviate 
5 subst+ntially from the force structure plan and final 
6 critena and therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
7 recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Rio Vista 
8 Army Reserve Center. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 second Mr.  Kling's motion. Will 
0 the Counsel please call the roll. 
1 hlS .  CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
2 COMhlISSIOhTER DAVIS: Aye. 
3 MS. CFLEEDON: Commissioner Kling. 

14 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
15 MS. CI'LEEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
16 COMh'KXIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
17 MS. CKEEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
18 COMhl'ISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
i 9 MS. C!<EEDON: Commissioner S te le .  
20 COhlh4 ISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
! 1 MS, CF? EEDON: Commissioner Cornella, by proxy. 
!2 Commss~oner Cox. 
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, I  Er .X. BRO'AW: The recommendation, Mr. Chairman, is to 
2 close SuilSury Tr:iining Annex. No issues have been 
3 identified. 
4 C3rURM.W DIXON: Are there any questions? 
5 (Xo r e s 7 n s e . b  
6 Cl1.41R~ IAN KON: Is there a motion? 
7 h i  O T I O N  
s COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move ti 
9 Comnlission r i r d  the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

!G a.!;st~nti:i!ly from the fwce stmc.mre plan and final 
!! criteria :uld therefore, the Ccnmmron adopt the following 
!2 reco;nmendatic:l of the Secretary of Defense: Close Sudbur. 
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I Training A M ~ X .  
2 CHAIP,h4AN EIXON: I second the motion. Counsci will 
3 call the roll. 
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
5 COMMISSIONER U I N G :  Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robies. 
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
o h4S. C,%EL>ON: Commissioner Steele. 
I COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
2 MS. . . CAREEDON: - Commissioner Cornella, by proxy. 

>AVIS: Aye. 
DON: Mr. Chairman. 

N: Aye. 
Ir. Chairman, the 

?is. 

vote is eight aye - - 
0 and zero nays. 
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the.motion is adopted. Branch 
2 US Disciplinary Barracks, Califorma. 
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1 MP..BRON?\I: The recommendation, Mr, C h a . h a n ,  is to 
2 close this installation. No issues have been ident~fied. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any questlon of Mr. 
4 Brown? 
5 (No res on=.) 
6 CHAI&MN DIXON: Any statements? 
7 No res onse.) 
6 LHAIRRIAN DIXON: IS there a motion? 
9 M O T I O N  
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move tht 
1 Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
2 subst+tially from the force structure plan and final 
3 criter~a and therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
4 recoinmendation of the Secretary of Defense: Cios:. Branch US 
5 Dlsc~plina Barracks, California. 

CHA?MAN DIXON: I second the rnotlon. Any 
7 comments? 
1 (No res onse.) 

CHAIR&AN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
1 
2 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
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hfS. CREEDON: Comr;iissionc; Stcel~:. I 

COhihllSSiONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Conirrlissioner Cornella v c r s  :r\.c b! 

I 7 l~ro~.y~~;;l1;nissioner Cox. 
b AdSSIONER COX: Aye. 
9 MS. CKEEDON: Commiss~oner Davis. 

10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
I I h?S. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
13 MS. CREEDOK: Mr. Clla~rman, the vote is tighi ayi 
14 and zero nays. 
1 S CHAIRMAN DIXON: And thc mo:ior! is .u?opicd. V d r y  
1 6  Grove US Army Resent: Center, West Vlrgin~a. 
17 MR. BROWN: Thc recommendation, hlr. C l ~ a i m n ,  2 LO 

I S  close this instnllation. However, on the 14tl1 of Jux..r& 
19 Secretary of Defense stated that the recoriiaiend+ion !s ria 
20 l o n ~ e r  vlable since it was 1qrn.d t h a ~  constxxc!ion ot a new 
21 n~aintenancz shop for t h ~ s  nussion 1s In progress at rhr: 
22 dvheeling-Ohio County Airport. 

7.- - 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Is thzrz a motion? Art- 
2 t hzrc anv auestions? I 
3 j .Nb~;~~nse .  ) 
4 I IAN DIXON: Is there a motion? 
5 M O T I O N  1 
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I m r . e  ty 
7 Coinmissiou fmd the Secretary of Defense deviated 
8 substantially from final critenon two and, therefore, the- 
9 Clommission reject the Secretary's recommzndatlon w \, a l l q  

I I followmg recomnendat~on: Kee open VGey  Grove Area 

! 
10 Grove Air Maintenance Support Activity and uis'cead, adopt tk ' 

12 hlaintenmcnce Support Act~vity. I% e Cornnllssion finds &is 
.3  r txomenchtion IS consistent with the force structure p h  1 
. 4  and fmal criteria. I 
5 C H A I M A N  DIXON: I second the motion. Are that /  
6 any other comments? i 
7 (No res onse.) 
S 

I C H A I R ~ W  DIXON: Counsel will call the roil. i 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kiing. I 

!O COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
I 

7- 
I 

MS. CREEDON: Conlmissioner Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Conmissioner Stzele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Conmissioner Cornella. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Cornmissioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Ave. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Ave. 
I MS. CREEDON: Mr. chai rmh.  
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, thzre are eight ;apes I 
i and zero nays. 
) CHAIKh,fAN DIXON: The motion is adopted. how,  i j 
5 wii: ask you gentlemen, Mr. Yellin.and whozver else is, pin: 
7 to be mvolved~m thls one -- I thmk you were -- thls is t;3-; i 

1 
$ Oakland quest~on that we deferred ovqr hour aso. Czn u?; 

pet back to that tn our books because it's been a couple i 
Lours anoCprobably. Fleet and Industrial Supply Cater- 
Oakland Jifornia; is that correct? i 

! MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. i 
I 
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) : i l l C I C I  L l l G  i V d V ) ' ,  !:I I .  L i l d l l l l l ~ l ~ l ,  1 1 ,  L l l i .  Iti\rili,lr.\ 

'r( vou'll find Lhc ~n:%tioris for th;lt. 
:-TAIR~.IX?J DIXOIq: Kow, to r~l'retiii ~verybocly's 
tion this one  got hig!~ly cornplic.atc:l 3i:d pretty i I 
cd and wc had ail kinds of sucrcstioils ,?lmi~t  w h a t  t h e  I . u 

s ou::ht to be. 1 7 agreement. 
nd as I understand rt, hlr .  Yellin, conci;lt.mhle I 3 MR.  YELLIN: I want to o back on the record that 

~ n d .  Is that substantialiy tme? 
onversations have taben place, I think, wlih the folks / ? the Navy's official pcmtton is st1 1 that the Secretary's 

10 rccornlncnd,>tion W:IS that bccn~tsc of cconomic - becnusc ofjob 
R. YELLIN: Yes, sir, with Oaklancl, Alamuln, I I losses the do not want to ahead with this. 

12 C O ~ ~ M I S S I O N E R  AX: But the Navy docs not object nd, Port Authority. 
3AIRMAN DIXON: Ail right. And hnvc ..vc srrivcd at  
rs'mdin that reflects a consensus on this? 
:R. Y E L ~ I N :  . Among the commun~tics and the 
xion staff, yes sir. 
iiAIRMAN D!XON: Among thc co:nrnunitics and the 
slon staff.. And have those *o wcrc intcrcs:cd, and I 
was partlcularl Co~nmissioner Cox, I may be 
13 someone else t b at had sotnc intcrcst, bccn consulted 

OMMISSIONER COX: yes, sir. 
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IIAIRMAN DIXCN: Does somebodv have a motior 
3MMISSIONER STEELE: May I ask oie question, Sir. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: Sure. 
3MMISSIONER STEELE: In closing Oakland Am?y Base, 
xa,  does that at all impact a recommendat!on- to 
: functtons to other government owned facllitles in 
3 

ik. YELLIN: No, it does not. That was certainly 
)n available. But we  feel there are other government 
!vallable in the area, o r  that they need to really 
.or them. That's certainly the most economical 
:h to this im lementation. OMMISSIBNER STEELE: I just wanted to double 

HAIRMAN DIXON: Let me ask Commissioner Cox, -- 
omrmssroner Cox ou were very interested in thls an( 
nsulted with you. ab you h o w  what the situation is 
3an ou advise our fellow com~missioners? 
O&ISSIONF& COX: Yes, slr. As I understand it 
ere several issues here regard~ng some land at the 
One iece of land had two leases on it and the 
3 y  oFhuo hrrther leaw on it having to do with the 
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)merit at the  port. Two other arts of the land were in  
: areas, one m the City of ~ i c g m o n d  and one in the 
Alameda. 

here was concern !hat if we acted without being 
what we were doing that we would in some way 

ize the negotiations In the leases that had gone on 
the  Navy and the port, and conversations betwecn thc 

nd the c ~ t y .  

record, of the Counsel on that point. 
: is there understanding and my understandinc -- I 
llke the counsel to opine on thls -- that one, t%e 
hat they have alreadv signed would not be affected by 
fonvard under B M C ;  1s that correct? 

%s. CREEDON: That's correct, 
IOMMISSIONER COX: And, in fact, that under the 

13 assuming -- 
14 M R .  YELLIN: \Ye have not gotten any official Navy 
IS comment on this. 
16 CHA:KMAN DIXON: L.et rnc ask Comrnissioncr Cornella, 
17 he had indicated interest. Comruissioner Cornella, are you 
18 satisfied wlth this result. 
19 COMr.lISSIONER CORNELLA: I think wc'rc rcady to m o w  
20 ahead, sir. 
11 CNA7RMAN DIXON: Pardon me. 
22 COh4P.: lSSIONER CORNELLA: I think we're ready to move 
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1 ahead. 
2 CHAIRMAN DISON: Thank you. Are thcrc any other 
3 riuestions. 
4 LNgd;i~nse.)  
5 I AN DIXON: Is there a motion. 
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: Them are two motions, h4r. 
7 Chairman. 
8 CHAlRMAN DIXON: That's jnst what we  need, two. 
9 M O T T O N  .- - - - 

10 C0h4F:lISSIONER KLING: First of all, I move that t h e  
I 1 Conlmission find the Secretary of Defense dev~ated 
1 2  substantially from final cntena five and SIX and therefore, 
13 that the Co~nnl;'ssion following recommendation: 

7 The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 
8 the force structure plan and final criteria. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox do you second? 
10 COMMISSIONER COX: Second. 
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: She seconds that motion. 
:2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: May I inquire. I thought we 
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1 were closing the  FISC and that was the agreement we reacha 
2 with all those phone calls. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Commissioner Stecle, that is, in 
4 fact, the agrTement, and that w ~ l l  be the second mot~on.  But 
-5 for reasons mvolvinn worhng ~t out with each of these 
6 cities, the .City of d a m e d a  and the City of Richmond want= 
7 to be cons~dered under a se arate motion. 
8 CHAIJWAN ~ 1 x 0 8 :  You're rioht on cop of things. 
9 Commissioner Steele. Let's get rid of  t & ~ s  motlon and. we'll 
3 get to the one you Idce. Any more comments about thls 
I motion. 
2 COMh.IISSIONER STEELE: Just so we gct to the one I 
3 like -- 

16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Iiling. 
17 COMhlIISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
I 8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
19 COMhfISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
20 h4S. C REEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
2 I COMhlISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
22 MS. CKEEDON: commissioner Steele. 

.S you pohted out when you o e n d ,  we have now had 
oftunity to talk to the Port of gakland, the City of 

1, the  City of Alameda arid the Citv of Richmond. And 
understanding that they are all in agreement that i t  

oe a rood t h ~ n g  for us to move fonvard and close ~t 
he  BRAC statute and that would allow them to move 
1 on the leases. And I do want to ask one auestion. 

1 
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I: .. . 

14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: A11 right, we're going to get tc 
IS it. Counsel will call the roll. 
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CO.','rh!iS!;IO?.!i!< CORNELLA: A?e. 
hi S. CP.tEDGN: Cornlniss~oner Cox. 
CC?:,lhiIYSIOXFI!< COX: Aye. 
hi S. CREEDOX: Cor;l:~::\sioncr Davis. 
COXIMISSIOXER DAV ':: Aye. 
MS. C!1EEDON: Ms. C Airma?. 
CHATRMAN DIXON: t;;,c. 
MS. CKEFUON: Mr. C i ~ a i m i ,  the vote is e~ght aye 

and zero na s. 
CEIA?~MALIAN DIXON: The motion is adopted. 

Cormnissioner Klin 
M O ~ I O N  

COMP~~SSIONERKLING: The second motion is: I movc 
that thz Commiss!on find that the Secretary of Def$nse 
deviated substani~ally f r o p  final cntena five and six and 
thercfcre, that tEe Commss~on adi.,it the follow~ng 
recommendation: ,Close Fleet Industrial Supply Center, 
Oakland, Califonua, relocate defense fmance and accountin(. 
service and militxy Seal~ft Co~mnand to governryent own& 
space. The C o ~ m s s i o n  finds this recornmendat~on is 

Pzge 662 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second? 
COMMISSIONER COX: Second the motion. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox seconds t !x  

motion. Are thzre an further comments? COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm okay now. 
CHAIRMAN DUON: You're okay now. Commissioner 

Steele is okay now. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: You threw me for a loop 

there. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: God bless you. Any further 

comments? 
No r onse.) 

&-&%AN DIXON: Counsel, call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
COMMISSIONER U I N G :  Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 

Commissioner 
CORNELLA: 
Commissioner 
COX:. Aye. 

Cornmissloner 
DAVIS: Ave 

Cornel 
Aye. 

Cox. 

Davis. 

la. 
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hlS. CREEDON: Mr. ~ha i rm&.  
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight aye 

and zero nays. 
Cf-IAIKMAN DIXON: And that motion is adopted. Now, 

ladies and gentlemen, we've concludd the Army section, 
c l ~ n e d  up some other things we had to do,  we have one aoency 
-- ~nteragency work still to do. We estimate that that's 
going to take about 45 minutes or so. I want to thank Ed 
Brown and his Army team for their outstanding work, job well 
done. We greatly appreciate what you did. We're indebted to 
you and the country is indebted to you. 

We're going to take a seven minute recess,, dro the 
cave1 prom fiy at quarter to 9:OO. I have that nght on't 
1, General 8 avis? 

B 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. 

rersified Reporting Services, Inc. 

3 ! r i  i>ric>' rezcss L~,;LS tak::~~.) 
4 C:;!.4IKhlAN DIXON: M r .  Cook and Ms. M':dtsk:. arc; 

fuiks rc-xiy to beein'? 
h l l i .  COOR: W e  are, Mr. Ch:lirn~an. 
CIIAIRMAN DISON: Help me a little bir, arv ~ v c  

starting with Defense Logistics Agency St'and hione 
II istsibution Depots? 

hlX.  COOK: We are, sif. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: That's where wc'rc beginnir-g. Uic 

is goin$: to be in for us? 
1311. C ~ O K :  I will, sir. 
ClIAIlZMAN DIXON: Mr. Cook. 
MR. COOK: Good evening, Mr. Chairman. 

Interagency Issues Team !s res onsible for the d i r s t  
nnnlysls 01 defense agencies. f h i s  evening we sill i~ 
jxwentms that analyses on the, Defense Logistics A g a c y  mi 
ti;:: Dcfense Investieatwe Service. 

20 \+'ill) me is Marilyn Wasleski, senior anal st, who 
! I  w;ll do a number of the present+rons. Thz De ? ensz L a g c c  
22 A;;ency, or DLA, divided thelr ~nstallatlons mto four 

P e e  fli2 
I cale~ories shown. We will brief those catetrories whits ar= 
2 hiL;h?ighted, as they are the only ones whlcg c o n m  ' 

3 rer:.ommendations. 
4 The first category is distribution depots, not to 
5 bc confused with maintenance depots which have alrcady bcer. 
6 discussed. Distribution depots are res onsible for raujpt ,  
7 stclrage and issues of items urchased y item manasm. 1: 
8 is basicallv a warehousing & nctlon. 

c 
Y DLA has added d~stribution depots to their List of 
0 rcsr)mrr~cnJa:ions because they simply have too much capcq i:. 
I the In the out years requirements for storzge 
2 capacity wlll contmue to decline due to force stt7k-ture 
3 reciuctlons, outsourcing and management initiati\rs tied to 
4 cora~ercial  pecticzs. 
5 Distribut~on depots are further divided into tu.0 
6 t p a ,  co-locate and itand alone. Co-1ocated.dept.s aot, E 
7 t i e name implies! connected wlth serv!ce ~t~~ dqms 
8 and exist prlmarll because of that mamtenance fimcbn. 
9 Yesterday t l e  Commission closed Kelly, M&L& 
o and Letterkenny maintenance de ots and the asso;ta&d 
I distribution depots at those ins d' lations. Those L 
2 had an impact on the overall storage capacity sysrzm-wide. i 
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I red~~cing the avaiiabilit b approximately 64 million 
2 i i t ia~nabl~ cubic feel. k b t h a t ' s  the masure of sor- 
3 cap;~city. 
4 %'e will now discuss issues relating to s t a d  ai- 1 
5 depots and recognize that any decisions concemi~q tk -i 
6 closure of these depots will also have an Impact cu the 
7 overall storage capacity. 

i 
8 Change the slide, please. DLA ranked six u o d  1 
9 alone de ots in the order shown. After their anal>sis DLX 1 lo removcfthe two most highly rated, San Joa "in md 

1 I Susquchanna frool further analysis because %ey were a s t i -  ! 
12 mega-depots within close proxirnity o f  air and H'8:cr psts CT 
13 em6arkation. : 
14 Additionally, they were designed as, p r i q  i 
15 distr-ib~~ion sites and are considered the distribu- f-1 ; 
16 points for support of the two rna'or regional co&~ct 
17 concept. The three luphlighted de ots had s p s i f i s  

I 

i 
is reconmendsiions. The depots in fiemphis and @d% arc 1 
19 recommended for closure and the depot in ColumSus cs .i 
ro reconmended for realigmznt. Slide. 
11 The concept for operations for DLA stand done I 

4 
!2 depots is shown. As you can see, ~t calls for two pnraary , i 
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.ntions. 
'ully imp1 enenting the concept of operations will 
~orlfall ra rnifications. I'!I speak to those 
tarily. 
Iere is a map showing the Idcation of the six stand 
:pots with the ones involvcd in DLA recornm~:nt!ations 
hted. ' r h  e map doesn't*accurately reflect the tnie 
of the storage Itjcations, hotvever, so  the iiext map 

.s all storage locations, bofh Stand alone a: ri co- 

%e.se depots -- the depot is either closecl or  
~cnded for closurc are highlighted. 'The map piovidcs a 
r perspet ive of the total storage system. Next slide. 
spoke aboyt the declining inventory and the 

~g decline in the n e d  for cqnci ty.  I show this 
.o display the cnpacrty and inventory relat~onship of 
tribution .system over tlme after the Co~nm~ss lon  
ns actual and potentlal are fa~tored  In. 
%e sharp decline In capacity in 1996 and 1997 will 
f the depots at Memphis and Ogden are closed. The 

-- 
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- decline in 1999 and 2000 will occur as a result of 
sures of  McClellm, San Antonio and Letterkenny. 
l i e  tofal impact in the storage system, if 311 
:s are ~mplemented, equals a shortfall of approximately 
hon attaqable cubic fee:. Again, that's the measure 
3 e capacrty. 
:bHMISSIONER COX: Mr. Cook, before you go on on 

:HAILMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
:OMMISSIONER COX: That would show potential small 
'capacit in 2000 and beyond. What would be the 
of the &la and Mission sbdy?  Do  they go into i h s ?  

dR. COOK: They do, they had an extensive section 
enal management and outsourcing of it. Let me have 
.15, please. 
tol? and Missjons Commission report, as I said, 
ienswe discussion concerning material management 
*as. In it they indicated that the preferential way of 
~g shortfalls was outsourcin , even to the tune of 
mg surge capacity in time o f war. 
:OMMISSIONER COX: Even in the private sector for 1 
:apaci ty? 

- ' 1  

> No:v. Dii4,  ; :ilic..i;:rtf t:;.c:ir wllen they had a t(?:a1 o f  
.r -y)~cni ia !  nlillicx; s!~or . t fn i !  tI:ey,w:u~ted to har~tile thn! 11i- 

5 hoox .  V i  h:al some problems with that on the st:iff. 6 s  I 
6 slid, \w'i.c fully intending to recommend that they reta~r: 
7 sonic cagipility. 
3 C ... MISSIONER COX: But DLA had indicated thct Iticy 
9 woulti r:il t:cr take the 45 million? 

10 M I? ., COOK: That's correct. 
1 I COMh4lSSIOXER COX: That would be acceptable? 
! 2 MR.. COOK: 'That's what came to 11s in v~riting. 
13 CI-L4IRMAN DIXON: Yes, but you were say:?& Mr. 
1.1 Cook, that at-the point where we are now afier the :lct~on 
15 taken on a pnor occ~~sioi i  on  Red River that you and staff are 
16 comfortai~le wlth thls q~1e.stlon. 
17 h$R. COOK: Yes, sir. I think there is sufficient 
18 capabilltj, in the comlnercial sector -- if the Cqmnlission 
1 0  chooses t!) o that wa t!lere is adequate capab~lity in the 
10 commercla sector to andie that shortfall. 
!I 

k' b 
COh4MISSIONER KLING: Just so I can understand yhat 

12 you're saying, Mr. Cook, what you're sayins is that pnor to 

. .- 
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2 to 'D LA? 
3 MR. COOK: Y a ,  sir. Prior to Rec! River remaining 
4 open 45 million was a shortfall. DLA ~ n d l c a t d  that they 
5 would like to accept that w e  as  a staff had some problem wit 
6 that. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: But now, we're going to have 
s less than that. 
9 MR. COOK: Now, we've got 25.7. 
0 MS. KING: So, they're gomg to be twice happy -- I 
I mean, twice as easy and comfortable. And you're more 
2 comfortable. 
3 MR. COOK: Yes, sir. 
4 MS. KING: You're more comfortable than you were 
5 prior to a n y  of our act~ons. 
6 CHAJRMAN DIXON: H e  looks very comfortable. 
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Cook. can I ask you a 
8 question* please? 
9 MR. COOK: Yes, sir. 
0 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Conlmissioner Robles. 
1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I'm -ust trying to get m 
2 handle on this capacity number because t & e ever elusive 
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dR. COOK: Absolutely. 
:OMMISSIONER COX: And,let  me ask ou a question, 
:ed about capac~ty and all kinds of -- 6Y5 percent 1s 
)ugh -- too much, 100 percent is too much -- is that 
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I capacity s h ~ x v s  u p  i n  different venues. Are the capacity 
2 number that you re using, I.e., the requirement numbers, are 
3 they after all these initiat~ves that DLA has been engaged in 
4 since the ear!y '90s? 

Depot was added alon with the associated distribution '20 C O ~ ~ M J S S I O N E R  ~ ~ O N T O Y A :  Does this cepacit number ar 
hat knocked the shortfhl down to a little over 25 21 Red River include the potential completion of tiat huge 
26 million attainable cubic feet. According to the 

11, 20 some-odd thousand, is that a lot, a small I S  Having been an active participant in the 900 series 
t is that a l iab le ,  are we concerned? 6 of DMDs and DMRs, are you telling me this is after DLA rings 
d ~ .  COOI$ 25 million -- not as concerned as I was 1 7 out all its efficiency, just in time inventow, gets n d  of 
I yesterday. Let me have backup slide 1A. I would 8 lines, all that whole series o f  901 and all those other 
Commissioner Cox, how we got the shortfall, and why / 9 initiatives, this is where ou end up or is it before that? 

n't cause as much concern a s  l t  micht have. MR. COOK: It's g efore that, Commissioner Robles. 
3 e  slide shows that the closure ofhlernphis. Ogden, I DLA is currently engaced in a couple programs similar to!usL 
:enny and Red ,River would have riven us a shortfall o f  12 in time inventory. They're also i n v o l v e  in rewarehousmg, 

22 storage building that they're working on? 

lion ACF, atta~nable cubic feet. when the closures of 
llan and San Antonio were a d d d  in that gave a total 

13 they're bringing some new facilities on h e .  Tha! does not 
14 even begin to account for the rivate sector capab~llty. 

11 of over 43 million cubic feet. That providec! staff 15  C ~ ~ ~ M ~ S S I O N E R  R O ~ L E S :  Thank you. 
oncern beaus:: that seemed to be beyond the ca abiiity 16 6 i CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions of 
I to handle w ~ t h  their management practices an so on. 17 hlr. Cook. 
Ye were fully prepared to recommend that something / I S  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have one. 
jidered for rrtent~on. However, when the Red Rlver I 19 CHd4TRA4AN DIXON: Commissioner Montova. 



. 30 tar !,0 1;Ialor I iOi-llClnS have SLIrt2CCC. 
wo finai I s w s  I cvoulJ 11ke to present cled wrlh 
and econo1:iics T!tc co~nn~unity contends t!n: thc onc- 
st used by l?LA are slbstptrally understatxi ;tiid thai 
:osts are o~ws ta i ed .  Their estimates 1nc1~1cle a $23 
eptra for oneltitfie costs $208 million for 

ctlo~r cost avoidan~c  and $136 rmlhon f y  eqt~~pm$nt 
However, the stsfr could nqt support t lwr  contention 
se  costs would be required ~f the depot were closed. 
inall , Mr. Cbn lqan ,  the ques t~on of econonuc 
whire not appezrm io be severs, is somewhat 
ing, There would f e n negative .G percent Impact on 
mun~ty as a whole, if  the dcpot were closcd. However, 
~ c t  on the African American community in Memphis would 
3 a rise i n  unemployment from the current 9 ercent 
Iercent smce 80 percent of the employees at t e depot 
!can American. 

i 
.ext slide. Mr. Chairman, closing the depot at 
s would bring with it the pros and cons we have listed 
:hart. The  annual s a v i n ~ s  of $23.8 million and the 
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111 of excess capscity in the storage system by 37.1 
attanable cubic feet is the reason this facility has 

commended for closure by DLA. 
.re there an uestions? 
:HARM& SIXON: Any questions of Mr. Cook. 
OMMISSIONER ROBLES: Just a question - more of an 
 tio on, but in the form of a question. You know, I 
tnd the DLA approach, which is to not have an send- 
epots. They re trylng to get the number o ; pnmary 
ition sites down to 'ust a ccuple. n e y  want to 
te the distribution depqts next to thelr mal$epnce 
s, or collocate them with maintenance facillties. 
y're trying to reduce infrastructure. 
ut, you know, I jus! don't understand this -- that 
lnce m a while you just got t.0 take a step back and 
Jait a minute, what about this?" I mean, I got -- we 
ived at the regional heanng, and I've ootten some 
nal briefings on the fact that Federal Gpres s  has 
]at a hub, and Mem his is becomng a cargo-handling 
,f excellence a la s i t con  Valley for that industry, a 
e 120 in Boston for the hirh-tech mdustrv. 
a d  more and more cornpagies are gravi titing there, 
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re is going to be some great technolo y sharing, 
es, and ot  er  benefits to be pained. And so  I 
- and plus the basic.infrastruc:ure of the depot is 
odern, very speclalizd, lots of storage space, et 

6 war or! m.:h co:tst. 
7 That left four others. One was desi ate41 to be 
8 the slow rnoyers, up in Columbus. That B" eft t h r ~  . Cg~!en 
9 depot and ii~chnlond. hchmond  had the best facdltles III 
!o terms of being new. So the long-term investment in 
!I maintenance of facilities at Richmond was lower th?n the 
:2 other two. Additionally, it was collocated with an mventory 

)id any of that factor into DLA's analysis? Or did 
jt use a cookie-cutter approach that says, "Slam, if 
not collocated with a maintenance depot, that's where " And for whatever their milita ranking value 
s are, .We only want these WO?DSS.. 
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I control pan t  and was in close proximity to the Norfolk port. 
2 So t h z y  h.d :i higher installation military value 
3 than the otl-ier two. And that left Mem his and Ogden. 
4 COhlMISSIONER ROBI-ES: 1 Bon't understand the 
5 Norfolk ort tie-ia. 
6 M{. COOK: They do a lot of su port. They have -- 

8 
7 7 of the Norfolk a m ,  Commissioner Rob es. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Oh, but it has nothing to do 
9 with the ort. 
o MF!. COOK: No, sir. I 'm sorry 
1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: It has ;o do with the NorfoLk 
2 faciiitv storape. 
3 MR. dO0K:  Strictly storage. 
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay, I can understand that. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: P a y  other questions or statements? 

d l k e  a little more insight into thls thinking. 
1R. COOK: There were two measures of merit for the 
Commissioner Robles. One was the militarv value. and 

I !. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS- This s h e r  ism of the Memphis 
17 area. I m a n ,  if you go to heaven and h e 8  if you're a 
1 S package, you got to go to Memphis, because - with F e E x  and 
19 company. And that is a hub. Is there r b ~ t  s nerglsm wlth 
20 that capability that exists at Memphis afready! 
2 1 MR. COOK: The ca~abil i tv  is there. Within 24 

1 

!:! hours, you can get to aboui42 pekent of  the GIs in the 
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1 United State:., from Memphis ,  in 24 hours.  N o  doub t  that they 
:! are centrally located and erform a mission. But that same 
3 rmsston now is o i n ~  to & picked up artially by Red River, 
,4 partially by ~ i d e r ,  and the collocate d' depots, because 

7 quite a ways from Memphis. 
8 MR. COOK: It  sure is. It sure is. Yes, sir. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: .On that,issue - wasn't there an  
0 issue - - earlier . . that they were domg a p l o t  program with FedEx 

5 they've got storage capacity. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yeah. but Red River is still 
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pu're absolute1 right, the second measire was 
lng called insta~latioo military value. And those 
tions that were collocated with other facilities that 
share the overhead received a higher installation 
I value. 
h e  two depots, Memphis and Ogden, suffered in that 

11  at Mem his. 
12 M%. COOK: Yes, they sure ware Commissioner Cox. 
13 It's just beinc implemented, as I remember it. I'll get some 
14 data for OLI 'before I finlsh thls briefing. 
15 C~MMISSIONER COX: But I also recall that FedEx 
16 indicated they didn't have to be in Memphis. 
17 MR. COOK: That's true. 
18 MS. WASLESKI: It's an  overnight delivery program 
19 for fast-moving items, but FedEx could do that independent of 

;. The overhead was s read over a largsr base -- 20 the -- 
~ a t  were collocateci wit[ another facliity. COMA/~ISSIONER COX: wherever i t  -- 
OMMISSIONER ROBIES: Sic, that doernt seem to he 1:; MS. WASLESKI: Well, independent of the depot being 



, - - CFitiLiihlAN D I X O N :  Ally othe;cIucs!ions'! :\:lj, 

i stlitern::n\s'! Is there ;I motion? 
-, CdMMISSIONEi< COX: Mr. Chairrn~tn. 

CI-iATRMAN DISON: Co~mlissioner Cox. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Arc wc ready for motions. 0k:ty.  
J M O T I  0 N - . - - - - - . 
.! COMMISSlONER COX: 1 move that thc Cotn~nission fin(! 
I that thz Secretary of Detsnse did not dwjate. substantially 
2 from the force structure plan and final cntena, and 
j therefore that the Comrnlssion adopt the follow~ng 
4 recomnmdation of the Secretary of Defense. 
i Close Defense Distribution Depot Mem his, 
; Tennessee. Marcrial remirung at the ~ ~ h l ~ ~ a t  the t i  y e  of 
7 ~ l o s u r z  will be relocated jo o t~mum storage space within the 
3 Department of Defense dlstn ! ution system. As a result of 
3 DDMT.  all DLA activit will cease at th~s location, and DDMT 
:, will be excessed to D A needs. 
: 

E 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to that motion? 

3 I second that motion. Is there any further comn~ent? 

3 one nay. ' 

:1J CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion is adopted, scven to 
:: one. 
' 7 - MR. COOK: The next depot under consideration is 
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1 the onc at Ogden, Utah. Like Memphis, it's a good facdity 
2 in a desirable location, with an active involvep~ent  by the 
3 community in its ?dense.  As with Memphis, we've listed the 
: most lrnportant Issues surfaced by the conmlunity, along wit1 
5 DOD and R and A positions. 
5 The O g d n  conlrnunity from the beginning indicated 
7 that the  malysls by DOD was invalid, in that the two depots 
Y st San Joaauin and Susquehanna should not have inilially been 
3 eliminated from further consideration. They felt that the 
0 DLA actlon was inappropriate, 
I We previous1 sent a pomt paper to each 
3 Conunissioner on t K e issue. In essence, the staff, counsel, 
3 and the GAO opinion is that DLA actions were legal and this 
4 EKAC d6cision was not redetermined. 
T The community beieves that the depot should have 
ti been designated as a primary djstribution site because the): 
7 cicarly the demonstrated capab~l~ty.  They also contend that 
Y the destination costs for most,manufacturers to the depot, 
9 and then on to ports or other 1n1gd users, are chaipzr fro111 
13 Osden dzpot than t'rorr: the Cal~torn~a  de ots. The result, in 
1 thelr o in~on,  is an adverse impact on rm f itary readiness. 
2 f h z  staff detcrninzd that, f iom a capability 
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1 Counsel, call the role. 

MS. KING: Commissioner Cox. 
j COMMISSIONER COX: A e. 
-, MS. KING: ~ommissiooer Bavis. 
'I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
6 MS. KING: Commissioner Klmg. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
Y MS. KING: Commissioner Monto a. 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: l y e .  
L) MS. KING: Commissioner Robles. COMMISSIONER STEELE: I do. You sort of answered 
I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Nay. i l .  You said staff concurs. My qucstion would be, with our 

Page 689 
I We found thr~t ~riovement ocDEIYMI3DS' miss1011 
3 cquipn~ent is best acco~lunorfnted from a central locar~on, in 
3 tius case Ogden. those assets went .  
4 through New Orleans, a than Califomla, 
5 arid therefore cheaper n 
6 they will relocate the to Hill Air Forcs Base 

8 
7 to acconunodate the Arm 's desire. The staff concurs. 

CHAIRMAN DIXBN: Are therz any questions of Mr. 
9 Clook. 

1. MS. KING: Conunissionet Steele. 
j COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
-I MS. KING: Commissioner Cornella. 
j COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
6 MS. KING: Mr. Chairman. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
d MS. KING: Mr. Chalnnan, the vote is seven ayes and 

o MR. C ~ O K :  We looked at that and discussed that 
1 is:,ue wch them, Conumssioner Steele. Hill Air Force Base 
? hus the Inside storage to accomrno&tt: the mission and the 

12 act~ons yesterday on ALCs, both from a cost sta.ndpoint -- 
13 actually PIC-.4LC actlon of moving those. Becausz, as you 
14 k:-!ow, the !'re r a l l y  closely !mated, Hill Air Force Base and 
ir tills D D O ~ .  
16 Does it still ma& sense, both cost-\vise and does 
17  H ~ l l  .Air Force Base still have the room, given what we have 
18 itst handed the Air F o ~ c e  as a rnmagement issue, to move the 
19 ~ E P M E D S  UD to Hill? 
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1 inside storage requirements for DEPMEDS. There is some 
2 concern about conti~uous storage space tor the modules 
3 th::mselves, although th:it is bemg worked out. There are 
4 soxne o ~ t i o n s  to k e e ~  i t  in the area. and 1'11 discuss those 

In just sccond. 
i The inside storage fbr the DEPMEDS that you saw 
7 when you were there cxn  be accorn~aotlat~ .I at ~ i l l ,  even wit1 
3 tht: rn6veinent of assets from -- 
9 COMhllSSIONER STEELE: And we got that answer from 
1 boi:h Hill Air Force Base? 
I MR. COOK: We did. We asked them both. 
L COMA4ISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thanks. 
i CHXIRPV.l/IN DJSON: TII:III~ p u ,  MI-. Cook. is there a 
i moiion? 
I COhlMISSlONER KLING: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 

M O T I O N  
COhl?v1ISSIOh'ER KLING: I inov?  hat the cornmission 

I tint1 t h y t  the Sec~etary of' Dzf'ensz devtated substmt~dly 
I trol.n tml crl[erra 2 and 3,  and therefore that the 

Co1111nissipl1 reicct [!ie Sccrctar)."~ rzcommcndation on Defense 
Distribut~on Depot Ogden, Ut:~h, and instead adopt the 
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 on system. 
j a ;c=sult of the clos~rt :  of DDOU, all DLA 
will cease at this location and DDOU will be 
1 to DLA needs. V,c Commission finds this 
endation is consistent with the force structure plan 
1 criteria- 
HNRMAN DIXON: I second the motion. Are thert 
unents? 
OMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: Cornmisstoner Steele. 
OMMISSIONER STEELE: It's just a clarification 
1. I believe Mr. Cook was about to sn there were 
~ t ions  in the area regarding the DEPM t *DS, and I'm 
ing if what you didn't present might imp~.ct the 
endation and do we need to hear that first, sir. 
IR. COOK: 1'11 be happy to tell you that, 
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sioner S~ccle. Thc community presented a proposal to 
rch scerns to have some merit. In the cvcnt the Ogden 
tion Dep was closed, the communit proposes it obtain 
ient depot l a d  from DOD and tKen lease the required 
back to DLA to cover not only the necessary long-term 
, but a s  a vehicle to cove: any shortfall. 
ILA has endorsed the notlon of leasin and this 
trovide an acceptable solution to any s % ortfall. I 
add that the concept could just as easlly apply to the 
us de ot as the one at Ogden to cover any shortfall. 
OMdSSIONER STEELE: Just one question on thcre. 
of the movement of DEPMEDS - I mean. if there's a 

I the minimum essential land at the Ogden depot for an 
<e+erve contonement area. So that's gomg to be there 
m n t .  Now, to expand that contonement to cover the 
IDS could ensily be done. To answer your uestion, it 
more expensive because they'll have tolease the 

e of space, could they save money by .ust keeping that 
lg  there? Or should -- if this closes, ?suppose the 
o that anyway. I'm not trying to mess 11 up here, gut 
on't want to end money w e  don't need to spend. 
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as opposed to moving it to Hill, where it's already I 
r. I 

1 
I 
I 
I 
1 

. . 

:HAIRhlAN DIXON: An other s:atcrnents or questions? 
:OMMISSIONER S T E ~ L E :  At this late hour I'm not 

fX. COOK: Tart of the recommendation is to 

, L L ' ; b I  ik!  l . ? J , s \ j .  . <,,\ , . . < / u L L - . ? .  , ij ... 
, h lS.  c;,'I-:LEl?cSil'!: Commissioner Stecle. 
5 COh:MJSS!O?illR S T E L E :  Aye. 
6 XS.  CREEDG3: Conmissioner Cornelia. 
7 COhlMISSlc?i~i'ER CORN.EI,LA: A y e  

I I 
8 MS. CREEC3:I:: Commissioner Cox. 
? C9XLMISSIOX 53 COX: Aye. 

10 MS. CREEDO?;: Commiss~oner Davis. 
I I COMMISSIOEER DAVIS: Aye. 
12 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
13 CHAIRiMAN DIXON: Aye. 
1 4  MS. CREEEON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight nycs 
15 and zero nays. 
16 CHAiRMAN DISON: The motion is unaninlousiy acioptcd, 
17 Dcfcnsc, Lo~istics Agency -- Inyentory Control Foinrs, Defense 
I8 Jndustr~al Su 71y Center, PhlladeI3hia, Pennsylvan~n. 
I ?  MR. &OK:, Thank you, s ~ .  
20 Ms. Wasleski viill cover the ICPs. 
2 1 MS. WASLESKI: T;e next category v wi!! brief if 

I 
!2 inventory control points. An inventory controf polnts, or 
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I ICP, mission is to procurt: and direct the storage d 
2 shipment of' wl~olwaic inc!ustrinl wtapons. s skerr: . kms.  s:~ch 
3 as nuts and bolts, general items, such as 11 . i t  bulbs and 
4 film, an6 trcop support items, such as fwi, clothing, and 
s medical iterns for the military.services. Next slide. 
6 DLA began their anal sis by grouping the !mentory 
7 control points, which have ? ~ k e  msslons, and ratm % those 8 like missions together. The Defense Construction up ly 
9 Center, the Defense General Su ly Center and the ~ e f e n s e  
o Industrial Supply Center were a?fgrouped and rated together 
I be.c?usc they $1 buy weapon sysicms 2nd general items for :he 
2 m l ~ t a r y  ser\;~ces. 
3 The Defense Personnel Support Center was rat$ 
4 separately bemuse rt 1s the only mvento control pomt 
5 within DLA.which urchases the commercia -type items such as B 7 
6 food, cloth~ng an medical items. These items are 

I7  collective1 G o w n  as  troop support items. 
18 The bafense Fuel Su I Center was also rated 
n separately as 11 ig the only fEF): which purchases fi~els for 
!o the military services. Next slide. 
! I DLAs concept .of operations is to have four 
!z inventory control polnts grouped together by llke items, two 

-- 
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I weapon systerns ICPs, one troop and general support ICP, and 
2 one fuel system ICP. The items were grouped this way in 
3 order to lmprove management oversight. 
J The troop and generai support items are more 
5 conducive to cornrnerci,al support and thus managed diiferently 
6 than weaDon system Items or  fuel. 
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o,make a big deal about this. I'm just worried that 
: ~ t ' s  a late hour, we might be lockmo in somethino 
~ l d  save some money if we did it difLrently. ~ n d :  I 
['d like to depart as much as everybody else. 
Ir. Cook, do you feel it is worthy to amend a 
ln an wa or should we just proceed. 
fR.  C%OJ?' I do feel the motion should be amended, 
ssloner Steele. I think DLA has the latitude through 
s and mission -- 
Oh4MiSSIONER STEELE: Enough said. I'm happy. 

Diversified Reporting Services, Xnc. 

7 TI& DLA concept of operations is to have the 
8 Defense Construction Supply Center and the Defense General 
9 Supply Center as the weapons systems inventory control 

10 points; the Defense Personnel Support Center as the troo ie and I I ceneral support meento control point; and the De  ens? Fuel 
i i  Supply Center as the ~ Z n s s  fuels Inventory control oint. 
13 DL* p l + s  to disestablish the Defense lndus t r ia~  
1 4  Supply Center In order to obtain this concept. Next slide. 

you. This map mdicates the locations of  the five 
HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel, call the roll. 16  inventory control omts. I would like to point out that the 
IS. CREEDON: Cornrnjssioner Kling. 1 7  Iocat~on of an 1 ~ 8 i s  not geocmphlcally dependent. Two of  
HAIRMAN DISON: Did we have a second to that the ICPs are located in ?hila&elphia, that is the Defense 
) 

19 Industrial Supply Center and the Defense Personnel Support 
~ M ~ ~ I S S I O N E R  CORNELLA: I seconded. /?a Center. 

I 
OMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
[S- CREEDON: Conmissioner Montoya. 

2 1 The Defense Industrial Suppl Center is located in 
22 Columbus, Ohlo, and the Defcnse 6 eneral Supply Center is 



' , - --' - -  -- -...-....-- 
on h i  . bccaasc: l t  1s the pri~~xuy.fvcus of the DGD I .; 

r rc~oo?::r~:iiS.iiion. For future discuss~ons, wc will no; a d d i e s t  5 
c the E<t.cnst: Fuel Sl?pply Center as not mvolved in the DGD / o 
i rzcoi~;rmnclation. N'cxf slide. 
1 'I'his chart hic~hlights the effect of the DOD 
fi reco::~mzndation. Thcre will be a one-time cost of $55.1 

millior) \':it11 annual savings of $18.4. Economic impact on the 
! cr;rin~;iiiities effectcd by this rzcotnmenJ~:ion is minimal. Next 
2 siidz, lease. 
d f h i s  map illustrates the movemept of the items in 
: order to reach DLAs concept of operatlons. The Defense 
i Construction Supply Center will be movinl~ ap roximately 1 P s percent of ~ t s  general item workload to thel>e ense Personn 
- Support Cent$. 

,? 

I! its general workload to 
- The Defense General Supply Center w!$be moving 
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! ar>proxirnate!y 49 ercent of  its general item workloaci to tht 
2. Defense Pcrsomc f' Support Center. In total approximately 
j xx#ion items will be transferred, however, oniy about one- 
-: t h ~ r d  o f  these items are active items. 
3 The  Defense Construction Center in Columbus was 
6 selected as a weapons system inventory control point, becau 
7 it CL: I cntly manages a large nuinber of weapon systems items, 
3 and It is also host to a number of DLA and non-DLA activities 
3 which allows them to share overhead. 
.O The Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, as 
. i  selected as the other wea ons system Inventory control pcinl 
.1 because it  also hosts a num ! er of DLA and non-DLA activities 
.3 and is, in addition, among the best facilities DLA has. 
.-t The Defense Personnel Support Center was chosen as 
.5 the troop and general support Inventory control pant, 
.5 because no other inventory control point manaoes troop items, 
.7 and the general i teps would be managed l&e the troop Itern 
.S which is commerc~al-type buying. 
3 The box in the lower nght-hand comer of this map 

illustrates the net civilian man wer im act, as a result of 
:i this recommendation. ~ h i l a d e c h i a  wilflose 369 jobs, 
2 Columbus 35S, and Richmond gains 323. We have simplified the 
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1 movenxnt because locations will be losing and receiving 
1 manpower allocations. Next slide, please. 
j The community was very involved ar,d raised a numbe~ 
+ of issuzs. We have summarized their position on the mnjor 
E Issues on this slide, along with the poslt~on of the DOD, 
5 where a plicable and the R and A staff findings. 
i ~ i ? e  first issue we looked a! was the locatlon 
3 selected for the weapons s stem lnventory control points. 
9 The community bellever tkt because of their knowledge and 
i) number of weapon system items managed, the Defcnse Industrial 
I Supply Center should have been retamed as a weapon system 
2 ICP. We agree with thc DOD position to have Columbus rtrid 
3 Pichrnond, however, as the weapon systems inventory control 
4 points, because of the reasons I just previously stated and 
5 why DOD selected them. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there anv fcfiher aucs~ions of 

f;upplr/ Center. 
?'he co.mmunity believes serious performame 

Jegra:!ntion lssiles w ~ l l  ensue. We belleve there will c-!~;  
This is bcc-n*lsc: D',:'; 

16 Supply. Center have experierkc mansgin wa ons systems item 
17 ilnd, w ~ l l  be able to asslst in the traxsfer. further,  vie 
1 8  belleve that DLAs concep; of operatlons will ul t im~lzly 
19 provide better sen4.x to the customer. 
20 Another issue raised was the issue of job rights.. 
2 1  'X'he conununity is concerned that, because $elr prgaziz!tjon 
12 ):; b a n g  disestablished, employees have no job nghts, wiiich 

-- -- 
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I 1;  true. As I previously mentioned, this is a workload 
2 tfansfer, not a transfer of func:lon. Although there are ro  . 
3 cllrect job rights, DLA has stated that enlployees frop.ihz 
4 Tl~fense Industrial Supply Center will be offered posltlons 
5 w ~ t h i n  the new Troop and General Su ort Inventory C(?ntrol 
a Point to be created in Philadel hia. believe DLA will 
7 offer those employees those.Jo s. 
8 

g 
The community questioned, also, some of the DLA's ' 1  

9 COBRA information. The major item questioned was th 
0 transfer the items from one ICP to another that was not i 
I i d u d e d  in the COBRA. The cornn~unity stated that this cost I 
2 can range anywhere from $57 million to $153 million, 
3 depending on. how many items are trmsferred and how automated 
4 the process is. DLA agreed that the cost to transfer the 
5 itcrns was omitted and revised the COBRA to include onetime 

7 you have, that we Dave ou earlier. 
8 We believe &at DLA'S estimate on the cost io move 

6 ittxn-movement costs of $24 million, and that's the numbers 

9 the  terns is on the low slde and the conmunity's costs are on 
0 tht: hlgh slde. The General .4ccount1ng O f f i x  believed the 
I cc.sts to be around $66 million. We ran, a sensitivity 
2 analysis using a one-time cost of $75 mlllon. The  analysis . 

-.. 

I increased the return on investment from one year to four 
2 yews, which still makes i t  an attractive recoinmendation to 
3 ptlrsue. 
1 The comwunity's recommendation, however, is to 
5 transfer the i t e m  outside the BRAC tin12 11mits. The 
5 coinrnunlty believes that the number of  items that need to be'.. 
7 transferred, which includes =ore items still to be 
s transferred.i'rorn the services, is too great and will impact , 

nulitary readiness due to performance degradation issues, if 
) done too uickly. The cornrnunit recommends [hat the Defense 
I ~ndus t r id  Supply Center and t i e  Defense Pei-sonnel Support 
! Cttntcr be mrrgcd  unde r  une command and the items moved O v e r  a 
I louger per~o&of time. We believe, however, that DLA has 
i enouch experience in nioving the items and can complete the 
; t ranskr  w~ th in  the BRAC requirements. 
I That's it. 

7 Ms. Wasleski? 
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I: 
1.1 
I5 
16 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do ou have murc ,  hfs. Waslzski? 
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S COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aren't you going to go 
I;; 

MS. WASLESKI: NO. A;li qucstiuns? 
.9 throueh the rest of those categories'? CHAIRMAN DIXON: Arc there a n y  questions or' Ms. 
!o 1 1 s .  WASLESKI: Yes, lf YOU wint me to. I20 \V,!:jle~k~? 
! 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, zo ahead, Ms. Wasleski. 
I? MS. WASLESKI: All right. The second impact -- the 

21 (No res onse.) 
22 C M A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Are there any stahnents? 



OMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, slr. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 

M O T I O N  - - - - - - - 

OMMlSSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
sion find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviatt 
tially from the force structure p l y  and final 
and, therefore, that the comrmsslon ado t the 8 n recoqmendatlon of the Secretary of efense: the 
t Ldustna l  Supply Center is drsestablahul. 
l te  the management .of federal supply classes within 
aining Defense Log~stlcs Agency mventory control 
Create one  ICP for the manarement of troop and 
supprt i terns in the Defense Personnel Sup ort 
in i ladelphia. Pennsylvania. Create two ?CPS for 

agemcnt of wcapons-systems-related FSCs at the Defense 
ction Suppl Center, Columbus, Ohio, and the Defense 

enter, Richmond, Viroinia. ISu 1 2 
: H ~ ~ A N  DIXON: 1 second ihe motion. 
.re there any comments? 
\Jo response.) 

lHAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
:OMMISSIQNER KLING: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
lOMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
4s. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
:OMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
I S .  CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
:OMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
4s. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
:OMIVZISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
4s. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
:OMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
4s. CREEDON: Cornmissloner Davis? 
:OMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
4s.  CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
:HAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
4s. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is 
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eight ayes 

:HAIRMAN DIXON: And the motion carries 
10usly. 
>efense Contract Management District South, 

3 Next sllde, please. 
4 This will be what the realignment.would look like. 
5 Basicalls. the reason for ~t is the allocation of the 
6 contract& are not as reat in the South as they are in the 
7 Northeast and the ~ou%west .  Frankly, at one time, DLA had 
8 nine of these, and now thev're down to two, and I suspect In 
9 the near fiiture they'll go down to none, with the technology 

lo I I We'velf$u have any questions. 1.11 be happy to . . - - - 
12 entertain them. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr. I 
15 No res onse.) 
16 LwmRIm DIXON: Are there any statements? 
n LNo resynse.) 
18  HAIR IAN DIXON: Are there any motions? 
1 9  COh4MISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman? 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
2 I M O T I O N  
!2 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
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I 9  1 commission find that the Secretan* of Defense did not evjate 

3 criteria and: therefore, that the comdss ion  ado t the 
4 followmg rwommendatlon of the Secretary of  8efense: 
5 Disestablish Defense Contract Management D~strict South and 
6 relocate missions to Defense Contract Management-D~stnct 
7 Northeast and Defense Contract Mana ement Distnct West. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I seconcfthe motion. 
9 Are there any comments or  questions? 
0 (No r x .  onse.) 
I CHAI&AN DIXON: Counsel, call the roll. 
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner ICling? 
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
4 h4S. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
5 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: '.4ye. 
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
9 COMMISSIONER S T E L E :  Aye. 
o MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
1 COM hlISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
z MS. CREEDON: Cornrnlssioner Cox? 

I 
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ta, Georria. COM.VISSIONER COX: Ave. 
ilR. CODK: Mr. Chairman, we have three MS. CREEDON: ~ornmiss;oner Davis? 
nendations in this category. A11 of them are below ' 3 COMMISSIONER D.4VlS: Aye. 
)Id. 
xt me have slide C-3, please. 
:HAIRMAN DIXON: .You mean Manet~l, El Sepndo, and 
1 -- 

9 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
5 .CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: -Eight ayes. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The motion is adopted unanimously. 

J R .  COOK: Yes, sir. Are there any questions concerning Defense Contract 
IHAIRMAN DIXON: -- should be considered as a -- Manasement Distnct West, El Segundo, Cal~fornia, or any 
d R .  COOK: No, sir. We'll discuss them 10 statements? 
luallv, but they're -- one's a redirect. and the other (No response.) 
? under threshold. CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion? 
3HMRMAN DIXON: Okay. COMh4ISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir. 
4R.  COOK: Defense Contract Mana~ernent Districts CH.4Ii;:MAN DIXON: Commissioner KIing. 
]tract administration functions. They,re middle h 4 O T I O N  
:rnent. The DL.4 has recomrncnded that  they disest3hlish COh,lA,l JSSIONER KLING: I move that the commission 
: ~n the South. 117 find that the Secretary of Defense did not dev~ate 
ilide C-4, jilease. I is  substant~aliy from the force structure plan and final 
h e s e  are t e numbers associated with the I!) criteria and, therefore, that the comrmssion ado t the 8 nendamn. I'll take each one individunlly. 
xave  C-4 up. please, and let me have C->. 
h e s e  are the llnes of the district as they're 

20 following recommendation of the Secretary of efense: This 
21 is redirect of the following BRAC '93 commission 
22 recommendation. "Relocate the  Defense Contrac: Management 



, ---- -- .-  
~ulhoriiy. City of Long ~ a c h .  " The current recommendation 
is expanded to read, Relocate the Defense Contract 
Management District El Segundo, California, (a) to government 
property in the Los Angela-Long Beach area or (b) to space 
obtained from exchange of land between the Navy and the Port 
Authority, Cit of Lon Beach or (c) to a purchased office I - %  building, whic ever IS t e most costeffect~ve for the 
Department of Defense. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I second the motion. 
Is  there any comment or any question or any 

statement? 
N o  r 

b M l F % ? b l X O N :  Counsel, call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 

I COMMISSIONER MONTOY A: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Ste le?  
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 

I , COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 

I COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
1 MS. CREEDON: Commiss~oner Davis? 
i COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
) MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
) CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 

MS. CREEDON: There are eight ayes and zero nays. 
I CHAIRMAN DIXON: The motion asses unanimousl . 
I Are there any u ~ t i o n s  of Mr. &k or Ms. ~asleslti 
I concerning Dayton, 8 b o ?  

No-re - me.) i L H A I E A N  DIXON: Is there a motion? 
I COMMISSIONER U I N G :  Mr. Chairman? 
i CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling? 
> M O T I O N  
1 COMMISSIONER KLING: I move that the commission 
I find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
! substantially from the force structure plan and final 

4 MS. CREEDON: hlr. Chairmiin? 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, there are eight ayes - - 
7 and zero na s. 
8 C H A ~ ~ A N  DIXON: And the motion is adopted 
9 unanimously. 

10 Defense Investigative Service, Investigations 
1 I Control and Automation Directorate, Fort Holablrd, Maryland. 
12 Mr. Cook? 
13 MR. COOK: Sir, in 1988 they closed Fort Holabird, 
14 except for the investigative service office there. Terrible 
15 fachties, 1940 buildmgs. The want to move on to Fort g 16 Meade. It makes sense. We c ecked to see if there was 
17 an thing within n 50-mile radius that would accommodate them. 
18 d found noqe. It makes sense. The staff concurs m the 
19 rt:commendat~on. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any auestions? . . 
21 No res onse.) 
22 &-lAI&AN DIXON: Any motion? 

-- 
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I COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Co~nmissioner Kling. 
3 M O T I O N  
4 COMMISSIONER KLING: I move that the commission 
5 f u d  that the Secretary of Defense did not dewate 
6 subs@tially from the force structure plan and final 
7 crntena and, therefore, b a t  the comrmssion ado t the 
8 following recommendation of the Secretary of&fenss: 
9 Relocate the Defense Investigative Service Inves t~~a t~on  
0 Cuntrol and Automation Directorate from Fort Hoiablrd, 
I Maryland, to a new facility to be built on Fort Meade, 
2 Maryland. This proposal 1s a revision to the 1988 Base 
3 Closure Commission's recommendation to retain the Defense 
4 Lnvest~gative Service at Fort Holabird. Once DIS vacates the 
5 buildln on Fort Holabird, the base will be vacant. 
6 &AIRMAN DIXON: 1 second the motion. 
7 Are there any questions or statements? 
8 (No res onse.) 
9 c 1 i ~ l ~ b . 4 ~  DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
0 MS. CREEDON: Conmissioner Kling? 
I (No res~onse.) 

CHAIR'MAN ~ ~ X O N :  Commissioner Kling? 
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I criteria and, therefore, that the commission ado t the 
2 following recommendation of t he  Secretary of 8efense: 

Realign the Deicnse Contract Management Command 1ntern:ttional 
1 Dayton, Ohio, and meige its mission into the Defense Contract 
j Mvnagerncnt Command H a d  usrters, Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 
1 9 CHAIRMAN DIXOh: I second the motion. 
I Are there any comments? 
I "lo res onse.) 
I ~ H A I R R ~ ~  DIXON: Are there any questions? 
I No res onse.) 

LHAIRRAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Comnllssioner Kling? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Com?lissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: ,4ye. 

-..- 
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I COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
2 MS. CREEDON : Comnussioner Montoya? 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
1 h4S. CREEDON: Cornmjssioner Robles? 
5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Stwle? 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: - Aye. 

10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox'! 
1 1  COMMlSSIONER COX: Aye. 
13 hIS. CREEDON: Con~rnissloner Davis? 
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: .Aye. 
11 h(S. CREEDON: Mr .  Chairman'? 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
16 hfS. CREEDON: Mr .  CIlairlnan, eight ayes and no nays. 
17 CHAIRMAN DISON: The motion is unnnimously adoptcd. 

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 118 MR. COOK: Sir, with the loss of that last 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. / 19 facilnty, Fort Hoicibird is now excess to [he Army needs. 
hlS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any questions? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 

tNHq;;yst. ) MS. CREEDON: Conunissioner Cox? I 1AN DIXON: Any stiitements? 



*U I G > ~ J U I l 3 C . )  

4AIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling? Commissione 
his is the last one. You'vejust got to stay on the 

?MMISSIONER KLING: Oh, I'm sony. Don't let m e  
s one. 
3AlRMAN DIXON: A pl yourself, apply yourself 
3MMISSIONER K L I N ~ :  rs everybody ready? 

&MIS hter$ IONER KLING: Is there anybody that's no 

$&$?$!8s"dkER KLING: Okay 
HAlRMAN DIXON: Commiss&er K l i n ~ .  

M O T I O N  - - - - - - - 
DMMISSIONER KLING: I move that the commission 
t the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
la1 criteria 1 and, therefore, that the commission 
le following m x y e n d a t ~ o n ;  close Fort Holabird, 
~ d .  The c o r n s s t o n  finds t h ~ s  recommendation is 
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:nt with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
OMMISSIONER DAVIS: I'd like to second. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: And Commissioner ComeUa - or 
d that? 
OMMISSIONER DAVIS: Davis. 
HNRh4A.N DIXON: Commissioner Davis seconds that 
>tlon, with reat authon 
OMMISSI~NER CORXLLA: I do, too 
OMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think w l  all do. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: It's thirded. fourthed. fifthed. 
. All right. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
OMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
OMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
OMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
OMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Co-ssioner Cornella? 
'OMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
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lOMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Cornmissloner Davis? 
:OMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
IS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
:HAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
1s. CREEDON: Eight ayes and no nays. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: The motion is unanimously adopted. 
'ow, folks, just a moment. We've got some clean- 
it, Mr. Cook and.Ms. Wasleski and everybod involved, 
ou all for your lmmenselv fine servlce. ?!outre a 
mtribution to this comrni&on and our country. 
there anything else out there? Are you 

1 we've rot i t  all in a box? 
IR. L Y L ~ s :  We are, Mr. Chairman. 
HAIRMAN DIXON: My fcllow cornmissionen, on lhc 
)f counsel, I move the commission staff be a i l a w e  to 
b o r  editorial changes of a tecbnicai and grampatlcal 
3 thc;rseomendattons that we have adopted, m orde~ 
we the ccrmmissi~n's report, which we must submit to 
dent of the United States by July 1, 1995. Is there 
I? 
>MMISSIONER KLING: 1 second that, Mr. Chairman. 

20 eight to zero. 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The motion is ado ted. 
22 Ladies and gentlemen, we have now w m p  f eted our 

- -  - - - . _ .  . .  _ . . . . . . .  ... .. . . . .. - . - . - . .  . .  - 
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1 voting, and the Iist of closures and realignments recommended 
2 by the 1995 Base Closure Commission is now complete. TI 
3 rocess has been a painful one, and the real pam wlll now 
4 1 egin in dozens of commuyties whose d e h g  charactenst 
s over the years has been their unswerving support of the mer 
6 and women of the Amencan military. 
7 I will not try to console those whose jobs will be 
8 eliminated by t a h g  about some greater good. I know that 
9 not much of a consolation. However I must rcpcat something 

1 0  I said at the beginnin of these defiberations, both because 
I I it is so ~mportanl andgbecause I believe 11 so stpmgly. 
12 Closu~ bases now 1s the key to the cont~nued d 13 readiness an future modernization of our military forces. I 
1 4  also strongly beIieve we have done our job fair1 
5 independently, apd.openly, as was intended by &e law that 
6 set up th- c o m s s l o n .  
7 We wrll now place all the recommendations we have 
8 made into a report which we will deliver to the President of 
9 the United States no later than Julv 1. 1995. The  resident 

M3. L ' U E U V l ~ :  L U U U L ~ ~ ~ I U I I G L  u r A v r r .  

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Comrnissioner Cornella? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Cornmissloner Davis? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Comrnissioner Kling? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the motion passes, 

or the Con ress may accept or re jkt  our recommeklations 1 R total, but t ey may. not change them. Under the present law 
22 this comrniss~on wlll go out of business on December 31 of 

I 
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1 this year. 
2 Our report to the president will contain a 
3 recommendation that Congress authorize another round of base 
4 closures the year 2001, after the Department of Defense 
5 has had time to assess the t ~ e  impact of four rounds of 
6 previous closures on excess mfrastructure. 
7 Our re ort will also contain the commission's 
8 thoughts on [ow the federal government can Improve its 
9 performance in helping communities replace closed bases in 
10 their local economes. There is life after base closure, and 
I I althoueh today IS not the day people might want to focus on 
12 that, the fed,e~-a1 government owes i t  to ihese comrnunititx to 
13 assist them In converting their economies from military to 
14 civilian. 
I S  Finally,, I'd like to take a moment to thank the 
16 Base Closure Comrmss~on staff, one of the most capable and 
17 dedicated rrouus of uublic servants it's ever been rnv honor 

!I they have my gratitude and that of all the commissioners, I 
Q know. 

18 to know. Their bo rk  &as necessarily done in a high1 ~ 6 a r ~ e . d  
19 atmosphere, and they camed out their duties wit6 remarkable 
!O sensitivity. 1"ll not take the time to name them all. but 

L 
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SUMMARY OF VOTING FOR FRIDAY, JUNE 30, 1991 
(IN ORDER) 

1. AVIATION SYSTEMS COMMAND/TROOP SUPORT COMMAND 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [motioned to realign per DoD) 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for realignment per DoD list 

2. FORT HAMILTON 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [motioned to remove from list] 
Y Commissioner Smith [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for removal from list 

FORT TOTTEN 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball [seconded the motion] 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner Cassidy [motioned to remove from list] 

Final vote count: 6-0 for removal from list 



4. MARCUS HOOK 

VOTE 

Y commissioner Stuart 
Y commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner Cassidy [moved to not consider Hook] 

Final vote count: 6-0 for removal from list 

5. LETTERKENNY 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter [motioned to realign per DoD] 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner ~assidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for realignment per DoD 

6. ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [moved to realign per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner ~assidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for realignemtn per DoD 

NOTES: Commissioners voted in favor of DoD recommendation to 
realign with concerns over MILCON dollar amounts which are to be 
reworked. Concerns over disputed dollar amount to be reiterated 
strongly in Commission report to President. 

7. FORTS AP HILL, BUCHANAN, PICKET, INDIANTOWN GAP AND MCCOY 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [seconded the motion] 



Y Commissioner Smith [motioned to remove from list] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for removal from list 

8. HUNTER'S POINT ANNEX 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Ball [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner ~assidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

9. SAND POINT 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball [seconded the motion] 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

10. MOFFETT NAVAL AIR STATION 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [:seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Ball [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 

RECUSED Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 5-0 for closure per DoD 

11. DAVISVILLE 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith [seconded the motion] 



Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

12. MIDWAY 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart . . 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [motioned to realign per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Smith [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count : 

TREASURE ISLAND 

6-0 for realignment DoD 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball [motioned to remove from list] 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for removal from list 

14. EAKER AIR FORCE BASE 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

15. GRISSOM AFB 

VOTE 

Commissioner Stuart [motioned to close per DoD] 
Commissioner Ball 
Chairman Courter 
Comissioner Callaway 
Commissioner Smith 
Commissioner Cassidy [seconded the motion] 



Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

16. RICHARDS-GEBAUR 

VOTE 

Y commissioner Stuart [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Ball [seconded the motion] 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y commissioner Smith 
Y  omm missioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

17. RICKENBACKER 

VOTE 

Y commissioner Stuart [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y ~omissioner Callaway [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Smith 
Y commissioner ~assidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 

18. WURTSMITH AFB 

VOTE 

Y commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway [seconded the motion] 
Y commissioner Smith [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for clsoure per DOD 

19. WILLIAMS AFB 

VOTE 

Y Commissioner Stuart 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y Commissioner Smith [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy [motioned to close per DoD] 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 



2 0 .  MATHER, BEALE, MARCH, AND MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASES 
(AIR FORCE CHANGES IN BRAC 1988) 

VOTE 

Y  omm missioner Stuart 
Y  omm missioner Ball 
Y chairman Courter 
Y ~omissioner Callaway [motioned to change BRAC 1988 recs] 
Y  omm missioner Smith [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Cassidy 

Final vote count: 6-0 for changing BRAC 1988 recommendations 

21. GOODFELLOW 

VOTE 

Y  omm missioner Stuart [seconded the motion] 
Y Commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y ~omissioner Callaway [seconded the motion] 
Y  omm missioner smith 
Y commissioner Cassidy [moved to remove as a closure .and 

realign per DoD] 

Final vote count: 6-0 for removal from list as a closure, and 
realign per DoD 

22. LOWRY AFB 

VOTE 

Y commissioner Stuart 
Y commissioner Ball 
Y Chairman Courter 
Y Comissioner Callaway 
Y commissioner Smith [motioned to close per DoD] 
Y  omm missioner Cassidy [seconded the motion] 

Final vote count: 6-0 for closure per DoD 


